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House of Representatives

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., prefaced his prayer with these
words of Scripture: Psalm 121: The Lord
is thy keeper, the Lord is thy shade upon
thy right hand.

Almighty God, whose goodness never
fails and whose truth does not grow old,
we beseech Thee to sanctify us, cleansing
all the stains of sin from our hearts and
the darkness from our minds.

Order our whole life, our thoughts and
aspirations in accord with Thy will and
bring them into harmony with Thy holy
plans and create within us those desires
which Thou dost delight to satisfy.

May there arise within us strength,
healing, and victory, overcoming all con-
fusion of purpose and that self-love
which keeps us from the larger life of
service and sacrifice to which we have
been called.

Humbly we offer our prayer, asking
for nothing that we do not ask for others
whose lives are haunted by hardship and
struggle for the bare necessities that
they labor for.

In Christ’s name we pray. Amen.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its elerks, announced
that the Senate agrees 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. 7765) entitled “An aet making
appropriations for the Departments of
Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare,
and related agencies, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for  other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to Senate amendment No. 1 to
the above-entitled bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

5.1648. An act to provide grants for pub-
lic works and development facllities, other
financial asslstance, and the planning and
coordination needed to alleviate conditions
of substantial and persistent unemployment
and underemployment in economically dis-
tressed areas and regions.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
170, 74th Congress, had appointed Mr.
MORSE in lieu of Mr. ROBERTSON, resigned,
to attend the 54th Interparliamentary
Union Conference to be held in Ottawa,
Ontario, September 9 to 17, 1965.

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 18, 1965

THE JOURNAL

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

APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEPART-
MENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, AND
COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND
RELATED AGENCIES FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1966

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Roonzyl], I ask unanimous consent that
the managers on the part of the House
may have until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on the bill H.R. 8639.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 807)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8639)
“making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and- Commerce, the Judi-
clary, and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for other purposes,”
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recommend
to thelr respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 1, 6, 7, 10, 15, and 18.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 2, 4, 8, 9, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23,
25, and 26, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from 1ts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment -insert “$2,125,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by saild amend-
ment insert *“$5,330,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from lts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In Heu of the sum proposed by saild amend-
ment 1nsert “$33,743,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from 1ts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$69,036,250"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 14: That the Houseo
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
o the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend~

ment insert “$11,636,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert $3,160,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

JOoHN J, ROONEY,
JoHN M. SLACK, Jr.,
NEAL SMITH,
Joun J. FLy~T, Jr.,
CHARLES S, JOELSON,
GEORGE MAHON,
Frank T. Bow,
GLENARD P. LIPSCOMB,
Errorp A, CEDERBERG,
Managers on the Part of the House,
JoHN L. MCcCLELLAN,
ALLEN J, ELLENDER,
‘WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
SPESSARD I.. HOLLAND,
JOHN O, PASTORE,
J. W, FULBRIGHT,
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
KarL E, MUNDT,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 8639) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary, and
related agencles for. the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1966, and for other purposes, submit
the following statement in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference re-
port as to each of such amendments, namely:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Administration of foreign apfairs

Amendment No. 1! Approprlates $176,400,~
000 for salaries and expenses as proposed by
the House instead of $176,748,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $19,125,000
for- acqulsition, operation and maintenance
of buildings abroad as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $18,125,000 as proposed by the
House.

International commissions

Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $2,125,000
for Internatlonal fisheries commissions in~
stead of $2,025,000 as proposed by the House
and $2,300,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Educational exchange .

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $5,800,00

for the Center for' Cultural and Technical

- interchange between East and West as pro-

posed, by the Senate instead of $5,500,000 as
proposed by the House.
TITLE II---DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Legal activities and general administration

Amendment No: 5: Appropriates $5,339,000
for salaries and expenses, general administra-
tion instead of $5,289,000 as proposed by tha
House and $5,389,000 as proposed by the Sen-

ate.
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TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
U.S. Travel Service

Amendment No. 6: Provides a limlitatlon
of $3,500 for representation expenses abroad
a5 proposed by the House instead of $4,000
a8 proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $3,000,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
House instead of $3,200,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

International activities

Amendment No. 8: Inserts langusge for
mobile trade fairs as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates 8$10.-
760,000 for salarles and expenses as proposed
by the Senate instead of $10,400,000 as pro-
-posed by the House,

Office of Field Services

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates 84.-
200,000 for salaries and expenses as proposed
by the House Instead of 84,285,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Coast and Geodetic Survey

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $28,200.-
000 for salaries and expenses as proposed by
the Senate instead of $29,000,000 a& proposed
by the House.

National Bureau of Standards

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $33,743,-
000 for research and technical services in-
stead of 833,000,000 as proposed by the House
and $34,548,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Weather Bureau

Ameéndment No. 13: Appropriates $60,038,-
250 for salaries and expenses Instead of
$68,750,000 as proposed by the House and
£69,267,900 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $11,538,-
000 for research and development instead of
$10,788,000 as proposed by the FHouse and
811,786,000 as proposed by the Benate.

: Maritime Administration

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $132.-
150,000 for ship construction as proposed by
the House instead of $124,850,000 as proposed
by the SBenate.

Amendment No. 18: Approprlates $180.-
000,000 for operating-differential subsidies
{liquidation of contract auth tion) as
proposed by the Senate Ins of $160,000,-
000 as proposed by the House.

Bureau of Public Roads

Amendment No. 17: Appropriates $200,-
000,000 for repayable advances to the high-
way trust fund as proposed by the Benate
instead of $225,000,000 as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 18; Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate .

TITLE I¥—THE JUDICIARY
Courts of appeals, district courts, and other
fudictal services

Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $34,202.-
000 for salarles of supporting personnel as
proposed by the Senate instead of $34,220,000
as proposed by the House,

Amendment No, 20: Appropriates $3,000,-
000 for fees and expenses of court-appointed
counsel as proposed by the Senate instead
of $3,500,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 21: Appropriates $4,910,-
000 for travel and miscellaneous expenses as
proposed by the Senate instead of 84,800,000
as proposed by the House.

TITLE V—RELATED AGENCIES
Department of Health, Educgtion, and Wel-
/are
Office of Education

Amendment No. 22: Appropriastes $5,000,-
000 for civil rights educational activitles as
proposed by the Senate instead of 84,000,000
as proposed by the House.

Egual Employment Opportunity Commission

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $2,760,000
for salarles and expenses as proposed by the
Benate.
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Federal Maritime Commission
Amendment No. 24; Appropriat :s $3,150.000
for salaries and expenses instead >f $3,100.000
as proposed by the House and $3,180.000 as
proposed by the Senate.
U.S. Information Agen.vy

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $140.000,-
000 for salaries and expenses as proposed by
the Senate Instead of $140.254,000 as pro-
posed by the House,

Amendment No. 26: Adds langaage as pro-
posed by the Senate.

JORN J. ROONE?,

JorN M. Buace, Jr.,

NzAL BMITH,

JORN J. FLYNT, Jr.,

CHARLES 8. JOEL3ION,

GTORGE MARON,

FPANE T. Bow,

GLeNARD P. LiricoMs,

Eurorp A. Ceprasrzc,
Managers on the Part of . he House,

ESTABLISHING DEPARTHENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimeus consent to take from the
BSpeaker's table the bill (H.I. 6927) to
establish a Department of Housing snd
Urban Development, and for other pur-
poses, with amendments of the Senate
thereto, disagree to the amendments and
request a conference with the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida? The Chair hears non2 and ap-
points the followlng conferees: Messrs.
DawsoN, HourrieLp, FasceE.L, REuss,
ROSENTHAL, ERLENBORN, and #WYDLER.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. OLSON of Minresota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
make a correction in my ren.arks in the
CoNgressIONAL REcorp of yesterday, Au-
gust 17, 1965, page 19947, paagraph No.

, line 14, where it reads:

I think a transfer and selection base al-

lowed here is going to result d.finitely in a
kind of miik tax.

‘This line should be changad to read:

I think the transfer and aile of bases
allowed is going to result In wlhat might be
referred to as a milk tax.

The SPEAKER. Without sbjection, it
is so ordered.
There was no objection.

CORRECTION OF THE F.ECORD

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speiker, I ask
unanimous consent that the permsnent
Recorp be corrected on page 19976 near
the bottom of the second cohimn to read
as follows:

Mr. PiNpLeY. The gentleman sald that the
consumers have benefited under this cotton
program. Looking at the “Coton Situation
Report™ from the Consumer and Marketing
Bervice of USDA I find that th2 price on 20
cotton constructions—the index showing
product prices—has gone up esch and every
single month since the so-cal ed one-price
cotton program went into oreration. On
the other side of this some st¢ tistical table
from USDA I find that each anii every single
month the miil margin—that is the gross
profit of textlle mills—has goie up. This
despite the fact they had the pr ce advantage
of this program, which Is costing the tax-
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?
payers somewhere around $900 million a year.
T think it is shameful we have to consider
any variation of a program which so ad-
versely affects the taxpayers of the United
States.

And on the same page correct the line
reading *“the buggy whip” to read “the
buggy whip industry.”

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

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 241}

Adair Dowdy Miller
Andrews, Duncan, Oreg. Moorhead
George W. Dyal Powell
Aspinall Farnum Reinecke
Blatntk Gubser Roudebush
Bonner Irwin Roybal
Brown, Ohio Johnson, Pa.  8cott
Cabell King, Calif. Thomas
Cahtl) King, N.Y. Toll
Carter Kornegay Tt
Curtis Lindsay Younger
Dent Martin, Mass.
Dingell Mathias

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 395
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the c¢all were dispensed
with.

AUTHORITY TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. T150—FOREIGN
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1965

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the House con-
ferees may have until midnight tonight
to file & conference report on the bill
H.R. 7750.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Conrerence Rerort (H. Repr. No. 811)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
T160) to amend further the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1881, as amended, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to-the same with an amendment as foi-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following: That this Act may be cited as the
“Foreign Asgistance Act of 1965”.

“PART I
“Chapter 1—Policy

“Sec. 101. Bection 102 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1861, as amended, which re-
lates to the statement of pollcy, 1s amended
as follows:

“{a) Btrike out the last sentence in the
seventh paragraph and substitute the fol-
lowing: ‘It is the sense of the Congress that
in furnishing assistance under this part ex-
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cess personal property shall be utilized
wherever practicable in lieu of the procure-
ment of new items for United States-assisted
projects and programs. It is the further
sense of the Congress that assistance under
this part shall be complemented by the fur-
nishing under any other Act of surplus agri-
cultural commodities and by disposal of ex-
cess property under this and other Acts.’

“(b) Add at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

‘It is the sense of the Congress that as-
sistance under this or any other Act to any
foreign country which hereafter permits, or
fails to take adequate measures to prevent,
the damage or destruction by mob action of
United States property within such country,
should be terminated and should not be
roesumed until the President determines that
appropriate measures have been taken by
such country to prevent a recurrence there-
of. .

“‘Chapter 2—Development assistance
“Title I—Development Loan Fund

“Sec. 102. Title I of chapter 2 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, which relates to the Development
Loan Fund, is amended as follows:

“(a) Amend section 205, which relates to
the use of the facilities of the International
Development Assoclation, to read as follows:

“‘SEc. 206. USE oF INTERNATIONAL LENDING
ORGANIZATIONS.—In order to serve the pur-
poses of this title and the policy contained in
section 619, the President, after consideration
of the extent of additional participation by
other countries, may make available, in addi-
tion to0 any other funds available for such
purposes, on such terms and conditions as
he determines, not to exceed 15 per centum of
the funds made avallable for this title to the

International Development Assoclation, the

International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, or the International Finance
Corporation for use pursuant to the laws gov-
erning United States participation in such in-
stitutions, if any, and the governing statutes
thereof and without regard to section 201 or
any other requirements of this or any other
Act.”

“(b) Add the following new section:

“*‘Sec. 206. REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN
Arrica~—The President is requested to seek
and to take appropriate action, in coopera-
ton and consultation with African and other
interested nations and with international de-
velopment organizations, to further and as-
slst in the advancement of African regional
development Institutions, including the Afri-
can Development Bank, with the view toward
promoting African economic development.’

“Title II—Technical Cooperation and Devel-
opment Grants

“SEc. 103. Title IT of chapter 2 of part I of
the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, which relates to technical cooper-
ation and development grants, is amended as
follows: .

“{a) Amend section. 212, which relates to
authorization, by striking out ‘1965° and
‘$215,000,000° and substituting ‘1966’ and
‘$210,000,000%, respectively.

“(b) Amend section 214, which relates to
American schools and hospitals abroad, as
follows:

“(1) Amend subsection (b) by striking out
‘treatment, education,’ and substituting ‘edu-
cation’.

“(2) Amend subsection (¢) by striking out
‘1965, $18,000,000° and substituting <1966,
$7,000,000°, -

“Title III—Investment Guaranties

“SEC. 104. Title IIT of chapter 2 of part I
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, which relates to investment guar-
anties, 1s amended as follows: :

“(a) Amend section 221(b), which relates
to general authority, as tollows:

“(1) Amend the introductory clause to
rend as Tollows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

“‘(b) The Preslident may issue guaranties
to eligible United States investors*—’,

“(2) In paragraph (1), strike out ‘$2,500,~
000,000 and substitute °$5,000,000,000°,

“(3) Amend paragraph (2) as follows:

“(A) In the first proviso, strike cut ¢, and
no such guaranty in the case of a loan shall
exceed $25,000,000 and no other such guar-~
anty shall exceed $10,000,000'.

“(B) In the third proviso, immediately"
after °‘$300,000,000° insert the following: °,
and. guaranties lssued under this paragraph
(2) for other than housing projects similar
to those lnsured by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration, shall not exceed $175,000,000’.

“(C) In the fourth proviso, strike out
1966" and substitute ‘1967,

“(b) Amend section 221(c), which relates
to general authority, as follows;

“(1) Strike out ‘actual earnings or profits’
and substitute ‘earnings or proflits actually
accrued’.

“(2) Immediately after ‘guaranty’ the
third time 1t appears, insert ‘of an equity
investient’. -

“(c¢} Amend section 222(b), which relates
to general provisions, by inserting after ‘(ex-
clusive of informational media guaranties),’
the words ‘and to pay the costs of investigat-
ing and adjusting (Including costs of arbi-
tration) clalms under such guaranties,’.

“(d) Amend section 223, which relates to
definitions, as follows: :

“(1) In subsectlon (a), strike out ‘and’ at

the end thereof and in subsection (b) strike
out the period and substitute ; and’,
“(2) Add the followlng new subsection
c):
“'(c) the term “eligible United States in-
vestors” means United States citizens, or
corporations, partnerships, or other associa~-
tions created under the laws of the United
States or any State or territory and sub-
stantially beneficially owned by United
States cltizens, as well as foreign corpora-
tions, partnerships, or other associations
wholly owned by one or more such United
States citizens, corporations, partnerships, or
other associations: Provided, That, the eligi-
bility of a foreign corporation shall be deter-
mined without regard to0 any shares, in
aggregate less than 6 per centum of the total
of issued and subscribed share capital, re-
quired by law to be held by persons other
than the United States owners.’

“(e) Amend section 224, which relates to
housing projects in Latin American coun-
tries, to read as follows:

“‘SEC. 224. HOUSING PROJECTS IN LATIN
AMERICAN COUNTRIES.—(a) It is the sense of
Congress that in order to stimulate private
home ownership and essist in the develop-
ment of stable economlies in Latin America,
the authority conferred by this section
should be utilized for the purpose of assist-
ing in the development in the American
Republics of self-liquidating pilot housing
projects, the development of institutions en-
gaged In Alllance for Progress programs, in-
cluding cooperatives, free labor unions, sav-
ings and loan type institutions, and other
private enterprise programs in Latin Amer-
ica engaged directly or indirectly in the
financing of home mortgages, the construc-
tion of homes for lower income persons and
families, the increased mobilization of sav-
ings and the improvement of housing condi-
tions in Latin America.

“‘(b) To carry out the purposes of sub-
section (a), the President is authorized to
lssue guaranties, on such terms and condi-
tions as he shall determine, to eligible United
States investors as defined in section 223
assuring against loss of loan investments
made by such investors in—

““(1) pllot or demonstration private hous-
ing projects in Latin America of types similar
to those insured by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration and suitable for condftions in
Latin, America;

“¢(2) credit institutions in YLatin America
engaged directly or indirectly in the financ-

I
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ing of home mortagages, such as savings and
loan institutions and other gqualified invest-
ment enterprises;

“‘(3) housing projects In Latin America
for lower income famlilles and persons, which
projects shall be constructed in accordance
with maximum unit costs established by the
President for families and persons whose in-
comes meet the limitations prescribed by the
President;

“‘(4) housing projects in Latin America
which will promote the development of insti-
tutlons Important to the success of the Al-
liance for Progress, such as free labor unions,
cooperatives, and other private enterprise
programs; or '

“¢(b) housing projects in Latin America
25 per centum or more of the aggregate of
the mortgage financing for which is made
available from sources within Latin America
and is not derived from sources outslde Latin
America, which projects shall, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, have a unit cost of
not more than $6,500. :

‘“‘(e) The total face amount of guaranties
issued under this section outstanding at any
one time shall not exceed $400,000,000: P7o-
vided, That no payment may be made under
this section for any loss arising out of fraud
or misconduct for which the investor is re-
sponsible: Provided jfurther, That this au-
thority shall continue until June 30, 1967.

“Title VI—Alliance for Progress

“Sec. 105. Section 252 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, which re-
lates to the Alliance for Progress, is amended
by inserting immediately after ‘fiscal year
1965’ the following:“and $75,000,000 in fiscal
year 1966°.

“Chapter 3—International organizations and
programs

“Sec. 106. Chapter 3 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
which relates to international organizations
and programs, is amended as follows:

“(a) Amend sectlon 301(c), which relates
to assistance for Palestine refugees in the
Near East, by adding at the end thereof the
Ifollowing: ‘Contributions by the United
States to the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
Near East for the calendar year 1966 shall
not exceed $15,200,000.° :

“(b) Amend section 302, which relates
to authorlzation, by striking out ‘1965’ and
'$134,2'72,400° and substituting ‘1966’ and
‘$144,756,000°, respectively.

“Chapter 4—Supporting assistance

“SEC. 107, Sectlon 402 of the Foreign As-
alstance Act of 1961, as amended, which re-
lates to supportlng assistance, is amended
by striking out in the first sentence ‘1965’
and ‘$405,000,000' and substituting ‘1866’ and
‘$369,200,000°, respectively.

“Chapter 5—Contingency fund

“Sec. 108. Section 451 of the Foreign As-
slstance ‘Act of 1961, as amended, which re-
lates to the contingency fund, is amended
as follows: ’

“(a) Amend subsectlon (a) as follows:

“(1) Strike oub ‘1965’ and ‘$150,000,000°
and substitute ‘1966’ and ‘$50,000,000°, re-
spectively.

“(2) Add the following new sentence: ‘In
addition, there 1s hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the President for use in South-
east Asla such sums, not to exceed $89,000,-
000, as may be necessary in the fiscal year
1966 for programs authorized by parts I and
II of this Act.’

“(b) Amend subsecilon (b) by striking
out ‘this sectlon’ and substituting ‘the first
sentence of subsection (a)’.

: i “PART IX
“Chapter 2—Military assistance

“SEC, 201. Chapter 2 of part II of the For-
elgn Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
which, relates to military assistance, is
amended as follows:
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*{a) Amend section 503(b), which relates
to general awthority, by striking out the
words ‘In foreign countries’.

“(b) Amend section 504, which relates to
authorization, by striking out ‘1965° and
‘21,055,000,000° In the first sentence and sub-
stituting ‘1966’ and ‘$1,170,000,000°,
respectively.

“(e) Amend sectton 505, which relates to
utilization of assistance, as follows:

“(1) In subsection (a). strike out the
colon and add the following: ‘, or for the
purpose of assisting foreign military forces
in less developed friendly countries (or the
voluntary efforts of personnel of the Armed
Forces of the United States in such coun-
tries) to construct public works and to en-
gage In other activitles helpful to the
cconomic and soclal development of such
friendly countries. It is the sense of the
Congress that such forelgn military forces
should not be maintalned or established
solely for civic action activities and that
such clvic action activities not significantly
detract from the capability of the milltary
forces to perform their mllitary missions ana
be coordinated with and form part of the
total economic and social development ef-
fort.”

“(2) Strike out subsecilon (b) and re-
designate the proviso of subsection (a) &8s
subsection (b).

“(3) Inredesignated subsection (b), strike
out 'Provided, That except’ and substitute
‘Except’; strike out ‘or (23)' and substitute
¢, or (2) for clvic action assiatance, or (3)".

“(d) Amend section 507, which relates to
gales, as follOWs:

“(1) In subsection (a), insert the folilow-
ing new sentence between the second and
third sentences: 'Notwlithstending the pro-
vistons of section 644(m) (2), nonexcess de-
fense articles may be sold under this sub-
section at the standard price In effect At
the time such artlicles are offered for sale to
the purchasing country or internattonal or-
ganization’

*(2) In subsection (b), strike out the
period at the end of the first proviso, sub-
stitute a colon and add the followlng: "Pro-
vided further, That the Presldent may, when
he determines it to be In the national in-
terest, enter into sales agreements with pur-
chasing countries or international organiga-
tions which fix prices to be pald by the pur-
chasing countries or International organiga-
tlons for the defense articles or defense serv-
ices ordered. Funds avallable under thls
part for fAinancing sales shall be used to re-
imburse the applicable appropriationsa in the
amounts required by the contracts which
cxceed the price so fixed, except that such
reimbursement shall not bs required upon
determination by the President that the con-
tinued production of the defense article be-
ing sold is advantageous to the Armed Forces
of the Untited States. Payments by purchas-
ing countries or International organizations
which exceed the amounts reguired by such
contracts shall be credited to the account
established under section 508. To the maxi-
mum extent possible, prices fixed under any
such sales agreement shall be sufficient to
reimburse the United States for the cost of
the defense articles or defense services
ordered. The Presldent shall submit to the
Congress promptly a detalled report concern-
ing any fixed-price sales agreement under
which the aggregate cost to the Unilted States
exceeds the aggregate amount required to be
pzid by the purchasing country or interna-
tlonal organization.’

“(e) Amend section 508, which relates to
reimbursement as follows:

“(1) After 'this part’ the first time it ap-
pears, insert ‘have been or'.

“(2) After 'Unlted States Governmenrt,’
the first time it appears Insert ‘receipts re.
ceived from the disposition of evidences of
tndebtednesa and charges (Including fees
and premiums) or interest collected’.
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({3} Strika out °“the current applicable
appropriation” and substitute 'y separsnte
fund account’,

“(4) Btriks out ‘furmlishing fu:ther mli-
tary assistance on cash or credit terms’ and
substitute ‘financing sales and guaraniics,
tneluding the overhead costs thereof’.

“(1) Amend section 508(b), wlich relates
to exchanges and guaranties, b/ inserting
‘{excluding contracts with any agency of
the United States Government)’ in the sec-
ond sentence between the last word thereof
and the period.

“{g) Amend section 510(a), wlich relates
to special authority, as follows:

“{1) In the first sentence strik: out ‘18965
and substitute ‘1986".

“{2) In the second sentence, strike out
'1865" and substitute '1868".

“{h) Amend sectlon 511, whicl. relates to
restrictions on military ald to Lat n America,
ns follows:

“(1) In suhsection (a), strike put ‘a part
may be used during each fiscal iear for as-
sistance In Implementing & feasille plan for
regional defense’, and insert "$25.000,000 may
he used for assistance on a cost-sharing basis
to an Inter-American military lorce under
the control of the Organization ¢f American
States’; and amend the proviso to read as
follows: ‘: Provided, That the cose; of defense
articles supplled for use by elements of the
Inter-American Peace Force in tie Domini-
can Republic shall not be charjed agatnst
the 855,000,000 limttation proviced by this
subsection’.

“{3) Amend subsection (b)
iollows:

(b} To the maximum exteit feasible,
military assistance shall be furnished to
American Republies in accordanc: with joint
plans (including joint plans reli ting to in-
ternal security problems) apprcved by the
Organization of American States. The Pros-
1dent shall submit Bemiannual reports to the
Speaker of the House of Represer tatives and
to the Committee on Foreign Ilelations of
the Benate on the implementailon ot thls
subeection.'

“{1) Amend section 512, whici relates to
restrictlons on miittary aid tc Afriea, as
follows:

“{1)} Strike out ‘programs described In
sectlon BO5(b) of this chapter’ and substi-
tute ‘civic action requirements’.

“(2) Strike out °1865° and substitute
'1968°.

to read as

“PART I
“Chapter 1—General prov sions

“Src. 301. Chapter 1 of part III of the
Porelgn Assistance Act of 1861, i1s amended,
which relates to general provisions, s
amended as follows:

“({a} Amend section 805, which relates to
retention and use of ltems, as [ollows:

“(1) In the sectlon heading strike out
‘Itens’ and substitute ‘CEaTair ITEMS AND
FONDE'.

“(2) Add the following new s bsections:

“i{c) Punds reallzed a3 a result of any
failure of a transaction finance! under au-
thority of part I of this Act to conform to
tshe requirements of this Act, or 0 applicable
rules and regulations of the United Stutes
Government, or to the terms o! any agree-
ment or contract entered 1nto u ider author-
ity of part I of this Act, shall 1evert to the
respective appropriation, fund, or account
used to finance such transactton or to the ap-
propriation, fund, or account curently avail-
able for the same general purposs .

- «{d} Funds realized by the Unlited States
Government from the sale, transfer, or 4dis-
posal of defense articles retuned to the
United States Government by a recipient
country or International organlzation as no
longer needed for the purpos: for which
furnished shall be credited to taie respective
appropriation, fund. or account used to pro-
cure such defense articles or to * he appropri-
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ation, fund, or account currently available
for the same general purpose.’

“(b) Amend sectlon 812, which relates to
use of foreign currencies, by redesignating
subsection (c¢) as subsection (b), and by
striking out the first sentence of the second
paragraph of such subsection and by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

~ “The President shall take all appropri-
nie steps to assure that, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, United States-owned foreign
currencies are utilized in leu of dollars.
Dollar funds made available pursuant to this
Act shrll not be expended for goods and
services when United States-owned foreign
currencies are avallable for such purposes
unless the administrative officlal approving
the voucher certifies as to the reason for the
use of dollars in each case.’

“{e) Amend section 613, which relates to
foreign currencles, as follows:

"“{1) Strike out the section heading and
substitute the following: ‘ACCOUNTING, VAL-
UATION, REPORTING, AND ADMINISTRATION OF
FoRrricN CURRENCIES'.

*(2) Add the following new subsection:

“td) In cases where assistance is to be
tfurnished to any recipient country in fur-
therance of the purposes of this or any other
Act on a hasls which will result in the ac-
crual of forelgn currency proceeds to the
Unlted Btates, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall issue regulations requiring that agree-
menta, in respect of such assistance, Include
provisions for the recelpt of interest in-
come on the foreign currency proceeds de-
posited In authorized depositaries: Provided,
That whenever the Becretary of State deter-
mines it not to be in the national interest
to conclude arrangements for the receipt of
interest incame he may walve the require-
ment thereof: Provided further, That the
Secretary of State, or his delegate, shall
promptly make a complete report to the
Congress on each such determination and
the reasons therefor.’

“{(d) Amend section 620, which relates to
prohibitions against furnishing assistance to
Cuba and certain other countries, as follows:

“(1} Amend the section heading to read
a8 follows: ‘PROHIPITIONS AGAINST FURNISH-
ING ASSISTANCE.— .

*“(2) Amend subsection (e)(2). which re-
lates to the act of state doctrine, by In-
serting after the words ‘other right' each
time they appear the words ‘to property’, and
by striking out *, or (3) in any case In which
the proceedings are commenced after Jan-
uary 1, 1986°.

“(3) Insection 620(1), which relates to the
prohibition against furnishing assistance to
countries which fall to enter into agreements
to Institute the investment guaranty pro-
gram and providing protection against cer-
tain risks, strike out 'December 31, 1965’ and
substitute 'December 31, 1966

“(4) At the end of such section 620, add
the following new subsections:

“*(n) In view of the aggression of North
Vietnam, the President shall consider deny-
ing assistance under this Act te any coun-
try which has falled to take appropriate
steps. not later than sixty days after the date
of ennctment of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1885

" ¢(A) to prevent ships or aircraft under
tts registry from transporting to North Viet-
nAam--

“ (1) any items of economic assistance,

“ (11} any items which are, for the purposes
of title I of the Muturl Defense Assistance
Control Act of 1951, ag amended, arms, am-
munition and Implements of war, atomic
emergy materials, petroleum, transportation
materials of strategic value, or items of pri-
mary strategic significance used in the pro-
duction of arms, ammunition, and imple-
ments of war, or

= “(i11) any other equipment, materials, or
commoditics; and
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«s(B) to prevent ships or aircraft under
its registry from transporting any equip-
ment, materials, or commodities from North
Vietnam.

“¢(0) In determining whether or not to
furnish assistance under this Aet, consider-
ation shall be given to excluding from such
agssistance any country which hereafter
selzes, or imposes any penalty or sanction
against, any United States fishing vessel on
account of its fishing activities in inter-
national waters. The provisions of this sub-
section shall not bé applicable In any case
governed by International agreement to
which the United States is a party. :

“Chapter 2—Administrative provisions -

“Sgc. 302. Chapter 2 of part III of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
which relates to administrative provisions,
is amended as follows:

“(a) Amend section 622, which relates to
coordination with foreign policy, as follows:

“(1) In subsection (b), immediately after
‘military assistance’ insert ‘(including any
civic action and sales program)’.

“(2) In subsection (c), immediately after
‘military assistance program’ insert ‘(includ-
ing any civic actlon and sales program)’.

“(b) Amend section 624, which relates to
statutory officers, as follows:

“(1) In subsection (b), strike out ‘para-
graph (8) of and ‘of the officers provided
for in paragraphs (1) and (2) of that sub-
section’, and substitute for the latter ‘of one
or more of sald officers’.

“{2) In subsection (d), strike out ‘Public
Law 86-735' wherever it appears and substi-
tute ‘the Latin American Development Act,
as amended’.

“(c) Amend section 825(d), which relates
to the employment of personnel, by striking
out ‘twenty’ in paragraph (2) and substitut-
ing ‘forty’.

“(d) Amend section 626, which relates to
experts, consultants, and retired officers, by
redesignating subsection (d) as subsec~
tion (c),

“(e) Amend section 6380, which relates to
terms of detail or assignment, by inserting
‘benefits’ after ‘travel expenses,’ in para-
graphs (2) and (4).

“(f) Amend seéction 631, which relates to
missions and staffs abroad, by adding the
following new subsection: i

“‘(d) Wherever practicable, especially in
the case of the smaller programs, assistance
under this Act shall be administered under
the direction of the Chief of the United
States Diplomatic Mission by the principal
economic officer of the mission in the case
of assistance under part I, and by the senior
military officer of the mission in the case of
assistance under part II.

“(g) Amend section 635(g), which relates
to general authorities, by inserting ‘and sales’
after ‘loans’in the introductory clause.

“(h) Amend section 636, which relates to
provisions on uses of funds, as follows:

“(1) In subsection (e), strike out ‘section
2 of the Act of July 31, 1894, as amended
(5 U.8.C. 62)' and substitute ‘section 301 of
the Dual Compensation Act (5 U.S.C. 3105)°.

“(2) In subsection (f), strike out ‘Act to
provide for assistance in the development of
Latin America and in the reconstruction of
Chile, and for other purposes’ and substitute
‘Latin  American Development Act, as
amended’.

“(i) Amend section 637(a), which relates
to administrative expenses, by striking out
‘1965’ and ‘862,600,000 and substituting
‘19668' and ‘$54,240,000°, respectively.

“(J). Amend section 638 which relates to
Peace Corps assistance, by striking out all be-
ginning with ‘; or famine’ and substituting
a period. »

“(k) Add the following new sections:

“ ‘SEC. 639, FAMINE AND DISASTER RELIEF.—
No provision of this Act shall be construed
to prohibit assistance to any .country for
famine or disaster relief,

“‘SEc. 640. MuITARY SaLEs—Except as
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otherwise provided in part II of this Act, no
provision of this Act shall be construed to
prohibit the sale, exchange, or the guaranty
of a sale, of defense articles or defense serv-
ices to any friendly country or international
organization if the President shall have

. found, pursuant to section 503, that the as~

slsting of such country or organization wiil
strengthen the securlty of the United States
and promote world peace.’

“Chapter 3—Miscellancous provisions

“Sec. 303. Chapter 3 of part III of the For-
elgn Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
which relates to miscellaneous provisions,
is amended as follows:

“(a) Amend section 642(a)(2), which re-
lates (o statutes repealed, by striking out
‘143 and all beginning with ‘; Provided,’
up to the semicolon.

“(b) Amend section 644, which relates to
definitions, as follows:

(1) In subsectlon (g), insert ¢, and not
procured in anticipation of military assist-
ance or sales requirements, or pursuant to a
military assistance or sales order,” after
‘United States Government’ and strike out
‘as grant assistance’.

“(2) In subsectlon (m)(2), strike out
‘Such price shall be the same standard price’
and substitute ‘Such standard price shall be
the szame price (including authorized re-
duced prices) .

“(8) Amend the paragraph following the
nhumbered paragraph (3).in subsection (m)
as follows: .

“(A) In the first sentence, Insert ‘and sales’
after *Military assistance’.

“(B) In the second proviso, strike out
‘by the milltary assistance program’.

“(e¢) Amend section 845, which relates to
unexpended balances, by striking out ‘Pub-
lic Law 86-735' and substituting ‘the Latin
American Development Act, as amended,’.

‘“(d) At the end thereof add the following
new section:

‘“‘SEC. 649. LIMITATION ON AGGREGATE AU~
THORIZATION FOR USE IN FISCAL YEAR 1966.~—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, the aggregate of the total amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated for use during
the fiscal year 1866 for furnishing assistance
and for administrative expenses under this
Act shall not exceed $3,360,000,000.”
“Chapier 4—Amendment to the Agriculiural

Trade Development and Assistance Act of

1954

“SrC. 401. Section. 107 of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954 is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new paragraph:

“*No sale under title X of this Act shall
be made to the United Arab Republic unless
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the President determines that such sale is
essential to the national interest of the
United States. No such sale shall be based
on the requirements of the United Arab
Republic for more than one fiscal year. The
President shall keep the Foreign Relations
Committee and the Appropriations Commit-
tee of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives fully and currently
informed with respect to sales made to the
United Arab Republic under title I of this
Act.)
And the Senate agree to the same.

TroMAS B. MORGAN,

EpNaA F. KELLY,

WAYNE L. Hays,

BARRATT O’Hara,

W. S. MATLLIARD,

PrreR H. B, FRELINGHUYSEN,

Managers on the Part of the House,

J. W. FULBRIGHT,
JOHN SPARKMAN,
ByJ. W.P.
MikeE MANSFIELD,
By J. W.F.
BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER,
GEORGE ATKEN,
FRANK CARLSON,
By B.B. H.
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 7760) to amend
further the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended, and for other purposes, submit
the following statement in explanation of
the effect of the action agreed upon by the
conferees and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of
the House bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute text. .

The commitiee of conference recommends
that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment, which 1s a substitute for both
the text of the House bill and the text of the
Senate amendment, and that the Senate
agree to the same.

Except for clerical and minor drafting
changes, the differences between the House
bill and the substitute agreed to in con-
ference are noted below.

AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS

The following table shows the differences
between the House bill and the Senate
amendment, the sums agreed to by the com-
mittee of conference and the administration
appropriation request for programs author-
ized in this bill and In existing law:

Foreign Assistance Act of 1965 (fiscal year 1966)

[In thousands)

[¢)) (2) 3 (€] (2) and (4) | (3) and (4)

Executive Adjustment) A djustment

appropri- House Senate Confcrence| against against

ation House Senate
request bill amendment

Dovelopmont Loan Fund.._. .| 1$780,260 ] @ o o |
Technical cooporation and devolop- I
ment grants_.___. . _____._ 210, 000 $210, 000 $210, 000 $210,000 |. .o _|.

Tor southeast Asia 2 29, 000 2 29, ® o) T 59,0007
American schools and hospitals abro; A 7, 000 9, 000 7,000 |... —2,000
Alligne for Progress ?.... .- % 580, 126 @) @) (O .

TAIS oo . 85, 000 86, 000, 70, 000 , —$10,000)| (5, 000)
International organizations and pro- (86,000 ¢ ) ¢ ) (75,000 (=$10, 000) (-+5,000)
BTAMS. 145, 555 144, 765 146, 455 344,768 | _. —1, 700
Supyorl,mg assistance... . —- 369, 200 369, 200 - 360, 000 369,200 . - —— +19' 200

"or southeast Asia 2. __ - 280, 000 2 2 80, 000 4 ® 2 =80, 000
Contingeney fund 2. __________________ 50, 000 2 50, 000 50, 000 50,000 |- ... ___|- ’

S]Kcinlzauthorlzation for southeast ® T

o Astar > @ 2 280,000 | 248 2
Military assistanco. _Z| 1,170,000 | 1,170,000 | 1, 173, 000 | 1,170,000 | o 00 | *+8%, 000
Administrative ex; oo
I, 55, 240 53,240 56, 240 54, -
State Deparimen 13100 i) ® 1) Sl W ot o0
Total. - .| 3,450,470 2 004,195 | 2,079, 695 2,084, 195 ;90, 000 414, 500

Footnotes on following page.
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t Existing law authorizes an appropsiation of $t
smounts aathorired for fiscal vears 1962-68.

2 The House bilt contained an authorization for sn l%m

Asia of such sums as may bo necessary In flscal year 1
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500,000,000 for fiscal year 1086, plus unapproprialsd porilons of
"The Execative request for fscal year 1968 i« $740.260,000
pristion for nuilitary and economic grzﬁan 8 in soiithesast
the

This was added Lo the section of w rolating to the

contingeney fund. The 2enate amendmment added $3,000,000 ta the authorfzation for technleal eciperation snd

$50,000,000 to the snthorization for supporting essistance to reflec

southeast Asia.
geney fund.

t the Exacutive request of $89.000 000 for use in

‘The conferecs agreed to a special guthiorization of $88,000,000 for southeast Asia un< er the contin-

3 Existing law authorizes an appropriation of $600,000,000 for Nscal year 1068 against which the Ex culive bas re-
quested an appropriation of $580,125,000. Meither the House bill nar the Senate amendment made any change fn
the total authorization for the Alllance for Progress far fiscal year 1968,

¢ Existing lIaw contains a continuing authoerization for such sums as neecssary.

appropriation of $3,100,000.

‘The Execulive hai requested an

NOTE.—The Senate amendment contalned a linitation on the aggregate authorizution lor use in iscal year 1968
of $3,243,000,000. The conferces agreed to & Hmitation of $3,360,000,000

RECAPITULATION

Total amount of new authorizations contsined in TLR. 7760
Appropriations requesied against previous authorfzations:

BDevelopment Loan Fund
Alliance for Progress. __ .. . ________ _.
Btate Department adinistrative expenses_

Total authorized and requested for fiscal yenr 1960 R
Limnitalion on segregate suthorization for fiseal year 1966 _ ... ...

Reduction below total authorized and requested for liscal year 1966 .

Reduction below Executive request. .. . . . ...

VSE OF EXCESS FROPERTY—BECTION 101 (SEN-
ATE—SEC. 101 (8})

The Senate amendment added s sentence
to section 102 of the aci—statement of
policy—expressing the sense of the Congress
that in furnishing assistance under this part,
excess personal property ghould be utillzed
wherever practicable In lleu of the procure-
ment of new items for U.B.-asslsted projects
and programs.

A sentence already in the statement of
policy dealing with this matter was modifled
by changing the phrase “excess praoperty” to
"excess personal property.”

The House bill contained no language dcal-
ing with this subject.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted the Senate language, except that
the insertion of the word “personal” In the
last sentence of the paragraph In the exlst-
ing statement of policy was deleted.

The managers for the House are convinced
that Congress already has indicated that It
favors the use of excess property In lieu of
the procurement of new Items In carrying
out the foreign aid program, and that a fur-
ther and stronger statement of congressional
intent on this subject would be desirable.
They did not regard the reference t0 “excess
personal property,” rather than retention of
the phrase “excess property,” as adding any-
thing to the meaning.

CHANNELING ABSISTANCE THROUGH MULTILAT-
ERAL PROGRAMS AND INTERNATIONAL ORGA-
NIZATIONS—BECTION 102(8) (BENATE—BECB.
101 (b} AND 102(C)}

Section 101(b) of the Senate amendment
included & statement that Congress urges
that an increasing proportion of U.8. aild be
placed on a multilateral basis,

The House bill contalned no comparable
provision.

Section 102(¢) of the Senate amendment
included an amendment to section 206 of
the act to increase from 10 to 15 percent the
development loan funds which might be
made available to the International Develop-
ment Association, the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, or the In-
ternational Finance Corporatlon, together
with a proviso stating that with respect to
any dollars expended pursuant to this au-
thority, the United States shall use its voting
power to vote for disapproval of any Inter-
national Development Association (IDA)
tloan for any activity in a country to which
aesistance is suspended pursuant to sectlon
620(e) (1) of the act, which requires the
suspension of U.S. ald to countries which
expropriate U.8. property.

The House bill did not contain comparabile
provisions.

The managers on the part of the House
agreed to accept the Senate Ianguage Increas-
ing the limit on the use of development loan

- $2, UM, 195, 000
e e e ETRD, 250,000
e e n . SN0, 125,00
- 3, 1ug, oou
U3, 475, 000
[, A, 457, 670, 000
3, 360, 8590, 000
U7, 674, (K}
O, wo, 47u, 000

funds by the International Development As-
sociation, the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development or tas Interna-
tional Finance Corporatlon from .0 to 15 per-
cent, but refused to concur in ;i statement
that “Congress further urges tha: the Unlted
States and other free world naticns place an
increasing portion of their assistance pro-
grams on a maultilateral basis a1d that the
United States continue its effort: to Improve
coordination among programs ol assistance
carrted out on a bilateral basis by {ree world
nations.”

The increase fram 10 to 15 peicent is per-
missive only. No use has been riade of this
authority in the past, and ths Executlive
reports that no plan for allocating develop-
ment loan funds to these International agen-
cles is currently belng considersd for flacal
year 1566.

REGIONAL DEVELOFPMENT IN AFR CA—SECTION
102(h) (SENATE—-SEC. 102(d))

Bection 103(d) of the Benate amendmant
added a new section 308 to the act relating
to reglonal development in #Africa. The
House bill did not contain a dmillar pro-
vislon.

The House conferees accepted the Senate
language. The new language reflects the
view that, In promoting Africzn econoinic
development, African regional levelopment
institutions, Including the receatly created
African Development Bank, should be utll-
izet. In accepting this languaie, the con-
ferees are of the opinion that the primary
responsibility for free world ecor omlc assist-
ance to Africa rests with Europe ind that the
role of the United States. at niost, is that
of an interested minority participant.
EARMARKING OF EXTENDED RISK GU IRANTIES FOR

HOUSING——SECTION 104 (R) (3) (1) (HOUSE—

SEC. 163 (b) (3) (B))

Section 103(b)(3)(B) of the House bill
amended section 321(b)(2) of the Forelgn
Assistance Act, which relates to extended
risk guarantlies, to provide that of the $300
milljon of guaranties authorizd to be Is-
sued under that section not les than $150
million could be lasued only for I ousing proj-
ccts stmilar to those lnsured by the Fedaral
Housing Adminlstration.

The Benate amendment did not contaln &
comparable provision.

The managers on the part cl the Hcouse
agreed to a compromise, increas ng the limit
on extended risk guaranties which could be
used for purposes other than ho ising to §176
milllon. This has the effect of 1 ssuring that
#125 million of the 8300 milllcn NIt cur-
rently in effect on extended risx gunranties
will be avallable for housing jrojects sim-
ilar to those insured by the Federal Housing
Administration. This would 1ot preclude
the use of more than 8125 mlilion for hous-
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ing should a demand In excess of this total
Tor housing investments develop.

EXTENT OF INVESTMENT GUARANTY COVERAGE—
BECTION 104 (D) (SENATE—SEC. 104{l)

The Senate amendment included an
amendment to section 221(c) of the act,
changing the existing llmits on investment
guaranty coverage from the value of the in-
vestment plus “actual earnings and profits”
to the value of the investment plus “earn-
ings or profits actually recetved.”

The House bill did not contain a compara-
ble provision.

The managers on the part of the House ac-
cepted a modification of the Senate lan-
guage, Hmiting investment guaranty cover-
age to "earnings and profits actually accrued”
rather than “received.”” It was the under-
standing of the committee of conference that
It has always been the intent and the prac-
tice of the investment guaranty program that
only earnings and profits actually accrued
were covered and that the added language
would further clarify this intent.

LATIN AMFERICAN HOUSING GUARANTIES—SEC-

TION 104 (€) (HOUSE-—SEC. 103 (g); SENATE—

BEC. 104(8))

The House bill amended section 224(a) of
the act to continue the present program of
pilot or demonstration private housing proj-
ects and to broaden the purposes of guar.
anties for housing projects in Latin America
to include (a) development of institutions
engaged in Alllance for Progress programs,
particulaerly cooperatives, free labor unions,
and savings and loan type institutions; (b)
constructlon of lower income housing; and
(¢} Iincreased mobilization of savings and
improvement of housing conditions in Latin
America.

The Senate amendment similarly broad-
ened the purposes of section 224(a) but de-
leted specific reference to cooperatives, free
labor unions, and savings and loan type
institutions.

In addition, the House bill added a new
subsection 224(b) (4) to the act, defining as
eligible for Latin American housing guaran-
tles investments in “housing projects in
Latin America which will promote the de-
velopment of institutions important to the
success of the Alllance for Progress, such as
free labor unions and cooperatives.”

The Senate amendment contained a sim-
flar provision, but did not include specific
reference to free labor unlons and coopera-
tives.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted amendments to the House language
which added appropriate references to '‘pri-
vate enterprise” and to “private investment”
in each instance in order to make clear that
it was not intended that the free labor
unlons, cooperatives, and savings and loan
type institutions should have priority over
other private enterprise in the development
of housing in Alliance for Progress programs.
CEILING ON LATIN AMERICAN HOUSING GUARAN-

TIES—SECTION 104 (€) (HOUSE—SEC. 103(€);

BENATE—HEC. 104 (€)})

The Senate amendment Increased from $250
to 8350 million the total face amount of guar-
anties that may be issued for Latin American
housing investments and provided that the
authority to Issue such guaranties should
continue through June 30, 1968.

The House bill increased the lssuing au-
thority for such guaranties from $250 to 8450
million and continued the authority to lssue
such guaranties through June 30, 1967.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted a celling of $400 millton on the face
amount of such guaranties, a figure which
splits the difference between the $350 million
limit set by the Benate and the 8450 million
set by the House. The authority to issue
guarantles is continued through June 30,
1967,
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ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS—SECTION 105 (FIOUSE—
P SEC, 104; SENATE—SEC. 108)

¢ The House bill amended section 2562 of the
act to authorize an appropriation of $600
million for fiscal year 1966 for the Alllance for

. Progress of which not more than $85 million
may be used for technical cooperation grants.

. 'The balance may only be used for dollar re-
payable loans,

" The Senate amendment contalned an

. identical authorization but limited the
amount that may be used for technical co-
operation grants to 70 miilion,

The commlittee of conference agreed that
not more than $75 million of the $600 mil-
lion may be used for such grants, It was
recognized that technical cooperation funds
have financed a number of programs basie
1o the development of the Latin American
countries, Among these are programs for
improved tax collection services conducted
by the U.S. Internal Revenue Service, sup-
port for educational programs for the Central
Amerlcan reglonal integration system, and
programs for the improvements of savings
and loan and credit facilities in a number of
countries. It should be noted that the
figure agreed upon does not Increase the
authorization contained in the bill; it is
an allocation made from the $600 million
which was in the House bill and in the Sen-
ate amendment. The reduction from 885
million to 875 milllon has the effect of
reserving a larger portion of the $600 million
for dollar repayable loans.

STANDBY AUTHORIZATION FOR SOUTHEAST ASIA—
SECTION 108(&) (2). (HOUSE—SEOD. 107(8)
(2); HOUSE—SEC, 102(a); BENATE—103(8);
FIOUSE—SEC, 106; SENATE-—SEC. 108)

The House bill authorized for use in
southeast Asla such sums for economic and
military assistance as may be necessary in
fiscal year 1966. It required the President
to present to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and the Committtee on Forelgn Rela-
tions the programs to be carried out with
the appropriatlons requested by the Presi-
dent under this authority.

The Senate amendment did not contain a
comparable provision.

On June 1, 1965, the President sent a mes-
sage to the Congress, requesting the author-
ization of $88 milllon for the Agency for
International Development for expanded
programs of economic and soclal develop-
ment in southeast Asia. This message was
recelved after the passage of ILR. 7750 by the
House but prior to its consideration by the
Senate. ’

The Senate amendment authorized the
$80 milllon requested by the President (1)
by lncreasing the authorization for technical
cooperation and development grants from
the figure of $210 million contained in sec~
tion 102 of the House bill to $219 million,
and (2) by increasing the authorization for
supporting assistance by $80 milllon.

The committee of conference agreed to a
compromise according to which the man-
agers on the part of the Senate accepted the
figures for development grants and technical
cooperation and for supporting assistance in
the House bill, and the managers on the part
of the House accepted a limitation of $89
million on the special sauthorization for
southeast Asia contained In section 107(a)
(2) of the House bill.

In view of the fact that the House pro-
vision for an open-end authorization of
funds was replaced by a specific authoriza-
tion of $89 milllon for that area, the man-
agers on the part of the House agreed to
delete the requirements for a determination
by the President and for special reports to
the Committee on Forelgn Relations in the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives in connection with the use of
funds appropriated under this authority.

No. 162——12
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CIVIO ACTION PROGRAMS—SECTION  201(C)
(HOUBE—®SEC. 201(C); SENATE—SEC, 201(C))
The House bill amended section 505 of the

act to Include authority for assisting foreign

military forces in less developed friendly-

countries to construct public works and to
engage in activities “helpful to the economic
development of such friendly qountries.” It
also recorded the sense of Congtress that for-
eign military forces should not be main-
tained or established solely for clvic action
and that civic actlon should not detract sig-
nificantly from the capability of the military
to perform 1ts military function.

The Senate amendment was similar to that
contalned in the House bill except that it
authorized assistance for activities helpful to
the “soclal” as well as economic development

. of friendly countries and provided that the

statement of the sense of Congress should be
followed “insofar as practicable.”

The Senate receded with an emendment
to the House bill that would authorize clvie
action ,programs helpful to the social as well
as the economic development of -the coun-
try. The inclusion of the word ‘“soctal” will
remove an ambiguity that may exist as to
health and literacy programs carried on
within the limitations contalned in the
House amendment.

DRAWDOWN AUTHORITY—SECTION 201 (g)
(HOUSE—BEC. 201 (g); SENATE—SEC, 201(g))

The ¥ouse bill amended section 510 of the
act to eliminate the requirement that the
appropriations making relmbursement for
defense articles and services used pursuant
to the special authority should be meade to
the President, ss are mlilitary assistance ap-
propriations, so as to permit making such
appropriations to the Department of Defense
or to the President or any other agency as
may be requested by the Executive.

The Senate amendment contained no com-
parable provision and retained existing law
which authorizes an appropriation only to
the President.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted the Senate version. Appropriations
for the various segments of the foreign as-
sistance program are voted to the President.
Acceptance of the Senate amendment retains
this policy, thus permitting all foreign assist-
ance appropriations to be contalhed in one
appropriation act.

RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY AID TO LATIN AMER-
ICA—SECTION 201 (1) (SENATE—SEC, 201 (h))

The Senate amendment to the House bill
amended section 511 of the act in two re-
spects. First, section 611(a) was amended
to provide that, of the $65 million annually
permlitted for grant programs of defense arti-
cles for American Republics, $256 million may
be used for assistance on a cost-sharing basis
to an inter-American military force under
the control of the Organization of American
States. Second, section 511(b) weas rewrit-
ten to provide that, to the maximum extent
feasible, military assistance shall be fur-
nished to American Republics only in ac-
cordance with joint plans (including joint
plans relating to internal security problems)
approved by the Organization of American
States. In addition, the President was di-
rected to submit quarterly reports on the Im-
plementation of section 511(b).

The House bill contained no comparabie
provision.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted the Senate provisions with amend-
ments.

Section 511(a) of existing law authorizes
during each flscal year the use of “a part” of
the military aid funds for Latin America “for
assistance In implementing a feasible plan
for regional defense.” The present situation
in the Dominican Republic has pointed up
the need for more positive and clearer lan-
guage to encourage the establishment of an
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inter-American military force. Accordingly,
that language in existing law is repealed and
is replaced by the provision that up to 325
million of the 8565 million may be used on a
cost-sharing baslas for assistance to an inter-
American force under the control of the Or-
ganization of American States (QAS).

Two points should be emphasized: First,
the $25 million 1Is a celling. It does not have
to be used only for this purpose should it
prove impracticable to establish such a force.
Second, it is required that the other Ameri-
can Republics confribute financially to the
inter-American force. No formula for cost
sharing is written into the law; this will be
a matter of mnegotiations. The Ilanguage
makes clear that such a force will not be
financed entirely by the United States. If
an Inter-American force can be created it
will relieve the United States of much of the
burden of trying to malntain peace in this
hemisphere.

The proviso added by the conferees to sec-
tion 511(a) stipulates that the costs of the
defense articles supplled by the United
States for the Inter-American force In the
Dominican Republic shall not be charged
agalnst the $65 million ceiling. The con-
ferees recognized that the continulng costs
of the operation In the Dominican Republic
cannot be determined. To charge these costs
against the ceiling imposed by the law might
make impossible any further bilateral or
multilateral programs during the fiscal year.

The amended language in section 511(b) 1s
a further effort to encourage the American
Republics to work out “joint plans (includ-
Ing jJoint plans relating to internal security
problems).” It is a logical sequel to the Spe-
clal Consultative Committee on Security
Agalnst the Subversive Actions of Interna-
tional Communism, established at the Punta
del Este Conference in early 1962, and the
current efforts to deal with the situation in
the Dominican Republican. The new lan-
guage does not make milltary assistance to
the American Republics contingent upon the
adoption of joint plans; it 18 permissive.
Further, 1t does not depend upon unanimous
agreement by the members of the OAS, For
example, a group of contiguous nations may
be able to work out an acceptable plan to
cope with internal security problems com-
mon to those nations.

The committee of conference recognized
that progress in this field may be slow but
that the time had come to begin a serious
effort to share the responsibilities for hemi-
spheric peace and security. The President is
required to submit semiannual reports to
the Congress on the progress that has been
made under this section of the law.

In agreeing to the Senate amendment pro-
viding that $25 million authorized for mili-
tery ald to Latin America may be used on
a cost-sharing basis to create an inter-
Amerlcan military force, the conferees de-
siréd to make it clear that none of these
funds is to be used to finance research con-
tracts for studles of opinion or attitudes
or other soctological or behavioral studies
unless such studies have the approval of
the Secretary of State,

TUSE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES—SECTION 301(b)
(BENATE—SEC. 301(C))

The Senate amendment Included an.
amendment to section 612(c) of the act, sub-
stituting a new second paragraph which re-
quired AID administrative officlals to certify
upon. approving each dollar payment voucher
the reasons for use of dollars, instead of
local currencies, whenever U.S.-owned local
currencies were available,

The House bill did not contain a com-
parable provision.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted the Senate provision with an
amendment to retain the definltion of excess
foreign currency contained in existing law
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which had been repealed by the Senate
amendment. The House managers were con-
vinced that there had been too many in-
stances In which dollars were spent when
foreign currencies might have been used.
and that requiring a modification of existing

ATD procedures would be more effective than

a further directlve that maximum use should

he made of such currencies.

Officials responsible for approving vouchiers
can make the reguired certification only
if they have at hand all of the necessary
facts. One of the reasons why, on occasion,
foreign currencles have not been used has
been that officials responsible for procure-
ment or for making payments were not fully
informed as to their avallability. It will be
necessary for the Agency for International
Development to give a higher priority and
to devote more man-hours than it has In
the past to making sure that in procurement
negotiations and in making disbursements.
the necessary data as to the avallabllity of
foreign currency and guldance as to 1ta use
are in the hands of the responsible per-
sonnel.

In situations where foreign currencies
clearly are not available for procurement,
such as in buying products in the Unlited
States, or procurement in countries where
the demand for local cwrrency to meect U.S.
Government expenses considerably exceeds
the supply, certification of individual vouch-
ers should not be necessary.

HIGHEST RATE OF INTEREST OBTAINABLE ON U.S.-
OWNED FOREIGN CURRENCIES-—SECTION 3ul
(C) (SENATE—SEC. 301(d))

The Senate amendment added a new sub-
section 613(d) to the act, providing that
wherever U.S. assistance agreements under
any act resulted in holdings of U.S.-owned
local currenciles, the Secretary of the Treasury
should 1ssue regulations that required, in all
such agreements, that the United States
should get Interest income at the “highest
interest rate lawfully obtainable from the
reciplent country or agencies thereof In the
respecilve countries.”

The provision allowed the Secretary of
State to walve the requirement if he deter-
mined that the recejpt of Interest Income was
not in the U.8. natlional Interest. A report
to the Congress of each such determination
by the Secretary of State was required.

The House bill did not contain a compara-
ble provision.

‘The managers on the part of the House
recognize that the Unilted States has on
deposit In foreign banks substantial amounts
of foreign currencies derlved from the sale
of surplus agricultural commodities under
title I of Publlc Law 480 and from other
sources, and that under normal circum-
stances Interest should be pald to the United
States on such deposits. Although the
Agency for International Development gave
assurance that it Is U.S. policy to collect
such Interest. it has not always done Bo.
The conferees are of the oplnion that &
legal requirement to this effect 18 necessary.

The language of the Scnate amendment
was accepted, except that the relference to
“the highest interest rate” to be obtained
was deleted. The commlitee of conference
strongly favors obtaining the highest rate
of interest possible and is opposed to the
acceptance of any “token” interest payment.
The committee recognizes, however, that
such s rate ought to be fixed by negotla-
tion and that a general legal requirement
would not be nppropriate because of vary-
ing conditions in individual countries.

INVESTMENT GUARANTIES (SENATE—
SEC. 301(¢) (1) AND (3))

The Senate amendment contained lan-
guage added by a volce vote on the Hoor of
the Senate, deslgned to prevent a repeiition
of an incident which occurred in a develop-
ing country in which it was clalmed that
rights of certain American investors had
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been violated. No hearings hai been held
on the case in gquestion, nor on the amend-
ment designed to alleviate 1t. Consideration
by the committee of conferemie developed
that the issues were much less «lear and far
more complex and controversial than was at
first supposed. The provision was delcted
with the understanding that, sh uld circum-
stances warrant, the entire sub ect could be
reviewed at length and a drtermination
made during the next annual hearings on
foreign ald.

ACT OF STATE DOCTRINE—SECTION 301(d)(2)
(HOUSE-—BEC. 301(C)(3); SEN/TE—SEC. 301
(e (2))

The House bill extended for ¢ n additional
year the provisions of section 320(e) (2} of
the nct which provides that no court in the
United States shall decline on tie ground of
the act of state doctrine to make a deler-
mination on the merits or to .wpply princi-
ples ot international law in a case in which
an act of & forelgn state is elleged to be
contrary to international law.

The Senate amendment made the pro-
vision permanent law and in addition modi-
fled the text to make it clear “that the law
does not prevent banks, ins'gance com-
panies, and other inancial inst!tutions from
using the act of state doctrine as a defense
to multiple liability upon any contract or
deposit or insurance policy in any case where
such liability has been taken o7er or exjro-
priated by a foreign state.”

The House recededd.

The managers on the part «f the House
accepted the BSenate provisioils with the
understanding that this would not preciude
either committee from reviewl g the issues
and making a further determ!nation when
hearings are held next year o1 renewal of
the foreign aid authorizatlon.

SANCTIONS AGAINST U.B. FISHINC VESSELS AND
CONTROL OF SHIPPING TO NOR M VIETNAM—
SECTION 301 (d) (4) {BENATE—SIC. 301(€) (5);
HOUSE—SEC. 301(C) (4))

The Senate amendment addei a new 3ub-
section 630(o) to the act unter which no
asslatance could be furnished 'inder the act
to any country which (1} has extended, or
hereafter extends, its jurisdictisn for fishing
purposes over any area of the high sear be-
yvond that recognized by the lInlted States,
and (2) herealter imposes Rry penalty or
sanction against any U.8. fishing vessel on
nccount of its fishing activities in such an
area. The amendment did no apply to ex-
tensions of jurisdiction pursua it to inteérna-
tonal agreement to which the Uniled States
is & party.

Thbe House bill did not conta n a compara-
ble provision.

The House blll, however, included an
amendment to section 820 of ti.e Foreign As-
alstance Act, adding a new s ibsection (n)
providing that, until the Prisiden: deter-
mines that North Vietnam has ceased all ef-
forts to overthrow the Bouti Vietnamese
CGiovernment, no funds authorl: ed to be made
avellable under the act (except under sec.
214) may be used [or assistanc:) to any coun-
try which falled to take app: opriate steps.
not later than 60 days after enactment of
the bill, to prevent ships or alrraft under it
registry from transporting equipment, mate-
rials, or commodities to or fron North Viet-
nam. The Senate amendment contained no
such provision.

The managers on the part of the House
agreed to & compromise which eliminates the
rigid prohibitions against sipplying US.
asgistance in both instances but requires that
consideration be given to the hehavior of re-
cipients of our ald with respect to these
problems in determining th» nature and
rmount of ald to be provided. Langusage was
accepted, indicating that consideration
should be glven to excluding from U.B. as-
sistance any country which imjoees any pen-
alty or sanction against any U 8. fishing ves-
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sel on account of its fishing activities in In-
ternational waters rather than a requirement
that aid be terminated under such circum-
stances. A modification of the provision in
the House bill relating to ships transporting
cargo to North Vietnam was also agreed upon
to the effect that the President shall consider
denying assistance to any country Iailing
to prevent its ships {rom transporting cargo
as provided In the House bill, Instead of pro-
hibiting U.S. aid to such countries regard-
less of other clrcumstances.

The managers on the part of the House
agreed that the Unlited States should give
consideration to the treatment of U.8. fish-
ing vesscls by forelgn governments in de-
termining the nature and amount of U.S. as-
sistance made avallable to such governments.
At the same time, they recognized that a
complete prohibition of ald to governments
interfering with U.8. vessels might in certain
instances prevent the attainment of U.S.
foreign policy objectives and adversely affect
the entire program of the Alliance for Prog-
€65,

In accepting s modification of the lan-
guage relating to assistance to countries per-
mitting their ships to carry cargo to and
from North Vietnam, the managers on the
part of the House recognized that the com-
plete withdrawal of free world carriers from
the North Vietnam trade, even if it could be
achieved, would have only a very llmited
effect upon the North Vietnam economy and
military efforts. Military eguipment and
petroleum products are brought Into the
country on Communist-flag vessels. North
Vietnam's forelgn trade s already heavily
orlented toward Communist China and the
U.S.SR. Free world trade amounted to only
about 17 percent of value of North Vietnam'’s
total trade for 1863. Although free world
ships carry 45 percent of North Vietnam’s
seaborne imports by volume and 85 percent
of seahorne exports (principally coal to Ja-
pan), the Communist countries could, in
time. arrange it so that Communist-flag
vessels and planes and the rail link with
Communist China carried all the Ilmports
and exports Hanol needed.

The language of the House bill afforded
Iittle negotiating leverage because most of
the countries whose ships are still in the
Morth Vietnam trade receive little or no as-
slstance from the United States. The major
nation with ships in this trade—the United
Kingdom—no longer receives either economic
or military assistence from the United States.
The Unlited States is making high-level dip-
lomatic representations to obtain free world
cooperation in getting ships and planes out
of the North Vietnam trade, and a number
of vessels have already left the trade because
of commercial and safety considerations.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted the argument that negotiations on
this matter would be more effective if there
was not a rigid requirement that ald be
terminated.

EMPLOYMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE PERSONNEL—

SECTION  302(C) (HOUSE—SEC. 302(C):

SENATE—SEC. 302(l))

The House bill amended section 625(d) of
the act by Increasing from 20 to 50 the num-
ber of Forelgn Service Reserve officers who,
at any one time, may be initially assigned to
duty In the United States for not more than
2 years.

The Senate amendment increased the
Itmitation on such personnel from 20 to 30.

The Senate receded with an amendment
which increased the limitation on such per-
sonnel to 40.

ELIMINATION OF MISSIONS—SECTION
(SENATE—BEC. 302(8))

The Senate amendment amended section
631 of the act by providing that in countries
where the economic and military assistance
program does not exceed $1 million in a fiacal
year, the AID mission staff personnel shall

302(D)
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be withdrawn, and the program administered
by economic officers and, where military ald
is involved, by military officers attached to
the U.S. diplomatic mission.

The House bill did not contain a compa-
rable provision.

The managers on the part of the House
receded with an amendment that removed
the criterlon of a program of $1 million or
less in any fiscal year as the basls for the
withdrawal of personnel administering such
economic or military assistance programs.
In place of this rigld figure, the committee
of conference inserted a provision that re-
ductions in personnel should be undertaken
“wherever practicable, especially In the
smaller programs.” The committee of con-
ference is emphatic In seeking to reduce
the size of our AID missions, particularly
those in the smaller programs. It recognized
that some progress has been made in this
direction but believes that further progress
is possible without impairing the effective-
ness of our programs and, at the same time,
resulting in a reduction of administrative
costs. By the removal of the $1 million
figure, the committee expects that the Ad-
ministrator of AID will examine programs In
all the countries, particularly the smaller
countries, with a view toward achleving fur-
ther economies in money and personnel.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES—SECTION 302 (D)

(HOUSE—SEC. 302 (h); SENATE—SEC, 302(11))

The House bill amended section 637(a) of
the act to authorize an. appropriation of
#53,240,000 for administrative expenses for

- flscal year 1966.

The Senate amendment authorized an ap-
propriation of $55,240,000 for the same
purpose.

The Senate receded with an amendment
providing an authorization for an appro-
priation of $54,240,000.

MILITARY SALES—SECTION 302 (K)
(SENATE—SEC. 302(]))

The Senate amendment added a new sec-
tion 640 to the act, excluding mlilitary sales
from several provisions of the act prohibit-
ing U.8. assistance,

The House bill did not cofitain a compara-
ble provision.

The managers on the part of the Iouse
accepted the Senate language. They re-
garded the Senate provision as being a formal
statement of the pollicy that sales of military
equipment and services for dollars or on
credit terms within limits accepted as being
normal for commercial transactions were not
subject to certain restrictions applicable to
grant aid, which policy has always guided
the Department of Defense. Military sales
are subject to the restriction that sales may
be made only to friendly mations when the
President finds that such sales will
strengthen the security of the United States
and. promote world peace.

It was the understanding of the managers
on the part of the House that this authority
would apply only to bona fide sales for value
as defined in sectlon 644(m) of the act to
purchasers judged to be capable of making
payment in full under reasonable credit
terms. Any transaction, although techni-
cally a sale, where prospects of payment were
in doubt or for currencies not needed by
the United States would involve an element
of grant assistance and would be subject
to all of the restrictions relating to grant
aid.

It is in the interest of the United States
that the forces of friendly natlons, on which
we rely elther to contribute to the common
defense strategy or to defend against internal
subversion, should be adequately equipped.
It is better that equipment be supplied on
a sales rather than a grant basis. It is not
to our advantage to impose the same condi-

tions on nations ready and willing to buy -

that we do on recipients of grant ald.
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LIMITATION ON AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1966—SECTION 303(d) (SEN=-
ATE—SEC. 303(d))

The Senate amendment added a new sec-
tion 649 to the act, which lmited the aggre-
gate authorization for an appropriation for
fiscal year 1966 to the sum of $3,243,000,000.

The House bill contained no compareble
provision,

The managers on the part of the House
receded with an amendment, limiting the
aggregate authorization for an appropriation
to $3,360,000,000.

This sum must be measured agalnst the
Executive appropriation request for fscal
year 1966 of $3,459,470,000. The latter figure
includes amounts specifically authorized in
this bill as well as the Executive appropria-
tion requests agalnst sums previously au-
thorized for the Development Loan Fund,
the Alllance for Progress, and for State De-
partment administrative expenses. As a re-
sult of adjustments in amounts made in this
bill for specific programs, together with those
previously authorized and for which the
Executive is requesting appropriations, the
comparable figure Iis $3,457,670,000. The
effect of the ceiling imposed by this section
of the bill is to reduce the total Executive
program by $97,670,000. It is left to the
judgment of the Executive to effect reduc-
tions that will bring the programs funded by
this act within the limit imposed by this
section.

The managers on the part of the House
strongly objected to the imposition of an
overall reduction on the authorization for
forelgn ald father than -cutting individual
authorizations. The committees of the Con-~
gress as a result of their hearings on the pro-
gram should be sufficlently informed as to
the merits of the varlous segments of the
program to exercise Judgment as to the places
where cuts are justified. To impose a reduc-
tion in the overall celling on the total au-
thorization, leaving- discretion as to where
the cuts will be made, is an abdication of
responsibility by the Congress.

The individual authorizations approved by
the House and Senate differed by such smail
amounts that there was no practicable way
to compromise, adjust, and distribute an
overall reduction of the magnitude of the
cut provided in the Senate amendment other
than to impose a similar limitation on the
funds authorized. .

PROPOSALS FOR 2-YEAR AUTHORIZATION AND FOR
TEMPORARY PLANNING COMMITITEE

The two most troublesome issues In con-
ference arose first from a number of provi-
stons in the Senate bill which in totality)
had the effect of authorizing the aid pro-
gram for a perlod of 2 years; and, second,
from. the so-called Morse amendment calling
for termination by June 30, 1967, of the for-
elgn aid program as presently constituted
and for a thorough review by a Planning
Committee to determine the nature of any
ald programs that might be continued after
June 1967.

As conference discussions continued, it be-
came apparent that although the House con-
ferees could not agree to a blanket 2-year
authorization under present conditions, they
were not irrevocably opposed to authorizing
forelgn aid funds for longer than a year re-
gardless of cilrcumstances. There was gen-
eral agreement also that many of the short-
comings of the forelgn aid program which
have evoked public criticlsm are basic and
cannot be corrected merely by improvement
in administrative procedures or in the qual-
ity of personnel,

It was the consensus of the committee of
conference that there have been so many
changes In the world sltuation since 1961
that a most careful, overall review of the
basic premises behind the foreign aild pro-
gram is overdue.
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After protracted discussion of the issues
involved in the 2-year authorization and the
Senate provisions relating to termination of
the program as constituted and the creation
of a Planning Committee, the Senate con-
ferees reluctantly agreed to recede.

While appreciating that conferees cannot
bind their colleagues in subsequent sesslons
of the Congress, the House conferees, in view
of the action of the Senate conferees agreed
to include the following expression of In-
formal understandings in the statement on
the part of the managers:

1. During consideration of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1966, House members of the
committee of the conference will urge their
colleagues to examine with the greatest care
such proposals as may be submitted author-"
izing foreign aid programs for 2 or more years.
The House of Representatives has approved
authorizations for vartous aspects of the
programs for periods of 2 years or longer on
a number of occasions in the past, and the
House conferees are prepared to suggest the
consideration of longer term authorizations,
taking into account the demands on the
U.S. budget and the nature of the world
situation next year.

If 2-year authorizations were made, the
authorlzing committees of the House and
Senate might direct their attention in al-
ternate years primarily to a review of ald
policies and an. evaluation of operations
rather than focusing on the programs sub-
mitted by the Executive for the year to come.

2. The conferees of both Houses urge the
President to inaugurate a review of the ald
program as presently constituted, seeking to
direct it more effectively.toward the solu-
tion of the problems of the developing
countries.

3. Finally, the House conferees recognize
that the willingness . of the Senate con-
ferees to recede on these provisions repre-
sents not an abandonment of the positions
taken by the Senate, but an attempt to reach
a reasonable compromise. Thls was done by
deferring for 1 year decisions on Senate
provisions calling for a long-term authoriza-
tion. There will thus be opportunity next
year for the Congress and the administra-
tlon to examine in depth proposals for the
improvement of the foreign ald program.

THOMAS E, MORGAN,

Epwna F. KELLY,

WAYNE L. Havys,

BARRATT O’HaRA,

‘W. S. MAILLIARD,

Perer H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN,
Managers on the Part of the House.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
-~ 1965

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 9811) to
maintain farm income, to stabilize prices
and assure adequate supplies of agri-
cultural commodities, t0o reduce sur-
pluses, lower Government costs and pro-
mote foreign trade, to afford greater
economic opportunity in rural areas, and
for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WIHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the ‘Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 9811, with
Mr. HARRIS in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee rose on yesterday it was agreed
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that title I of the bill would be consid-
ered as read and open for amendment
at that point.

The Clerk will now report the commit-
tee amendment as printed in title I of
the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendmeni: page 4,
strike out “Aect” and Insert “title’.

line 3,

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. JONES of Missourl. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have been disap-
pointed, disillusioned, and somewhat sur-
prised at the turn that has been taken in
this bill. The House Committee on Ag-
riculture worked a long time trying to
arrive at legislation which would improve
the agricultural situation in this country.
I think that most of us admit it does
need some improvement. Now, particu-
larly in the cotton section of this bill,
which is, of course, one of the more con-
troversial sections, the bill that was re-
ported from our committee at least
started In the right direction to masake
some corrections. One of the things that
has happened in the last several years
has been that we have had a program
which has produced more cotton than
we can use domestically or can have any
hope of selling in the foreign markets.
‘We passed a bill 1ast year that, of course,
the proponents felt would help to cortect
that situation. I was one of the few
Members coming from a cotion section
who voted against the cotton bill last
year. At that time I made certain pre-
dictions. While I do not claim I am
smart or know everything that is to be
known about cotton, I think the predic-
tion I made at that time has come true.
At that time the bill was passed due to
the pressure and the influence of the
mills. They got a real bonanza ocut of
that bill. They had promised before our
committee—and the testimony in the
hearings will substantiate this—the mill
operators told us that the additional cost
of this bill would come back to the con-
sumer In the form of lowered prices.
They also told us that there would be in-
creased consumption. Well, they did
have some inereased consumption in the
domestic market of around 600,000 to
maybe 800,000 bales of cotton, but on the
other hand we lost more in the export
market and came up with & net loss and
added 1 million bales to the surplus that
we have.

We have had an attractive program for
the producer, and this last bill was very
attractive for the mills, I predicted more
than a year ago—and I stand on that
statement today—that by 1970 the peo-
ple that will be producing cotton will be
having to produce at lcast two bales of
cotton to the acre and they will have to
be willing to sell that eotton on the basis
of 25 cents. If they do not do that, they
are going to be out of the cotton business.

This bill we had which was reported
from the committe would have gone in
that directlon. In the past we have had,
and for the benefit of those who are not
familiar with cotton production, we have
had what we call a release and reappor-
tionment procedure in the law permit-
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ting people who had cotto1 allotments,
which were based on histor,—every per-
son who had grown cotton I ad an appor-
tunity to have an allotmeni. and to grow
it. Many of those people or n great num-
ber of people with small a lotments did
not want te grow cotion.

But their allotment wa: wvaluable to
them because It added to the value of
their land, so they would release their
allotment of cotton and thcse allotments
would go to pecople who hid allotments
and who wanted to expand sheir produc-
tion. That might be all right, because
we confined the release to the State in
which the cotton allotments were. We
did not allow them to cross State lnes.
But we did have this situe tion, that in
many areas of the country in some
States, we would have cottym allotments
that were on land which sylelded half a
bale of cotton to the acrs, and when
they released the cotton allotment, it
was not grown in the courty where re-
leased, but was reapportion.:d and grown
on land where the yields were much
larger.

(Mr. JONES of Missouri”; time having
expired, he asked and was jiven permis-
sion to proceed for 2 additio 1al minutes.)

Mr. JONES of Missourl. In the Cot-
ton Belt, where cotton is grown, there
are 1.049 counties—468 of those 1,049
counties released coiton wiich was not
wanted by the growers {n that county,
and that cotton acreage was subsequently
released to the State conumitices and
was allocated to people whio wanted to
grow more cotton. In oth:r words, al-
most 500 counties out of (048 had no
resirictlons on how much cotton they
could grow. But in releasing this cot-
ton from low-yield counttes, it was trans-
ferred to high-yleld countles. Last year
there were 1!%2 million acies of cotton
allotments released and r:allocated to
producers in other counti:s. I would
say that in every instance, or at least
in practleally every instance. it went to
higher producing areas. In some in-
stances, it went from areis that were
producing only half a bale and went to
a producer who was produ:ing two and
three bales of cotton to thi: acre. That
cost the Government money In two ways.
In other words, we piled ur this surplus
that we still have today; 17e have next
to the largest surplus we have ever had
in this cotton area. We alio know that
every time the Government supports cot-
ton at & higher price than it can be sold
for, it goes into loan and the Govern-
ment takes a loss; at least, it hus in
many instances. During tlie early part
of the program, it was not true. When
we get to the amendments t 1at are going
to be offered to this sectior, I will have
more to say about it. But ! want you to
think over this afternoon the amend-
ments that are going to e offered to
this cotton section. They are going in
the wrong direction. They are not go-
ing to correct the situatisn one iota.
They are going to make ‘he situation
worse and I will tell you why when the
amendment to which I have referred is
offered.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairinan. I move
to strike the reguisite numer of words.
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(Mr. JONAS sasked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chalrman, the bill
under consideration contains many pro-
visions which I do not approve and can-
not support. However, I understand
that amendments will be offered which,
if adopted, will substantially improve the
bill. I hope that the bill will be so im-
proved, following action by the Commit-
tee of the Whole this afternoon, so that
a majority of the Members of the House
can vote for it on final passage.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to dis-
cuss the wheat title, the feed grains title,
or the other titles that are in controversy.
Considerable debate occurred yesterday
on those titles and additional debate will
occur this afternoon as amendments are
offered.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I have
elected to confine my comments to a dis-
cussion of the effect which this bill will
have on one-price cotton.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe many
Members contend that it is fair or equi-
table for the Federal Government, by
legislative enactment, to make it possible
for foreign competitors of domestic tex-
tile mills to buy American-grown cot-
ton at one-third less than the American
mills have to pay for that same cotton.

Mr. Chairman, in order to try and
bring into sharp focus the reason why I
think it is important for us to continue
to maintain a one-price cotton system, I
am going to reduce my comments to a
few specific points. I do not believe they
need elaboration or need argument, be-
cause I believe their mere recital makes
approval of one-price cotton compelling.

Listen to these points:

First. By any standard used, the cot-
ton textile industry is one of the most
important industries in the United States.
Approximately 1 million men and women
derive their livelihoods directly from this
industry, and if you include all allied ac-
tivities the number goes up to 9 mil-
Hon—approximately one-elghth of the
entire work force of the country.

Second. Last year the outlay of capi-
tal for plant and equipment to modern-
ize and expand the textile industry
amounted to approximately 17 percent
total net worth, as compared to an aver-
age of 9 percent for other major indus-
tries. Textile mills last year spent
around $760 milllon for new plant and
equipment, and the Department of Com-
merce estimates that such expenditures
will be close to $1 billion in 1965. When
based upon net worth, the textile indus-
try is presently spending more for capi-
tal improvements than any other major
industry in the country.

Third. Since late 1963, there have
been three wage increases of 5 percent
each for textile workers, all attributable
to the conversion from two-price to one-
price ecotton. The first increase came
in anticipation of one-price cotton and
the last two following the enactment of
the legislatfon which brought the new
system into effect. In the short period
of 18 months, textile employees have re-
ceived more than $500 million through
wage increases, and this does not take
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon,

Rabbi Louis Eliezer Wolfish, Northeast
Jewish Center, Yonkers, N.Y., offered the
following prayer:
oawary WwaR

Our Heavenly Father, we seek Thy
blessing and guidance in these serious
and soul-stirring times, when freedom
loving America, which is founded upon
liberty and justice for all, is being threat-
ened by the onslaught of godless, ruth~
less, and unprincipled aggressors.

‘While we must develop superior mili-
tary might, we must also be filled with
Thy Holy Spirit to preserve the superior-
ity of our democratic way of living,

Endow them with understanding to
guide America to continue to be a citadel
of freedom and ray of light and hope to
all those who are now living in darkness.

Hasten the day when universal peace
will prevail throughout the world with
freedom and justice for all.

Behold how goodly and how pleasant,
when brethren dwell together.

Our Father in Heaven, we ask Thy
blessing upon these Members of our Con-
gress assembled to deliberate and decide
the welfare of all the American people.
May they successfully carry the awe-
some responsibilities they have freely as-
sumed in this most scientifically ad-
vanced and perilous generation in his-
tory.

Grant us Thy inspiration as we seek
the solution to political, social, and eco-
nomic problems; to eradicate prejudice,
hatred, suffering, racial tension, hunger,
armed conflict, and oppression; to
achieve lasting peace and brotherly love.

Teach us, O G-d, to ever appreciate
the priceless heritage of freedom en-
dowed us by our forefathers. From the
immortal words of the first emancipator,
Moses, “Let my people g0,” to the biblical
command, “Proclaim liberty throughout
the land and to all the inhabitants there-
of,” from the historic demand of Patrick
Henry, “Give me liberty or give me
death,” to the declaration “that all men
are created equal,” to this very day men
have never ceased yearning and dying,
for liberty.

May mankind soon usher in the long-
awaited millennium wheh the rays of
freedom. shall enlighten the world, when

life, Yiberty, and the pursuit of happiness
shall be the irrevocable right of all men
for all times.

Av Horachamim Shochen Bamromin.

G-d of mercy, who dwellest on high: In
Thy fatherly care do we place our faith
and our trust. Unto Thee our eyes are
turned in humble supplication, and unto
Thee our hearts are grateful for the
abundance of blessings that Thou dost
bestow upon us cltizens of this great de-
mocracy. .

Help us, O Heavenly Father, never to
become casual, or to lose our sensibility,
consciousness, and appreciation of Thy
graee in permitting us to live and toil in
a free and unshackled society. No
greater gift can man ask; no greater gift
can man receive, )

O gracious Father, verily it was Thou
who didst inspire man and give him the
superlative intellect to solve the awesome
mysteries in realms on high and in the
areas beyond the horizon.

At the same time, we implore Thee to
stir and move us to search for answers in
the innermost recesses of our hearts, so
that we may ferret out all vestiges of in-
human discriminations and unspeakable
cruelties that are untenable in this ad-
vanced stage of civilization.

Finally, we ask Thy blessings upon the
President and the Vice President of these
United States, and upon our legislators.
Conecretize their aspirations to eradicate
poverty and disease from this Nation of
plenty. Crystallize their hopes for a
tolerant society. Answer their prayers
that accompany their efforts to bring
serenity, sobriety, and peace to a con-
fused and despairing world. )

All this we ask in Thy name, O Thou
who art above us. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

-

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

HR. 1481. An act for the rellef of the
estate of Donovan C. Moffett;

H.R.1763. An act to amend section 1825
of title 28 of the United States Code to au-
thorize the payment of witness’' fees In habeas
corpus cases and in proceedings to vacate
sentence under section 2255 of title 28 for
persons who are authorized to proceed In
forma pauperls;

H.R. 3750. An act for the relief of certain
individuals;

H.R.3990. An act to amend section 1871
of title 28, United States Code, to increase
the per diem and subsistence, and limit mile~
age allowances of grand and petit Jjurors;

H.R.3992. An act to amend section '753(f)
of title 28, United States Code, relating to
transcripts furnished by court reporters for
the district courts;

H.R. 3997. An act to amend section 7563(b)
of title 28, United States Code, to provide
for the recording of proceedings in the United
States district courts by means of electronic
sound recording as well as by shorthand or
mechanical means;

H.R. 4719. An act for the relief of Josephine
C. Rumley, administratrix of the estate of
George S. Rumley; and

H.R. 5497. An act to amend paragraphs b
and ¢ of section 14 of the Bankruptey Act.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles: :

H.R. 4465. An act to enact part IIL of the
District of Columbia Code, entitled “De-
cedents’ Estates and Fiduclary Relations,”
codifying the general and permanent laws
relating to decedents’ estates and fiduclary
relations in_ the District of Columbia; and

H.R. 6964, An act to amend section 4082
of title 18, United States Code, to facilitate
the rehabilltation of persons convicted of
offenses against the United States.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso-
lution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested: :

S.903. An act for the relief of Dr. Oscar
Valdes Cruz;

S.1154. An act to Incorporate the Ameri-
can Academy of Actuaries;

S.1687. An act to amend the Tucker Act
to increase from $10,000 to $50,000 the limi-
tation on the jurisdiction of the U.8. district
courts in suits against the United States for
breach of contract or for compensation;

8.1701. An act for the rellef of Dr. Jose
M. Quintero;
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S$.1802. An act for the rellef of Dr. Jose
Raul C. Soler v Rodriguez, and his wife
Gladis B. Pumariega de Soler;

5.1945. An act for the rellef of Dr. Esther
Yolanda Lauzardo;

S.2420. An act to provide continuing au-
thority for the protection of former Presi-
dents and their wives or widows, and for
other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to authorize
funds for the Commission of Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justite and the
District of Columbia Commisston on Crime
and Law Enforcement.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
5401) entitled “An Act to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act so as to
strengthen and improve the national
transportation system, and for other
purposes.”

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
FOR DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR
AND HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE
Mr. DENTON. Mr. Speaker, on behalf

of the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
FogarTy|, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Appropriations have
until midnight to file a report, tncluding
minority views, on the bill making sup-
plemental appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor and Health, Education,
and Welfare.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana?

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, it s my understand-
ing that this bill will be called up for
action on Tuesday?

Mr. DENTON. That is what I under-
stand.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservetion of objection.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LAIRD reserved all points of order.

EXTENSION OF SUSPENSION OF
DUTIES ON CERTAIN CLASSIFICA-
TIONS OF YARN OF SILEK

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (HR. 5768) to
extend for an additional temporary pe-
riod the existing suspension of dutics on
gertain classifications of yarn of silk,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments and ask
for a conference with the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses.

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

The Chair hears none and appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. MILLS,
KiNGg of Californla, Boecgs, KEeocH,
ByrnNES of Wisconsin, Curtis, and Urr.
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TO CORRECT CERTAIN ERRORS IN
TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Bpeaker, Iask unani-
mous consent to take from he Speaker's
table the bill (H.R. 7969) i« correct cer-
tain errors in the Tariff Sct edules of the
United States, with SBenate amendnients
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments. and agree to the con:erence asked
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

The Chair hears none, :ind appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. MiLLS,
Kine of Callfornia, Boiss, Kroes,
Byrnes of Wisconsin, Curtis, and UTr.

LANGUAGE TRAINING TO A DE-
PENDENT OF MEMBER OF ARMED
FORCES

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Spiaker, I ask
unanimous consent to talie from the
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 5518) to
amend title 10, United Stetes Code, to
authorize language traininj; to be given
to a dependent of a member of the Army,
Navy. Air Force, or Marine Corps under
certain circumstances, wilth & Senate
amendment thereto, and cinecur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title ¢f the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment. as follows:

Page 2, line 9, strike out all nfter '‘States”
down to and including “duty” in line 11.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman {from Mas-
sachusetts?

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speak?r, reserving
the right to object, I wouli like to ask
the distinguished gentlema:n from Mas-
sachusetts if this has been cleared with
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
BATES].

Mr. PHILBIN. It has be:n clearcd.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speakel, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. 1s there objection to
the request of the gentlemana from Mas-
sachusetis?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in.

A motion to reconsider we s laid on the
table.

TO AMEND THE IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT, AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. DELANEY, from th: Committee
on Rules, reported the following privi-
leged resolution «H. Res. 5::3, Rept. No.
8127, which was referred t> the House
Calendar and ordered print:d:

Resolved, That upon the adsption of this
resolution It shall be in order to move that
the House resolve {tself inte tie Committee
of the Whole House on the Stat) of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 2580)
o amend the Immigration ard MNationallty
Act, and for other purposes. After general
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debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed five hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Judiciary, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be In order to consider
the substitute amendment recommended by
the Commities on the Judiclary now in the
biil and such substitute for the purpose of
amendment shall be considercd under the
five-minute rule as an original bill. At the
conclusion of such consideration the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and any member may demand
a separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of
the Whole to the bill or committee substi-
tute. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

CORRECTION OF ROLLCALL

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 238 I was present and an-
swered “yea” when my name was called.

I ask unanimous consent that the
permanent Recorp he corrected accord-
ingly.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Hampshire?
“There was 110 0b]

L LM
FOREIGN ASSI$TANCE ACT OF 1965

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
7750) to amend further the Forelgn As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of August
18, 1965.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the” conference report
which we are submitting today is the
product of the longest drawnout con-
ference relating to foreign affairs that
has been held during my experience as
8 member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

The first meeting of the conference on
HR. 7750 was held on June 18, 4 days
after the bill passed the Scnate. The
coneference concluded its work on
August 17, after holding 14 sessions.

Although it has taken a long time, I
believe that the House managers have
been successful in protecting the in-
terests of the House and the bill we
bring back from conference is a good
bill.

There were 59 differences between the
House and Senate bills, so that under any
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circumstances the conference had a lot
of work to do. The long delay, however,
was caused by o disagreement over
whether funds should be authorized to
carry on the foreign aid program for 2
years as provided by the Senate bill, or
for the fiscal year 1966 only as provided
in the bill which passed the House.

The Senate authorized funds for 2
yvears in order to allow at least a year for
a comprehensive study of the foreign aid
program and provided for a Temporary
Planning Committee, with a membership
of 16 and $400,000 to spend, to do the
job.

The House managers were convinced
that the House was opposed to a 2-year
authorization under present conditions.
A 2-year authorization had not been re-
quested by the Executive and was not
considered by the committee during its
hearings, nor by the House when the bill
was under consideration.

The House conferees were also opposed

to setting up another high-level commit-
tee to make a study of foreign aid. We
believe that the committees of Congress
with legislative responsibility for the for-
eign aid program are in a better position
to evaluate what has been done and to
make recommendations for the future
than anyone else.

In standing firm against the provi-
sions of the Senate bill relating to these
matters, I want to make clear that I am
not opposed to authorizing funds for for-
eign aid for a 2-year period under any
circumstances. Back in 1957, the House
approved a 2-year authorization for the
development loan fund. In 1959, the
House voted a 3-year authorization for
military aid, and a 2-year authorization
for military assistance was approved in
1961, In 1961, the House approved a
5-year authorization for development
loans, and in 1962 a 4-year authoriza-
tion for Alliance for Progress.

Although the Senate conferees re-
ceded on the 2-year authorization for the
fiscal years 1966 and 1967, they made
clear that they were not giving up the
fight for longer authorizations in future
years.
asked assurance from the House con-
ferees that the question of authorization
of funds for 2 years or longer would re-
ceive what one of the Senate managers
referred to-as “a fair go round” next
year. by the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. The House managers have under-
taken to give that assurance. Our po-
sition is set forth in the statement of
the managers.

The Senate did not ask us to commit
ourselves to a 2-year authorization next
year, nor did we make such a commit-
ment. The statement of the managers
contains a clear reservation that our
position on this matter would depend on
the demands on the U.S. budget and the
nature of the world situation next year.
We did agree, however, that we would
urge our colleagues to give careful con-
sideration to the matter of longer term
authorizations when the foreign aid bill
comes before us next year. I assured
the conference committee, and I want to
state to the House, that I have an open
mind on this matter, but I am not com-
mitted to supporting a 2-year authoriza-

As a condition for receding, they-
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tion next year, nor are the other House
managers’ committed.

Although the House conferees strongly
opposed the establishment of another
special committee to study foreign aid,
this does not mean that the foreign aid
program does not need to be restudied
and improved.

I believe that all of the House con-
ferees are in agreement that the basic
objectives of foreign assistance should
be reexamined. It is not just a question

_of tightening up operating procedures or

of trying to hire better people. Those
who administer foreien aid naturally
think they are going at the job in the
right way, but there are some reasons to
believe that we may be giving priority to
the wrong objectives and neglecting
others.

I, for one, do not believe that all of
the criticilsms of foreigh aid reflect a
lack of understanding or of sympathy.
I believe that if the program were re-
organized and redirected in certain re-
spects, some of the objections to it could
be eliminated.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs and
Foreign Relations intend to take a new
look at what we are trying to accomplish
with foreign aid and how well we are
succeeding. The conference also- invites
the President to reexamine the funda-
mental principles and objectives on
which the current program is based and
to recommend appropriate changes when
he submits legislation next year.

Let me say a word about the authori-
zation of funds agreed to by the con-
ference. It'is not easy to name a mean-
ingful figure as to how much the total
agreed to in conference is below the total
approved by the House.

In the first place, I want to point out
that the Senate bill included an overall
ceiling of $3,243 million on foreign aid
funds for fiscal 1966. This was in effect
a cut. of $216 million below the amount
requested by the Executive to be ap-
propriated.

The House conferees agreed to a com-
promise overall ceiling of $3,360 million.
This is a cut of $99,470,000 below the
Executive request.- This overall ceiling
is higher than the total you get if you
add up all the individual items author-
ized in the House or Senate bill, not in-
cluding, of course, the open end authori-
zation for southeast Asia in the House
bill, because it applies to funds pre-
viously authorized as well as the au-
thorizations set forth in H.R. 7'750.

Although the House conferees ac-
cepted an overall cut of just under $100
million, we agreed to an authorization
of $89 million to take care of the spe-
cial authorization for southeast Asia—
which replaces the open end authoriza-
tion in the House bill—requested by the
President in his message of June 1, 1965,
which was received after the foreign aid
bill had passed the House but before
the bill had been acted on by the Senate.

I feel that the conference worked out
a.very fair compromise on this matter.
The House bill contained an authoriza-
tion of “‘such sums as may be hecessary”
for economic and military assistance to
southeast Asla during fiscal 1966. There
was no limit as to the amount because
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the President had indicated in his orig-
inal foreign aid message that he did not
know how much more money would be
needed.

The Senate responded to the Presi-
dent’s request for $89 million by adding
$9 million to its authorization for tech-
nical cooperation and development
grants and by adding $80 million to its
authorization for supporting assistance.
" We worked out a compromise with the
Senate by which we replaced our open
end authorization for southeast Asia
with a specific authorization of $89 mil-
lion, and the Senate accepted the figures
for technical cooperation and for sup-
porting assistance contained in the
House bill.

Most of the individual authorizations
were not far apart. The biggest item,
military assistance amounting to $1,170
million, was not in conference. The only
individual amount that we bring back
from conference which is higher than
the bill that passed the House is an in-
crease of $1 million in administrative
expenses which we arrived at by split-
ting the difference between the House
and Senate bills.

The best summary I can make with
respect to funds authorized is to say that
we accepted an overall cut of $9%7,670,-
000 below the figure in the House bill
plus the request for appropriations
against previous authorizations.

We accepted an authorization of $89
million for southeast Asia in place of
the unlimited authorization contained
in the House bill. I am not sure that
this should be considered an increase.

‘We also accepted an increase of $1
million in administrative funds.

I will not take time to discuss the other
changes in the House bill. They are set
forth in detail in the statement of the
managers and I will try to answer any
questions about them.

Let me say that the managers for the
House have done their best to uphold

" the position of the House in this confer-

ence, and I urge the approval of the con-
ference report.

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

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle~
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I commend the distin-
guished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and the man-
agers on the part of the House for refus-
ing to yield to the other body in its at-
tempt to put through a 2-year program.
I am glad to hear the gentleman say
that he is not committed and will not
be committed, when the authorization
bill comes before the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs next year. I happen
to be one of those who believes this for-
eign handout program ought long ago
to have heen phased out and ended, and
I certainly want no part of a 2-year pro~
gram. This program has already cost
far too much money and yielded far too
little to the United States.

In this conference report, presently
before the House, are the special funds
for the United Nations. They are still
In the bill, in the amounts voted by the
House Foreign Affairs Committee and
concurred in by the other body.
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Mr. MORGAN. I will say to the gen-
tleman from Iowsa that the sections on
international organizations, both in
the House bill and the Senate bill, were
substantially the same. There was a
difference of only $1,700,000.

Mr. GROSS. The point I am trying to
make is that I believe something should
have been done in the conference, in
view of the situation that developed at
the United Mations, whereby the Ameri-
can delegate to the United Nations sur-
rendered to the hlackmail of the Com-
munists and the French In the matter of
paying their just obligations.

I want to say to the chairman—and I
am swre he is well aware of this—and to
the other Members of the House, that if
they support this conference report to-
day they will be voting to turn over the
original amount of money to the United
Nations; in other words, to pick up the
check for the “deadbeats” who have re-
fused to meet thelr obligations. I refuse
to be a party to any such deal.

Mr. MORGAN. I am sure the gentle-
man is familiar with the parliamentary
procedures both in the House and in the
other body. Again I say that the sec-
tions on international organizations were
substantially the same in both the House
and Senate bills. The smount in the
House bill was g little lower and the con-
ference accepted our figure. The con-
ferees could not do what the gentleman
has suggested.

Mr. Speaker, I yleld such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. ApaIr]l.

Mr. ADATIR. Mr. Speaker, the chalr-
man of the commititee, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MorcaN], has
very clearly and accurately set forth the
results of the conference bheiween the
House and the Senate upon the forelgn
aid bill. As he pointed out, there are
certain complexities In the mathematics
of the conference agreement which make
it difficult to state succinctly the nature
of the adjustments. For those who are
interested in more detall upon that point,
I would urge them to read the statement
of the conferees.

Mr. Speaker, I think it can be accu-
rately said that the report which is before
us today hes more similarity to the bill
which passed the House than that which
passed the Senate. Although I cannot
approve of this conference report be-
cause of longstanding objections to the
foreign aid program, I must agree with
the chairman that the managers on the
part of the House performed exceedingly
well, I think, in sustaining the House
point of view. Any reading of the report
will bear this out.

My objections continue to be those
which I have expressed for many years;
namely, too much new money, too much
carryover of old money, too loose admin-
istration, a lack of sound programing.
Those objections still exist, but at the
same time I repeat, having in mind the
parliamentary limitations within which
we act, I do feel that the managers on
the part of the House were very suc-
cessful.

A further word ought to be said about
the matter of & 1-year or a 2-year exten-
sion. The House managers were solidly
for the 1l-year extension regardless of
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what our general opinion on foreign ald
fs. We strongly supported a l-year ex-
tension as opposed to a 2-year extension
because In these days of rapilly chang-
ing situations, in a time wher we do not
know what our requirements will be in
Vietnam and other parts of the world,
it is of the utmost importan:e that the
House in its authorizing legis ation have
the opportunity and indeed accept the
responsibility to make a mst careful
appraisal at frequent intervals of this
whole program. On that bas:s, we could
not, and we did not, support the 2-year
extension. This is a prograrit which all
Members of the House knoss has been
under frequent criticism, criticism which
many of us regard as belrg In large
measure justified. Accordingly, it is im-
portant that our study of the program be
as careful, as detailed, and as frequent as
may reasonahly be expected.

Mr. Speaker, I would hcpe that if
nothing else came out of this conference
and out of this year's consiieration of
the foreign aid bill, at least the Congress
and the executive departments should be
willing to reappraise comj letely this
whole program. In so doingi, it is my
hope that we would have befcre us a bet-
ter program and one which requires less
money.

Mr. Speaker, I now ylild to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. THOM-
SON].

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker. I think that the chuirman well
knows I approve of what hz has done
on the conference report but I still think
the amount authorized in this bill is
vastly too much. I think in the studies
made of it. it is about time they began
studying the procedures in tiie adminis-
tration of the AID Agency he e in Wash-
ington. I notice while AIl) has eXe-
cuted more than $400 millicn worth of
contracts for universities anc. other peo-
ple to carry on the AID piogram, the
number of employees {n the AID Agency
in Washington, D.C., itself hes continued
to go up. They had more e nployees in
Washington on this June 30t than they
had on June 30, 1964, In spite of the $400
million of contracts. And if you look at
those contracts you would find some
amusing examples. They spent, I in-
form the Members of the Hot se, the gen-
erous sum of $5,000 to make a study of
the impact of foreign aid on our balance
of payments; 5,000 measly dollars to de-
termine whether it is adverse to our bal-
ance of payments. But .hey spent
£500,000 on an investigation of some-
thing called the diffusion of nnovations.

I hope that the chailrman vyill see {0 it,
and that the members of the Committee
on Appropriations will see to it that some
of these wasteful practices of this agency.,
be curtailed, and when the appropriation
bill comes here it will reflect & reduction
in the amount that is appropriated, to
squeeze out some of the wiste in this
agency.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
agree with all the statemerts made by
the gentleman from Wiscons: n.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 1dr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yicld?

Mr. ADAIR. I yleld to the distin-
guished gentleman from Newx Jersey.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman.

(Mr. FRELIMGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
as & conferee on the foreign aid authori-
zation bill I should like to congratulate
the chairman of our committee and the
other House conferees on the substan-
tial achievement which I believe this
conference report represents. I am sure
that all Members realize that we were
engaged In discussion with the other
body for almost exactly 2 months. The
main argument which developed pre-
sented a deadlock which was resolved
only a few days ago. This was on the
two topics discussed on pages 25 and 26
of the conference report; namely, the
advisabllity of a 2-year authorlzation
and a special survey of the aid program.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Aparr] referred to the suggestion by the
other body that there should be a 2-year
program for foreign aid. All the House
conferees felt strongly that this would
be most inadvisable. You will see by the
terms of the conference report that we
have a l-year program only. The con-
ferees have also suggested that earnest
consideration be given, should the ad-
ministration next year ask for a longer
authorization, to the possibility of ex-
tending it for more than 1 year.

I sgree with the gentleman from In-
diana that under present circumstances
it would be most unwise to authorize the
foreign aid program for more than 1
year. I should hope that in a few
months from now the international sit-
uation would have improved so drama-
tically that we could conslder a longer
authorization, but I do not consider that
likely. I should suppose, even if a rec-
ommendation along those lines were
made, that it might be difficult to per-
suade the Members of the House that
we should vote for a period longer than
12 months.

In conclusion, I would urge that the
conference report be approved today.

Mr. HALIL, Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. HaLL].

Mr. HALL,. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman's yielding.

I should like to associate myself with
his remarks and those of the gentleman
from Iowa and the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Tuomson]. I am glad that
the report is not held in abeyance be-
cause of the two Houses being at logger-
heads, but I am not enthusiastic about
the final form of this conferees’ report.

In view of the “funny thing that hap-
pened on the way to the United Nations”
if I may paraphrase a popular play that
is being produced in New York, unlike
a “trip to the subway,”” the humor escapes
me, in all deadly seriousness. I should
hope that in any future studies that
might be made or conferences that might
be held, we will agree to leave the mili-
tary assistance programs and the under-
writing of the advisory groups out of the
foreign aid giveaway authorization and
put it where it properly belongs, and
where it would have to be reviewed by
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line item and considered as a part of the
proper portion of the budget.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks on “A Funny
Thing Happened on the Way to the U.N.”
at this point.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

A FUNNY THING HAPPENED ON THE WAY
TO THE U.N.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, the other
day a funny thing happened on the way
to the United Nations, except unlike the
trip to a subway the humor escapes me
in dead seriousness.

Ambassador Arthur Goldberg, obvi-
ously following the dictates of the White
House and the State Department, an-
nounced that we would no longer insist
bhat other nations pay their fair share
of U.N. peacekeeping assessments as re-
quired by article 19 of the U.N. Charter,
and reaffirmed only a year ago by the
World Court.

And so Mr. Speaker, we have come full
circle. In the typical “consensus” man-
ner so fashionable these days, the present
leaders of this great Nation have simply
decided that “If you can’t lick um,
join um.”

And we have done just that. We have
sold out our principles and its convic-
tlons; we have sold all of them and the
free respected and responsible nations of
the world—“down the river,” on the basis
that since we question our ability to win
8, crucial vote, we would simply “toss in
the towel.” What a tragic milestone in
the conduct of American foreign policy.
What a tragic heritage to leave to our
children., What a tragic example to es-
tablish for history. What a tragic loss
of backbone. What nostalgia patriots
must have for old cries such as, “Millions
for defense, but not one penny for
tribute’”; yet modern day patriots and
freedom sleep.

Mr. Speaker, I would have been more
impressed with the first action of our new
Ambassador, if his announecement had
been the result of a determination that
we were on shaky legal ground and that
in faet article 19 did not cover the case
at hand. However, mistaken such an
appraisal might have been, at least it
would indicate that the United States
was not “selling out” eternal principles.

But Ambassador Goldberg stated from
one side of his mouth that we stand by
our conviction that article 19 requires
the payment of dues or the loss of the
vote, and then proceeded to say from the
other that we would abandon that prin-
ciple so as not to “rock the boat.” Who
does he and ‘““the establishment” think
is being fooled?

Apparently the fear that drove us into
headlong retreat was the possibility we
might lose in a showdown vote. This ig
a new concept in -American politics.
Consider the possibility, for example, that
no one will ever contest for a public
office because a political pollster shows
that the other fellow might win.

I would have been much prouder of my
country if we had forced the question of
payment of dues to a vote, albeit we
might have lost: In fact, I believe such
a course predicated on standing up for

principle would have been better for the
future of the United Nations than the
course of turn heel and run. In defeat
we would have set an example that we
would rather be right, than be a member
of an illusive majority. We would have
gained enduring respect based on re-
sponsible action we are wont to demand
of others, instead of parlaying for al-
ready lost and always elusive “image.”
Those nations which voted with the
Soviet Union would have to spend years
explaining why a nation which avoids
its responsibilities, should continue to
have a voting voice in an international
organization.

By our actions we have not strength-
ened the United Nations. We have made
it infinitely weaker. We have stripped it
of whatever little dignity it had left.

We have also betrayed the American
taxpayer who relied ‘on our soothing
words of assurance given when this Con-~
gress passed a $100 million Untted Na-
tions bond issue. We have given the
Kremlin a propaganda victory far great-
er than if we had stood our ground and
lost. We have “welched” on a pledge
and lost far more respect among our al-
lies than we gained among our enemies.

In the wake of our retreat the UPIL
reports that the United States is now
warning that it will take a ecloser look
at our own U.N. assessments and reserve
the right to reduce those which our na-
tional interest may require.

I cannot help but recall that 3 years
ago, by a margin of 11 votes, this House
defeated my amendment to the Foreign
Aid bill to limit all our voluntary con-
tributions to U.N. agencies to the 32-
percent statutory limitation imposed on
our contribution to the U.S. general
budget. My colleagues will recall that
we contribute over 40 percent.of both
the U.N. special fund and the U.N. tech-
nical assistance fund, over 65 percent to
the U.N. Middle East refugee program,
and as high as 100 percent to some other
U.N. voluntary programs.

Many Communist and so-called neu-
tralist nations are the beneficiaries of
these programs in spite of their minimal
contributions. It remains to be seen
whether the State Department will fol-
low through on our warning, or whether
these are merely more empty words, such

as those which previously declared we:

would fight for the principle of article
19.

Mr. Speaker, next month we will ob-
serve the first annual World Law Day.
Yet, by our action last Monday, we have
Indicated that not law, but expedien-
¢y guides our actions in the United Na-
tions.

We have paid a high price for con-
sensus and we have bought a poor sub-
stitute for principle, Our U.S. Supreme
Court has blinded justice for the Nation
in recent years in a power grab for
legislating and regulating functions.
Must our Nation in turn blind world jus-
tice in spite of its duly constituted Court?

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CHAMBERLAIN],

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, as
my colleagues know I have been greatly
disturbed about the extent of free world
shipping to North Vietnam for the past
few weeks and months.

I take this occasion to call attention to
pages 22 and 23 of the conference report
which makes reference to this problem.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the original bill
that was passed by the House had a pro-
hibition which said that, “no funds au-
thorized to be made available under this
act may be used for assistance to any
country which failed to take appropriate
steps, not later than 60 days after the
enactment of the bill, to prevent ships or
aircraft under its registry from trans-
porting equipment, materials, or com-
modities to or from North Vietham.”

The Senate bill had no such prohibi-
tlon. So this was a matter that was
considered in conference., I want the
record to show clearly what has hap-
pened in conference to this prohibition.
It has been watered down and it says
now that “the President shall consider
denylng assistance” to these countries
that are sending ships to North Vietnam.

Mr., Speaker, I say this “considera-
tion” is not enough. That is what has
been going on for the past few years and
still our so-called friends are supply-
ing the enemy. Here we have lost an
opportunity for the Congress to have
taken the initiative and done something
about this national scandal.

In the report, the conferees lamented
that the complete withdrawal of free
world carriers to North Vietnam, even if
it could be achieved, would have only a
very limited effect upon the North Viet-
ham economy.

So, Mr. Speaker, our policy seems to
be that if such trade has little effect, let
them go ahead and trade. Or, in other
words, if someone steals a few gold bricks
from Fort Knox, just forget it. I do not
see it that way, I say there is a moral
issue involved here. The Congress

. should recognize it.

Then, Mr. Speaker, going to the top of
page 23 of the report, it says that freé
world trade in North Vietnam is “only
about 17 percent.” I am not prepared to
challenge that 17-percent figure today,
but I will tell you that it is 17 percent too
much and 17 percent more than the
American people can understand.

The report goes on to say that “45 per-
cent of North Vietnam’s seaborne im-
ports by volume” come from free world
ships.

It is indeed shocking to think that 45
percent of their imports come from free
world countries. But in this envelope I

- have in my hand, I have the classified in-

formation from the Department of De-
fense and the 45-percent figure men-
tioned in the report does not square with
the secret facts. If any of my colleagues
want to see the classified information, I
shall be pleased to make it available, and
I am sure your blood will boil just as
mine is right now.

The report goes on to say that free
world ships also carry 85 percent of
North Vietnam’s seaborne exports.

Can you imagine this—free world
ships carrying 85 percent of North Viet-
nam’s exports. What in the name
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of freedom {s happening here un-
der this Capitol dome? How can we
countenance such a thing? The report
goes on to tell us that if this trade were
stopped that Communist countrles
“could. in time, arrange it so that Com-
munist-flag vessels and planes carried all
ithe imports and exports Hanoi needcd.”
So I say, let them do it; it is their job. It
is their war. Why should we encourage
our friends to help them?

Then, too, the report says that “most
of the countries whose ships are still in
the North Vietnam trade receive little or
no assistance from the United States.”
It is just a few million dollars. T say
there is & moral issue involved, and we
should not give them anything.

Finally, we are told that “the manag-
ers on the part of the House accepted the
argument that negotiations on this mat-
ter would be more effective 1f there was
not & rigid requirement that aid be ter-
minated,” and that it would be best to
just have the President “consider deny-
ing assistance” to these traltors to free-
dom.

So I say to you as we approve this con-
ference report and bill today, you should
be prepared as you go home and face
your constituents to explain to them why
we are asking them to finance both sides
of this war—by giving aid to countries
that are sending their ships and supplies
to keep the North Vietnam economy go-
ing, and by asking them to pay as well
the cost of fighting the war in South
Vietnam.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr, Havs].

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to be among those who congratulate the
chairman and the other members of the
conference committee on the part of the
House for standing firm on the l-year
authorization. The chalrman never
wavered. There was & great deal of
pressure put on to get this thing settled
and, as one member of the committee,
I can report that nobody thought of
wavering from the House position.

I want to say, however, I do disagree
wholeheartedly with the statement made
by the gentleman from Missouri that the
military part of this bill should be taken
away from the Committee on Foreign
Affairs. He says it properly belongs at
another place. Ido not want that state-
ment to stand unchallenged. This mili-
tary assistance is involved in forelgn aid,
it is directly involved with foreign af-
fairs. It was determined in the becgin-
ing by both Parliamentarlans of both
bodies that it belonged {o the Committee
on Foreign Affairs. That is where it is
and, if I have anything to do with it.
that is where it is going to stay. Once
you get it over at the Pentagon nobcdy
will know who is getting what. If there
is any part of the bill that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs does not give
careful scrutiny to I would not know
what it is, including the military assist-
ance program.,

Mr. HALL. Mr.
gentleman yvield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missourl.

Speaker, will the
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Mr. HALL. I want the gentleman to
know I disagree with him, of course,
about whether it should be art of the
toreign affairs authorization I do not
disagree with him In particular about
getting it to the Pentagon. 1 rather be-
Heve he is right in that respeci. I inten-
tionally did not mention the commitiee,
to which I thought it should je referred.

I wonder if the gentlemaa does not
agree with me tt is left in thie jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Fore ign Affalrs,
because (1) it is part of the ''swectener-
technigque” in order to get thie Congress
to go along with necded continued aid
and (b if we took it out we¢ would not
have much foreign aid left at the prese:xt
time.

Mr. HAYS. I can say to the gentle-
man that there may be soms validity to
that position, but it is not th: way I fecl
about it. I was in favor of ¢itting down
on foreign aid appropriatios and au-
thorizations and I sometimes think we
have given too much military/ aic to too
many countries that could not use it
effectively. I would not argi.e that with
the gentleman. The argurent I have
and the position I take is that I believe
it is within the jurisdiction ¢{ the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs anc I am going
to do everything I can to see ‘hat it siays
there.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Ohlo has consumed 3 minutes.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to express my warmest commenda-
tion and admiration for the way in which
our esteemed chairman, "Doc” MOGRAN,
has led the fight to sustair the House
positior: in the conference or the foreign
ald bill.

Maturally, there always ha3 to be some
element of compromise wher reconctliing
the Senate and House differcnces in any
major legislation, but Dr. [JMorcaN has
succeeded In preserving the House posi-
tion on all the prineipal features of the
bill, particularly on the question of the
i-year authorization.

The conference agreement was
reached only after 14 meelings during
the past 2 months, and is a t fbute to the
indomitable patience and tle wealth of
knowledge exhibited by Chairman Mog-
gaN. “Doc” Morcaw and hi: fellow con-
ferces, both Democratic and Republican,
deserve our congratulations for a difi-
cult task well done. The end result of
their labors merits our fullest support.
I urge that there is wide sur port for this
conference report and I hepe it passes
by an overwhelming majorit;’.

Perhaps it 1s a time, too, to have the
record include the fact that “Doc” Mogr-
GAN is one of the great unsung herocs of
not only the foreign sid prcgram but of
U.S. foreign policy as well. He Is an un-
assuming man and avolds the spotlight
whenever he can., But thote who know
him well are fully aware of the great role
he plays behind the scenes 12 practically
every forelgn policy step Arieriea takes.

He has rendered great siovice to the
United States, to our naticnal interest,
and to our national security. I am sure
my colleagues will joln me n hoping he
continues to do 50 for & lon;; time in the
years ahead.

August 19, 1965

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The SBPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on agreelng to the conference
report.

The question was taken.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
nost present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will ¢all the roll.

The questlon was taken; and there
were-——yeas 244, nays 150, not voting 40,
as follows:

[Roll No. 242}

YEAS 244

Adams Carmate Mills
Addabbo Giaimo Minish
Albert Gibbons Mink
Ar'\!r‘flerscn, Gilbert Monagan
Aneon, Gliligan Morgan

nnunzio Morrison
Ashley Gonza e Morse
ﬁsplnall er'gy WE. Morton
Bilrcﬁvm Green, Oreg. ﬁaﬁer
Bandstra Green, Pa. Murphy, 01
Barretl Grelgg Murphy, N.Y.
Bates Grider Natcher
Beckworth Griffin Nedzl
Bell GrifMths Nelsen
Bingham Hagen, Calif. Nix
Boggs Hallcek O'Brien
Boland Hamilton O'Hara, 111
Bolling Hanley Olsen, Mont.
Bolton Hanna Olson' Minn.
Brademas Hansen, 1owa  qogqif) Mass.
Brooks Hensen, Wesh. Gy inger
Broomfleld Hardy Patman
Burke Harrls Patten
Burton, Calif, Hathaway Pepper
Byrne, Pa. Hawkins Perkins
Calian Hays Philbin
Cameron Hebert Pickle
Celler Hechler Pike
Clark Helstoskl Pirnte
Cleveland Herlong Price
Clevenger Hicks Pucinskl
Cohelan Holifield Purcell
Conabie Holland Quic
Conte Horton Redlin
Conyers Hosmer Reid, N.Y.
Cooley Howard Resnick
Corbett Huot Reuss
Corman Irwin Rhodes, Pa.
Craley Jacobs Rivers, Alaska
Culver Joelson Roberts
Daddario Johnson, Calif. Robison
Daniels Jones, Ala. Rod .no
Dawson Earsten Rogers, Colo.
Delaney Karth Ronan
Dent Eastenmeler  piogney, NY.
Denton Kee Rooney, Pa.
Diggs Eeith Rocsavelt
Dingell K-lly Rosenthal
Donohue Keogh St Germaln
Dow King, Calil. 8t. Ong2
Downing King, Utah Scheuer
Dulski Eirwan Schisler
Duncan, Oreg. Kiuczynskl Schmidhauser
Dwyer Krebs Schweiker
Dyal EKunkel Beldén
Edmondson Landrum Senner
Edwards, Callf, -eggett Sickles
Eans. Colo. %g?eg' Md. Bisk
,E:’fxrxg.t?renn. McCarthy gi:?fh, Towsa
Fallon McDade Smith, N.Y.
Farb:tein McDowell Springer
Farnsley McFall 8tafford
Farnum M:Grath Staggers
Fascell M:Vicker Stalbaum
Faighan MacGregor Btratton
Flood Machen Stubblefield
Foley Mackay Sullivan
Ford, Mackie Sw:eney

Wwilllam D, Madden Teague, Calif.
Fraser Mahon Tenzer
Frellnghuyses Msatlliard Thompson, N.J.
Friedel Marthias Thompson, Tex.
Fuiton, Pa. Matsunaga Todd
Gallagher Mzeds Trimble
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Tunney Watts Wydler
Tupper ‘Weltner Yates
Udeall ‘Whalley Young
Ullman ‘White, Idaho  Zablocki
Van Deetlin Widnall
Vanik ‘Wilson,
Vigorito Charles H,
Vivian ‘Wolll
NAYS—150

Abbitt Erlenborn Mosher
Abernethy Findley Murray
Adalr Fino O’Konskl
Anderson, I11. - Fisher O’Neal, Ga.
Andrews, Flynt Passman

Glenn Fountain Pelly
Andrews, Gathings Poage

N. Dak. Gettys Poff
Ashbrook Goodell Pool
Ashmore Gross Quillen
Baring Grover Race
Battin Crubser Randall
Belcher Gurney Reid, Ill.
Bennett Hagan, Ga. Reifel
Berry Haley Rhodes, Ariz.
Betts Hall Rivers, 8.C.
Bow Hansen, Idaho Rogers, Fla.
Bray Harshsa Rogers, Tex.
Broyhill, N.C. Harvey, Ind. Roncalio
Broyhill, Va. Harvey, Mich. Roudebush
Buchanan Henderson Roush
Burleson Hull Rumsfeld
Burton, Utah Hungate Satterfleld
Byrnes, Wis, Hutchinson Saylor
Callaway Ichord Schneebell
Casey Jarman Secrest
Cederberg Jennings Shipley
Chamberlain  Johnson, Okla. Shriver
Chelf Jonas Skubitz
Clancy Jones, Mo. Smith, Calif.
Clausen, Laird 8mith, Va.

Don H. Langen Stanton
Clawson,Del  Latta Steed
Collier Lennon Stephens
Colmer Lipscomb ‘Talcott
Cramer Long, La. Taylor
Cunningham  McClory Teague, Tex.
Curtin McCulloch Thnmson,l ‘Wis.
Dague - McEwen Tuck
Davis, Ga. McMillan Tuten
Dayvls, Wis. Marsh Waggonner
de la Garza Martin, Ala. Walker, Miss.
Derwinski Martin, Nebr. Walker, N. Mex.
Devine . Matthews Watkins
Dickinson May Watson
Dole Michel ‘White, Tex,
Dorn Minshall ‘Whitener
Dowdy Mize Whitten
Duncen, Tenn. Moeller Willlams
Edwards, Ala, Moore ‘Willls
Ellsworth Morris © 'Wyatt

NOT VOTING—40

Andrews, Pord, Gerald R. Reinecke

George W. Fulton, Tenn, Rostenkowski
Arends Fuqua Roybal
Blatnik Halpern Ryan
Bonner Johnson, Pa. Scott
Brock King, N.¥. Sikes
Brown, Calif, Kornegay Thomas
Brown, Ohio Lindsay Toll
Cabell Macdonald Uttt
Cahill Martin, Mass. Wiison, Bob
Carey Miller Wright
Carter Moorhead Younger
Curtis Q’Hara, Mich,
Fogarty Powell

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Fogarty for, with Mr. Sikes against.

Mr. Gerald R. Ford for, with Mr. Kornegay
against..

Mr. Arends for, with Mr. Bonner against.

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Scott against.

Mr. Halpern for, with Mr. Fuqua against.

Mr. Lindsay for, with Mr. Carter against,

Mr. Miller for, with Mr. Younger agalnst.

Mr. Macdonald for, with Mr. George W.
Andrews agalnst.

Mr. Thomas for, with Mr, Cabell against.

Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Utt agalnst.

Mr. Brown of California for, with Mr.
Brown of Ohlo against.

‘Mr. Moorhead for,
against.

Mr. Roybal for, with Mr. Johnson of Penn-
sylvenia against.

Mr. Rostenkowski for, with Mr. King of
New York against.

Mr. Blatnik for, with Mr. Bob Wilson
agalnst.

Mr. Carey for, with Mr. Brock against.

Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Curtis against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Ryan.
Mr. Wright with Mr. O'Hara of Michigan.

Mr. WILLIS and Mr. McEWEN
changed their vote from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. CONABLE changed his vote from
“nay" tO uyea.n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

with Mr. Relnecke

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the RECORD on
the conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

AMENDING PUBLIC HEALTH SERV-
ICE ACT TO IMPROVE EDUCA-
TIONAL QUALITY OF SCHOOLS OF
MEDICINE, DENTISTRY, AND OS-
TEOPATHY

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 535, Rept. No. 815),
which was referred to the House Calendar
and ordered to be printed:

H. Res. 535

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be iIn order to move that
the House resolve Itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Un-~

ion for the conslderation of the bill (H.R..

3141) to amend the Public Health Service Act
to improve the educational quality of schools
of medicine, dentistry, and osteopathy, to
authorize grants under that Act to such
schools for the awarding of scholarships to
needy students, and to extend expiring pro-
vistons of that Act for student loans and for
ald in construction of teaching facilities for
students in such schools and schools for other
health professions, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
two hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
Ity member of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. I shall be in order to consider the
substitute amendment recommended by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce now In the bill and such substitute
for the purpose of amendment shall be con-
sldered under the five-minute rule as an
original bill. At the conclusion of such con-
slderation the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and any
member may demand a separate vote in the
House on any of the amendments adopted in
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the Commitiee of the Whole to the bill or
commitiee substitute. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tlons,

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICI-
ARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1966

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (II.R. 8639) making appropri-
ations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary,
and related agencies, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Aug. 18,
1965.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ROONEY].

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, this bill (H.R. 8639) makes ap-
propriations for the Departments of
State, Justice, and Commerce, the judi-
ciary and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966. Tt contains
a total of $2,057,5697,150 in direct appro-
priations and also contains a total of
$3,898,400,000 for the Bureau of Public
Roads which is derived from the high-
way trust fund.

The total amount agreed upon in con-
ference is $28,092,750 below the amount
of the bill as it passed the House on
June 1.

It is also $117,612,550 below the total
1965 appropriations. However, there
will no doubt be supplemental requests
for fiscal year 1966 which might change
this particular comparison.

The pending bill is $114,338,450 be-
low the total amount of the budget esti-
mates.

I should point out that all unbudgeted
weather services which had been added
by the other body were deleted in con-
ference.

Both the Honse and Senate versions
of the bill carried an appropriation of
$100,000 as the total cost of the presen-
tation of a statue of Abraham Ilincoln
to Mexico. The proposal submitted to
the House committee was that this was
to be a replica of the existing statue now
in Lincoln Park, Chicago, and it was on
this basis that funds were approved by
the House committee. The Department
of State is expected to adhere to that
proposal and not to use taxpayers’ dol-
lars for any so-called original creations.

Mr. Speaker, the following table indi-
cates the actions of the House-Senate
conferees with regard to the various
ttems contained in the pending bill:
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Departments of State, Jushcc, and Commerce, the Jud ciary, ord relaled agencies, 1966

1065 appro-
itern priaticn
Dapartmuent of State. . , BAS, 000
Department of Justice. - 384, 09, 000
Department of Commerce 930, 156, 000
3uresu of Public Reads (hlghway

trust Und) oo caeiaeaca- (3, 594, 250, D00)
The judiefiary . oo .. 75, 397, TW0
American Battle Monuments

BIOFL e oeeicccem o mmmm e —mmmmm e em 1, 816, 000
Commission en Civil Rights_____..___.__ 1, 284,000
Oftice of Education: Civil rights educa-

tional activities ... __.. &, 000, 000
Afanpower Administration: Smual sto-

dy____,_ —- 100,000 |. .
Clommnission on International Rules of

Judicial Procedure.._......... ... . ... 25, 000
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-

TRASSION L Lo e eeeeao 2,250, 000
Federal Maritime Comimission. ... ... 2, B9, Q00
Foreizn (laims Settlement Commission_. 1,714,000
small Business Administration. ... .. 152, 484, 000
Special representative for trade negotia-

LTS £ v 554, 0NO
Subversive Activities Control Board_ ... 440, 60N
Tarifl Commission_. ... ..ocaceaoaiaa - 3, 345, 000
U. ‘i Arms Control and Disarmament

9, 000, 000
b 1171 SV l 176 209, 70)

1Not considemd in House.

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. QROSS. The gentleman has an-
swered the question I wanted {o ask, to a
degree that is, rs to whether this was to
be followed by supplemental appropria-
tions.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Well, I
always like to be frank, I will say to the
gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. I appreclate that.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. One might
expect supplemental requests for appro-
pristions.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man, the chairman of one of the appro-
priation subcommittees stunned me B
couple of days ago when he sald there
would be some $2 billion—$2 billion of
supplemental appropriations in addition
to the billions in the conference that he
reporied to the floor of the House.

I would hope the gentleman could as-
sure the House there will not be anything
in the nature of $2 billion more being
requested for the depariments of State,
Justice, and Commerce.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Oh, I
would be overwhelmed if any such thing
as that happened.

Mr. GROSS. I, too, do not want to be
overwhelmed again on this score.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I hope to
keep this $114 million plus that we have
saved the taxpayers on ice and I do not
intend to let anybody without justifica-
tion melt that ice.

Mr. GROSS. Icompliment the gentle-
man on the savings that have been ei-
fected here, and I certainly hope that
any supplemental appropriations, what-
ever they may be, will be held to the
irreducible minimum.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous gquestion.
The previous question was ordercd.

The conference report was agreed t(o.

A motion to reconsider was 1aid on the
table.

Speaker, I ask unanimous cinsent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
conference report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentlenan
from New York?

There was no objection.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT
AMENDMENTS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speakr, I call up
th conference report on th: bill (H:R.
5401) to amend the Interstat: Commerce
Act s0 as to strengthen and improve the
national transportation syst2m, and for
other purposes, and ask una iimous ¢on-
sent that the statement of thie managers
on the part of the House be read in leu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the biil.

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

There was no ohjection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report ani statement,
see proccedings of the Hcuse of Au-
zust 18, 1965.)

Mr. HARRIS (interruptli g the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the state-
ment of the managers may 2c¢ dispensed
with.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speak'r, reserving
the right to object, I trust the gentle-
man will take a little time to :xplain what
this Is all about.

Mr. HARRIS. It will be the purpose
of the gentleman to do so I thought
this would save some time.

Mr. GROSS. I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempcre.  Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Conference action compared with-—
1964 budget Pamssed Passed Conlerence
estimate Houss Benate action
1965 appro- { 1866 budget Houss Senate
priation estimate
$405, 210,000 | $388, 202, 000 $300, 125,000 | §389, 602,000 | 434, 754, 000 |-—$15, GOS, 00O +$1, 400, 000 —35?.3,0&)
373, 834, 000 370, 819, D00 370, 819, 000 370,869,000 | --14, 127,000 -2, 965, 000 50, -~ 50,
937, 030, 000 889, 522, 000 851, 122, 900 856, 851,250 | —123, 304, 750 | —80, 178, 750 (—32,870, 750 +5, 728, 350
(3, 900, 000, 000} (3, 898, 400, 000 | (3, SUR, 400, 000) | (3, &0R, 400, DOD) (<4-150,000)] (—1,600,000) ] .. ... ..}.ccooooo.
87, B{‘u 500 81, 111,900 80, 083, W0 8i), 603, 900 —+5, 296, 200 —7,171, 60¢ — 418,000 [ _.__...._.
2, 148, 000 2, 148, 000 2, 148, 000 2, 148,000 -+332, 000
1,720, 000 1, 500, 100 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 00U 4220, 000
B, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 5. 000, NOH —3, 000, 000
200,000 Fo . ool ol - -
2, 300, 000 m 2, 750 000 2, 750,
3, 380, 000 3, 100, 000 3, 180 000 3, 150,
1, 950, 000 1, 915 000 1,915 000 1,015,
157, 315, 000 157, 065, 000 157, 085 000 157, 065,
567, OO0 558, 000 556 000 556, D00
3, 505, 000 3, 400, 000 3, 400 000 3, 400, 00O
12, 272, 000 10, 000, 000 10,000 D00 1C, 000[!)0
173, 4%, 100 171, 871,000 171,617 000 17, 617, 000
2,171, %35, 600 | 2, ORS, 689, 900 2,052, 471 800 | 2,057,507, 150 |~ 117, 612, 550 | —114, 338, 450 —78, 092, 750 {45, 125,356
GENERAL LEAVE Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, this bill,
Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. H.R. 5401, is the result of several years

of work by both the Senate Commitiee
on Commerce and the House Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to
improve our transportation program.

It may be remembered that in the 87th
Congress & bill having for its purpose
most of the provisions Included in this
report was reported by the Scnate com-
mittee and passed the Senate and came
to the House.

It may be remembered also that in the
87th Congress the House Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, after
several months of study, hearings, and
consideration, reported a transportation
bill, but the bill did not clear the Rules
Committee, in view of some controversial
features In it. That bill did include some
of the provisions included in this report,
which is considered to be necessary to
strengthen and improve the transporta-
tion program.

In this Congress the committee again
took up the problem, and after exten-
sive hearings and consideration the com-
mittee reported the bill, HR. 5401, which
was brought to the floor of the House
and debated at considerable length, as
Members will recall, and passed by an
overwhelming vote, if not & unanimous
vote.

The bill went to the other body with
these provisions which had been con-
sidered by both branches of Congress
heretofore. The Commerce Committee
of the other body reported a bill having
s'milar purposes to those of the House
bill, and passed it. -

There were four major differences be-
tween the House and Senate versions.
The conferces have considered these dif-
ferences. This is a unanimous confer-
ence report by the conferees of both the
H>use and the Senate.

The four provisions in which there
were differences, as between the House
and Senate bills, I shall explain.

The first had to do with the jurlsdic-
tion of the Interstate Commerce Com-
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America Incessantly for the past several
months, and these people are not occupled,
so they are in a position to listen to it. If
you tell people this story long enough, they
will begin to believe it.

If you keep sowing the seeds of discontent,
saying that the Liberty Bell never rang for
the Negro, and that sort of thing, eventually
Negroes will look upon the white population
as thelr enemy, as the Black Muslims do.

In addition to all this, we had unseason-
ably warm weather with a high temperature
and high humidity rate that carried on into
the night.

The thing that sparked the rioting was an
arrest. And the two men who were arrested
Ppleaded gullty the next day.

Question. Negroes keep talking about po-
lice brutality. B

Answer. This 1s a terribly viclous canard
which 1s used to conceal Negro criminality,
to try to prevent the Negro public image
from refiecting the criminal activity in which
some of the Negroes are engaged, to try and
find someone else to blame for their crimes.

If the American. pecple continue to buy
this canard, they are going to lose their secu-
rity. Our international enemies won’t have

to worry; we will defeat ourselves internally..

Question. Chief Parker, many people in
Los Angeles apparently are now arming
themselves with guns., Do .you see danger
in this?

Answer, Oh, there’s been a couple of thou-
sand guns purchased. But we've got 6 mil-
lion people in this area. You can’t blame
some of these people for buying guns. They
become terrified. And when a 18-year-old
Negro boy is put on the television camera. to
say, “We're coming into the white areas,” a
lot of people get fearful that something may

happen to them and their children. I don’t -

blame them a_blt, .

But there is really no white backlash here.
The white community has been perfectly
willing to allow law-enforcement agencles
to handle 1t. They stood back and let us
do it.

[From U.S. News & World Report,
Aug. 30, 1965]

TERROR IN L.0S ANGELES: WHAT LIFE IS LIKE
WHEN Race WaR HiTs a City

Terror such as few American citles have
known gripped this sprawling metropolis
of 2.7 million people. ’

Day after day, night after night; iension
rogse as Negro mobs ran wild.

Panic, feeding on fear that the race war
would spread from Negro districts, infected
some white nelghborhoods.

It was as though the city were embroiled
in full-fledged civil war. * * * The gharp
cracks of snipers’ rifies, the rattle of machine~
gun fire when troops opened fire on defiant
marauders, the flames of blazing buildings,
the acrid smell of smoke, the ¢rash and tinkle
of shattered glass, the incessant shriek of
sirens tortured:the nerves of Angelenos.

BOOM IN ARMS SALES

Thousands of whites armed themselves.
The State attorney general’s office reported
that the sale of firearms.in southern Califor-
nia more than doubled during the chaotic

August 14-15 weekend—ifrom a normal 860°

to 2,038,

Sald Roy Weatherly, a firearms dealer in

South Gate, near the “black belt”: .

“We've been getting a conglomeration of
all kinds of people here—doctors, lawyers,
businessmen, motoreycle messengers—~fIrom
the lowest to the highest.  Some don’t even
know which shoulder to put a gun to, bug
they want. a weapon to protect themselves.”

Guns stolen by Negro looters from smashed
pawnshops. and sporting goods stores were
estimated by police to number “in the thou-
sands.” . . .

Raclal incidents were reported in areas
which never before had worried about trouble
between Negroes and whites—Pasadena, Hol-

lywood, .
Beach. -

Traveling by auto on the Harbor Freeway,
which slices through the Negro district, was
like a trip through no man’s land. Traffic on
the usually congested freeway decreased
sharply after reports that snipers were firing
on motorists. The Negro ‘‘ghetto” commu-
nity of Watts looked like a bombed-out town,
with more than 200 buildings destroyed and
more than 700 damaged.

Henry Talbot, district director of the Na-
tlonal Urban League, sald he believed that
many merchants whose places of business
were put to the torch would never return,
even if they recovered thelr losses through
insurance.

“This means that a large number of Ne-
groes who earned their living in these stores
will now be out of work,” Mr. Talbot said.

Many movie theaters in white as well as
Negro areas were closed. A number of tour-
ists checked out of hotels and motels and
fled the city. Performances of the Ringling
Brothers Cirues at the Spoirts Arena were
canceled as the riots raged. A charity foot-
ball game was postponed. Attendance at
week-end baseball games between the Los
Angeles Dodgers and the Pittsburgh Pi-
rates—a ‘“cruclal” sertes for the Dodgers—
was cut nearly in half,

The Griffith Park zoo was closed and extra
guards were posted after telephoned threats
that the zoo would be attacked and wild
anlmals turned loose.

Clty officials reported reslgnations or
transfer requests from some of the 5,000 per-
sonnel assigned to schools in the riot zone.

DOWNTOWN: A SLOWDOWN

Although the raclal outbreaks were kept
from boiling over into downtown 1.0os An-
geles, merchants there reported a bilg drop
In business and a high rate of sbseriteeism
among employees. = - '

With more than 4,000 rioters arrested on
charges ranging from- theft to0 murder, court
attendants estimated that rlot cases would
pbush scheduled divorce suits and other-civil
-ltigntion off court calendars for from 30 to
60 days. :

On August 17, when the § p.m. curfew
that had been imposed in a 48-square-mile
sectlon of the city for five nights was lifted,
shock,  fright, and near-hysteria among
whites began glving way to resentment.

Sald a Protestant clergyman: “The racial
hate among white people will' take many
years to erase.”

Negroes, too, displayed resentment against
Negro rioters. An armed Negro shopkeeper,
;iefendlng hig property, told an oncoming
ooter:

“You may be my b
ing to be my d d’flﬁher.’
e/lealcic

SENATOR DODD'S STA ENT ON
HIS VOTE AGAINST THE FOREIGN
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1965
Mr. DODD, Mr, President, 2 days ago

I voted against the 1965 foreign aid bill.
I did so very reluctantly. :

I did so with great regret that pro-
visions essential to my support of the
bill had been dropped by the House-

Senate conference committee upon whose

action we voted. .

Throughout all my years in Congress,

Iiléave supported the principle of foreign

ald.

Van Nuys, San Fernando, Long

but you are go-

I have supported the forelen aid pro-
Bram as.an essential bulwark against
Communist expansion.

I have supported the foreign aid pro-
gram as a prudent and necessary pro-'

gram to give the peoples of war-torn and
less-developed nations the tools. to help
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themselves to a better, happier, and more
peaceful life, :

Because I believe it is right, I have
supported the foreign aid program, ever
when it was not popular to do so. :

I have never before voted against &
foreign aid bill. :

~And so I think it timely and necessary
to speak to the Senate for a few minutes
today to put in perspective the reasons
I was compelled to oppose this year’s bill
and to express my concern for the future
of the whole foreign aid program. -
I voted against this year’s bill because
it does not contain provision for a review
and revamping of our entire foreign aid
program and because it does not contain
the effective bar against aid to Indonesia,
and Egypt which the Senate version of
this bill, which I -strongly -supported,
contained. ) )

Beginning ‘with the Marshall plan:
nearly 20 years ago, the people of the
United States embarked on a .program
of financial, technical, and military as-
sistance of a scope and sacrifice un-
brecedented in the history of mankind::

Our purpose was to help the people
of the free world ravaged by war to re-
build and to defend their nations. ’

But our foreign aid program did not
end with the spectacularly successful re-
building of a free Europe. .

The changing nature of the Commu-<
nist threat and our growing recognition
that the hunger and despair of undevel-
oped nations breeds the seeds of war have
led us to continue the forelgn aid pro-
gram, on a gradually decreasing scale,
ever since. ) :

However, in recent years, many of us
in Congress, and many. students of our
foreign aid policy both in and out of
Government, have been deeply concerned
that after 20 Years in a rapidly changing
world, the focus, effectiveness, scope, and
administration of out foreign aid pro-
gram need close and searching scrutiny
to determine their future form.

Furthermore, we have been concerned
that this kind of effective review is im-
possible as long ‘as we have to continue
to be bogged down every year in the busi-
ness of annually revising the foreign aid
bill itself, .

I know of no responsible person who
contends that our foreign aid program
should be abandoned.

But the necessity for a thorough and
Imaginative. review and revision of our
foreign aid effort has been:accepted by
nearly everyone: . S

No one will deny that there has been
waste during the 20 years we have
carried on foreign aid.

No one will deny that some projects
which should have been undertaken were
disregarded, while others of dubious wis~
dom, at least in retrospect, were
attempted. -

Moreover, in recent years we have had
a growing controversy in Congress itself
about the total amount of aid needed,
the number of countries which ought to
recelve it, and the projects and programs
for which aid mohey should be spent.

Indeed, the chairman of the Foreigh
Relations Committee at first refused this
year to floor manage the foreign aid bill
unless its military and economic- aid
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authorizations were considered sepa-
rately.

In answer to these criticisms and con-
cerns, this year's version of the forelgn
aid bill provided for & complete and
thorough study and review of our entire
foreign ald program.

That study was to concentrate on the
purposes, policies, and programs W
ought to be pursuing through foreign ald.
That study was to focus upon the ad-
ministration of the foreign ald program
and upon its future.

I supported the principle of the study
and I supported many of the amend-
ments on the floor of the Senate designed
to strengthen the study and make it more
effective.

1 also supported the principle, essen-
tial to the conduct of that study, that
this vear's foreign aid authorization de-
part from our traditional practice and
run for 2 years so that we would have
the time needed to present the American
people with a new, more effective, and
more efficient foreign aid program for
the future.

However, all the effort put into for-
mulating the requirements in the Senate
bill for that study were eliminated by
the House-Senate conference on the
foreign ald bill.

That conference not only dropped the
requirement for a study but also even
dropped the principle of a 2-year foreign
aid suthorization and thus made any
meeningful review of the program by
the Congress impractical and unlikely.

Because I consider a thorough study
of our foreign aid program to be abso-
lutely essential to the continued confer-
ence of the American people in thelr
foreign aid program and to the effec-
tiveness of that program, I opposed the
conference version of the bill, and I voted
against it.

I will make every effort to see that this
study is undertaken next year.

I will continue to do my best to sce
that Congress fulfills its obligation in
the field of foreign relations by formulat-
ing an intelligent foreign aid program
which meets the real needs of the real
world to promote peace and to bring at
least a measure of the blessings of
modern life to all the iree worid’'s people.

The second reason I had to vote
against this year’s foreign ald bill was
that the conference version of the bill
deleted the Senate-passed provision
which would have denled the Nasser
government of Egypt and the Sukarne
government of Indonesia foreign ald
from the United States as long as those
tyrants continue their aggression against
their neighbors.

1 need no recall here at any length
the constant history of aggression by
Indonesia against its neighbor Malaysia.

I need not remind you of Egypl's
aggression against 1ts nelghbors in
vemen and Israel and Egypl's support
of revolution against the legitimate gov-
ernments of many newly independent
nations in Africa.

Sukarno has vowed to erush Malaysia.

Nasser has vowed to eradicate the na-
tion of Israel.

Both of these tinhorn Hitlers have
told the United States to “go to hell”
with our ald.

Yet year after year Congres: has falled
to provide an effective bar egainst eld
to these destroyers of the pe¢ace.

Year after year such aid ha: been pro-
vided.

This year the Senate votel 73 to 13
for a strong and explicit provision in the
forelgn ald bill that no ald cotild be sup-
pited to either Egypt or Inionesia as
long as the President deterinines that
they are continuing their aggression
against their neighbors. I consldered
this 1anguage to provide for tke first time
a truly effective bar agalnst £1d to these
two predators.

I am aware that our ald t Indonesia
has finally ceased.

But the provisions in existing law to
bar such aid in the future have proved
ineffective in the past end ¥ill almost
certainly prove ineffcctive In the future.

And eid to Egypt continues.

I consider it & matter of hizhest prin-
ciple that the Congress of the United
States should go on record gainst our
Government golng hat in hand to the
tyranis in Egypt and Indongsia to ask
them Lo take our aild which then [rees
other assets for those countries to use in
making war.

Vet this provision against ¢ 1d to Egypt
and Indonesia as long as they are aggres-
sors was dropped in the conference ver-
sion of the foreign atd bill.

And so I voted agalnst that bill.

I regret that I should have to cast my
first vote against a forelgn ail bill in this
yvear which opened upon such & note of
promise for review and revi:ion at long
last of our entire foreign a d program.

But that review and revislon were
scuttled. And so was our declaration
of principle against the aggression of
Sukarno and Masser. In these circum-
stances I had no choice hut to vote
against the bill.

THE DIVERGENT POLICLIS OF THE
UNITED STATES AND FRANCE

Mr. CASE. Mr. Presideit, most of
what has been published in recent
months on the divergent pclicles of the
United States and France has focused
on the personality and—iome might
say—the tdiosyncracies of Fi-ance's Pres-
ident, Gen. Charles de Gaulle.

Frequent reference has bzen made to
the fact that, during World War II, re-
lations between General de Gaulle and
President Roosevelt were strained at
best, and that this friction has largely
conditioned the present cowse of French
foreign policy.

The exact nature of those wartime re-
lations and strains has received only
cursory attention in the prss, however.
It Is for that reason that I draw the
Senate's attention to a series of articles
by Paul Martin, chief of the Washington
bureau of the Gannett News Service,
which appeared recently in the Camden,
N.J., Courier-Post.

Using official documents and other rep-
utable sources, Mr. Martin has drawn
together the major elements of this war-
time legacy of conflicting personalities
and purposes. His articlss furnish e
valuable perspective that should be of In-
terest to all Americans cor cerned about
our relations with France.
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I ask unanimous consent that, not-
withstanding the cost, which the Public
Printer has estimated at $318,50, these
articles be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE DE GAULLE STORY: WHY FRENCH PRESI-
DENT DISLIKES ANGLO-SAXONS

{By Paul Martin)

({Hote.—This I8 the first installment of a
five-part serles telling the heretofore untold
stery of why President de Gaulle of France
dislikes the British and Americans; it all goes
back to turbulent dealings with Roosevelt
and Churchill in World War II. There is a
seeming disposition on the part of De Gaulle
to make the Western Allies pay today for
injuries real or lmagined which he suffered
during the war. This attitude s threatening
to break up NATO, the Atlantic Alliance, the
Common Market, and many other institu-
tions of European unity which U.S. diplo-
macy has sought so hard to create in the
postwar era.) .

WASHINGTON.—President Charles de
Gaulle's antipathy for the Anglo-Saxons goes
back to his wartime relations with President
Rooeevelt and Prime Minister Churchill.

This story i8 not well known to the Ameri-
can public, but it was famillar in varying
degree to the soldiers and diplomats who
served in World War II, including De Gaulle.

The documentation is contained in many
secret papers which have now been declassi-
fled and released by the State Department
In its series of foreign relations volumes.

Here Is what the record shows:

A clash of strong personallties developed
after American troops under Gen. Dwight D.
Eisenhower landed in French North Africa
November B8, 19432, to help clear the Mediter-
ranean of Axis forces preparatory to the in-
vasions of Italy and Southern France.

Since 1940 when Churchill proclalmed an
“{ndissoluble union" between England and
France, the British had recognized De Gaulle
as head of a French Government-in-exile in
London which the British supported finan-
cially.

The United States continued to maintain
diplomatic relations with the Vichy regime of
Marshal Petaln, 86-year-old hero of Verdun,
who believed that preservation of traditional
friendship between the United States and
France was the best course for his country.

As a result of successful wartime intrigue,
the Americans were able to obtain at the
critical moment a directive to French North
African troops to cease thelr resistance to the
American landings, and the immobilization
of the French war fieet tied up at Toulon.

Eisenhower brought Gen. Henri Giraud, a
respected senior officer of the French general
staff, secretly by submarine to become French
high commissioner in North Africa in com-
mand of all French mllitary forces in the
region, more than 70 percent of whom were
Arab natives.

De Gaulle in London, who had not been
informed in advance of the U.5. invasion, set
out to galn political control. He took the
position that he was the rightful leader of
the French Republic and the French Em-
pire, and that he should be dealt with by the
Allles on = basis of sovereignty and equality.

Roosevelt held that the French people
could choose their own leaders and Govern-
ment after the war was over. In the mean-
time, he sald, “we can deal with local French-
men on a local basls wherever our armies
occupy former French territory. And if these
local officlals won't play ball, we will have
to replace them.”

A conflict over De Gaulle's aspirations
continued throughout the war. Roosevelt,
who referred to De Gaulle as “the bride,”
fired off a barrage of stormy cables to
Churchill during the North Afrlcan cam-
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of the Warroad River Watershed Project;

which would aid in the drainage problem
of our area.

We hope that immediate actlon can be
taken to help restore the economy of this
depressed area by putting in a new and
effective farm program.

Sincerely,
Joun R. HENEMAN,
President.

STAHLER, GIBERSON & COLLINS,
Morris, Minn., August 12, 1965.
To Whom It May Concern:

The economic plight of agriculture is ob-
vious to anyone who resides In West Central
Minnesota. The exodus by the farmer and
the business and professiochal man who are
dependent upon him, the abandoned farm
buildings, the empty bulldings up and down
the main streets of the villages and cities,
the pauclty of building activity, and the de-
Teatistic attitude of the many inhabitants of
the area, are mute testimony to this great
problem.

As a lawyer, I am in dally contact with
these problems and, in that I prepare & con-
siderable number of tax returns for farmer
clients, I well know that for many years the
‘prices that the farmer has recelved for food
and fiber have diminished while the cost of
production has risen to a point where there
is a very little difference between the two.
Under the present farm program, I fear that
this condition will not improve and in fact
will worsen. . ,

Unless this wunfortunate situation 18
changed and with great rapidity, West Cen-
tral Minnesota will become a little Appala-
chia, ’

It would appear. that this area’s economic
problem would be relieved to a great degree
with the passage of the proposed omnibus
farm bill—at least this would be a step in
the right direction—and I would certainly
urge that every effort be made so that this
bill becomes law.

Yours truly, - .
DoONALD R. GIBERSON.

LEWISVILLE, MINN.,
August 14, 1965.
To Whom It May Concern:

As businessmen in a small townh, we are
concerned with the loss of farm familles in
our area and the economy of those remaining.
Since this is a farm community, our busi-
nesses depend on the welfare of the farmer,
Our ability to remain in business depends on
their trade.

The recent trend for the younger people to
leave the farm for work in larger clties is
due to the low Income the farmer is receiv-
ing. We feel it 18 greatly important that an
effective farm program be established to meet
their needs. .

Not only are the young people of the farm
leaving, but, because the future of small-
town businesses are uncertain, our young
people in our small town are-also leaving for
employment in larger cities. This situation
is also disastrous to our businesses. There-
Tore, the existence of small towns depends on
such a farm program which will effectively
help small towns, as well as the farmers.

Sincerely,

Glen A. Davis, Glen’s Appliance & Hard-~
ware; Henry Johnson, Mayor of Lewls-
ville-Produce Owner; John Haycraft,
Livestock Buyer; M. C. Bachman, Bach-
man’s Restaurant; Delbert C. Wieda~-
kop, Gamble Store Operator; Bernice
Hayecraft, Lewisville Spotlight News-
Agriculture Enumerator for 1964.

‘Warren Denn, Lewisville Motor Co.; Ron-
ald Johnson; President of Commercial
Club and Grocer; G. C. ‘Westumann,
Creamery Manager; Leonard Hedation,
Lewilsville Farmers Elevator Manager;
Lowell Flitter, Flitter’s Machine Shop;
Dean Haycraft, Former Privately
Owned Grocer, Now Food Processing
Employees.

Saur CENTRE HERALD,
Sauk Cenire, Minn., August 12, 1965,
Senator EUGENE MCCARTHY,
Senator WALTER F, MONDALE,
Leaders of Agricultural Committees:

Ag editor of the Sauk Centre Herald, I come
Into close contact with farmers in this rural
community, and with the businessmen in our
city of approximately 4,000 population.

Farmer and city dweller alike are incress-
ingly concerned over the price of farm prod-
ucts, and the inevitable unfavorable reflec-
tion on the businessman. The economy of
areas like our own (and there must be hun-
dreds of them much like the Sauk Centre
community throughout the United States)
18 closely bound together between farmer and
merchant. One cannot survive without the
other.

We say honestly that we are very proud of
our Main Street, as inhabitants of the rural
areas almost always are,

That is why we are so distressed at the
slght of vacant farm buildings that dot our
pleasant fields, and at the blank store win-
dows that face us in the small towns.

Rural America needs help. We are willing
to help ourselves, and recognition of the
problems we have is the flrst step toward
solution. .

I heartily endorse this fly-in, with the hope
that progress will be made from these ex-
changes of information and ideas.

Sincerely,
ALLAN J. OGLE,
Editor, the Sauk Centre Herald.

WINTHROP HATCHERY,
Winthrop, Minn., August 15, 1965.
To Whom It May Concern.:

For several years now, many farmers and
business people in communities, such as ours,
have written to our Senators and Conhgress-
men In regard to the severe deterioration
of the farm economy In our Midwestern
States. Yet nothing of any value has been
done.

It is a well-known fact that the strength
of any nation lies in the productiveness of
its lands—not only in mineral and timber,
but also in the production of its farmlands.
The mainstay of our economy has been the
people who own and operate these lands.
Large corporate farms will surely put our
small farmers In the Midwest In a state of
serfdom, a trend which seems to be con-
doned by not only many Senators, Congress-
men, and agricultural experts, but also by our
President. The thing that brought many a
European natlon to its knees was the fact
that its government forgot the people that
were the very backbone and strength of the
netion; namely, the average-sized family
farmers,

What would the large corporate farm op-~
erations do to the Midwest economy, or for
that matter the national economy? ‘They
would— .

(a) Deprive the Government of much
needed taxation.

(b) Bankrupt thousands of small busi-
nesses.

(c) Take away the Nvelthood of many
small farmers reducing them to virtual serf-
dom.

(d) Put many more on our overworked
dole system.

(e) Cost milllons of dollars to retrain
these people for jobs in other flelds, many of
which are already overcrowded.

(f) Take away the very thing that has
made this Nation strong—namely the in-
dependence and pride of a strong people.

Because of the fact that very litile has
heen done to help the small farmer in the
Midwest, the movement of corporate farm-
Ing is coming closer and closer to reality,

Yes, 1t 1s high time something 1s done to
help the economy of the small depressed
midwest farmer, A vigorous program to
bring farm prices up to parity and to restrict
imports of commodities which our farmers
produce In any sizable abundance, such as
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beef, eto., 1s. definitely needed. Also we
should restrict making our knowledge avail-
able to other nations, who because of lower
labor costs, can afford to export the products
‘to this country in competition with the same
product produced here by our own farmers.
Sincerely,
Max E. WrIrT,

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on
August 16 through 18, the Minnesota
Farmers Union flew in some 80 business-
men, farmers, cooperative managers,
merchants—all at their own expense—to
talk to Senators and Representatives
about the farm programs and farm leg-
islation.

Mr. Edwin Christianson, president of
the Minnesota Farmers Union, brought
with him over 150 letters from Minne-
sotans interested in strong and vigorous
farm programs, but who were unable to
travel to Washington to meet with their
Congressmen. These letters represent a
broad cross section of the community:
farm machinery dealers, automobile
dealers, truckers, foodstore managers,-
wives of farmers, farmers, bank presi-
dents, school leaders, cooperatives, cham-
bers of commerce, attorneys, and news-
bapermen. They are unanimous in
bointing out that their lvelihood, and
the vitality of rural America—both on
the farm and off—depends upon ade-
quate farm income. They bear testimony
to the fact that 38 percent of our Nation’s
work force is intimately connected with
the production, handling, processing, and
retailing of food and fiber products.
They bear testimony to the fact that
further decline in farm income will se-
riously affect this seement of the work
force, and that our economy cannot af-
ford such a blow.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following letters, repre-
sentative of all of them, be printed in
the ReEcorp at this point. I wish that all
of them could be read and printed, but
I do not wish to delay the Senate unduly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-

ing business is closed. rr—
\ / N
c, C/?/ 7T '
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE Al
CONFERENCE R,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the conference
report on the foreign aid bill be laid be-
fore the Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It was laid before
the Senate yesterday.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Oregon will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, is the
conference reporf, on the foreign aid bill
the unfinished business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct, but it would not come
before the Senate automatically until
2 o’clock.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the conference
report be laid before the Senate now.

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

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-

The
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ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (HR. 7750) to amend
further the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on
the adoption of the conference report,
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in ex-
pressing my reasons for refusing to sign
the conference report as a conferce, and
in stating my urgings upon the Senale
that the conference report be rejected,
I wish to make a brief statement setting
forth my appraisal of the parliamen-
tary situation that confronts the Senatc.

T believe it is well known in the Sen-
ate thet I believe it Is not in the interest
of my country to continue foreign ald on
the basis of its present format. I have
taken that position for the past several
years. I yield to no one in my support
of the theory of foreign ald. I would
yleld to no one in trying to work out &
foreign aid program that I would think
would be in the best interests of my
country.

Unfortunately, the conference report
does not advance that cause but, in my
judgment, sets 1t back, for reasons which
I shall shortly explain.

I am also fully aware of the parlia-
mentary situation that prevails in this
debate. I do not care to partlcipate in
an exercise in futility.

There are some parliamentary pro-
posals that I could make this afternoon,
such as I made in committee. However.
I am satisfled that the result would be
the same in the Senate as they were in
the committee.

I have tried in my 20 years in the
Senate to cooperate with my colleagues
in the Senate and face up to the parlia-
mentary realitles that confront me.
Therefore, I shall make my major argu-
ments in opposition to the conference
report, but I do nos intend to make any
motions which are available to me to
make. In making such motions, in my
judgment, I would be engaged In an ex-
ercise of futility. I could make s mo-
tion to send the conference report back
to conference with instructions, or a
motion to send the conference report
back to conference, urging that the Sen-
ate conferees give further consideration
to a proposal I made in conference. that
we urge the House to adopt a continuing
resolution that would continue foreign
aid on the basis of the authorization of
last year.

Mr. President, we all know what the
result of those motions would be. They
would be overwhelmingly defeated in the
Senate. I speak respectfully of my col-
leagues in the Senate. At the present
time there s a combination of motiva-
tions in the Senate that assures the sen-
jor Senator from Oregon that due de-
liberation on such proposals would not
be given in the Senate.

Most of my colleagues are anxious o
adjourn sine die. I have already pointed
out that I thoroughly oppose Congress
adjourning sine die while American boys
are dying in southeast Asia. I have
pointed out many times In statements in
the past 2 or 3 weeks in the Senate that

I belicve that Congress ough. to stay on
the job as long as the war continues in
southeast Asia to carry out 1 baslc pro-
tection of the American peonle set forth

in the Constitution—the :unction of
Congress to constantly rnaintain a
checking power upon the executive

branch of the Goverment.

I cannot understand the point of view
that T am satisfled prevails n Congress,
that we should close up parliamentary
shop, so to speak, go home, 8 1d leave the
prosccution of an undeclareit war to the
President of the United Stales, the Sec-
retary of State, and the Siecretary of
Defense, with no 24-hour caeck by the
Congress of the United Btates, until such
time as the President might decide to call
us back in special sesslon.

T have been heard many t mes here in
the Benate in the expressior of my view
that there is & rapid trend in this coun-
try toward the development of a country
by executive supremacy, thereby weak-
ening and undermining and under-
cutting our system of thre: coordinate
and coequal branches of ithe Govern-
ment, each branch constitutionally serv-
ing a8 a check on the other two.

Theat is the reality that einfronts me.
My voice will continue to be somewhat of
a cry in a parliamentary wllderness, so
far as Congress is concernec, but I never
give up hoping that eventually the Amer-
ican people will come to a full realization
of what such & procedure is ¢ oing to what
I consider to be very preclous constitu-
tional rights of theirs In rispect to the
operation of our system of checks and
balances.

Facing that reallty, let this record be
crystal clear that the senior:3enator from
Oregon is not going to offer any of the
motions that he might offer —motions to
send the conference report back to con-
ference, or to urge the Senace to instruet
its conferees to try to have g continuing
resolution passed in confere ice.

T offered that resolution "o the Scnate
conferecs. It was defeated, 6 to 1, in
conference. Therefore, not.iing, it seems
to me, could be geined by niaking & vote
record here on the measure :n the Senate.
My statement makes the record. If I
could get the slightest indi:ation of any
substantial support for suc1 a mofion, I
would make it.

I do not propose to take t p the time of
the Senate In consideration of such s mo-
tion when each of us can take judiclal
notice as to what the result sould be,

However, the American [ eople are en-
titled to have Senators go ¢n record by 8
rollcall vote of approval or «lisepproval of
the conference report. I appreciate very
much the cooperation of Senators and
express my thanks to Senators who
agreed to the rollcall vote for which I
asked. In not so many !ninutes, that
rollcall will result In erery Senator
standing up and being cotnted for his-
tory with respect to ths conference
report.

The conference report brught back by
the Senate conferees Is arother retread
on the same foreign mid program that
has produced little or nothing for Amer-
ican foreign policy in the last & years
except stonings, burnings, and assaults
on American properiy in 1nany parts of
the world. It is a victory only for those,
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in both the Congress and the executive
agencies, who prefer to wash congres-
sional hands of control or responsibility
over the program. It means another
year of blank check to ATID and the De-
partments of State and Defense to
spend close to $3.5 billion for whatever
purposes they see fit.

Let me point out to the American peo-
ple that the foreign aid bill which has
been referred to by this administration
as a “bare bones” bill is not a ‘“bare
bones” bill at all—%3'2 billion——in round
numbers—is a great deal of money.
When one talks to the senior Senator
from Oregon about foreign aid, he must
talk to him about all aspects of a for-
eign assistance program.

Let me point out to the American peo-
in the State Department like to depart-
mentalize foreign assistance, and how
they like to keep different programs of
foreign assistance in watertight com-
partments. But they cannot do it. So
let the REcorp show that, in round num-
bers, our total foreign assistance is nearer
$7 billion, because we must take into ac-
count all the other programs and all of
the other agencies that spend the Amer-
ican taxpayers’ money in the field of
foreign assistance.

I shalil have something to say before I
finish about the alibi of the State Depart-
ment and the AID people that a part of
that program involves loans. They were
hurt in the annual debate on foreign
aid in recent years in connection with
giveaway or grant programs. The State
Department and the AID people are
masters in the use of semantics, and they
use language to deceive the American
taxpayers.

One of the characteristics of our for-
eign ald program is spelled out by the let-
ters of the word ""deception.” The Amer-
ican people are constantly being fooled
by the propaganda of the State Depart-
ment and the AID officials in respect of
the nature and content of foreign aid,
because foreign aid is not what those in
the State Department call it. Foreign
aid encompasses all of our foreign assist-
ance program.

I urge the American people to insist
upon an analysis of the total foreign as-
sistance program, which is in the neigh-
borhood of $7 blllion, in spite of this ad-
ministration’s allegation about this bill
being a “bare bones” bill.

In recent years, the Senate has re-
fiected a deep discontent over the stand-
ards and objectives of the foreign aid
program. We have said a lot about it;
and we have adopted some amendments
that explored the fringes of the jungle.
But in the end. we have invariably
yielded to the House, which reflects a
more pure and unadulterated view from
the seventh floor of the State Depart-
ment than does even the Senate.

What the Senate conferees brought
back to the Senate was a cabpitulation
to the other-body, meaning a capitula-
tion to downtown. There is not a word
or a sentence that holds the hope of any
future changes for the better in fhe
management or the objectives of foreign
aid. As Senators know, the key issue in
conference was the package amendments
placed in the blll by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. They called for
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authorizing the program for 2 years,
after which 1t would end in its present
form and during which time a joint
House-Senate committee would recon-
struct new format for aid, including
much of food for pedce.

This arrangement provided the ma-
chinery for a congresslonal review, no
another administrator review, of aid,
but a congressional review of aid in all
its manifestations.

Until this Congress assumes full re-
sponsibility for a review of aid, an ade-
quate review of AID will never be ac-
complished.

« If anyone believes that the State De-
partment or the AID people are going to
conduct a critical review of foreign aid,
he could not be more mistaken., If peo-
ple believe that, they are highly gullible,
because we have had the oft repeated
promise from the State' Department and
the AID personnel, year after year, that
they intend to put their house in .order.

As I said to the Secretary of State
and Mr. Bell, the Director of AID, when
they appeared before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee not so many days ago,
I remember an official spokesman for
the administration coming to see me
after my minority report last year—
which I shall place In the Recorn later
this afternoon—telling me that he found
it very difficult to quarrel with many
criticisms in that minority report, and
suggesting a serles of meetings with me,
to be participated In by the State De-
partment and AID representatives, be-
fore the administration submitted a for-
elgn aid bill the next year, to see if we
could not reach an understanding on
the necessary modifications that would
remove some of my criticisms, which he
admitted were sound.

As I said to the Secretary, Mr. Rusk,
and Mr. Bell, the other day, I took the
position that I was not going to meet
with them’alone, but I would be glad to
meet with them if all members of the
Foreign Relations Committee were in-
vited to attend the meeting: that I
highly approved of such an approach
to the foreigsn aid program. It was
satisfactory to them. No such sessions
were ever called. I continue to stand

willing and able to participate in such.

conferences. AllI can say is that I hope
between now and -next year such con-
ferences may be held. But such con-
ferences do not replace the primary
responsibility of the Congress to conduct
a thorough investigation of foreign aid
and come forward with a foreign aid bill
that removes the great abuse and ‘waste
that exist in the present foreign aid
progrant,

I point out that the burpose of the
joint committee, which the Foreign Re-
lations Committee approved of, which I
broposed, and which the chairman of
the committee [Mr. FULBRIGHT] en-
dorsed, and to whom I am greatly in-
debted for cooperation with respect to
this proposal, was to consider the whole
field of financial and military assistance
brograms abroad, to judge of unity of
burpose or lack of unity, to consider
whether our assistance was aimed at
sound and reasonable objectives, and to
establish what new guidelines for future

aid, including its administration, might
seem desirable. :

It became known in debate, covering a
good many weeks’ deliberation, as the
Morse amendment. We coupled it with
the Fulbright amendment. Although I
do not believe in having an authorization
bill beyond a year, I did admit, as a result
of the diseussions which we held in com-
mittee, that we could not very well have
the program of analysis, study, and re-
view which my amendment called for, in
a year. It would take at least a year and
a half, which would then put us in a po~-
sition to put into proposed legislation the
recommendations resulting from such a
study.

The Morse amendment included a pro-
vision that all foreign aid, as we now call
it, should come to an end at the begin-
ning of fiseal year 1967, and that foreign
ald would start anew, but on the basis
of a different format. My amendment
provided that instead of the large num-
ber of countries upon whose foreign aid
brograms we are throwing hundreds
upon millions of dollars of American tax-
bayers’ money, the number of countries
would be reduced to 50.

Debate shows that I stated there was
nothing magical about the number 50,
that if the speclal committee which wags
to be set up under the Morse amend-
ment found that the number should be
less than 50, or more than 50, then what-
ever the number which could be support-
ed would be substituted for the 50.

That was the program I offered. That
was the program the Forelgn Relations
Committee unanimously accepted. That
was the program adopted by the Senate
and which went to conference. But we
coupled with it the Fulbright proposal
for a 2-year period for the study and
drafting of a new foreign aid Program.
It was all thrown out the window, so to
speak, in cotiference; and now we bring
it back as a Forelgn Relations Commit-~
tee amendment to the Senate, with no
aspect or element of the brocedural re-
form features of the bill which went

. through the Senate. Not only that, but

as I hope to show before I finish, we
have worsened the situation.

The conference report entirely aban-
dons the machinery of the Fulbright
amendment and the Morse amendment,
despite its unanimous approval this
spring by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee.

In announcing the conference agree-
ment, the Senator from Arkansas 'Mr.
FuLBricHT] stated that the Senate con-
ferees had abandoned the Senate’s pack-
age amendments after placing reliance
upon two factors. He said:

With respect to the 2-year authorization
the Senate conferees receded on the basis of
(1) the willingness of the House Members
of the Committee of the Conference to urge
their House colleagues next year to examine
with the greatest care such proposals as may
be submitted authorizing foreign aid pro-
grams for 2 or more years; and (2) the state-
ment of the Secretary of State when he met
with the Forelgn Relations Committee on
August 12, 1965, that next year the admin-
istration expects to request that the multi-
year principle adopted by the Congress in
1961 and 1962 for development lending be
extended to include all other authorizations

20699

contained in the foreign aid bill to be pro-
posed early in the next session of Congress.
I am hopeful—

The Secnator from Arkansas con- .
tinued—
that next year with the support of the Ad-
ministration and with the agreement—

And I emphasize this—
of the House conferees to examine a longer
term authorization with the greatest-care
that some headway may be made so we may
get away from the dreary cyele of one-year
ald programs.

Mr. President, I speak most respect-
fully. The Senate conferees did not get
any. agreement out of the House con-
ferees. There is no agreement in that
language. All Senators should have sat
in on that conference and observed the
wry smiles which crossed the faces of
some of the House conferees. They gave
us some language, but the language spells
out no agreement whatsoever. There is
no commitment from the House con-
ferees in regard to any 2-year foreign
aid program.

Let me say most kindly that it would
have been better if the majority of the
Senate conferees had not even used that
language, because it misleads the Ameri-
can people.

I wish to spend a little time on it, Mr.
President, because I wish to answer now
the argument which will be made by
many who will be misled by this lan-
guage. I say to the American people
that the Senate conferees brought back
no agreement from the House conferees
whatsoever in regard to any 2-year pro-
gram for foreign aid beginning next year.

The language of the chairman of the
Senate conferees shows that to be clear.
I quote the Senator from Arkansas I'Mr.
FULBRIGHT] ;

The Senate conferees receded on the basis
of, one, the willingness of the House Mem -
bers of the committee of the conference to
urge ‘their House colleagues next year to ex-
amine with the greatest care such proposals
as may be submitted authorizing foreign aid
programs for 2 or more years;

Mr. President, what does that commit
them to?

The language is completely meaning-
less so far as any binding effects upon any
House conferees is concerned.

Point No. 1, there is not a Senator or
Representative who knows who the House
conferees are going to be next year.

Point No. 2, what the House conferees
said to the Senate conferees in effect
was, “All right, you recede and we will
tell you that next year we will examine
your proposals with the greatest care.”

That is not even as valuable as an
infertile goose egg so far as having any
value in connection with an agreement
is concerned. They committed them-
selves to nothing.

I am sorry to say that what they did
do, in the use of that language, was
to give the Senate conferees what they
thought was a face saver, but the Senate
conferees have brought back no face
saver, because neither the chairman nor
any of my colleagues on the conference
can show the Senate or the taxpayers of
America what they did. T am now more
interested in the taxpayers of America
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than I am in Members of this body, be-
cause only the taxpayers of America
can give the answer to our forcign aid.
They must give that answer, starting in
the elections of 1966.

As I said in conference, and as I say
today, to the voters of America, “You
will get foreign ald cleaned up only
when you clean up Congress at the voting
booths in 1966 and 1968.”

Mr. President, we have came to the
point where, if we are to change for-
eign aid in this country and stop the
shocking waste and corruption which
the Comptroller General’s reports show
we shall have to make the politiclans of
America understand their duty In the
voting booths. That is the only way we
can ever stop this waste.

The Senate conferees brought back no
agreement binding on the House. They
gave us some language in which they
said to us, in effect, with smiles on their
faces, “You recede, and we will glve you
the assurance that we will give most
serious considerstion to your proposals
next year.”

I never thought thet I would ever sce
a conference group comc back to the
Senate and advance such language as
justification for rcceding from what the
Senate passed when it passed the for-
eign aid bill.

The chairman of our Foreign Rela-
tions Committee said:

The second reason why the majority of
the Senate conferecs receded was the state-
ment of the Secretary of State when he met
with the Foreign Relations Committec on
August 12, 1966, that next year the adminis-
tratlon expects to request that the multiyear
principle adopted by Congress in 1861
and 1962 for development lending be ex-
tended to Include all other authorizations
contained in the foreign ald bill to be pro-
posed early in the next session of Congress.

Of what value is that? Up to the
moment I speak we have had no assur-
ance from the Secretary of State or from
the Director of ATD of any plan to cor-
rect abuses found In those files of cri-
tical reports on the administration of
foreien aid around the world, compiled by
the Comptroller General of the United
States, who i1s an officer of Congress,
and whose job it is to act as a watchdog
the expenditure of taxpayers mohey ap-
propriated by Congress.

Mr. President, the Senate conferces
brought back no commitment from any-
one—-the House or the administration—
that gives the American taxpayer any
assurance that the maladministration of
foreign aid around the world will be
corrected.

Therefore, I say with deep regret that
1 am sorry that the conferees from the
Senate receded and surrendered to
meaningless semantics used by the House
conferees and by the Secretary of State.

Clearly, the administration and the
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee are agreed in their de-
sire to see not only development lending,
but all foreign ald, authorized on & long-
term basis so that it will not come before
Congress every year.

They want to get it away from us.
They want to delegate to the executive
pranch of the Government more and
more power for a longer period of time
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in connection with the expenditure of
taxpayers’ money. That {; another
concrete example of what the senior
Senator from Oregon has been warning
the Senate about for years, ramely, the
divestiture of more and more congres-
sional checking power.

American taxpayers have s right fo
have us take a look at the expenditures of
foreign aid funds cvery year.

While the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
symingToN] is In the Chamser, let me
say that I have worked sioulder to
shoulder with him on various aspects of
the foreign aid program, par:cularly in
respect to dealing with foreig bodies, or
so-called international moneary bodles
on which the United States has repre-
sentation but no control over even the
expenditure of American ta:payer dol-
lars. The American taxpayrs put up
most of the money, and no ot ier country
belonging to any of those international
monetary bodies are even biginning to
put up the money that the U.S. tax-
payers put up. However, ve give to
those bodies, once we vest them with the
power. control over experditures of
American taxpayer money. There is
very little we can do then about how the
money is spent.

I do not Intend to supop:t that kind
of forelgn assistance progran. That is
why I have been found to 1age & com-
plete overhaul of our forelgi assistance
program, to see to it that we exercise
a greater control and check jver the ex-
penditure of taxpayer dolla s,

The understandéing that tlie chairman
thinks he has, but which I does not
have, assumes that the directlon and
the nature of the long-term program will
be an executive creation ani not a leg-
islative one.

1 am adamantly opposed t» future for-
cign aid that operates the way it does
now. Putting the present loose, slip-
shod, almless, and pointless aid program
into & multivear authorization will only
compound all its existing evils. It is
bad enough now; but the administration
is somewhat deterred by the knowledge
that Congress Is going o lock at what it
is doing every year. Removz that minor
check, and the abuses and f 1tility of the
ald program will multiply -=apidly.

About the only check s'e have left
which causes any concern i.t the White
House or the State Department or the
ATD administration is the fuct that they
al least must come to Congress to meke
A case once B year. If Memnbers of the
Senate had exercised the pcwer thas has
becn available to them, to check the
White House and the State Depariment
and the AID representativis in respect
to the shocking abuse which the Comp-
troller General has brougsht out year
after year, we would have cleaned up
foreign aid yecars ago.

Forelgn ald, adequately and properly
administered, is the greatet weapon we
have against the spread of communism.
Let me make clear what I have sald
many times in committee a1d sometimes
on the foor, that foreign afd as it Is now
administered makes Comm inists around
the world. Foreign ald s it is now
managed is one of the greatest allles
the Communist forces of it e world have.
When foreign aild 1s adninistered in
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such & manner as to support corruption
in some of the underdeveloped areas of
the world—and the Comptroller General
has found thati 1t does—when forelen ald
is administered as it 1s In some parts
of the world in support of fascist re-
glmes, corrupt regimes, and military
juntas, we join in bullding up com-
munism.

I want a foreign aid program that is
based upon the fundamental principle
ol exporting to underdeveloped areas of
the world this unsurpassed system of
ours, which we call economic freedom.
When we make a people of a country
economically free, they become polit-
ically free.

I shall always point with some satis-
faction to the fact that my major effort
in the fleld of forelgn poliey in the Sen-
ate has been in connection with the
Alliance for Progress program, which
originally came out of the Subcommittee
on Latin American Affairs, of which I
have the honor to be the chairman, at a
time when the then Senator from Massa-
chusetts, John Fitzgerald Kennedy, was
a member of my subcommittee.

That is where the Alliance for Prog-
ress program was born. Those of us on
the committee had nothing to do with
the substance of it, but we made possible
the proccdure that resulted in the de-
velopment of a series of studies which
we authorized experts in Latin Ameri-
can universities and research founda-
tions and recognized individuals who
were authorities on Latin America to
bring forth. That series of research
studies on the problems of Latin Amer-
ica President Kennedy was able to take
when he went to the White House as
the format for the enunciation of the
great program now attached to his name,
known as the Alliance for Progress pro-
gram.

What is the chief characteristic of the
Alliance for Progress program? The ex-
portation of economic freedom to the
underdeveloped eountries of Latin Amer-
fca. So long as we remain true to that
objective, we shall make some progress
against communism In the world.

But so long as we misuse foreign ald,
so that we aid corrupt administrations,
so that we support military juntas that
use our military ald to stamp out free-
dom, we become causative, through for-
eign aid, of revolutions that play into the
hands of communism. Mr. President,
when we are long gone, and the history
of our time is written, we shall find his-
torians dealing us devastating historical
blows, because of our failure to live up to
our professed ideals as a democratic na-
tion. We talk a good “game’ about free-
dom, but we frequently fail to practice it
abroad—as we have failed for years, in
South Vietnam, to practice our ideals of
freedom. When history is through with
us, it will not be pleasant reading for fu-
ture generations of American boys, if
there 1s a United States left for anyone to
read about, in the generations ahead.

The senior Senator from Qregon is
pleading that we return to our ideals, and
start practicing them, in the fleld of for-
eign aid, instead of following the shoddy
and shocking practice of thinking that
American money can buy support in cor-
rupt regimes.
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Corrupt men will not stay bought.
Corrupt regimes will not stay bought.

Therefore; I am asking for a foreign

aid program that will be sound because
1t will be administered on the basis of
exporting into the underdeveloped areas
of the world economic freedom. No one
can ponder the reports of the Comptrol-
ler General of the United States and nof
appreciate the fact that the criticisms
I have been making of the existing pro-
gram are unanswerable.
" The statement on behalf of the Senate
conferees, though not on my behalf, be-
cause I did not sign the conference re-
port, continues in this vein:

On the subject of the Senate’s proposal to
create a planning committee to examine the
basic principles of forelgn aid, the Senate
receded on the basis of the following factors:

1. The statement of the Conferees of both
House urging the President to lnaugurate a
review of the aid program as presently con-
stituted, seeking to direct it more effectively
toward the solution of the problems of the
developing countries.

Mr. President, the Foreign Relations
Committee has for several years given
the Senate of the United States that lan-
guage. Each year, in its report to the
Senate, it admits that the foreign aid
program needs to be overhauled, and it
says to the President, “You ought to do
something about about 1t.” It says to the

- Secretary of State, the Director of AID,
and the Secretary of Defense, ‘“You ought
to do something about, it.”

Then it dries its hands on a towel of
lethargy, after a handwash, and does
‘nothing itself, In the first place, it is
the responsibility of the Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee of the United States
Senate, so far as this body is concerned,
and the responsibility of the Senate of
the United States itself, to clean up for-
elgn aid, instead of, once a year, sending
down to the administration a report
which states that foreign aid is in bad
shape, something ought to be done about
it, and we strongly recommend that it
be done before the Administration sends
a bill to Congress next year.

That is not even a figurative slap on
the wrist. Why should the administra-
tion pay any attention to such an ad-
monition from the Senate? From ex-
Dberience, they have every reason to know
that the Congress apparently will not do
anything about.it. That is why I said
earlier to the voters of this ¢ountry, “You
must do something about it, unless you
want to underwrite the shocking waste
of hundreds of millions of dollars that

" has been going on every year since 1946.”

Our total foreign assistance program
since 1946 now amounts to more than
$111 billion. Not all of it is grant
money. Some represents good, sound
loans; and I am for more of them. But
their totality is only a small fraction of
the $111 billion. For many years even
the so-called loans were at three-quar-
ters of 1 percent interest, with 10 years
of grace when they did not have to pay
anything, and then 40 to 50 years to
repay. In American dollars? Not at all.
In the cheap, worthless, soft currency of
the underdeveloped country.

Mr. President, that spelled deception
to me. That course misled the American
taxpayer into thinking that the Congress

of the United States was protecting his
interests by making a loan to some
underdeveloped country, without even
making clear to the American taxpayer
that he had no more chance than a
snowball in a hot oven of ever getting
a dollar of it back in American money.

Billions of dollars in that category
have been spent since 1946.

We have made & little progress—not
much, but a little. We make dollar loans
now instead of soft loans. We go the
Interest up a little. But even now, we are
lending millions of dollars at interest
rates less than the cost of the use of the
money; which means that even from the
standpoint of the interest rate, the Amer-
ican taxpayer Is subsidizing foreign gov-
ernments, and some of them are shock-
ing governments.

Along with this concomitant, of course,
are always the sleeper clauses, reserving
to the President the authority to deter-
mine whether or not it is in the natiohal
interest to continue to give away millions
of American taxpayers dollars, irrespec-
tive of whether or not we are dealing with

.8 corruptionist in Egypt by the name of

Nasser, or a corruptionist in Indonesia
by the name of Sugarno, or a corruption=
ist in the Dominican Republie, or cor-
ruptionists in many other places in the
world.

Mr. President, the present foreign aid
program cannot be justified. Some
people do not like to hear me talk about
moral prineiples. There are even some
who say that principles of morality have
no place in foreign policy; that 1t is all
right to justify anything desired to be
done in foreign policy, irrespective of
whether it is moral or immoral.

I have always repudiated that principle,
and I shall always repudiate it. I be-
lieve that a government that is immoral,
by the example set for its people will gov-
ern an immoral people. )

There cannot be moral people an an
immoral government. We ought to clean
up the immoral aspect of foreign aid.
We ought to clean up the immoral as-
pects of American forelgn policy.

‘It is said that that is an argument
of subjectivity, for each person has his
code of morals, Of course, all of us
have a common understanding of what
is decent and right.

But no one can read these reports
from the Comptroller General and con-
clude that a moral program is being
followed in many phases of American
foreign policy, including foreign aid.

So I shall continue to plead for a
cleansing of American foreigh aid so
long as I sit in this body. :

Continuing with the quotation fro:
the report of the Senate conferees:

2. The statement of the Secretary of State
on the occasion referred to above that, de-
spite its opposition to the creation of the
Foreign Aid Planning Committee and cer-
tain other related provisions, nevertheless,
the administration recognizes the concern
of this committee (the Senate Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee) and the Senate about the
future content and direction of the foreign
ald program. The Secretary added: “We
would be very pleased to assist in any way
we could any studies undertaken by the two
legislative committees. In addition, the
executive branch, prompted by these con-
gressional concerns, will conduct a speclal
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study of the program, glving particular at-
tention to the issues raised by this commit-
tee: the number of countries receiving as-
sistance; the requirements for assistance
and the prospects for achleving our objec-
tives and terminating assistance; the con-
tribution of other deveoped countries; and
the appropriate relationships between bi-
lateral and multilateral assistance.”

Those were assurances, to use the word
loosely, upon which the Senate conferees
relied.

They are not assurances at all. That
mumbo-jumbo has been repeated by the
Secretary of State year after year, and
by Secretaries of State who preceded the
bresent one. Anything is suggested to
avold the cries for an investigation of
foreign aid, such as that which was in-
cluded in the Morse amendment. The
Morse amendment was adopted by the
Senate but was dropped in conference.
That was how the fear arose. There
was not the slightest idea that the Morse
amendment had a chance of being
adopted by the Senate. Some persons
were shocked when it was adopted by
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

In my 20 years in the Senate, I have
seen lobbies at work, but I have never
seen such a lobby at work as the State
Department, the foreign aid people, the
Defenge Department, and the White
House carry on in opposition to the
alxorse amendment to the foreign aid

ill.

They knew that if the kind of planning
committee called for by the Morse
amendment for an investigation and ex-
amination of foreign aid were estab-
lished, the report of that committee
would be negative so far as many aspects
of existing foreign aid are concerned.

The lobbyists won, but the people lost.
The taxpayers are in for another fleec-
ing. The lobbyists won, but good gov-
ernment suffered. The lobbyists won,
but once agaln the Congress receded
from 1ts constitutional obligation to
maintain its checking funections over the
executive branch of Government.

Battles have been lost before in Con-
gress. Some of the great issues before
Congress throughout its history suffered
defeat; and after defeat for many years,
they finally won. :

One has to have my confidence that
eventually right will prevail in connec-
tion with foreign ald. Foreign aid will
be cleaned up. Although the White
House, the State Department, the De-
fense Department, and the AID admin-
istration think that once more they have
won a great victory, I warn them that, in
my judgment, through their victory they
will learn that they have suffered a great
defeat.

Once thé people of this country under-
stand what the evidence is against the
administration of forelgn aid, con-
tinuation of which is so strenuously
urged by the Johnson administration,
they will repudiate the program.

I do not believe that foreign aid of
the type we know is needed should suffer
the setback it receives in this conference
report.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator

from Kentucky.
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Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator Te-
member that In 1948, at the time of the
enactment of the Marshall plan legisla-
tion, upon the Insistence of Senator Van-
denberg, & watchdog committee was es-
tablished to watch the way in which that
legislation was administered, according
to the intent of the Congress?

Also, in that same year, as I recall, the
House of Representatives appointed a
special committee under the chalrman-
ship of Christian Herter to perform the
same function.

So there is precedent for the type of
overseeing of foreign ald which the Sen-
ator is advocating.

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the com-
ment of the Senator from Xentucky.
There is much precedent. Mot only was
there the commission to which the Sen-
ator from Kentucky refers, but in one
respect the Hoover Commission, in con-
nectlon with other administrative prob-
lems of the TFederal Government,
performed a functlon similar to that
which the Morse amendment sought to
accomplish in connection with foreign
aid.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to speak
of a similar committee which I thought
would be proper to oversee a forelgn ald
program. The Senator knows that I
have suppoerted the foreign program, but
1 want it to be an effective program.

But as early as 1961, I sald in the Sen-
ate that the forelgn aid program would
come under increasing attack, and prop-
erly so, and possibly dle unless some
organization was established to make 8
searching inquiry into its operations
to determine if it was being used
effectively.

n 1962 I proposed an amendment
which was adopted by the Sensate, but
rejected by the House, msking that the
President establish an independent com-
mittee which would report to Congress,
as well as to the President, concerning
the actual operations of the foreign aid
program in each country which received
our aid.

In December 1963 Tongress adopled
the amendment which I proposed, ask-
ing the Presldent to establish an inde-
pendent committee to make an examina-
tion of the foreign aid program in each
recipient country, starting with 13
which, at that time, recelved more than
haelf of the total volume of sid which
Congress had provided.

The President established such a2 com-
mittee, this year, with very able mem-
pership. I understand fhat this com-
mittee will make an investigation of the
program in a number of countries. It ls
my judgment that, no matter how many
investigations and surveys are made of
the program as a whole, we shall actually
never know the effectiveness of the pro-
gram until we know how it works in each
country.

I assume that the Senator from Ore-
ion holds the same view, because he has

n his desk reports of the Comptroller
General relating to specific countries. I
know that the proposal which I made
and which was adopted by the Congress
1s not exactly in line with that made by
the Senator. The Sensator's proposal
would establish a commitfee of the Con-

gress. Isupport his suggestion, and hope
that the Congress will adop: it. But I
beleve that the committee which has
been established by the President ought
tc make a searching inquiry nto the op-
eration of forelgn ald in eich country
receiving our aid.

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator from
Kentucky knows, I support:d his pro-
posal. I would support it aain. I was
one of the cosponsors. However, I said
then and repeat now that that would
not relieve Congress from its baslc re-
sponsibility to carry out Its checking
functions under our constitutional
system.

The job of checking into the forelgn
aid administration is also & r2sponsibility
of Congress. 'That is why Co 1gress ought
to have an investigating or study com-
mittee to pursue what its own Comp-
troller Genersl discovers. These reports
are only spot-check survey:. They are
net surveys in depth of all foreign aid.
The Comptroller General nierely warns
us in these reports what to watch out for.

Congress has a duty to st up its own
investigating committee with an ade-
quate staff to oversce the e penditure of
the taxpayers' money unde the foreign
aid program.

No personalities are involved. Under
this system of government, as I used to
teach my law students, “We are & gov-
ernment of laws and not «f men, But
law students should necver forget that,
although we are a goverminent of laws
and not of men, it is & government ad-
ministered by mere men, vith all thelr
human fratities.”

We cannot read the Comtroller Gen-
eral reports without seeing those human
frailities come to the surfa:e and defeat
the objectives that Congres; had in mind
when il gave support to the sarious facets
of foreign aid.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Preiident, for at
least 11 years, perhaps 1!, the United
States has made avallable to the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnan: & great vol-
ume of assistance and aid, 10t only mili-
tary, but also economic ald.

I am commenting on past events, but
I do so because my comm mnts have ap-
plication to the future. If there had
heen such an independent committee as
that proposed by the Senaor from Ore-
gon, or the one which I heve urged, and
which, after 1854, and n succeeding
years, had made a full examination of
the AID program In South Vietnam, and
had found that administiative and so-
einl reforms in South Vietnam were nec-
essary—reforms which if the Govern-
ment of South Vietnam 1ad put them
in force, might conceivally have been
siuccessful—the United Sta es might have
either avoided the situaticn in which we
find ourselves today in Vietnam. We
would have been in a posdtion to insist
that such reforms be unilertaken; and
{f they were not undertaen and there
were no hope of reform, ‘ve would have
had grounds at that point to leave Viet-
nam.

This might have happer.ed 4 or § years
ago. This experience in the situation in
Vietnam should lead us to avold a simi-
lar situation in the futie. We need
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continuing review, supplied by an in-
dependent group to supply information
to the Congress, whether the foreign ald
program In specific countries is effective.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I could
not agree with the Senator from Ken-
tucky more. It happens to be my view,
too. In my opinion, if Congress had
fulfilled its responsibilities of carrying
out its checking duties under the Con-
stitution In respect to foreign ald In
South Vietnam, American boys would not
be dying there at this hour.

I have no intention of letting Mem-
bers of Congress cleanse themselves of
their responsibilities in connection with
the development of the undesirable fea-
tures of the war in South Vietnam.

We cannot pass the buek to the execu-
tive branch of the Government. Con-
gress has a responsibility in connection
with what has developed in South Viet-
nam. We have known for years that a
great deal of corruption existed through-
out South Vietnam, and tha‘: much of
it was related to our AID program, which
now totals more than $6.5 billlon.

The House conferees throughout our
meetings objected to the Morse amend-
ment for a Joint Congressional Planning
Committee on the ground that foreign
ald has been studied to death. But the
conferees on both sides were happy, in
the end, to recommend another review
of the program so long as it was done by
the administration again and not by the
Congress. It is Interesting to note that
in its report to the House, the House con-
ferees state thelr objections to an overall
Himit on aid, as was adopted in the Sen-
ate. Sald the House report:

The committees of the Congress as a result
of their hearings on the program should be
sufficlently informed as to the merits of the
various segments of the program to exerclse
judgment a8 to the places where cuts are
justified. To impose a reduction in the over-
all ceiling on the total authorization, leaving
discretion as to where the cuts will be made,

18 an abdicatlon of responsibility by the
Congress.

Yet when it comes to reviewing the
entire purpose and direction of foreign
atd, the House conferees are most anxious
to abdicate the responsibilities of the
Congress and dump the whole matier
once again in the lap of the administra-
tion. The review called for can be
written right now because we all know
that it 1s going to do nothing more than
justify and explain existing practices
and conditions.

Mr. President, I do not propose to be
fooled by the semantics of the report.

The Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrueNing] has just arrived in the
Chamber. He and I could go into the
anteroom and, in 3 hours, write the
report that the Secretary of State and
ATD will give next year, and there would
not be any significant difference between
our report and what they will give us. It
will be a whitewash job. It will be an-
other exerclse in rationalization, trying
to cover up the type of mistakes that are
piled up on my desk and set out between
the covers of the Comptroller General's
reports.

Whom do they think they are fooling,
Mr. President? They have been fooling
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the American people, I regretfully admit.
But they are not fooling Members of
Congress. Congress knows better. It
knows how bad the AID program s, but
Congress will not assume 1its respon-
sibility of cleaning up foreign aid. That
is the sad fact, and that is why I had to
say with great sadness In my heart.that
the only answer is at the voting booths
of America. Isay tothe American people
that the only answer is for them to write
in little crosses on their ballots, because
there is only one thing that most politi-
cians understand, and that is ballot box
votes. But if the taxpayers let them
continue to waste their money by the
hundreds of millions of dollars, I say to
the voters that they have no one to blame
but themselves.

All this conference language does is
to go through another exercise of ask-
ing the administration to review itself.
I say that that is the kind of review that
Is futile; and I submit it has been done

to death. Nothing constructive will come

out of a review by the AID administra~
tion, the Defense Department, the State
Department, or the White House,

The one kind of review that is not
futile, and that has not been done, is
one wherein Congress not only makes the
study but creates the guidelines it finds
desirable as the framework for all fu-
ture foreign aid,

The conference report is a classic ex-
ample of what is wrong with foreign
aid. The Congress is afraid of forelgn
ald. The Congress is afraid to exercise
its legislative duties where foreign aid is
concerned. It clutches at whatever
straw is offered by any administration,
and accepts any feeble language that
will look like another review of the pro-
gram, so long as it is done by somebody
other than the Congress itself.

Nor did we. hear anything from the
Secretary of State that we have not
heard before. Of course, State would be
glad to cooperate with any study under-
taken by the legislative branch, and they
recognize the concern of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee about the future con-
tent and direction of the forelgn aid
program. They have recognized our
concern for a long time., They have told
about it year after year, both in person
and in our committee reports. But they
are satisfied to have us “concerned” so

long as we do not do anything about it, .

The concern of the Department of
State was with the provision of my
amendment that announced that after
July 1, 1967, all aid programs in their
bresent form would terminate and would
be renewed only under such terms as
were fixed by our special planning com-
mittee. State, Defense, and AID do not
care much what language we put into
our committee reports and into our con-~
ference reports so long as the words are
a substitute for action.

For another example of this, one need
only look at what happened to the Sen-
ate amendment eliminating economic
and military missions in countries where
our aid program amounts to less than $1
milllon a year. This amendment met
one of the continuing objeections of the
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee,
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which is the proliferastion of aid misstions
event where the programs are exceedingly
small. The conferees agreed to language
removing the criterion of a dollar
amount and substitution of the old fa-
miliar words: “wherever practicable.”

Mr, President, what administrative
sins those two words cover up. How
deceiving are those two words, “wherever
practicable,” They mean they can do
anything they want to do. They mean
the granting of unchecked power. They
mean surrender to the arbitrary discre-
tion of bureaucrats. They mean walk-
ing out on congressional responsibilities
and duties.

It is catchy language. ' The person who
does not take the time to study the de-
tails of foreign aid, the person who is
completely unaware of the evidence that
exists against the administration of for-
eign aid, can be fooled by the lansuage
“wherever practicable.” It seems to be
reasonable, commonsense language. But
one must hitch that language to the
power that it grants. It means that the
officials do not have to follow any gulde
lines. It means that Congress gives to
them discretionary authority. It means
that Congress relinquishes its checking
responsibility. .

So, Mr. President, we say that a reduc-
tion of personnel overseas should be un-
dertaken “wherever practicable, espe-
cially in the smaller programs.”

Everyone is happy with that kind of
compromise because 1t gives Congress
some words and it leaves the decisions
right where they were before—with the
same executive officials who presumably
thought it was practical to send those
thousands of people into dozens and
dozens of countries in the first place.

Mr. President, year after year for many
years the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has pointed out to Mr. Bell, the
Director of AID, that he is overstaffed
in mission after mission abroad. Infor-
mant after informant comes back from
abroad and advises those of us who serve
on the Foreign Relations Committee that
“we have so many people In AID mis-
slons abroad that they tumble over each
other.”

Here, we tried to eliminate missions.
Note the guideline. We tried to elimi-
nate missons where the aid programs
amount to less than $1 million a year.

We do not need to maintain a mission
in those countries. We can provide for
limited aid programs through the Em-
bassies, without that overhead. Of
course, If we did that, it would not pro-
vide for some nice, plush jobs.

The AID representatives have not
scratched the surface of the problem of
overstaffing. We do not have to go
abroad to see that problem. Let me say
to Mr. Bell that he could eliminate some
of his lobbyists in connection with his
AID program and make better represen-
tations to Congress than he does with the
bresent number he maintains for lobby-
ing purposes in Washington, D.C.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield for a
question? :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hagrris in the chair). Does the Senator
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from Oregon yleld to the Senator from
Alaska?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. GRUENING. Can the Senstor
inform me what happened to the Harris
amendment, that excellent amendment
which would deny aid to two of the most
loathsome dictators who, for many years,
have been recelving the benefit of our
bounty, and whose every action has been
contrary to every basic American prin-
ciple? The amendment passed the Sen-
ate overwhelmingly.

Mr. MORSE. I will answer the Sen~
ator’s question and then comment on it.

Some moments ago, I pointed out that
the Senate conferces receded, surren-
dered, abdicated, threw in the sponge.
They dropped the Harris amendment so
far ag its objectives were concerned.

Mr. GRUENING. That is a sad story.

Mr. MORSE. We are going ahead
now with the presidential escape clause
to leave it up to the President.

As every Senator knows, I do not be-
lieve in delegating to a President a con-
gressional function. I do not believe in
turning over to any President—and I am
impersonal about it—a power and an
authority which should be exercised by
Congress.

The taxpayers of this country sent us
to Washington to protect their funds.
The Harris amendment sought to bring
to an end the expenditure of taxpayers’
money to support notorious international
corruptionists in two ecountries. The
amendment is entirely gone. The con-
ference committee dropped it entirely.

Mr. GRUENING. It is a depressing
spectacle to see the Senate—which, after
all, has the constitutional duty to advise
and consent on foreign affairs, despite
the allegation that it is supposed to be
solely a function of the Executive—year
after year pointing out these flagrant
abuses, but ladling out vast sums of
money to dictators who oppose every de-
cent policy which we aim to promote.
They preach aggression shamelessly, and
also practice it and wage war on their
peaceful neighbors who are assoclated
with us. Nevertheless, our aid money—
which is taxpayers’ money—goes to these
dictators almost without limit.

The Harris amendment is a reasonable
amendment. It was an improvement
over the amendment which had been in
the bill for 1 or 2 years, which I spon-~
sored and would merely require the
President to declare that when countries
stopped their aggression, aid could then
be resumed to them.

It is depressing. No wonder the pub-
lic is beginning to resent the foreign aid
program. The American people are be-
ginning to wonder how long these abuses
are to continue, and how long in our for-
eign policy we shall continue to betray
the principles we profess to proclaim ag
ours.

Mr., MORSE. The Senator from
Alaska knows that I could not agree with
him more. I wish the Recorp to show,
because the Senator from Alaska is on
the floor and the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Harris] is now in the chair,
that I pay high commendation to both
Senators,
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We remember, 2 years ago, and again
last vear, that the Senator from Alaska
offered amendments, trylng to bring to
an end the expenditures, under the guise
of forcign ald, of American taxpayers'
dollars to support corruptionists.

His amendments suffered much the
same fate as the amendment offered this
year by the Senator from Oklahoma { Mr.
HARRIS .

Interesting, 1s it not?

It is interesting that the Morse amend-
ment was adopted in the Senate. The
Senate also adonted the Harris amend-
ment. There was general agrecment as
to the soundness of those amendments,
but the Senate conferces surrendered in
respect to those amendments.

T do not know how much harder we can
fight to try to clean up the foreign aid
bill, but I say to the Senator Irom Alasksn,
Do not give up hope, and do not stop
fighting. We shall have to take them on
again next year, and if necessary every
vear, until finally the American people,
in sufficient numbers, wake up to the fact
that they are being flecced and hood-
winked by the shocking and wasteful
program of foreign aid as it is now ad-
ministered, when it should be made into
a good program which would strengthen
the cause of freedom around the world.

Oh. what a weapon we are throwing
away.

We could do more good to strengthen
the cause of freedom around the world
by the exportation of economic freedom
than we can ever do by the exportation of
jet bombers.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yleld further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TypiNGs in the chair). Does the Senator
from Oregon yield to the Senator from
Alaska?

Mr. MORSE. I yleld.

Mr. GRUENING. I should like to ask
the Senator, as 8. member of the Foreign
Relations Committee, whether he has re-
ceived any information from the State
Department, durlng the briefings which
are carried on before that committee
from time to time, as to any efforts being
made to secure compensation to their
families from the Nasser government for
the lives of the two pilots who flew the
unarmed plane which was shot down?

Mr. MORSE. It is perfectly obvious
that it should be treated by a U.S. Sen-
ator as & taboo subject. A Senator must
not disrupt the political waters of the
administration. That would be throwing
stones, if he were to raise such a ques-
tion. However, some Senators have
rassed such question. But we get no
satisfactory answers from the admin-
istration.

Mr. GRUENING. Has the Senator any
information ms to any compensation, or
act of contritlon, or indication of any
change of policy which has been forth-
coming from Nasser?

Mr. MORSE. None.

Mr. GRUENING. As a result of the
burning of the Kennedy Library?

Mr. MORSE. None.

Mr. GRUENING. Is there any pro-
vision in the current AID program fo re-
build that lbrary and restock it, and
make it ready for the next burning?
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Mr. MORSE. That will be done.

Mr. GRUENING. Has the Sienator any
informetion as to how much longer the
war of aggression in Yemen, a war to
which the United States is orposed, is to
continue? Of course, the Urited States
is opposed to any aggression, ¥e are told.

Mr. MORSE. In Yemen.

Mr. GRUENING. We are fghting a
large war in southeast Asia allegedly be-
cause we oppose aggression. Is the Sen-
ator aware of any corresponling efforis
we have made to stop aguression by
Nasser in Yemen?

Mr. MORSE. No.

Mr. GRUENING. Nasser has 50,000
troops there, and they will have bheen
there next month for a periol of 3 years,
at an estimated cost of half & million dol-
tars a day. Mcanwhile our dollars are
continuing to support Nasse:.

Mr. MORSE. Nothing eXective has
beenn done. Thousands of eopie have
been killed in the Yemen war  Today the
press, as the Scnator knows, carries
storles to the effect that Na.ser is going
over to talk to King Falsal, but he can-
not wash his bloody hands clean by any
belated attempt to arrlve ai some kind
of desl in regard to Yemen.

That is another war which should have
been taken to the United Ni.tions a long
time ago, just as the undectared and
therefore unconstitutional war of the
United States In southeast Asia should
have been taken to the Unitad Nations a
long time ago.

Our contribution in rejard to the
United Nations euthority under the
charter is to send our new Ambassador
to the Secretary General of the United
Mations with a letter, in wldch we state
that we are perfectly willing to get any
help we can from the Unlted Nations.

That is fooling the Ameri:an people.

1 listened to Rusk and Bundy and CGold-
berg on the CBS television prograin last
night. I was shocked by ihe misinfor-
mation those three gentle nen gave to
the American people on tliat program.
Why do they not read to the American
people the Geneva accorcs? Why do
they not read to the American people the
controlling section of the Uaited Natlons
Charter? It is because Cioldberg and
Rusk and Bundy cannot read those sec-
tions and support the alibis and rational-
{zations they set forth in the telecast last
night.

Goldberg should have been sent by the
President of the United i3tates to the
Security Council of the Uaited Natlons
with a letter or a formal risolution, lay-
ing the threat to the peact: to the world
in Asia before the Securlly Council.

What have we done? We have under-
mined and undercut and damaged the
United Mations by walking out on our
responsibilities as Senators.

In the first part of nex. week I shall
answer the Ambassador lo the United
Nations in regard to the prcposal he made
before the Security Council in connec-
tion with artiele 17 and nrticle 19

What is the United States afrald of?
s it afraid of a vote against us in the
General Assembly? BShanie on this ad-
ministration. Instead of forcing that
vote we welched before the United Na-
tons.
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We surrendered.

We should have put Russia and France
on the spot in respect to article 19 and
article 17 of the United Nations Charter.

As the Senator from Alaska knows, the
senior Senator from Oregon led the fight
agalnst the first rumblings of this shock-
ing proposal last year, on the fioor of the
Senate, and Senator after Senator in the
Scnate stood up and supported the senior
Senator from Oregon. They are remark-
ably silent today.

Let the new Ambassador to the United
Nations do what I have suggested. The
other day in the Poreign Relations Com-
mittee I stood all alone in opposition to
his proposal. Senator after Senator on
the Forelgn Relations Commitiee sald
that the senior Senator from Oregon was
correct as 2 matter of prineciple, but that
my great fallacy was that I was not
pragmatic.

That is their “out,” that is their escape
hatch, when they cannot answer me on
principle; they say, ""You are not prag-
matic.” When my country surrenders
on principle, as Ambassador Goldberg
surrendered on principle before the Se-
curity Counell the other day, my country
walks out on its ideals and will have to
assume the responsibility of striking a
pody blow against the Charter of the
United Nations.

What would the senior Senator from
Oregon do? That is the question that is
asked of me, and that is the question
that is supposed to floor me. My answer
is: Tske a vote; exercise the procedures
of the charter. We ought to find out how
many members of the United Nations
want to reject the advisory opinion of
the World Court.

We talk about supporting the rule of
law. I say to the Senator from Alaska
that we have had a determination of
what the rule of law is in regard to
article XVII and article XIX of the
charter. The World Court gave the
United Nations an advisory opinion. Of
course, it is only an advisory opinion.
However, let us not forget that at that
time a majority of the members of the
United Nations supported it. Now we
are told by the new Ambassador to the
United Nations that we do not have a
majority vote available.

We do not have a two-thirds majority.
at least, and probably not even a ma-
jority, we are told. Why do we not find
out? Why adopt a course of expediency?
Following the rule of law is the same
responsibility the Ambassador of the
United States to the United Nations has
that was his responsibility when he sat
on the Supreme Court. There he did a
magnificent job. I still think he was one
of the greatest judges we have ever had.
He is an Ambassador now, and feels that
he must follow instructions. He does not
sit as an independent judge. That is
why I am so sad to find him in that posi-
tion. We should have stood for cur prin-
ciples. We should have sald we want to
find out whether a majority of the United
Natlons, in respect to the operative facts
of this particular issue, will follow the
rule of law instead of adopting the course
of expediency that the administration
has adopted In regard to article XIX of
the United Nations Charter.
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Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MORSE. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. I thank the distin-

guished Senator from Oregon for yleld-
ing to me. I intend to join him—and I
hope there will be other Senators—in
voting against the conference report on
foreign aid. In doing so I am not reject-
ing the position of the Senate conferees
and of the Senate. By voting against
the conference report, I am voting to sus-~
tain the Senate.

By a vote of 73 to 13, as the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon knows, the
Senate adopted my amendment pro-
hibiting aid to Sukarno and Nasser *“so
jong as they continue to commit aggres-
sion.”

I appreciate the generous comments
made by the distinguished Senator from
Oregon and the distinguished Senator
from Alaska [Mr, GRUENING] concerning
my amendment. The conference report
deletes the amendment.

I shall vote against the conference re-
port because I am in favor of the Sen-
ate’s position on it.

The Senate also had adopted a com-
mittee amendment to the biil which pro-
vided for a 2-year cutoff and a complete
review and revamping of the entire for-
elgn ald program., I was strongly in
favor of this amendment. I still am, I
shall vote against the conference report,
which deletes that amendment from the
bill. -

There are portions of the bill I dislike
opposing, but I cannot in good conscience
vote for a bill in which virtually all the
positions fo the Senate have been lost.

Under the Constitution, the Senate
has especial responsibility in the field of
foreign relations. We cannot shirk that
responsibility.  We cannot pass the buck,
so to speak, to the House. We cannot
delegate that power to the executive de-
partment, As the bill does not, in my
judgment, represent the proper constitu-
tional acceptance of responsibility by the
Senate, my vote will not help enact it
into law.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, I say to
the BSenator from Oklahoma, as he
knows, that I completely agree with his
observations and conclusions. I am
proud to associate myself with him, I
believe that, as the years go by, he and
his descendants will ke proud of the
voting record that he will leave when he
votes against the conference report. I
congratulate him.

Before the comments by the Senator
from Alaska and the Senator from Okla-
homa, I had stated, in speaking about the
compromise that the conference report
represents, that everyone is happy with
that kind of compromise because it gives
Congress some words and it leaves the
decisions where they were before—with
the same executive officials who presum-
ably thought it was practical to send
thousands of people into dozens and
dozens of countries in the first place.

In my judgment there should bhe a
great reduction in the personnel in for-
eign ald. It is a gross understatement
to say that in my judgment the person-
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nel in foreign aid could be cut by 25
percent, and we would still have a better
aid program after the cut was made.

But Congress has abdicated its powers
and its authority in this instance again.
We have reduced ourselves, through lan-
guage of the kind that runs through this
report, to an advisory board on foreign
aid., We tell the agencies what we would
like them to do, if they find it convenient
and practical. But we are afraid to lay
down a guideline even to the extent of
saying that if an aid program does not
run over $1 million in & glven country,
then handle it through the regular em~
bassy staff-and do not create additional
economic or militayy missions.

The Congress is afraid to do even that.
It is why. we are going nowhere in the
effort to curtail the waste and abuses in
the program uncovered by the General
Accounting Office and reported so fre-
quently in the press.

Of the amendment that was attached
to this bill by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and accepted by the Senate, Sen-
ator FuiBricET had this to say in his
statement:

I regret that the Senate conferees were not
able to prevail upon their House counter-
parts to accept this year the provisions of the
so-called Morse amendment. That amend-
ment would immediately have inaugurated a
much needed review of the program. It pro-
vided clear mandate as to the desirability of
interrupting aid contlnuity In its present
form. 'The serles of basle principles set forth
in that amendment went to the heart of the
proliferation of country programs without ty-
ing these programs to principles by which we
might have promoted a tightened deflnition
of the national lnterest.

This amendment provided the oppor-
tunity for the Congress to establish &
foreign aid program in which it and the
country can have confidence. The loss
of the Morse amendment means tha’ the
only kind of review the taxpayers can ex-
pect will be another executive review.
They deserve more than that. They are
entitled to have their elected representa-
tives in Congress carry out the job we are
here for, and that does not mean turning
our duties and functions and respon-
sibilities over to the executive branch.

By junking the Morse amendment, the
conferees lost their opportunity to cor-
rect the conditions in the aid program
which led the Comptroller General to
call it the most wasteful civil program in
the Federal Government. Senator CLARK
engaged in a colloquy with Mr. Camp-
bell, the Comptroller General, during the
course of the hearings that brought out
that startling testimony. Senator CLARK
asked him:

I am wondering if you could give us your
view as to whether the administration of
this AID agency ls any worse than the others
you audit in terms of waste or inadequate
handling of the money which is appropri-
ated to this agency?

And the answer was:

As far as I know, let us put defense agen-
cles aside, in the clvil area, In which the
economic assistance program would logically
fall.. I don’t think that you can compare
the problem of waste In other agencies with
the prablem in AID.

Senator Crarr, I am not quite sure I know
what you mean when you say “you can’t com-
pare.” Do you mean AID is so much worse?
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Mr. CampBELL. I think the AID problem of
waste is greater than it is in any other civil
agency.

I repeat his answer.
said:

I think the AID problem of waste 1s
greater than it is in any other civil agency.

Cohtinuing to read

Senator CrLarx. Do you mean anhy other
civil agency that you audit?

Mr. CamPBELL. We see them all, with the
exception of a very few which are exempt
from our surveillance.

Senator Crarx. How about USIA?

Mr. CampBELL. That would generally be
comparable to the State Department’s prob-
lem, as contrasted with AID’s problem.

Senator Crarm. You would say, of course,
there is an enormous State Department es-
tablishment overseas outside of AID. Would
it be your opinion that the waste in AID
would be substantially greater than the reg-
ular State Department activities?

Mr. CaMmpeeLL. I am not so sure. I think
that from where I sit, the reports coming to
me would indicate that the percentage of sav-
ing of waste is greater than it is in the State
Department proper.

Senator CLARK. Well,
money to spend.

Mr. CaMmPBELL, There would be more money
to spend.

Senator Crare. I am not trying to press
you for an answer you are unwilling to give.

Mr. CampBELL. No, but——

Senator Crarx. This program has been In
the doghouse of the Congress for goodness
knows how long., It is awfully easy for in-
dividuals to whom the program is unpopular
to talk in generalities about waste and in-
efficlency and ineffectlve personnel. I am
msking for a specific answer to a question
which may not be susceptible to a specific
answer. In your opinion, is this an agency
that is badly run and which Congress

Mr. CampeELL. I am glad you said it that
way, Senator, because we are talking about
waste, You mlight also be talking about an
agency that is well run and in which there
could be substantial waste. :

Senator CrLarr. That is true.

Mr. CaMmPBELL. Because by the nature of
its activity-

Senator CrarRK. And because of the In-
dividuals with whom they must deal; take
the Philippine situation.

Mr. CampBELL (continuing). Waste 1s a
fundamental part of 15. It may well be. But
I say that the AID program is in a class by
itself with reépect to prospect waste,

Senator Crark. Is this not equally true of
the defense program overseas?

Mr. STOVALL. .

Mr. Stovall, let the record show, is
assistant to Mr. Campbell,

Mr, StovarL. Except the defense purposes
seem to be a little more definable..

Senator Case. You mean not military as-
sitance?

Senator Crarr. I am not talking about de-
fense support. I am talking about the
actual deployment of American troops over-
seas with all the attendant problems which
that raises and which are not so very differ-
ent from the problems which affect AID. I
am seeking an answer from you as to whether
you think the Defense Department and the
military do a better job in eliminating waste
and running an efficient shop than AID does.
That is a value judgment.

Mr. CampPBELL., In my judgment I would
say the military does a better job.

Mr. President, the record is full of
such negative findings by the Comptroller
General of the United States. And who
is he? Heis our agent. He is our officer.
His office was created by an act of Con-

Mr. Campbell

they have more

Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000600130005-7



20706

gress to serve as the congressional watch-
dog of the expenditure of the taxpayers’
funds.

According to our own Comptroiler
General, AID is not only the most waste-
ful civil program, but even more waste-
ful than our military programs. Yet
Congress, in face of this testimony, still
finds it possible to shove the whole sub-
ject under the rug for another year.

It is no wonder that Senator HICKEN-
LooprER was moved to point out the real
reason behind the great public dissatis-
faction with forelgn aid. He commented
to Mr. Camphell:

I see no reason whatsoever why administra-
tion, from the top of this Agency down,
couldn't lay down very rigid specifications
which require the holding to account of indi-
vidual and local administrators of the pro-
gram to see that they make sure—for in-
stance. in this surplus property that 1e avall-
able that could be used rather than buy-
ing new property—that there 15 no surplus
property In these depots or anything else
that could be substituted already owned by
the Government.

I have malntained for a long time that if
people on the ground in a lot of thess for-
eign countries have a Federal checkbook with
any kind of leeway, or if they can get away
with it, it 18 a lot easler to write a Pederal
check than it is to go out and do a little
work and turn up substitutes or see that
these countries do what they are supposed
to do in return for the receipt of American
aid and American property. It makes it very
difficult for a great many of us, I am sure,
who don’t want to see the ATD program com-
pletely eliminated, who belleve it has a place
and who belleve there is a responsibility.
But one has to be lncreasingly apologetic
for this AID program because of these de-
ficiencies that show up year after year and
don't seem to be corrected. That is one of
the reasons why on the Boor of the Senate

. and over on the floor of the House the re-

sistance to these ald programs is increasing.
It is going to keep Increasing if the admin-
istration of this program doesn’t show more
evidence of efficlency of results or a greater
percentage of results for the monsy we put
in. And it is going to have {ncreasing dim-
eulty.

I thoroughly agree with the Senator
from Iowa. The Senator from Iowa has
been making those comments for many
years. A majority of the members of
the Commlttee on Forelgn Relations
have been making similar comments, or
at least issuing similar warnings, to the
administration In the commiitee’s an-
nual report to the Senate on the forelgn
aid bill. My quarrel with my colleagues
on the Committee on Foreign Relations
is that they ought to stop passing the
buck on this issue to the executive
branch of the Government. They ought
to conduct thelr own investigation
through the committee, If they cannot
have the type of commission that was
contemplated in the Morse amendment
ineluded in the conference report.

AID is the worst of all Federal pro-
grams, including the military, and Con-
gress has a responsibility to clean it up.
I have on my desk reports from the
Comptroller General setting forth many
findings of inefficiency, waste, and causes
of corruption around the world, result-
ing from our forelgn ald program. The
reports that are bordered In red have
marked on them “Secret. Report to the
Congress of the United States by the

Comptroller General of he United
Btates.” I have previcusly referred to
these reports in my speceches in the Sen-
ate each year in opposition t¢ the forelgn
ald program as it is presently admin-
istered.

I have not found a single one of the
so-called “secret” documents that should
be concealed from the American people.
The texpayers pay the bill {r the ttems
that are covered by these reports. I be-
lleve that in a democracy Ii. i5s safer to
disclose the public business than to con-
ceal it. Every forelgn countiy or govern-
ment that participates in {re American
ald program ought to be -aught that
lesson of democracy. It ougt to under-
stand that in a democracy the legislators
and the executive branch of :he Govern-
ment conduct the publie’s budness In the
publie’s interest, or are supposed to do
50, with full public disclosixre of theilr
transactions. When a fore gn country
gets money from this country, it subjects
itself to certain of our procedures-—that
ought to be our policy. It dies not have
to have Comptroller Genera’ investlgat-
ors making these reports if I, declines to
participate {in the AID progiam. But if
it does participate, the fincings of the
Comptroller General should he public.

Someone may ask, *“Do you not belleve
there are things that should e kept from
the American people?” My response is
that nothing should be kept from the
American people that it 15 3afe to give
them from the standpoint of the security
of our Republic; and there i1 nothing in
these reports, In my judgment, that it
would not be perfectly saf: from-the
standpoint of the security of our Repub-
lic, to glve to the American p ople.

Let nic emphasize that the Comptroller
General has not asked for she label of
secrecy. To the contrary, h: has stated
to the Committee on Forelgn Relations
that he is not responsible for the lebel of
secrecy on these reports. That label is
attached to them by the execiitive branch
of the Government.

I shall not dwell on this subject at
length today. although I havw: in the past,
as Senators know, glven f1ill, lengthy
speeches on the subject «f this one
precious safeguard of freedoni and liberty
of the American people that is being
weakened more and more, y:ar by yesar,
a5 our Government develors a greater
and greater trend toward :Zovernment
by executive supremacy.

In my judgment, we canr ol read the
Conmiptroller General's repo:ts and his
testimony that ald iIs the mst wastefud
program in the Federal Gove 'nment, and
not recognize that foreign 1dd must be
cleaned up. Sweeping reforms mus:s be
adopted if the public Inter:st is to be
protected. These reports and this testi-
mony were submitted to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. It propoced a remedy
that was approved by the Senate. But
in conference the proposal wis sacrificed
entirely.

In the past, I have read :ome of the
titles; but I do not know of a inore power-
ful argument that I could n ake against
the conference report and the fallure of
the Senate conferees to Insist, If they had
to sit until doomsday, on a conference
report that would put into e Tect the ob-

ATE
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jectives of the Fulbright amendment and
the Morse amendment, than merely to
read the titles of the Comptroller Gener-
al’'s reports. No rule is breached, and
no security protectlion Is violated, by
reading the titles of the reports. I may
not open them to read the contents, but
one has only to listen to the titles to
have some understanding of the implica-
tions of the contents between the pages.
I shall read for the Recorp, the titles of
the reports from the Comptroller Gen-
eral:

Review of Payments Made by the United
States for the Construction of Atfrfields in
France.

One who reads the report learns of the
shocking waste of taxpayers’ money in
connection with airflelds in France. I
can bear witness to some of the waste,
because before I was placed on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, I served on
the Committee on Armed Services.
When he was a Senator from Texas and
chairman of a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services on which I had
the privilege to serve with him, the pres-
ent President of the United States said
many times, both on the floor of the Sen-
ate and on publle platforms, including
some in my own State, that he and the
Senator from Oregon never voted differ-
ently on a single issue before the famous
Johnson subcommitiee, which dealt with
investigations of waste in connection
with the military.

The President does not support waste.
As chairman of that subcommittee, he
made a notable record in trying to clean
up waste in the military.

In my capacity as a8 member of that
subcommittee, and at the request of the
then Sensator from Texas, now the Presi-
dent of the United States, I was sent by
the subcommittee, together with the Sen-
aor from Louisiana [Mr. Lorg], the pres-
ent whip of the Senate, to inspect Amer-
ican military installations and the instal-
latlons of other countries that had been
largely financed by American taxpayer
dollars in Europe, the Middle East, and
Turkey.

When we returned, we filed two re-
ports, We were allowed to file a public
report, which, I am sorry to say, dealt
with generalities: but even the implica-
tions indicated that we had found some
shocking examples of waste.

Then we filed with the Comnmittee on
Armed Services a secret report, which the
chairman of the subcommittee, then a
Senator from Texas, now the President of
the United States, put to effective use,
and about which I have heard him make
{avoreble comment many times while he
was serving in the Senate.

The first report that I happened to
turn to refreshes my memory in regard
to that trip to France. This report
deals with a review of the payments
made by the United States for the con-
struction of airflelds in France.

The French authorities wasted mil-
lions of dollars. They took us for an
economic ride. The Senator from Loui-
siana (Mr. Lonc] and the senior Sena-
tor from Oregon stood, for example, on
one airbase in France on which an
American fighter plane had never been
landed because it was not safe to land
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an American fighter plane on that. air-
field. The airfield was poorly construct-
ed, and the French Government insisted
that the matter of construction should
be left to their entire determination.

The Senator from Louisiana and the
senior Senator from Oregon stood on
that air base, and we walked great dis-
tances on that airbase, kicking out, with
the toes of our shoes, stones as large as
hen eggs. That is why American fighter
planes could not be landed on that base.
It was unusable as an airbase

What did we do? We provided them
with more money to resurface it to a
much greater depth so that the base
could be used. There was inexcusable
waste. .

That is why I came back not very
enthusiastic about the administration of
NATO in 1950 and 1961. I made some
speeches expressing my dissatisfaction
with the administration of NATO. I
became dissatisfied with the administra-
tion of NATO. Although it was not con-
trolling, it contributed to a decision
which I made in 1952 when I exercised
an honest independence of judgment and
left the Republican Party because I
could not give support to what I was
satisfied had become a very unsound ad-
ministration. And how right I was. How
well I recognize the background of that
report of the Comptroller General,

The next report of the Comptroller
General which I picked up is marked
“Confidential.” It is subject to the same
rules of privilege so far as concerns dis-
closure of the contents between the
covers. However, it does not prevent my
reading the title. The title is: “Review
of the Utilization and Maintenance .of
Army Equipment Furnished Under the
Military Assistance Program for Thai-
land.” This report is dated August 1962,
Senators can go to the committee room
and read the report.

Mr. DODD, Mr, President, where can
it be read?

Mr. MORSE. In the Foreigh Rela-
tions Committee Room.

Mr. DODD. How long would it take
to read the document? Suppose I were
to go down and read these ‘documents;
how long would it take?

Mr. MORSE. Knowing the remark-
able reading ability of the Senator from
Connecticut, I am sure that he could
read that report in 30 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Why can we hot, as mem-
bers of the Committee on Foreign Rela~
tions, be trusted to take confidential
documents to our offices and read them
after the Senate has adjourned?

I do it in other committees.

I handle many classified documents
every day.

Why should we not be able to do that
in this case?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the
Senator knows, he and I are of one mind
with regard to that committee rule of
procedure. -

We ought to be able to take them to
our offices. If U.S, Senators cannot be
trusted to take a secret document out of
the committee room to their offices to
read them, we have come to a pretty
sorry pass in this system of representa-
tive government.

‘Who reads the documents downtown?

Mr. DODD. Ido notknow.

Mr. MORSE. The documents are read
by bureaucrats, staff members who never
face the ballot, but they have access to
top secrets of the Government. However,
we cannot have a trusted administrative
assistant help us. We have adminis-
trative assistants whom we would be
willing to put to the same security test
that any bureaucrat downtown has to
take. These assistants are available to
help us analyze the secret documents.

One of the many things wrong with us,
in the Senate, is that we will not appro-
priate the money to supply ourselves
with the assistance that we need to do
the research job essential to protecting
the public interest in carrying out our
checking responstbility against the exec-
utive branch of the Government. We
will not adopt the procedural rules that
we ought to adopt so that we can do the
job that the publie thinks we are doing,
but which our rules and policies and lack
of staffl prevent us from doing.

I have talked with many constituent
groups. When they find out that we
have a rule such as this and that we
are so parsimonious that we will not
supply ourselves with the research staff

‘that we need to do the job, they reply,

“That is not the kind of economy, if you
want to call it economy, that we expect
Senators to effectuate. We are not ob-
jecting to your appropriating enough
money to protect the public interest.”

The question of the Senator from
Connecticut raises a question of great
interest to me in regard to the procedures
of the Senate. The Senator has put his
finger on one of the shortcomings of the
Senate. ’

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not
wish to interrupt the Senator further,
but this is an important matter.

I have been criticized for not having
read the minutes of some executive ses-
sions. Most of them contain top secret
information and information of a con-
fidential nature which would require
that I sit there for hours at a time when
the Senate and the committees of the
Senate are in session.

I do my reading, as I assume most Sen-
ators do, after the Senate session, almost
every night. I cannot keep up with the
work of three Senate committees and the
chairmanship of two important subcom-
mittees without -doing this.

It is little enough to ask that the re-
poris be made available so that Senators
can read them after hours and thus keep
up with this important information.

Mr. MORSE. I completely agree.
There is not a Senator’s administrative
assistant that I would not be willing to
trust with the reports of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. I do not know how
they expect us to do our job unless we
have at least that procedural latitude.

The next report is dated September
1963, and the title is “Ineffective Pro-
graming, Delivery, and Utilization of
Aircraft and Related Equipment Fur-
nished to the Portuguese Air Force Under
the Military Assistance Program.”

That tells us a great deal. But, if we
read between the covers we learn much
more. We cannot support a foreign aid
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program which practices the waste that a
report such as this brings out. .

That is why this conference repori
should be defeated. It is not going to be,
but it ought to be.

~ Let me read the next one: “Inadequate
Administration of Military Budget Sup-
port Funds Provided to Pakistan Under
the Foreign Assistance Program”—Sep-
tember 1963.

Let Senators read it and try to justify
in their own consciences a vote for this
conference report.

I read the next one. These are reports
by our own watchdog, I say to Senators.
These are reports by our own congres-
sional officer. These are reports by one
of the most dedicated and most able pub-
lic servants that I have had the privi-
lege of coming to know in my two de-
cades of service in the Senate of the
United States.

I do not intend to ignore the findings
of the Comptroller General of the United
States. . N

I noticed stories in the press today
as to whether or not we should start
filling up the funnel to Pakistan again,
in spite of the fact that we egquipped
Pakistan and India with hundreds of
millions of dollars of military aid, and
put them in a position so they could
threaten the peace of the world by a
war between themselves, each side fully
equipped with American military equip-
ment. . ’

Mr. President, that would be a nice
problem of morality to be placed before
an American university graduate semi-
nar on philosophy. The sad part is that
the United States would fail most grad-
uate seminars in philosophy when it
comes to passing judgment on the mo-
rality of our foreign policy in many of
its aspects. We cannot possibly justify
the American aid we have been giving
Pakistan, India, Greece, and Turkey.
But that question goes into the substan-
tive issue of whether we ought to do it
as a matter of public policy. I am rais-
ing at this time the question of the waste
entailed in these programs.

Here is a report for July 1963, “In-
effective Maintenance and Utilization of
Equipment Furnished to Iran Under the
Military Assistance Program.”

Next, one of July 1963, another report
of “Inadequate Administration of Mili-
tary Budget Support Funds Providead to
Iran Under the TForeign Assistance
Program.”

Those are two different programs
within the foreign aid program.

One of May 1963, “Ineffective Pro-
graming, Delivery, and Utilization of
Aireraft and Related Equipment Pur-
nished to the Portuguese Air Force under
the Military Assistance Program.”

May 1963, “Ineffective Programing,
Delivery and Utilization of Aireraft and
Related Equipment,” also involving
Portugal. .

February 1963, “Review of License
Fees Being Charged U.S. Government for
the Right To Produce SS-11 Antitank
Guided Missile Mutually Developed by
France and United States.”

We participated in a joint program,
and then we have to buy a license fee.
If they can find any way of weaseling
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any more money out of us, they will
weasel.

The next one, “Review of the Pro-
graming, Dellvery and Utilization of
Seclected Missile System Equipment De-
livered to European Countries Under the
Military Assistance Program.”

Another one involving waste in con-
nection with the mlilitary program in
France.

Another one, “Review of the Program-
ing, Delivery and Utilization of Selected
Missile Systemn Equipment for delivery
to European countries.”

The next one, “Review of the Military
Assistance Program for a Far East
Country, Department of Defense, 1964.”

The name of the country is not put on
the title, so I cannot name it, but it rep-
resents more shocking waste.

Another one, “Review of Military As-
sistance Program for a Far East Coun-
try, Department of Defense.”

Next, “Deficlences in the Military As-
sistance Program for the Spanish Army,
Department of Defense.”

Next is 8 duplicate.

June 1964, “Deficiencies in the Ad-
ministration of the Earthquake Recon-
struction and Rehabilitation Program for
Chile, Agency for International Develop-
ment, Department of State.”

Why should that be secret?
should any of them be secret?

Next, “Review of the Military Assist-
ance Program for Indonesia.”

As the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrUENING] and the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Harris] polnted out, Sukarno
should not be getting any dollars. Every
dollar we have been providing him has
been wasteful in one sense, but it has
been inexcusable from the standpoint of
national interests.

The next one is a duplicate.

Next, “Furnishing of Military Assist-
ance to Ethiopla in Excess of the Coun-
try’s Ability to Effectively Utllize the
Eguipment,” May 1964.

Next, “Purnishing of Mllitary Assist-
ance to Ethiopia.”

Next, “Inefficient Utlllzation of Per-
sonnel To Administer the Military As-
sistance Program in Advanced Western
European Countries,” March 1964.

Another, March 1964, “Unnecessary or
Premature Procurement of Sidewinder
Missile Training System for Dellvery to
Foreign Countries Under the Mllna.ry
Assistance Program.”

The next one is a duplicate.

Next, “Excessive Charges for Leased
Telephone Services Incurred by U.S.
Forces in Japan.”

“Development, Procurement and De-
velopment of Unsatisfactory Missile Sys-
tem by Department of the Army.”

“Inefflcient Utilization of Personnel to
Administer the Military Assistance Pro-
gram in Advanced Western European
Countries—March 1964.”

“Review of Economic Assistance Pro-
vided to the Republic of the Philippines
for Development Purposes—AID—De-~
partment of State.”

‘When we read that, we run into docu-
mentation which shows the kind of waste
in the Philippines of which the foreign
aid program has becen guilty.

Why

Next, “Inadequate Planninyg:, Program-
ing and Contracting for s 1lxed Com-
munications System for the (overnment
of Indonesia Under Milltary Assistance
Program--April 18656.”

“March 1985, Waste Funds and Con-
struction Depot in Iran undor the Mili-
tary Assistence Program.”

“February 1865, Unneces.ary Dollar
Grants to Iran under Foreign Assist-
ance Program—AID—Department of
State.”

Mext, “Reports on Review of Military
Assistance Provided the Repablic of the
Philipplines.”

This is more evidence of vaste In our
program there.

Mext, “Februsry 1865, Inc Yective and
Overly Costly Aspect of Mlilitary and
Economic Assistance Progran to Thal-
land.”

“Inadequate Consideration Given Util-
izing Reserve Fleet Ships in Lieu of
Providing New Ships to Iran”

The last of the secret reports which I
have before me is entitled 'Tnadeguate
Consideration Given to Utillzing Rescrve
Fleet Ships.”

Mr. President, these 'are not all the
secret reports, but these arc plenty, so
far as secret documents are concerned,
to support my premise thal we should
insist that forelgn aid is cleaned up, and
not pass the buck to the Stite Depart-
ment, the Defense Department, the AID
representatives, or the Whitsz House.

That is our job. We wer? elected to
perform that job. We canrot shuflle it
off on someone else. We shculd appoint
our own investigating cominitice. We
should provide it with funds for the em-
ployment of the necessary staff. If
would be a drop in the buctef In com-
parison with the hundreds o millions of
doliars which the reforms I am con-
vinced could be brought abou! by such an
investigation would save ths American
taxpayer.

Now we go into some of tle reports of
the Comptroller General, dealing with
the economic features of foreign aid.

For the most part, I hav: stressed—
although & couple of them marked
“secret” got into economics— -the reports
on military aid.

Here is one for October 1162, entitled
“Review of Administration ind Utlliza-
tion of U.S.-Owned Forelgn Currencles
in Selected Countries.”

That brings up the soft currency lssue
which has been debated in the Senate for
Vears.

Their banks are bulking with U.S.-
owned soft currency. We ci.nnot spend
it, unless we get the consent of the zov-
ernment. We cannot even tse it to pay
service charges in some of these coun-
tries.

Although most of the meribers of the
Forelgn Relations Comm tiee Enow
about this, I wish to let the {3enate inon
a procedure which I worked out some
years ago when I represent:d the Sen-
ate at the Interparliamentary Confler-
ence of the British Commonwealth of
Nations in New Delhl, India.

At that time I noticed, as I went
around, that in our con:ulates and
Embassies our Ministers were short of
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the necessary funds called—as gll Sen-
ators know—representation funds.

When I reached Madras, India, I found
that our council general there had used
up his representetion funds for some
months and was paying out of his own
pocket the neecessary funds to some of
his attachés, particularly his agricultural
attaché, who needed money to periorm
his agriculiural attaché work in the vil-
lages in that area in India.

The supreme court of that provinee in
India wished to have & luncheon because
of the presence of the American delega-
tion. It was to be quite a state affair,
but, of course, it would be paid for by
our consul general, which he was will-
ing to do.

As 8 Sensator, I had the authority to
draw on those funds owned by the Unit-
ed States, although they were Indian
funds, and no one could stop me.
Therefore, I requested the finance officer
of the ministry to draw the funds in the
amount necessary to pay for this official
Iuncheon.

When I returned to the United States,
I reported the incldent, and it will be
found in the records of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. I told the commit-
tee that it should know what I had done,
and I made an accounting of it.

That procedure set a precedent. I
was told that was the first time it had
ever happened.

Why not? At least, I made a tiny
dent in our foreign ecurrency funds In
India. We should do more of it.

We cannot read this report without
having a good idea of the soundness of
the observation that I am making, that
we should make clear to those countries
that the representation funds should not
be in their eonirol but in ours. For that
matter, we have now reached the point
where more and more of our surplus
food should be sold on the basis of Amer-
ican dollars, to be pald for on the basis
of American dollars.

I recognize that a certain amount of
grant programing will still have to be
done-—such as food for the starving med-
ical programs—and some educational
programs. I have never been parsimo-
nious about it.

But, where a project has a sound eco-
nomic potential, it is essential, in my
judgment, to lend dollars to build the
project, with the full understanding that
the loan will be repaid in dollars.

I am willing to provide long-term loans
for goods or food. I am willing to allow
a low-interest rate, but not an interest
rate lower than the cost of the use of
the money. The American taxpayer is
entitled to get his money back by way
of an interest rate for the cost of the use
of his money. We should teach benefici-
ary countries that that is a part of a
sound private enterprise system upon
which thelr economlic freedom is depend-
ent.

The next document is entitled “Exami-
nation of Economic, Technical Assist-
ance Program for Eorea—September
1962—Part I1.”

The next one {s part I of the same re-
port.

The next is “Inadeguate Controls for
Determining Compllance by Forelgn
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Governments With Restrictions Placed
on the Disposition of Agricultural Com-
.modities Made Available Under Title I,
Agricultural Trade Development and As-
sistance Act of 1954”"—commonly known
as Public Law 480, Department of Agri-
culture.

Mr. President, the whole of Public Law
480 needs to be surveyed. Certainly, it
is not a “sacred cow.” The food-for-
peace program and the Public Law 480
program should be subject to scrutiny.
If we check them, we shall find a great
deal of waste in them, My amendment
would have done that.

Next, “Review of Economic Aspect of
Loan for Construction of Water Supply
System in Saigon, Vietnam—Develop-
ment Loan Pund—September 1963.”

“Unnecessary Payment by United
States of Costs Properly Chargeable to
Japan for Administrative and Related
Expenses of the Military Assistance Pro-
gram for Japan—June 1963.”

“May 1963: Excessive Costs Incurred
for Rehabilitating to Original Appear-
ance and Service of Military Equipment
Donated to Foreign Nations Under the
Military Assistance Programs.”

We decorate it for them and give it to
them. .

What suckers have been made out of
the American taxpayers. .

Next: “Review of Local Currency for
the Budget Support Program for
Korea—January 1963.”

“Follow-Up Review of the Department
of Defense Action on Relmbursements
from Foreign Countries for Administra-
tive Expenses Under the Military As-

- sistance Program—March 1964.”

“Improper Payment of Colombian Port
Charges for Surplus Agricultural Com-
modities Sold Under Title I of the Agri-
cultural Development Assistance Act of
1954, Commonly Known as Public Law
480—November 1964.”

“November 1964: Loss of Interest on
U.8.-Owned Foreign Currencies in the
Reépublic of China, Taiwan.”

October 1964: “Excessive Ocean Trans-
portation Costs Incurred for Shipments
Under Title I of the Agricultural Devel-
opment and Assistance Act, 1954.”

September 1964: “Summary of Defi-
ciencies Related to the Inadequate Ad-
ministration of Military Budget Support
Price Provided to Certain Foreign Coun-
tries Under the Foreign Aid Act.”

September 1964: ‘“Additional Interest
Cost to the United States Because of Pre-
mature Release of Funds to the Socidl
Progress Trust Fund Administered by
the Inter-American Development Bank.”

August 1964: “Improper Reduction of
Dollar Collection Loans Made by the
Corporate Development Loan Fund.”

August 1964: “Follow-up Review of
the Department of Defense Action in
Canceling Excessive Procurement and
Redistribution in Connection With the
‘Spare Parts Program for Portugal Un-
der the Military Assistance Program.”

July 1964: “Review of the Administra-
tion of Assistance for Financing Com-
mercial Imports and Other Financial
Elements Under the Economic Technical
éxssiztance Program for Vietham, 1958

o 1962.”

. pital in Poland.”

All those corrupt puppets of ours have
lived well in Saigon. Wait until the
American people find out the shocking
waste and corruption that our foreign
aid has helped develop In Saigon, and
in South Vietnam generally, in which
nothing has been done about freedom
since the United States set up its first
puppet in 1954. Our administration
talks about saving freedom in South
Vietnam, Neither the South Vietnamese
nor the Vietcong seem to know what
real freedom means.

-“Undercollections of Interest and Prin-
cipal of Foreign Aid Currency on Certain
Loans to Foreign Governments”’—July
1964.

July 1964: “Unofficial Use and Over-
stated Needs of Commercial Type Ve-
hicles by the Military Assistance Ad-
visory Group Headquarters In Taipei,
Republic of China.”

July 1964: “Review of Certain Pay-
ments Related to Administration of Eco-
nomic and Technhical Assistance Pro-
gram for Vietnam,”

July 1964: “Examination of Economic
and Technical Assistance Programs of
Turkey.”

I have said earlier that many millions
of dollars of taxpayer money have been
wasted in Turkey,

June 1964: “Deficiencies in the Admin-
istration of Earthquake Reconstruction
Rehabilitation Program in Chile.”

That is a much bigger volume than the
previous one.

June 1964: “Ineffective Administra-
tion of U.S. Assistance to Children’s Hos-
‘We must watch out as
we examine foreign aid and as we come
across a program that has a heart-
appealing title, like a children’s hospital
in Poland. Everyone looks the other way
when it comes to a matter of waste. The
best way to serve those little boys and
girls is to see to it that they get the
benefit of every dollar that the taxpayer
supplies, under efficient administration.

“Understatement of Claims Against
the United Arab Republic and the Fed-
eral Peoples Republic of Yugoslavia for
Recovery of Excess Ocean Transporta-
tion Costs Financed by the Commodity
Credit Corporation.”

February 1964: “Examination of Cer-
tain Economic Development Projects for
Assistance to the Central Treaty Orga-
nization by the Agency for Interna-
tional Development.”

May 1965: “Improper Payment of Port
Charges on Shipments to Colombia on
Food Donated Under Title III of the
Agrieultural Adjustment Act.”

April 1965: “Questionable Aspects of
Budget Support Loans to the Govern-
ment of Ecuador.”

April 1965: “Followup Examination on
Certain Aspects of U.S. Assistance to the
Central Treaty Organization for a Rail
Link Between Turkey and Iran.”

April 1965: “Ineffective Utilization of
Property Under the Foreign Assistance
Program.” )

May 1965: “Overprocurement Result-
ing From Ineffective Supply Manage-
ment in Korea, Under the Military As-
sistance Act.”

March 1965: ‘“Unnecessary Dollar

* the best from us.
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Costs Incurred by Financing Purchases
of Commodities Produced in Brazil.”

January 1965: “Weaknesses Involving
Primarily the Disposition of Surplus
Nonfat Dried Milk.”

These are samplings of what spot
checks made by the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States have disclosed.
I urge my colleagues to go to the
Foreign Relations Committee room and
at least sample them, and to take a few
out into the reading room and read
them. Then I ask my colleagues to ask
themselves the question: Are we really
justified in voting for this conference
report?

This is the worst program in Govern-
ment and the conference report does
nothing about it. It continues it for an-
other year in the same form.

Even as the conferees passed up their
opportunity to do something about these
conditions, we read in the press that the
American taxpayers have been asked to
foot the bill for several dozen plush ex-
ecutive style chairs, at a cost of some
$250 each, for a new medical school we
are constructing in Saigon., Of course,
the local Vietnamese officials looked
through a catalog and found some very
ritzy chairs and desks for sale. Natural-
ly, they wanted only the best for them-
selves. That is understandable, because
we have been keeping a great many
South Vietnamese in high style in the last
10 years, and they expect nothing but
And if we do not give
it to them, we will hear that their con-
fidence in the Americans might be
shaken.

So our aid officials in Vietnam prompt-
1y okayed the plush chairs and other of-
fice equipment. You do not find them
looking into the possibility of surplus
stocks already on hand in AID, which
was one of the criticisms made by the
Comptroller General. It is easier to
write out a check. Can anyone doubt
why foreign aid is so often referred to by
American taxpayers as the foreign aid
rathole?

MEAGER RESULTS FROM FOREIGN AID

All the answers and rationales that are
offered for this state of affairs revolve
around the allegation that we do get
something for our aid money, and that
is military allies. How many times have
we heard the old story about the millions
of soldiers being maintained by aid-
receiving countries, soldiers who will be
there to fisht with the United States in
case of any outbreak of war?

Well, the war is on in Asia. And where
are all the millions of soldiers in Asia
that were supposed to have been bought,
or hired, or induced to fight for free-
dom, with all these billions of foreign aid
money?

There will never come a time when the
military forces of other countries who
have been receiving aid from us will be
needed more than they are needed now
in Vietham. But where are they? There
has been a lot of talk about troops from
the Philippines, from Korea, from Tai-
wan. But no combat troops in any num-
ber to amount to anything have showed
up.
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The American people are about to find
out the ultimate llusion of foreign aid.
It is that we are getting no help Irom
any of the nations we have been helping
with huge doses of both economic and
military ald. Those millions of troops
that are described to us each year In
the hearings as being cheaper to main-
tain under arms than a comparable
number of U.8. troops are golng to stay
right at home while American troops do
the fighting and dying in Asis. There
will be no Pakistanis, no Indians, no
Thal, no Filipinos, no Formosans. Con-
ceivably, there may be some Koreans
eventually, but if so, it will be at con-
siderable expense to the United States.

That is why I say that the great il-
lusion of aid is that it maintains allies
for the United States, especially military
allies. It has done nothing of the sort
in our hour of contest and crisis in Asis.
If it has failed the test in Vietnam, where
is it ever going t~ produce friends and
allies for the United States?

The plain truth is that countries that
depend upon us for money and military
equipment are not allles at all. They
are dependencies. The United States
has in the worid today almost no genuine
allies. Canada, West Germany, and
Japan come the closest t¢c belng true
allies because they share opur general
foreign policy objectives and they are
able to sustain and maintain themselves
in both their economic and military
activities.

I would point out to the Amerlecan
people this afternoon that the war in
Asia, and the total lack of any meaning-
ful assistance from other nations, de-
notes and emphasizes and highlights the
futility of forelgn eid as a means of
gathering allies. If a crisis comes to any
one of the nations In Asla or the Middle
East that receives our economic and
military ald on the ground that it is
bullding an indigenous force to fight
communism, that country will still have
to be defended by American troops i
it is defended at all. And we will get
no more help from its nelghbors than
we are getting In Vietnam.

No nation that cannot maintain itself
in time of peace can be an ally in time
of war. It can provide a gecographic lo-
cation for American milltary operatlons,
but nothing more. An ally is a country
with which we act {n concert for a com-
mon goal. But a true slly has its own
resources out of which it can maintain
a policy or an operation. And today, the
nations of the world that can maintain
a policy or a military operation out of
their own resources and whose policles
in general coincide with ours are few and
far between. Not even Britain qualifies
any more as a true ally, because her total
dependence upon the United States for
support of her currency means that she,
too, like so many of our dependencies in
Asia. is ineapable of any military opera-
tions supported and maintained by her-
self alone.

So when the waste and the inefficiency
of the forelgn ald are brushed aside with
pompous explanations of how it is all
really an investment in the political
friendship and millitary cooperation of
recipient countries, let the Amerlcan
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peaple ask: “Where Are thoase friends,
and where is that military cooperation
now in Asia, when we neec. them? If
we don't need them now, we never will."”

The results of over 10 yeais of foreign
ald are coming in in Asta, end they are
virtually nothing. But in "his confer-
ence report, the Amerlcan people are
subjected to another year of more of the
same. The conference repcrt does not
merit their confldence, and it should be
rejected.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at this polnt in m? remarks &
eolumn written by Robert £i. Allen and
Paul Scott entitled “Inside Washington,”
discussing some of the money that Is be-
ing spent under our aid program. be
printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Har-
RIS in the chalr). Isthere cbjection?

There heing no objection, the column
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

INSIDE WASHINGTOI!
(By Robert 5. Allen and Psul Seott)

WASHINGTON, August 23, 1968I,—More than
835 million in foreign ald fuids has been
spent for scores of so-called research and
analysis projects ranging fron. diffusion of
innovations in rural socletie;. to the In-
teraction of social values and political re-
sponsibility.

Cost of these studles runs from 85405 to
Haverford College, Pennsylvanl., for effect of
forelgn aid on U.B. balance of payments, to
22,483,275 to Wisconsin Unlv.rsity for re-
search and training in land tinure and re-
form In Latin Amerlca.

Most of these forelgn ald-financed re-
search dispensations went to U.S. univer-
sities, with a few to private institutions and
husiness concerns.

‘These are the latest disclosures by Bepre-
sentative VERNON THoOMSON, llepublican, of
Wisconsin, member of the Forelgn Affairs
Commlttese who has determinadly crusaded
against waste, extravagance, tungling, mis-
management, and other costly ‘allings in the
administration of the multibill on-dollar for-
eign aid program.

His jolting new exposé comus as Congress
is preparing to approve the coripromise $3.38
billion foreign sid aunthorizatisn bill agreed
on by the House-Senate coiferees under
strenuous White House pressu ‘e.

In an effort to put an end to foreign ald
spending on such studlies, ‘CHOMBON has
drafted an amendment baring thaf, 8s
follows:

“None of the funds appropriated or made
avallable under this act for ca Tying out the
Forelgn Assistance Act * * * may be used
to make payments with respet to any con-
tract to which the United Stites i1s s party
which provides for research into the admin-
Istrative organization or operation, or per-
sonnel practices, of the Agency for Inter-
national Development.*”

This amendment will be offcred by THOM-
soN when the foreign aid apgropriation bill
18 considered by the House In the nexi sev-
eral weeks. He has been assired of bipar-
tisan support in his economy drive.

THE PLUM LIST

Representative THoMSON hai demanded of
the Agency for International Development
{AID). which administers th¢ multibillion-
dollar forelgn ald program, de' alled explana-
tions of these expensive and esoteric studles.

He is bafMled why large sims of money
voted by Congress for foreijm aid should
be spent for probing the imract of electric
power on rural cevelopmant, develop-
ment planning and pianning essistance cri-
teria, and numerous other susjects with no
apparent relatlon to foreign a(l.

R RECORDESERIECRO00 N0 24, 1065

“We have spent hundreds of milllons of
dollars in the past 30 years on rural elec-
trification,” points out TrRoMS0N, “so I would
think we know a great deal ebout that. I
can't understand why forelgn ald funds
should be spent for research in this field.
Yet the records show three confracts total-
ing 8560,000 were granted for such studfes.”

As ascertained by THomsoN from AID flles,
the 835,183,163 spent for resecarch and anal-
yeis includes the followlng projects:

Contractor, title, and amount
Michigan University, “Research in

Poam Plastics for Housing”.._.
Yale University, “Quantitative

Study of Economic Structure

$236, 000

1,513,730
Stanford Research Institute, “In-
dustrial Location and Develop-
ment Planning in Newly Indus-
triallizing Countries”. _..____._.
Michigan State University, “Map-
ping of Research Requirements
of the Food for Peace Program''_
American Institute for Rescarch,
“"Ressarch and Development of
Aptitude Testing” e __
Hoffman Electronics Corp., "De-
velopment and Performance
Test of a Bolar-Powered Battery
Recharging Center’. . ____..__.
International Institute for Educa~
tional Planning, “Development
of Gulidelines for Determining
the Feasibility of Using New
Educational Media in Develop-
ing Countries”. oo
Johns Hopkins Unilversity, “Re-
search In Health Manpower
Planning for Selected Less-
Developed Countries” . ...
Medlcal College of Virginia, “Study
of Methods for Improving the
Tralning and Use of Middle-
Level Health Manpower”
Brookings Institution, “Transpor-
tation and Economic Develop-

196, 029
124, 040

245, 950

30, 025

196, 129

865, 684

130, 200

1, 469, 720
Cornell University, “Comparative
Study of Social and Cultural
647, 938
Educational Bervices, Inc.,
ematics Curriculum Develop-
ment in Africa” ... _____
MIT Center for International
Studies, “Improved Analytical
Methods for Development Plan-
190 ¥~ AL PR
National Planning Association,
"Development Plannlng and
Planning Assistance Criteria”__
Ohlo SBtate University Research
Foundation, “Analysis of Fro-
gram for the Development of
Agricultural Credit Institutions
and Serviees" o e
Pennsylvania University, “The In-
teractlon of Soclal Values and
Poiitical Responsibility” ...
University of Pitisburgh,
search on the Process of Instl-
tution Bullding”_ ..o ______
Willlams College, "Import Substi-
tution and Economlc Policy in
Economic Develepment' ... ___
Purdus Research  Foundation,
“Evaluation of AID Unlversity
Contracts for Agricultural Edu-
cation and Research FPrograms
Abroad"” 0998, 931

In a 8281,000 study wuncovered some
months ago by TaoMsoN, former Wisconsin
Iteutenant Governor, on the functions, pro-
cedures, training, and other pertinent detalls
concerning four key positions in AID mis-
sions abroad, he found the following high-
flown baMegab:

“Feasible means for measuring the degree
to which a prospective incumhent possesses
some of the requisite characteristics may not

1,823, 012

200, 910

1,377,120

636, 821

250, 000

158, 380

173, 299
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be currently available to AID. However, the
inability to measure the characteristics with-
in the constraints that now bind the Agency
should not be confused with the issue of
whether or not a characteristic 1s essential
to do a Job effectively. - If the characteristic
is needed, and AID chooses and places a can-
didate lacking it in the appropriate degree,
the aspects of the job in which the. char-
acteristlc is required cannot be performed
effectively.” .

From AID records, THOMSON has ascer-
talned the Agency has more than 15,000 em-~
ployees; some 6,600 Americans, the remainder
foreigners. Of the latter, approximately half
are pald with counterpart funds—Iocal cur-
r72cy credited to the United States through
the sale of surplus farm commaodities.

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my individual minority views
in opposition to the foreign aid confer-
ence report of 1964 be printed in the
REcorp at this point. .

There being no objeetion, the individ-
ual views of Mr. MorsE were ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE

The foreign ald program has become one
of the most stagnant, unproductive, and mis-
represented of all Federal activitles. It is
stagnant because its objectives are still tled
largely to American strategle interests of the
1950's; 1t is unproductive because much of
it goes for uses that neither build nor de-
velop; and it is misrepresented because, in
spite-of all the official hand-wringing pleas
that we help the underprivileged and de-
prived people of the world, not more than
40 percent of 1t goes for that purpose.

The basis of my approach to forelgn aid is
that it must serve the interests of the
United States. I belleve in “strings” on aid.
Congress may spend public money only for
the general welfare of the United States, not
for the general welfare of any other people,
no matter how deserving they may be.
Therefore, forelgn ald cannot serve a purely
humanitarian purpose, devoid of self-in~
terest, for the United States.

My difference with much of the program
Is over what really does serve the interests
of the United States. I do not helieve that
ald extended for military reasons, security
reasons, or for reasons of political intrigue
serves our longrun interests—and this is a
longrun program. I think that foreign ald
should be primarily developmental and for
specific purposes, with the shortrun con-
slderations very secondary instead of the
other way around.

Unless .and until it is put on that basis,
forelen ald will remain a dole and its
recipients will be either dependencies of the
United States or, in some cases, they will
take our military aild and then use it for
their own national purposes that may be
quite contrary to cur own.

FOREIGN AID AS A SLUSH FUND

Many advocates of ald think they are
belng sophisticated in recommending for-
elgn aid as a slush fund to buy off other
countries. They often 8ay that every great
hation has
that the United States should now under-
take to carry the same burden, with the un-
derstanding that 1t is a waste of money and
is spent only to prevent unfavorable things
from happening,

Several things are wrong with this view.,
First of all, 1t assumes that money (or mill-
tary equipment) buys more than it does,
To holders of this view, the giving of money
18 synonymous with the Infiuencing of the
reciplent; but more often than not, recipi-
ents, in the manner of Sukarno, take the
money and then do as they intended to
anyway. ’
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had to do the same thing, and

Secondly, handing out money and weapons
with the idea that they will promote political
stabllity, or keep friendly governments in
power, or prop up a bloated military estab-
lishment in a foreign country are all efforts
to impose a political order from the top down.
The underlying causes of unrest or suscepti-
bility to communism are ignored, and some-
times worsened,

These uses of forelgn aid are Justified
with such phrases as “forward defense
agalnst communism,” “vital to the interests
of the United States,” and “of strategic im-
portance to the United States,” concepts that
now embrace virtually the entire globe. Most
of the countries receiving huge and largely
unconditional ald on the ground that they
border the Communist bloc are already pro-
tected by mutual defense treaties with us,
and by our retallatory capacity.

The real justification for “forward defense”
ald is not that the reciplent can use it
against communism, because a nonindustrial
country that cannot support a peacetime
army cannot sustaln a war effort agalnst
Russia or China. Once Europe and Japan
were rebullt and rearmed, military atd ceased:
to have much practical value for indigencous
forces. What “forward defense” aid does buy
is entree for American military and intelli-
gence agencles close to Communist borders.
For these privileges, we have peld since World
War II a dozen tlmes more than ‘we need
to have pald.

Many will say, “Anything that helps us
against Russia and China is worth while.”
But our failure to Insist on sound economic
standards even for this aid has not helped
us. It only means we are still vulnerable to
eviction from these countries without, in the
meantime, having improved thelr economic
prospects,

ECONOMIC FREEDOM SHOULD BE BASIC PURPOSE
OF ATD

In the long run, climates and attitudes
sympathetic to the United States and com-
batible with. American objectives will have
to be created by the creation first of eco-
nomic freedom In these countries, And
economic freedom can only be advanced
through the developmental part of the
program.

But, sad to say, of the economic section of
the program, not more than half is devoted
to bona fide economic development. Sup-
porting assistance, the contingency fund, and
nonproject loans from the Development Loan
Fund are but political brops and payoffs
to foreign governments. They do not de-
velop; they merely patch over and perpet-
uate the lack of development.

Even the technical assistance program is
belng used for transportation and communi-
cation projects against the day when they
may be of use to American forces, and to
train smalltime police states In emerging
countries,

The words “economic freedom of cholce,”
without which the security of this country
will never be strengthened in this world, are
being relegated to whatever 1s lef't over in the
Toreign aid plot, Education, sanitation, voca-
tional training, capital projects, agricultural
extension—the activities that our officials
trot out to gain support for ald among the
unknowing American people—these consti-
tute at most only about 40 bercent of the
$3.5 billion being requested.

Cutting the $1 billion-plus military aid
expenditure in half and applying the unpro-
ductive economic aid to genuine economic
development projects would do more to
strengthen the longrun security of the United
States than any other changes that could be
made in the forelgn aid program.

NO EVIDENCE OF CHANGE IN CURRENT PROGRAM

Since January, Congress and the American
people have been told again and again that
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this year the program is belng tightened, cur-
tailed, and improved. But there is no hint
in any of the material presented to the com-
mittee of where these changes are taking
place. All that Congress is given in the an-
nual presentation is a look at ongoing pro-
grams, started in the current fiscal year or
before,

Contrary to past efforts and directives from
Congress, requested funds for supporting as-
slstance have been increased over last year,
even without the additional request for Viet-
ham. This grant economic aid has been a
target for congressional criticism since adop-
tlon of the Mansfleld amendment in 19569,
calling for its eventual termination, The
aid request for this ‘category is a backward
step from. the Mansfleld reform.

Unspecified loans called program loans
abounded in fiscal 1964, and they apparently
are to be used just as freely in fiscal 1965.
Project loans finance the importing of com-
modities for specific projects whose sound-
ness can be verified by AID officials; but pro-
gram loans go to balance accounts and fi-
nance imports in general. In many couh-
tries these include imports that contribute
nothihg to local development. They only
create a debt obligation to the United States
whose chances of repayment are slim.

Moratoriums on debt obligations due us
from Turkey and Brazil, and the prospect of
renegotiation of Argentina’s obligations, call
for a much tighter control by Congress over
this type of loan. In the case of Brazil and
Turkey, we are making them a new goft loan
even as we glve them moratoriums on repay-
ment of old ones.

These loans, as with ald in general, are
touted as creating a future market for Amer-
ican goods. This theory is based on the ad-
vertising gimmick of glving away free sam-
ples. But their cost is absorbed by the
American taxpayer, not the manufacturer,
Yet testimony to this committee—not from
administration sources but from U.8. com-~
mercial sources—brought out that in Co-
lombia and Chile, U.S. exports declined as
these countries recelved our goods under pro-
gram loans and diverted the foreign ex-
change saving into new purchases from the
European exporters. Worst of all, the
chances that the taxpayers will ever recover
any of this subsidy to American business are
not good.

It is no wonder that committees of U.S.
businessmen are becoming the major tub
thumpers for foreign aid,

So far as Latin America Is concerned, the
Indications are that the ald standards are
being loosened, not tightened. A $50 mil-
lion loan for no particular development pur-
bose, but just to balance International pay-
ments, has been extended to Brazil. This is
despite the suspension of loans, pending ful-
fillment of certain economic conditions by
the Brazilian Government. There is ag yet
10 more or better economic performance to
Justify a loan than there had been under
the previous Government, But once a new
Junta takes over in Latin Amerlca, we rush
to curry favor with 1, and in Brazil it is
costing $50 million.

In fact, the U.S. aid brogram in four other
Junta-ruled countries of Latin America where
constitutional governments were pushed out,
has been resumed. These are the Dominican
Republie, Guatemala, Ecuador, and Hon-
duras. This is. a full turn back to the evil
days of the 1950’s when the United States
galned a record level of 111 will and il1 repute
among the people of Latin America who had
to live under the brutal heel of U.8.-sup-~
ported tyrants. The Alliance for Progress
was supposed to have changed all that by
financing economic reform within a frame-
work of political freedom and democratic in-
stitutions, But today we are merely hand-
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ing out more money for the same old pur-
poses as before,

Having ignored ourselves the political con-
ditions for ald under the Alliance, our part-
ners feel free to ignore the seif-help condl-
tions. Why shouldn't they when they get
this money anyway?

FUNDS BHOULD NOT GO ABOVE FISCAL 1964

As reported by the Committee on Porelgn
Relations, the bill lncreases the program
for fiscal year 1966 over the program Jor fiscal
1964. This has been done despite the over-
whelming evidence that the American people
are demanding long-overdue reductions in
the forelgn aid burden, that the Impact of
the ald program ls woefully smaller than 1ts
size, that U.S. Government funds sre in-
creasingly needed &t home, and that our 80-
called allles are permitted to shirk their re-
sponsibilities because of our often Ifeckless
generosity.

Undoubtedly the administration sincerely
believes its appropriation request for 83,618,-
700,000 to be a “bare bones” budget. How-
ever, the determining factor In shaping this
request had to be the judgment of the
Agency for Internatlonal Development. And
our past experlence has made it painfully
clear that—at & minimum-—there 18 nothing
pacrosanct about the AID judgment. The
Congress, on the other hand, is not (or
should not be) content merely to accept the
arguments of stanch advocates, but takes
into sccount a range of other sources of in-
formation. Foremost among the latter are
the reports by the Comptroller General of
the United States, which {lme after time
have severely criticized In detall the plan-
ning, the programing, and the ifmplementa-
tlon of the ald program. On the basis of
such Information, as well as a full study of
the ATD presentation material, I can only
conclude that there is a great deal of fat
clinging to the bare bones.

The eppropriation last year, for fiscal 1964,
was an even 83 billlon-—a cut of almost 82
billlon from the original budget request.
Judging by the cries of anguish and forecasts
of catastrophe which rose from Foggy Bot-
tom during that trimming process, one might
have envisioned the United States and the
rest of the free world sliding irretrievably
toward disaster. Yet a year later the Re-
public stlll stands, and no one ls able to
point to any foreign policy reverse attribu-
table to & lack of aid funds. Indeed. our
setbacks appear to have come In the Medl-
terranean and in southeast Asla, areas into
which the United States has poured money
most lavishly.

During this year’s hearings and committee
discussions no evidence was presented to
justify an authorization for fiscal year 1885
of almost $467 million more than the $3 bil-
lon appropriated for fiscal 1964. It might be
noted in this connection that a great deal of
attention and lipservice was given 1ast year
to the so-called Clay Committee report.
While I disagreed strongly with that report’s
Iinfiated Anancial recommendations, it did
contain the extremely vallki proposition that
there should be a gradual but steady reduc-
tion in the size of the ald program annually
in the future. Our experience last yenr with
8 progrem scaled to 83 billion in new funds
certainly suggests that a cut even below that
level could be safely made thls year.

Because of & carryover from prior year
appropriations, the final figure for the fiscal
1964 program was almost #3.4 billlon, rather
than %3 billlon. The carry Over this year
supposedly is only to be about $63 million.
If true, and if the &3 billlon level of new
money were maintained, the end result would
be a reduction of about 8344 million under
last year's figure. The word “supposedly”
must be emphasized. For the administrators
of the ATD program are hlghly accompiished
producers of rabbits from their hats, and
there is good reason to pelleve that other
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funds may in time be brought out of hiding.
Indeed., when such s wonderiand category as
“deobligrtions of prior year obllg ations™ is
counted, the understandably confuied Ameri-
can man In the street finda that the forelgm
ald program which he thought wa #3 billion
1ast year turned out to be in exc»ss of 83.8
billlon. The conclusion that #3 billlon in
new money would not represeni any real
reduction from last year is sharcil by many
Members of the House, who wrute In the
“minority views” in the House ApPp -ppriations
Committee report:

wPurther, it 1s tmpossible for ~he Appro-
priations Committee to ascertair with &ny
degres of accuracy the amount of unobli-
gated funds which are left at the end of the
fiscal year. It has been stated that these
figures for any fiscal year are nct available
until October of the following y3ar.”
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT ONLY \ FPART

TOTAL FOREIGN AID

Thie leads to another major objection to
the character of the foreign aid program 88
it now stands. It Is only the beginning
figure for what we spend overieas on an
annual basis. Many Memhers of the Con-
gress, much less the American public, bave
only the haglest ldea of how much money is
fnvolved 1n our contributions to a large nuin-
ber of International financiel and develop-
mental organizations, and in out shipments
of agricultural surplusecs.

Moreover, executive branch reqiests for the
same gencral purpose {n successiv: years heuve
a tendency to disappear from one biii or cate-
gory and turn up In another. For example,
#1365 million for Latin American tevelopment
(through the Inter-American Bank’'s Social
Progress Trust Fund) contained in the 1964
foreign ald appropriation bill do3s not recur
this year. At frst blush thls r ight appear
a8 & reduction in our total atd. But no, the
administration has just submittd a separate
new reguest for $760 milllon oser a 3-year
period for the same purposs with a stight
chage in terminology. There '8 no corre-
sponding cut In this bill. Tnd xr these cir-
cumstances it 18 extraordinarily difficult to
perceive the overall total of U.8 foreign ald,
and to make Intelligent judgmer ts about the
valldity of its components, such 18 those con-
tained in this biil.

EXCESSBIVE NUMEER OF COUNTRIS CONTINUE
TO RECEIVE BILATERAL \ID

This confusicn carries over ir to the gues-
tion of how many countries are feeding at
the American trough. If only ¢id under the
Forelgn Assistance Act 1s counted, then some
83 countries are scheduled to riceive asaist-
ance In fiscal year 1965. But tae total rises
to over 90 countries and territcries when all
forms of assistance are counted. And inriesd
they should be counted. The adminiatration
can scarcely claim it is extending little aid
to Masser's Egypt. for Instance, when Public
Law 480 supplies are ficoding that country.

Now it appears that the number of coun-
tries getting help under the Poreign Assist-
ance Act has fallen by sometiing lke the
figure of 10. It 18 noteworthy that there is
no commensurate cut in the aiministration
request for new funds. On the contrary, the
AID officials polnt with pride t> the growing
concentration of effort in fewe: “key” coun-
tries. By that standard, no ma ter how many
nonessential appiicants are cut off the ald
payroll, the level of foreign assistancs re-
quests is likely to remalin unclanged.

Anyone reading the mnjor ty committee
report, Bupported by the major: ty of members
who voted for this bill, will be struck by the
absence of persuasive answer: to the out-
standing gquestions which ha'e always sur-
rounded the foreign aid progrim. It s said
that It is unrealistic to expect agreement on
the purposes and aims of the foreign ald
program. 'This at least |s refieshing cendor,
although there ls little nove ty tn the ob-
servation. My own experience with AID offi-
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clals has always been that when I make a
valid ecriticism of an economic project, they
say the objective in that case 1s not economic
but poiitical—and vice versa in other cases.
In numergus Instances those officials have
accepted the validity of my eriticlsms “'in
principle” but have clted so-called special
circumstances which prevent them from tak-
ing corrective actlon. It 18 no wonder that
we have difficulty in justifying foreign ald
expenditures to our constituents.

The commlittee Teport states that the total
of US. bllateral ald 18 declining. Yet, as
substantiation, it merely cites the difference
between last year's administration request
and the one this year. The fact 1s there is
no hard evidence to cite which would back up
that statement In terms of last year and this.

The majority report then goes on to note
that “aid has been terminated in 17 coun-
tries * * * But it ignores the fact that
some of these countries were cut off several
years ago, and have been trotted out each
year since as happy examples. In any event,
as stated above, a reduction in recipients
means lttle without a consequent reduction
tn expenditures.

A table Is Inserted in the report which sup-

y “should provide some reassurance”
that our development loans will be repaid.
The only conciusion I draw from that table
is that the World Bank—whose record is not
at issue—has done extremely well with its
hard loans on stringent criteria. I joln Sen-
ators MUNDT and LAUSCHE In thelr objections
to the easy terms of most of our loans.

Finally, the report meets the criticism that
our tndustrialized friends are falling to take
a falr share of the forelgn aid burden by
stating that: “This is a complicated ques-
tion, for which there is no categoric answer.”
Again, the statistical information contained
in the report just does not support an op-
timistic concluslon.

In the following sections I set forth my
own specific conclusions and recommenda-
tions for cutbacks in funds, which latter are
summarized at the end In tabular form.

DEVELOPMENT LOANS

Congress should reduce funds for develop-
ment loans so long ns these loans continue
to be made for general purposes and not for
specific projects. The House Foreign Afiairs
Committee report in both its majority and
minority views was critical of the large sums
in “program” loans during fiscal 1964. Yet
Congress must be aware by now that mere
eriticlam in a commitiee report meakes no
impact whatsoever on the foreign aid pro-

Said the majority report:

“Nevertheless, the committee belleves that
countries which progress to the point where
they qualify for large development loans
should be encouraged to assume increasing
responsibility for financing their imports.
except Imports related to projects for which
loans are made. There Is danger that de-
pendence on the United States for such fi-
nancing could result in levels of consumption
higher than the reciplent could normally
sustain and could encourage unsound fi-
nancial and monetary practices.”

The minority report of the House com-
mittee showed program loans in fiscal 19684
as follows:

[In millions of dollars]
Tanganylka 1
Tunisia

COlOMDBIA - e —mem e

for total of €511 milllon. Since then. Brazil
has received a $50 million program loan.

This means that about a third of all de-
velopment loan funds avallable for fiscal
1964 have already been lent for general pur-
poses unrelated to any specific development
project.
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Turkey agaln ranks ag the No. 1 fallure of
the foreign aid program and among the No,
1 reciplents of program loans. She is re-
celving over $100 million in economic aid
this fiscal year, and considerably more Iin
fiscal 1965, most of it In “program” loans.

Both the Organization for European Co-
operation and Development and the General
Accounting Office of the United States have
found Twurkey's economic development to
have stagnated despite the huge American
ald program there since 1947, The OECD
report of 1963 was prepared for a consortium
of Western European countries that were
supposed to join the United States in fi-
nancing Turkey’s development. AID pres-
entations always refer to this consortium but
do not mention that its total pledges amount
to less than the American ald alone, and
that the European members are not coming
through on thelr pledges because Turkey
has not carried out the reforms required.

Judging from the presentation figures for
fiscal 1965, 1t appears that the United States
is going to make up the difference, reforms
or no reforms.

Although the United States has put $1,670
million into Turkey’s economy since 1947,
and glven her combined military and eco-
nomic ald of over $4 billion, that country’s
economic condition 18 worsening. The popu-
lation increase has almost entirely wiped
out the increase In the gross national
product.

Reform of the grossly wasteful state enter-
prises and tax reform are the most urgent.
The U.8. General Accounting Oiffice reported
a few weeks ago: o

“In the absence of a development plan
and adequate information about the econ-
omy's resources and needs, the commodity
import program (which has been the largest
segment of the U.S. economic dollar ald to
Turkey) was an Integrated part of the
financing of Turkey's overall import pro-
grams and as such was not geared to specific
long-range objectives, Moreover, substan-
tlal amounts of local currency generated
under the commeodity import program were
allocated for the general support of invest-
ment budgets of state economic enterprises
(those owned by the Turkish Government).
Because neither the Turkish Government nor
the mission exercised adequate control over
commodity imports and the operations and
investment programs of state enterprises,
ald funds frequently were used to nonessen-
tial or low-priority purposes. State enterpris-
es also received U.S. dollar ald to finance the
foreign exchange cost of facilitles which had
been poorly utllized or not utilized at all.
Assistance was freely -provided some state
enterprises notwithstanding their inefficlent
operations and uneconomical practices.

“In a supplement to our prior report on
the Turkey program, we pointed out that
accomplishments in Turkey’s economic de-
velopment and support of the country’s de-
fense efforts had been accompanied by se-

rious economic problems with conseguent.

increases in the amount of aid required from
the United States. * * * The average level
of U.S. aid for the b fiscal years (1958-62)
covered by our recent examination Increased
significantly over the level for the preceding
periods. Moreover, U.S. officials estimate
that during the 5-year period which began
March 1, 1963, Turkey will need more aid
than heretofore from both the United States
and others and that Turkey will not reach
self-sustaining growth before 1975. Steps
taken since the milltary coup of May 1960
offer promise that sound and necessary eco-
nomlic control measures may be forthcoming,
but much remains to be done. As can be
seen from the above there 1s a need for
more effective action to improve operations
and increase earnings of state economic en-
terprises and for more productive utilization
of resources available to Turkey.”

The Turkish Government, continues this

report, operates about half of the country’s
Industrial production, including enterprises-

in the fields of manufacturing, mining, trad-
ing, banking,.. transportation,
utiities. They have steadily -lost money
due to “poor organization, lnefficlent opera-
tions, and poor pricing policies.”

“Despite these basic meanagement de-
ficlencles, the United - States continued to
provide substantial sums of direct and in-
direct dollar aid and counterpart and U.S.-
owned local currency to some state enter-
prises. This ald has contributed little to-
ward improving operations of the enterprises,
relleving their drain on the Turklish economy,
and thereby reducing the need for outside
atd.”

Turkey's failure to correct the worst of
these conditions has led the consortium to
curtall 1ts scheduled aid. But instead of
doing the same, the AID presentation in-
dicates that the United States is going to in-
crease 1ts ald substantially over last year.

DEBT DEFAULT BY TURREY

The GAO report also found that Turkey
was by 1957 in arrears on three loans, with
the arrearages amounting to $6.4 million. In
May 1959, AID deferred for periods ranging
from 28 to 31 years all principal and interest
payments originally due between 1956 and
1965. The Government of Turkey 1s to make
the three Interest and principal payments
due between 1966 and the original maturity
dates pursuant to the original repayment
schedule, and make the deferred payments
after the original maturity dates. But inter-
est will not be charged on the principal and
interest payments that were deferred, which
represents another grant of $31 million to
Turkey.

The dreary detalls of American ald for
Importation of station wagons, for a meat-
packing plant that i1s virtually unused, for
meodernization of the state-owned bituminous
coal Industry that continues to sink deeper
into indebtedness, and for grain storage silos
whose pesakloads averaged less than 40 per-
cent of capacity are Included in this GAO re-
port. It should be read by every cltizen who
still belleves that the foreign ald program is
designed to help the world’s unfortunate.

Says the report: .

“The Agency (AID) advised us that it had
encouraged Turkey to adopt necessary re-
form measures for management of its fiscal
and economic affairs. However, although
actions taken by the Government of Turkey
were not satisfactory, the Agency decided
to not insist on a greater measure of cooper-
ation because of foreign policy considera-
tions.”

Primary in these conslderations are the
extensive Intelligence and military installa-
tiong operated in Turkey by thousands of
American personnel. They largely explain
why protests about Turkey’s stagnating econ-
omy and misuse of aid funds are pushed
aslde with references to Turkey’s being “vital
to American securlty.”

Our aid to Pakistan is in very muech the
same category, and we seem to be heading in
the same direction with India. The ‘“for-
ward defense” policy of ald is not one of
promoting economic freedom of choice at all.

What is happening now in Laog and Viet-
nam 1s typical of what would happen in
each of these peripheral countries should it
come under any pressure from within or
without. The American aid that we send
them now would be only a drop in the bucket
of what it would take to prop them up under
conditions of war or near war.

Program.loans to these countries are little
better than oufright grants and should be
stopped.

TECHNICAL COOPERATION

For many years, this descendant of the
point 4 program has been an almost un-

and public,
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touchable segment of the foreign aid pro-
gram, But a close examination of its current
projects, and those in the comparable cate-
gory in the Allilance for Progress, indicates
that technical. cooperation 1s moving far
away from the original point 4. Today, a
meajor function of “technical cooperation’
is the training of local police forces in in-
ternal securlty matters. These programs are
zealously pursued by American authorities
even in countries Ilke Panama and In-
donesia, where their uses are more likely to
be anti-Ameérican or anti-British instead of
anti-Communist,

In short, these programs are being con-
ducted in the countries where we have little
or no control over the purposes to which
they will be put. They include the recent
military junta-ruled countries of the Do~
minican Republiec, Honduras, Ecuador, and
Guatemala. Just what we fthink we can
teach the Dominican National Police thab
they did not learn for themselves in Trujillo’s
day is hard to guess. But we are trying.

We are undertaking simlillar endeavors in
Somalia, Chad, Tunisia, the Central African
Republic, Dahomey, the Ivory Coast, the
Malagasy Republic, Niger, Upper Volta, the
Congo, and Ethiopia in Africa. The pro-
grams are equally wlidespread throughout
Latin America and Asia.

In few of these countries Is there the in-
stitutionsl framework that would make them
& wise undertaking. All we are dolng for
most of them is making theilr police states
a little more efficlent—maybe. But we have
not the slightest idea to what use this effi-
clency will be put, and whether it will ad-
vance any interest of the United States.

In many ways, this kind of technical as-
sistance 1s the most dangerous ald program,
ever undertaken by the United States. Any
reduction Congress makes In it will be a step
in the right direction.

The ald presentation for technical assist-
ance gives no real reason for the $9 million
increase 1t plans over fiscal 1964. AID de-
clares that it is moving the capital projects
that have been under “Technical coopera-
tion” into the *‘Development loan” category.
But If so, what does it plan to do with the
money saved, plus the increase over last
year? ‘“Research’ is the only explanation for
this in the presentation..

Many of the other projects undertaken in
the name of technical cooperation and as-
sistance have a similar flavor of political and
military intrigue. In the Near East and Asia,
many of the transportation projects seem to
be directed at military rather than com-
merclal use. In Afghanistan, for example,
we have a total program of $10 million worth
of continuing projects. One of them is to
plan a highway to the Iranian border. Its
justification is that it would give Afghan-
istan an outlet In the west. But we had al-
ready helped her bulld & highway to the
Pakistani border for the same purpose; then
there were troubles between Afghanistan and
Pakistan, causing the .border to be closed
off and on.

It seems a great hypocrisy to call this
“technical cooperation,” when it does not
appear that Afghanistan is not as much in-
terested in having an outlet to the West as
we are in iInsistlng that she have one, no
matter how much it costs the American tax-
payers.

Cyprus is another question mark. Cyprus
is down for many hundreds of thousands of
continuing projects. What has happened to
them during the civil war No one will ever
know from reading the presentation.

Turkey, of course, is the most shameful
fallure of all ald recipients, not only in the
technlical aid but in all categories of ald. In
technical assistance, many of the programs
we are malntaining in Turkey are designed to
help Turkey run her state enterprises, Since
1% is these state enterprises that are largely
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responsible for the stagnation of her econ-
omy, and the responsibilily for their con-
tinuation Is a political rather than a tech-
nical problem, it 1& hard to see how the Unit-
ed States 18 helping to improve her economic
situation by alding in the perpetuatlon of
these enterprises. Another way of putting
1t Is that we are training Turks in sociallem,
and creating more bureaucrats who will have
ito be employed In these establishments al-
ready suffering from bloated payroils.

As for Thalland, one cannot read the con-
tinuing projects there without concluding
that they are laying the foundation for an
American military operation in Thatland.
The so-called transportation projects include
a four-lane highway from the country’s main
international airport to Bangkok. From
Bangkok, a two-lane highway 18 to continue
to the northeast area where the border with
Laos is threatened. Much the same picture
1s seen In the projects for aeronautical
ground services which are “Intended to make
several alrflelds fit for military use, ag well
as clllvian” It Is hard to see where any
clvillan use in Thatland could jusiify “'sev-
eral airfields of this nature,

In sum, showing people how to live better
is on it6 way to becoming only an adjunct
to the technical cooperation program, as it
is to the rest of forelgn ald. It ls the Peace
Corps, that 1s making the greatest contribu-
tion to thils cause.

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSFPITALS ABROAD

In my opinion, the funds authorlzed for
this actlvity rank high rmong the moet
worthwhile expenditures made in the name of
forelgn eid. Indeed, I have made a matter
of record my willingness to support a larger
sum for these purposes than the adminis-
tration requested.

A number of my committee colleagues and
I expressed great interest during the hear-
ings in providing assistance to Mexico City
College, now renamed the Unlversity of the
Americas. This eminent Instifution cer-
tainly seems to qualify for help under the atd
category of American-gponsored schools.
Unfortunately, the university had not sub-
mitted its detailed application by the time
of committee action on the bill. I belleve
it 1ikely that the majority of members would
have voted to increase the authorlzation for
this section had they been in recelpt of data
from the university which seemed to require
such action. :

However, the committee was assured by the
Adminlstrator and other AID officials that
the universliy's application, when forthcom-
ing, would be reviewed most sympathetically.
We were also assured that the funds re-
guested for this general purpose would be
suficient to permit asslstance to be granted
to the Unilversity of the Americas In fiscal
19685. I take this occasion to express my
intentlon of seeing to it that thls project
is not lost in the bureaucratic shuffie.

THE ALLIANCE FOR FPROGRESS

As chalrman of the Subcommitiec on
American Republics Affairs, I yleld to no one
in my deep interest In the countries of Latin
America and theilr progress with economic
and social reforms in the context of demao-
cratic political institutions and practices. 1
would certainly subscribe to the words of the
committee report that * * * dramatic
preakthroughs and economl!c ‘takeofle’ are
unlikely in the absence of a basic social and
political reorlentation in most of Latin
America.” But sadly inadequate emphasis
has been given to the fact that U.B. polley.
rather than American public money, is the
instrument through which we can best help
our Latin American friends to help them-
Belves.

It is 8 trulsm that a change in the price of
a basic Latin American export commodity
by a few pennies, or a reversal of capltal
flight from that area, would have many times
the effect of all the financial ald which the

For Release 20
B (ol

_modities.

United States could possibly male available.
What is irreplaceable, on the otler hand, I8
a UB., pollicy which actively encourages
democratic constitutional means of govern-
ing and of tackling the fearsome social and
economic problems of the Latin American
countries. Regretfully, one caanot avold
the conclusion that such a policy still is not
sufiiciently in evidence.

Time and again we have reacted to the
military overthrow of a constitutional re-
gime by temporarily withholdiig recogni-
von and foreign ald funds, and then by
granting them without any rel able assur-
ances that the new rulers are m ving to re-
establish onnstitutional and popular gov-
ernment. It is not merely that such prac-
tices evoke justified criticism from all par-
ties involved: they serve to un¢iermine our
entire overall policy toward Latin America.
Untll the United Stales unequlvically alines
itself with those democratic elerzents which
are trying to bring about peac:ul revolu-
tion in the soclal and economic sphercs, the
Alllance for Progress will be a )ious exhor-
tatton rather than an fnst-ument for
dramatic change.

Our “ald aa usual™ policy towa:-d the Dom-
inican Republic, Guatemala, Hcnduras, and
Ecuador 18 the greatest single ~hreat today
to the success of the Alliance

Because it 18 clear that money alone ls
not the key to the Alllance tor Progress.
there {8 no reason why foreign ald requests
for Latin America should no' be scrutl-
nized—nand reduced when necesiary—on the
same basis as AID programs In other world
areas. Last year's appropriatior. for the Al-
Hance totaled 8455 million, but the admin-
istration has requested 8550 millton under
that heading for fiscal year 1863 Although
the overall foreign ald appropriation should
be gradually reduced each year this should
not involve a rigid approach which would in-
evitably cut each and every comjonent of the
act. Therefore, I am recomir ending 8485
million for the Alllance in the 865 euthorl-
zation, or an increase of 810 miliion over last
year. Of this total, $80 million would be for
grants (the same figure as in 1664) and 3385
million would be devoted to development
lending.

My reasons for cutting #5 mil lon from the
sdministration request for Al lance grants
stem from & painstaking examijlation of the
presentation material. On the same hasls
of Usting projects which seemex. inadeguate-
ly justified, unduly extended (often for 15
or 20 years), or otherwise of dubious value,
I might have sought & precise cut of 88.,243,-
000 had I not again preferred lo err on the
side of caution. In two major countries we
make technical assistance grarts to encour-
age the production of export ltns which are
surplus in the United States. In a nwnber
of cases there are projects which involve the
United States in paying local e::penses which
could be met by the Latin Amezican country
concerned. In other cases the United States
{s making grants of both hewy and light
equipment which properly should be pur-
chesed by the local government with the
proceeds of & development loar. The ill-ad-
visablllty of training and equijping of police
forces ln totalitarian states it discussed in
the sectlon on technical coopiration. It is
for these reasons that it seems correct W0
hold grants at last year's level while provid-
ing $10 million more for lendiny.

There should be no confuston adbout my
position regarding technical assistance for
Latin America and other rcglor 5 of the world.
Bo long as this cooperation & extended in
terms of working with fellow human beings
through education and tralning in produc-
tive activities, it is of supremre value rnd it
is seif-justifylng. But this fine program
must be kept separate from tae provision of
capital equipment, other mal rial, and com-
Development loans obviously are
required in order to make suct provision, but
we must also make it as certain as possible
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that loans are confined to those purposes,
and not devoted to budgetary and balance-
of-payments support. The comments meade
clzsewhere in these individual views concern-
ing the Development Loan Fund are equally
valid in the Latin American context.

One further point about the Alliance for
Progress. 'There 1s no activity in Latin Amer-
ica which !s more important in terms of
reaching the people than the construction of
decent, low-cost housing. Yet all indications
are that there has been too little movement
in this sphere, despite the special authority
in the Forelgn Assistance Act. I strongly
urge far greater attention to this subject by
AID officials on an immediate basis.

SUPPORTING ASSISTANCE ~

It is inexcusable that the administration
request for supporting assistance funds
should be ralsed over the amount available
1ast year, even before the special request for
additional money for Vietnam was sent to
Congress. The Mansfield amendment of
1858 called for an eventual phasing out of
these financlal grants. Yet $335 million was
inttially requested, compared to $330 million
appropriated last year. On top of thls. $70
milllon more was later requested for Viet-
nam, bringing the total to $405 million.

Congress has suffered in the past from the
shifting by AID of supporting ald funds
away Irom the purposes presented in the
hearings into other uses. If past experience
is any guide, it 18 more than likely that much
of the supporting assistance requested for
Vietnam wlil be used elsewhere.

The $30.3 million reductton in this cate-
gory by the full committee Is not enough.
Three countries tn Latin America, for exam-
ple, are scheduled to receive supporting as-
sistance. One of them Is Haiti. Although
the program being supported Is malaria
eradication, our program s in addition to
UNICEF and Pan American Health Organi-
zation programs in Haiti for the same pur-
pose, to which we also contribute. The
brutality of the Duvalier dictatorship in
Halti is not exceeded even In Castro’s
Cuba. There s no more reason for the
United States to maintain a unilateral
health program in Haltt than in Cuba, or for
that matter, in Communist China.

Supporting assistance ald to Bolivia simply
undercuts the requirements of the Alllance
for Progress and underwrltes the incredible
mismanagement of the Government-owned
tin mines. As with Turkey, the excuse for
this aid is the old reliable Commun!ist bogey-
man. and the result is the subsidizing by
Amerlcan taxpayers not only of Soclalist en-
terprises but of outrageously Inefficient So-
ctalist enterprises. In the case of Bollvia,
we have been supporting these tin mines
with their grossly padded payrolls since 1954
and there 18 no end In sight so long as the
word is out that there is more supporting as-
sistance coming from the United States.
Why should Bolivia change so long as she
car scare money out of us?

Jordan and Yemen will account for anoth-
er large chunk of supporting assistance.
Despite the pretentlous and glowing refer-
ences to Jordan's “progressive” government
in the presentation, there are no plans for
loan ald to Jordan in this year's budget, and
one of the three remaining capital projects
under technical cooperation is also In Jor-
dan. Nothing but grant money is planned
for Jordan this year because with her present
polictes she s an economic impossibility.
The presentation uses the phrase: “Even-
tual viabllity may be more securely rooted”’
in Jordan. That 18 the best outlook.

Much of Jordan's poor outlook is directly
due to her expenditure of 60 milllon for
defense. Offense Is probably the better
word, Jordan's army is concerned with
nothing in the world but Israel and King
Husseln has made it quite clear that he Is
ready to move agalnst Israel If the Jordan
River project goes through. If he does, it
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will be only because the United States has
subsidized his military establishment since
1947 through supporting assistance grants.
Jordah 1s not of interest exclusively to the
United States. If she needs subsidization to
exist, in the same way the Congo does, she
should become an international ward, sup-
ported by some kind of consortium. That
might also reduce the military threat she
poses to Israel. But so long as the United

States furnishes her this wad of money as a

military subsidy, this will never happen. The

contributions to her budget from Britain are
very small, compared to ours, and Jordan's
other sources of aid are loans, not grants.

At the rate we are golng in Jordan, it will

be the American taxpayers who will repay

these loans. The budget support to Jordan
should be cut by several million this year, so

a start can be made toward a longrun solu-
. tlon to Jordan’s problems.

In Yemen, we are giving supporting as-
sistance to a government that is little more
than a creature of Nasser’s and that is still
fighting against a royal government that is in
turn backed by Britain.

Unilateral American ald to Yemen is in the
same class with aid to Sukarno. Worse yet,
a good half of 1% is for highway construction
that is of far more military significance to
Yemen now than commerclal significance.
This aid is nothing but an attempt at poli-
tical intirgue. It should be stopped until the
civil war there is over. N

In the Far East, South Korea, Laos, Thai-
land, and South Vietnam are scheduled to
recelve large amounts of supporting assist-
ance. Although much is claimed in the
presentation for South Korea's economic
prospects, no reason is given why supporting
assistance to her is being increased over
least year. It is all nonproject aid, and al-
though the presentation indicates that it
will be released only in increments as the
South Korean Government makes good on
its promises of economie reform, I see no
reason why more should be provided than
was provided last year.

Moreover, the only other non-American
ald to Korea is taking the form of loans.
As with Jordam, the United States will end
up repaying these loans unless we develop a
more effective program in Korea.

The optimistic note in the presentation
book about Korea’s future depends heavily
upon its renewing ald and trade tles with
Japan. The people of Korea, including the
young people who rioted recently against
this policy, should understand that the
United States is not going to underwrite
indefinitely thelr emotionsl averston to
Japan, however real it may be. We do un-
derwrite it when we raise their budget sup-
port considerably over last year.

This large sum for Korea 1s also a result of
the 600,000-man Korean Army we are sup-
porting, in addition to the 50,000 American
troops 1n Korea. This compares with figures
I have seen that the North Korean Army is
about 400,000. No good reason has ever been
offered for maintaining this vast preponder-
ance of milltary force in South Korea. The
latter’s army should be-brought down at least
to 500,000 and preferably to 400,000,

The levels of supporting assistance to Laos
and South Vietnam are indicative of what we
face in every other underdeveloped country
where we are maintalning large military
ald programs. The presentation books gtress
over and over again the meager economic
resources of these countries and the high
concentration of military activity. The re-
sult is that the United States flnances a
Western-style war effort in feudal countries.
It costs us a yearly average of about $40 mil-
Hon in Laos, a country of 2.5 million people,
exclusive of military aild. In South Vietnam,
it bas run about $130 million for economic
aid, with this year’s level much higher, in a
country of 16 million. In both countries,
‘much of this money goes for the enrichment

of ruling classes and factions that we “hire”

to fight communism. .

Anyone who thinks the United States
gains something by maintaining these indig-
enous armies in undeveloped countries
around the world should figure out first how
much we would have to subsidize any one
of them If it became involved in any kind of
a war.

The figures for Korea, Laos, and Vietnam
should be a lesson to us, because in addition
to direct action by the U.S. Armed Forces, it
would cost us billions of dollars to subsidize
a war effort in such countries as Turkey,
Greece, Iran, Talwan, or any of the others
whose military establishments are creatures
of the United States. ’

CONTINGENCY FUND

Once again, the uses of the contingency
fund were advertised as being for unforeseen
emergencles. But one of the largest trans-
Ters out of contingency funds was $50 million
into development loans to meke a program
loan to Brazil. Other uses of the contingency
fund have been $38 million for Vietnam (in
addition to its programed funds and the spe-
clal request of 3125 million) and a transfer
of §76 million into military assistance. All
these obligations were entered into only in
the 2 months before Congress acted on the
foreign-aid bill,

Use of the contingency fund for Brazil's
balance-of-payments problem continues to
typlfy the abuses of this fund. This is nei-
ther an unforeseen nor an emergency situa-
tlon. The contingency fund only provides
the loophole whereby Brazil evades the stipu-
lations of the Alllance for Progress.

This use of the fund alone justifies a $50
million cut.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE

There is no part of forelgn ald on which
the Congress has received a worse flimflam
from the executive branch than on military
assistance.

One of the major criticisms leveled by both
the Clay Committee and the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee last year was that we
had too many token military aid programs
that seemed to be desighed merely to give
the American military a “presence” in most
countries outside the Communist bloc.

Figures prepared for the hearings at my
request indicate that the total number of
countries recelving military grant aid in fis-
cal 1965 will be 55, compared to 63 in fiscal
1964. However, the March 1964 publication
from the Defense Department called ‘“Mili-
tary Assistance Facts” includes an estimate
that 62 countrles will receive grant military
aid In fiscal 1965, and that 10 more countries
will acquire American arms through direct
or credit purchases.

If there is, In fact, any reduction planned
in the total number of countries recelving
grant military ald next year, it does not show
up in the request for $1,0556 million. There
is no explanation of why we are-sending
the same total ald to fewer countries, if that
1s in fact what we are doing.

On March 6 of this year, the General Ac-
counting Office issued another of its periodic
reports that have consistently found exten-
slve waste in milttary aid. This one reported
that the Defense Department has continued
to maintain large military aid staffs in the
countries of Western Europe even though
military aid to them is being phased out.

The report also stated that these military
aid missions. continue to prepare military
aid plans even though no more grant alg is
supposed to go to these countries.

To quote from the GAO report:

“We found that in 1962, when the value
of grant aid deliveries to.8 of the countries

‘covered by our review was $190 million, the

Military Assistance Advisory Groups In these
countries were staffed in total with.approxi-
mately 345 U.S. personnel or 58 percent of
the level maintained to administer programs
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during the peak year of 1953, when the
value of grant aid dellveries was $2.3 billion,

Ld * L3 * L

“The fallure to eliminate or reduce the
Milltary Assistance Advisory Group’s func-
tlons and to make appropriate reduction in
the number of personnel assigned, as the
military assistance programs were accom-
plished or reduced, has resulteq in the un-
necessary expenditure of millions of dollars
overseas; the ineffective utilization of highly
skilled, highly trained personnel; and the
continued but unnecessary support overseas
of the dependents of many Military Assist-
ance Advisory Group personnel. * * * The
Department of Defense furnished us with
comments in response to our findings and
proposals for corrective action by letter dated
July 25, 1968, classified secret. The Depart-
ment of Defense has informed us that a
worldwide review is now being made of the
missions and functions of Military Assistance
Advisory Groups to determine the feasibility
of reducing U.S. representation abroad. We
believe that immediate personnel reductions
can be made by eliminating or reducing func-
tlons now being performed by these groups.
We intend to make a followup review at a
later date, and at that time we will examine
into the adequacy of the Department of De~
fense’s action to reduce or eliminate the staffs
of the Military Assistance Advisory Groups in
the countries involved, .

® * » #* *

“Although virtually no additional grant
aid 1s to be provided to the eight Western
European countries, we were advised by the
MAAG's that they are continuing to prepare
military assistance plans.  In France, the
pPlans were being prepared in the same detail
and on the same basis as though grant aid
were to continue, whereas in other countries
the plans were being updated and revisions
were being made as necessary.”

Secretary McNamara, in his testimony to
the Forelgh Relations Committee, pointed
out that only Denmark and Norway in West- -
ern Europe are receiving grant military aid
in fiscal 1965, and that no new commitments
are being made in Europe. Yet the military
ald budget does not reflect any curtailment
anywhere of small aid programs or of oversea
missions,

A real deception of Congress took place in
connection with Vietnam. The original 1965
budget reduced military aid to South Viet-
nam consgiderably below the level of fiscal
1964, and parceled it out to other countries.
Then the Presldent sent a special message to
Congress claiming that conditions in Viet-
nam were 50 critical that an additional $55
million for milibary ald was needed to meet
that emergency. The addition only brings
South Vietnam’s military aid back to last
year’s level.

Those who have been through 15 years
and more of that kind of shell game from
various administrators can no longer take
at face value anything about aid that is told
us by either military or civilian officials. In
the case of this “bare bones” request, the
funds avallable for military ald this year
include not only the $1,0556 million in new
appropriations, but $25 million which was
unspent last year and for which reappropri-
atlon is requested, $135 million which is ex-
pected to be recouped from cancellations,
price changes, and various slippages, plus a
continuing standby authority to use $300
million in Defense Department stocks when
the President finds it “vital to the security
of the United States.” In recent weeks, $75
million in contingency funds has also been
used for military assistance. .

This means there is really avallable not
$1,056 million but $1,615 million for military
asslstance, plus the contingency funds., It
is. why an eventusl cut of $500 million in
military aid would be one of the soundest
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steps that could be taken toward & sound
and useful long-range foreign ald programi.

It is becoming clear from the testimony
Congress recelves year in and year out, that
the Pentagon has come to consider military
aid a permanent program. Each year. the
requests are justified with accounts of Greece
or Pakistan or some other country using oh-
solete equipment that must be replaced by
the United States to keep 1t current with
Bulgaris, in the case of Greece, and to keep
current with Indla, in the case of Pakistan.

1t is about time that the Fentagon were
required to produce some long-range plans
for what 1t expects of militery ald in the
future. We should find out whether these
countries are going to have their obsolete
equipment replaced by us forever, and by
whoee standards it 18 obsolete. For example,
a perennial favorite is the claim that coun-
tries in the Far East need new jelplancs.
But the only concelvable enemy againsi
which we are arming them is Communist
China, whose jet alrcraft from the Sovlet
Tnion was cut off several years ago and who
does not produce its own Jets. Published
estimates put the Chinese Jets at the period
of about 1966.

There is no reason for upgrading the level
* of any military forces in the Far East above
that of Communist China, whose air, naval,
and mobile capability is very low.

Future Pentagon estimates for military
aid should alsoc tnciude an estimate of how
much it would cost the United States to
finance & war effort in each country receiving
military sssistance. We are told, for exam-
ple, that Taiwan no longer recelves huge
sums of economic &ld, but she continues to
receive large quantities of military atd. All
this means is that Taiwan still cannot sup-
port a large peacetime millitary establish-
ment. How much would 1t cost the Unlted
States to underwrite a war waged by Talwan?

It continues to be any opinion that any
military ald given to a ocountry in peacectime
is only a small fraction of what it would ccst
the United States to support that country
in time of war, if indeed, we decided to sup-
port it at all. Such nations are not aliies
against communism; they are only depend-
encies. It is worst of all to continue glving
1arge-scale, Western-style military ald to na-
tlons that have no propect of being able to
support a modern war out of their own econ-
omies In the foreseeable future.

It 18 not these indigenous forces that deter
China or the Soviet Unlon—it is the Illkeli-
hood of American response to an invasion of
any one of them.

We are having a hard enough time trying
to advise the South Vietnamese how to fight,
after glving them the most modern equip-
ment, without commlitiing oursslves to the
same undertaking with the several militon
foreign soldlers we keep under arms under
the pretext that they are contributing to
free world defenses.

The moet astonishing testimony of ali Las
been that this amount of the request i5
needed to upgrade the armed forces of Greece
and Turkey. Why we should advertise that
we want to do even more than we have ik
the past to prepare them to fight each other,
I cannot imagine.

A 20-percent reductlon in the military atd
for both Greece and Turkey, and for Pakis-
tan and India, would do more to end the
quarrels over Cyprus and Keshmir than all
the high-level conferences held to date. The
spectacle of stoking thelr war machines while
we beg them to be peaceful is 88 much a
reflection upon Congress as upon the execu-
tive branch.

CRITICAL REPORTS FROM GENERAL ACCOUNTLNG
OFFICE CONTINUE

Reports by the U.B. Comptroller Generel
criticizing the ald program in Turkey rnd
the size of military ald missions In Western
Europe have already been cited. But there
are other reports, too. They continus year
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in and year out to cite exampl:s of wasted
money in the foreign ald prog-am. These
reports are {0 no sense a compiehensive re-
view of ald; they are only rep«its of prac-
tices uncovered In spot checks.

On March 5. 1984, the Comgtroller Gen-
eral summarized as follows a rej ort on “Cer-
tain Economic Development Prc Jects for As-
sistance to Central Trealy Organlzation™:

“Because the avallabllity of Iccal resources
was not adequately explored, grint and loan
funds aggregating more than 88 million were
used for purpoees cther than thoee for which
they were Initially obligated ani for finenc-
Ing imports which were not necded or could
be produced in-the reciptent ccuntry. Iur-
thermore, the economic feasilility of the
three projects for which the fur ds werc cbli-
gated was dubtous and, as cond tions existed
at the time of cur review, ther® was no as-
surance that two of the three projects {n-
volved would ever be completed.

“In light of the foregoing fincings. we HUg-
gested certaln basic policy guld s for corsid-
eration by the Agency. The Ageacy expressed
agreement with the principies c! our propos-
als but claimed that the origin and objectives
of the projects were primarily political and
that Its decisions and actions 'n the imple-
mentation of the projects were concerned
principally with the achievement of potitical
BUCCEsS.

‘Phe annual program presen ations of the
Congress on three of the pro ecls did not
fully disclose the unusual circumnstances and
the problems which have attended the proj-
ects. Moreover the presentations were in-
complete and inaccurate and { adicated that
the ald provided to these projects was more
effective than was actually the case. Wo are
repcating our recommendation made In pre-
vious similar instances, that the Agency
make more Informative, clear, and accurate
disclosure of signitficant data 1'1 annual pro-
gram presentations.”

On March 12, 1964, a repor, was sent to
Congress on “Unnecessary of P -emature Pro-
curement of Sldewinder Missile Training
Systems and Thetr Dellvery to 1'oreign Coun-
tries Under the Military Assistance Program.”
It sald in part:

“Tow target systems costini in excess of
¢1 million, designed far trainir g pllots in the
use of Sidewinder misslles, ‘vere UNNBCEs-
sarily or prematurely dellverec. to 11 foreign
countries because responsible Jepartment of
Defense agencies had not giver conalderation
to the countries’ inability or unwillingness to
use the systems. Six countries were unwill-
ing to use the tow target systems for reasons
of safety and cost, and five cotintries did not
have the equipment, missiles, or lest pro-
grams to enable them to use the tow turgets
&t Lhe time of delivery. An acditional $240,-
000 had been expended by th Air Force for
tow targets for which no fina requircment
existed and which were never ¢ elivered under
the military assistance Drogra. These tar-
gets were still in storage at tae time of our
review.

“in commenting on our finlings and pro-
posals. the Deparument of thi Afr Force ad-
vised us that action had alrei.dy been taken
or was underway to recover the excess equip-
ment in six countries and tha; no immediate
action was proposed in five co Inwies bacause
utilization had been planned.

“With regard to the procuremert of un-
nceded tow targets that were never delivered
to reciplent countries and are now in storage.
inasmuch as the Departmeit of the Alr
Force failed to comment on (ur finding, we
are recommending that the Secretary of De-
fense reguire that an approp: iate inquiry be
made to determine the reasons for the over-
procurement and which persoos were TRSpOn-
sible so that appropriate cor éctive and dls-
ciplinary mensures may be taken.

“QOur reports on the military assistance pro-
gram over the past 7 years have shown that
a basic defictency in the ad ninistration of
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the program has been the failure of the De-
partment of Defense to 1imit materiel detiv-
erfes In accordance with the capability of
the reciplent countries to maintain and
utilize equipment even though this is re-
quired by the Department's own regulations.
Accordingly, we have recommended to the
Secretary of Defense that these regulations
be strengthened by requiring that future
deliveries of major end items included In
approved milltary asslstance programs be
made only upon a written certification by the
chief of the Military Assistance Advisory,
Group based on a specific determination that
the recipient country has the necessary .
capabllity to effectively absorb, maintaln,
and utilize the item to be delivered.

*The Department of Defense has disagreed
with our recommendations and has main-
talned that. under current directives, the
Mtlitary Assistance Advisory Group chiefs
have the continuing responsibility for screen-
ing undelivered military assistance program
materiel and for taking timely cancellation
or deferral actlon where delivery of materiel
1s not consistent with host country capabllity
to abeorb, maintain, and utilize the equip-
ment. The Department of Defense maln-
tained also that certification by the Military
Asststance Group chief would serve no signif-
feant useful purpose.

“We believe that such a certification re-
quirement would encourage & current reap-
praisal of the need for the equipment and
the country’s capablility to maintain and uti-
lize it before it 1s delivered and would help
to prevent future deliveries of military as-
sistance program materiel in excess of the
country’s capability to effectively absorb,
maintain, and utilize the items delivered.
Military assistance program materiel has con-
tinued to be dellvered for a number of years
to countries which cannot effectively absorb,
matntain, or utilize the equipment and has
been the subject of numerous reports to the
Congress and the Secretary of Defense, even
though during that time the Military Assist-
ance Advisory Groups have been charged with
the responsibllity of preventing this from oc-
curring. We therefore believe that affirma-
#ive action by the Military Assistance Ad-
vigory Group chief before delivery should be
required.

“In view of the position of the Department
of Defenses with respect to this matter, the
Congress may wish to conslder the enactment )
of legislation requiring additional safeguards
before delivery of military assistance program
materiel. We shall be pleased to assist In
drafting such legisiation if desired.”

Certainly the inclusion of legisiation along
this line must be considered at the next
drafting of foreign ald legislation.

On June 17, 1964, a report was received on
“Ineffective Administration of U.8, Assistance
to Children’s Hospital in Poland.” It sald in
summary:

“Our examination into U.S. assistance to &
children's hospital in Poland, for which
about $2.2 million in dollars and the equiva-
lent of 5.3 million in United States-owned
Polish currency has been appropriated, dis-
closed an almost complete lack of U.S. Gov-
ernment survelllance of project activities.
Consequently., U.S. officlals were not aware
of certailn unfavorable financial and opera-
tional factors attending this project.

“We found that cost estimates submitted
to the Agency for International Dcvelopment
did not inciude supporting details and that
the Agency had not made a proper review
and evaluation of the estimates. We found
also that (1) the Agency disburged more
funds to the private sponsor of the hospital
than were provided for in the original grant
agreement; (2) the sponsor had incurred
costs In excess of the maximum amount pro-
vided for in the original grant agreement and
in excess of the erroneous amount disbursed
by the Agency; and (3) the sponsor con-
tinued to incur costs even though all avall-
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able funds were exhausted. We found fur-
ther that the hospital may not be adequately
staffed for effective operation at the time of
its completion. We believe that this loose

administration was caused in good part by a .

fallure to define Agency responsibility.

“The Agency made a commitment in Au-
gust 1961 to finance the local currency costs
of constructing the hospital on the condition
that the sponsor would attempt to raise from
private contributions in the United States
the dollar funds required for certain mate-
rial and equipment not avallable in Poland.
The Agency made this commitment in the
face of overwhelming evidence at the time
that the sponsor would not be able to raise
the dollar funds and that U.S. Government
dollar financing would ultimately be neces-
sary to complete the hospital. As fur as we
could determine, the Agency did not pre-
sent this matter for the consideration of the
Congress prior to making the ~ommitment.

“At the time of our review, construction
was- well underway with Polish cuirency
made available by the Agency but the spon-
sor had ralsed only a fraction of the dollar
requirement and reported that no prospect
existed for raising the dollars. Conse-
quently, in order to complete the hospital,
the Agency requested $2.2 million in dollars
for the hospital in its fiscal year 1964 budget
bresentation to the Congress. The request
was made, notwithstanding the then exist-
ing prohibition against giving dollar ald to
Communist countries. The funds were ap-
propriated in the Foreign Aid and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1964, approved
January 6, 1964, '

“In requesting funds for the hospital in its
budget presentations to the Congress for fis-
cal years 1968 and 1964, the Agency did not
disclose the unusual circumstances and prob-
lems which have attended thig project, as
described in our report, and furnished in-
complete ahd inaccurate information regard-
ing some of the financial and operational as-
pects of the project. Also, because the dol-
lars were not avallable when needed, com-
pletion of the hospital will undoubtedly be
delayed considerably beyond its scheduled
date.

“The comments of the Agency for Interna-
tional Development, concurred in by the
Department of State, reflected general dis-
agreement with our findings and conclu-
sions. After an analysis of these comments
and further review of flles and records, how-
ever, we concluded that the Agency had
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presented no information which would cause
& significant change in our basic report with
respect to our presentation of the facts or
the conclusions drawn.

“We believe that, in addition to the cor-
rective actions cited in the report, it is in-
cumbent on the Agency for International De-
velopment to take steps to assure that ar-
rangements have been worked out for ade-
quate staffing of the hospital. Also, we are
again recommending that future annual
foreign ald budget presentations to the Con-
gress describe projects and other significant
activities in such clarity and specifics as will
facilitate a full and correct understanding by
the Congress of their scope, status, and ad-
ministration.”

On June 29, Congress recelved & report on
“Deficiencies in Administration of the Earth-
quake Reconstruction and Rehabilitation
Program for Chile.” It sald in summary:

“On the basls of our review of projects fin-
anced under the reconstruction and reha-
bilitation program in Chile following the
earthquakes In May 1960, we believe that
serlous problems were encountered because
the Agency for International Development
did not adhere to accepted standards of pro-
graming and project planning for the large
number of projects included in such a vast
program.

“For the most part, no meaningful review
was made of the Government of Chile’s plans,
specifications, and cost estimates for the
projects undertaken. The Agency did not
adjust the size and makeup of its mission
staff to meet the tremendous expansion of
assistance to Chile under the earthquake
program., Also, appropriate consideration
was not given to the abllities of the various
agencles of the Government of Chile to carry
out their part of the program. As a result,
serious cost overruns and delays occurred
in many projects and a number of projects
had not been completed, or in some cases
had not been started, some 3 years after the
earthquakes and substantlally after their

‘estimated completdon dates.

“For a substantial part of calendar year
1962, the maximum rate of exchange was not
obtalned for dollars disbursed under the
earthquake reconstruction program. The
resulting loss to the earthquake program was
estimated to be in excess of 26 million
Chilean escudos, the equivalent of 813.8 mil~
lion on a most conservative basls. Asa prac-
tical matter, it can be sald that earthquake
reconstruction funds were used for a period
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of time to subsidize and help maintain the
Chilean escudo at a rate that was known to
be gvervalued in relation to the dollar.

“Despite the disbursement of large sums
in calendar years 1961 and 1962 under this
program, Chile imports from the United
States declined in those years, both in dollar
value and in relation to total imports. Also,
we noted that several earthquake reconstruc-
tion projects were adversely affected because
of Chile’s shortage of foreign exchange,
despite the fact that $120 million was being
supplied under the earthquake program, and
the amount of foreign exchange required for
earthquake projects was relatively minor.
We are recommending that, in future agree-
ments providing dollar financing for projects
or programs consisting principally of local
currency costs, adequate provision be made
requiring the wutilization of the dollars so
provided for any direct foreign exchange
costs . of the specific projects or programs
being financed.

“To the extent deemed appropriate, the
comments of the Agency on our findings have
been ihcluded in this report. The Agency’s
comments on the exchange rate matter, to-
gether with our evaluation of such com-
ments, are contained in a supplementary
report which has been classified as ‘confiden-
tial’.”

In May, two more reports were received.
They concerned waste in the military atd
programs to Indonesia and Ethiopla, and
both were marked “classified.”

This year's reports on foreign ald are only
typical of those Congress receives every year.
The answer always comes back: “Some waste
must be expected in a program of this size.’’
But I do not know of any Federal program
of any size where so much known waste of
money continues with so little action being
taken to stop 1t. So long as these critical
reports on foreign aid come in from the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, I shall continue seek-
ing to reduce and tighten the program.

CONCLUSION

On the basis of the foregoing discussion
and other information which cannot be made
public, I am recommending cuts totaling
$466,700,000 less than the figures approved
by the Committee on Forelgn Relations.
This would bring the overall foreign aid
authorization to the $3 billlon level of new
money which was appropriated last year.
The following table gives the statistical de-
talls of my proposal:

Reduction by
Appropriation, | Administration ITouse Senate Forelgn | Senate com- | Recommended Recommended
fiseal year 1964./ appropriation appropriation Relations v mittee from further cuts Senate
request, 1966 bill Committee | administration authorization
request
I't. I. Kconomie:
Ch. 2. Development, assistance:
'JF[HO %I Development loans...____._______________ $687, 300, 000 $922, 200, 000 $782, 200,000 4 (v L ___ $140, 000, 000 $782, 200, 000
Title IL:
Teoehnical cooperation, devolof)ment grants.__ 166, 000, 000 224, 600, 000 204, 600, 000 $215, 000, 000 215, 000, 000
.. Amorican sehools.a,nd hospitals._.._._._______ 19, 000, 000 18, 000, 600 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 600 18, 000, 000
'J I‘lge %/‘II Burveys of investment opportunitics [O] 2, 100, 000 2, 100, 000 2, 000, 00 2, 000, 000
"I'itle VI:
Alliance for Progress loans...______ 375, 000, 000 465, 000, 000 425, 000, 000 (6 ] M, 80, 000, 000 385, 000, 000
Allianeo for Progross grants. 80, 000, 000 86, 000, 000 86, 000, 000 85,000,000 (__________._____ , 000, 000 80, 000, 000
Ch. 3. I{nternatlonal organizations 116, 000, 000 134, 400, 000 134, 272, 400 134, 400, 000 - 134, 400, 000
Ch. 4. Suppprting ce._._ 330, 000, 000 405, 000, 000 405, 000, 000 374, 700, 000 30, 300, 000 11, 700, 000 363, 000, 000
Ch. 5. Contingency fund.__. 50, 000, 000 150, 000, 000 150, 000, 000 150,000,000 |~ __"____ 50, 000, 000 100, 000, 000
Pt 1. Military______~_ 277" 1,000, 000, 000 | 1, 065, 000,000 | 1,055,000, 600 | 1, 045, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 180, 000, 000 865, 000, 000
Pt III, Administrative expenses: :
AID - 50, 000, 000 52, 500, 000 82, 500, 000 52,500,000 .. ______. | ..______ [ 52, 500, 000
State Department: . —— 2, 700, 000 2, 900, 000 2, 900, 000 @) - 2, 800, 000
Tt IV. Other laws: Latin American development,.._. ... 185, 000, 000 |- oo | T TR
Total _____. ——— - 3, 000, 000, 000 | 3, 516, 700,000 | 3, 316, 572,400 | 2, 076, GO0, 000 §0, 000, 000 466, 700, 000 3, 000, 000, 000

1 Previously authorizoed.
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It will be noted that in virtually every
category but military assistance my recom-
mended figures exceed the amounts appro-
priated for flscal year 1964. The fact ol this
excess should counier the tortuous argu-
ment for increases based on carryovers, de-
obligations, and so Tforth—an argument
which plagues and distorts our debates on
the subject of forelign ald each and every

earT.

Y Needless to say, I am convinced that any
authorization for a foreign ald program of
more than #3 billion is not in the national
interest. and is actually intmical to the in-
dividual American taxpayer.

Mr. MORSE. I shall not take the time
to discuss the report. It speaks for it-
self. I set out some of my major chjec-
tions to the forelgn aid program in 1864.
The chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, in filing the report for the
majority, admitted my case and pointed
out that the objections should be faced
up to by the administration; that it
something was not done to correct them,
the administration would be in trouble
in connection with future foreign aid
bills. The administration did nothing
about correcting the deficiency which
the chalrman of the Forelgn Relatlons
Commitiee admitted should be correct-
ed, and so we have him back agaln this
vear, speaking for the majority, again
saying to the administration, in effect,
“vou ought to do something about it.
If you do not do something about It, you
will be in trouble In the future.” That
is passing the buck to the administra-
tion.

The Foreign Relations Committee of
the Senate has the responsibility of doing
its own investigating of foreign aid in be-
half of the Senate. Its conference report
should be repudiated. The comunittee
should be told to go back to conference,
try to get an extenslon of foreign aid by
way of & continuing resolution, set up it
own Investigating body, and proceed to
get this job of investigating foreign aid
done before the administration comes in
with another bill.

I close by saying that once agaln I
find myself in the very unhappy position
of standing with a small minority in the
Senate, pleading for the Senate to as-
sume what I think is its clear responsi-
bility of checking the administration in
conection with the wasteful and in-
efficient forelgn ald program with which
it continues to shackle the American tax-
payers. I would much rather find my-
self with the majority. Some day I hope
to be with the majority on this issue.
But I shall never be with the majority
until the majority of the Senate pro-
ceeds to perform the responsibility which
is clearly its job, and that is to stop trans-
ferring to the executive branch of the
Government the responsibility of clean-
ing up foreign aid by conducting our own
Senate investigation if we cannot per-
suade the House to join us in a joint
investigation, and bringing in next yeara
revised snd reformed forelen aid pro-
gram that all of us can support with
enthusiasm. That is my hope, and to
that end I intend, so long as it is neces-
sary. to raise my volce in opposition to
the present format of foreign aid.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. DODD obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will t1¢ Scnator
yield?

Mr. DODD. 1vleld.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Eresident, I
understand the distinguished Benator
has a statement which wiil take approxi-
mately 10 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Fiftcen minues.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that at the concluion of the
statement of the distingulst ed Senator
from Connecticut, the Senate vote on the
conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hear.: none, and
1t is so ordered. The Scaator from
Connecticut Is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. Presiden, I shall re-
fer briefly to the confereng: report. I
have looked it over, and do 1ot find the
languaze which we adopfed iIn this
Chamber by a vote of 73 1o 13. As 1
remember, this language reads some-
thing like this: “That so leg as Egypt
and Indonesia continued their aggression
against other countries, subject to the
discretion of the President noc money
under the program would be made avall-
able to them.”

1 do not find that langlage in the
conference report.

In more than 10 years in Congress, 1
have voted for every forelgr: aid bill. I
shall not vote for this one¢, since this
language has been taken cut. I have
seen what has happened ov.or the years.
I remember when we offered restrictive
amendments about Communist aggres-
slon, and the srgument was made in
reply, “We will leave tha. up to the
President.”

We have now evidently reached the
point where even the Presicdent will not
be able to decide. Unless the language
which was stricken Is put back in the
conference report, I shall net vote for it,
and I do not believe the Amirican pcople
would vote for it.

Mr. President, with unailmous con-
sent, I would like to continue my remarks
on the Dominican Republic.

The PRESIDING OFF.CER. The
Senator from Connecticul s further
recognized.

A REPLY TO SENATOR FULBRIAT ON THE

DOMINICAN RXPUBLIC

Mr. DODD. Mr. Presidet, yesterday
I took the floor of the Senat: to point out
that & reeent publication of the Senate
Forelgn Relations Commiitee enlitled
“Background Information Relating fo
the Dominican Republic,’ had been
heavily slanted against the administra-
tion through a one-sided sclection of
press gquotations and docum mntation.

Among other things, I pointed out that
the chronology had quotel exclusively
from press sources that were critleal of
administration pollcy and had com-
pletely lgnored the hundr:ds of news-
paper articles by veteran ¢crrespondents
and by columnists of natioral reputation
which in genersl vindicatel the admin-
1stration’s decision to Intervene in the
Dominican Republic; that {; had ignored
the statement supporting the adminls-
tration’s action issued by he AFL-CIO
and by Conatrol, the majcr Dominican
Labor Federation, as well as by the inter-
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American Regional Organization of
Workers; and that it had completely
ignored the report of the OAS Special
Committee on the Dominican Crisis and
the minutes of the OAS meeting at which
the committee had submitted its report.

I think that anyone who takes the
trouble to read my statement will agree
that my remarks were carefully docu-
mented and that they in no sense consti-
tuted an ad hominem attack.

I did not at any point refer to any
Senator directly or indirectly, nor did I
attempt to assign any blame for the un-
fortunate one-sidedness of the presenta-
tion.

I did ask that the staff of the Foreign
Relations Committee be instructed, in
preparing such future studies “to bring
together all pertinent documents and
not merely selected documents, and to
select their press quotations in a manner
that presents both viewpoints, or all
viewpoints, rather than just one view-
point.”

I do not think that anyone can con-
strue this very modest recommendation
as a blanket condemnation or blanket
eriticism of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee staff. I believe that this staff is
competent and dedicated and I have the
highest regard for its members., Buf this
in no way mitigates the fact that a
serious mistake was made.

I avoided all personal references for
the simple reason that I did not in any
way consider this a personal issue.

A document had gone out to Members
of Congress and to newspapermen and
reference libraries across the country
which was bound to become part of the
historical record of our time,

This document was demonstrably and
grievously one-sided.

I considered it my duty as a Senator
to attempt to redress the balance of the
historical record by presenting to Con-
gress a brief review of some of the most
important press items that bad been ig-
nored by the report and of some of the
critical documents that had been
omitted.

1, therefore, regret that my colleague,
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas,
saw ft to respond to my presentation
yesterday afternoon by completely ig-
noring the substance of my speech and by
launching into & personal criticlsm of
me in an effort to undercut my
credibility.

I intend to reply to the charges of the
Senator from Arkansas in the course of
my further remarks. But let me say at
this juncture that, even if every one of
them were true and valid, which they
are not, they would still constitute no
reply to the points I made in my state-
ment of yesterday morning.

The Senator did not challenge my
statement that the report had quoted
exclusively from newspaper sources that
were bitterly eritical of the administra-
tion's actions—the New York Times, and
New York Herald Tribune, and Washing-
ton Post, and several European publica-
tions which I named.

I read this over this morning and, to
be exact, of 102 quotations from the
press covering the perlod from April 24,

August
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1965, until the end of the  chronology,
90 quotations came from the Times,
Tribune, and Post, while 12 others were
culled from papers like the London
Times, and LeMonde of Paxris.

The Senator from Arkansas did no¥
challenge my statement that the study
completely ignored the hundreds of arti-
cles by newspapermen and columnists of
national reputation which in general
substantiated the administration’s ver-
sion of events.

He did not challenge my statement
that the report had completely omitted
mentioning the two single most impor-
tant documents put out by he OAS in
connection with the Dominican upris-
ing——the report of the OAS Special Com-
mittee and the minutes of the meeting
at which this report was presented.

He did not challenge my statement
that the report had ignored the resolu-
tions adopted by the AFL-CIO, Conatrol,
and the Inter-American Regional Or-
ganization of Workers.

To give Senators an idea of just how
badly the entire report was slanted
through the simple mechanism of selec-
tive quotations, I want to take just one
example of thepress quotations in the
report and contrast it with reality.

The report quoted the London Ob-
server for May 2, 1965 as follows:

What 1Is * * * ynprecendented is the
unanimous condemnation of U.S, interven-
tion by the Governments of Latin America,
whatever their political complexion, with
Mexlco and Chile Iin the lead. Notable among
the complainants is Venezuela, whose For-
eign Minister summoned the U.S. Ambassador
to receive an officlal protest. (Observer, Lon-
don, May 2, 1965.)

The charge that the Latin American
Governments were virtually unanimously
opposed to our Intervention in the Do-
minican Republic, is made nonsense of
by the fact that the five-man OAS Com-
mittee, which investigated the situation,
agreed unanimously that law and order
" had broken down completely at the point
where we intervened and that there was
a serious danger of a Castro Communist
takeover. They also reported that this
was the view of the many Latin Ameri-
can diplomats in Santo Domingo with
whom they discussed the situation.

On this point I would again urge Sen-
ators to read the minutes of the OAS
meeting of May 5, which I inserted into
the Recorp and from which I quoted ex~
tensively in my remarks of yesterday.

Incidentally, I think it worthy of note
that thet New York Times and other
newspapers which were so bitterly criti-
cal of our intervention in the Dominican
Republic also saw fit to ignore the report
of the OAS Special Committee.

In replying to my remarks, the chair-
man of the Foreigh Relations Committee
made the point that I had attended only
1 of the 13 meefings of the committee
which took executive testimony on the
situation in the Dominican Republic.

"I consider this reply to be both irrele-
vant and evasive.

Even if I were not a member of the
Foreign Relations Committee, or if, as a
member of the committee I have failed
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to attend a single meeting, it would in no
way affect the validity or invalidity of
my criticism of what the study says.

However, since the Senator raised this
matter, I would like to comment briefly
on it.

I am a member of three major com-
mittees of the Senate—the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and the Space Committee. In
addition, I am the chairman of the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin-
quency, the vice chairman and chair-
man of the Senate Subcommittee on
Internal Security, and a member of the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monop-
oly, the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Amendments, and the Trading with the
Enemy Subcommittee.

I believe that the record will show that
I have presided over as many committee
hearings, or almost as many committee
hearings, as any other Member of the
Senate. I try hard to be diligent about
my committee duties, but there are so
many committee meetings that it is
humanly impossible to attend all of
them.

I am sure that many Senators feel the
same way about it as I do. And I be-
lieve that the Committee on Reorgani-
zation, under the chairmanship of the
distinguished Senhator from Oklahoma
[Mr. MonrONEY], might do well to look
into this situation with a view to seeing
whether some better system cannot be
devised.

As for the charge that I have not
troubled to examine the transcript of the
committee’s hearings on the Dominican
Republic, I believe that this, too, is
irrelevant and evasive.

The charge, however, gives me an
opportunity to discuss an aspect of the
committee’s functions which has trou-
bled me and other members.

Under the committee’s regulations, a
Senator who wishes to read the record
of any executive session at which any top
secret matter has been discussed cannot
have this record sent to his office, but
must instead go to the Foreign Relations
Committee Room during office hours, sit
himself down at a table, cut off from all
contact with his own office, and there go
through a record that may require as
much as several hours reading.

Like most Members of the Senate, I
am obliged to do my serious reading after
the day’s session adjourns. To deny

members of any committee access to doc-

uments is a serious matter. And it is
my contention that the present rules of
the Foreign Relations Committee havg
the effect of denying us access, or
seriously limiting our access to those
documents which the commitiee con-
siders confidential.

Actually, I belive that the business of
classification is greatly overdone. It has
been my experience that 90 to 95 percent
of the information at our executive
sessions has already appeared In the
bress and what has not appeared in the
press at the time of the meeting gen-
erally turns up in print s few days or a
week later.

As my final point, I want to comment
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on the Senator’s statement that the ma-
terial in the study on the Dominican
Republic crisis was collected by the Leg-~
islative Reference Service and by the
State Department as well as by the com~
mittee staff.

I, too, use the Legislative Reference
Service in compiling information that I
may need for statements. But since I
must assume final responsibility for any
statement or document that originates
in my own office, I try to have my own
staff do an independent job of research
so that they can check their findings

“ against those of the Library of Congress.

If the criticisms I have made of the
Dominican study are valid, then it is
completely irrelevant whether the Legis-
lative Reference Service or any other
CGovernment agency was involved in
gathering the material for it.

The only fact that matters is that,
somehow, a report was issued under the
auspices of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee which turned out to be prejudiced
and one sided in content.

For this the committee cannot escape
responsibility. :

All T ask is that the study be read. I
shall leave the decision as to who 1s right
up to any falrminded man who takes
the time to read that study.

I did not charge anything willful or
sinister. I think that a mistake has
been made here, but it is a kind of his-
torical mistake when this study goes out
across the country, into the libraries and
reference files. L

I felt that it was my duty to make a
record on it, and point out that this
study was slanted and one sided, and
that it left out all columnists and jour-
nalists and commentators who wrote in
an entirely different vein.

If a report of this kind is to be given
to the Senate, we ought to get all views
and not merely one side.

Out of 102 press comments, we get 90
from the newspapers that have been
notorlously against the administration
policy. The other 12 are from European
newspapers which were also opposed to
our policy.

We do not get any quotations from
American newspapers which have re-
ported in a manner which supported the
administration.

I ask any Senator how we can consider
that that is a fair study of accurate re-
porting or editorializing on the Domini-
can Republic situation.

That is why I have made this state-
ment today.

I shall not withdraw my statement.

I stand by it.

I am glad that I made it.

I shall make a statement on every
occasion when I believe that the public
interest requires me to do so, and when
my conscience requires me to do so.

All T ask is that I receive fair treat-
ment. .

I do not believe that it is fair to make
a personal attack on me because I dare
to say what I think is right about a com-
mittee study.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

I

/
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. In sac-
cordance with the previous order, the
vote must now be taken on the pending
question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
should like to be gilven an opportunity
to reply.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Cheir has no discretion in the matter.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from
Arkansas may have whatever time he
needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
previous order was to the effect that the
vote would be taken upon the conclusion
of the remarks of the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the previous
order be extended for 5 minutes so that
the Senator from Arkansas may reply,
and that then a vote be taken.

Mr. DODD. If that is aceceptable to
the Senator from Arkansas, it is agree-
able to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
ohjection, it 1s so ordered.

Mr. FOLBRIGHT. Mr. President, we
have been listening for a considerable
time, or at least, some have, to talk about
this report.

I do not wish to argue with the Senator
from Connecticut. My statement was
not a personal attack. It was an obser-
vation on the validity of his charges
against the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

It is most unusual that Senators who
seldom attend the committee meetings
are so free with their criticism of the
committee.

The Senator talks about the report of
the committee. It was not s report.
What he referred to is a committee print
entitled “Background Informatlon Re-
lating to the Dominican Republic.” It
is not a report but is an informational
document. It expresses no opinions and
reaches no conclusions.

Among other statements it contlains
several made by President Johnson.
Such statements are normally taken
from various newspapers.

There was & meeting of the commitiee
which the Senator from Connecticut did
not attend. At this meeting we dis-
cussed whether or not we should cull re-
ports from various newspapers. We also
asked the Ambassador to the Dominiean
Republic whether he thought any of the
reporters were impertial and objective
in their reporting. He said that there
were those which he constdered, at least,
very much inclined to bias toward one
side or the other side.

1 believe that he mentioned two or
three that he would possibly consider as
being impartial.

Later the commitice considered
whether or not we should call these re-
porters as withesses. We concluded that
we should not call any, because if we
started to call any of them, there would
be no end to it. It would have put this
committee in this position of having to
pick and choose which were to testify.
So we did not call any of the reporters.
As I said before, all the witnesses whom
we called with one exception, were ad-

ministration witnesses, Tte exception
was Luis Mufioz Marin, forx er Governor
of Puerto Rico, who is guit:: friendly to
the administration. His tertimony cer-
tainly was not inimical to the position
of the sdministration. There are T80
peges of testimony in all.

There was nothing persoral meant by
my statement. It was only a rejoinder
to the Senator’s statement I did not
initiate the matter. I did not say any-
thing about the Senator fron Connceti-
cut never attending s meeting. I know
that hc has many other nmeetings and
I regret that we do not hav: the benefit
of his attendance at more «f our meet-
ings.

The fact is that he does nc¢4 attend our
meetings often, because he is burdened
with other commitiee meellngs, as are
other Scnators.

My statement does not ertain only
to the Senator from Connecticutl. About
half the Senators are unatle to attend
the meetings as a rule. I coubt if half
of them attend 50 percent of the meet-
ings. They have too many other meet-
ings that they must attend. I have been
unable to understand why {3enators ask
me and the leadership to gt appointed
to the Committee on Forelm Relations
and then they seldom put in an appear-
ance. It is well known that we have
trouble obtalning a physicsl gquorum at
the commitiee meetings.

The committee work does 1ot deal with
the immediate affnirs of constituents. I
support, but for reasons unk nown to me,
some Scnators must view this commitiee
assignment &s carrying a certaln amount
of prestige with it. Otherwise, I do not
know why they would want to be on the
committee. Many do not attend the
meetings regularly. That :5, of course,
no reflectlon on any Senatir. The de-
mands on ) Senator's time today are a
fact of life which we all reognize.

I belleve that If the Senator from Con-
necticut had been present at the commit-
tee mectings he would haie been In a
better position to determine whether the
committee approached this wwhole subject
from & biased or antiacministration
viewpoint.

The document which hiss been dis-
cussed is s compilation of background
information eollected, as has already
been stated, by the Legislative Reference
Service of the Library of ¢longress, the
Department of State, and the commitiee
staff.

The Scnator says that tt e committee
staff is all right on the one hand. thal it
is & good stafl; but, on the other hand,
he says that the staff exerc sed no judg-
ment In the selection of tie materials.

I do not belleve that is Hrue. I doubt
that anyone who rcad the study would
agree with that statement.

The Senator made referer ce to an OAS
report. There have been se¢veral reparts
by OAS groups. I do not know which
or.e the Senator had in mini. Ido know
of the report issued by the :3pecial Com-
mittee of the OAS which wis printed by
the Internal Security 8 ibcomimitiee.
The introduction to the puldication con-
taining this report stated taat the com-
mittee's report supported the conclusion
that the United States had to Inteivene
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to prevent the spread of communism in
Latin America.

I read that OAS report, which was in-
cluded in the Internal Security Subcom-
mittee publication. The report cited
sald no such thing. It made no refer-
ence to communism or subversion. The
OAS Committee did not comment on the
matter at all or say that they agreed or
disagreed with any view as to Commu-
nist domination of the revolution.

The report did state that law and order
had broken down. We all knew that.
There has been no dispute concerning
that. But the OAS Committee did not
comment on the justification for our
intervention as the Introduction states.

In the Forelgn Relations Commitiee,
there have becn some questions as to the
extent which the Communists dominated
the revolution in the early days—April
24, 25, and 26. There was a difference of
opinion among the members, but there
has been no report issued on the gques-
tion. I doubt that there wijll be any re-
port, because of the difference of opinion.

This is a difficult committee to manage.
The legislation it handles is often very
unpopular. For example, there is a con-
vention on the Executive Calendar, which
the leadership feels must be laid aside.
We must handle the foreign aid bill—
usually the most criticized bill of all
measures coming before the Senate each
yesar.

It has held this Congress back from
adjourning year after year. This Is the
first time in many years that it has
reached the point it has today so early
in the session. .

Serving on the committee 1s not the
kind of work one takes great pleasure in,
and I do not like to hear the committee
being judged by crities who do not at-
tend meetings, except on rare occasions.
I have to attend as chalrman. Perhaps
I do not have to; I could resign. I have
thought of resigning. It mey be a good
idea. I shall give further thought to it.
But I do not feel very good about the
criticism of the work of the committee
by Senators who rarely attend meetings.
If the Senator does not llkke my saying
that, that Is his privilege. The fact is
that those who do not attend its meei-
{ngs should not criticize the committee’s
impartiality.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, Iam a
member of the committee——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a
moment. Under the order——

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chalir hears none, and it
is so ordered. The Senator from Ohio is
recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr, President, I am
a member of the Foreign Relatlons Com-
mittee. I attended substantially all the
meetings that were held with regard to
the Dominican Republic. In my judg-
ment, the proof before that committee
was clear that within 3 days after the
violence broke out, groups connected
with Pelping, Moscow, and Castro took
over.

In the Dominican Republic the people
of the United States were definitely
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faced, unless we Intervened, with the
establishment of another Cuba on our
shores.

In the hearings I took violent excep-
tion to efforts to develop a situation to
show that this country was erroneously
and wrongly in the Dominican Republic.

My conclusion, based upon what took
place there, was that a methodical effort
was made to prove that the United States
improperly entered into the Dominican
Republic. ’

A reading of the transcript will show
that I violently opposed those efforts.
Documents were prepared containing in-
formation in favor of those who said the
United States was wrongly within that
Republic. Arguments were made, quot-
ing newspapers especially, to the effect
that the United States was improperly in
that country.

I recall asking if it was not a fact that
one newspaper had labeled Castro as a
‘Robin Hood, as a Lincoln. The same
type of argsument was made in the com-
mittee. o .

Then the question Was raised, “Do you
challenge the truth of the quotations in
the newspapers? Are not the writers
honorable? Are they not honest and of
good reputation?”

My answer was that the man who said
Castro was a Robin Hood and a Lincoln
also had a good reputation and charac-
ter, but the fact that he was a news-
paperman did not make him infallible.
Subsequent events proved that the writer
who said Castro was a Lincoln and a
Robin Hood was grossly in error, in error
to the point that the damage done to the
United States Is beyond repair.

‘Whether or not the Senator from Con-

- necticut was present, he has put his
finger absolutely on the essence of what
occurred.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
modify my previous unhanimous-consent
request, and ask that at the conclusion
of the statements of the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] and the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. KucHEL], the
Senate vote on the conference report.

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I should
like to make, as part of the record of our
consideration of the conference report on
foreign aid, some observations relating to
sections 214(b) and 214(c), which apply
{0 schools and hospitals abroad.

On June 10, the Senate approved my
amendment to the Senate version of the
foreign aid bill, which would have in-
creased the amount of assistance to such
institutions by $2 million, from $7 mil-
lion to $9 million, in each of the next
2 fiseal years. Although I did not pre-
sume to earmark specific beneficiaries
for the increased assistance, I did sug-
gest two candidate applicants which
seemed to me most worthy applicants.
They were the Polish Children’s Hospital
at Krakow, Poland, and the Hadassah
Hebrew University Medical Center in
Jerusalem. i

Regretably, the House conferees did
not accept my amendment and the total
amount of assistance provided under the
act remains at $7 million for the next
2 fiscal years. While there is therefore

no increased authorization that might
allow the AID agency a little more lati-
tude in considering new projects. I do
hope the Agency will give full and fair
consideration to the two worthy prospec-
tive applicants which I have noted.

In particular, I am informed by AID
that they should be able to provide
$175,000 desired for a feasibility study of
an expansion of the Krakow hospital—
cither from the $7 million authorized by
section 214(e) or from some other source.
In view of this assurance, I do hope that
the Agency now will make an adminis-
trative determination to proceed with
this feasibility study.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the
foreign aid program of the United States
continues to be of great concern to many
Americans. As a U.S. Senator I share
their concern. I am convinced that some
kind of foreign aid program is in the
national interest, but I feel  disturbed
with some of the program as conducted
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended. Furthermore, I believe that
Congress has a clear duty to aid in the
development of our Nation’s foreign
policy, including foreign aild. I support
the proposals made by Congress this
yvear because I believed very strongly
that there is reflected in the current leg-
islation a remedy for some of the more
frustrating aspects of previous legisla-
tion.

The administration sought $3,45%,670,-
000 for fiscal year 1965-66. The actual
amount now agreed to by the House-
Senate conferees would authorize $2,-
094,195,000, but a limitation of $3,360
million was placed on the forelgn ald
authorization for fiscal year 1966 which
means the administration has recelved
$97,670,000 less than it requested in
March. Foreign aid still has to survive
the actual appropriations process.

When the authorizing legislation was
before the Senate, I supported the estab-
lishment of the Foreign Air Planning
Committee. This Committee was to have
reported to the President its findings
and recommendations no later than July
1, 1966, for a fresh new and more effec~
tive approach to foreign aid. The make-
up of this Committee was to refiect the
responsibility the Congress feels for in-
volvement in forelgn policy, hence, two-
thirds of the Committee membership
were to be from the Congress. I regret
that the conferees did not see fit to
approve this provision.

Frustration over some well-publicized
failures should not cause us to overlook
the many successes of the program such
as the Marshall plan which kept Western
Europe out of the clutches of the Com-
munists. Our aid to India and Latin
American nations have enabled people
to develop their resources, to progress,
and to withstand communism whether
it be of the Soviet, Chinese, or Castro
type. )

None should forget that approximately
one-third of our foreign aid is of a mili-
tary nature. Gen. Earle G. Wheeler,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
testifying before the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations said:

I consider this program (forelgn ald) an
integral part of our national military
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strategy and feel a personal responsibility to
support this program as an essentlal com-~
plement to our own national military
programnms. '

I associate myself fully with General
Wheeler's view.

This year Congress urged the United
States to encourage other free world na-
tions to increase their assistance pro-
grams, and that the United States con-
tinue its efforts to improve coordination
among programs of assistance carrled out
on a bilateral basis by free world nations.

I am in total agreement with that por-
tion of the foreign aid bill which ex-
presses the sense of Congress that assist-
ance to any country should be ended if
appropriate measures are not taken by
that country fto prevent mob action
against U.S. property in that country
and that aid should not be resumed un-
less the forelgn-government concerned
has taken, in the judgment of the Presi-
dent, appropriate measures to prevent a
recurrence.

As you perhaps know, I have opposed
all administration attempts to amend the
Bafttle Act to permit economic assistance
to Communist satellites. I helped draft
the section imposing economic sanctions
on Cuba and providing American assist-
ance only to “free, friendly nations.” I
have coauthored legislation designed to
withhold aid from any aggressor nation.
An amendment I successfully offered to a
previous year’s foreign aid bill provides
that American nationals will be given
preference to those from a third country
in securing jobs on AID projects over-
seas. In addition, I have worked in the
Senate to prevent various nations from
harassing American fishing vessels who
ply their trade on the high seas.

Thus, it was that I studied most care-
fully and cast my vote on the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1965 which passed the
Senate on June 14. I respect very much
the nonpartisan tradition of foreign aid
discussion. The spirit which character-
izes such discussion imparts added
strength to this vital program. Largely
because of it, the world has made great
strides against the forces of political and
economic tyranny. This spirit prevails
as Congress endeavors to root out the in-
efficiencies and failures which have oc-
curred in our AID program in the past.
This year, consclous of the acute crisis
over the U.S. gold reserves, the tax bur-
den upon citizens caused in great part by
the darkening clouds which hang over
the world, the Senate took, I feel, signifi-
cant steps to improve our foreign aid
program. I supported these measures,
as did most of my fellow Republicans.

Thanks to the established success of
the Marshall plan in western Europe,
these nations can—and should—gradu-

~ally move toward assuming more of the

ald burden from the United States. This
must occur. We can move forward in
this direction within the realm of eco-
nomic development aid. Organizations
such as the International Development
Association, the International Finance
Corporation and the International Bank
for -Reconstruction and Development
provide the structure through which a
sharing of the aid burden may come
about.
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This year of the total ald recommended
by the Senate Committee on Forelgn Re-
lations, almost one-third will go towsrd
economic developmeni assistance. Of
this one-third, I have supported an in-
crease in the limitation from 10 to 15 per-
cent of the development loan funds which
might be made avallable to these interna-
tional development organizations. 1
voted against amendments offered by
Senator GrRUueNmNG and Senator LAUSCHE
which would have cuf the proposed allo-
cation by 10 percent and by 5 percent re-
spectively. Both amendments were de-
feated. I am delighted the conferees
agreed with the position which T and a
majority of the Senate took on this issue.

I voted to increase the allocatlon to
these organizations from the develop~
ment assistance sectlon of the bill for a
number of reasons. In the long run, by
sharing the foreign aid burden which can
effectively be done through these agen-
cies, American cltizens will bear less of
the tax burden for foreign ald in the
world. The allocations would go to orga-
nizations where our country retalns au-
thority and influence, and is in & position
to influence the expenditures of these
funds. Glven the degree of patriotic na-
tionallsm of the peoples of underdevel-
oped nations, muiltilateral aid projects
can perhaps go further toward softening
the suspicions of imperialism among
these people thus making foreign aid dol-
lars more effective and successful, In the
past, loans advanced by the agencies have
been repayable and have in fact been re-
paid. Formosa is an example. The
standards of financial integrity of these
organizations are even higher than Con-
gress has stipulated.

In particular, these funds would be di-
rected for African and Aslan economic
development and for creating political
stability and freedom in thesc troubled
areas. The agencies’ goals are virtually
our own. The United States should make
this move toward sharing the burden of
economic development with other major
world powers. The results, as this multi-
lateralization grows, would be a dimin-
ishing of the American taxpayer’'s heavy
burden.

I wholeheartedly supported an amend-
ment sponsored by Senator FULBRIGHT
which would allocate of the $55 milllon
available, $25 milllon to the assistance
of an inter-American military force, &
force to be maintained on a cost-sharing
hasis. The amendment encourages jolnt
military planning within the Organiza-
tion of American States—OAS—on all se-
curity problems. The effect would be,
ultimately, to reduce the burden carvied
by the United States in malntaining the
unstable peace in Latin America while at
the same time substitute an effective de-
terrent to those who challenge the demo-
cratic freedoms of this area. I am glad
the conferees have agrecd to this pro-
vision,

We cannot underestimate nor under-
mine the precarious balance of freedoms
which struggle to survive in Latin
America. I voted egeinst two amend-
ments authored by Senator MORSE, a8
did the majority of my colleagues. T
think their adoption would have damaged
the cause of freedom in our own

hemisphere. One amendnent would
have reduced military &d to Latin
Amecerlca from $55 millon to $40. Such
& reduction would have sericusly crippled
our defense efforts in this hmisphere. It
would have meant less fund:i for 20 Latin
American countries, whe'e Internaly
security is an acute anc continuing
problem. The other Morse amendment
would have reduced the Alllance for
Progress authorization fropr $600 to $500
millilon. That was defeatel 78 to 8. I
think there 1s reason to b encouraged
with the response to our foreign aid
projects in the Southern Hemisphere, a
response which justifies its continuance.
But, I would be the first to s1y that much
more must be done. Brazil, for example,
is struggling, almaost at the ¢ st of poltical
collapse, to achieve econcmic reforms
through Alliance for Progress funds. In
addition, of the $600 milllcn authorized
in this bill, only $75 mlilion, as a result
of the conference Is in the fcrm of grants.
The rest would be issued in repayable
loans.

When the Foreign Assis:ance Act of
18965 was before the Senite, Senators
Morst and CHURCH propased amend-
ments to reduce military assistance
spending. The Chweh amendment
wowld have reduced spending to last
year's level which was the 1>west level of
military assistance spending in the his-
tory of our aid projects. I think it
significant to note that on«-half of U.S.
military assistance goes to key coun-
tries such as South Vietnam, Korea,
Turkey, Free China on Formoss, and
Greece. To cut ald to thase countrles
now would, in reality, only mean the
necessity for B much greaer American
effort later. Witness, for e::ample South
Vietnam. The threat to th:se key coun-
tries is greater now than ever before.
Amendments were proposec which would
have imited assistance to 30 percent of
the sura submitted in the Hriefing pres-
entation for Pakistan, India, Jordan,
Iran, and Ethiopia, Greece and Turkey.
The Senate overwhelmirgly rejected
these amendments. It wus argued by
some that in lght of the war-like situa-
tion which existed between Indla and
Pakistan and between Greece and
Trukey, since our ald is usec to abet these
disputes, it should be rediced. T feel
however, that to reduce alc to these na-
tions which border Commnist countries
is not in any way a method of solving dis-
putes which might have a:iisen beiween
allles. Such resolution and peaceful set-
tlement must be sought tlwough diplo-
matlc channels. India end Pakistan
represent the forefront of cur defense in
Asia. Greece and Turkey ozcupy equally
key positions In the NAT(O Alliance in
the Mediterranean are:. Turkey's
leadership will be decided in elections
this fall, and troubled rolations have
made thelr outcome tenuocus. It would
be, in my judgment, very roor timing to
announce a reductlon in A erlcan assist-
ance for these countries. In addition, in-
ternal Instability plagues (ireece. I be-
Heve that it is wrong, I raight add, to
establish the precedent of s ngling out by
name countries who recelie aid In this
manner.
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I am, however, anxious to assure that
the ald i1s glven where the rights and
dignity of Americans and American
property are respected. To further this
end, I introduced an amendment to the
effect that no asslstance would be fur-
nished to any country which extended
its jurisdietion for fishing purposes be-
yond that recognized by the United
States, and which imposed any penalty,
or sanction against any U.S. fishing
vessel on account of its fishing activities
in such an area. I feel that such a
stipulation is long overdue. Over 87 un-
provoked incidents involving U.S. vessels
off the coasts of South America had come
to my attention. Unless these Incidents
of piracy and harassment are ended.
foreign aid should not be extended to
these unfriendly nations. The Senate,
I am happy to say, approved my amend-
ment by a roll call vote of 59 to 24. The
Senate-House conferees agreed, I regret
to say, to eliminate the rigid prohibition
of my amendment and require, instead,
that consideration be given to the be-
havior of recipients of our aid with re-
spect to these problems in determining
the nature and amount of aid to be pro-
vided. I hope this warning will be suf-
ficient to prevent future incidents similar
to the outrageous conduct of the past.
The legislation which passed the Senate
on June 14 authorized expenditures to
extend over a period of 2 years, rather
than on an annual review basis. The
conferecs have rejected this; however,
they have expressed an interest in con-
sidering longer term authorizations.
“taking into account the demands on the
U.S. budget and the nature of the world
situation next year.”

I supported an amendment sponsored
by Senators KEnNepy of New York and
CLark to include within the bill a stipu-
lation that in thls reevaluation, signifi-
cant emphasis be given to an Increased
attempt at sharing with other nations
economic development programs. The
final bill further asserts that aid be with-
held if American property damages have
not been granted full restitution. I be-
Heve that this year’s bill, as passed by
the Senate took significant strides to-
ward making U.S. aid more effective, in
our goal of assisting in the creation of
stablility among those free natlons who
reject communism, and intend to keep
thelr freedom.

As 8 member of the Senate Committee
on Appropriations I intend to continue
to work to eliminate inefficiencies in our
ATD program and for a forward-looking
program. The Senate has recognized
the need for change in the content of
ocur ald effort. I hope that in the time
we have between now and consideration
of next year’s authorizing legislation
that study by the administration, by in-
terested Americans, and by the Congress
will occur in depth so that a comprehen-
sive, effective program can be devised
which will meet America’s forelgn policy
needs in the latter half of the 1960's.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the conference
report on H.R. 7750.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGeE] is absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crark], the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY],
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SrarkMAN] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crarx]l, and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel would each vote
uyea.n .

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr, MiLiLer] is nec-
essarily absent. :

The Senator from California [Mr.
MurprEY] is absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLtEr] is paired with the Senator
from California [Mr. MurprY1. If pres-
ent and voting; the Senator from Iowa
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
California would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 67,
nays 27, as follows:

[No. 235 Leg.]

YEAS—67
Aiken Hayden Moss
Allott Hickenlooper Mundt
Anderson T HilL Muskie
Bartlett Holland Nelson
Bass Inouye Neuberger
Bayh Jackson Pastore
Bopgs Javits Pearson
Brewster Kennedy, Mass. Pell
Burdick Kennedy, N.Y. Prouty
Byrd, W. Va. Kuchel Proxmire
Cannon Lausche Randolph.
Carlson Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Case Long, La. Saltonstall
Church Magnuson Scott
Cooper Mansfleld Smathers
Dirksen McGovern Smith
Dominick McIntyre Symington
Douglas McNamara Tydings
Fong Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Fulbright Mondale Yarboroush
Gore Monroney Young, Ohio
Hart Montoya
Hartke Morton

NAYS—27 .
Bennett Fannin Russel], S.C.
Bible Gruening Russell, Ga.
Byrd, Va. Harrls Simpson
Cotton Hruska Stennis
Curtis Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Dodd Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Eastland McClellan Tower.
Ellender Morse Williams, Del.
Ervin Robertson Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING-—6

Clark McGee Murphy
McCarthy Milter | Sparkman

So the conference report was agreed
to.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A TRAFFIC
BRANCH OF THE DISTRICT OF:CO-
LUMBIA COURT OF  GENERAL
SESSIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 607, Senate bill 2263.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate. :

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
2263): to establish a Trafilc Branch of the
District of Columbia Court of Genheral
Sessions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill? .

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
the District of Columbia with amend-

ments.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered; and, without ob-
jection, the amendments are agreed to
er bloc.

The amendments agreed to en bloc
are as follows:

On page 2, in the material after line 2, after
#11-1208. Sesslons.,”, to strike out:

“11-1204. Clerk and other personnel.

“11-1205. Duties of the clerk regarding
docket.

11-1206. Jurisdiction; powers.”

And, in lleu thereof, to insert:

“11-1204. Jurisdiction; powers.”

Beginning at the beginning of line 11, to
strike out the *“The chief judge of the court
may assign any other judge of the court to
serve temporarily in the Traffic Branch if he
finds the work of the Trafic Branch requires
the assignment.” and insert ‘“The chief
judge of the court may, If he finds the work
of the Traffic Branch will not be adversely
affected thereby, assign any of the judges of
the Traffic Branch to temporarily perform
the duties of any of the, other judges of the
court. The chief judgé of the court shall
also have the authority to assign any of the
other judges of the court to serve temporarily
in the Traffic Branch if, in the opinion of the
chief judge, the work of the Traffic Branch
requires such assignment.”; on page 3, after
line 7, to strike out:

*“§ 11-1204. Clerk and other personnel

“The judges of the Traffic Branch, with the
approval of the chief judge of the District
of Columbia Court of General Sessions, may
appoint and remove a clerk and such other
personnel as may be necessary for the opera-
tion of the Branch.”

After line 13, to strike out:

“§ 11-1205. Dutles of the clerk regarding
docket

“The clerk serving in the Tréﬂ‘lc Branch

shall keep a separate docket for the Branch, -

in which he shall record the steps taken at
atape of actionhs or proceedings instituted or
conducted Iln the Branch.”

At the beginning of line 19, to strike out
“11-1206” and insert “11-1204"; on page 4,
line 11, after the vrord “section”, to strike out
#11-1208" and Insert “11-1204"; and in line
13, after the word ‘“section”, to strike out
“11-1206" and insert “'11-1204"; so as to
make the bill read: .

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title
11 of the District of Columbia Code is
amended by adding immediately after chap-
ter 11 of such title the following new
chapter:

‘““ ‘CHAPTER 12—TRAFFIC BRANCH OF COURT OF
GENERAL SESSIONS

“ ‘Sec.

“11-1201.

“11-1202.

“11-1203. Sessions.

“11-1204. Jurisdiction; powers.

“‘§ 11-1201. Establishment of branch

*“‘The Trafic Branch of the District of
Columbia Court of General Sessions is here-

Establishment of branch.
Judges; assignments.
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by established as a branch. in the criminal
division of the court.
“ g 11-1202. Judges; assighments

““The Traffic Branch of the District of
Columbia Court of General Sesslons shall

_conslst of two judges of the court, who shall

serve in that branch during their tenure of
office. The chief judge of the court may, if
he finds the work of the Traffic Branch will
not be adversely affected thereby, assign any
of the judges of the Traffic Branch to tempo-
rarily perform the duties of any of the other
judges of the court. The chief judge of the
court shall also have the authority to assign
any of the other judges of the court to serve
temporarily in the Trafic Branch if, in the
opinion of the chief judge, the work of the
Trafiic Branch requires such assighment.

4§ 11-1203. Sessions

. “"The Traffic Branch, with at least one
judge in attendance, shall be open for the
transaction of business every day of the
year (including night sessions), except Sat-
urday afternoons, Sundays, and legal holi-
days.

1§ 11-1204. Jurisdiction; powers

“‘The Trafic Branch and each judge sit-
ting therein shall have the same jurisdiction
over, and exercise the same powers in con-
nection with, offenses arising out of viola-
tions of laws or regulations of the District
of Columbis relating .to the operation, li-
censing, registration, inspection, or parking
of motor vehicles; the regulation and control
of motor vehicle traffic; the issuance, suspen-
slon, or revocation of motor vehicle operat-
ing permits; and motor vehicle safety re-
sponsibility, as that lawfully had or exer-
cised by the District of Columbia Court of
General Sessions on the date immediately
preceding the effective date of this section.’

“Sec. 2. The Traffic Branch of the District
of Columbia Court of General Sessions shall
have jurisdiction over all offenses arising out
of any such violations referred to in sec-
tion 11-1204 of the District of Columbia
Code pending in the Court of General Ses-
sions on the effective date of section 11-1204
of the District of Columbia Code.

“Sec. 3. Section 11-904 of the District of
Columbia Code is amended by striking out
‘sections 11-1103’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘sections 11-1103, 11-1203,",

“SEc, 4. (a) Subsection (a) of section 11—
902 of the District of Columbia Code is
amended by striking out ‘fifteen associate
judges’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘twenty
assoclate judges'.

“(b) Two of the judges appointed to the
additional positions authorized by the
amendment made by subsection (a) of this
section to section 11-902 of the District of
Columbia Code shall, during their tenures
of office, serve as judges of the Traffic Branch
of the Court of General Sessions.

“Sec. 6. The table of contents of part II
of the District of Columbla Code, ‘Judiciary
and Judicial Procedure’, is amended by in-
serting immediately after

“'11, Domestic Relations Branch
of Court of General Ses-

SlonS_ o _ 11-1101"
the following:
“*12, Trafic Branch of Court of

General Sessions__________ 11-1201°.

“Sec. 6. The amendment made by the flrst
section of this Act shall become effective
sixty days after the date of the enactment
of this Act.”

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to establish a traffic branch of
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the District of Columbia court of gen-
eral sessions and to provide for the ap-
pointment to such court of five addi-
tional judges.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an cxcerpt from the re-
port (No. 624). explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was oridered to be printed in the REcoRmbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of S. 3283 1s to authorize the
expansion of the District of Columbia court
of general sessions from 15 assoclate judges
to 20 associate judges and to establish a
trafic branch In that court. The bill is de-
signed to expedite the adminlstration of
criminal justice (thereby lending ald to the
war on crime), to provide the citizens of the
District of Columbla with swift elvil justice,
and to Insure the prompt, adequate, and fair
administration of trafiic laws and regulations.

BACKGROUND O¥ THE LEGISLATION

The District of Columbia court of general
sessions 1s & unique judicial Institution. per-
forming functlons which would normally be
handled by both muniecipal and State courts.
It is charged with the dispensation of fus-
tice In criminal metters in the nature of
misdemeanors and is anthorized to hear most
civil matters In which damages of up to
$10.000 are sought. It operates in two divi-
sions, clvll and criminal and is further or-
ganized into the landlord and tenant court,
trafic court, the domestic relatlons branch,
and the small clalms and conclliation
branch.

At the present time the District of Colum-
bia court of general sessions is laboring
under serious and substantial criminal and
civil caseloads and docket delays, The best
efforts of the chief judgses and the members
of the bench of that court have not dimin-
ished this problem, slthough short-term re-
ductions of docket itime have resulted from
crash programs. The problems are systemic
and result from the coincidence of a number
of factors.

Since 19857, criminal activity in the District
has developed from an alitime low to an all-
time high in 1965. Each month reflects a
new record in the number of criminal scts
committed In the Distrlet of Columbla. A
falr proportion of these are misdemezanors
and find thelr way to the court of general
sessions.

In the 88th Congress, legislation was en-
acted which increased the eivil jursidiction
of the court of genseral sessions from cases
seeking damages of up to $3.000 io cases
peeking damages up to $10,000. Previously,
jurisdiction in civil matiers in excess of 3,000
was vested in the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columblia.

At the time the furisdiction of the court
of general sessions was increased the court
was staffed with 16 judges, a chief judge, and
15 assoclate judges. This number had been
set In 1966 and was unchanged by the 1963
amendments, even though extensive new
Jjurisdiction was veted in the court and its
business had Increased substantially. Like-
wise, S. 1611, ordered by this committee to be
favorably reported to the Senate., adds new
duties to the functions of the court of gen-
eral sesslons.

Finally, as our downtown strects and ar-
teries have become clogged with automoblles
and a record number of drivers have been
licensed to drive in the District of Columbia,
the business of trafic court has reached such
proportions that parties who would otherwise
come before that court have either elected
to forfelt collateral or have sought out the
Office of the Corporation Counsel for ad-
ministrative rellef, causing thet office to de-

vote a major portion of its time and man-
power in functions which It 'vas not designed
o perform.

NEZD FOR LEGISILJ TION

Hearings were held by the committee on
August 3, 1865, on two bille, 8. 2365. which
provided for three additionel judges for the
court of genecral sesslons bit made no pro-
visilon for the establishment of a traffic
branch, and which was intioduced by Ben-
ator BiBLE at the reguest of the Bar Associa~
tion of the District of Columbia; and S. 2263,
introduced by Senator Moisk. Testlmony
was received from the chird judge of the
court of general sessions, the President of
the Board of Commissioners, the District of
Columbia Bar Assoclation, the Traffic and En-
forcement Committee, District of Columbia
Advisory Board of the Amer can Automobile
Assoclation, the Citlzens' T -affic Board and
the Washington Bar Assoclation. The De-
partment of Justice, 1n & rep:rt filed with the
commitiee on August B, 19¢5, supported an
Increase in the number of judges “‘because
of the heavy workload in tle court of gen-
eral sessions.”

All witnesses either supported 8. 3163 or
agreed with it in prineiple On August b,
1965, the committee unan mously ordered
B. 3263 reported. To demoistrate the una-
nimity of the committee’'s 1ull support and
need for this Dblll, sponsosed by Senator
Morse, all other members of the committee—
Benators AvaN Bisie, THUMAS MCINTYRE,
Rosert F. Kennepy, JosEa D. TYDINGS,
WinsToN L. ProUTY. and Perex H. Dommn-
Ick - requested to join on the bill as co-
5pDONBOTS.

There wag & very substalntial increase in
the business of the court ¢uring the fiscal
year 1865; 235,535 new cas® were fdled in
the Criminal and Civil Divisi ons—an increase
of 8,403 cases over fiscal 1{84. Fees, fines,
and forfeltures totaled 84,730.010.80-—8550,-
523.01 more than was recelve | In the previous
year. During the past 10 years there has
been an increase of 81,169 or 35.08 percent in
the number of cases filed 1. the court, and
an tncrease ol $2.546,434.7¢ or 117.15 percent
in fees, fines, and forfcitures

In the Civil Divislon, 33,478 class GS (8150
to #10.000; cases were filed luring the fiscal
year as compared with 22,683 in the preced-
ing year—an increase of 873 cases. This in-
crease 15 due largely Lo the | assage of Public
Law 8B8-60, 88th Congress, effective January
1, 1983, increasing the civi juriediction of
the court from 83,000 to $10,000. The US.
DHstrict Court for the District of Cclumbia
certifled 329 cases to the Court of General
Bessions for trial—&87 more than in the flacal
year 1964.

There was a marked increise in the num-
ber of jury cases pending in 1he Civil Division
June 30, 1965—3,333 as com jared with 2,430
at the end of the previous tiscal vear, or an
increase of 903 cases. Many of thete cases
involve larger amounts of rioney and com-
plex issues, requiring more trial time than
those filed under the form:r jurlsdictional
limit. The time within which civil jury
cases were belng scheduled ‘or pretrial con-
ference angd trial had increa.ied to 68 months.
In view of the large numbsr of Jury cases
pending on the ready calen lar, it is antici-
pated that the delay between joinder of issue,
pretrial conference and trid will continue
to increase, civil nonjury cases were being
scheduled for trial within 2 months after
Jjoinder of Issue.

CRIMINAL CABE BAZKLIOG

In the Criminal Division tliere were signifi-
cant increases in mll categorles of cases, 81.-
307 new criminal cases weie flled in fiscal
year 18065, as compared witl. 78,925 In fiscal
year 1864—an increase of 2.382 cases. Non-
jury cases were being ecteduled for im-
mediate hearing., unless coitinuances were
requested by counsel. Cririlnal jury cases
were being scheduled for tearing within 1

N
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month after request for jury trial. However,
due to the necessity of giving priority to in-
carcerated defendants, some cases In which
the defendants were on bond could not be
reached on the dally essignment, resulting in
& record backlog of pending criminal jury
cnses. Beginning In February 1865, addi-
tional judges were assigned to the Criminal
Division to alleviate this situation and the
criminal jury backlog was reduced to normal
iimits. However, this was accomplished at
the expense of the civil jury calendar, which
1s now at an alltime high.

Tn the domestic relatlons branch the
cumulative nature of the litigation continues
to increase the dally workload. There were
288 more cases pendlng on June 30, 1965,
than at the end of the last fiscal year, al-
though the court had disposed of 247 more
cases than In the previous year. As of June
80, 1865, contested cases were being scheduled
for trial within 1 month after pretrial and
uncontested cases within 3 weeks after
Jolnder of issue. Collectlon and disburse-
ments of support, maintenance, and alimony
payments In both Jlocal and reciprocal en-
forcement of support cases totaled $2,409,-
168.93—an increase of $23,020.84 over the
previous fiscal year.

TRAFFIC CASES INCREASE

The need for a separate traffic branch of
the court, with two of the judges for such
additional positions to be appointed to that
branch was supported unanimously by all
witnesses at the committee hearings. The
witneas for the Citizens' Trafiic Board as-
serted that two traflic Judges would be re-
quired-—one for Jury and one for nonjury
cases in order to bring about swifter justice
with a consistency of penalties. The District
ul Columbia Bar Association stated:

“Material benefits are to be secured by a
cuntinuity of service on the part of the judge
assigned to traffic court. It would, therefore,
be dellnitely in the interest of improving
the administration of justice if * * * the
Jjudges selected for these additional vacancies
would be selected for his interest in, his
knowledge of, and his willingness to serve in
the traffic branch of the court. Such serv-
fce would achieve not only a degree of con-
tinuity, but also a degree of equality of
justice which 1s not always avallable when
judicial personnel are shifted from month to
month in this branch of the court.”

Support was also volced for night sessions
of the traffic court by the Citizens' Traffic
Boargd of the District of Columbia.

Statistics provided the committee show
the great increase, not only in the number of
drivers on District of Columbla streets but
also an increase in the number of accidents
and traffic deaths. Presently, it is estimated
that 113 million drivers are on the streets
of Washington during peak hours every day
with 400,000 of this number being District of
Columbla residents.

Testimony urged that a traffic court with
expert traffic court judges, trained in effec-
tive enforcement of trafic laws, could assist
in curtailing highway accldents and deaths.

During 1864, 115 persons were auto traffic
fatalities {n the District—the highest In
modern history—while trafic accidents to-
taled 29,262—the highest number since rec-
ords have been maintalned, since 1940.
Estimates place per capita economic costs of
traffic accldents to District residents, at
835.07 or a total of $286,300,000, In 1964.

Nationally, in 1964, the econorale cost of
motor vehicle accidents totaled $8,100 mil-
Hon.

The number of court trials for moving
traffic violations increased more than 10,000
in the past 5 years with 23,257 cases before
the court of general sessions In 1960, com-
pared to 32,972 In 1964.

Traflic tickets Issued for nonmoving viola-
tions in the District increased from 365,{61
in 1860 to 511,208 in 1964; while the number
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