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stock market had its difficulties lagt spring,

I got a good many letters,

~I recelve no mall thanking me and ex-

. pressing admiration for my economlic wis-

~nomic difficulties,

dom when the market goes-up, but when it
goes down we all know who is wrong. There-
fore, that being true, recognizing that- the
President of the United States and the Gov-
ernment will be responsible if we have eco-
1t seems to me that we
have some right to present broposals which
may lessen those economic difficulties.

We have some right, really, to be listened
to. We are attempting to avoid those hag-
ards which will inevitably be blamed upon
Us when they fAnally come, and people do
look to Washington in all kinds of ways
when difficulty comes across the country.
It is also true of buginess and economic diffi-
culties. So the matters we are now discus-
“Sing, and the proposals we have magde in re-
gard to the budget, Federal expenditures,
and the fax cust, are all representing our
efforts to avold the difficulties which, If they
come, will inevitably be blamed- upon the

resident of the United States.
- The first 2 months of the 88th Congress

" have been dominated by discussions of fiscal

' . and economic

»

v

.18 a statye, and
. prologue.”
. cause we do

pbolicy and the next several
dominated by the same facts.
I think that is very wise. We are attempting
to do something new, and that is to talk
about a tax cut at s time when we have a
defleit, and at a time when we have rela-~
tively good times, even though a disturb-
Ingly high rate of unemployment, so we are
talking about, in g sense, something new,
ahd it is appropriate that we talk about it in
‘detail; and it is necessary that we get-some
understanding acrosg the country of what
Wwe are trying to do because it is important
and it does represent a change in previous
policies enunciated by the U.S. Government.

The fact is, of course, these questions are
all highly technical. To explain the dif-
ference between a family budget and the U.s.
budget, to explain why we believe it diffi-
cult, If not impossible, and certainly unwise,
to attempt to secure a bhalanced budget this
year, which we believe would put us into a
recession, which we believe would unbalance
the budget, these are highly sophisticateq
Questions, far more Sophisticated than those
questions which occupled our attention dur-
ing the 19th century of free silver, trade,

months will be

~and all the rest. Balance of payments and

the cyclical Problems and debt manhagement
are all far more complicated and every solu-
tion raises new questions.

Three familiar questions of fiscal

1must be decided by the Congress:

The limit on the hational debt.

" The size of the Federal budget.

The desirability and extent of Federal tax
reduction. X .

All three of these questions have faced
legislative and execusive branches before,
and we have an obligation to learn the les.
sons of history if we do not wish to relive it.
- In front of the Archives Building there

under it is says “The past is
Not, necessarlly, and it is be-
not wish to relive the past, be-
cause we do not wish to regard the past as
necessarily a brologue in the 1980’s that we
have attempted to put forward our Pproposals.
Economic history, specifically the history
of 1957-60, which produced two recessions
from which the whole economy has never
fully recovered, clearly warns usg how that
the wrong answers to each of these three
questions would spell downturn for the
American economy as a whole.

Ido not speak as a bartisan. The errors of
& Republican administration and a Demo-
cratic Congress during these erucial years
have been acknowledged by members of both
riie I do not review them now to gain
political advantage in hindsight, but to gain
a greater degree of foresight on the same

policy

-
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problems that face our

There 1s enough to go around for
everyone. But we shall all be deserving of
blame, we shall all be deserving of blame if
we do not learn its lessons for the future,

The Federal Government, and I shall speak
here not of any one party or branch of the
Government, but the Government as a whole
declded in 1957 to keep the debt limit un-
realistically low, to cut bhack and stretch out
budget expenditures, to tighten monetary
polley, and to reject all efforts at tax reduc-
tion. The harsh results of those decisions
are still with us.

In the decade previous to July 1957, unem-
ployment had rarely exceeded 4 percent. In
the 64 months since those decisions, it has
remained above 5 percent.

In the earlier decade, business fixed in-
vestment averaged nearly 11 percent of total
output. It has since that time fallen stead-
ily to roughly 9 percent today.

In the previous decade, our total output
of goods and services, measured in constant
prices, had increased at the rate of nearly 4
percent a year. Since mid-1957 the rate of
increase has been limited to 3 percent.

All three of these decislons were taken in
the name of fiscal responsibility. But if thag
high-sounding label is intended to refer to
budget and ba,lance-of-payments surpluses,
it was & name taken in valn,

The preceding 11 fiscal years had produced
seven cash surpluses In the Federal budget,
for a net cash surplus of $20 billion. The
6 succeeding fiscal years produced one sur-
plus and flve deflcits, Including the greatest
peacetime defleit of all in fiscal 1959, for a
net cash deflcit of $30 billion. Hadg the
economy been operating at full employment,
there would have been no deficit.

The balance-of-payments problem became
& problem only after mid-1957, with a total
defleit of $11.2 billion during the next 3 cal-
endar years and ga gold loss of more than
35 billion during the same Pperiod. The fact
that short-term. interest rates had been in-
creased 40 percent in 1955 and 1967 did not
help to stem this balance-of—payments tide.
As the OECD said last December:

- “Confidence In the dollar depends in good

part on. a strong domestic economy; it is
unlikely to be fostered for any length of
time by policies that keep the level of ac-
tivity low,” .

Unfortunately, the size of the deficits in
our Federal budget and our international
accounts led the Government in 1959 to
adopt even more restrictive fiscal and mone-
tary policies. The Federal cash budget dur-
ing the first quarter of 19569 was operating
at the level of 817 billion deficit at annual
rates. By the third quarter, this had hecome
& 82 billion deficit, and by the second quar-
ter of the next year, 1960, a surplus of
87 billion. These figures are from Arthur
Burns, who serveq my predecessor as Chair-
man of the Council of Economic Advisers,
and who call this, and 1 quote, “one. of the
very sharpest shifts of Federal finance in
our Natlon’s history.” -

At the same time, Dr. Burns bointed out,
eéconomic expansion was curbed by a tight-
ening of both short-term ang long-term
credit. Long-term rates, in faect, “advanced
faster,” and I quote him, “than during a
comparable stage of any business cycle qur-

past.

ing the past hundreq years.”

The result was another recession, more

recession year sinee the war—below the level
of gross retained earnings. And business
spending on new plant and equipment was
at a lower level than it was in 1957,

i

country at this time, -
- I do not intend to assess the blame for the

ase ‘2‘0‘10’/04/27 : CiA-RDP6éBOO383ROOO200190020-0
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE - )

4257

Now, in 1963, the Government once again
is faced with these same decisions. I hope.
we will bear in mind the lessons of history.
I hope we will remember the. editorial in
Business Week magazine, June 28, 1958,
which pointed out the effects of an unrealis-
tic debt ceiling and a harmful slash in ex-
penditures, and I quote them:

“In the second half of 1957, the debt ceil-

ing forced the administration to cut back

brograms needed for long-term national se-
curity. - And,” they sald and I quote, “the
resulting slash in defense expenditures was
an important contributing cause of the
recession.”

An unrealistic debt ceiling or budget cut
today would also cause a slowdown in con-
tracts, a stretchout in bayments, a cash
drain on business, and ultimately another
recession. Instead of balancing the budget,
it would produce a budget deficit far Breater
than the temporary addition to the deficit
that will come from a tax reduction. Let us
Temember that the $12.4 billion deficit of
fiscal year 1959 was the result of a recession

“which wiped out what had originally been

conceived of &s a surplus of $500 riillion.

This administration is not asking for an
unlimited debt ceiling, but a realistic one
which will still keep the actual debt burden
as measured by a bercentage of our gross na-
tional product steadily declining, As you
know, it has declined for 120 bercent of our
gross national product, 17 or 18 years ago,
to 54 percent today, and will continye to
decline both as a Pbercentage of our popula-
tion per capita and as a pbercentage of our
gross national product. .

We are not asking for uncontrolled budget
increases, but for a prudent budget which,
contrary to all trends in Government, both
local and State, actually reduces civilian ex-
penditures below their level of last year, g

dollars yesterday in the
House of Representatives, And we are not
asking for an unprecedented tax cut because,
while the total amount of the tax cut in
beginning in July would

loss in this fiscal year. .

Certainly it is clear that if we slide into
another recesston, the deficit without a tax
cut will be far larger than the Projected
deflcit we face with g tax cut,
to me that the logic of our broblem and the

of life in our economy.

In addition, as you know, we are Pouring
into the labor market every Yyear, 'at the
very time when automation is becoming most

gress, and by all of you.

“The great advantage of Americans,” wrote
de Tocqueville in 1835, “The great advan-
tage of Americans consists in their being able
to commit faults which they may afterwards
repair.” To this I would add the fact that
the great advantage of hindsight consists of
our applying 1ts lessons by way of foresight.
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1t trls Nation can apply the lessons and re-
the faults of the last B years, if we can
stick to the facts and cast out those things
which really don’t apply to the situation,
then surely this country can reach its goals,
-and upon reaching its goals depends the
segurity of the {ree worlg.
Thank you.
om——

/
SOVIET DISCRIMINATION AGAINST
; RUSSIAN JEWS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a news
report from Moscow today discloses that
Jews in the USSR. will again not be
able to obtain matzoth for the Passover
this year. For the second year, state
bakeries, the only ones permitted to op-
erate in the Soviet Unlon, will not supply
the religious ceremonial wafers for the
Passover. The news report adds that
the chief rabbl of the only synagogué
in Moscow told his congregation last
Haturday that a new requeést had been
rejected by the Soviet authorities.
These same authorities have also refused
to allow Soviet Jews to import matzoth
for the religious observance this year as
they did last year. At that time I acted
dn behalf of a group of American mat-
zoth bakers who had volunteered to ship
§ planeload of matzoth to the Soviet
Union in time for observance of the
- Passover.

' This is a direct attack on the part of
the Communists against Jewish religious
practices, and it gives further credence
to the charge so hotly denied by Chair-
man Khrushchev himself of discrimina-
tion by Soviet officials.
L Chalrman Ehrushchev owes the world
gn explanation for this and other at-
- %acks on Russian Jews. The hundreds of
‘words used by Khrushchev in his speech
‘on March 8 to describe his attitude to-
‘ward Jews and to deny the existence of
‘g Jewlsh problem In the US8.SR.
-explain the repressive actions of the
‘Boviet Government agalnst Jews. The
. Sovlet Unlon’s action should be protested
iand an accounting demanded.
| There has been international protest
‘in these matters as well. 1 draw atten-
. tion to the fact that at the meeting of
the United Nations General Assembly
' Boclal Committee, on November 1, 1982,
- the Australlan delegate, acting on the
instructions of hlis government, specifi-
. cally singled out Sovlet diserimination
against Jews during the committee’s de-
. bate on manifestations of racial preju-
dice and rational and religious intoler-
agnce. The Russians ggain hotly denied
. that thaf was so. But the Australian
' delegate stuck by his guns, and the rec-
ord fully bears him out. I hope the pro-
test of the world will again be directed
at the Soviet Union for this act of dis-
crimination, again shown by acts rather
than speeches, Which flies directly in the
Tace of the position taken by Chairman
Khrushchev in his speech of March 8.

1 ssk unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the Recorp the notation of the
Australian initiative and Intervention
that T have described and the news arti-
cle to which I have referred, datelined

~ Moscow, March 18, entitled “Soviet For-
bids Making Matzoh in Red Bakeries.”

s

do not'
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There belng no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: *

WON!—AWIA'S INITIATIVE

International concern over the situation of
Jews in the U.S.8.R. has been expressed In &
number of interventions at the TUN. and In

frect representations to the SBoviet authori-

es. At the United Nations QGeneral Assem-
bly Social Committee on November 1, 1962,
the Australian delegate, acting on the in-~
structions of his Government, specifically
singled out Soviet discrimination against
Jews during the Committee’'s debate on
manifestations of raclal prejudice and na-
tional religlous intolerance.

Mr. White said that there had been violent
and infiammatory examples of anti-Jewish
conduct in & number of countries tn recent
years. “I feel that I must alsc mentlon
specifically the fact that Jewish communt-
ties throughout the world have expressed
concern at the treatment of Jews in the Bo-
viet Union,” he added.

The Australian accusation in the General
Assembly’s 110-nation Bocial Committee
touched ofl a series of sharp East-West ex-
changesa. Vigorously denying the ant!-Sem!-
tism charge, the Soviet Union characterized
Australia’s statement as “fiithy calumnles”
and referred to “rank racism' in the United
States.

Mr. White cited official Boviet criticism di-
rected against the Jews, restriction of Jewish
religious observances, and action taken
against individual Jews.

He referred specifically to the Boviet ban
on the pubiic baking of unleavened pread
for the 1863 Passover observance and the
unduly high proportion of Jews sentenced to
death recently for economic offenses in the
Soviet Unlon.

“Should the U.SSR. find dificulty in ac-
cording Boviet Jewry full freedom to prac-
tice their religion, it should, we belleve, per-
mit them to leave the country,” he added.
~indeed it has s moral obiigation to do so
under articie 13, paragraph 2, of the univer-
sal declaration of human rights, which 8ays:
‘Everyone has the right to leave any country,
including his own, and to return to his
country.' ”

Exercising the right of reply, Mrs. T. N.
Nikolayeva of the Soviet Unilon charged that
Australia’s accusation was a Western attempt
to denigrate her country and distract atten-
tion from the racial discrimination imposed
by coionlalism.

“In the Soviet Unlon," she asserted, “there
{s no discrimination against Jews or any
other natlonallty or group.”

She cited statistics to show that Jews held
s high proportion of professional, artistic, and
political positions in the Soviet Unlon,

When Mrs. Ronald Tree of the United
States asked why Soviet passports identifled
Jews by religion, a Soviet spokesman asked
why “armed forces” were needed to enroll &
Negro in the University of Mississippl.

«¥ou are sitting in a glasshouss yourself,”
the Soviet spokesman remarked.

Earlier in the week, the Israel permanent
representative at the U.N. Mr. Michael
Comay. had indirectly referred to Soviet
Jewry when he asked the United Nations to
condemn and seek an end to cultural dis-
crimination which deprived & people of the
freedom to “matntain thelr distinctive lan-
guage, literature, and traditions” and used
Jews as “scapegoats for economic difficulttes.”
it is painful, he said, for Israel to state that
a large section of the Jewish people had been
singled out for such discrimination “in &
1and which officially recognizes the identity
of each ethnic, national, and religious group
within its porders—including the Jewish
group, the members of which are formally de-~
scribed in their documents of identity as be-
ing Jewish in nationality.

March 19

“As a religious group, too, this community
{s deprived of the prerogatives which are
still extended to other faiths, such as the
production of sacred books and articles, the
training of clerics and contact between the
different Iocal communities within the coun-
try, or between them and the Jewish com-
munities elsewhere.

“In brief, the Jewlsh communlty of that
country has been tragically cut off from its
own rich religious and cultural heritage, as
well as from its Jewish brethren in the rest
of the world. Their helplessness is aggra-
vated by the growing (though by no means
original) trend to find Jewish scapegoats
for economic difficuities.”

TRADE UNION MEMORANDUM

Another interventlon was the eirculation
recently of a memorandum among all mem-~
bers of the UN. by the International Con-
federation of Free Trade Unions which as-
gerted that discrimination against Jews is
“part and parcel of government policy in
the Soviet Union.” It called for & sweeping
investigation of “government-instigated
antl-Semitism in the Soviet Unlon.”

The International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions, which has consultative status
on the U.N. Economic and Soclal Council,
demands an investigation and report simllar
to that which dealt with forced labor In
SBovlet Russia and eventually led to a UR.
convention on forced labor. Its representa-
tive, Mr. Irving Brown, attacked the “ever-
expanding program of Soviet anti-semi-
tism, alded, abetted, encouraged, and legal-
ized by the Boviet Government.”

While the Soviet Unlon 1s “preaching the
virtues of peaceful coexlstence,” the trade
union memorandum states, it is engaged “In
s program agalnst a large defenseless
minority of its cltizenry which can only be
characterized as cultural and spiritual
genoclide.”

The 5.000-word Internmatlonal Confedera-
tion of Free Trade Unions memorandum
points out that while Soviet Jews are of-
ficially considered as a nationality and are
listed as such on their identification papers,
they are “officlally deprived of the funda-
mental rights accorded to nationalities in
the Soviet Union.”

1Al] Jewish newspapers, publishing houses,
literary journals, repertory theaters and
dramatic schools, cultural-communal asso-
clations, literary, and cultural research In-
stitutions, schools and other means of in-
struction in and -perpetuation of Jewlsh
cultural and historic traditions have been
forcibly liquidated since 1948, thé memo-
randum states.

“Not only are the Jews allowed no schools,
they are not even allowed classes in Yiddish
or Hebrew in general schools, or, for that
matter, classes on Jewlsh history and cul-
ture in Russian.”

WORLD PROTESTANTS INQUIRE

In New York on September 18, 1962, a
six-man delegation of the Protestant World
Councll of Churches, which had returned
from an official visit to the Soviet Union, sald
that they had questioned Soviet officlals
about the position of Judaism in the U.S.SR.
Leader and chief spokesman for the group
was the Reverend Dr. Eugene Carson Blake,
the executive head of the United Presby-
terfan Church of America, former prasident
of the World Council of Churches and chair-
man of the council’s standing commiitee on
Soviet religious affairs.

Dr. Blake stated that, in recponse to the
delegation’s expression of concarn about the
Jews, Soviet offictals denied the existcnce of
any problem, but nevertheless promised to
look into it.

This is the first time that such ‘& high-
level Christlan group has raised the problem
of Soviet Jews with Kremlin officials. The
significance of the delegation’s intervention

- Approved For Release 2010/04/27 C|A-RbP65BOO383R000200190020-0 '
\ I JUUVLZU-U ey




1963

1s emphasized by the fact that the World
Countil of Churches has developed increas-
ingly close relations during the past year
with, Soviet eccleslastical bodies. Last De-
cember, at its international conference in
New Delhi, the council accepted the Russian
Orthodox Church, the U.8.S.R.’s leading de-~
nomination, as a full-fledged meniber. And
this past August, the council’s ezecutive
committee recommended agceptance of ap~
blications for membership from five more
Soviet church groups: the Georgian Ortho-
dox Church, the Armenian Apostolic Church,
the Baptists, the Lutheran Church of Latvia,
and the Lutheran Church of Estonia,.

~ This prerogative of malntaining close re-
lations and contact with coreligionists abroad
1s one of the many denled to Soviet Jews.

Dr. Blake added that the delegation had
visited the one remalining synagogue in
Odessa, where before the Revolution several
score synagogues had thrived. He described
the Odessa Synagogue as dreadfully run-
“down and In desperate need of repair and
baint. Even this synagogue, in a city with
& Jewish population of some 100,000, lacks a
rabbl. .

In general, Dr. Blake noted that, though
the Soviet Government heas stepped up its
propoganda campalgns against all reglons,

"1t has not resorted to “administrative meas-
ures against the Christlan churches, This
stands In marked contrast to the harsh ad-
ministrative steps taken against Judaism in
‘the past year. In addition to the ban on
matzoth-baking and the virtual closure of
the Yeshiva, these measures have Included
the deposition of synagogue presidents in
slx major cities, and the trial and lengthy
prison terms meted out to Gedalia Pecher-
sky and other Jewlish religlous leaders in
Leningrad and Moscow last October.”
COLORED PEOPLE’'S ASSOCIATION ASK

’ CLEMENCY )

A request that the Soviet authoritles ex-
tend clemency to 15 people in the Soviet
_Unlon sentenced to die for economic offences,

at least 12 of whom were Jews, was made in -

April 1962, by the Natlonal Assoclation of
Colored People. The chairman of the asso-
clation, Mr. S. G. Spollswood, wrote to the
Soviet Ambassador in ‘Washington, Mr. Ana-
toll F. Dobrynin, that: “Representing, as 1t
does, & group which has long suffered the
troubles of discrimination and segregation,
the Natlonal Assoclation for the Advance-
ment of Colored Pecople considers with in-
creasing concern the fate of Soviet Jewry.
The shocking events of recent weeks within
the Soviet Union have brought the situation
to a pass which forces us to speak out in
protest.”

The letter points out that many of these
sentenced to death by shooting “received
thelr sentences for offenses committed at a
time when the law did not call for capital
punishment. In at least three cases a lesser
benalty, meted out upon conviction, was in-
creased to capital punishment on appeal by
‘the prosecution after enactment of the death
penalty decree, Most of the convicted are
denied the right to appeal. These savage
practices represent an unfortdnate retro-
gresslon In Soviet law as well as new and
disturbing indications of anti-Semitic
persecution.” .

The letter asked for clemency and for com-
mutation of the death sentences. -

OTHER INTERVENTIONS .

"In May the International League for the
Rights of Man sent an appeal, signed by 223
leading Americans, to the U.N. Secretary
General U Thant asking him to Intercede
over the death sentences. . ’

Some other interventions were: An appeal
on August 12, 1962, the 10th anniversary of
the murder of 26 leading Soviet-Jewish in-
tellectuals, by the 7 leading Jewish organiza-~
tions in Ameriea calling for the restoration to

No. 43——6

Approved For Release 2010/04/27 : CIA-RDP65B00383R000200190020-0
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE -

Sovlet Jews of “the full right to thelr own,
cultural life.” The appeal declared that:
“Official Sovlet practice today continues the
Stalin policy of depriving Soviet Jewry of
continulty with its past and free expression
In the present. The terror is gone, but the
policy extinguishing every spark of Jewish
consclousness and ldentity continues.”

Under Soviet Premler Khrushchev, the or-
ganizations sald, “the polley of cultural ex-
tinction remains essentially unaltered.
There 1s no school, nor even a -classroom,
where a Jewish child may learn something
of Yiddish or Hebrew language and litera-
ture. There does not even exist the oppor-
tunity for Jewish parents to have their chil-
dren instructed in Jewish history and cul-
ture through the medium of the Russlan
language.”

The statement concluded:

“Ten years after their execution, there is
no way, except for public apology and full
rehabilitation, that reparation can be made
to the slain writers. But there is a way for
the Soviet Government to rectify its crime
against Soviet Jewry: To reverse this policy
and to restore to Soviet Jews the full right to
their own cultural life.”

Signers of the statement were Dr. Joachim
Prinz, president, American Jewish Congress;
Label Katz, president, B’nal Brith; Adolph
Held, national chairman, Jewish Labor
Committee; Theodore Brooks, national com-~
mander, Jewish War Veterans; Lewis Wein-
stein, chalrman, National Community Rela-

tions Advisory Councll; Rabbt David Hil,

president, National Council of Young Israel,
and Rabbl Israel Moshowitz, president, New
York Board of Rabbis. -

On July 15, the president of the Board of
Deputies of British Jews, Sir Barnett Janner,
appealed for mitigatlon of the severe sen-
tences meted out to Jews in the Soviet Union
charged with economic offenses, and asked
the Soviet Government to conduct “a cam-
balgn of enlightenment against anti-Semi-
tism in the U.S.S.R.”

On June 24, 1962, the Central Conference

of American Rabbis déplored the “unique
discrimination and persecution” of Jews
and Judalsm in the U.S.SR. They sald that
Soviet authorities were attempting to “lig-
uldate religious and cultural Judaism and
to assimilate Russlan Jews by coerclon.”

An American assemblyman, Bentley Kas-
sal, asked the U.S. Misslon at the U.N. to
demand U.N, action on behalf of Soviet Jews
in May 1962. He said that on a visit to the
U.8.S.R. in December 1961, he had noted
the disruption of Jewish communities, de-
splite denials by Soviet officlals.

In June 1962, 40 American and Canadian
trade union leaders condemned anti-Jewish
excesses in the U.S.SR. A resolution passed
by the meeting in Pennsylvania critized
death sentences for so-called economic
crimes, and the second-class treatment ac-
corded to Soviet Jews in every facet of Soviet
life.”

Sovier FORBIDS MAKING MATZOH 1IN
RED BAKERIES

Moscow, March 18.—Jews in the Soviet
Unlon have been told agaln this year that
state-operated bakeries wiil not supply them
with' traditional matzoh bread for Passover
ceremonies next month.

Yehuda Leb-Levin, chief rabbi of the only
synagogue In Moscow, told his congregation
last Saturday that o new request had been
turned down and that if they wanted matzoh
this year they would have to bake 1t at home.

Last year was the first time the state
bakerles have refused to supply matzoh in
Moscow and Leningrad. Matzoh supplies
have been cut off In a growing number of
brovincial Soviet citles over the last 5 or [¢]
years, however, and the policy now is under-
stood to be nationwide.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from New York has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have an
additional 2 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there
objection.? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an article which appeared
in the winter 1962-63 issue of American
Judaism entitled ““The Dilemma of Soviet
Jewry,” -written by Rabbi Judah Cahn,
spiritual leader of the Metropolitan
Synagogue of New York City,

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

THE DILEMMA OF SOVIET JEWRY
. (By Rabbi Judah Cahn)

One of the tragic results of recent devel-
opments in the Sovlet Union is the dilemma
which now faces the 3 million Jews in that
nation. The roots of the dilemma are deep
and complicated. It begins with the fact
that within the Soviet Union, Jews are re-
garded not as a religlous body but as a
national minority. This was not always true.
During the early years after the revolution,
the BSoviet Government had denied this
status to the Jews.

The reversal of this decision was based
ostensibly on the four-point definition of a
nationality as promulgated by Stalln. He
sald that a nation or ethnic group should
bossess four characteristics: A common land,
& common language, a common culture, and
common economic Interests. Within the
framework of this definition it would have
been logically impossible to give the Jewish
bopulation of the Soviet Union the label
of a national group.

Biro-Bidjan, a reglon in East Siberia, was
established as an autonomous Jewlsh Repub-
He. This was an attempt by Soviet authori-
ties to make the Jews in the Soviet Union
conform to their definition.
mately 20,000 Jewish inhabitants who were
there during the early days, over 11,000 had
left by 1934.

This so-called Jewish Republic turned out
to be an admitted falure. All the other re-
publics had been created on the same lands
already occupied by the people who were
designated as citizens of that republic. The
situation with the Jews was quite different.
A plece of land in Siberia which did not even
have a trace of previous Jewish occupation
was turned into a Jewish “homeland.” The
fact that the Jews of the Soviet Union were
located in the great citles of Western Rus-
sla and played a very important part in the
cultural and economic life of the country,
made no difference. Did the Soviet author-
lties seriously expect these thousands of
teachers, scientists, poets, actors, and mu-
slefans to leave the cultural centers of the
US.S.R. and migrate to Biro-Bidjan?

The results of these actions were Inevita-
ble, The Jews became a national minority
group within the Soviet Union wlithout pos-
segsing any of the advantages of such a des-
Ignation. When choices were made for na-
tional posts in the many areas of Soviet
life, the Jews could be designated only after
all others who were cltizens of that particular
republic had been given the opportunity.
The only place where it was possible for a
Jew to recelve preference over others would
have been in Biro-Bidjan and in this bar-
ren spot there existed none of the institu-
tions which permitted such participation.
This also applied to college admission, pro-
fessional training, and opportunities, which
all depend on national identity.
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- 7Thus, the Jews beénme subject fo ‘the
whims of the dlctator. When Stalin thought
it desirable, he utilized a Iiteral interpre-
tation of the law.” When he thoUght it ex-
pedient, he utilized a loose interpretation.

Durlng ‘the life of ‘Stalin, academic nte
was circumscribed by political expediency.
The best of the Bovlet afidemiclans were
harnésséd to justity and rationalize the pol-
fcfes of the state. WIth the elimination of
Stalin, this academlc straltjacket was, for
& time, loosened and thatters herétofore for-
bidden for discussion were now brought Into
the open. At a meeting with Prol. Alexi
Teondyev, a tiembér of the Presldium of the
Academy of Bpeéial Sclences and chalrman of
the Depattmefit of Psychology at the Unl-
versity of Moscow, and Prof. Fidore Savatkin,
vich director of the Institute of Natlonal
Behools and professor of methods of teach-
ing language In the professlonal school, this
subject was first raised by me In the summer
of 1958, WNelther professor made any serlous
attempt to Justify the designation of Jews

‘ax & national minofity. In the course of the

discussion, I pointed out that in my con-
tacts with Jewish university students, musi-
clans, and government officials who were
under the age of 35, T had found that they
nad either ho knowledge or a sparse knowi-
edge of Ylddish, which was supposed to be
& natlonal language for Soviet Jewry.

I indicated to Professor Savatkin that
though he had organized schools and staffs
for the teaching of approximately fifty lan-
guages, there were neither teachers nor texts
for the teaching of Yiddish. A call was im-~
mediately put in to the Lenin Library and
this polnt was confirmed. Though there
were texts in Yiddish concerned with the
teaching of other subjects, there wasn't 8
single text dealing with the teaching of Yid-
dish. As far as Hebrew was concerned, both
men refused to recognize it as & spoken
tongue and referred to it as a language of

rayer which was the concern ana responsi-

{lity ot the Jewish religious community.
They ¢lalmed that they would neither help
nor hinder stich activities. When 1t was
furthér charged that Jews were not permit-
ted 1o create prayerbooks for the teaching
ot the language, this fact was attributed to
the disinterest of Jews themselves: & com-
mon excuse among Soviet officials. PFinally,
both professors suggested that this was a
vastly complicated question and that the
complete assimlilation of Soviet Jewry would
be the deslrable goal. Upon further discus-
sion they admitted that the Jewish national

up alone seemed superfiuous in the eyes
of the Soviet authorities.

The matter was then pursued with Prof.
Tvan Podekhin, director of the Institute of
Ethnology at the Unlversity of Moscow. This
ingtitute s responsible for the designation
of nmational identities. After many hours of
argument, it was finally divuiged that the
subject of Jewish Identity was just then
coming before the Institute of Ethnology
for restudy. However, the resenrch and dis-
cusstons had not yet renched the stage where
they could be made public. The latest in-
sormation on this subject which we have
been able to secure from the Soviet Unlon,
indicates that the problem of Jewish ldentity
s now very much alive in Soviet academic
elrcles.

This creates the dilemma for Soviet Jewry:
whether to be or not to be a nationatity.
If national identity is taken from them, all
that will be left will be a religious identity.
In view of the fact that only & small minority
of Boviet Jewry maintains {dentity with the
syniagogue and that mermbers of this mi-
nority, for the most part, are well advanced
In years, it would mean the virtual disap-
peararice by assimilation of this vast seg-
ment of world Jewry. Hitler destroyed 8
million Jews. The Soviet Union is suggesting
to 3 mililon more the possibility of mass
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gultial sulclde. The other alternative is
to seek to maintain Boviet Jewry as & na-
tional minority. This would mean the con-
tinuance of certain disabilities, and perhaps
an intensification of the current antisemitis
wave now prevalent in the Soviet Unlon.
But it would make possible the maintenance
of identity for these 3 million people and
the hope for their eventual freedom. These
millions of Jews also recognize that even
cultural and religious suictde may not neces-
garily destroy the virus of antisemitism.
Among those who were liquidated In the
Stalin purges were many men and women
who had not only relinquished their Jewish
heritage, but had become the enemlies of
those who insisted on retaining it.

No other Jew {n the world can make thils
declsion for Soviet Jewry. Of course, it may
be that Soviet Jewry will have little volce
in determining Its own destiny. But where
shall they, as a community, apply the little
strength that they-may have?

NATIONAL WILDLIFE WEEK—
MARCH 17 TO 23, 1863

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, I should
like to call to the attention of my col-
leagues that this week is National Wild-
life Week throughout the Nation.

Held during the first week of spring
every year since first proclaimed by Pres-
1dent Roosevelt in 1838, National Wild-
life Week has served to focus public at-
tention on the importance of conserving
our natural resources and to spotlight
specific conservation problems through
the years. This year the Wildlife Week’s
theme s "Chemical Pesticldes Are Poi-
son—Handle With Care.”

This theme is especially appropriate
this year in view of the nationwide im-
pact which has been mede recently by
Rachel Carson's controversial book, “8i-
lent Spring,” which has detalled how
man has abused and misused chemical
pesticides in his attempt to control in-
gects and other pests. The issues raised
by Miss Carson’s book have stressed gen-
eral agreement that steps should be
taken to acquaint the public with the
potential dangers and hazards involved
in the use of these chemical pesticides.
With the protection of the public and our
Nation’s heritage of abundant fish and
wildlife in mind, the National Wildlife
Federation-sponsored Wildlife Week has
devoted itself to this important educa-
tional task.

WOOLEN TEXTILE IMPORTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the ques-
tion of imports of woolen manufactures
and their effect on the U.S. industry has
again become a matter of public and gov-
ernmental concern. The President’s
Cahinet Committee on Textiles met re-
cently on this problem and the President
has promised an answer to a group of
distinguished colleagues from wool pro-
ducing and wool textile manufacturing
States on what action, if any, will be
taken.

There has been much dispute, however,
concerning the actual facts regarding
imports and the performance of the do-
mestic industry. This is because of the
great difficulties in obtaining, analyzing
and evaluating statistical material both
on an overall and category-by-category
basis. The U.S. industry contends that
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imports represent something ke 2 per-
cent of domestic consumption of wool
products. Importer groups dispute this
figure and contend that the statistical
basis for the computation is erroneous.
The U.S. industry points to a rising trend
of imports. Importer groups emphasize
the greatly expanded domestic consump-
tion of woolen products, the firm market
for such goods, and the satisfactory per-
formance of the domestic industry.

Mr. President, last year the Congress
passed the Trade Expansion Act of 1962,
which provides the machinery for evalu-
ating such claims and testing out the
arguments and facts submitted by op-
posing interests before an independent
tribunal, the U.S. Tariff Commission.
My investigation of the statistical ma-
terial submitted to me by various groups
has convinced me that this is a case for
which the machinery set up by the Trade
Act could well be used.

The press reports that the Cabinet
committee has recommended to the Pres-
ident that a section 332 investigation or
an escape-clause investigation by the
Tariff Commission be initiated. I can-
not vouch for the accuracy of these re-
ports but would endorse such a course of
action on the following grounds:

First. Contradictory and incomplete
data relating to woolen textile imports
and their effect on domestic industry
should be evaluated and fully brought to
light by the agency created by Congress
for this very purpose.

Second. Governmental responsibility
to the consumer, who would bear the
brunt of increased import restrictions
in terms of prices, requires that a full

_and impartial investigation be conducted

before any such restrictions are put into
effect.

Mr. President, for the information of
my colleagues, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this
point both the public statement of the
National Association of Wool Manufac-
turers and the letter to the President
from the wool products group. I be-
{ieve that the obvious differences in the
data and arguments presented by these
two interests clearly indicate the need
for an informed judgment in the con-
sumer interest.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and letter were ordered to be print-
ed in the REecorp, as follows:

PUBLIC STATEMENT BY EDWIN WILKINSON,
PRESIDENT NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WooL
MANUFACTURERS, FEBRUARY 14, 1063

Presldent Kennedy's Cabinet Textlle Ad-
visory Comynittee could not give him worse
advice than that reported in the press to-
day. According to these reports, it has sug-
gested that the President order still another
study of the wool textile-apparel import
crisis.

The Cabinet Committee, in our view, is
asking the President of the United States to
close his eyes to the grave perll he long has
recognized and to draw back on administra-
tion commitments to limit imports of wool
products which In 1962 soared to record
levels. For example, imports of woven wool
cloth rose to about 65 million sgquare yards in
1962 compared with 42,921,000 in 1961, Im-
ports of cloth in the form of apparel were
equal to 20 million yards. The combined
totai, 85 million square yards, was equal to
about 18 percent of U.S. production of woven
wool apparel cloth.




