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imagination to the potentials of technology.
We cannot afford to "underimagine" the
future.

These future developments are extremely
promising, and they can have a worldwide
impact that will be truly revolutionary.
However, in order for them to be realized
peaceably and with full respect to human
freedom and dignity, we must use technology
for one task of highest priority. That task is
to help preserve the independence of peo
ples who are threatened by aggression. As
long as aggressors employ force or threaten
to employ it, we must build and maintain
realistic means of meeting that threat.

Thus the advancement of military tech
nology becomes a cornerstone of our Nation's
continuing policies of deterrence and of con
trolled response to aggression. But technol
ogy cannot be divided into neat little com
partments which can be labeled either
"peaceful," or "nonpeaceful." In actual prac
tice, we find that a tremendous amount of
military research and development makes di
rect or Indirect contributions to the civilian
economy.

The many contributions of military avia
tion to the airlines industry and the substan
tial support given by the ballistic-missile ef
fort to the national space program are fairly
obvious examples. Less obvious, perhaps, but
equally real, are such developments as higher
reliabllity, new management techniques, new
materials, improved manUfacturing methods,
better instrumentation, and the expansion
of technical fields such as cryogenics and
microelectronics. All of these have been
greatly stimUlated by military necessity. The
vast store of technical knowledge that has
been generated In this way is a new national
resource which has yet to be exploited fully.

And there is much progress ahead. About
2 years ago the Air Force completed a long
range planning stUdy called Project Forccast.
Its purpose was to look at the national secu
rity requirements of the Nation extending
into the 1970's and to predict how science
and technology could meet those require
ments. Although many of the forecast rec
ommendations obviously are classified, one
unclassified example will show some of the
things we found.

The ex'ample I' have chosen is long-range
all' transportation, which clearly has both
military and commercial value. It has long
been known that In order to make the kind
of advances that were needed in this area,
we needed substantial progress in such key
technical areas as materials, propulsion, and
flight dynamics. Project Forecast indicated
that such progress could be made.

In Inaterials, for instance, it was found
that metals could be strengthened by oxide
dispersion to allow an increase of several
hundred degrees in operating temperatures.
This increase would make it feasible to build
more efficient aircraft engines. At the same
time, the development of new composite
materials made of metallic and metalloid
fibers in a plastic binder-using roughly the
same principle as reinforced concrete-was
shown to promise weight savings of between
35 and 50 percent in airframe structures,
with no decrease in strength or stiffness.
The fibers under consideration include
boron, carbon, silicon carbide, and boron
carbide.

In the propulsion area, it was found that
the use of these new materials, together with
advanced design concepts, would aliow us to
build greatly improved engines with in
creased thrust-to-welght ratios and reduced
specific fuel consumption.

LikeWise, advances in filght dynamics,
such as laminar fiow controi and variable
geometry Wings, together with the use of
new materials and propulsion systems, can
lead to new transport aircraft with ranges
several hundred percent greater than those

of today's aircraft. It is possible to develop
new generations of aircraft which can be
designed for near global range or for vastly
improved payloads, for vertical takeoff and
landing, for economic operation over quite a
wide range of speeds, or for a combination of
these capabilities.

When these predictions were made 2 years
ago some people thought that they were
overly optimistic. But, in actual fact, many
of the Forecast findings have turned out to
be just the opposite--they have been qUite
conservative. In some areas we have already
achieved experimental results in the labora
tory which reach or surpass the goals pre
dicted for 1970.

For example, current experiments with
OXide-dispersed metals for strength at high
temperatures show a 40-percent improve
ment over the findings of 2 years ago. Boron
fibers for composite materials have already
been produced with a 20-percent greater
average strength than they were predicted to
attain by 1970. Their monthly production
is more than 20 times the total supply that
existed 3 years ago. Production costs have
already been reduced from $6,000 a pound to
$650 a pound, and there are Immediate pros
pects for a further reduction to $250 a pound.
We feel that eventually the cost of boron
fibers can be brought down to less than $25
a pound.

At the same time a new plastic binder has
been produced in the laboratory which offers
an increased temperature resistance of 100'
centigrade over polymerized benzine (PBI) ,
which was the best plastic binder known 2
years ago. And promising new concepts for
composite materials of metalloid fibers in a
metal matrix are being explored.

When we turn to the propulsion area, we
find that a new aircraft engine is presently
under test, which surpasses the gains pre
dicted for 1970 in bypass ratio, high temper
ature capability, and reduced specific fuel
consumption. Tile supersonic combustion
ramjet, or SCRAMJET, is shOWing great
promise for airbreathing vehicles at speeds of
mach 6 or greater. Supersonic combustion
has already been repeatedly demonstrated at
simull,ted speeds of mach 6 in test facilities.

Now I do not want to leave the false
impression that these technical advances
are going to he incorporated into new prod
ucts next week. Many of them are stili in
the laboratory stage, and there are problems
of cost, design, and fabrication which re
main to be solved. But there is every indi
cation, from our past experience, that they
wlll be solved. In fact, as I have indicated,
we are steadily making progress toward their
solution.

I think that perhaps the real barrier to
progress is simply negative thinking. There
are always people who would rather give
you a thousand good reasons why something
cannot be done than encourage you to go
ahead and try. This seems to be a funda
mental tendency in human nature. I feel
sure that the man who invented the wheel
back in the dawn of history must have run
into the same kind of thinking from some
of his neighbors. And every inventor since
has been surrounded by skeptics. The ones
who enabled civilization to advance were
those who dared to go ahead anyway. I
think that our biggest need in the can-do
age is for can-do people.

Now I have been talking about the future,
but that is not the only place where chal
lenges exist. We have pressing problems
which confront us right now In southeast
Asia. You, in Hawaii, are probably even
more aware of these than otller Americans
may be, because geographicaliy you are much
closer to it tllan the rest of the country.

But the chalienge in southeast Asia is not
a regional problem. It is a global problem,
and it clearly poses the basic question:

"Must free peoples anywhere allow them
selves to be victimized by forceimd terror
and brutality?" Our Nation's answer is that
we have both the right and the duty to help
the people of South Vietnam resist aggres
sion and build a free and independent
SOCiety.

You will recall the words of President Ken
nedy'S inaugurai, when he said: "We shall pay
any price, bear any burden, meet any hard
ship, support any friend, oppose any foe to
assure the survival and the success of
liberty." He did not add, "We wili pull out
when the going gets tough." Let us make no
mistake about it: the gOing is tough, and it
may get tougher. Anyone who thinks that
there are any easy answers in Vietnam is
only deluding himself.

There are some who think we should not
turn back aggression in Vietnam, and there
are some who think we cannot turn back
aggression there. Fortunately, most Ameri
cans appear to disagree with this negative
thinking. They know that we must turn back
Communist aggression in Vietnam. As
Winston Churchill pointed out after the con
cessions at Munich in 1938: "The belief that
security can be obtained by throwing a small
state to the wolves is a fatal delusion."
Those who would deny the truth of this ob
servation are either bUnd to history's lessons
or deluded by wishfUl thinking.

Some ask whether we have the resources
to honor our commitments in Vietnam.
But the real point at issue is not our fire
power; it is our willpower. Your distin
guished Senator, Mr. INOUYE, made this
point very clearly in the U.S. Senate last fall
when he said: "Vietnam is not a war over
land or strategic position. It Is a war of will,
a test of the character of the American Na
tion.• • • If we do not fight this war, there
will be another, and if we do not fight that
one, there will come a time when there is no
choice; and the price will be Increased ac
cordingly."

If a job has to be done, then people will
find a way to do it, no matter how difficult
it Is or how long it takes. In some ways
Vietnam represents a challenge unlike any
our Nation has faced before, but this cer
tainly does not mean that we must abandon
the elIort. The whole history of our country
and in fact of civlllzation itself is the story
of response to new challenges--and that
story did not come to an end In 1966.

Technology can do much to help us deal
with the prQblems of jungle warfare, and we
are actively at work to develop new weapons
and new techniques. But the crucial issue
is still one of our determination as a people
and our willingness to find fresh ways of
waging counterinsurgency warfare. This Is
a challenge that must be met, and with
enough can-do people, I am fully confident
that we can meet it successfully.

Thank you.

A WAR ON HUMAN HUNGER

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, Presi
dent Johnson has proposed that the
United states lead the world in a war on
human hunger. The Senate Agricul
ture Committee is now conducting hear
ings on his proposal to establish a new
food-for-freedom program, as well as
the bills introduced by Senator McGov
ERN and myself.

During the committee hearings, and
the growing national debate on this is
sue, several questions have come to the
forefront. One is the need for other ad
vanced countries-especially those which
excel in agricultural production-to play
a larger role in the war on hunger. I
ask unanimous consent, therefore, that
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a recent editorial from the \Vashington
Post entitled "Internationalizing Food
Aid" be printed in the RECORD at the
close of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, an
other point which has received increas
ing attention is the importance of a?
celerated food assistance programs 111
providing an expanded market for the
products of American industry and a~

riculture. America's trade today IS
primarily with industrialized countries,
because their people have sufficicnt in
comes to purchase American products.
But in the less developed nations, it is
the lag in agriculture, more than any
thing else, which prevents them fr?m
achieving rapid economic growth, which
would provide increased markets for our
products.

Finally, there is the recognition that,
in an expanded war on hunger, U.S.
private enterprise must playa far greater
role than ever before-in setting up fer
tilizer plants, fortification of foods, and
processing of farm products.

I therefore ask unanimous conscnt
that there be printed in the RECORD
three articles from the March issue of
Forbes entitled "World Hunger: Enemy
of U.S. Prosperity," "U.S. Business
Against Malthus," and "Twice as Many
Sukarnos?"

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)
EXHIBIT 1

INTERNATIONALIZING FOOD AID
"We cannot meet this problem alone," the

President told Congress in his food aid mes
sage. "Hunger is a world problem. We must
encourage a truly international effort to
combat hunger and modcrnize agriculture."

The administration is thinking of a food
aid consortium to deal with the famine
threat in India as a first step toward an in
ternationallzed approach to the world agri
cultural problem. Canada, for example, has
a wheat carryover this year of 14 million
tons; even allowing for the customary reten
tion of a lO-million-ton reserve, Ottawa still
has a 4-milllon-ton margin. Yet Canadian
involvement in food aid to India has been
limited in the current crisis to unilateral
donations totaling 165.000 tons.

Similarly, Australia, which has available
out of its carryover at least 500,000 tons, not
withstanding a poor crop year, has contrib
uted 150,000 tons. This is In contrast to new
U.S. commitments to ship 4.5 million tons
by May.

In a consortium, countrIes with cash tn
spare would sit across froul less affluent
countries wIth food to spare: and the result,
hopefully, would be collaborative arrange
ments resulting in increased exports to the
food deficit nations. ThUS, West German or
French capital might be applied to Aus
tralian or Canadian wheat purchases or at
the very least to shipping costs. One of the
most Interesting dimensions of the con
sortium. idea is. a plan tv Include aid pro
grams for fertillzer manufacturing ventures.
Whether much actual help can be realis
tically expected in the near future Is doubt
ful. But it could put the whole program on
a sounder footing in the long run. The
greatest advantage of an internationalized
approach is its tendency to reduce the politi-

cal friction inevitably arising in relations
between a single patron and a client country.

EXHIBIT 2
IFrom Forbes magazine J

\VORLD HUNGER: ENEMY OF U.S. PROSPERITY

One billion people, a third of the world's
population, drag themselves through the day
weak from Il\Ulger, an easy target for disease
and frequently for death from S~al"\"atlOn.

Another billion are badly malnouflshed. al
most on the borderline of starvat.ion. What
we call progress. civilization. prosperity, is
meanIngless to two-thirds of the human race.
These people are only half alive. The~' are
half dead from hunger.

The nyer:lge Alnerican COnSn111eS 3,100
c"lories a day in food rich with proteins,
vitamins, and minerals. In the underdevel
oped nations. the average person must drag
his body along on a mcre 2,030 calories a day,
and his fooel usually Is deficient in those
nutrients. While the United States. Western
Europe, Japan, and a few otl~er nations g:-t
richer, the hungry get In.1llgner, because, III

the underde\'eloped part of the world, human
fecundity is outstripping agricultural
fecundity. In Asia and Latin America in the
past 5 years the population has risen by 12
and 17 percent, respectively. In contrast,
production of food has risen by only 10 per
cent. The result is that pel' capita food
production has fallen by 3 percent in Asia,
by 7 perccnt in Latin Americn.

Thc deadly effects of the population explo
sion aren't for tOluorrow. They nre here and
now. Today.

As Cilairman Robert S. Stevenson, of Allis
Chalmers puts it: "The United States, Can
ada, and Australia are going to have to feeel
the world, or we're going to ha\'e to help the
world feed itself." Nobody realizes tllis more
keenly than President Lyndon B. Johnson
and his top aids. Tile more newswort.hy
problems of Vietnam and inflatlon have not,
cvcn for a day. crowded it out of their
deliberations,

Humanitarian mOUves aside, the President
and his aids know full well that the U.S.
economy cannot continue to grow without
an expanding world market. Moreovcr, as
the President has noted, qnoting Seneca, "A
hungr)' people Iis~ens not to reason, nor cares
for justice, nor Is bcnt by any prayers."

The malnourished masses love their chil
dren as intensely as well-fed Americans love
theirs. They are not abont to starve peace
fully and quietly, in patience, resignation,
and fatalism, as thcir ancestors might have
done. They Imow there is a world without
hunger somcwhere outside their dusty vil
lages. They have transistor radios, and they
have bumped in rickety buses into market
towns. They have taken seriously the pol
iticians' promises of a better life. They will
riot and klIl to achieve it. They are doing
so right now.

ESCALATION

Almost in desperation, the United Statcs
plans to escalate its efforts to deal with thc
world hunger problem. In so doing it \Viii
create tremendous opportunities for busi
nesses that have the know-hOW, the foresight,
and the capital to help end hunger.

President Johnson fired an opening gun in
the stepped-Up war against hunger when he
sent a message to Congress last month. ask
ing for a new food program to replace the
present food-far-peace program, Public Law
480, which expires this year. The President
did not spell out all the details of his food
for-freedom program, but, even so. agricul
tural experts agree that it e\'entually will
ha\'e an enormous impact on the entire U.S.
econom)'. For one thing, it wiil change the
whole direction of the foreign aid program.
Until now, foreign aid has gone primarlly
toward Industrial development; hereafter, it

will be directed more toward agricultural (Ie
\elopment. The food-far-freedom program
will have an even grer,ter impact on U.S. ag
riculture. Since the first AgriCUltural Ad
ministration Act, the U.S. Gm'crnment has
attempted to keep food production down.
Now, the administration pl:U1S to offer in
ducements to farmers to raise production of
certain foodstUffs. Under tile food-for-pe"cc
program, the United States sent abroad pri
marily those agricultural products it had in
surplUS in Goveflunent warehouses. NO'~l,

it will gear its production more directly to
the needs of the hU!lgry. using iacentives tJ
increase productioll of certain foodstuffs
,vhen necessary.

Out of this inevitablY wiil come several
other developments: Little by little, land
which h:>s been retired from production un
der the present farm program will be brought
back inlo cultivation. The exodus of mar
ginal farmers into the cities will be specded
up, since thcy will not ha\"e the capital 10
expand produclion as the Go\"ernment re
quires. The big farmers will get bigger.
E\"en if world prices of agricultural products
don't rise, thc big fanners will become so
cflicient :wd ila\"e such an enormous market
the\" will be able to prosper with lower sub
sielies-or even without them.

One expert, Don Lerch. a \Vashington man
agement consultant who specializes in agri
culturc. bclie\"es that by 1976 there will be
only 500,000 farmers in the United States (as
compared with 3.2 million today). But. he
quickly adds, they will all be immensely
prosperous.

The farmers of Canada and Australia also
will beneflt. Both countries, as a result, are
likely to keep booming.

The United States plans to fight the war
against hunger on two fronts. The first will
bc a crash program to supply the underde
\'cloped countries witll food. The United
States has been giving away $1.5 billion
wortll of food abroad eyery year under Public
Law 480. If Congress approves the Presi
dent's new program-as seems all but cer
tain-food shipments could rise to $3.3 bil
lion by 19G7-68. This mo\"e is designed to
cope with such emergencies as the recent
drought in India, which alrendy has led to
Communist-organized riots in the Statc of
Kerala.

In the long run, the second front will be
the decisive one. This is the self-help part.
Every nation recei\"ing U.S, aid will lla\"e to
promise to build up its own agriCUlture as
swiftly as possible. Not only promise, but
show results. The reason for this is simple.
"We don't have enougll capacity to feed all
these people," says Secretar)' of AgriCUlture
Or\"iIIe L. Freeman. "Unless tIley learn to
feed themselves, there will be world famine.
The estimated increased needs between now
and 1980 are in the neigbborhood of 300 mil
lion tons. The potential reser\'e productiYe
capacity of this country is 50 to 55 million
tons more. TilerI' is a 250-million-ton gap
here that only tile underde\'elopcd nations
themsel VI'S can filL"

Along with the food, therefore. the Unitcd
States will send the underde\'eloped nations
fertilizer and farm equipment. It will also
encourage U.S. companies to build fertilizer
plants and farm equipment factories abroad.
It will teach farmers In Asia and Africa and
Latin America how to make the most Of the
land they ha\"e. It will urge-and e\"en arm
twist-governments to rerig archaic policies
in the field of price incentiyes, farm credit,
and land reform. This will all be done under
the Agency for International De\'elopment
(AID).

Increasing food shipments abroad will
mean Increasing production at home, for, ac
cording to Freeman, the reserves in Govern
ment storage don't come an)'where near the
world's requirements. "Our reserves are now
in the land rather than in the storage bin,"
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he says. Grain in storage has beendropplng
steadily since 1961-wheat, from 1.4 billion
bushels to 800 milllon; feed grains, from 77
mlllion metric tons to 50 million.

TIlis means that milllons of acres of land
that have been retired under the present
farm program eventually will be brought
back into production as needed. It will be
done gradually, Freeman says, first to pre
ven t chaos in the marketplace, and second
because there isn't enough shipping to
handle all the food the U.S. farmer could
produce if the wraps on him were taken off
all at once.

All told, there are now nearly 57 million
acres of U.S. farmland "in resel·ve." Freeman
won't reveal jllst how many he intends to
put back into production, but some Gov
ernment officials believe it will be somewhere
between 5 and 7 million acres. He
already has taken a small step in that direc
tion. "Just last month," he points out, "1
discontinued the alterna tive of voluntary
acreage reduction whereby a spring wheat
producer could take 10 percent out of pro
duction and get paid for doing it. TI1e pro
ducer no longer has that option. He has to
plant his full allotment:'

1rl0RE TO COME

The acreage allotment for rice will be in
creased this year by 10 percent. Many ex
perts believe It will eventually be necessary
to increase the allotment for winter wheat,
Says Ciaude W. Gifford, senior economist of
Farm Journal: "A shortage in wheat is only
a few years away:'

Freeman's guideline will be the President's
promise to Congress to "bring these acres
back into prodllction as needed-but not to
produce unwanted surplus:' In short, to
change the very nature of U.S. agricultural
polIcy but without causing chaos on the farm
and in the marketplace.

In his message, Johnson called for in
creased production of soybeans. The Secre
tary of Agriculture believes this can be
achieved by the judicious use of incentives
more acreage with guaranteed prices. "In
corn," he says, "we have too much. We still
have a surplus. We'll do something which
will make it possible for those farmers to
plant soybeans on those acres and come out
just as good. We need the soybeans. We
dl)ll·t need corn:' Soybeans produce a high
protein, low-cost diet meal for animals. They
also are one of the richest sources of protein
in food mixes for humans.

Robert W. Engle, manager of marketing
of Allis-Chalmers' farm equipment division,
believes that Increased production will have
to come from Improved farm equipment and
Improved farm techniques, as well as from
greater acreage. "One area where output
per man hour has been neglected Is farm
materials handling," he says. "There are
going to be some giant strides made In coor
dinating a farmer's growing system with a
push-button, automated method of handling
and storing his crop.

"Another way of Increasing farm produc
tion Is • • • by growing two stalks of corn
where only one grew before. Instead of grow
ing corn in the standard 38- or 40-inch rows,
we've tried it in 30 or 20. Yield often In
creases 10 or 15 percent."

CHANGE IN POLICY
Under Public Law 480, the United States

has either been giving the food away or else
selling It for local currency. In simple fact,
selling it for local cun'ency almost invariably
has meant giving It away, because so little
of the currency can be used. According to
Sam I. Nakagama, a senior economist of the
First National City Bank of New York, the
United States now holds an amount equiva
lent to two-thirds of the currency of India
liS a result of selling the Indians food. Most
of this money obViously can't be used; spend
ing it would create horrendous inflation. Un-

del' a tacIt agreement with the Indian Gov
ernment, therefore, the United states simply
hoards it. The United states now holds $2.8
billion In counterpart funds.

Under the food-for-freedom program, food
will no longer be sold for local currency and
only a maximum $800 million worth will be
given away. Only those nations which clear
ly can't subsist except on charity will receive
free food. The United States will grant the
others--nations like Taiwan, Spain, Greece,
and the United Arab RepubliC-long-term
credits at low Interest, perhaps 2 percent, to
bUy the remaining $2.5 billion worth. They
will have to pay the world market price.
They will be reqUired to repay the money in
dollars.

Prices alw should be bolstered by the fact
that, at times, the United States will have to
get the food on the open market.

There are those who fear that. by helping
other nations increase their food production,
the United States will destroy its own com
mercial food-export market, which now
amounts to about $4.5 blllion a year. Ac
cording to Freeman. these fears are ground
less. Experience proves, he says, that, as a
country raises its prOduction of food, what
it does is switch to Importing other U.S. ag
ricultural products like animal feeds. The
result Is a net gain for the U.S. farmer.
}<'reeman cites the case of Japan. TI1at
country used to get massive agricultural aid
from the United States. It soon may be buy
lug $1 billion worth of U.S. farm products
annually on a straight cash basis. \Vestern
Europe. which also used to receive agriCUl
tural aid, is now this Nation's biggest cus
tomer of feed grains and pOUltry. In 1964,
U.S. food exports to Western Europe totaled
$2.3 bi1ll0n.

As Freeman sees it, prosperity abroad,
tl1erefore, will mean prosperity at home,
"Every 10-percent Increase In per capita In
come (abroad) results in a l6-percent in
crease in the commercial Imports of our
prod nets," he says.

In the fight to Increase production of food
stuffs abroad, the United States will count
pltrtictllarl y on the ma nufaeturers of fer
tilizer. Says D~.vid E. Bell, Administrator of
the Agency for Intel'natlonal Development:
"Fertilizer will be our biggest need." Dr.
Lester R. Brown, staff eConomist of the De
pnrtment of Agr.iculture, adds: "Ironically,
the less-developed regions of Asia, Africa,
and Latin America, which contain two
thirds of the world's people and where the
food needs are greatest, use only 5 million
tons of the 35-milIion-ton annual world
total. In other words, only one-seventh of
the world fertilizer supply Is used in the
regions containing two-thirds of the popula
tion. As the supply of new land that can be
brought under cultivation diminishes, fer
tilizer becomes the principal substitute for
land in the food prOduction process."

FERTILIZER BOOM AHEAD
The United States Is now shipping about

$325 million worth of fertilizers abroad every
year through foreign aid and commercial
channels. By 1970, It will be shipping about
$1 billion abroad each year. In addition, the
united States will spend about $250 million
to help build fertilizer plants in partnership
with natives in the underdeveloped coun
tries such as Gulf Oil's project in Korea.

Says an AID chemical engineer; "One mil
lion dollars worth of focd aid will feed
70,000 people for a year, but the same $1 mil
lion put into fertilizer would help feed
200,000 people for a year."

AID's Bell is also counting on farm-equip
ment manufacturers and food processors to
help beef up the agriculture of the under
developed countries. The farm-machinery
makers wl1l have to develop equipment espe
cially designed for their needs, he says, point
ing out that In India, for example, "the land
holdings are very small. Farming takes on

the characteristics
small power units,

A great deal rides on
new program-Which partly
support for It seems to cut across party lines.
President Johnson's proposals have the sup
port of many RepublIcans, who In the past
were leery about foreign aid. Much of the
Republican leadership In Congress comes
from farm States, where food-aid programs
naturally have strong support. Moreover,
as Senator MILTON R. YOUNG of North Da
kota, the ranking RepUblican member of
the Senate Agricultural Appropriations Com
mittee, poInts out, "Republicans originated
the whole food-for-peace program back In
the Eisenhower administration." He adds:
"I think the President will get substantially
what he wants. Giving people food and help
ing them produce more food Is the best kind
of fOl'eign-ald program:'

Is the food-for-freedom program alone big
enough to deal with the problem? No. The
sad fact is that, no matter how generous it
is, it can only supplement the efforts of the
underdeveloped countries themselves.

Some pessimists think that the problem is
hopeless; that the popUlation explosion Is
now out of hand. But some very hardhead
ed experts think otherwise. To quote Bryson
M. Filbert, vice president and director of
Esso Chemical Co" a big factor In the world
fertilizer business, "It is possible to double
or even triple agriCUltural production in all
of Asia, Africa, al1d Latin America through
the use of more fertlllzers, more Irrlgatlon,
bet tel' seed varietIes, more pesticides, and
other improved farm practices. I have been
told by experts that four times the present
world population could be supported by wide
spread use of Improved farming methods."

But the key word Is "could." To turn
"could" Into "will" is going t{) take some
very drastic, very fast changes In the under
developed countries themselves. Almost
Without exception they misread the economIc
history of the prosperous nations. They only
noticed that these countries built InduEtries
and turned farmers into workers. What they
falled to note was that In most cases such
countries did so only after developing a pros
perous agriculture first. In part this mis
reading of history was due to an obsession
with the "Soviet experiment."

RUSSIA'S BAD EXAl\-IPLB

The Soviets reversed the normal process of
economic development. By starving agriCUl
ture of capital and by keeping food prices
artificially low, they made the farmers bear
the cost of bUilding hydroelectric dams and
plants and steel mills. The Soviet Union
became a grea·t industrial power, and this
bedazzled the underdeveloped nations.
What they failed to realize was a fact that
has since become obvious to everyone: The
Soviet Union produces more steel than It
needs, but It can't feed its steelworkers
without Importing food.

India is the classic case of a cOllntry that
was misled by the "SovIet experiment." In
dia concentrated all its capital and ·most of
Its foreign aid Into building llP industry.
It used the free food It receIved from the
United States to keep food prices low for
Industrial workers. Th'il program has proved
self-defeating. Low food prices have kept
the Indian farmer too poor to provide a mar
ket for the goods the Industrial workers are
producing. At the same time, the low prices
have discouraged the farmer from attempting
to increase production.

[From Forbes magazine, Mar. I, 1966]
U.S. BUSINESS VERSUS MALTHUS: IT WILL

TAKE .ALL THE NATION'S ECONOMIC RE
SOURCES To DEFEAT THE ARITHMETIC OF

STARVATION
ObviouslY, the U.S. farmer wlll be the

first to feel the Impact of the food-for-free-
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dom program. In a recent talk with mid
western grain dealers, Robert C. Liebenow,
president of the Corn Industries Research
Foundation, predicted that food exports un
der the program and through regular
commercial sales would increase by 50 per
cent "within the next few years." They
now amount to $6 billion a year. A 50 per
cent increase would bring them close to $9
billion. Land values are going to rise.
Smart farmers with capital will become rich.

Major segments of U.S. industry are going
to benefit, too. The menace of starvation
will mean steadily mounting sales for the
pllOducers of fertilizers, farm machinery,
seed and feed. According to Liebenow, in
order to increase exports by 50 percent, tIle
farmer will have to spend $3 billion a year
more for those prodUCts than the $13 billion
he spends now. Little wonder that farm
machinery companies are expanding as fast
as they can, that almost every major oil
company is striving to build a major stake
in fertilizer.

James Devlin, director of domestic
agricultural sales of American Metal Climax,
which Illi'lkes fertilizer, goes further. In
creased food exports, he says, will "affect the
whole gross national product." The rail
roads will prosper, he points out, because
the food must be shipped from farm to
seaport by rail. The steel industry will
profit because farm machinery is made of
steel. Even the paper industry will profit,
he says, noting: "We put our fertilizer in
paper bags."

SHIPS AND SHIPPERS

"It will mean a lot more business for us,"
says Alvin Shapiro, executive vice president
of the American Merchant Marine Institute,
which represents the nation's shipowners,
who will have to carry the foodstuffs and
fertilizer and farm machinery abroad. He
dOUbts, however, that it will have an im
mediate effect on the nation's shipbuilders
because "there is still tremendous unused
capacity around. The big tankers are ex
cellent for shipping grain and are not being
fuliy utilized." Increased exports also will
mean a lot more business for such commer
cial grain shippers as Cargill and Continen
tal Grain.

Claude W. Gifford, senior economist, of
Farm Journal, believes that, aside from the
farmer, the makers of fertilizer will profit
most from the food-for-freedom program.
"~ou can get fertilizer on the land quickly,"
he says, "and it's easy to teach peasants how
to use it even if they can't read. It's harder
to teach the operation of machinery, and
there's the problem of repairs."

This does not mean that manufacturers of
farm machinery won't benefit, too, Gifford
is quick to add, naming specifically Massey
Ferguson, Deere, and International Harves
ter. Others who w111 benefit are seed com
panies llke DeKalb, Northrup King, and
Pioneer, he says.

DEMAND FOR ROADS

Norman R. UrqUhart, assistant vice presi
dent in charge of commodities of the eco
nomics department of the First National City
Bank of New York, foresees a growing de
mand abroad for American earth-moving
machinery. "When I was a boy grOWing up
on an Illinois farm, one of the farmers' great
cries was for good farm-to-market roads.
We have them now, but the rest of the world
needs them." This should help Caterpillar
Tractor, he says. He also sees great oppor
tunities for companies that build chemical
plants, l1ke Fluor, Foster Wheeler and Pull
man's M. W. Kellogg division, "if they can
get the contracts against foreign competi
tion."

Some experts fear that increased produc
tion of foodstuffs in the United States and
abroad aotually may create a world shortage
of fertilizers. Urquhart and one of First'

National's senior economists, Sam I. Naka
gama, insist there is a world fertilizer cartel
outside the United States. Asked why U.S.
companies don't attempt to break it,
Nakagama says: "Perhaps they don't find it
advantageous to do so."

Whatever the facts about this may be, ac
cording to Devlin of American Met.ai Climax,
the world potash Industry is geared to ex
pand oniy at the rate of 6 to 7 percent a year.
If demand rose to a 10-percent increase a
year, Devlin admit.s, the industry wouldn't
have the facilities to keep up with it for more
than a few years. "We COUldn't, in that
time. bring out new mines," he says. Devlin
doesn't believe t.hat such a rise in demand
is likely, but this view is far from unani
mous.

One company that is all but certain to
benefit is International Harvester. Says
Hugh A. Davies, general manager of Harves
ter's overseas division: "\Ve do research all
over the world, in places ranging from Ar
gentina, which is a net exporter of foodstUffs,
to Africa, where the people eat bananas. We
have facilities in 20 nations outside the
United States. We're in roadbuilding,
trucks, and farm equipment. Only where
farming is done by hand and horse do we
not supply the tools.

"We can fill any demands that come. We
just hope that demand is created. Road
building might be a big thing. You have to
have a way to get the food to market. The
hinterland of Brazil Is an example. You need
better roads, schoolS, dams, and irrigation
channels."

Deere & Co., already the biggest farm ma
chinery manufacturer in the United States,
is spending heavily to expand abroad. These
investments have yet to payoff, but Chair
man William A. Hewitt is sure they will,
Meanwhile, he believes, the new farm policy
will mean a big sales increase for his com
pany in the United States. White Motor,
which got into farm machinery through a
series of mergers, now gets 30 percent of Its
$638 million in sales from that business and
is out for more. So are Allis-Chalmers and
the revitalized J. I. Case (Forbes, Feb. 15,
p.62).

Since the war against hunger can succeed
only if the underdeveloped nations learn to
produce more food, the U.S. Government Is
partiCUlarly anxious for U.S. manUfacturers
and food processors to expand abroad. Says
AID Administrator David E. Bell: "There are
lots of American companies beginning to In
vest abroad In fertilizer plants and there
will be more in years to come. Interna
tional Minerals & Chemical is putting up a
big plant in India. We've recently made
two loans for fert1lizer plants in Korea;
there the principal American investors are
Gulf 011 and Swift. Now we are working
with Standard of Indiana, Armour and
others on fertilizer projects."

Bryson M. Filbert, vice president of Esso
Chemical Co., says: "We have already in
vested about $90 million in facilities to pro
duce ammonia, nitric acid and various other
fertilizers and fertilizer compounds in Co
lombia, Aruba, Costa Rica, El Salvador and
Spain. In addition, we are building or
planning plants in the Philippines, Greece,
Jamaica, Malaysia, Lebanon and Pakistan,
as well as one in a very economically ad
vanced nation, the Netherlands. In all,
these plants wlll have more than 1 million
tons of ammonia capacity and more than 1.8
million tons of fertilizer capacity.···
Their capital cost will exceed $200 million."

The company also is working on new tech
niques which, it hopes, will make the sand
dunes of Tunisia and Libya bloom. These
involve using oil to stabilize them.

The U.S. Government is putting a great
deal of pressure on the underdeveloped na
tions to make it attractive for U.S. compa
nies to build fertilizer plants abroad. For a

long time, India insisted that it handle all
the distribution of fertilizers produced in
that country by U.S. companies and that it
also set the price. Standard of Indiana
understandably refused to accept these con
ditions, AID put food shipments to India
on a month-to-month basis until the Indian
Government let Standard of India market
the fertilizer itself at its own price.

OPPORTUNITY-AND PROBLEMS

Bell believes "there is a real opportunity
In food processing." However, the food proc
essors themselves think It may be a long
time before they make any great progress in
the underdeveloped countries. Harry Meisel.
technical coordinator for Corn Products In
ternational, points out his company has
sold a product derived from corn called
"Maizena" which has been known for 100
years in Latin America. Recently, it
brought out a new product in BraZil, "En
riched Maizena," This is "Malzena" with
proteins, vitamins, and minerals added. "It
solves the problem of getting nutrition into
the diet in an Innocuous way," says Meisel.

But Corn Products is losing money on "En
riched Maizen,," because the protein ele
ment, which Is made of milk and soybeans,
costs too mUCh. One reason is that it's been
difficult to shift Brazilian farmers to soybean
production. U.S. farmers will shift from one
crop to another at the drop of a dollar. but
in Brazil caution and suspicion prevail. It
takes 15 years to get a BraZilian farmer to
shift crops, MeiSel says. Introducing a new
product in underdeveloped countries, he con
clUdes, "is a baptism of blood."

Quakcr oats· has J.>een 11Rvlng a similar
experience with "Incaparlna." This is a
pOWdered cereal mix that contains cotton
seed and soy flour. Quaker Oats is promot
ing the cereal with an advertising campaign.
Particularly etIective have been movies which
show babies before and after drinking the
cereal.

"But," admits Michael Hore, general man
ager of Latin American and Pacific opera
tions for Quaker, "we have a long way to go.
It's It matter of education, and the money
for that has to come from us,"

Dr. Harold L. Wilcke, director of research
for Ralston Purina, suspects there may be
greater opportunities in the underdeveloped
countries in processing food for animals than
in food for humans. "In many areas," he
says, "animals cannot. economically compete
in food value with direct consumption of
grain. But in some areas the land can grow
food fit only for animals. These are areas
Similar to our Rocky Mountains, where grass
Is the only crop, and they exist in India,
Mexico, ancl Venezuela, In addition, ani
mals can compete When they scavenge or
when they eat spoiled grains."

This could mean business for Ralston Pu
rina's supplementary feedS, which help the
animals grow faster and bigger, Dr. Wilcke
says.

Clearly, the outlook is this: In the United
States, the economic impact of the food-for
freedom program will be swift. In the un
derdeveloped countries, however, the prob
lems are as great as the need. For many of
the companies that go overseas. these prob
lems will mal~e it difficUlt to show a profit
for a long time. But for many the oppor
tunity is simply too great to miss, whatever
the risks.

The great 19th century clergyman-econ
omist Thomas Malthus believed that popu
lation growth inevitably would outstrip food
supply; only massive starvation and misery
could rerlght the balance, he said. It didn't
happen that way in the countries of the
West and in Japan, but it seems to be com
ing to that for the world as a whole. In the
struggle to pro\'e Malthus wrong, the know
how and enterprise of U.S. businessmen are
going to prove mighty weapons.
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Companie8 that will help feed the world

Operating data Stock data

Company

FERTILIZER PRODUCERSAmerican Cyanamid , .
Arillour . . _
Borden Co. _. _. . . _
Cities Scrvicc_ ._.. • _
Continental 0 il.. . _
(1 race, \V. R • • ._. • _
Gulf Oil .. . _
International j\lincrals & Clwmicnl . . _
ICerr-Jlc(1(l-f' • _. ..:. _. _
L·one StaT Gas. • . __ . _
I)otash Co. of AIuericu ~ _
Socony 1[ol)il _
Stand.lrd Oil of Califomia . . . .
Stanrtard Oil of Indiana .. _
Standard Oil of New Jersl'y _
U.B. Borax & ChcmicaL _

AGRICt~LTrR.\r~ EQCIP>IEXTAllis-Chalmcrs . . . _
Case. J. L _
Caterpillar 'rfaclor ~ ~ ~ .
Doere & Co _
Inh~rnationaI Harvester _
~lassey-F(\rguson _
\Vhite ~rotor ~ ~ _

Assets
(mlllions)

$786
631
677

1,586
1,554

906
4,667
3~4

324
42l
55

4.879
3,796
3,306

I" 490
-, 135

5:\~

~18

1.007
981

1,814
742
~86

1965
revenues
(millions)

$86.1
2,062
1,353

11,185
I 2} 552

, 90'2
13,879

2iU
314
183
28

1'4,755
2930
3:01;3

l~. 72.;
98

711
289

1,405
9~2

<) 359
-'808

635

1965
net

Income
(millions)

$93.1
22.4
49.1

104.1
96.2
40.5

4~'7. 0
21. 7
23.8
17.8
4.6

320.0
391.0
219.3

1,035.0
9.4

22. 1
13.5

158.5
56.5

103.2
40.1
~~.O

Larest 12
months

~

$4- 21
2.88
1.94
3.86
4.25
2.61
4.12
3.40
3.64
1.2'2
3.67
6.30
5.15
3.10
4.80
2.21

2.33
2.93
2.80
4.07
3.56
2.66
3.80

Recent
price

5-year
price
range

96 -35H
53!{-29

~=~~
8HH3l1!
62%-16%
60 --30%
84~-s-17

77%-24
28)4--18%
76~-16

98>z-38~i
86 -40)'2
50~·2-20
92%-40%'
4;~2-19!i

1966
Indicated
dividend

$"2.50
1.60
1.20
1.50
2.40
1.20
2.00
1.20
1.30
1.12
2.00
3.20
2.50
1.70
3.30
1.10

0.75
(3)
1.20
1. 70
1. 725
1.00
1.40

Yield
(percent)

2.7
3.4
3.0
3.2
3.6
2.1
3.8
1.4
1.7
4.5
2.7
3.6
3.2
3.8
4.2
3.0

2.1

2.6
2.7
3.4
3.0
3.2

lo'OOD PROCESSORSArcher-J)anicls-~Iidland _
Central SOYfL :.. _
C?orn Prollucts :._
National Dairy Products _
Pfizer, (:::h38 _

Pilh,hnry Co __ ~ _
Quaker Oats _
Ralston IJurinfl. _
Swift. . . _

Ullil"vcr N.V.'- __ ---- _-- _-- ~~:~~~~(:~;~~------- _-- --- ---- ----- -- __ I
Foster Wheder __ _ _
Kaiser Indl1stril's_ ~ . .. _
~-lorrison-KnudSl:'n . _.. . 0 • ~ _

l'ulhllall ~ . _

GIL\.lX-('ARitYlSG ILHLHOADS

183
126
5ill
825
465
237
228
:m5
fi34

2, \l:t!

91) ,

411 I
1:'.\
3'.10

339
41;9
9i9

2,017
543
450
480
988

2,751
oS 5, 050

1228
j 45~

314
fifil

3.7
10.5
M.7
69.9
53.4
10.4
16.3
32.4
16.4

'188.0

1.9
815.1

5.3
20.6

2.32
3.44
2.45
4.83
2.70
2.35
3.89
2.16
2.70

'2.83

2.65
8.73
2. S7
4.51

44J",-30
6O%--23~
67%--37
98;',~-46~4'

7d~/8-30%
49 --20
!16 --55
50 -22
G5 -31
43%-23

1.60 3.9
1.40 2.3
1.60 3.2
2.80 3.a
1.45 2.0
1.00 2.5
2.20 3.0
I. 00 2. 0
2.00 3.5
1.438 4.6

01.40 2. 9

(~~ 60 ---------5~4
2.40 3.6

Atehi~on, 1.'np,-,ka & Santa Fc _

fm~l\~7,~J!HiK~~~~~~~-elf.~{:~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
:Missouri l'neiHc . ~ _
Union Pucific . ~ _

1,857
68~

497
713

],IUB
1,7ti5

6n
241
211
28:j
417
54!!

91.0
7.3

SI.5
9.8

211. 3
9a.8

3.45
2.16
S.50
6.66

14.26
4.03

42 -20;-2
64 -7
47 -14%
81 -:nv.
96~-35~i
49YZ-27~

1.60
1.00

('J
2.40
5.00
1.80

3.9
i.6

3.1
5.3
3.8

1 1'1 months ended Sept.. 30.
:! EX{'ludes excise t~lXf"S..

3 Noue.
4 St.oek thl.ta fOf Ullilevef N.V. shares.

i- Estimates.
, Plus stock.
712 months cnded June 30.
, Deficit.

TwICE AS MANY SUKARNOS?

Each generation faces its own crisis. In
the thirties and forties it was the rise of
fascism. In the fifties and sixties it has been
communism. In the seventies and eighties
it's likely to be an even more virulent threat:
Hunger. Americans probably won't go hun
gry, but most of the rest of the world will.
and we won't be able to escape the conse
quencies.

On pages 19 through 26 of this issue, the
editors of Forbes examine the economic im
plications of population growth pressing
against an inflexible food supply. The work
of a six-man Forbes team, the report takes
a generally optimistic view about what U,S.
business can do about the situation-and
how it can benefit from it.

But not everybody Is optimistic, and we
think it only fair to expose our readers to
the views of an extremely well-informed
businessman who thinks the prospects for
feeding the world over the next few decades
are dim.

He's Thomas M. Ware, 47-year-old chair
man of International ~nnerals & Chemical.
Under Tom Ware's brilliant direction IMC
has been extremely aggressive in expanding
in the fertilizer field. But that isn't Tom
Ware's only credentIal. He is chairman of
the Freedom From Hunger Foundation, a
nonprofit organization that promotes lOUp
port among businessmen for the food pro
grams of the United Nations. Most 1m-

portant of all, Tom Ware is an engaged and
aroused citizen.

"Hope always springs et8rnal," he told
Forbes late last month. "But I don't see
how on earth it's possible for the world to
feed itself in the years ahead."

UNDERUSED TOOLS

It isn't a shortage of fertilizer, he em
phasizes, of implements, of seeds, or even of
land. The trouble is even more basic: It
lies in the human mind. "Intelligence," he
says,"is capital. We've spent blllions on
education in this country to get the amount
of intelligence we have tOday. The under
developed countries haven't, and they aren't
going to be able to catch up overnight,

"We've got the tools," he goes on. "TV
Is a great tool for mass education. Com
puters and jet planes give seven-league boots
to brilliant men. Satellite communications
can spread Ideas instantaneously.

"But, because of a lack of education, of
intelligence, many of our tools are not being
Used properlY, Atomic power cannot be used
for digging irrigation projects because of
politics. Population control cannot always
be used effectively because of religious ethic.
And remember that the sword we give some
one to cut food can also be used to slay
somebody else."

Ware believes that hunger itself breeds
ignorance. "If half the people in the world
are starving," he says, "then half the world's

minds are permanently maimed. They just
don't have the voltage between the ears to
get any work done. How can R mental dwarf
who has no energy grow more food?"

TO THE SKY?

In his own field of fertilizer, Ware says,
proper use takes intelligence and education.
"Every soil is different, and needs different
treatment," he says. "An Amcrican farmer
knows just what he needs, and has the
capital to pay for It. But a man who can't
read might put fertilizer on a plant a foot
thick and expect it to grow to the sky. In
stead the plant would grow at alL"

Ware is concerned. too that Americans
aren't sufficiently aroused and may walt too
long to take really effective action. He
points out that it tOOk 15 years to open up
his company's big new potash mine in Sas
katchewan. "For the first, 5 years, we had
to sit and assay the market. The next 5 were
taken up with design and planning. The
third 5 were spent :lctually digging the hole.
In addition to all that time, there was the
$60 million we spent. That experience has
made me very respectful of the meaning of
a doubled population in just 35 years."

SCORCHED EARTH

Finally, he speaks about the scarcity of
arable soil in the world, and of the fact that
world hunger will create turmoil that de
stroys soil. "The soil was destroyed by war
in the Nile Valley and the Mediterranean
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Basin, and now it's being scorched in Viet
nam," he says. "When you double tile
popUlation, you're going to double the num
ber of Sukarnos, Cubas, Vietnams, library
burnings, and the like. More accurately,
you're probably going to get eight times as
much trouble."

We hope Tom \Vare is wrong in his pessi
mistic view. In fact, he hopes so, too. But
unless the American people and American
business make a mighty effort, and
soon • • • well, Ware knows what ile is
talking about, if any man docs.

CAREFUL ASSESSMENT OF DOMES
TIC PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
URGED
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, for some

time I have been convinced that we
must assess very carefully and wisely
the expenditures for our domestic pro
grams in ligl1t of the needs to win the
war in Vietnam.

If we are to have a "win" policy in
Vietnam, we must look at the domestic
programs to determine where cuts should
be made. These cuts rightly should
be channeled into our military effort so
that we may be able to win the war at
the earliest opportunity.

I believe the editor of the Farm Jour
nal in the March 1966 issue made a very
valid point when he asked:

Isn't it about time we all got into tilis
war, all made some sacrifice? Should we
just leave all the sacrificing to 200,000 or
more American boys in Vietnam?

The editor is convinced that we can
not continue full speed ahead on both
the domestic and Vietnam areas without
a necessary trimming back on the do
mestic front.

This editorial should be required read
ing for those who believe we can do both.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial, "It's Our War," be placed in the
RECORD.

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

IT'S OUR WAR

Isn't It about time we all got into tills
war, all made some sacrifice? Should we
just leave all the sacrificing to 200,000 or
more Americans boys in Vietnam?

We may as well admit it: For tile most
of us except those boys and their families
ba~k home, life has been going on pretty
cozily. We've followed the news of the war,
but then have gone on about our affairs
undisturbed. Most Americans have been
doing pretty well financially. They've en
joyed all the usual pleasures and some extra
ones, kept comfortable and snug.

Partly this was because we hoped tilat this
war whlcll we drifted into would soon end,
and that the Vietnam nightmare would
somehow go away. But we see now that
likely we are in for a long and dirty fight
and that the cost in men and money will
probably go up, not down.

What can we noncombatants do?
Well, for one thing, we can realize we are

In a war and act like It. We can ask our
Government to. do the same.

In his. annual budget message the Presi
dent called on us to "support the struggle
in Vietnam" but then added that "the strug
gle for a Great Society must go on una
bated." Unabated, with a war going on?
We doubt that he really meant it, for already
some spending programs have been cut back.
But they need to be trimmed a lot more
and the effort turned to the military struggle

and tile prevention of more inflation. Those
are the two big jobs on our ilands now.
That·s plenty; other things can surely wait.

We can make the draft more fair. It can
never be fully fair, but so far it has been
falling too heavily on tile boys not shielded
by tile sanctuary of college.

If we need more taxes to curtail Govern
ment deficits let's have them, unpleasant
though taxes are. But not uniess or until
we've cut out spencling for things we can
forgo or at least postpone. Let's try that
first.

In todny's world wc ncpcl allies. \Vorld
opinion is a powerful forcc. But how many
American bovs shoulcl we sacrifice for fear
of oJIending' "allies" who are sending fooel
and materiel to a silootlng enemy?

It seemed to us that the bombing lull.
the dispatch of our emissaries to all parts
of the world, the appeal to the United Na
tions, futile as that organization is, were all
worth trying. We favor making every other
possible attempt at peace. The President
has tried hard.

What we are asking now is that he first
consult fnily with Congress, which he hasn't
clone, then have the courage to teli us what
Is necessary and when. In brief, let·s ail of
us begin to share this war, so far as possible,
with the boys doing the fighting. It will be
mighty uneven sharing at best, but at least
we can start acting like t,his Is our war, not
just theil·s.

OUR NATION'S CAPITAL COLORING
BOOK

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President. in digni
fied impressive ceremonies at Valley
Forge, Pa., on February 22,1966, the U.S.
Capitol Historical Society was presented
with its second Freedoms Foundation
award. Honored with a 1964 citation
for We, the People, the society was rec
ognized again for its 1965 publication,
Our Nation's Capital Coloring Book,

The principal Americlwa Award was
presented to the U.S. Capitol Historical
Society of Washington, D.C.

Honoring Our Nation's Capital Coloring
Book, using the historic and scenic monu
ments of the Capital City, re-created our
heritage in Gtory and picture and Included a
recommended reading list. a full color page
of State flags, a tour map of the city and note
pages.

Representing the society at Valley
Forge was the driving force founder,
and first president of the society, Fred
Schwengel of Davenport, former Con
gressman from the First District of
Iowa.

In presenting the George Washington
Honor Medal, Dr. Kenneth D. Wells,
president of the Freedoms Foundation at
Valley Forge, made the following re
marks;

This next award goes to show what can be
done with an idea in this great free society of
ours. The staff of tile U.S. Capitol Historical
Society, ever mindful of the Importance of
history to tile impressionable young, decided
that in order to meet the minds of our youth
it must bend to the child's own media. The
result was a combination history-coloring
book that is now being used in classrooms
all over America. It is one thing to produce
a coloring book, but another to rank among
the top echelon of Freedoms Foundation
awards. Our jury felt that this was a great
thing being done for millions of young Amer
icans and we are prOUd to present this medal
to the society. Our most sincere congratula
tions.

Mr. President, I am sure this is an
honor with which all Members of Con
gress and millions of other people are in
full agreement. All of us know of the
outstanding job that the United States
Capitol Historical Society has been doing
to make our people more acquainted
with the facts and traditions of the
U.S. Capitol.

I believe that the untiring work of
Mr. Schwcngel should share in this
recognition because I know how long
and how hard he has labored so that
the United States Capitol Historical So
ciety will fulfill the dreams of its found
ers.

VIETNAM: CONTAINMENT OR
ACCOMMODATION

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the
Washington Sunday Star, in its lengthy
and well-put lead editorial yesterday,
examined the crux of the current debate
over America's Vietnam policy, cut
through the entangling maze of ques
tions and answers and reached a conclu
sion. That conclusion was that, "Given
the importance that Vietnam has as
sumed as a test case for Mao's doctrines
of revolutionary conquest, there is, at
present no realistic alternative to mili
tary containment" of Red China.

The Star's editorial commands atten
tion, Mr. President, and I ask: unanimous
consent that it be printed in the RECORD.

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

IFrom the Washington (D.C.) Star,
1\1ar. 6, 19661

CRUCIAL ISSUE: CONTAINMENT OR

ACCOMMODATION

The continuing debate on Vietnam has
not produced a solution to our problem in
that part of the world. But it has succeeded
to an encouraging degree in getting the prob
lem down to its essentials.

More and more, in recent days, the debate
has begun to transcend the ambigUities of
Vietnam itself and center on the problem
of the containment of Communist China.
More and more, both those wilo defend our
policies In Vietnam and those who criticize
them have cast their arguments in terms of
a confrontation between American power
and that of the vast nation willch has taken
over as the primary global antagonist of
the United States.

Most serious critics of the administration
now admit that the containment of China,
in southeast Asia and elseWhere. Is a vital
interest of the United States. The question
is simply whether or not the war in Vietnam
serves this purpose. Are we containing or
provoking China In Vietnam? Are we de
creasing or increasing tile risk of all-out con
flict? Have we the means of attaining our
objectives? Is there. in fact, a practical
alternative to tile mllitary containment of
Chinese expansionism in Vietnam and
elsewhere?

The answers to all of tilese questions de
pend finally on an assessment of the capaci
ties and ambitions of the regime in Peiping.
If, as the critics fear, tile capacities of Red
China are virtually unlimited, military con
tainment is Indeed a dubious proposition.
And if, as they hope, its ambitions are
modest, an alternative might be found.

The alternative suggested, most explicitly
by Chairman FuLBRIGHT of the Senate For
eign Relations Committee, Is what he calls
an "accommodation" with China on a large
scale. Pelplng, he believes, can be induced


