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mendous area, vital to our Pacific lifeline, 
is put in peril; one withdrawal inevitably 
leads to another. Do we then withdraw 
from Korea, from Japan, from Okinawa., and 
cut Chiang Kai-shek adrift on Formosa to 
be swallowed by the Red Empire? If so, 
we lose all of Asia to the Communist world 
and present Peiping with the people and the 
resources to build a war machine of mon
strous potential, and one dedicated to our 
total destruction. 

Thus, you see, it is not simply a matter of 
pulling out of South Vietnam, even if that 
were morally possible. One sandbag in a 
dike is unimportant until you pull it out 
and find yourself swept away in a deluge. 

Those who urge our disengagement in 
South Vietnam-and disengagement is an 
evasive term for the blunter surrender
sometimes give the impression that Red 
China is an awesomely powerful nation, and 
that we should not dare to challenge its 
ambitions in what it considers its private 
sphere of influence. In manpower, Red 
China is powerful, but manpower is not the 
whole story. 

Before we press the panic button and flee 
in terror from this dragon, let us look at our 
own strength in the Pacific, and take heart. 
We have amassed enormous air and sea 
power in that vast ocean. American bases in 
Japan, Korea, Okinawa, Formosa, the Phil
ippines, Thailand, Laos, and South Vietnam 
bristle with the latest word in heavily armed 
strategic bombers, tactical strike aircraft and 
fighters. 

The Air Force has 32 tactical air squadrons 
stationed on the long defense perimeter from 
Japan to the Ph111ppines. The Strategic Air 
Oommand has two squadrons of atom bomb 
carrying B-52's based in Guam. The 7th 
Fleet, one of the most powerful in history, 
is a huge force of 120 ships, more than 650 
planes, and 64,000 men. Three Polaris subs 
and possibly more by now, are on patrol in 
the western Pacific with atomic missiles cap
able of hitting targets 1,500 miles away. 
These have freed aircraft carriers to sup
port our growing land operations in South 
Vietnam. 

In troops, we quite likely by now have some 
100,000 in the Pacific. -And because of a 
rapid, recent increase in mobility, we can 
now rush whole divisions into that area 
from this country on a moment's notice. We 
have 16 combat-ready divisions stationed 
around the world. Defense Secretary Me-

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JULY 9, 1965 

<Legislative day of Thursday, 
July 8, 1965) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the President pro 
tempore. 

Rev. J. L. Chown, minister, Waterloo 
Road Baptist Church, Wolverhampton, 
England, offered the following prayer: 

0 God, our Heavenly Father, to whom 
we come in the name of Jesus Christ, 
our Lord, let Thy presence be felt 
amongst us. Thou know est the joys and 
sorrows of our hearts, together with the 
cares and duties that await us, far better 
than we do, ourselves; and we would seek 
Thine aid in the faithful discharge of the 
tasks to which we have been elected, for 
without Thee, we can do nothing. 

We thank Thee for the great heritage 
bestowed upon the citizens of this coun-

Namara told Congress not long ago that his 
estimates indicate that some 22 divisions are 
needed to deal with the various kinds of 

.limited war situations we are likely to face 
over the balance of this decade. And the 
additional eigh_t can be drawn from Army 
Reserves. 

Further down on the balance sheet we find 
some 600,000 men under arms on Formosa, 
a tough, well-equipped force of 19 South 
Korean Army and Marine divisions, an army 
of 105,000 men in Thailand, which might 
help us in a pinch-70,000 British troops in 
Malaysia, another 66,000 in Australia and 
New Zealand together-in total, a formi
dable fighting force against which the Red 
Chinese can throw little more than man
power-provided they can get that manpower 
to the point of battle through our air op-

. position. 
So, you see, our position is not nearly so 

perilous as the prophets of doom would have 
you believe. It might be well if we remem
ber, also, that we are the only Nation in 
history to have fought a massive, two-front 
war and supported a third front--the Rus
sian-and won it without ever really strain
ing our domestic economy. That was 20 
years ago and we are most powerful, mili
tarily and economically, than we were then. 

Remember, too, that there were prophets 
of doom in 1776, even more than are croak
ing their gloomy · forebodings today. And in 
that day it required a stout heart to ignore 
their dire warnings-we were a colony con
tending with one of the world's great powers 
outnumbered, outgunned and, in a coldly 
realistic view, engaged in a hopeless strug
gle. But we prevailed in a triumph of the 
spirit and for these 189 years we have held 
the torch of liberty aloft in the face of re
peated and determined efforts by the forces 
of tyranny to quench it. 

Once, the Fourth of July was a day to joy
ously celebrate our independence. Today, it 
is far more than that. Our independence and 
that of the free world are inseparably joined 
by the constant threat of a remorseless com
mon enemy, communism. If the light of 
freedom flickers out in South Vietnam or in 
the Dominican Republic or in any be
leagured land the darkness falls upon us, too. 
So, on this 189th Independence Day, let us 
celebrate our freedom, certainly, but let us 
also dedicate ourselves to preserving it with 
the resources of the spirit, as well as arms, 
wherever and whenever it is challenged by 
those who would destroy it. Thank you. 

try: and may Thy blessing rest on every 
home and family in this land. Help us 

· to do all things in accordance with Thy 
will, through the grace and power of Thy 
Holy Spirit. Especially would we pray 
for the bereaved, the wounded, the sick, 
and all in distress; and let Thy will so 
prevail, that justice and peace will be 
with us and with all nations. 

These things we ask, to the glory of 
Thy name, through Jesus Christ, our 
Lord, who taught us when we pray to 
say·: 

Our Father, who art in heaven: 
Hallowed be Thy name, Thy kingdom 

come, Thy will be done, on earth as it 
is in heaven. 

Give us this day our daily bread. And 
forgive us our trespasses, as ive forgive 
those who trespass against us. And lead 
us not into temptation, but deliver us 
from evil. 

For Thine is the kingdom, and the 
power, and the glory, forever. 

Amen. 

. Derogatory Allegations Concerning the 
State of Maine 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. STANLEY R. TUPPER 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 8, 1965 

Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch 
as in yesterday's RECORD our colleague, 
PAUL A. FINo, saw fit to make certain 
derogatory allegations concerning the 
State of Maine, I believe the House may 
be interested in this rebuttal in the form 
of a letter to the gentleman from New 
York: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 8, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL A. FINO, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR PAUL: I noted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD yesterday that you have repeated 
your allegations of the existence of orga
nized crime in Maine supported by illegal 
gambling. 

If you have arrived at this wild conclusion 
merely through prorating Maine's population 
against the total estimate of illegal gambling 
in the Nation, this is the height of irrespon
sibility. Surely there is a better way for you 
to promote your campaign for a national lot
tery than to make such unsubstantiated 
charges. 

You may remember that I wrote you in a 
similar vein during the last session of Con
gress after you had made a similar charge 
against my State. At that time I requested 
you to bring to the attention of Maine's at
torney general any evidence you had sup
porting your charges. In checking today with 
the Honorable Richard Dubord, attorney gen
eral of Maine, I find that you have offered 
nothing whatsoever to back up your allega
tions. 

This hit-and-run technique may be ad
mired in your congressional district, but it is 
not in mine. 

Sincerely, 
STANLEY R. TuPPER, 

Member of Congress from Maine. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
July 8, 1965, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States, submitting 
nominations, were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore ·laid 

before the Senate messages from the 
President of the United States, submit
ting sundry nominations, which were re
ferred to the appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1965 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. the 
Senate will resume consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 6675). 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 6675) to provide a hos
pital insurance program for the aged 
under the Social Security Act with a 
supplementary health benefits program 
and an expanded program of medical 
assistance, to increase benefits under the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insur
ance system, to improve the Federal
State public assistance programs, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. PROUTY. I yield myself 10 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING · OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized fo:r 
10minutes. 

THE LOST BATTALION 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, while 
we stand here today in this historic 
Chamber, 2 million of our fellow citizens 
eke out a precarious existence, borne 
down by the twin burdens of poverty and 
age. 

Who are these people? 
Are they a lost battalion? 
Are they enemies of cthe stSite, con

demned for some transgression against 
public order? 

No, Mr. President, these 2 million 
Americans are guilty of no misdeed. 
They are victims of misfortune-the 
·misfortune of having been born too soon 
to come under the umbrella of social se
curity. 

As of the beginning of last year, Mr. 
President, there were over 11.3 million 
Americans aged 70 or more. Of these, 
9.3 million received either social secu
rity, civil service retirement, railroad re
tirement, or State and local pensions. 
The remainder-2 million of them--did 
not qualify at all for any of these public 
pensions. 

Many of them, had their health and 
strength and skills permitted, would have 
been able to come under social security 
had they been able to work a few more 
years. But when they retired from the 
work force, the act was not broad enough 
to provide them with even a small re
tirement income. Today these men and 
women, 70, 80·, 90 years old, must live 
from hand to mouth, in many cases not 
knowing where their next meal is com
ing from. 

The present law, as it stands, requires 
six quarters of covered employment for 
an older person to be eligible for social 

security benefits. The bill now before 
us would decrease this number of quar
ters, thus making some 355,000 citizens 
over 72 eligible for minimum social se
curity assistance coverage. 

This is a step in the right direction, 
but only a tiny and hesitant step. It 
fails completely to come to grips with 
the problems faced by the remaining 
1,648,000 senior citizens over 70. 

My amendment would meet this prob
lem and solve it once and for all. It 
would blanket into the social security 
system all Americans over 70 years of 
age not otherwise eligible for benefits. 

For these most needy of the aged, the 
requirement of so many quarters of cov
ered employment would be eliminated al
together. In the case of those who re
ceive some retirement income under a 
Federal public pension system, the so
cial security check would make up only 
the difference between the social security 
minimum payment and the totral of the 
recipient's other public pension income. 

Mr. President, one of the most em- · 
barrassing facts about the scope of our 
social security coverage is a situation 
which now exists in our neighbor to the 
north. Canada provides a $75 benefit 
for every one of its citizens attaining age 
70. None of the recipients contribute di
rectly to a trust fund. None of the re
cipients receive less because of their 
earnings. None of the recipients must 
plead poverty. Merely because they have 
attained age 70 the Government of Can
ada undertakes to assure them a modest 
monthly income in their last years. 

Compare their approach to the amend
ment I now propose. I ask only that 
upon reaching age 70 some of our older 
Americans who could not obtain social 
security benefits be allowed the mini
mum benefit, which, if H.R. 6675 is 
adopted, would be $44 a month. Unlike 
the Canadian plan, those over 70 who 
are now eligible for social security and 
who have contributed to the system 
would draw what their earnings entitle 
them to. The some 1 million people with 
no public income because of their lack 
of social security coverage would be 
blanketed in at $44 per month. The 
funds for this proposal would come from 
general revenue so that the integrity of 
the trust fund would be in no way im
paired. 

Under this plan the number of '!:>ene
ficiaries decreases from year to year as 
the number of employees covered by so
cial security increases. We would not 
be confronted with the ever-increasing 
dollar cost of the Canadian approach. 

Let us not be put to shame by the 
benevolent farsightedness of our neigh
bor to the north. Let us recognize the 
need for this amendment. Let Congress 
not settle for the deception inherent in 
the transitional coverage provided for 
in H.R. 6675. 

Section 309 of H.R. 6675 blankets in 
no one. Eligibles for benefits under that 
section must have had some quarters of 
covered employment. 

So many of our old people are living 
on public assistance because they are 
entitled to no social security. 

It is these very people who ln all prob
ability could never obtain any quarters 
of coverage entitling them to the bene
fit--$35 per month under H.R. 6675. 

Implicit in the transitional coverage 
provisions of that bill is .a cruel hoax. 
Those most in need of some benefits
the oldest members of the community 
and those who have been away from 
gainful employment for the longest peri
od-would get nothing unless they had 
some history of covered employment or, 
at age 80 or 90, could find some covered 
employment. 

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

Mr. PROUTY. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I entered the Chamber 

after the Senator began his speech; I 
should like to ask him two questions 
based upon what I have heard him 
say. 

First, his amendment presumably 
would cover persons who are not now 
covered by social security but who do 
receive old age assistance under cur
rent programs. 

Mr. PROUTY. That is true. 
Mr. MUSKIE. What would hap

pen, under the Senator's amendment, 
to the old-age assistance payments which 
those people now receive? 

Mr. PROUTY. If the States deter
mined that they still should receive old
age assistance, I feel certain no State 
would bar them from it. There is noth
ing in my amendment to hamper their 
old-age assistance in any way. 

Mr. MUSKIE. But presumably those 
payments would have to be rejuvenated 
by the appropriate State agencies, to 
determine whether they are needed, 
considering the circumstances of the 
individual recipient. 

Mr. PROUTY. That would be a 
matter for the State agency to deter
mine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. So in some instances, 
conceivably, some of the payments would 
be discontinued and others dropped, 
while others would possibly be continued. 

Mr. PROUTY. In very few instances 
would there be any significant change; 
most persons receiving old-age assistance 
are getting so little at the present time 
that they barely maintain a subsistence 
standard of living. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Nevertheless, recalling 
my own service in State government as 
Governor and as a member of the legis
lature, old-age assistance grants are 
based upon formulas of need that are 
geared to specific budget items that are 
provided by the program. Unless the 
formulas of need are changed by State 
agencies, the addition of the social se
curity income would change the require
ments of the individual recipient. Is 
not that so? 

Mr. PROUTY. Conceivably, that 
could be true; but I believe that in rela
tively few instances would that be the 
case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to himself by the Senator 
from Vermont has expired. 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield myself an addi
tional 10 minutes. I should explain to 
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the Senator from Maine that I have only 
one-half hour. . 

Mr. MUSKIE. I shall ask one other 
question. I appreciate the pressure of 
time. The Senator has covered my first 
point sufficiently to give me some food 
for thoug t. 

My second question is this: Would the 
group of which the Senator is speaking 
become eligible for the social security 
payments which the Senator's amend
ment provides regardless of need? 

Mr. PROUTY. That is true. 
Mr. MUSKIE. So regardless of in

come and regardless of resources, the 
persons in this group would receive 
bene:fi~. 

Mr. PROUTY. I am sure the Senator 
knows that more than 99 percent will be 
persons who actually need assistance. 
Under the present social security pro
gram, as the Senator knows, need is not 
a criterion. 

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is quite 
accu.rate. I merely wanted to be certain 
what his amendment provided. 

Mr. PROUTY. That is true. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I thank the Senator 

for his answers to my questions. 
Mr. PROUTY. Make no mistake, Mr. 

President, the transitional coverage pro
visions of H.R. 6675 do nothing for the 
older American who was legislated out 
of social security coverage altogether. 
It only applied to those who at some 
time during their life had some employ
ment covered by social security with
holding. 

It would do nothing for the thousands 
of retired teachers whose States partic
ipated in the system after their retire
ment. It would do nothing for those re
tired people whose jobs were brought 
under social security after they left work. 

The Social Security Act has been 
amended 11 times since its inception. 
Many of these amendments have im
pacted upon eligibility for future bene
fits. Unless we blanket in all those age 
70 and above, we stand a very good 
chance of doing irreparable harm to 
those excluded from the operation and 
benefits of the program through legisla
tive oversight. I can think of no valid 
reason why we cannot settle this difficult 
and complex problem with the one easy 
step I propose rather than going from 
year to year excluding some portions of 
our older citizens now and the remainder 
in subsequent years. In all fairness and 
equity we ought to once and for all bring 
within the bounds of this program those 
for whom the program was intended
older America. The language in H.R. 
6675 would not do the job. 

I have heard the argument that these 
people ought not to be eligible for any 
benefits because they did not contribute 
to the fund. I remind my colleagues of 
the gross inequity of legislatively prohib
iting a sector of the society from joining 
and contributing to the system 1n the 
1950's and then continuing this legisla
tive exclusion when it becomes benefit
payment time on the grounds that no 
contributions were made. · Mr. Presi
dent, how could these people have con
tributed to the program when the law 

did not provide for · such contributions 
during their years of employment? In 
any event, this objection is met because 
payments are ultimately financed out of 
general revenues. 

I have heard it said that paying these 
people the minimum benefits would 
mean that some noncontributory ineligi
bles would be receiving more than con
tributory .eligibles. May I again remind 
my colleagues that any one who re-

. ceives less than the minimum benefit 
either does so because he or she elects to 
to take earlier a reduced annuity, or he 
or she has no earnings record and takes 
as a relative of the primary beneficiary. 
Under my plan a person must wait until 
age 70 to take the minimum benefit. 
They have no option to take earlier at a 
reduced annuity. Clearly, the addi
tional 10 years they must wait accounts 
for more than the actuarial difference. 

I have heard it suggested that this 
plan is too costly, but the hearings be
fore the Finance Committee indicated 
that it would cost as little as $700 million 
to blanket all in at age 65. I propose 
to blanket all in a:t age 70 which would 
result in a substantial reduction from 
this quoted figure. 

In a bill of this magnitude the cost 
of my proposal is wholly insignificant 
in terms of the equity and justice meted 
out to those unfortunates shut off from 
the system. To continue to exclude these 
people from the minimum coverage could 
well result in keeping them on the pub
lic assistance rolls-a cost we bear in 
the long run. 

If we are sincere in our desires to erad
icate poverty, we ought not to be con
tent with a plan which ignores those 
hardest hit by the ravages of poverty
older America. If we are sincere in our 
desire to eliminate poverty we ought to 
wage the war on a forgotten front and 
:fight a good fight for dignity and a de
cent life for our older citizens. 

It is a national disgrace, in my judg
ment, that we are prepared to fight pov
erty by spending hundreds of millions 
to build roads yet are unwilling to build 
good lives for our old people. It is a 
national disgrace that we can spend bil
lions to go to the moon but nothing to 
go across the street with a little bit for 
food and clothing. It is a national sor
row that we have tarried so long. 

Finally, Mr. President, is there some
thing sacrosanct about the medical care 
portions of this bill? Will we walk an 
extra mile to initiate a new program 
which blankets in all over 65 for thou
sands of dollars of medical expenses and 
then be unwilling to walk a few feet to 
put $44 into the hands of all aged 70 
and over? For this reason alone I would 
ask for the adoption of this amendment. 

The National Association of Retired 
Teachers and the American Association 
of Retired Persons wholeheartedly sup
port and endorse this amendment. I 
can think of no more significant expres
sion of the public voice on this important 
matter than this unquaUfied endorse
ment by 800,000 retired persons. 

For those who have retired and died 
without the benefit of regular monthly 

checks, it is too late. But for those walk
ing in the twilight between, there is still 
hope. It lies in the acceptance of this 
amendment by the Congress of the 
United States. Let us act now, and not 
next year or the year after, when it will 
be too late to provide a little comfort for 
the thousands who will pass on while we 
tarry. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 1 hour on the bill to the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator that only 55 
minutes remain. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. On the bill. 
MODIFICATION OF UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 

AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time be 
extended by one-half hour on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The previous unanimous-con
sent agreement has been negated, and a 
new one entered into. 

The senior Senator from Louisiana will 
be recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ap
preciate very much this consideration on 
the part of the leadership. Yesterday, I 
was promised some time ·to discuss this 
very complicated bill, very briefly. 

I sincerely regret that I cannot see my 
way clear to vote for the bill in its pres
ent form. For the past several years 
many efforts have been made to adopt 
the so-called medicare provision. 

It will be recalled that in past years 
attempts were made to attach medicare . 
provisions to social security legislation 
that was then pending. The Senate 
voted · dQIWll virtually all of those at
tempts. Today we are confronted with 
a bill that has been so drafted that quite 
a bit of honey has been placed under 
the beehive in order to attract the bees. 

There are many fine provisions in the 
bill which I would like to vote ~or, but 
since those features are presented to the 
Senate in conjunction with the so-called 
medicare provision, I cannot in good con
science vote for the bill. 

For example, Mr. President, I would 
be glad to vote for an increase in the 
present benefit payments to the aged. 
I think it is needed. It is long overdue. 

It appears to me that in order to get 
the medicare bill through, the adminis
tration has somehow been successful in 
getting the principle of medicare at
tached to the social security provisions, 
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.which by themselves are very attractive. 
It is rather difficult · for a politician not 
to vote for them. 

I happen to be one of those Senators 
who will come up for reelection next 
year. If my position on this bill defeats 
me; good and well. It is all right. But 
I have faith in my people, and I do not 
believe they will take offense because I 
am standing in the Senate today speak
ing as I did for many years in the past 
on the medicare proposal. 

The social security program has been 
highly successful; and I, for one, am 
not ready to do violence to that great 
program. 

Some statisticians say that the pro
gram is already in danger, in that we are 
beginning to pay out a little more than 
had been estimated. It is said that at 
some time in the not too distant future, 
the trust fund may become so depleted 
that we will not be able to pay the pen
sions of those who expect them. These 
funds have bee.n in the Treasury Depart
ment for many years. Little or no in
terest has been paid on them up to now 
by the Federal Government. At the mo
ment, I do not remember the amount of 
the interest owed, but it is quite large. 

Mr. President, any time we add to the 
social security program more and more 
obligations, even though the trust fund as 
to the medical program is separate from 
the trust fund which was created for the 
pension part of the program, someday 
in the future the two programs will be 
joined. Let us not be so naive as to be
lieve that the medicare program will not 
be increased from year to year to the 
point that the Government will have to 
impose more taxes on the little man, or 
else take the necessary money out of the 
Treasury. The medicare program is 
bound to cost hundreds of millions of 
dollars more than is now being indicated 
by the proponents of the measure. 

A glance at what took place only this 
year will indicate clearly what is to be 
expected in the future. When this bill 
was originally presented in the House of 
Representatives, it carried a price tag of 
approximately $4 billion. As it pro
gressed through the Congress, it became 
more and more expansive and expensive, 
until the measure before this body today 
envisions a total cost of over $7 billion, 
and the Senate has not even completed 
action on it. 

The trust fund which is being created 
for the medicare program will be treated, 
as I said, separately from the trust fund 
created under the original Social Se
curity Act. But, in addition to the funds 
which are provided in the trust fund, we 
have a sum from the Treasury Depart
ment of approximately $600 million as 
the Government's share to pay for the 
insurance program, in order to guarantee 
services not provided for under the medi
care bill. 

What are those services? 
They are for doctors, radiologists, psy

chiatrists, and other services of that kind. 
It is my belief that many of the labor

ing people who are for the bill do not 
know the implications involved, nor do 
they know what benefits will accrue to 
citizens 65 years and older. 

I dislike to say this, but many sons and 
daughters whose mothers and fathers are 
growing old are of the belief that under 
the pending bill they will be able to get 
the Government to take care of their old
er parents, in the event they become ill 
for long periods of time; they are expect
ing their parents will be able to receive 
.complete medical attention. 

Mr. President, when the bill becomes 
law-as I know it will, because of the way 
it has been presented to Congress-and 
the law begins to op~rate, the recipients 
will soon find that it does not provide 
whrut they thought. 

For example, on page 5 of part I of the 
bill, the medicare provisions are set out. 
Hospitalization is limited to 60 days. In 
order to obtain this hospitalization for 
the first oO days, it will be necessary for 
the recipient to pay $40 in advance. 
Then, if the patient remains ill for a 
period longer than 60 days, he may re
main another 60 days, but in order for 
that to be possible, he will have to pay 
$10 a day for hospitalization. 

That may not s<~und like a large 
amount of money, but when we consider 
the millions of indigent older people, it 
will soon be discovered that the bill does 
not respond to their requirements and 
what is expected of the Government. 

Mr. President, in the course of my 
short presentation, I hope to lay before 
the Senate what the great State of Loui
siana has been doing in regard to assist
ance for its poorer citizens, to those be
low and above 65 years of age. The 
services rendered to those people are 
not for 5 weeks or for 2 weeks-al
though there is a technical 30-day peri
od-but if the doctors who attend such 
persons indicate that the patient must 
be hospitalized more than 10 days, more 
than 30 days, or even for a year, that can 
be done at no cost to the recipient. The 
recipient does not pay for the hospital
ization, or for the doctor bills, or for the 
cost of the medicines-as I shall indicate 
in a few moments. 

Under the pending bill, the recipients 
must provide for the payment of all doc
tor bills. All that the recipient receives 
is hospital attention from the regular 
staff of the hospital. In other words, 
there will be many interns involved-ap
prentices in the hospitals of this coun
try who are learning their profession. 
Insofar as the expenses incurred by the 
patients are concerned, they will not be 
charged for that service; but if it is nec
essary to take X-rays, or do anything 
other than the ordinary routines per
formed in a hospital, the inpatients must 
provide for that in a way different from 
the hospitalization. 

How does that work? 
There is in the bill a supplemental in

surance plan. In order to facilitate the 
insurance plan, the recipient must pay, 
at first, $3 a month. That amount 1s 
matched by the Federal Government. 
Therefore, $6 a month, according to the 
report, will pay for everything necessary 
for the recipient of the hospitalization. 
I ask unanimous consent to place in the 
RECORD at this point the statement in the 
report which is found at page 5. It in-

dicates the benefits to be received from 
hospitalization. 

There being no objection; the excerpt 
from the committee report was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follOWS: 

Benefits: The services for which payment 
would be made under the basic plan include--

( 1) inpatient hospital services for up to 
120 days in each spell of illness. The patient 
payl? a deductible amount of $40 for the ftrst 
60 days plus $10 a day for any days in ex
cess of 60 for each spell of illness; hospital 
services ·would include all those ordinarily 
furnished by a hospital to its inpatients; 
however, payment would not be made for pri
vate duty nursing or for the hospital services 
of physicians except ( 1) services provided by 
interns or residents in training under ap
proved teaching programs; and (2) services 
'of radiologists, anethesiologists, pathologists, 
and physiastrists where these services are 
provided under an arrangement with the hos
pital and are billed through the hospital. 
Inpatient psychiatric hospital service would 
also be included, but a lifetime limitation of 
210 days would be imposed; 

(2) posthospital extended care (in a facil
ity having an arrangement with a hospital 
for the timely transfer of patients and for 
furnishing medical information about pa
tients) after the patient is transferred from 
a hospital (after at least a 3-day stay) for 
up to 100 days in each spell of Ulness, but 
after the first 20 days of care patients will 
pay $5 a day for the remaining days of ex
tended care in a spell of illnes.s; 

(3) outpatient hospital diagnostic services, 
with the patient paying a $20 deductible 
amount and a 20 percent coinsurance for 
each diagnostic study (that is, for diagnostic 
services furnished to him by the same hos
pital during a 20-day period); and 

( 4) posthospital home health services for 
up to 175 visits, after discharge from a hos
pital (after at least a 3-day stay) or extended 
care facility and before the beginning of a 
new spell of illness. Such a person must be 
in the care of a physician and under a plan 
established by a physician within 14 days of 
discharge calling for such services. These 
services would include intermittent nursing 
care, therapy, and the part-time services of a 
home health aid. The patient must be 
homebound, except, that when certain equip
ment is used, the individual could be taken 
to a hospital or extended care fac111ty or re
habilitation center to receive some of these 
covered home health services in order to get 
advantage of the necessary equipment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to place in the 
RECORD the statement which appears at 
page 7 of the · committee report, giving 
a general description of the so-called 
supplemental insurance plan and the 
services that are to be made available 
under it to the recipients in the hospital 
and out of the hospital. 

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

2. VOLUNTARY SUPPLEMENTARY INSURANCE 

PLAN 

General description: A package of bene
fits supplementing those provided under the 
basic plan would be offered to all persons 65 
and over on a voluntary basis. Individuals 
who elect to enroll initially would pay pre
miums of $3 a month (deducted, where pos
sible, from social security or railroad retire
ment benefits). The Government would 
match this premium with $3 paid from gen
eral funds. Since the minimum increase in 
cash social security benefits under the blll 
for workers retiring or who retired at age 65 
or older would be $4 a month ($6 a month 
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for man and wife receiv-ing benefits based on 
the same earnings ·record), the benefit in
creases would fully cover the amount . of 
monthly premiums. 

Enrollment: Persons who have reached age 
65 before July 1, 1966, will have an opportu
nity to enroll in an enrollment period which 
begins April 1, 1966, and shall end on Sep
tember 30, 1966. 

Persons attaining age 65 subsequent to 
July 1, 1966, will have enrollment periods of 
7 months beginning 3 months before the 
month of attainment of age 65. 

In the future, general enrollment periods 
will be from October 1 to December 31, in 
each even-numbered year. The first such 
period will be October 1 to December 31, 
1968. 

No person may enroll more than 3 years 
after the close of the first enrollment period 
in which he could have enrolled. 

There will be only one chance to reenroll 
for persons who are in the plan but drop out, 
and the reenrollment must occur within 3 
years of termination of the previous enroll
ment. 

Coverage may be terminated (1) by the 
individual filing notice during an enrollment 
period, or (2) by the Government, for non
payment of premiums. 

A State would be able to provide the sup
plementary insurance benefits to its public 
assistance recipients who are receiving cash 
assistance if it chooses to do so. 

Effective date: Benefits will be effective 
beginning January 1, 1967. 

Benefits: The voluntary supplementary 
insurance plan would cover physicians' serv
ices, chiropractic, and podiatrists• services, 
home health services, and numerous other 
medical and health services in and out of 
medical institutions. 

There would be an annual deductible of 
$50. Then the plan would cover 80 percent 
of the patient's bill (above the deductible) 
for the following services: 

( 1) Physicians' and surgeons' services, 
whether furnished in a hospital, clinic, of
fice, in the home, or elsewhere. · 

(2) Chiropractors' services. 
(3) Podiatrists' services. 
(4) Home health service (with no require

ment of prior hospitalization) for up to 100 
visits during each calendar year. 

(5) Diagnostic X-ray and laboratory tests, 
and other diagnostic tests. 

(6) X-ray, radium, and radioactive isotope 
therapy. 

(7) Ambulance services. 
(8) Surgical dressings and splints, casts, 

and other devices for reduction of fractures 
and dislocations; rental of durable medical 
equipment such as iron lungs, oxygen tents, 
hospital beds, and wheelchairs used in the 
patient's home, prosthetic devices (other 
devices, other than dental) which replace 
all or part of an internal body organ; braces 
and artificial legs, arms, eyes, etc. 

There would be a special limitation ·on 
outside-the-hospital treatment of mental, 
psychoneurotic, and personality disorders. 
Payment for such treatment during any cal
endar year would be limited, in effect, to 
$250 or 50 percent of the expenses, which
ever is smaller. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, a 
Member of Congress would have to be 
naive indeed to believe that the pro
gram of hospitalization can be main
tained through the method of financing 
that is now provided. The method now 
provided is a tax on the income of the 
working people. 

Today, a very small percentage on the 
$4,800 maximum income is paid by every 
employee and every employer, to make 
up the trust fund, which would become 

available as benefits to social security 
recipients after they become 65 years of 
age. That relates primarily to their pen
sion. A person must reach age 65 before 
any kind of benefits become available, 
unless, under amendments which were 
adopted recently, a person under social 
security is disabled so that he cannot 
work. Of course, under another Senate 
amendment, a smaller benefit will come 
available to a person reaching age 60, if 
he so chooses. 

Mr. President, not long ago we adopted 
another amendment to the social security 
program which I thought was a good 
one. It provides that a person may pay 
some money into the trust fund in order 
to obtain, at the age of 65, or when he 
becomes totally disabled, a certain sti
pend, depending on the salary he re
ceived before. In that case the . trust 
fund is drawn upon to make these funds 
available to him. 

But, Mr. President, that represented 
the original fear upon which the social 
security program was based. 

Here we are adding more and more 
programs which will become very costly 
to the Government as well as to the tax·
payers. When I say taxpayers, I mean 
those who hold social security cards. 

Today they pay on the first $4,800 of 
their salary. The pending bill raises 
the base from $4,800 to $6,600, and the 
rate has been increased. 

In the next few years employers and 
employees under social security will be 
paying a rate in excess of 10 percent of 
their earnings up to $6,600. 

Anyone who has had experience or who 
will look into the subject of hospitaliza
-tion and the paying of doctor bills and 
nurse's bills, will soon find that the 
cost is on the increase, and that there 
is no possibility of discharging all the 
costs of the future that will be entailed 
in the hospitalization program now 
pending. 

What will that mean? It will mean 
that those holding social security cards 
will have to pay more and more on a 
larger base, with an increase in the per
centage amount; and then the Federal 
Government will be compelled to come 
into the picture in order to meet the 
·excess cost. 

I speak from experience. I sat in 
the Louisiana Legislature for 12 years. 
I was very much interested in hospi
talization. I insisted on creating and 
establishing State-owned hospitaliza
tion in my own State for the poor, for 
the indigent, for those who are unable 
to pay the bills. 

As I shall indicate in a few moments, 
the program that we have set up in Loui
siana, if carried out by other States in 
the Union, would mean that we would 
not need the program of medicare that is 
now before us. The unfortunate thing 
is that many States of the Union have 
been dragging their feet, so far as hos
pitalization is concerned. In Louisiana, 
we have not been neglectful in assisting 
the poor. The people of Louisiana have 
taxed themselves until it hurts, to give 
assistance where it is needed. Now we 
are being called upon to further increase 
their tax burden, and at the same time 

not give them more benefits-in fact less 
than they are now receiving. I cannot 
see my way clear to vote for the bill. 

Mr. President, I am conscious of the 
fact that I cannot change many votes on 
the floor of the Senate. The minds of 
most Senators have been made up. I 
merely wish to speak for the REcoRD to 
indicate to the people what can be ex
pected from the bill. I repeat that what 
will be provided under the law will be 
meager in contrast to what the people 
will anticipate obtaining. 

·Quite a few programs for which I 
should like to vote are incorporated in 
the bill. For example, as I have indi
cated, the 7-percent benefit increase is 
long past due. That increase should 
have been enacted a few years ago. 

I should like to increase benefits for 
crippled children, children with no 
homes, and disabled children. I should 
like to give the special benefits to the 
older people which are provided for in 
the measure. 

But I cannot see my way clear to vote 
for those provisions with the medicare 
program attached to them because, as I 
have said publicly and repeat now, if the 
medicare proposal is studied carefully, its 
folly will be evident. People will not re
ceive what they anticipate. If the Con
gress makes the mistake of adopting the 
proposal, it will mean that every session 
of Congress will be confronted with more 
and more and larger and larger demands. 
The program will mushroom, because 
when the people who expect much from 
the proposed legislation find out that 
they are not receiving what they antic
ipated, they will come to their Senators 
and Representatives, force the issue, and 
make them propose increases from every 
direction. Not only will the percentage
wise tax on income be raised, but the 
base will also be broadened, breached, 
and increased. 

We can see that process already in ac
tion by examining the figures presented 
in table 6, found on page 287 of part I 
of the Finance Committee's report. 
There it can be seen that under the social 
security legislation now on the statute 
books, the combined social security tax 
on employer and employee would amount 
to $396 next year. By contrast, it will 
amount to $487.20 under the House ver
sion of this bill, and to $551.10 in the 
Senate version. 

Looking to the year 1987, the disparity 
is even more glaring. In that year, under 
present legislation already on the books, 
employers and employees would make a 
combined contribution of $444. Yet un
der the House version of the bill, the con
tribution is jumped up to $739.20, and 
under the provisions drafted by the Sen
ate committee, the combined payroll tax 
has been increased to the sum of $759. 
Of course, we should bear in mind that 
1987 is a long way off, and it is wholly 
reasonable to expect that even greater 
increases will be voted before that time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that table 6 from the committee re
port be placed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows. 
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TABLE 6.-Combined tax on employer and employee under present law and under House and Senate Finance Committee versions of H.R. 
6675 1-Qld-age, survivors, and disability insurance program and basic hospital insurance program, 1965-87 and after 

Combined t ax on employer and employee 

Old-age, survivors, and dis- Basic hospital insurance Old-age, survivors, and dis.ability insurance program and basic hospital 
ability insurance program program msurance program 

Year 
Increase under Increase under Finance 

Under Under Under House bill Committ ee bill 
Under Under Finance Under Under Finance Under Under Finance 
present House Commit- present House Commit- present House Commit-

law bill tee bill law bill tee bill law bill tee bill Over Over Over Over Over 
present 1965 present House 1965 

law law bill 
--- --- --- --- --- --------- - --------- -----

1965_- -- - ----- - - ------- -- $348.00 $348.00 $348. 00 ---------- ---$39:20- ---$42:9o- $348. 00 $348.00 $348.00 ---$9i:2o- --$ia9:2o- --$i55:io- ---$63:9o- ---izoo:io 1966---- ---------- - --- - -- 396. 00 448. 00 508. 20 ---------- 396. 00 487. 20 551.10 
1967-- --- ------ ------- - -- 396.00 448. 00 508.20 ---------- 56. 00 66. 00 396.00 504.00 574.20 108.00 156. 00 178.20 70. 20 226. 20 
1968- - -- ------ - --- - ------ 444. 00 448.00 508.20 ---------- 56. 00 66.00 444.00 504.00 574.20 40.00 156. 00 130. 20 70.20 226.20 
1969--70_ - ------ - - - - ------ 444.00 492.80 587.40 -- -- ------ 56. 00 66. 00 444.00 548. 80 653.40 104. 80 200.80 209. 40 104.00 305.40 
1971-72_- -------- - ------ - 444.00 580.80 587.40 ---------- 66. 00 72.60 444.00 646.80 660.00 202.80 298. 80 216.00 13.20 312.00 
1973--75_ ---- - - ----------- 444.00 633.60 646.80 ---------- 72.60 79. 20 444.00 706. 20 726.00 262.20 358.20 282.00 19.80 378.00 
1976-79_- ---------------- 444.00 633.60 646.80 ---------- 79.20 85. 80 444.00 712.80 732.60 268.80 364.80 288.60 19. 80 384.60 
198Q-86_- - - -------------- 444.00 633.60 646.80 ---------- 92. 40 99.00 444. 00 726.00 745.80 282.00 378. 00 301.80 19. 80 397.80 
1987 and after--- --------- 444.00 633.60 646.80 ---------- 105.60 112.20 444.00 739. 20 759.00 295.20 391.20 315.00 19.80 411.00 

1 For employee with wage equal to or in excess of the t ax base under the Senate Fi· Source: Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 
nance Committee bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, in 
addition, there is no question that if we 
vote to protect and provide for the people 
above 65 and people under that age, 
many more millions will be required than 
are provided in the bill we are now 
considering. 

I repeat what I believe will happen. 
Uncle Sam, instead of the States, will be 
called upon to carry those burdens. A 
good deal of the burden rightly belongs 
on the States. I favor a cooperative ef
fort on the part of the Federal Govern
ment and the States in many fields. For 
example, the Kerr-Mills law works well. 
In Louisiana that program is mushroom
ing. But it is being carried out on a 
cooperative basis with the States. 

As I said, from here out we shall have 
demands from unsatisfied people who 
will say that they were misled as to what 
the bill would do for them. I am one 
who believes that those who are able to 
pay their medical bills should be made 
to do so and not let Uncle Sam carry the 
burden, as will be the ease if the bill 
passes. 

In my judgment, unless we can obtain 
full cooperation between the States and 
the Federal Government to carry the 
burden of hospitalization for those un
able to pay, the cost of the program will 
be so immense that the taxpayers will 
begin to grumble and resist the payments 
that will be necessary in order to carry 
the program through. 

Mr. President, on September 7, 1964, 
I delivered an address in the Senate en
titled "Louisiana Takes Care of Its Own." 
That address was made in opposition to 
amendment No. 1178, the so-called Gore 
amendment, which would have attached 
medicare legislation to the Social Secu
rity Amendments of 1964, which were 
before the Senate. In that speech, I doc
umented what the State of Louisiana is 
doing for all its needy citizens, and par
ticularly for its aged in need of medical 
assistance. I pointed out that my State 
was already doing much more than would 
be provided in the pending legislation, 
and I now make the same claim as to the 
measure before the Senate. Since Lou-

isiana citizens had taxed themselves 
heavily in an effort to assure that no 
one in need of medical asistance would 
be without it, regardless of age, and re
gardless of ability to pay, I could not see 
my way clear to support the imposition 
of additional taxes toward this end. 

Mr. President, I again maintain that 
position. The medicare proposal cur
rently before the Senate will amount to 
nothing short of double taxation of the 
people of Louisiana to provide · a service 
that is already available to them in a 
much more extended form. 

To bring the data I presented to the 
Senate last year up to date, I point out 
that there are currently 268,865 persons 
65 years of age and over in Louisiana. 
Of thh) number, 129,742 are receiving old
age assistance payments from the Fed
eral and State Governments. A large per
centage of the old-age assistance pay
ments is devoted to medical care for the 
aged, and in the last complete fiscal year 
for which I have obtained figures, the 
OAA medical program expenditure 
amounted to a total of $22,724,440. Many 
others in my State are participating in 
the medical aid to the aged or MAA pro
gram. In the 1964 fiscal year, a total of 
$1,200,000 was expended under the MAA 
medical program. The total payment in 
Louisiana made under both the old-age 
assistance and medical assistance for the 
aged programs, from 1960 through fiscal 
year 1964, amounts to $92,329,364. The 
contribution made by the Federal Gov
ernment amounts to $66,965,641; that 
made by the State government totals 
$25,363,723. 

Mr. President, two tables I had pre
pared after consulting with the State 
welfare and medical authorities show 
very plainly the high level of partici
pation which Louisiana has achieved 
through the operation of the Kerr-Mills 
program, which I have been informed 
"is not operating in some States." I ask 
unanimous consent that they be placed 
in the RECORD ·at this point in my re
marks. 

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

Data re Kerr-Mills-Louisiana 

Number Date 

Persons 65 years and over __ 268,865 December 1964. 
Total receiving OASI, 157,932 Do. 

Louisiana. 
Total receiving either 

OASI or OAA.I 
287,674 

Total receiving OAA ______ 129,742 Do. 
Also receiving OASL __ ___ 54,602 Do. 
Total receiving either 2 233,674 

OASI or OAA or a com-
bination of the 2. 

Receiving continued med- 44,324 
ical care . 

Potentially eligible for 
medical aid to aged. 

139,123 

Number receiving MAA __ 
Also receiving OASL _____ 

3 533 February 1965. 
3 366 Do. 

Total Federal State 

OAAmedical 
program: 

196Q-6L __ __ __ $3,373, 216 $2,430,739 $942, 477 
1961-62_ ---- -- 13, 773,943 10,105,005 3,668, 938 1962-63 _______ 21,210, 490 15,227,600 5, 982, 890 1963-64 _____ __ 22,724,440 16, 555, 194 6, 169, 246 1964-65 4 _____ _ 27,728, 927 20, 075, 743 7, 653, 184 

SubtotaL __ 88, 811,016 64,394, 281 24,416,735 

MAAmedical 
program: 196()-61_ ___ ___ ------------ ------------ ------------1961-62 _____ __ 359,210 260, 607 98,603 1962-63 _______ 974,990 707,355 267,635 

1963-64_ ~- - ~ -- 984, 148 722, 598 261,550 1964-65 6 ______ 1,200, 000 880,800 319,200 

SubtotaL __ 3, 518,348 2, 571, 360 946,988 

TotaL _____ 92,329, 364 66,965,641 25,363, 723 

I This figure shows more than the total persons 65 years 
and older in Louisiana because some persons who receive 
OAA also receive OASI. 

2 86.9 percent. 
81 month. 
4 Includes April, May, and June 1965 estimate. 
I Total OAA and MAA, 1960 through 1964-%. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, be
fore leaving this portion of my remarks, 
I point out that this high level of Lou
isiana participation in the cooperative 
programs enacted by Congress did not 
come about by accident. When Congress 
saw fit to follow the lead of the Louisiana 
Legislature, we were, of course, able to 
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take full advantage of the matching pro
gram. I am proud to say that the 
groundwork for our participation was 
laid in the 1930's, when I was serving as 
:floor leader of the Louisiana House of 
RepresenU\tives under the governor
ship of the late Huey P. Long. Under 
Governor Long's leadership, the State 
legislature acted to provide liberal pen
sions for all of our old people. Because 
of the existence of our pension plan for 
the protection of our aged, we were ready 
to participate fully in the jointly fi
naneed Federal-State old-age assistance 
program enacted by the Congress. I am 
proud to say that this principle of mak
ing the necessary aid available to our 
needy has been carried through by our 
State administrations since I left the leg
islature to represent Louisiana in the 
U.S. Senate. 

This can be shown in many ways. The 
tables I have just inserted in the RECORD 
will indicate it to a large degree. It can 
.also be shown by the total moneys ex
pended in Louisiana for old-age assist
ance during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1964. In that year, and including the 
sums spent for medical payments in the 
category of old-age assistance, a total of 
$129,316,000 was received by our needy 
citizens. 

Aside from this, a total of $984,000 was 
expended last year by the State and Fed
eral Government under the medical as
sistance for the aged program. It is well 
to point out here that in the category of 
old-age assistance total paymens, Louisi
ana ranks third in the Nation, exceeded 
only by the large and much more popu
lated States of California and Texas. Of 
that total of almost $130 million, $33,-

818,000 or 26.2 percent was derived from 
purely State funds. I believe that this 
indicates first, that Louisiana has taken 
and is taking all possible steps to secure 
the needed medical care and benefits for 
her needy people. 

It indicates secondly, but just as im
portantly, that we are doing so at a sub
stantial strain on the taxpayers of our 
State. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD two 
tables prepared by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare which 
show the nationwide expenditures under 
the two categories of old-age assistance 
and medical assistance for the aged. 

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

TABLE 5.-0ld-age assistance: Expenditures for assistance to recipients, by source of funds, fiscal year ended June 30, 1964 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

State 

Total assist. 
ance includ
ing vendor 

Total including vendor payments for medical care 

Federal funds State funds Local funds 

:rcli~~!l--------.------1---------.------1-------~--
Amount 

Total ________________ _______________________________ $2,030,945 $420,887 

Alabama. ____ --- ___ - ---- -- ------------------------- ------- 88,736 11,891 
Alaska 2 _____ _ ------ - ____ _____ ___ ------------------------ -- 1,425 283 
Arizona.-- ----- ___ ------------ ---------- ------------------ 9,970 450 Arkansas _____________ --- ________________ --- -- ______ _ -___ .:._ 43,239 8,193 California _____ ______________________________________ ______ 347, 196 41,429 Colorado __________________________________________________ 60,258 12,019 
Connecticut_ ____ _________ -- ___ __ ----- _-------------------- 7,928 1,972 
Delaware ___ ------------------------------- --------------- 932 195 
District of Columbia.----- _________ ----------------------- 2,589 732 Florida 2 ____ ___________ __________________________________ _ 55,336 13,925 Georgia _________________ ___ . _______________________________ 61,224 8,469 Quam ______________ --------- ________________ ------ ______ __ 61 8 
Hawaii 2 ____ ___ ____ ---------------------------------- - ---- 1, 012 260 Idaho _____________________________________________________ 4,278 645 
Illinois 2 _______________ --·---- ______ __ __ ___ -- ----- ____ ------ 62,105 30,199 Indiana ___________________________________ ----- _____ ------ 21,878 9,500 Iowa ______________________________________________________ 31,227 11,360 Kansas _____ ___ __________________ --------- _________________ 25,484 5,310 

~:~~i-~--~~~= == == = == == = == == ====== = = == =~====~===== = ===== 
40,074 5,928" 

129,316 22,724 
Maine _____ ___________________ ---------------------------·- 11,089 9,970 J\IIaryland 2 _______________________________________ --------- 8,151 1,068 
Massachusetts __________________ _________ _____ ------------- 58,988 12,838 Michigan __ ___________ __________________ ___ __________ __ ---- 48,516 6,659 Minnesota _______ ___ _ ----- _______________ --- ~ ______________ 56,798 35,572 

~~~-~~~============= = ===== ============ ========== ====== 
35,039 1,584 
83,337 9,366 Montana. ____ ______ ______ _____ ____________________________ 4, 730 14 

Nebraska ___ ---------------- -------------------- ---------- 12,958 6,104 
Nevada. _____ --------------------------------------------- 2,693 633 
New Hampshire. __ --------------------------------------- 5,440 1,189 
New Jersey ___ -------------------------------------------- 13,196 3,130 
New Mexico 2 ___ ---------- ----------------------------- - -- 9,512 1,889 New York __ _________________ __ __ ___ ______ _ ------- ____ __ __ 61,192 13,607 
North Carolina •••• ---- ----------------------------------- 29,949 4,292 
North Dakota _____ ___ ----- ______ ------- ____ __ __ _____ _ ----_ 5,895 1, 763 Ohio. _____________________________________________________ 86,238 19,699 
Oklahoma 2 __ - --------- ______ ----------------------------- 96,012 19,650 
Oregon _________________________________ ------------------- 4, 696 1, 651 
Pennsylvania ____ _____ ------- ______________ -------- __ ----- 42,397 6,859 Puerto Rico ______________________________________ _________ 3, 673 321 
Rhode Island ___ ------------------------------------------ 6,084 1,118 
South Carolina .. -------------------~---------------------- 16,254 3, 423 
South Dakota .. ------------------------------------------- 7, 281 1, 200 
Tennessee. ____ • _________ -----------------_____ ----_------_ 28,938 5,175 Texas _____________________________________________________ 

191,948 32,447 Utah _________________________________________ ------_______ 4,371 790 
Vermont. ______________ --- ___ -----________ ---_----_------- 5, 512 2, 339 

~~:~ci~~1~~-<I_s~=-::= ~---:=~~---==~---:==~---:================== 221 41 
9, 923 2, 746 

Washington _________ _ -- ___ __________ -- ___ ----- _____ ------- 32,889 6,956 

;r;~~~~~~~============== ====== ========================= 
8,569 1, 785 

36,610 25,060 
Wyoming _________________ ___ ---------_-~ __ T _____________ 2,580 457 

1 Less than 0.05 percent. 
2 Data for part of period were included in a total reported for aged, blind, and dis

abled under provisions of title XVI. For purposes of this release these data are dis
tributed to OAA, AB, and APTD on an estimated basis. 

Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
of total 

20.7 $1,321,202 65. 1 $620,373 30.5 $89,370 4.4 

13.4 67,603 76.2 21,130 23. 8 3 (I) 
19.9 877 61.6 548 38.4 -------------- ----------
4.5 7,420 74.4 2,550 25.6 -------- ------ ----------

18.9 33,609 77.7 9,630 22.3 -------------- ---- ------
11.9 168,167 48.4 154,023 44.4 25,006 7.2 
19.9 31,536 52.3 28,722 47.7 -------------- ----------
24.9 5,007 63.1 2,922 36.9 -------------- ----------
20. 9 655 70.3 277 29. 7 -------------- ----------
28.3 1,627 62.8 962 37.2 -------------- ----------
25.2 42,609 77.0 12,727 23.0 -------------- ----------
13. 8 47,919 78.3 11,195 18.3 2,111 3.4 
13.1 31 50.0 31 50.0 -------------- ----------
25.7 715 70.7 297 29. 3 -------------- ----------
15.1 3,161 73.9 1,117 26.1 -------------- ........ ------
48.6 38,394 61.8 23,711 38.2 --- ----------- ----------
43. 4 14,259 65.2 4",571 20.9 3,047 13.9 
36.4 20,205 64.7 11,022 35.3 -------------- ----------
20.8 16,060 63.0 4, 736 18.6 4,688 18.4 
14.8 32,043 80.0 8,030 20.0 -------------- ----------
17.6 95,497 73.8 33,818 26.2 -------------- ----------
35.8 8,072 72.8 3,017 27.2 -------------- -----·ia:• 13.1 5,505 67.5 1, 556 19.1 1,090 
21.8 35,131 59.6 16,859 28.6 6,999 11.9 
13.7 28,674 59.1 17,215 35.5 2,628 5.4 
62.6 29,433 51.8 12,848 22.6 14,517 25.6 
4.5 28,606 81.6 6,433 18.4 -------------- ----------

11.2 57,744 69.3 25,593 30.7 -------------- ----------
.3 3,338 70.6 952 20.1 440 9.3 

47.1 8,422 65.0 3,375 26.0 1,162 9.0 
23.5 1,660 61.6 1,033 38.4 -------------- ----------
21.9 3,151 57.9 864 15.9 1, 425 26.2 
23.7 8,575 65.0 3,478 26.4 1,144 8. 7 
19.9 7,237 76.1 2,275 23.9 -------12;347- ------20:2 22.2 36,406 59.5 12,439 20.3 
14.3 23,344 77.9 3,633 12.1 2,971 9.9 
29.9 4,147 70.3 1,577 26.8 171 2.9 
22.8 53,477 62.0 32,760 38.0 -------------- ----------
20.5 61,919 64.5 34,093 35.5 -------------- ----------
17.0 6, 732 69.4 2,075 21.4 889 9.2 
16.2 27,650 65.2 14,747 34.8 -------------- ----------
8. 7 31, 776 48.3 1, 897 51.7 -------------- ----------

18.4 3, 915 64.4 2,169 35.6 -------------- ----------
21. 1 13,046 80.3 3, 208 19.7 -------------- ----------
16.5 5,329 73.2 1, 952 26.8 -------------- ----------
17.9 23, 076 79.7 4, 689 16.2 1, 172 4.1 
16.9 143,044 74.5 48,904 25.5 -------------- ----------
18.1 3, 249 74.3 1,122 25. 7 -------------- ----------
42.4 3,970 72.0 1,096 19.9 446 " 8.1 
18.4 108 49.0 113 51.0 -------------- ----------
27.7 7, 814 78.7 1,308 13.2 801 8.1 
21.2 21,073 64.1 11,816 35.9 -------------- ----------
20.8 6,954 81.2 1, 614 18.8 ---------------
68.5 19,591 53.5 11,267 30.8 5, 751 15.7 
17.7 1, 641 63.6 376 14.6 563 21.8 

a Amount less than that obtained by applying formula for computing Federal funds 
because of the statutory limitation on the aggregate amount of Federal funds for all 
programs that can be made available for a fiscal year. 
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'!ABLE 6.-Medical assistance for the aged: Expenditures for assistance to recipients, by source of funds, fiscal year ended June 30, 1961,. t 

Alabama. ________ ______ ___________ ------------f!-_·_--------

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

Vendor payments for 
medical care 

Total including vendor payments for medical care 

Federal funds State funds Local funds 

Total 
assistance 
including 

vendor · payments for l------;----''----·l------;----·1------;-----l------,---
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount medical care Amount 

$383,648 $381,672 

Percent 
of total 

99.5 $196,461 
1-----1 

600 

Percent 

151.2 $116,775 30.4 $70,412 18.4 

78.3 167 21.7 -------------- ----------Arkansas __ ---------------------- ___ -------- ______________ · 
767 

1,603 
80,069 
13,957 
1, 714 
1,402 

767 
1,603 

80,069 
13,948 
1, 714 
1,402 

100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 

1,282 80.0 321 20.0 -------------- ----------California. _______________________ -- __ -_-_-----------------
Connecticut _______ ----------------- ______ ------ ____ ._ ____ _ 
District of Columbia ________________ ----------------------
:E:lorida s _. _____ ----------________ ----- _____ _____ ----------
Guam _____________________________ ___ -------- ____________ _ 

Hawaii •• - ----- --- ---- ~ --'---------------------------------

~~8: = = ~=== = = : ::: == : == == = == == = = = = = = = = = = = = == == = = = = = = == = = = = = Iowa 2 ___ ____ ____ ________________ _______ ------- ___________ _ 

Kansas 2_. ------------------- --------------- - - ------------Kentucky----- ___________________________ · ________ ________ _ 
Louisiana. ------------------------------------------------Maine. ________ ------------ __________________ --------- ___ _ 
Maryland _____ __ _____________ ______ ___ ____________ _______ _ 
Massachusetts ____________________ ---_-- __ -_--_-----------
Michigan ••• _. ________ ____ ___ ____________ __ ____ __________ _ 
Nebraska 2 ___ -------------- ______________________________ _ 

New Hampshire. __ ---------- _______ -------- _____ __ ----- __ 
New Jersey_. ____________ .: ___ ._ __________ ------------------
New York ____ __ ______________________ ___________________ _ 
North Dakota._.-----------------------------------------
Oklahoma. ____ -------- __ ------_------ __ ---------- ----- -- -Oregon _______________ ---- -- -__________________________ .. __ 
Pennsylvania_.---------- _____ -------------- _____________ _ 
Puerto RiCO-- ---------------------------------------------South Carolina ___________________________________________ _ 

South Dakota 2 ____ ---------------------------------------
Tennessee. ______ ------------------------------------------
Utah .. ----------------------------------------------------
Vermont ____ ---------------_____ -- ___ --------------_ ------
Virgin Islands---------------------------------------------
Virginia 2 ____ ---------------------------------------------
Washington ____ ---------- __ ------ ___ -----_----------------West Virginia ____________________________________________ _ 

Wyoming'-----------------------------------------------

15 
1, 657 
2,910 
5,160 
1,375 
1,446 
2,108 

984 
1,307 
3, 738 

50,048 
22,142 

40 
589 

11,043 
120,343 

2,670 
1, 793 
5,865 

21,081 
970 

1, 984 
4 

2, 065 
2, 959 

339 
26 

478 
16, 103 
2, 842 

53 

15 
1, 657 
2, 910 
5,160 
1,375 
1,398 
2,108 

984 
1,307 
3, 738 

48,868 
22,142 

40 
589 

10,930 
119,744 

2,643 
1, 793 
5,865 

21,081 
970 

1, 984 
4 

2,065 
2, 959 

339 
26 

478 
16,103 
2, 842 

53 

99.9 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.7 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.6 

100.0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
99.0 
99.5 
99. 0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

40,034 50.0 
6,952 49.8 

857 50.0 
851 · 00.7 

8 50.0 
828 50.0 

1,962 67.4 
2,580 50.0 

793 57.6 
792 54.7 

1,585 75.2 
723 73.5 
858 65.6 

1,869 50. 0 
24,434 48.8 
11,067 50.0 

22 55.1 
332 56.4 

5,465 49.5 
59,872 49.8 
1,930 72.3 
1,177 65. 7 
2,933 50.0 

10,538 50.0 
485 50.0 

1,587 80.0 
3 68.9 

1, 560 75.5 
1, 836 62.1 

219 64.8 
13 50.0 

304 63.5 
8, 047 50.0 
2,040 71.8 

26 50.0 

18,828 23.5 21,206 26.15 
7,005 50.2 -------------- ----------

857 50.0 -------------- ----------
551 39.3 -------------- ---·------

8 50.0 -------------- ----------
829 50.0 -------------- ----------
948 32.6 --------------

2,580 50.0 -------------- ----------583 42.4 -------------- ----------
327 22.6 327 22.6 
523 24 .. 8 -------------- ----------
261 26.5 

-~ ------------ ----------
449 34.4 -------------- ----------

1,869 50.0 -------------- ----------
17,076 34. 1 8,538 17.1 
8,854 40.0 2,221 10.0 

18 44.9 -------------- ----------
257 43. 6 ------------- - ----------

4,447 30.3 2,3l2 20. 2 
30,250 25.1 30,221 25.1 

667 25.0 73 2.8 
616 34.3 -- ------------ ----------

2,053 35.0 880 15.0 
6,002 28.5 4,541 21.5 

485 50.0 -------------- ----------
397 20.0 -------------- ----------

1 31.1 -------------- ----------
404 19.6 101 4.9 

1,123 37.9 -------------- ----------
119 35.2 -------------- ----------
13 50.0 -------------- ----------

102 21.4 72 15.1 
8, 057 50.0 -------------- ----------

803 28.2 -------------- ----------
26 50.0 

1 Program initiated in October 1960 under the Social Security Amendments of 1960. 'Vendor medical program in operation less than 1 year. 
States not shown have no program. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I in
vite Senators to compare the amounts 
paid by Texas, California; and Louisiana 
with the amounts paid by other States, 
States which have, in my opinion, been 
dragging their feet in this area. If the 
States of the Union had followed the ex
ample of Louisiana, many of the aged 
would have been provided for. 

. I am proud to recall that from 1928 
through 1932, years when I served in the 
administration of the late Huey P. Long, 
I was instrumental in assisting or giving 
a push to make certain that those pro
grams were adopted. I regret to say that 
many States of the Union are not fol
lowing the good example that was set 
years ago by my State of Louisiana. 

Not only is it correct that Louisiana 
ranks third in the States' old age assist
ance total, but also that there is a sub
stantial break between the third position 
and those below it. Very few States 
come close to our effort in this field. 

Another method by which it can be 
clearly shown that the State of Louisiana 
is acting on its own to care for the needs 
of its people is by the expenditures to op
erate our State-owned hospitals. Last 
year, I presented statistics frorr. the 
Louisiana Department of Hospitals show
ing that the 1964 budget for the State of 
Louisiana contained a total appropriation 
of $44,607,181 to meet the recurring ex
penses for the general, mental, and 
tuberculosis hospitals operated by the 
State. Contained in the figure from last 
year were the following: 

For the 7 general hospitals main
tained by the State Department 
of Hospitals __________________ $8, 911, 641 

For the 3 hospitals for the men
tally ill, exclusive of schools 
for the retarded ______________ 13,133,498 

In addition to those sums, last year's 
State budget included $4,978,919 for the 
operation of a general charity hospital in 
Shreveport and $16,301,499 for the opera
tion of a general charity hospital in the 
great city of New Orleans. 

I am proud that during my incumbency 
in the Legisla.ture of Louisiana I led the 
fight to construct a great hospital in New 
Orleans, which has a bed capacity of 
more than 2,000. The cost of a hospital 
at that time was between $11 million and 
$12 million. The annual cost of operat
ing it today is $16,301,000. So it can be 
seen that the cost of the facility is little 
or nothing compared with the amount 
necessary to operate it. 

To bring last year's figures up to date 
and to show the continuing effort being 
made by Louisiana taxpayers to provide 
the necessary services and medical care 
to our needy-and this care is available 
to all, old or young-! contacted the of
fice of Mr. R. B. Waldren, the director of 
the Louisiana Department of Hospitals, 
and ascertained the following: 

The State of Louisiana appropriation 
for the current fiscal year 1965-66 for 
the recurring expenses at all general, 
mental, and tuberculosis hospitals 
amounts to $59,942,858-an increase of 

$15 million over the 1964 budget. This 
sum includes funds for the following: 
3 hospitals for the mentally 

ill ------------------------- $14,505,572 
Community mental health 

treatment center____________ 1,992,540 
5 schools for the mentally re-

tarded --------------------- 6,871,440 
1 tuberculosis hospitaL________ 1, 365, 113 
7 general charity hospitals (un-

der supervision of State de-
partment of hospitals)------- 9, 963,967 

Tl1ese hospitals are operated entirely 
from funds collected from the taxpayers 
of my State. 

I continue to read: 
1 Alcoholism Rehabilitation Cen-ter___________________________ $90,000 

1 Charity Hospital in Shreve-
port--autonomous ____________ 5,979,036 

1 Charity Hospital in New Or-
leans--autonomous ___________ 19,275,190 

Included in the amounts for the 
Shreveport and New Orleans Charity 
Hospitals are two relatively small tuber
culosis units, the costs of which are not 
available. 

From the above information, Mr. Pres
ident, it should be plain that Louisiana 
is not dragging its heels to provide care 
and services to its needy citizens. It 
should also be plain that the social legis.: 
lation enacted years ago in Louisiana has 
been expanded from year to year to pro
vide more and more benefits derived from 
Louisiana taxes. The expenditures 
which I have just listed do not re:fiect 
any Federal contribution, but are entirely 
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state supplied. ·In short, this is the re: a resident of the State of Louisiana. He 
suit of State and local taxation, or what and hls·spouse may own their home and · 
might be called single taxation, and .I car, regardless of value. He rilay have 
cannot. understand those who wish to $1,000 in cash if single or $1,500 if mar
enact a form of double taxation to secure ried, income:..producing property other 
simlla:· benefits. than a home may be owned up to an as-

As a final point in my efforts to show sessed valuation of $5,000. The recip
tlie contributions made by Louisiana tax- ient can also own a farm or business as
payers to enable the State government to sets which produce income or insurance 
"take care of 1~ own,'' I would like to . with cash or loan value of $1,500 U 
point out the progress we have made in single or $2,000 if married. 
constructing hospitals and medical fa- As to his income, the recipient may re- · 
cllities under the Hill-Burton Act. I am ceive as much as $250 a month if single, 
proud to say that I was a coauthor of the or $325 a month if married. This 
Hill-Burton Act. ' amounts to $3,000 a year if single, 

Since 1948, 233 hospitals and medical and $3,900 a year if married. Such per
facilities have been constructed at a total sons are eligible for hospitalization and 
of $151,035,489 . . The Federal share of are required to pay a very small amount 
this cost amounts to $64,210,837, while out of their income. 
the local contribution amcunts to $86,- Under our formula, if ·a single person 
824,652. · receives income , of less than $120 a 

Mr. President, all of these hospitals, month, or a married couple with no de
with the exception_ of two or three, are pendents, less than $175 a month, noth
now ~n .operation and being operated by ing is paid for hospitalization. If the 
the local people. When we consider that income is more than the minimum, but 
there are three large hospitals for 'the less than the maximum amounts above 
insane, tubercular hospitals, and nine mentioned, the recipients must pay a 
general hospitals, which, of course, in- part of the bill, according to the follow
elude the famous Charity Hospital in ing formula: 
New Orleans-all maintained by the In the case of a single individual, take 
State-we can assess the cost of this. A the monthly income and· deduct $100, 
yisit to these institutions wouid indicate and in the case of a couple, deduct $150 
to anyone the effort made by the people from the monthly income. The differ
of Louisiana to take .care of our own ence is what the patient would pay, with 
need. the Government paying all other costs. 

Needless to say, the locai'Hill-BurtOn To be specific, suppose a hogpital bill 
contribution of _almost $.87 million has amounts to $800 for a single person earn
been raised through

1 
local ~ond 1ssues ing $200 a month. The patient would 

and other forms of local taxation. Our pay $100, and the Government- would 
people ·have · borne this burden cheer- pay $700. When ~ mention the Govern
fully, for the need was there to be filled, ment I mean the State government, 
and filled it has been. From this effort as well as the Federal Government, 
have come 8,767 new hospital beds under under the Kerr-Mills program. If a per
the Hill-Burton program alone in the son were married and receiving the same 
last 15 years. In the fiscal year 1965. salary, his share of the .bill would be 
alone, $9,351,000 was expended' in. Loui,.. $50, wfth the Government paying $750. 
slana under this program and 405 new In addition to hospitalization, those 
hospital beds were provided. persons coming within the minimum· 

Mr. President, we have all heard much classifications are also e:ligible for the 
and read in the press, about the so-called services 'of' physicians. A · patient may 
means test that is a part of the Kerr- · obtain year-round nursing home care and 
Mi1ls p:r;ogram. It is in this area that necessary drugs ordered by a physician. 
Louisiana sets a fine example in the im- However, the maximum amount paid 
plementation of the Kerr-Mills program to any nursing home is $165 a month. 
on the State level. The eligibility re- If charges are higher, then the patient, 
quirements set up by the State for re- or his relatives, pay the difference. 
cipients of aid under the old age assist- All in all, I believe that we in Louisiana 
ance are among the most liberal to be have reached a commendable balanc·e by 
found. For instance, under the old age providing the necessary care to those 
assistance program, the recipient may who need it under very liberal eligibility 
own hisr own home, a car; cash, or the requirements, but at the same time keep
cash equivalent of $500 if single and ing in sight the principle of granting 
$1,000 if married, real -property, other aid based on need and not tO those well 
than a home, . valued at ~not' more than able to pay their own bills. 
$1,500 if single or $2,000 if married, and Now, we have also heard a great deal 
income-producing assets up to $1,500. about the exp·ansion of benefits that has 

He may also have a gross income not taken place under the current proposed 
exceeding $5,000 and maintain an insur- legislation as opposed to that put for
ance policy with a cash or loan value of ward in the past. It is my contention, 
$1,000 if single, and $1,500 if married. Mr. President, that the benefits made 
No deductions are made. The recipients available under the pending measure are 
obtain complete medical attention with:.. not yet comparable to those provided 
out pay. Under this 'program, approxi- under the services and benefits made 
mately 130,000 persons ·are now receiv- available in the Louisiana program. For 
ing serv~ces. · instance, in Louisiana the care is made 

As to the eligib111ty 'requirements un-' available a;t no cost to the recipient; 
der the medical assistance for the aged- while in the pending measure there is 
also under the· Kerr-Mills program- a · charge of. $~0 for the first 60 days of 
there are very fair and liberal'aliowances care, plus: $1(>' ·a day. 'for any days ' in 
provided. First, the recipient must be· excess of 'that 60. · Und~r the Louisiana 

program there is no deductible ·amount 
and free care is made available from the 
moment the patient enters the hospital, 
provided his income is within the mini
mum for eligibiUty.' The hospital stay . 
is governed by a theoretical30-day maxi
mum, but I am informed that in cases of 
need or where the doctor certifies the 
need of a patient to remain in the hos
pital longer than that, the appropriate 
arrangements can be made. 

In short, Mr. President, my opposition· 
to this legislation is based on three pri
mary points. The first is that Louisiana, 
through taxing her own citizens over the 
years, has acted to provide a high level 
of medical services and care for those in 
need, no matter what their age. My 
State started this in the beginning 
through a system of State owned and 
operated hospitals and through the en
actment of liberal pension plans. Lou
isiana has not dragged its feet 1n .pro
viding 'medical care where necessary and 
needed. 

In the second place, we have moved 
ahead to implement the various Federal 
programs such as old-aged assistance, 
medical assistance for the aged, and the 
Hill-Burton program; thus making our 
State tax· dollars go further. Where 
necessary the tax burden has been in
creased through local bond issues for the 
construction of hospitals. 

In the third place, in the light of our 
policy of using the resources of our citi
zens arid the natural resources of our 
State to provide for the needy-no mat
ter what age 'but especially for the aged
the pending measure would amount to 
nothing 'short of double taxation to make. 
the same benefits available to the citi
zens ·of other States who have not gone 
so far as we have. I frankly cannot see: 
the justice of it. Under the scheduled 
medicare tax envisioned in this measure, 
a young man in my State, going to work 
next year at the age of 1&, would con
tribute a total of $2,476.65 throughout 
his lifetime to allow those in other States 
already 65 or over to draw medical 
benefits. 

Mr. President, in 1964, I closed my 
Senate speech by saying: 

In the light of the record which Louisiana 
has made in providing free medical care for 
all who need it in our State hospitals and 
under the old-age assistance and Kerr-M1lls 
programs, I do not see that it (medicare 
legislation) . would be in the best interests 
of my people. 

Mr. President, I maintain that view 
today. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 10 minutes 
to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. YouNG]. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the pending bill <H.R. 6675), as amended 
in the Senate Finance Committee, is a 
historic landmark. The measure repre
sents the greatest advance in social legis
lation ever· presented to the Senate. It· 
is a bill which provides benefits not only 
to the aged of our nation but also to 
many of those others who are in need in 
our society. · The , -12 members ~of the 
Se.nate Committee on Finance who 
sfgned the majority report and reported 
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the bUl, as amended, are to be congratu
lated for the real and· needed public serv
ice they have performed for the Nation. 

Mr. President, next month marks the 
30th anniversary of the most humane 
and advanced social legislation in our 
Nation's history-the Social Security 
Act. The man who proposed this legis
lation and whose signature placed it on 
the statute books is dead. This is one 
of the many imprints that Fl'lanklin D. 
Roosevelt left upon the pages of Ameri
can history which will endure forever. 

Since passage of the Social Security 
Act of 1935, Congress has made changes 
in the act in keeping with fast-changing 
times. We have a duty to further ex
pand and liberalize this program, and 
the Social Security Amendments of 
1965-the bill presently before the Sen
ate--will help assure that millions of 
Americans will enjoy a measure of secu
rity and dignity in their old age. 

It is my personal recollection, that as 
a member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means in the House of Representatives, 
I helped draft our present liberalized 
and expanded social security program. 
Over the years I have always supported 
and voted for liberalizing amendments 
to the Social Security Act. I consider 
it a privilege to vote this week for 
amendments which are the most far
reaching improvement to our social se
curity program since its original enact
ment almost 30 years ago. 

When the Social Security Act became 
law, there were fewer than 7 million 
Americans 65 years or older. Today, 
there are approximately 19 million men 
and women 65 years of age or older. By 
1970 there will be more than 20 million. 

The majority of men and women be
yond 65 years old have inadequate in
comes. Most do not receive private pen
sions. The majority cannot afford 
proper medical care. Many are 111 
housed and, . unfortunately, too many 
lack proper diet and are undernourished. 
It is clear that expansion on a broad 
level must be made now through the en
actment of this legislation to avoid a 
catastrophe of sweeping proportions 
among our aged in the future. 

In the United States we have gone a 
long way under great leadership since 
those dark depression days of 1932, when 
a high-placed Government official said, 
"Relief is a local problem." 

The hope we all cherish is an old age 
free from care and want. To that end 
people toil patiently and live closely, 
seeking to save something for the day 
when they can earn no more. As age 
creeps on, there is a constantly declining 
capacity to earn, until at 65 many find 
themselves unemployable. 

There was no more pitiful tragedy than 
the lot of the worker who had struggled 
all his life to gain a competence and who, 
at 65, was poverty stricken and depend
ent upon charity. The black slave knew 
no such tragedy as this. It was a tragedy 
reserved for the free worker in the great
est nation on earth in an era which now 
seems remote but in fact was as recent 
as the late 1920's and early 1930's. 

Mr. President, back in 1931, in my 
home city of Cleveland, in Lorain, Akron, 
and many other cities throughout the 

country, there were bread lines and soup 
kitchens. Unless one lived through and 
can recall the terrible depression dating 
back to 1.930, 1931, and 1932, he would 
have difficulty in believing the conditions 
that existed at that time. Banks in 48 
States were closed; many had failed and 
the savings of some millions of our cit
,izens had been wiped away. In the 
final months of the administration of 
President Herbert Hoover, the entire fi
nancia1 structure of the United States 
had collapsed. Never at any time since 
the Federal troops streamed back into 
Washington in panic in July i86l, after 
the Battle of Bull Run, or Manassas, in 
the War Between the States, was our 
Nation and Government so imperiled. 

Our farmers were not making enough 
money to pay their taxes and interest on 
their mortgages. In fact, at Bowling 
Green, Ohio, and elsewhere in the Na
tion, groups of farmers gathered on 
courthouse steps threatening to hang 
judges, demonstrating against foreclos
ures of farms, and interfering with the 
orderly processes of the law. At ·that 
time, 26 million worthy and industrious 
men and women walked city streets job
less. Time and events have proved that 
since the enactment of the social secu
rity law, under which checks totaling 
more than $16 billion in social security 
retirement were paid last year to 19,200,-
000 beneficiaries, there has been and is 
no possibility of a cruel depression such 
as was experienced commencing in 1930. 
We have, on a few occasions, experienced 
recessions. but no depression is possible. 

Americans know that private charities, 
bread lines and soup kitchens must never 
again be the answer of the American 
intelligence and sense of justice to the 
problems of unemployment and indigent 
old age. 

The dignity of every individual is in
volved in what Congress does in provid
ing hospital and nursing home care for 
the elderly under social security cover
age, and liberalizing social security pay
ments. Something deep inside a person 
is offended if, after a lifetime of produc
tive effort, all he or she gets is a hand
out. 

Mr. President, in this 30th anniversary 
year, the time has come for a major 
breakthrough: In supporting the ad
ministration's bill termed "medicare," 
which provides hospital and nursing 
home care for all our elderly men and 
women and, in addition, increases and 
expands social security benefits, we are 
rendering real and needful service that 
will strengthen our Nation and give 
contentment and economic security to 
many millions of our people. The social 
security bill amendments of 1965 wlll 
bring the social security program up to 
date in this space age of change and 
challenge. Its medical, hospital, and 
nursing home provisions will assure that 
millions of citizens will not have to live 
in constant fear that their savings will 
be wiped out by prolonged illnesses, in
jury, or needed hospi!talization and sur
gery. Furthermore, it will assure all 
Americans that when illness afflicts el
derly relatives, their families will not be 
compelled to incur colossal debt or have 
to pay from savings accumulated for 

their children's education and other pur
poses. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 additional minutes to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized for 2 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I thank the Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. President, more than 20 million 
social security beneficiaries will receive a 
7-percent benefit increase which is vital
ly needed to help them maintain a de
cent minimum standard of living. In 
four successive Congresses, I have intro
duced legislation to increase the earn
ings limitation. I was glad to note that 
in the Senate bill, the amount which re
tired persons can earn, without being 
penalized by deductions from social se
curity benefits, will be raised to $1,800 
a year, rather than the outdated $1,200 
allowed under existing law. I am hope
ful that in the future the earnings liml
tation will be increased even further, and 
finally re~oved altogether. 

Almost 200,000 widows will have the 
opportunity to draw benefits if they wish 
to retire at age 60 rather than at 62. 
Thousands of children will continue to 
receive benefits beyond age 18 while at
tending school. Enabling many of them, 
who might not otherwise have been able 
to do so, to obtain a college education. 
The bill provides substantial increases in 
the Federal share of the matching for
mula for the needy aged, blind, and dis
abled. These and many other amend
ments . wlll bring the beneficent social 
security program in line with the needs 
of Americans today. 

The old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance system, termed "social secu
rity," is an actuarially sound insurance 
system. We continue to maintain it as 
such. The present total surplus exceeds 
$21 billion. 

Mr. President, I am particularly happy 
that a bill which I introduced in the 88th 
Congress, and reintroduced in the 89th 
Congress, has been included in the Social 
Security Amendments now before the 
Senate, by unanimous action of members 
of the Senate Committee on Finance. 
This amendment authorizes Federal 
standards of fire safety and protection in 
nursing homes caring for public assist
ance recipients. If enacted, no longer 
will Federal funds be used to pay for care 
in institutions not meeting standards set 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. The Nation has experi
enced periodic shock over one tragic fire 
after another in nursing homes providing 
care to elderly men and women. Six pa
tients die in nursing home fires for every 
one killed in a hospital fire. More than 
85 percent of persons whose lives have 
been lost in institutional fires were in 
so-called rest homes for the care of our 
elderly, which in many cases were truly 
firetraps. I am confident that in confer
ence with representatives of the other 
body, this and other meritorious amend
ments adopted in the Senate will be in
cluded in the conference report and en
acted into law. 
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The majority of persons in ·nursing 

homes are on public assistance with the 
Federal Government paying more than 
half of the almost $400 million spent an
nually for their care. Federal money is 
being used to maintain older people in 
firetraps today. The firetrap is all too 
often turned into a tragic deathtrap. 

The medicare segment of the bill au
thorizes the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare to prescribe health and 
safety requirements. My amendment 
seeks ·to apply the same safety standards 
in ''medicare" to institutions providing 
care to public assistance recipients. It 
would be completely illogical for us to 
say to the elderly that we will see to it 
that they are in safe nursing homes un
der medicare, but that we permit them 
to be confined in potential firetraps if 
they receive nursing home care under 
public assistance. I am hopeful, indeed 
confident, that this amendment will be 
approved in the bill as finally enacted. 

Mr. President, I congratulate our col
leagues who serve on the Senate Commit
tee on Finance for their outstanding 
work. The Nation is indebted to them 
for the social security bill they have re
ported to the Senate and which we are 
considering today. It will truly be a 
great day in our Nation's history when 
the Social Security Amendments of 1965 
are enacted into law. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. From 
whose time shall the time come? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the time may be taken with
out charge to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
without objection, it is so ordered; and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the pending Prouty amendment be tem
porarily laid aside and that the Senator 
from Iowa may be permitted to offer an 
B.mendment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 336 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, :! offer 
my amendment No. 336 and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Strike out all 
of part 1 of title I beginning . on line 6, 
page 12, through line 2, page 159, in
clusive, and insert. in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: · 

Title I of the Social Security Act is amend
ed as follows: 

(1) By striking from section 3(a) (1) (C) 
the words "the Federal ·medical percentage 
(as defined in section 6 (c) ) " and by insert
ing in lieu thereof the words "75 per cen
tum". 

(2) By striking from section 3(a) (3) the 
words "the Federal medical percentage (as 

defined in section 6 (c) ) " and by inserting 
. in lieu thereof the words "75 per centum". 

(3) By striking therefrom all of section 
6(c). 

(4) By amending section 2(a) (11) (D) to 
read as follows: 

"(D) include reasonable standards · con
sistent with the objectives of this title for 
determining eligibllity for and the extent of 
such assistance, provided that assistance 
shall include and be limited to--

"(a) Any unmarried applicant whose in
come, after deduction of medical expenses 
incurred by the applicant, does not exceed 
$1,800 annually, or any married applicant and 
spouse living together whose combined in
come, after deduction of medical expenses 
incurred by the applicant and his spouse, 
does not exceed $2,500: Provided, That said 
$1,800 and $2,500 standards shall be re
duced in the case of those States, the Virgin 
Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam whose an
nual per capita income is less than the an
nual per capita income of all of the States, 
the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam, 
and shall be increased in the case of those 
States, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and 
Guam whose annual per capita income is 
greater than the annual per capita income 
of all of the States, the Virgin Islands, Puerto 
Rico, and Guam. The reduction or increase 
shall be computed by applying to said dol
lar standards the ,percentage which the an
nual per capita income of a State, the Virgin 
Islands, Puerto Rico, or Guam bears to the 
annual per capita income of all of the 
States, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and 
Guam. The percentages for reduction or in
crease shall be furnished each State, the 
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare . 
by July 1 of each year for application on 
January 1 of the following year, and shall 
be based on per capita incomes computed for 
the most recent calendar year or fiscal year 
for which such computations can be made 
with ·reasonable accuracy. 

"(b) 'Income' for the purposes of the 
preceding subsection shall mean the ad
justed gross income computed for Federal 
income tax purposes plus the amount of 
capital gain, interest, annuities, or other 
retirement payments or portions thereof not 
included in adjusted gross income. In ad
ministering this Act, the probable income 
for the year during which assistance is ap
plied for shall be taken into account so that 
assistance for which the applicant would 
probably be qualified when the income for 
said year is finally determined can be fur
nished without delay. 

"(c) Any unmarried applicant whose re
sources do not exceed $2,000 ($12,000 if he 
does not own real property occupied by him 
as a residence), or any married applicant and 
spouse living together whose resources do 
not exceed $3,000 ($13,000 if they do not 
own real property occupied by them as a 
residence): Provided, That the value of re
sources shall be the current market value 
minus any encumbrances against such re
source or resources: And provided further, 
That the following resources shall not be 
taken into account: real property occupied 
as a residence by the applicant, household 
goods and furnishings, one automobile, per
sonal effects and tools necessary for the 
pursuit of a trade, occupa,tion, or profession, 
and the cash surren der value of life insur
ance policies on the life of the applicant or 
his spouse: And provided further, That no 
lien shall attach in favor of the Federal or 
State · or local governments against any of 
said resources which shall not be taken 
into account or against a.ny other resources 
to the extent of · the amount of the ex
clusion." 

(5) Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of this 
amendment shall ta-ke effect as of July 1, 
1965, and paragraph (4) shall take effect 
July·1, 1966. . 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

The great majority of States now have 
a medical assistance for the aged pro
gram enacted by their respective State 
legislatures pursuant to authority con
ferred in the Kerr-Mills Act. Many of 
these programs are only now getting well 
underway. In some States, including my 
own State of Iowa, the program is operat
ing fully and very effectively. As I point
ed out the other day in my colloquy with 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Rmr
coFF], there are today no people in Iowa 
over 65 who need have any fear of being 
pauperized bec:ause of the expenses of 
illness. And, I might add, that even 
though many individuals may not qualify 
for medical assistance due to the income 
limitations in our law, once their medical 
expenses reduce their annual income be
low the limitation, all of the medical costs 
from that point on are covered. 

The fact that these programs are being 
administered locally by local people who 
are ·familiar with the situation and the 
:heeds of the people being served is one of 
the most desirable features of the Kerr
Mills program. Older people certainly 
should have the service of people in their 
community whenever possible. The 
pending bill would add greatly to the 
complex system of State and Federal laws 
designed to meet the needs of millions o! 
people. It would tend away from rather 
than toward the local administration 
concept. 

What the Congress ought to do is im
prove upon the Kerr-Mills program-to 
take advantage of the administrative 
machinery which has already been set up 
on the State and local level while at the 
same time removing some of the defects 
which have made their appearance dur
ing the relatively short time the Kerr
Mills program has been operating. My 
amendment is designed to do this. 

The State legislatures are already hard 
pressed to meet the revenue needs to 
carry out their responsibilities. This is 
because the major sources of raising rev
enue have been transferred to the Fed
eral Government down through the years. 
There is much merit to the idea of trans
ferring back to the States a percentage 
of the Federal revenue collections to as
sist the States in carrying out their re
sponsibilities. Meanwhile, however, it is 
likely that adequate coverage under the 
Kerr-Mills program will not be achieved 
unless the Federal Government provides 
a larger percentage of the assistance. 
Under present law this percentage varies 
from 50 to 80 percent, with most States 
falling in the 50-60-percent area. 

I might add that only two States re
ceive 80 percent Federal assistance. MY 
amendment would provide for a uniform 
Federal contribution of 7 5 percent of the 
cost. 

One of the defects in the Kerr-Mills 
law ·is that there are no uniform eligi
bility requirements, and the variations of 
standards of financial need enacted by 
the various States are so great as to .cause 
inequity among our older citizens. Ac
cordingly, my amendment provides for 
a uniform standard to be used by all of 
the States--both as to property and as 
to income. The property qualification 
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makes-it clear that certain property. can
not be counted, such as a person's home, 
auto, cash surrender value of life insur
ance, home furnishings, and tools of a 
trade, business, or profession. Addition
ally, if a person does not own and live in 
a home, there is an additional $10,000 of 
property which will be excluded. I be
lieve this additional exclusion in lieu of 
a private home is needed to do eqUity 
among the recipients of this assistance. 
This provision will eliminate the criticism 
which is frequently leveled at the present 
law that an older person who sells his 
home will be penalized by losing his qual
ification for medical assistance. My 
amendment also provides that no Federal 
or State or local lien can be filed against 
this exempt property a.S a result of med
ical assistance furnished. 

The income standard is a uniform 
$1,800 for single persons and $2,500 for 
a married couple. But in order to recog
nize the differences in cost of living and 
standards of living among the various 
States, this uniform standard . would be 
raised where the State's per capita in
come is higher than that of the national 
average; and it would be lowered in the 
case of those States where the per capita 
income is lower than the national aver
age. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, wUl 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 

Senator has mentioned $1,800 and $2,500 
as standards. What is the applicability 
of those figures to his proposals? How 
do they apply? 

Mr. MILLER. These figures would be 
a uniform national standard. They 
would apply in Ohio, South Carolina, 
Iowa, Oklahoma, and in any other State. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. How would they ap
ply? What is the significance of the 
figures? 

Mr. MILLER. Let us assume that a 
single person had more than $1,800 in in
come. He would not automatically re
ceive medical assistance. If he had 
$2,500 in annual income and suffered a 
catastrophic Ulness, the first $700 would 
have to be paid by him, because that $700 
would reduce the $2,500 income to $1,800, 
the qualification limit. From that point 
on, to the extent that the $1,800 was 
diminished by medical expenses, he 
would receive it automatically under the 
medical assistance for the aged program 
authorized by the Kerr-MUls Act. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. As I have listened to 
the Senator's presentation, he mentioned 
two categories of exemption, first, prop
erty possessions and, second, income. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct. 
Both of them are applicable. In other 

words, a person who might have only 
$1,800 income but had $50,000 worth of 
property would not qualify, either. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator feel 
that the figure of $10,000, in lieu of a 
home, would be adequate? 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator can see 
where that would be adequate in some 
cases and in other cases it would not. 
But I suggest that it would be much more 
equitable than what is now present in 
almost all the laws that have been en-

acted on the subject where there is an 
exception for a home, but there is no 
exception to make up for the person who 
sells his home. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the p·er

centage by which there is a variance with 
the national average would be used as 
a basis for lowering or raising the $1,800 
and $2,500 standard. I might point out 
that this is the approach now used under 
the Kerr-Mills law in determining the 
percentage of the Federal contribution, 
so the machinery for making the com
putations is already set up. 

The need for such a variable formula 
should be obvious when one considers the 
difference between the cost of living in 
New York State, for example, and Ala
bama. The uniform standard would 
naturally be lowered in the case of Ala
bama residents, and it would naturally 
be raised in the case of the residents of 
New York State. If this were not done, 
of course, some people in New York would 
not qualify for assistance, while others 
maintaining a comparable standard of 
living in Alabama would qualify. 

I am sure that those Senators who 
supported the Kerr-Mills bill when it 
originally passed the Congress did not 
intend any inequities. But in any mas
sive social program affecting millions of 
our citizens, it is inevitable that inequi
ties will arise. We are still trying to 
remove inequities from the social secu
rity system which went into effect 30 
years ago. But it seems to me that when 
inequities show up, we should try to leg
islate them away instead of doing away 
with the program or superimposing some 
other vast program on top of what we 
have .. 

Under my amendment the administra
tion's basic hospitalization and nursing 
home program and its voluntary compre
hensive program would be eliminated. 
There would be no need for such pro
grams. Complete, unlimited, and ade
quate medical care-hospitalization, 
nursing home, doctor bills-all would be 
provided to those who need them. The 
social security liberalizing features of 
the bill, including the 7-percent increase 
in social security benefits, would be 
retained. 

It should be emphasized that the Kerr
Mills program is financed out of the gen
eral fund of the Treasury into which tax 
money is paid on the basis of relative 
ability to pay taxes. This is the fairest 
system of raising revenue we have-and 
it is far more fair than the regressive 
uniform payroll tax levied on a limited 
amount of income, which is the system 
proposed to be used to finance the ad
ministration's program. The adminis
tration's approach bears most heavily on 
the large-family low-income groups in 
the same manner as a sales tax. 

In this connection I invite the atten
tion of my colleagues to an exc~llent 
article by the distinguished Dr. Harley 
Lutz, professor emeritus of public finance 
of Princeton University, entitled "Mis
take in Medicare," which appeared in 
the March 17 issue of the Wall Street 
Journal. 

Dr. Lutz points out that under the ad
ministration's blll the present social se-

curity beneficiaries, now drawing social 
security benefits, will have paid nothing· 
toward the cost of the benefits ~ which 
they would be entitled, and that for these 
millions of beneficiaries the medicare 
benefits would be a pure windfall. The 
cost would be on the present generation 
of workers through an increase in the 
payroll tax. As the years pass, retiring 
workers will have paid toward the cost 
a proportion of their benefits varying 
with the years of elapse before retire
ment. Only after a generation o! work
ers had come and gone can it be said 
that the hospital benefits have been fully 
earned. For some time to come, there
fore, the proposed hospital care prograln 
for the elderly will 'be provided without 
cost to the patients involved, whether 
covered by social security or not. 

Dr. Lutz then says that a health care 
plan should not be connected with social 
security in any way. Provision of old 
age pensions and operation of a general 
health care program are poles apart in 
purpose and administrative require
ments, he says. The first can be han
dled reasonably well by the Federal 
Government, being practically foolproof. 
Evidence of age and employment record 
are the only matters to be substantiated. 
The second involves problems of human 
relations, requiring consideration of 
physical, emotional, and psychological 
factors. Routine bureaucratic methods 
would suffice to handle an old age pen
sion system but they would be totally 
inadequate for a good health care pro
gram. 

Dr. Lutz also points out that cata
strophic illness can occur at all ages and 
it would be difficult to convince a person 
aged 60, for example, that he should wait 
until age 65 for hospitalization. 

Dr. Lutz cites a further reason for dis
associating a general health program 
from social security; namely, that 1t 
would then be possible to use a means 
test to determine the cases to be given 
medical care at public expense. 
. By using the contributory method the 
social security system bypassed a means test. 
In this w-ay-

He says--
it glossed over the fundamental problem of 
economic security which was, and stlllls, the 
provis-ion of a retirement income for those 
who do not plan for themselves, whether be
cause of low ·lifetime earnings, persistent 
adversity, or an irresistible preference for the 
present over the future. Bypassing a means 
test led to the fiction that the retired com
pany president and the lowest paid company 
employees were on an equal footing a.t retire
ment. 

Another aspect which has heretofore 
not been discussed is that if eligibility to 
hospitalization · or to any other aspect of 
a general health program were tied in 
with social security, rights to such treat
ment . would be created. Doctors and 
hospital managers would encounter diffi
culty in resisting applicants' demands 
when they are based on Federal law, and 
they could face suit, or threat of suit, 
for failure to comply with these demands 
even though, in their best professional 
judgment, services were not required. 

I ask unanimous consent that Dr. Lutz' 
article be placed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN

NEDY of New York in the chair). With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MILLER. If my amendment is 

adopted, there would be no need to in
crease payroll taxes of employers and 
employees, or the self-employment tax 
of the self-employed for medicare pur
poses because the Kerr-Mills program 
is financed from the general fund of the 
Treasury. · 

If my amendment is not adopted, these 
taxes will be increased very substantially. 
The table at page 283 of the Finance 
Conimittee report reveals that commenc
ing in 1966 the increase in the taxable 
earnings base from $4,800 to $6,600 
coupled with the increase in tax rate will 
mean an annual increase over today's 
payroll tax of $80 for the employee and 
$80 for the employer, who will naturally 
pass on this additional cost to the con
sumer. The table at page 284 reveals 
that commencing in 1966 the self-em
ployed person will have an annual in
crease in self-employment tax of $123 
over today's tax. 

But the tax increases will not stop 
there. In 1969, the self-employed tax 
will have increased by $183 per year over 
what it is now; and the payroll tax of 
employees will have increased by almost 
~120, as will that of the employer. In
stead of an employee paying $174 in pay
roll tax, as he does today, he will be pay
ing $294. 

But the tax increases won't stop there 
either. Just 8 years from now, the self
employed tax will have increased by $202 
per year over what it is now; and the 
payroll tax of both employers and em
ployees will have increased by $150. The 
total annual payroll tax for an employee 
making $6,600 per year will be $323.40 
as against $174 today-and remember 
that this is in addition to his income tax. 

Most of these increases in taxes w111 
relate to the medicare features of this 
bill. And a great amount of these in
creases in taxes will be used to pay medi
cal expenses of people who can afford to 
pay for their own insurance and medical 
expenses. Since when are wage earners, 
especially in the lower brackets, supJ)osed 
to pay taxes to finance the medical ex
penses of people over 65 who have far 
more income and ·.vealth than those pay
ing the taxes? 

Some indication of the trouble that lies 
ahead if this bill is passed may be found 
in an article appearing in the London 
Times for February 17 of this year. The 
article indicates that a search is now on 
for an acceptable means test for the so
cial security program in Great Britain
this search by the Labor government 
itself. 

The article states: 
It is the logic of the government's position 

that any more increases across the board, 
from which all benefit equally irrespective of 
need, should be avoided. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the article be printed at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in con
clusion, my amendment will improve and 
strengthen a basically good law which is 
only now beginning to have a fair chance 
to work. It will make sure that those 
who need adequate and decent medical 
service receive it, be it hospitalization, 
nursing home, or doctors' care. It will 
give our older citizens the peace of mind 
in the realization that no catastrophic 
illness to them will bankrupt them or 
throw them into a poverty status. It will 
be financed out of the general fund of 
the Treasury, largely on the basis of rela
tive ability to pay taxes, not on a regres
sive payroll-tax, fixed-income-ceiling 
basis. It will not give a free ride or 
windfall to anyone at the expense of bur
dens on our younger workers and the fu
ture generations of America. 

Social justice demands nothing more 
and nothing less than what is provided 
by this amendment. 

ExHIBIT 1 
(From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 17, 1965] 
MISTAKE IN MEDICARE--PROGRAM SHOULD NoT 
BE TIED TO SoCIAL SECURITY, DR. LUTZ BAYS 

(By Harley L. Lutz) 
The administration's broad national health 

program contains some sensible suggestions 
for expanding and improving the Nation's 
health facilities. To assure avallab111ty of 
and accessibility to good health care facil
ities· for all Americans is a worthy objective. 
On occasion, both rich and poor will need 
medical services and it is in the interest of 
all to have them readily available and 
accessible. 

This ambitious program involves two 
aspects of cost, namely the captial cost of 
physical equipment and the operating costs 
of providing the services. Recruitment and 
training of the professional staff may be re
garded as part of the overall cost of providing 
the various fac111ties. President Johnson's 
January message passed over the question 
of financing construction but it indicated 
that Federal grants for training professional 
personnel would be materially increased. 
These supply aspects of the program are im
portant. They wm be passed over here, 
however, in order to direct attention to some 
cost aspects of the operations side. Assum
ing that the goal of an adequate supply and 
a satisfactory geographical distribution of 
health care· facilities could be attained, the 
terms on which the services of these facil
ities are to be dispensed must be determined. 

There are various options. Health care 
services could be supplied to all ·without 
charge, which would be "socialized medicine" 
in its extreme form; or token payments could 
be required of patients such as the charge 
for 1 day in 60 of hospitalization specified 
in the King-Anderson medicare btu; or 
the services could be provided without cost 
only to the indigent while all others would 
be required to pay at rates designed to cover 
the cost. 

The President's message pointed toward 
the first option, which is no charge to any
one for anything. This is most apparent in 
the section of the message relating to hos
pital care for the elderly. It is a reasonable 
inference as to the rest of the program from 
the context and emphasis. 

TWO CATEGORIES OJ' ELDERLY 

The elderly fall into two groups for the 
purpose of the proposed hospital care pro
gram, the dividing line being el1gib111ty to 
social security retirement pensions. Both 
groups would be given exactly similar pro
tection against the cost of hospital and post
hospital care, home nursing services, and out
patient diagnostic services. For social se
curity beneficiaries the cost would be met 

by "regular modest contributions during 
working years." For persons not covered by 
social security, the cost would be paid out of 
general revenues. 

The theory of the social security system · 
is that persons employed in covered indus
tries would pay a tax on a stated part of the_ir 
wages during their working years which 
would build up a fund to be returned to them 
in monthly installments after retirement. 
The employer would provide an equal amount 
to the fund and its total would be further 
increased by interest accruals paid from gen
eral funds. Greater longevity, coupled with 
a series of pension increases, has tended to 
raise the payout in individual cases above 
the amounts credited to the respective ac
counts. However, the overall inflow plus in
terest has held about in balance with the out
flow because of increase of the covered labor 
force, higher tax rates on a stepped-up tax
able wage base, and a rising wage level which 
has enlarged the total of wages taxable to the 
maximum amount. This maximum is now 
$4,800. It is expected to rise to $5,600 in a 
few years. 

From this brief summary it is seen that the 
present social security beneficiaries wm have 
paid nothing toward the cost of the hospital 
benefits to which they would be entitled upon 
enactment of a b111 authorizing them. For 
these beneficiaries it would be a pure wind
fall. The cost would be on the present gen
eration of workers through the modest in
crease in the tax rate. As the years pass re
tiring workers wm have paid toward the cost 
of a proportion of their hospital benefits 
varying with the years of elapse before retire
ment. Only after a generation of workers 
had come and gone can it be said that the 
hospital benefits have been fully earned, ac
cepting the assumption that the addition to 
the tax rate will cover the cost. 

For some time to come, therefore, the pro
posed hospital care program for the elderly 
will be provided without cost to the patients 
involved, whether covered by social security 
or not. 

The minority members of the Ways and 
Means Committee have proposed to supple
ment the hospital care plan by including a 
new system of Federal insurance to cover 
doctor bills and drug expenses for the elder
ly. The cost would be met by a higher so
cial security tax during working years, a 
Treasury subsidy, and a small voluntary pay
ment by retired social security beneficiaries 
who elected to accept the insurance plan. 
Its impact on the budget and on private in
surance companies remains to be de
termined. 

Instead of more jerry-building, it is sub
mitted that a health care plan should not be 
connected with social security in any way. 

Provision of old age pensions and opera
tion of a general health care program are 
poles apart in purpose and administrative 
requirements. The first can be handled rea
sonably well by the Federal Government, 
being practically "foolproof." Evidence of 
.age and employment record are the only 
matters to be substantiated. The second in
volves problems in human relations, requir
ing consideration of physical, emotional and 
psychological factors. Routine bureau
era tic methods would suffice to handle an 
old age pension system but they would be 
totally inadequate for a good health care 
program. 

A QUESTION OF ELIGmiLITY 

Another reason for keeping a health pro
gram separate from social security is that 
one deals with the whole population while 
the other is limited to persons of retirement 
age. The reason for hitching the hospital 
program for the elderly to social security is 
to go through the motions of individual pay
ment for the service. This theory is not ap
plied 1n the case of persons outside social 
security. Catastrophic illness can occur at 
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all ages and it would be difficult to convince 
a person aged 60, for example, that he should 
wait until age 65 for hospitalization. Once 
hospital facilities are provided it is doubtful 
that the program could be limited for long 
to the elderly. There would be strong pres
sure to eliminate the age requirement for ad
mission and the social set:urity test of eligi
b111ty would go by the board. 

A further reason for disassociating a gen
eral health program from social security is 
that it would then be possible to use a means 
test to determine the cases to be given medi
cal care at public expense. By using the 
contributory method the social security sys
tem bypassed a means test. In this way it 
glossed over the fundamental problem of 
economic security which was, and still is, the 
provision of a retirement income for those 
who do not plan for themselves, whether be
cause of low lifetime earnings, persistent ad
versity, or an irresistible preference for the 
present over the future. Bypassing a means 
test led to the fiction that the retired com
pany president and the lowest paid company 
employees were on an equal footing at re
tirement. If the retired janitor needed~ a 
pension, therefore, the retired company of
ficer needed it also. 

A means test would preclude Federal 
operation of a general health care program 
or even any material participation in its 
management. The President did a good job 
of pointing up the issues and problems in h is 
message on health care. It was a useful ex
ample of Federal leadership. This is as far 
as the Government should go, for Federal 
operation would involve the danger of dic
tation and regimentation. Remote control 
a.Iways tends toward getting resulrts by com
pulsion rather than by tact and understand
ing. 

Effective application of a means test can 
occur only at the local level, where case 
workers can investigate the personal and 
family circumstances of applicants. The best 
results would be achieved, also, if the funds 
were from State and local sources. Expe
rience in other areas of Federal grants has 
shown that standards are less strict and in
vestigative procedures less diligent when 
the money being spent comes from Wash
ington than would be the case 1f it came 
from nearer home. 

Where full discretion as to the operation of 
a health care plan is in local hands, doctors 
and hospital managers can more effectively 
screen out the malingerers, the rest cures, 
and the hypochondriacs. If eligibility to 
hospitalization or to any other aspect of a 
general health program were tied in with 
social security, rights to such treatment 
would be created. Doctors and hospital man
agers would encounter difficulty in resisting 
applicants' demands when they are based on 
Federal law, and they could face suit, or 
threat of suit, for failure to comply with 
these demands. 

THE PRIVATE PLANS 

The President's message recommended 
that there be continued, expanded enroll
ment in private voluntary health insurance 
plans, and that States not having adopted the 
Kerr-Mills program should do so. Voluntary 
health insurance has been on the increase 
and the message indicated that more than 
half of the elderly have such coverage. It is 
doubtful if the assurance of hospital and 
other health care at public expense would 
stimulate further reliance on private, vol
untary plans. On the other hand, the as
surance of such care in case of need would 
be likely to induce further private effort in 
this direction. 

In a broad view of the issues dealt with 
here it is necessary to recognize that health 
care under public auspices or at public ex
pense is p_art of the larger problem of de
pend'ency. Dependents, that is, those. not 
cap~bl~ of self-support for any reason, have 
always been a charge on the workers and 

producers. Originally, this burden fell on 
the family, clan, or tribe. In comparatively 
recent times, as history goes, government 
entered the field and in our own day public 
support of dependency has attained large 
proportions. For various reasons family re
sponsibility for dependents declined and 
government action was in part a response to 
this decline and in part a cause of it. 

In this age of enlightenment and affiu
ence, no one would seriously propose eva
sion of the responsibility for the care of 
dependents, whatever may be the reasons for 
this condition. Support at public expense 
means taxation of workers and producers, 
and it would be equally unjust to increase 
this burden in order to provide free bene
fits of any sort to those who are able to take 
care of themselves. 

It ts one thing to make available enough 
hospitals, clinics, laboratories, nursing 
homes, and other facilities to accommodate 
all who may have need of their services. It 
is quite another thing to extend such serv
ices at public expense to any persons other 
than those who are demonstrably unable to 
pay the cost. 

ExHmrr 2 
[From the London Times, Feb. 17, 1965] 

LABOR AIM To RECAST SOCIAL SECURITY
MEANS TEST WOULD DIRECT Am TO MOST 
NEEDY-SEVERANCE PAY BILL FIRST IN RE
PLACING BEVERIDGE? 

Although a formidable complex of detail 
questions remains to be answered, intensive 
government studies now being led by Mr. 
Houghton, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lan
caster, are clearly indicating the broad shape 
that must be given to social security in the 
next decade. What the reappraisal has shown 
can be summed up in a sentence. Beveridge 
is dead, and something must be immediately 
designed to put in its place. 

It is an emotional subject, particularly on 
the Labor side, and sooner or later the gov
ernment will have to begin a process of edu
cation about the realities of social security if 
they are to carry the country, especially or
gan ized workers, in the radical changes that 
are foreseen . 

A search is now on, for instance, for an ac
ceptable means test. The increase in retire
ment pensions and other benefits, already 
provided to take effect in March this year, 
have bought time during which Labor 
Ministers can move away from the Beveridge 
insurance principle and win acceptance for 
the new doctrine that social security must be 
directed to those people who most need it and 
be denied to those who can manage well 
enough without it. 

PREJUDICE STRONG 

It is the logic of the governme~t·s position 
that any more increases across the board, 
from which all benefit equally irrespective 
of need, should be avoided. 

Social security studies have shown that by 
the mid-1970's there will be 9 million retire-

. ment pensioners, compared with about 6 mil
lion today, and if there is then no means test 
operating, the burden of fulfilling the Labor 
manifesto pledge :to provide an income guar
antee for those already retired and widowed 
will be intolerable. 

With an acceptable means test, a guaran
teed income for everybody would be possible, 
and account could be taken both of rising 
standards of living and of inflation. But the 
prejudice against a means test of any kind 
continues to be st rong. 

There is no present answer to the question 
what form the means test could take, but 
there has been examination of a proposal 
that a statement not unlike an income tax 
return could be completed, with additional 
safeguards against fraud. 

The phrase "means test" is not alone in 
rousing prejudice. Ther~ is a deepset con
viction that in Britain social security is es-

tablished on an insurance basis, although 
even on the surface the insurance element 
can be seen to be 1llusory. It can almost be 
taken for granted that any future pensions 
and benefits increases across the board will 
cost the Exchequer about £200m. 

In the next decade, on the basis of govern
ment studies, there will have to be a clear 
movement away from the pretense of an in
surance basis, so that contributions do not 
necessarily carry the right of benefit without 
regard to means. 

Mr. MilLER. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I correctly under
stand that the Senator's search indi
cates that at present, under the Kerr
Mills Act, the Federal Government is 
paying between 50 and 80 percent of the 
cost of carrying the program into the 
States? 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct, al
though I reemphasize that only two 
States now receive 80 percent. The 
great bulk of the States fall within a 
much lower bracket. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is the Senator of the 
belief that if the Federal Government 
increased its amount gen~rally, that 
would operate as an inducement for the 
States to act? 

Mr. MILLER. I am sure it would. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. On that basis, the 

Senator from Iowa recommends that the 
Federal Government carry 75 percent of 
the load of providing hospitalization and 
medical services in the States? 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct; that is 
one of the changes that my amendment 
would make. It is a major change. The 
Senator from Ohio, having been Gov
ernor of his State, well knows how dif
ficult it is for State legislatures and the 
States themselves to raise the revenue 
needed to fulfill their responsibilities. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Among the exemp
tions that would be granted to applicants 
for hospitalization and medical aid in the 
States are, first, that he would be per
mitted to own his home? 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. His automobile? 
Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. His household fur

nishings? 
Mr. MILLER. Yes. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. His insurance poli

cies, whatever they may be worth? 
Mr. MILLER. That is correct . 
Mr. LAUSCHE. And the tools of his 

trade? 
Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. That is, the State 

would not be able to say, "You must sell 
your home and use the proeeeds to take 
care of yourself''? 

Mr. MILLER. Not only would the 
State be unable to do that, in order to 
furnish medical assistance to the home
owner, but the homeowner could un
derstand that when he passed on, no lien 
would be placed against his home or 
against his property to com:pensate for 
the cost of the medical assistance that 
had been fumished. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Inviting attention to 
the figures $1,8()0 and $2,500, that the 
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Senator used, an aged person, single, 
having an income of $1,800 would be 
permitted to retain the $1,800 without 
any loss? 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Would that be in 

addition to the exemptions of property 
ownership? 

Mr. MILLER. The items have to be 
takeri together. If a single person has 
a. home, an automobile, and home fur
nishings, and $2,000 in cash, he could 
not expect to qualify for the medical as
sistance program if he had $50,000 of in
come; neither could he expect to qualify 
if he had $1,800 of income, a home, an 
automobile, and $50,000 in Government 
bonds. In other words, he must satisfy 
both the income and the property limi
tations. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Let us consider the 
hypothetical case of a married couple 
having the property rights which we 
identified a moment ago, and having an 
annual income of $2,500. Would that 
couple have to dispose of the property 
rights prior to being permitted to obtain 
aid? 

Mr. MILLER. No. I am happy that 
the Senator from Ohio has raised this 
question. My amendment provides that 
in administering the act, the probable 
income for the year during which assist
ance is applied for shall be taken into ac
count, so that the assistance for which 
the applicant would probably be quali
fied, when the income for the said year 
was finally determined, could be fur
nished without delay. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the Sena
tor's understanding about the main com
plaint against the Kerr-Mills Act not 
having been made effective by the States, 
in many instances? · 

Mr. MILLER. I believe there is one 
important reason; and the Senator from 
Ohio has already alluded to it: that is 
that the States are having a hard time 
raising revenues, and the inducement 
of the Federal percentage is not ade
quate. 

The Senate has approved legislation 
providing for a 90-10 matching formula. 
When most States are receiving from 60 
to 63 percent in cash funds, I can under
stand why there might be some reluc
tance on the part of legislatures to im
plement the Kerr-Mills program, such 
as would be the case if, for example, 
the Federal Government furnished 75 
percent, which my amendment provides 
for. 
· Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I correctly under
stand that most persons of advanced 
years have felt embarrassed when they 
were called upon by the States to release 
their property ownings and to give a. 
lien or a mortgage to the State in order 
to obtain aid? 

Mr. MILLER. I feel certain that 
there are many people in my own State 
of Iowa who are unhappy about that. 
Of course, it is not the aged person to 
whom that happens; it is the children. 
They are unhappy that when their 
·mother or father passes on, and about 
all that is left is their home, the State 
suddenly files a lien against the home to 
·compensate the State for the medical 
assistance that has been furnished. 
'That is one reason why I have provided 

in my amendment that no Federal, State, 
or local lien may be filed against such 
property. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In addition to the 
reasons just given, is it not true that, 
psychologically, a person of advanced 
years has deep pride in the home he 
acquired and wants to keep it? He does 
not want to give it up? 

Mr. MILLER. I am certain that that 
is correct. However, many older persons, 
especially single older persons, such as 
widows or widowers, no longer feel the 
need or particularly desire to hold onto 
the home. It may be a substantial home, 
and they would much rather rid them
selves of the burden of caring for it by 
moving into an apartment or even into 
their children's home. 

However, if they should sell the home 
now, the money received from the sale 
would deprive them of medical assistance 
under the Kerr-Mills program. That is 
why my amendment provides that in 
lieu of the home, they may have $10,000 
of other property. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio for his excellent questions. I 
am sure they brought out clearly some 
of the points covered by my amendment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

I oppose the amendment. This is the 
first time we have seen the amendment. 
It was not considered in the Committee 
on Finance. Various amendments were 
presented. 

The weakness of the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa is that it does have a means test. 
The resources which would make a per
son ineligible--if a person had in excess 
of $2,000 if an individual; or $3,000 if 
married-would seem to me to be a very 
small amount to disqualify a person from 
the high cost of serious illness. 

In addition, the fact remains that 10 
States do not participate in the Kerr
Mills program. Those States are: 
Alaska, Arizona, Georgia, Mississippi, 
Montana, Missouri, New Mexico, Nevada, 
Ohio, and Texas. · 

That means that millions of elderly 
citizens who live in those 10 States would 
be deprived of the benefits that we seek 
to achieve for them through this particu
lar bill. I would say, with all due credit 
to the Senator from Iowa, that if the bill 
were not before us, and if the bill were 
not about to become law, and if Congress 
had not been considering the bill, there is 
no question in my mind that the sugges
tions of the Senator would be an im
provement over the Kerr-Mills program 
as it now exists. 

However, we are substituting a basic 
landmark piece of legislation. We have 
a good piece of legislation. Under the 
circumstances, I see no justification for 
scrapping the bill that the Committee on 
Finance has worked so hard to present 
to the Senate and basically substituting 
the suggestion made by the Senator from 
Iowa. 

I hope that the amendment of the Sen
ator from Iowa will be rejected. 

Mr. Mn.LER. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator from Connecticut if he is willing 
to yield me a few minutes if I need the 
time. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from New York asked for 
2 minutes. I do not see him present in 
the Chamber. 

Whatever time I have remaining, I 
shall be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. I want to make a couple of 
comments in response to the argument 
raised by the Senator from Connecticut. 

The Senator from Connecticut said 
that the Committee on Finance has not 
had an opportunity to see this proposal 
before. I am sorry to disagree with the 
Senator from Connecticut. The Com
mittee on Finance has seen the amend
ment. The amendment is in the same 
language as was a bill which I intro
duced on March 15, 1965. That bill was 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 
The Committee on Finance has had from 
March 15 of this year until the present 
time to study amply what is contained 
in the amendment. 

Granted that there are 10 States which 
have not as yet undertaken to participate 
in the Kerr-Mills program. I believe that 
one reason for that is that the Federal 
Government has not provided enough 
incentive for them to do so. If those 
States were to realize that they may only 
receive 50 percent in matching funds 
from the Federal Government-that is 
the minimum, but that could well be the 
amount that they would receive-there 
would be a reluctance on their part to 
enter into this program. 

It is for that very reason that my 
amendment provides for a flat, uniform 
75 percent matching-fund basis. Per
haps it should be 80 percent. However, 
I believe that 75 percent is a rather good 
approach. It is the kind of approach 
that we use in our various matching for
mulae in other legislation. 

The income limitations of $1,800 for 
individuals and $2,500 for married 
couples are merely basic standards. I 
would suppose that in the State of Con
necticut this would perhaps be increased, 
for example, to $3,000 for married cou
ples. I provided in my amendment that 
the per capita net income of the State 
would, according to its relationship to 
the national average, determine the 
percentage by which these amounts 
should be raised or lowered. The $1,800 
or $2,500 may well not apply in Connect
icut, New York, or in many other States. 
However, at the same time I want it also 
understood that if a married couple has 
an income of $3,000, and the $2,500 limi
tation applies in their State, that would 
not mean that they would not receive 
any medical assistance at all. If they 
had expenses for illness to the extent 
that that illness brought their income 
below $2,500, they would receive all of 
it. If they had $10,000 worth of medi
cal expenses, they would have to pay the 
first $500. However, after that payment, 
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the remainder of the bill would be paid 
by the program. 

I believe that this is a rather fair and 
liberal approach. 

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

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. MURPHY. I have been pleased 

to hear the debate .on this amendment. 
I find this to be most enlightening. I 
should like to associate my name as a 
cosponsor of this amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for his very kind remarks. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
name of the junior Senator from Cali- · 
fornia [Mr. MuRPHY] may be added as 
a cosponsor of my amendment. 

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

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
junior Senator from Iowa. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now recurs on the amendment 
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
PROUTY]. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 2 

minutes to the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE]. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my deep interest and support for 
the pending amendment. The Senator 
from Vermont is to be commended for 
offering it. It calls for the extension of 
social security coverage on a minimum 
basis to those persons 70 years of age 
or over who do not have coverage now. 
The cost of their benefits would not come 
out of the social security trust fund, 
but out of general revenues. 

Ordinarily, many of us are reluctant 
to dilute the social .security program by 
adding massive new programs to it that 
are financed by merging the social secu
rity trust fund with the General Treas
ury. If we do that, we will no longer 
have a social insurance program, but an 
out and out welfare program for the 
needs of retirement and disability. 

Social insurance is a vital and desir
able part of an industrial society. I be
lieve it should be comprehensive in its 
coverage of individuals, but limited to 
certain basic social needs that can be 
financed separately and on an insurance 
basis. By so doing, we establish certain 
benefits that are a matter of legal right 
to all, and not a matter of plunging our 
hands into the public treasury. Meeting 
the needs of social insurance by Treasury 
financing can become a dangerous po
litical practice. 

This does not mean that all the desir
able programs in this area must be un
der social security or nothing. The Kerr
Mills program, which should be much 
broader, 1s a welfare program which 1s 
financed from Treasury funds. and un
doubtedly there are others that should 
be added to the statute books. 

However, in the case of medical care, 
and in the bill now pending, we !lave 

recognized that, through the chance of 
being born too soon, certain elderly 
Americans do not have coverage under 
the social security program. We have 
seen fit, and rightly so, to provide that 
they will receive the same benefits un
der medicare as those covered by social 
security, and will have their benefits paid 
for out of Treasury funds. 

We are doing this because it is recog
nized that this is a group of citizens that 
will decline in size with each passing 
year, because since their active years of 
employment, coverage of jobs under so
cial security has become almost univer
sal. Many of us believe it is unfair to 
leave them outside the provisions of 
medicare purely for the reason of the 
circumstance of their date of birth. 
This provision for those lacking social 
security coverage will cost the Treasury 
a declining sum with every passing year. 
It is not a future claim for an unknown 
and ever-rising contribution from gen
eral funds. 

But exactly the same principle applies 
to those who do not receive general re
tirement benefits for the same reason. 

The cost estimate of the Prouty 
amendment, as I understand it, is ap
proximately $180 million for the first 
year. As in the case of medicare, which 
has a much higher cost estimate for the 
first year for this group, it will decline 
with each year as fewer and fewer peo
ple will reach the age 70 without social 
security coverage from their own em
ployment. 

The amendment extends to this group 
only the minimum monthly benefit, 
which will be $44 under the pending bill. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I need only 30 seconds 
more. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I be
lieve that all the reasons which com
pelled us to provide coverage for all citi
zens under medicare also compel us to 
extend retirement benefits for all now 
lacking social security coverage. Yet 
this amendment provides those benefits 
not at age 65, but at age 70. 

Should this amendment fail to pass 
today, I hope the Senator from Vermont 
will continue to press it in the future, 
because it is a reasonable and desirable 
addition to the social security system of 
social insurance with universal coverage. 

Mr. President, in my judgment this is 
merely applying the doctrine of the good 
Samaritan and the moral law of the 
Golden Rule.· 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Inasmuch as the Senator from Ver
mont is not now in the Chamber, I shall 
speak only briefly. I should like to have 
the Senator from Vermont notified, so he 
may return to the Chamber. 

The amendment would cost a great 
amount of money. Various estimates 

have been made as to the cost. I have 
heard the estimate that it would cost 
$600 million or more. The Senator has 
made some study of it. Perhaps it would 
cost $300 or $400 million. 

There are all sorts of provisions we 
could add to the bill that would do some 
good for somebody. If we had a billion 
dollars to spend, or $600 million, there 
are all sorts of things that we could think 
of to do which would do somebody some 
good. I am sure that if we asked any of 
the 100 Senators what he would do to 
help the people of the country if he had 
$600 million to spend, each Senator 
would be able to come up with some
thing. 

I am sure that if one were to ask any 
one of the 435 Members of the House, "If 
you had $600 millioh to spend, how would 
you spend it to help the people?" every 
one of the Members would have his own 
idea as to how to spend this money. 

This is a bill which came from the 
House embodying a cost of $5.8 billion. 
The bill has been amended in the Senate. 
The last time I looked at it, it had passed 
the $7 billion mark. · 

I recall one time when the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] was 
in the committee. I said: 

It seems to me we ought to put a bell over 
there, and every time we pass a provision 
which provides for another billion dollars, 
we ought to ring the bell so we can keep up 
with it. 

That is about what we ought to do 
here, when we bring up amendments that 
cost $300 million, $500 million, or $600 
million. Last night a Senator had an 
amendment which I call the "Prouty 
shoot-the-moon amendment." It would 
have cost $3 billion. The Senator said 
it would not cost that much, that it would 
cost only $1.6 billion. Perhaps the an
swer is somewhere in between. 

Any Senator can offer an amendment 
to put more laws on our books and to 
spend more money. . I respect the right 
of every Senator to do that. I myself 
have done things like that. Every Sen
ator has a right to do it. I question 
whether we do much good by so doing. 
As I said before, the last time I looked at 
the bill it had passed the $7 billion mark, 
and I suggest it is about time to put some 
brakes on it. Let us pass the bill so the 
people can get the benefits of some of the 
$7 billion provided. On that · basis, I 
hope we shall not load the bill with costly 
amendments. It will be difficult enough 
to convince the House as it is, without 
loading the b111 with amendments that 
would cost an additional $600 million. 

I am sure every Senator and every 
Member of the House is capable of com
ing up with a good idea as to how he 
would spend another $300 million or an-

. other $600 million. One might as well 
go to the top of the Washington Monu
ment and scatter $3 billion around. 
That is the image we are going to create 
if we adopt amendments which provide 
for another $300 million, $600 million, or 
$3 billion. 

I would hope that as responsible legis
lators we not adopt amendments that 
will greatly increase the cost of the 
measure. 
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
SenatOr yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. I suggest that the 

amendment of the Senator from Iowa 
went the other way. It would have 
saved $5 billion. So my amendment was 
not a "shoot the moon" amendm~nt. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I d1d no~ 
say they were all "shoot the . moon 
amendments, but I said that the one we 
voted on last night would hav~ ~ost $2 
or $3 billion on top of the $7 billion we 
have already provided. That was a 
"shoot the moon" amendment. 

In view of the fact that the Senator 
from Vermont is not in the . pamb~r 
and would want to be present when his 
amendment was being discussed, I ~sk 
unanimous consent that consideratiOn 
·of his amendment be set aside so that 
we may take up an amendment bY the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. COOPERL 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. ~s ~here 
objection? Without objection, It 1s so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 327 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I offer 
my amendment No. 327. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
legislative clerk will read the amend
ment. 

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment <No. 327) as follows: 

on page 79, lines 1, 2, and 8, strike out 
" (other than services provided in the field 
of pathology, radiology, physiatry, or anes-
thesiology) ". · 

Beginning on page 43, line 24, strike out 
all before the word "furnished" on page 44, 
Una 8. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, my 
amendment would strike from the bill the 
amendment adopted by the Senate 
Finance Committee, known as the Doug
las amendment. The Senator from Dli
nois will be present. I told him I would 
inform him and I have done so. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield time for that purpose? 

Mr. COOPER. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent I ask unanimous consent that the 
orde~ for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I hope 
that the Senators in charge of the bill 
will respond to questions that I will raise 
in discussing my amendment. 

My amendment goes to a fundamental 
issue which has been debated during the 
course of the development of the pend
ing health insurance measure, a meas
ure which has been under development 
for many years, but particularly since 
1960. . 

The fundamental issue of which I 
speak is whether this bill, based upon 
the social security system, will limit in 
any way the relationship of the medical 
profession to its patients, either in choice 
of physician by the patient, the profes
sional decisions that physicians may 

make with respect to the care of their 
patients, or even the payment of 
physicians. 

More specifically, my · amendment 
questions whether the relat~onship b~
tween pathologists, radiologists, physl
atrists and anesthesiologists and their 
patients shall be determined or re
stricted by legislative enactment such as 
the pending bill. I believe this is a 
fundamental issue and that it is of a dif
ferent nature than issues raised by other 
amendments which have been discussed 
and voted on during this debate. 

All Senators know that members of 
the medical profession have generally 
opposed the pending bill. They have 
expressed fear and concern that the 
freedom of their practice may be limited. 
Whether their fears are justified in every 
respect, I am not now debating. But it 
is correct that many have expressed fear 
and concern that the enactment of the 
pending bill would ultimately cause the 
medical profession to be brought under 
legislative and governmental restric
tions--and, some have asserted, com
pulsion. 

This claim of the medical profession 
has been strongly challenged by the pro
ponents of the bill who have held that 
such fears are groundless. As a result 
of this controversy, I believe I am cor
rect .in saying that the bill has been de
veloped on the assumption and premise 
that members of the medical profession 
would not be brought into its framework, 
and that the relationship of the physi
cian to the patient treatment, the deci
sions concerning or even payment for 
services would not be disturbed. 

The bill approved by the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House bears 
out and confirms this assumption. If 
Senators will refer to pages 78 and 79 
of the bill, they will note that the House 
version of the bill excluded from the 
term "inpatient hospital services" 
"medical or surgical services provided by 
a physician, resident, or intern." 

That is, compensation for their serv
ices could not be paid from the trust 
fund supported by social security taxes. 

The Senate Finance Committee 
amended section 1861 <b) (4) by adding 
these words: "other than services pro
vided in the field of pathology, radiology, 
physiatry or anesthesiology.'' 

The maintenance of the Senate amend
ment will mean that members of these 
professions-and they are all members 
of the medical profession-would be paid 
for services rendered to patients enter
ing hospitals under the provisions of the 
bill; they would be paid from the trust 
fund and from social security taxes lev
ied upon employers and employees. 

I am informed that the amendment 
was offered in the Finance Committee by 
our distinguished colleague the Sena
tor from Dlinois [Mr. DOUGLAS]. 

Knowing him, and knowing his great 
human qualities, I can understand his 
concern that necessary medical services 
be provided to the beneficiaries of the 
bill. 

I recognize also that services per
formed by members of the professions 
specified in the Senate amendment are 
of great value in diagnosis and treat-

ment, and that in some cases they would 
be indispensable. _ 

Nevertheless, the fundamental issue of 
whether members of the medical pro
fession are intended to be brought under 
this bill should be discussed and should 
be met. The House met it. It main
tained the assumption which had been 
adhered to during development of the 
bill, that members of the medical pro
fession would not be brought within its 
framework, and that it would not risk 
any limitation or restriction or compul-
sion upon the profession. . 

I have read the report and hearings 
on this amendment. It is suggested 
that the amendment-I am not referring 
to the Senator from Illinois, but to the 
report-that this is a measure of pro
cedure and convenience, that certain 
hospitals have contractual relationships 
with members of the medical profession; 
that in some hospitals procedures are in 
force, under which the hospital bills the 
patients for services performed by radi
ologists, pathologists, anesthetists, and 
physiatrists and the hospitals in tum, 
pay the physicians. Even from this 
viewpoint and it does not respond to 
the issue I have raised, I must say that 
a rather anomalous and contradictory 
situation will result from this section of 
the bill. On one hand a hospital receiv
ing patients under the bill, one where 
the hospital may have a contractual re
lationship with specified members of the 
medical profession, or where it may have 
a practice of billing patients through 
the hospital, it would be entitled to se
cure payment for the services of such 
physicians from the trust fund, sup
ported by social security taxes, while 
another hospital, under exactly the same 
circumstances, with the same members 
of the profession, would not be entitled 
to receive payment from the trust fund. 
The doctors furnishing service would 
continue to look to the patient for pay
ment. 

I am not arguing my amendment 
upon the basis of differences in method 
of payment. I wished to raise this ques
tion, because I believe it gives some 
weight to the argument which has been 
made for 4 or 5 years about this bill, 
the argument made by the medical 
profession and many others, that the 
medical profession may be brought with
in the scope of this bill. 

I speak as one who will vote for the 
bill. I have voted against it in 1960 and 
1964, when it was brought before the 
SenaJte after political conventions, when 
the House had not acted-and it must 
first act-where there was no possibility 
of its being passed and we know it was 
brought out for political purpose. 
Nevertheless, from my long study of 
this measure I am convinced of the need. 
I am convinced that a program such as 
this will not be supported by appropri
ated funds, and that the social security 
system is the best vehicle. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, this is a very important amend
ment, and in my judgment it should be 
the subject of a yea-and-nay vote. In 
view of the fact that there are only a 
few Senators in the Chamber, I hope they 
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will join me in . requesting the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that request? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. 
Mr. JAVITS. I believe that the Sen

ator's suggestion might be a little pre
mature. Perhaps if we could have a 
little discussion, we might possibly dis
pel any need for the amendment. The 
Senator from Kentucky has said that he 
is raising a question. If we were to 
freeze it now into a unanimous-consent 
agreement, we could not move out of 
that position. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I withhold 
my request. 

Mr. COOPER. I believe that the man
agers of the bill, the committee mem
bers who have developed it, who know 
that these questions have been raised 
by the medical profession, should shed 
some light on the situation. Is this a 
first step which will ultimately and in
exorably draw into the framework of 
the bill the medical profession, and one 
which will restrict the relationships be
tween patient and physician? 

As valuable as this provision is to the 
patient, in the diagnosis and, in some 
cases, the treatment of patients, it does 
raise questions of inequities. Beyond 
that, it is the one provision of the bill 
by which doctors-and the named pro
fessions are doctors-are to some ex
tent placed under the direction of others 
who are not physicians and look to the 
payment of their fees from the Federal 
trust fund. 

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield .. 
Mr. MILLER. I point out to my friend 

from Kentucky that at page 78 of the 
bill the definition reads as follows: 

INPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICES 
(b) The term "inpatient hospital services" 

means the following items and services fur
nished to an inpatient of a hospital and 
(except as provided in paragraph (3)) by 
the hospital-

Then it includes the categories to 
which the Senator has referred. 

It seems to me that if professional 
services are furnished by the hospital, 
as a result of an arrangement which 
was entered into between a doctor and a 
hospital, there should not be any par
ticular difficulty with the professional 
standing of the doctor. I grant that 
unless one reads the language as I have 
read it, it may cause some misgivings. 

The key language refers to the serv
ices being rendered by the hospital. This 
must be read in light of an .arrangement 
between the hospital and a doctor. If a 
doctor and a hospital in State A have 
an arrangement for the services to be 
provided by the. hospital, and if there 
is an arrangement in State B that they 
will not be provided by the hospital but 
·by the doctor, instead, it seems to me the 
standing of the doctors is protected. 
Does the Senator have any comment to 
make on that point? 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. 
That argument has been made. But I 
must differ with him. These are not 
hospital services. They are doctors' 

services. They result from the pro
fessional skill and training of the doctor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I have received a 

great amount of mail on the point that 
is being raised by my distinguished 
friend from Kentucky. Frankly, I was 
quite disturbed about the mail I received, 
because when I returned to Rhode Is
land several months ago the hospital 
directors and administrators of Rhode 
Island were eager to talk with me with 
regard to the so-called Douglas amend
ment. They were very much in favor 
of it. I told them that I would study it, 
and that I was inclined to go along 
with it. 

No sooner had I made that statement 
than I was deluged with mail that came 
to me from doctors who claimed that 
all of this process would downgrade the 
medical profession. 

I respect the medical profession, and 
have a high regard for doctors. But I 
was somewhat surprised that within the 
family this controversy should arise be
cause, after all, radiologists and doctors 
who perform that kind of service within 
the category of which we are talking 
could not get very far unless they carried 
out their services in hospitals. I could 
not understand why the controversy was 
being brought to the threshold of my 
door. I wrote to them and told them 
that I was veey much surprised that if 
they themselves could not resolve the 
dignity of the profession that was in
volved, how did they expect us in the 
Senate to do so? So we went into the 
question in considerable detail and this 
is what developed. I have been told that 
a legal opinion has been rendered to the 
effect that the Douglas amendment would 
leave everything in status quo. Where 
heretofore the hospitals themselves 
billed for the services, under the Doug
las amendment they would have the right 
to continue so to bill. But where here
tofore the doctors themselves have been 
billing for those services, if the Douglas 
amendment were adopted, they would 
continue to do so. So as far as I am 
concerned, the Douglas amendment is 
an act of neutrality. It would leave 
everything as it has heretofore been. I 
do not see what we are becoming excited 
about. 

Mr. COOPER. I agree with the state
ment of the Senator-that two groups 
are in conflict. Some of the hospitals 
want the charges of these professions to 
be cleared through the hospital and paid 
from the trust fund; the others would 
not. But some members of the profes
sion are opposed to go beyond these 
questions of procedure and management, 
and inquire whether the bill before the 
Senate would be a first step to bring the 
medical profession under the operation 
of social security health insurance sys
tem. 

Mr. PASTORE. I understand that. 
They have tolerated it up to now. What 
is the danger of having the point codified 
in the law? 

Mr. COOPER. It is an entirely differ
ent situation. If the bill is enacted, as 

it will be, the situation with respect to 
those people would be changed. · 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not believe so. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time to the Senator from Illinois? 
Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield to the Sena

tor from Illinois whatever time he may 
require. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Rhode Island has referred to an opinion 
which was written by the general coun
sel of the Department of Health Educa-
tion, and Welfare. ' 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to read 

the salient paragraph: 
With your amendment the bill will thus 

p reserve complete governmental neutrality as 
between salaried and percentage compensa- • 
tion of these hospital specialists. It will 
cover equally all of the forms of practice 
typical of most of the specialties. It will ex
clude, however, the majority of anesthesiol
ogists and the occasional pathologist, radiol
ogist, and physiatrist who prefer to work 
as independent practitioners and to render 
their own bills directly to their patients, and 
will remit the services in such cases to cover
age under the supplementary health insur-
ance plan . · 

In other words, the amendment is 
absolutely neutral insofar as the arrange
ment which the specialist may or should 
have with the hospital concerned. 
Where an arrangement exists under 
which the hospital bills for the service, 
that arrangement may be continued re
vised, or replaced by wholly independent 
practice depending completely upon the 
wishes of the specialist and what he 
works out with the hospital. In the 
future, as in the past, when the specialist 
wishes to bill the patient directly and 
does not wish to have any other agree
ment with the hospital, his decision will 
not be affected either way by the com
mittee amendment. In a case in which 
the doctor had the billing handled by the 
hospital, but wishes to change the ar
rangement to wholly independent prac
tice, his carrying this change out will 
not be limited by the committee amend
ment. In other words, complete free
dom of choice would be given to the hos
pital and to the doctors to make these 
agreements, but their freedom of choice 
is not limited, as the House provision 
would limit it, to an individual billing 
practice. The committee amendment 
would not place any limitation, restric
tion, or compulsion upon the specialists 
or the hospitals, but the House provision 
would do so. The committee amend
ment preserves the status quo. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the complete text of the letter 
to which I have referred be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DouGLAs: You have asked me 
to comment on the assertion by opponents of 
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your proposed amendment No. 156 to H:R. 
6675 that it would force or tend to force hos
pital specialists in the fields of pathology, 
radiology, anesthesiology, and physiatry to 
serve as salaried employees of the hospitals. 

In my opinion this assertion is without any 
foundation whatsoever. 

The e1fect of your amendment would be 
to include the services of these specialists 
in the deflnition of "inpatient hospital serv
ices" (sec. 1861(b)). Paragraph (3) of this 
definition embraces diagnostic or therapeutic 
services "furnished by the hospital or by 
others under arrangements with them made 
by the hospital." This wording plainly 
renders it immaterial whether the service is 
furnished "by" the hospital through its 
salaried employees, or "by" a specialist work
ing under lease, concession, or any of the 
many other forms of contract which now 
exist between hospitals and specialists or 
which may be developed in the future. This 
conclusion is subject only to the condition 
(sec. 1861(w)) that billing for the service be 
by the hospital "whether in its own right or 
as agent" for the physician. . 

With your amendment the bill will thus 
preserve complete governmental neutrality as 
between salaried and percentage compensa
tion of these hospital specialists. It will 
cover equally all of the forms of practice 
typical of most of the specialties. It will 
exclude, however, the majority of anes
the~iologists and the occasional pathologist, 
radiologist, and physiatrist who prefer to 
work as independent practitioners and to 
render their own bills directly to their 
patients, and will remit the services in such 
cases to coverage under the supplementary · 
health insurance plan. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALANSON W. WILLCOX, 

General Counsel. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Is it not correct that 

this difference would exist? In hos
pitals whose procedure is that the hos
pital bills for the services of the pro
fessions specified in the Finance Com
mittee amendment, if the practitioner 
agreed to it, he would be paid from the 
trust fund and supported by social secu
rity taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. . He would be origi
nally paid by the hospital, or, in most 
cases, would receive an agreed upon per
centage of the income of that depart
ment from its services to all patients, 
and the hospital would collect for cov
ered services to beneficiaries. But this 
would only occur if the specialist wanted 
it that way. 

Mr. COOPER. But the payment would 
come from the trust fund. On the other 
hand, in hospitals which do not follow 
such a procedure of billing, although the 
same type of valuable services would be 
performed by members of the same pro
fession. That member of the profession 
would not be paid from the trust fund, 
although the service would be rendered 
beneficiaries, under the bill. That would 
be correct, would it not? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe that that is 
an argument for the position of the Sen
ate Committee on Finance. It is true 
that where the individual medical spe
cialist and the hospital reach an agree
ment that the hospital is to collect from 
the patient and then is to pay the doctor 
on an agreed basis, whether on a salary 
basis or on a percentage basis, that prac
tice would continue. Where there is not 
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this type of voluntary agreement, these 
services would· have to' be covered under 
the voluntary ·insurance program, part 
B, subject to the patiept paying the ini
tial deductible of $QO and 20 percent of 
the charge thereafter. 

Where covered under plan A the source 
of funds would be the trust· fund, but it 
would be the hospital which would make 
the payment. Any control by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare would be minimal, and there would 
be none attributable to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. It is, then, the one case 
in the bill in which members of the 
medical profession would be brought 
within the framework and scope of the 
Health Insurance Act. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That would be so 
only if the medical specialist himself 
voluntarily should choose to have it so. 

Mr. JAVITS. · Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I should like to clarify 

one thing. It has been stated th:::..t no 
doctors are included in the social secu
rity aspect of the program. That is not 
strictly so, because in lines 6 and 7, page 
79, there is an indication that the services 
of an intern would be included. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
Mr. JAVITS. That is very important, 

because the intern is at one end of the 
scale. He is in the hospital in residence, 
in training, but he is a doctor. Excluded 
are "physician, resident, or intern," 
meaning that he is in residence--the gen
eral physician, not there for the 3 years 
to practice, as it were. 

Referring to the lines from line 25 on 
page 78 to line 1 at the top of page 79, 
we find that he would be excluded. The 
specialist in pathology, et cetera, would 
fall somewhere in between. I was won
dering whether it might not help the 
Senator from Kentucky and the Senator 
from Illinois, the author of the amend
ment, if there were inserted after the 
words "anesthesiology," at line 3, also 
the same words that appear in lines 20 
and 21 on page 7'8; namely, "under ar
rangements with them made l:ly the hos
pital." 

In other words, as the measure is writ
ten, unless the provjsion is tied to pa
thology, an<l so forth-to the words which 
go in another paragraph altogether, but 
I think clearly refer to it-one might 
construe this to mean that it is intended 
that every practitioner in pathology or 
other specialty must look to the social 
security plan, whereas that it is not 
intended. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor
rect that the committee amendment in 
no way forces coverage of the specialists 
services under plan A. 

Mr. JAVITS: I know that that does 
not fully s~tisfy the Senator from Ken
tucky; but at least it can be nailed down 
to the colloquy which, I understand from 
the junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. MIL-· 
LER] was had between the senior Senator . 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] and the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN], by making it clear that this is evo
lutional by the special~.sts. However it 
may vary from hospital to hospital, none-

theless it is still within his control. So 
theoretlcally ' if all the pathologists and 
other specialists got together and said, 
"We make it a rule that we will not deal 
with the hospitals in that way," that 
would be the end of it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not think this 
additional language is necessary. I have 
still another letter from the General 
Counsel of HEW, dated July 1, which 
states that a suggested similar clarifica
tion is not necessary; and states further 
that as far as this legislation and the 
committee amendment are concerned the 
specialist is clearly free to withdraw from 
such a commitment at any time. I ask 
unanimous consent to have the letter 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA
TION, AND WELFARE, OFFICE OF 
THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.C., July 1, 1965. 
Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Your letter of 
June 29 asked me to comment on a proposal 
by the executive administrator of the Illinois 
State Medical Society for clarification of your 
amendment to H.R. 6675 relating to the in
hospital services of medical specialists. 

I agree with your view that clarification 
is not necessary, and that your amendment 
already accomplishes what the proposed lan
guage apparently seeks to accomplish. Your 
amendment would cover the services of these 
specialists only when payment for their serv
ices is made to the hospital, either in its 
own right or as agent for the specialists, and 
such arrangements can exist only with · the 
consent of the specialists. A specialist is 
clearly free to withdraw from such an ar
rangement at any time except as his contract 
with a hospital may limit his freedom, as 
for example by requiring a fixed period of 
notice prior to termination. 

If a specialist should withdraw from such 
an arrangement his relation with the hos
pital thereafter, including his continuance 
as head of the hospital department, would 
of course be a matter for negotiation between 
the specialist and the hospital. If a new 
arrangement were worked out, the coverage 
of his services under your amendment would 
depend on whether the new arrangement 
provided that payment for his services should 
be made to the hospital. Thus, the e1fect 
of your amendment as it stands is precisely 
what I understand your correspondent 
desires. 

Let me take this occasion to thank you 
for your note of June 17. I appreciate great
ly your thoughtfulness in writing. 

Sincerely yours, . 
ALANSON W. WILLCOX, 

General Counsel. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
attention also, in part I of the report, at 
page 27, to the following statement: 

The committee believes that it is not wise 
to. separate the billing for these medical 
specialities. Therefore, the committee bill 
provides that where the services in radiology, 
anesthesiology, pathology, and physiatry are 
arranged for and billed through a hospital 
they will be covered under the basic hospital 
insurance plan. Conversely, where the ar
rangement is that the specialist is not paid 
by or through the hospital, reimbursement 
for the services will be made under the volun
tary supplementary plan. 

May I say that the Iowa law is also 
neutral on this question of whether the 
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specialist should have an arrangement 
with the hospital other than wholly in
dependent practice and this neutrality 
is continued by the committee amend
ment; whereas the House bill would in
terfere with hospitals and medical spe
cialists reaching any other type of agree
ment on this point or continuing such an 
existing agreement. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. RffiiCOFF. I have listened to the 

discussion with great interest. I think 
I understand the concern of the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky. I 
should like to state the reason for the 
arrangements tha;t have been made under 
the Douglas amendment. 

First, were we to adopt the amendment 
of the Senator from Kentucky, we would 
actually be raising hob with established 
hospital practices throughout the United 
States. Hospitals throughout the Na
tion are deeply upset at the prospect 
that we are proposing suddenly to upset 
arrangements that have been in exist
ence for 15 or 20 years. 

The hospitals point out the vital dif
ference between the type of services that 
are included and the general medical 
practice. We who have had experience 
with hospitals know that one may choose 
his own surgeon, if he needs a surgeon, 
in Louisville, for example. The surgeon 
is the man with whom the patient has 
contact. Very few persons will select 
their anesthetist, radiologists, or pathol
ogist. These are the specialist. Basical
ly, the average doctor practices in a 
competitive market. If one has an in
ternal problem or a surgical problem, he 
chooses his own surgeon or internist. 
But when it come to radiology, pathol
ogy, or anesthesiology, he is dealing with 
persons he does not necessarily know. 

Furthermore, the doctors who engage 
in the specialties do not operate as in
dependent practitioners, because most of 
them operate within a hospital complex. 
They have acquired materiel, labora
tories, and assistants that are supplied 
and paid for by the hospitals themselves. 
Therefore, when a pathologist, radiolo
gist, or anesthetist works on a patient, he 
does not necessarily do so as an individ
ual, but as a member of a team using 
technicians to perform services for him. 

Every hospital tells us that should the 
provisions of the Douglas amendment be 
removed from the bill, the cost of hos
pitalization would be increased signifi
cantly. Consequently, we find almost 
unanimity among hospital administra
tors across the country; and the Ameri
can Hospital Association, which repre
sents the hospitals in this country, has 
been strongly in favor of the Douglas 
amendment. They believe that in . the 
absence of the Douglas amendment, 
there would be virtual anarchy in the 
proper operation of hospitals. 

For a further explanation of the sit
uation, I respectfully refer Senators to 
page 637 of the hearings, where Dr. Al
bert W. Snoke, executive director of the 
Yale-New Haven Hospital and the Yale
New Haven Medical Center, New Haven, 
Conn., sets forth the position of a hos
pital administrator. 

Dr. Snoke, an outstanding physician, 
an outstanding director, and also an out
standing teacher at Yale Medical School, 
in a lengthy explanation and analysis, 
sets forth what would happen if an in
dividual were cared for by a hospital and 
then, instead of being billed by two or 
three doctors, suddenly found himself 
billed by seven, eight, or nine doctors, 
thus causing great confusion. 

Consequently, the committee gave 
great attention to this specific point at 
the hearings because of the controversy 
that was raised. The amendment of
fered by the Senator from Dllnois {Mr. 
DouGLAS], which the Cooper amendment 
seeks to delete, was adopted by a substan
tial majority in the committee. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true. It has 
the dual advantage of greatly diminish
ing administrative costs to the hospital 
and insuring larger benefits to the aged 
patients. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. My time is run
ning . out rapidly, but I am glad to yield 
briefly. 

Mr. MILLER. I wish to emphasize one 
other point which possibly might help 
the Senator from Kentucky. He is con
cerned about that part of the bill which 
provides that when the services are fur
nished by the hospital, the proposed ac
tion might impinge on the professional 
standing of doctors. If the furnishing 
of the service by the hospital were done 
in such fashion as actually to impinge on 
the professional standing of doctors, it 
would probably be ruled by the State in 
which the action took place, as an un
authorized practice of medicine by a 
corporation. Therefore, the amendment 
brings out even further the neutrality of 
the provision which we are discussing. 
If in one State the furnishing of such 
services by a hospital constitutes the un
authorized practice of medicine, such 
practice will not be allowed. If in an
other State, it is permitted, why worry 
about it? The State and the medical 
board will have been satisfied that the 
professional standing has been preserved. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the committee 
amendment were deleted, this provision 
of the bill would be in direct conflict 
with the arrangements expressly per
mitted by the Iowa State law. 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. RmiCOFF. The Senator from 

Kentucky realizes, as the Senator from 
Iowa has brought out, that there are 
varying practices throughout the United 
States. In the case of a :large city hos
pital, it will invariably be found that the 
particular specialists have a full time 
job, for which they receive substantial 
salaries. Or they may be employed on 
a fee basis and be paid so much a case. 
But there may be a situation in which 
the hospital is located in a small town, 
where there is not enough work to keep 
a specialist busy all day. The special
ist then works in the hospital under a 
special arrangement. He may work 
half a day for the hospital, on either 
a salary or a fee basis, and the rest of 
the day practice his specialty privately. 

The genius of the Douglas amendment 
is that it preserves the status quo and re
flects the practice that has grown up 
in every community throughout the 
United States. 

We have been careful in drafting the 
Douglas amendment to make certain that 
we are not putting any new practices. 
new philosophy, or new ideas into the 
practice that now prevails in hospitals 
throughout the Nation. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield 
such time .to the Senator from North 
Carolina as he may desire. I expect to 
withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, there is 
much to be said in favor of the amend
ment of the senior Senator from Illinois. 
The position expressed by the Senator 
from Kentucky is identical with the view 
that I entertain. For that reason, I 
wish to associate myself with his re
marks and place my approval on what 
he has had to say on this subject. 

I thank the Senator from Kentucky 
for yielding to me for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 5 minutes to the senior Sen
ator from illinois. 

"MEDICAL SPECIALISTS" AMENDMENT 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
change made in the House bill by the 
Finance Committee which the Senator 
from Kentucky's amendment would 
strike is in fact an important improve
ment in the House bill. The Senator's 
amendment would strike the amendment 
which I offered in committee for myself 
and Senators Moss, NEUBERGER, HARTKE, 
JAVITS, KENNEDY of New York, and 
McNAMARA. This amendment restores 
the original provision of the King-An
derson bill relating to the coverage of the 
services of medical specialists under the 
basic hospitalization plan. 

The Finance Committee adopted this 
amendment, No. 156, to provide, in the 
words of the Senate committee report: 
"that where the services in radiology, 
anesthesiology, pathology, and physiatry 
are arranged for and billed through a 
hospital they will be covered under the 
basic hospital insurance plan. Con
versely, where the arrangement is that 
the specialist is not paid by or through 
the hospital, reimbursement for the 
services will be made under the volun
tary supplementary plan." 

As the bill came over from the House, 
the services of these four medical special
ists were excluded from coverage under 
the basic hospitalization plan. The 
House bill would provide coverage for the 
hospital services of these specialists only 
under the voluntary supplementary plan 
and, therefore, only when a separate 
bill is rendered for such services. 

Although, initially, there was some 
misunderstanding of my amendment, we 
later redrafted the amendment to place 
it in a different line of the bill to remove 
any possible confusion, I think it is now 
clearly understood and admitted that 
the purpose of the amendment is to ac
commodate the hospital insurance sys
tem to all the various arrangements 
which have been worked out between 
hospitals and specialists. These ar-
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rangements include salaried practice, 
percentage arrangements of many kinds, 
leases and other concessions, as well as 
wholly independent practice. Without 
this amendment, H.R. 6675 would com
pel renegotiation of all existing arrange
ments between the hospitals and the 
specialists, except those for wholly inde
pendent practice. 

In addition, H.R. 6675 in the form in 
which it came over to us denies to the pa
tients protection they otherwise would 
have against a significant proportion 
of the customary and essential costs of 
hospital care in many hospitals. It does 
this in the following manner: First, 
those who do not elect to come under 
plan B are required to pay the entire cost 
of the services of these hospital special
ists. This comes to an appreciable pro
portion. Second, those who do elect the 
voluntary contributory plan B will have 
to pay as their share one-fifth of these 
costs as their share in coinsurance plus 
the share which these services may form 
of the initial deductible under plan B of 
$50 per calendar year. 

In efl'ect, the Federal Government 
would be interferring in the relationships 
which the hospitals and specialists have 
worked out and decidedly would put pres
sure on the hospitals and the specialists 
to give up salaried practice-which is 
estimated by some to include 60 percent 
of hospital pathologists and 25 percent 
of radiologists--as well as percentage ar
rangements, probably including most 
leases. The Senate Finance Committee 
rightly concluded, in my judgment, that 
"The committee believes that it is not 
wise to separate the billing for these 
medical specialties." 

The amendment adopted by the Sen
ate Finance Committee, therefore, mere
ly restores under the basic hospitaliza
tion plan the same practice followed by 
prevailing medical or hospitalization 
plans in this country. · Private hospital 
insurance, for example, includes cover
age of the costs of the services of the 
medical specialists where the hospital 
bills the patients for those services. Blue 
Cross hospitalization insurance includes 
the coverage of these costs. The Kerr
Mills plan for public assistance pays for 
the services of these hospital specialists. 
Federal employees health insurance pro
grams also pay for these services. The 
medicare program for the dependents of 
the members of the Armed Forces pay 
for these services. It would be highly 
inconsistent for the hospitaliZation pro
gram for the aged not to continue this 
practice. 

Every element of the legislative history 
of this amendment, which restores the 
original provision of the King-Anderson 
bill, shows that there is no intent, as has 
been alleged, to have the Government 
make "hospital employees" of the med
ical specialists in these four fields. The 
amendment keeps the hospital care for 
the aged legislation absolutely neutral 
with respect to which agreement the 
hospitals and the medical specialists work 
out among themselves now or in the 
future. Additional assurance of this is 
given in the letter dated June 2, 1965, 
signed by the General Counsel of the 

Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, which I have already read into 
the REcORD. Mr. Willcox' letter is in 
response to my request for his official 
comments on the assertion that this 
amendment would force or tend to force 
hospital specialists in the four fields to 
serve as salaried employees of the hos
pitals. In it, he has stated the reasons 
why such an assertion, in his words, "is 
without any foundation whatsoever." 

Assurances are given, also, Mr. Presi
dent, in the additional reply which I re
ceived from Mr. Willcox to a request 
from the executive administrator of the 
Illinois State Medical Society suggesting 
the addition of certain language to the 
amendment in order to clarify its intent 
further. It appeared to me, on the face 
of it, that additional language was not 
necessary. Mr. Willcox agreed, but has 
replied with further assurances on the 
meaning of the amendment. I have 
added these further assurances to the 
legislative history by reading the letter 
into the RECORD a few minutes ago. 

II 

Mr. · President, my chief concern in 
ofl'ering this amendment was that the 
action of the House in excluding these 
services from coverage, thereby making 
a fundamental change in the King-An
derson proposal, constituted a serious 
reduction in benefits to many of the 
elderly people who will be the bene
ficiaries of this hospital and health care 
program. The House bill does provide 
coverage under the basic hospitalization 
plan for the services of nonmedical 
technicians in these fields and for the 
overhead costs of these services, but the 
exclusion of the services of the medical 
specialists themselves is estimated to be 
a reduction in benefits of about 4 or 5 
percent of the total hospital costs of a 
patient. Moreover, the exclusion of 
these services means, as many witnesses 
have pointed out, that the patient-bene
ficiary would be denied coverage for these 
services which are essential to the care of 
hospitalized illness unless he had elected 
the supplementary plan coverage. And, 
of course, even then he would be subject 
to the $50 deductible and the 20-percent 
coinsurance feature for these services. 
So the action of the Senate Finance Com
mittee, in my judgment, restores an im
portant area of benefits to the basic hos.,; 
pitalization plan. 

An impressive statement pointing out 
the reduction of benefits made by the 
House exclusion of these services was 
made to the committee by Mr. Nelson 
Cruikshank, director of the Department 
of Social Security, AFL-CIO. He said: 

While the combination of these two plans 
does indeed provide far more comprehensive 
protection than that envisaged in any of the 
previous proposed plans, there are some 
matters that cause us concern. The first 
is a reduction of the benefits in the basic 
plan, as contrasted with the proposals of 
H.R. 1, and S. 1. This latter measure--as 
well as its King-Anderson and Forand b1ll 
predecessors-provided that all services fur
nished to an _inpatient of a hospital, by the 
hospital, including services in the fields of 
pathology, radiology, physiatry, and anes
thesiology would be covered among the basic 
in-hospital services. Under the terms of 

H.R. 6675, that part of such services that is 
provided by a physician would be excluded 
from the basic hospital benefits. Coverage 
would be limited to partial reimbursement 
!or the physician's fee under the terms of the 
supplementary program. 

In our view, this change results in a sub
stantial reduction in benefits under the basic 
plan, as a result of shifting coverage of hos
pital-based specialists' services !rom the basic 
program to the supplementary program. In
stead of full coverage for these services, the 
individual would be entitled only to reim
bursement subject to the $50 overall deduct
ible for 80 percent of the specialists' tees. 
And he would be entitled to this only 1! he 
were enrolled in the supplementary program. 

In actual fact the benefits in the basic 
plan would be further reduced under this 
provision because, as a result of changing the 
terms under which payment for these services 
could be made, the cost of hospital-based 
specialists' services could be expected to rise 
sharply-both !or beneficiaries and nonbene
ficiaries. Experience with existing plans such 
as Blue Cross has demonstrated that the to
tal cost to patients, or third-party payers, 
for these hospital-based specialists' services 
is substantially smaller when these services 
are provided as part of total hospital services 
than when they are provided by the special
ists charging on a fee-for-service basis. 

Mr. President, the reduction of bene
ft. ts made by the exclusion in the House 
bill, which the Senator from Kentucky 
would again take out, is most clearly 
shown with respect to hospital out
patient diagnostic benefits. Under the 
House version, an eligible beneficiary 
would receive the tests and related serv
ices that hospitals ordinarily furnish to 
patients for diagnostic study but not 
those performed by the hospital special
ists. The deductible applicable to this 
benefit, as provided in the House bill, is 
$20 for diagnostic services furnished to 
the patient by the hospital during a 20-
day period. The Senate bill would add 
a 20-percent copay feature. It is im
portant to understand how this would 
work in actual practice. The most com
mon hospital outpatient diagnostic 
studies involve either radiological exami
nation or laboratory tests. Under H.R. 
6675 as it came from the House, the hos
pital would be reimbursed only for its 
costs exclusive of the compensation of 
physician-specialists, presumably for the 
supplies, salaries of technicians, and 
overhead attributed to the services ren
dered. Without including any fee for 
the radiologist to interpret the X-rays 
or the pathologist to report on the lab
oratory test, the hospital's reasonable 
costs are often unlikely to exQeed the $20 
deductible :figure. Hence, many of the 
eligible aged would have to pay out of 
their own pockets all of the costs of the 
outpatient diagnostic services they re
ceive in hospitals. 

The alleged compensatory factor is 
that the eligible aged outpatients who 
have elected the voluntary medical cov
erage can have the physician's fee paid 
by the supplemental medical insurance. 
But what of those who fail to elect this 
coverage? Moreover, the deductible 
under the voluntary supplemental med
ical plan is $50 a calendar year. There
fore, if reimbursable expenses of less than 
$50 are incurred by the patient in the 
calendar year he will receive no benefits 
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for these specialist services under the 
medical insurance plan. In fact, the 
hospital deductible of $20 may be added 
to the medical deductible of $50 to pro
vide an effective deductible of $70. 
Moreover, the voluntary supplementary 
plan would cover only 80 percent of the 
patient's bill above the deductible. 

Under the amendment adopted by the 
Senate Finance Committee, however, 
the eligible patient would receive both 
the testing and the services of radiolo
gists and pathologists in the hospital 
out-patient diagnostic facilities. The 
hospital would be compensated under the 
basic plan and the medical. specialists 
would receive remuneration through 
the hospital if such an arrangement 
exists. Where the hospital bills for the 
services of the medical specialists, the 
patient would face only a $20 deductible, 
but not an out-of-pocket payment of the 
$50 deductible plus 20 percent of the 
bill. Indeed, the patient might be so 
caught in a combination of plans A and 
B that in some cases the deductible 
would be as high as $70 plus 2o percent 
of the bill. And it should never be for
gotten that those who did not choose to 
come under plan B would bear the full 
load for the services of the hospital spe
cialists. 

In 
My second concern from the point of 

view of the patient-beneficiary of the 
House exclusion of the services of the 
hospital specialists from coverage under 
the basic plan is the unnecessary confu
sion which would be brought about .by 
this interference in the present estab
lished patterns of reimbursement for 
these services. As the Senator from 
Connecticut has pointed out, excellent 
testimony in this regard was given to 
the committee by Dr. Albert W. Snoke, 
executive director of the Yale-New Ha
ven Hospital of the Yale-New Haven 
Medical Center in New Haven, Conn. 
Dr. Snoke is also a professor of hospital 
administration in the Department of 
Epidemiology and Public Health of the 
Yale University School of Medicine and 
a past president of the American Hos
pital Association. . 

Dr. Snoke cites two patients' overall 
bills from his hospital files in a summary 
table to show the complex of separate 
billings which would face the patients 
if this exclusion is maintained. One of 
the patients would have received two 
separate bills from the physicians who 
were directly concerned with him as 
personal physicians, plus nine additional 
separate bills from physicians who were 
concerned with professional services in
volved in his care but who had minimal 
to no personal contact with the patient. 
The second patient would .have received 
two separate personal physician bills and 
ih addition seven more professional 
bills from physicians associated with hos
pital-based medical specialties. Dr. 
Snoke correctly suggests that if these ex
amples are confusing to the Members of 
the Senate they need only multiply this 
confusion by the some 14 million indi
viduals .who will be patient-beneficiaries 
immediately following enactment of this 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that· excerpts from Dr. Snoke's let
ter, the whole text .of which appears at 
page 637 of the Senate hearings, be 
printed at this point in the REcoRD. 

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

The provision of efficient and economical 
hospital and medical care to patients in this 
country is extremely complex and is grow
ing in complexity daily. It is just as difficult 
to differentiate precisely between what con
stitutes nursing care and medical care as it 
is to differentiate between hospital care and 
medical care. Hospital and medical services 
in such hOspital-based medical specialties as 
radiology, pathology, anesthesiology and 
physiatry are paN; of the total health care 
services provided in a hospital and are in 
sharp contrast to those medical activities 
in which an individual doctor acts as a 
per.sonal physician to an individual patient. 

This ·complexity requires the utmost flex
ibility in the development of professional and 
financial relationships so as to permit physi
cians and hospitals at the local level to es
tablish agreements that will provide the 
highest quality of care to the P'cttient in the 
most efficient and economical manner. 

This understanding is clearly emphasized 
in S. 1 and H.R. 6675, title XVIII, section 
1801, "Prohibition Against Any Federal In
terference" in which it is stated that "noth
ing in this title shall be construed to au
thorize any Federal officer or employee to 
exercise any supervision or control over the 
practice of medicine or the manner in which 
medical services are provided, or over the se
lection, tenure, or compensation of any offi
cer or employee of any institution, agency, 
or person providing health services; or to ex
ercise any supervision or control over the ad
ministration or operation of any such insti
tution, agency, or person." 

This is an excellent statement of princi
ple-but is inconsistent with the present 
text of the bill in which traditional, long
standing, and satisfactory financial and ad
ministrative arrangements between hospi
tals and radiologists, anesthesiologists, pa
thologists, and physiatrists are arbitrarily 
and markedly cJ:langed. Amendment No. 156 
would again permit hospitals and individual 
physicians to develop their own financial 
and administrative relationships in the 
same fiexible pattern that has obtained in 
the past and which has resulted in equitable 
and satisfactory arrangements • • • [will] re
sult from the present bill unless amendment 
No. 156 is accepted. One can understand 
the potential chaos that will result under 
the existing bill only if one analyzes the 
actual procedures by which hospitals and 
physicians would have to operate under the 
present provisions of the proposed bill. The 
confusion is serious enough for those famil
iar with hospital and professional billing
it would be virtually impossible to explain 
the necessary procedures to many of our 
elderly patients. 

I have taken two patients' bills from the 
hospital files. The first case is a 79-year-old 
male with cancer of the prostrate gland and 
with a cardiac complication. The second is 
a case of a 75-year-old female with a cat• 
aract operation but also with a cardiac com
plication. In both cases, the professional 
services of many separate individual physi
cians on the hospital medical staff were in
volved. The patients also had their own 
personal physicians. 

The following table summarizes the pro
fessional fees charged by the personal phy
sicians and also the value of the professional 
component of the hospital-based medical 
specialties if separate professional fees based 

upon costs were to be presented by. each of 
the other physicians: 

Individual physicians involved in the hos
pital care oj 2 elderly patients 

Physicians rendering a bill for 
personal professional serv
ices: 

Surgeon ____________ -------
Cardiac consultant_ ______ _ 

Individual physicians pro
viding professional services 
through hospital-based med
ical specialties: 

Anesthetist_---- --- ------
Radiologist __ ------ --- ---
Clinical pathologist: Blood bank ________ __ _ 

Clinical chemistry ___ _ 
Clinical micrGscopist __ 
Clinical microbiologist_ 

Pathologist, tissue ___ ---------
Electrocardiologist ___________ _ 
Cardiopulmonary, inhalation 

therapist __________ _________ _ 

79-year-old 75-year-old 
male, female, 

cancer, cataract 
prostate operation 

gland 

I $350.00 I $300.00 
I 50.00 I 50.00 

2 60.00 2 27.30 
2 50.00 ------------
2 5.00 2 .50 
23.00 2 .30 
2 5.00 2 .30 
2 7.00 2 . 70 
2 7. 50 

-----23~00 2 3.00 

2 3.00 2 4.00 

I Actual bills presented to the patient for personal pro
fessional services. 

z Value of professional component of hospital-based 
medical specialties now covered under hospital bill but 
for which separate professional bills would need to be 
rendered under S. 1 and H.R. 6675. 

The man with cancer of the prostate gland 
would have received two separate bills from 
the physicians who were directly concerned 
with him as personal physicians plus nine 
additional separate bills from physicians who 
were concerned with professional services 
involved in his care but who had minimal 
to no personal contact with the patient. 

The woman with the cataract operation 
would also have received two separate per- 
sonal physician bills and in addition seven 
additional professional bills from physicians 
associated with hospital-based medical 
specialties. 

The above illustration of multiple pro
fessional b1lls Ulustrates the problem that 
the implementation of S. 1 and H.R. 6675, as 
currently written, will present. It is almost 
impossible to outline an understandable pro
cedure by which 9 to 11 separate doctors' 
bills, ranging from $0.30 to $350, would be 
presented to one patient in which the patient 
not only has to decide how to apply the 
deductible requirement of $50 but also to 
calculate how much is owed the 11 physicians 
on the 80- to 20-percent division. If this is 
confusing to the Senate Finance Committee, 
multiply this confusion by some 14 million 
individuals aged 65 or more. Amendment 
No. 156 would enable hospitals and physi
cians to continue under present established 
and satisfactory patterns of reimbursement 
in this regard. 

Unless S. 1 and H.R. 6675 is amended as 
indicated, the expense to the patient and to 
the public in general will be substantially 
increased. Reference to the previous table 
indicates the costs currently paid by individ
uals or third parties for the hospital-based 
professional services received under our pres
ent system of reimbursement. It can be 
categorically predicated that there will be 
no such individual professional fee charges, 
especially in the smaller amounts shown 1n 
the above table, 1f submission of individual 
professional fees is required. The expense of 
separate billing and collection procedures 1n 
addition to minimal professional fee charges 
wm increase the charges and the cost of 
professional care substantially. 

IV 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a third 
general concern of those of us who spon
sored the amendment is the effect of the 
exclusion of the House bill on the quality 
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of hospital care and efficiency of hospital 
administration. - It is no news to the Sen
ate, I am sure, that the Amer_ican hos
pital administratbrs and their boar:ds of 
directors are overwhelmingly 'and vehe
mently in support of the amendment 
adopted by the Senate Finance Commit
tee and are opposed to its elimination. 
I earlier wrote the directors of each of 
the hospitals in illinois to ask their view 
of the exclusion and I have put most of 
the responses I have received in the CoN
GREssrc>NAL RECORD. Administrators Of 
approximately 60 percent of the hospi
tals replied to my letter and their opinion 
was unanimously for Senate action to re
store coverage of these services along the 
lines of my amendment. No Tilinois hos
pital administrator replied to me that he 
disagreed with the amendment. Even 
those who were cool to the general pur
poses of the medicare legislation were 
strongly for the amendment which the 
committee adopted. 

Mr. President, the American Hospifal 
Association took an early strong stand 
in support of the amendment adopted by 
the Senate Finance Committee. Their 
official statement, sent to me in a tele
gram signed by Dr. Edwin L. Crosby, ex
ecutive vice president of the American 
Hospital Association, is a concise and im
pressive statement of what the House ex
clusion would mean to American hospi
tais. I ask unanimous consent that this 
telegram of April 5, 1965, be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

WASHINGTON, O.C., 
April 5, 1965. 

Senator PAUL DOUGLAS, 
U .S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

In reply to your wire the American Hos
pital Association takes the position that radi
ology, pathology, anesthesiology, and physia
try services in hospitals are essential to the 
provision of high-quality patient care in the 
hospital and thus are basic hospital services. 
Exclusion of these services would _seriously 
retard the continued development, so strik
ing in the past few decades, of the modern 
hospital as the central institution in our 
health service system. The association's his
toric policy position that radiology, path
ology, anesthesiology, and physiatry are hos
pital services was clearly enunciated on Feb
ruary 7, 1957, by our board of trustees when 
it acted to include these benefits as benefits 
of prepaid hospitalization benefit plans. 
Fragmentation of the components of hospital 
service not only will confuse the public 
through a multiple billing approach and cost 
them more, but more importantly could en
danger the quality of patient service in the 
hospital by diminishing the administrative 
controls necessary 'for the optimum delivery 
of these services, coordination of which is so 
essential to high-quality hospital care. 

The association maintains the position 
that these services, including lthe professional 
activity of the specialist, are a proper part of 
hospital reimbursable costs. In testimony 
before the House Ways and Means Committee 
in its hearing on similar legislation in July 
1961, we urged that these medical specialist's 
services be included in the hospital benefits 
proposed and we argued strongly against the 
deletion of such specialist's services from 
the bill. 

More recently we expressed our support of 
the provision of such services aS it was in
corporated in H.R. 1. We opposed interfer-

ence by the . Congress in the local arrange
ments developed through .the Nation by the 
individual specialists and the hospitals con
cerned. We were distressed that the services 
of these specialists were removed from the 
definition of hospital services in H.R. 6675. 
We believe that this interferes with existing 
relationships between hospitals and physi
cians and tends to dictate. a nationwide pat
tern prescribed by the Federal Government. 
The present provisions of H.R. 6675 -in respect 
to these specialists will, we believe, seriously 
disturb the existing relationships throughout 
the Nation and may as above noted threaten 
in certain instances continued efforts to im
prove the quality of patient care. It is cer
tain to face aged beneficiaries with a sub
stantia l reduction in the benefits they will 
receive under the legislation. 

The longstanding arrangements developed 
by many Blue Cross plans will be imperiled. 
The administration of the overall program 
will become enormously more complicated. 
The required total separation of the partic
ular physiCian's servi·ces involved from the 
departmental costs of hospitals will require 
nationwide renegotiation of contracts be
tween hospitals and specialists and between 
hospitals and third party agencies. The ef
fects will most likely be extended overall to 
hospital patients. We strongly urge the re
instatement of the services of these special
ists as a part of hospital services in the legis
lation you finally pass. 

- EDWIN L. CROSBY, M.D., 
Executive Vice President, American Hos

pital Association. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President many 
other witnesses and organizations sup
plied impressive testimony in support of 
the adoption of this amendment. I want 
to call particular attention, however, to 
the excellent letter I received from Mr. 
I. W. Abel, then the secretary-treasurer 
and now the president of the United 
Steelworkers of America. On behalf of 
the United Steelworkers of America, Mr. 
Abel objects to the House exclusion on 
the grounds; first, that any further frag
mentation of health care service must 
necessarily result in a deterioration of the 
quality of medical care and, second, that 
the proposed exclusion will significantly 
increase costs unnecessarily. · It should 
be noted, that on the basis of studies by 
Blue Cross, Mr. Abel estimates that ex
cluding these medical specialists from 
plan A would result in increased costs 
to the aged of approximately $55 million 
a year. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Abel's letter of May 14, 1965, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., May 14, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR DouGLAS: The United 
Steelworkers of America, by resolution of its 
last constitutional convention, wholeheart
edly supports the enactment of legislation 
to provide Federal' health care insurance for 
the aged. We join the vast majority of labor 
and the American people in supporting in 
principle the amendments to the Social 
Security Act recently passed by the House 
of Representatives. I am writing to object, 
however, to the provision of the House bill 
which excludes payment for the traditional 
and customary hospital services dispensed 
by such hospital personnel as radiologists, 

pathologists, anesthesiologists, and physi
atrists. Since these services are as essential 
and integral part of hospital care they are 
now typically paid for as part of the hos
pital's bill for all services rendered-partic
ularly in our older and better hospitals. 

My objections to this uncalled-for and 
radical change in tl;le method of remunerat
ing certain categories of hospital personnel 
are essentially (1) that any further frag
mentation of health care service must neces
sarily result in a deterioration in the quality 
of medical care, and (2) the proposed ex
clusion will significantly increase costs un
necessarily. The only purpose served by the 
e;Kclusion from the act of payment of these 
hospital services is to unjustifiably enrich 
certain categories of physicians at the ex
pense of the public. 

There is no evidence that specialists work
ing for hospitals have been .treated ungen
erously. To the contrary, the years of un
derproduction of all physicians has resulted 
in serious shortages of the categories of 
physicians who traditionally are employed 
by hospitals and, as classical economic 
theory would predict, increased comp~tition 
for the services of these scarce medical spe
cialists has resulted in extremely rich re
wards for their services. The exclusion o! 
these specialists from hospital payrolls and 
the granting of an unregulated monopoly to 
them by Federal statute is against the public 
interest. 

In the unlikely event the monopoly was 
granted, only the public regulation of fees 
charged c;ould prevent vast increases in the 
costs for these essentials hospital services. 

The effect of the proposed exclusion 
would be to turn hospitals into a mere build
ing of sleeping rooms for the sick and in
jured, with essential hospital services turned 
into profitmaking concessions handed over 
to uncontrolled private individuals who 
would have monopoly power to determine 
the quality and type of services, and to 
charge whaltever they pleased. Our hoopitals 
are and should continue to be medical insti
tutions designed to give acutely disabled 
patients access to the most advanced diag
nostic and treatment facilities and personnel. 
The expansion of hospital facilities and per
sonnel should not be left to the anticJpation 
of profit by business-minded doctors, but 
should be based on the rational allocation of 
resources by the hospital's public trustees 
based on the growth and development of 
the techniques of medical science, and the 
growing wealth of communities and the 
NaJtion. 

Hospitals have developed to their present 
vast size and importance because where 
serious illness is involved, present-day medi
cine cannot be practiced out of a medical 
bag. What makes a hospital a medical cen
ter are its arrays of scientific equipment and 
its teaJm of medical specialists--doctors, 
nurses, and technicians-who provide the 
scientific and technical services to the prac
ticing physicians. If hospital services are 
to be provided in an effective fashion they 
must be supplied by professional personnel 
whose loyalties and responsibilities are ex
clusively to the hospital medical team. To 
be part of the hospital team these technical 
specialis·ts must be paid by the hospital. 
I believe that tl.e prese·rvation of our pres
ent pattern of hospital organization is true 
conservatism-the conservation of an insti
tution that has proven effective and economic 
alike to the public, to the hospitals, and to 
the physicians. 

An effort was made several years ago to 
eliminate from the Western I,>ennsylvania 
Blue Cross plan coverage of X-ray, laboratory 
and anesthesia services provided in hos
pitals. These proposals were plaoed befm-e 
the then Insurance Commissioner of Penn
sylvania, the Honorable Franois H. Smith, 
who decided that the traditional practice of 
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paying for these services as hospital services 
should not be upset. 

In connection with these proceedings, the 
Blue Cross made a study of the costs in
volved if the proposed reduction of covered 
services had been granted. The Blue Cross 
has updated the study and the figures are as 
impressive today as they were 8 years 
ago, when the study was first made. The 
Blue Cross current estimates for the Nation 
are as follows: 

1. If the hospital X-ray services were to be 
paid for sepa.rately, these costs would be 
increased approximately $252,500,000. 

2. If laboratory services were to be paid 
for separately, an additional cost of $250 
million would be incurred. 

3. Separate payments for anesthesia serv
ices would increase costs approximately $88 
million. 

In summary, it is estimated that a change 
in the method of paying for the services of 
the doctors of radiology, pathology, and 
anesthesiology from covered hospital serv
ices to individual fees for service would raise 
the medical expenses of the country by al
most $600 million for these three medical 
specialties alone. If applied only to the aged, 
such a change would immediately add a cost 
of $55 million to the bills of persons over the 
age of 65. 

I sincerely hope that your committee will 
find the proposed change in our present 
method of paying for hospital services to be 
against the public interest, and will 
strengthen, not weaken, those time tested 
ways of paying for hospital services which 
have steadily improved the quality of medi
cal care provided in and by American hos
pitals. 

Respectfully yours, 
I. w. ABEL, 

Secretary-Treasurer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think it important to note that amend
ment No. 156 had the strong support of 
the administration, as well as of rep
resentatives of the group practice plans, 
the hospitals, and many other groups 
and authorities. 

Now, Mr. President, while it is true that 
the national associations of the patholo
gists, radiologists, and anesthesiologists 
have all opposed my amendment--al
though those opponents who have come 
to understand it seems to have modified 
their feelings--it does not follow that 
these specialists unanimously have op
posed the amendment. The number of 
individual dissents we have heard may 
be too small to be statistically importa~t. 
vigorous though some of them have been. 
But we must not overlook the fact that 
virtually all hospital pathologists and 
radiologists, and considerable numbers of 
those in the other two specialties, have 
long been practicing, and are practicing 
today, under agreements permitting 
their services to be arranged for and 
billed through the hospital. This is and 
has been true even though these special
ties are in short supply and their bar
gaining position is strong. 

Here and there, it is true, the matter 
has become an issue, but when it has, 
the issue has generally been resolved
as it was resolved in the one instance 
where the issue went to court--in a man
ner wholly compatible with my amend
ment. I find no evidence· that the 
specialists in our hospitals across the 
country are clamoring for the radical 
change in their arrangements which the 
House bill would have forced upon them. 

Mr. President, inasmuch as the State 
of Iowa is the case I have referred to 
in which this matter became an issue 
and was settled through court action and 
specific legislation, and inasmuch as the 
senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER] raised a question about the ef
fect of my amendment yesterday, I think 
it appropriate to add this comment to 
the response made yesterday by the sen
ior Senator from New Mexico. 

As I understand it, and I have con
sulted with the General Counsel of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare about this, the Iowa law ex
pressly permits hospitals to bill for the 
services of radiologists and pathologists 
and permits the hospitals and special
ists to agree on sharing the income of 
the specialist departments. I further 
understand that this is the prevailing 
practice in Iowa. 

I would point out to the Senate that 
the Iowa law clearly contemplates that 
the entire medical and nonmedical serv
ices of the specialist departments of ra
diology and pathology be treated as an 
entity and billed as a unit. 

Now I would add to the comments of 
Senator ANDERSON yesterday that the 
House exclusion of these specialist serv
ices where the hospital bills for them 
would interfere in the prevailing prac
tice in Iowa which is specifically recog
nized in Iowa law. 

The House exclusion would undercut 
t]1e Iowa arrangement insofar as the 
care of aged persons is concerned and 
might well force a renegotiation of the 
existing arrangements. This is so be
cause the House exclusion would permit 
the coverage of the hospital services of 
medical specialists only under the vol
untary plan and this would require a 
separate and individual billing arrange
ment f.or services which are now in
cluded in the hospital bill in many in
stances. 

Further, Mr. President, I would like 
to observe that one of the purposes of 
the Iowa law, the text of which Senator 
H_ICKENLOOPER inserted in the RECORD yes
terday, appears to be to assure that 
these authorized arrangements with 
hospitals are not entered into "in any 
way which creates the relationship of 
employer and employee between the hos
pital and the doctor" <sec. 135B 26). 

May I say that the amendment which 
I offered and which was adopted by the 
Finance Committee to permit coverage 
of these services under plan A, when 
they are arranged for through the hos
pital and the hospital bills for them, 
does not in any way offend this princi
ple of the Iowa legislation. As I have 
explained and documented in detail 
earlier, there is no intent to force doc
tors into an employee relationship with 
hospitals in my amendment. 

So, Mr. President, I would add to the 
comments Senator ANDERSON made yes
terday to Senator HIC'KENLOOPER that 
while the amendment would honor the 
intents and purposes of the Iowa law, 
failure to retain the amendment in the 
bill would definitely offend the intents 
and purposes of the Iowa law. 

Representatives of some of the spe
cialty organizations argued, if I under-

stand them correctly, that the arrange
ments prevailing today ought to be 
changed because the specialists are phy
sicians and because most other phy
sicians who practice in hospitals bill 
their patients directly. This argument, 
I believe, is unsound because there are 
important differences between these spe
cialists and the other in-hospital practi
tioners to whom they compared them
selves. 

First let me say th~t I recognize and 
emphasize the professional status of 
these hospital specialists. Not only are 
they doctors of medicine, but they also 
have completed additional and rigorous 
specialized training, and generally have 
passed examinations by specialty boards. 
Although as heads of hospital depart
ments they may have important admin
istrative duties, their professional skills 
are a major component of high-quality 
hospital care. My amendment, which 
merely preserves the status quo in hos
pital-specialist relations, does not dero
gate in the least from the professional 
stature of the specialists. 

These physicians, however, have a 
quite different relationship to their pa
tients from that of the clinical practi
tioner. Hospital pathologists and radiol
ogists have been aptly described as 
''doctors' doctors"; their function-ex
cept in radiotherapy and perhaps to a 
small degree in anesthesiology-is not to 
treat patients but to help the doctors who 
do treat them. In doing this, moreover, 
these specialists have the assistance of 
staffs of nonmedical personnel who per
form by far the larger volume of the 
work, including some highly technical 
procedures. 

Finally, where they are heads of hos
pital departments they do not control 
the volume of their own practice, but 
commonly have agreed to do whatever 
work in their respective fields may be 
generated within the hospital. They are 
thus by no reasonable description solo 
practitioners as other physicians who 
work in the hospital are. Rather, they 
play an important and integral role in 
the complex hospital organization, serv
ing the patients chiefly as they serve 
their fellow physicians; serving them not 
by the patients' selection but because the 
hospital has chosen the specialists to 
serve the entire institution. 

Hosptial physiatrists and the minority 
of anesthesiologists who have chosen to 
work under these arrangements with 
hospitals, although they have more direct 
contact with patients, are in other 
respects more similar to pathologists 
and radiologists than they are to the gen
eral practi-tioner, the internist, or the 
surgeon. 

The contention that these four groups 
of specialists should be treated like other 
physicians, then, breaks down because 
they are unlike other physicians in their 
relations with hospital patients, in the 
manner in which they function as de
partment heads, in the way their practice 
is developed and its volume controlled, 
and in the extent to which their work is 
shared with lay assistants. It is con
siderations such &S these, I believe, that 
have shaped the evolution of relations 
between hospitals and the specialists in 
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the past; it is considerations such as 
these, rather than a mandate from 
Congress, that should shape them in the 
future. 

The adoption of our amendment in the 
Finance Committee, virtually without 
opposition, was a wise step. I believe it 
would be an unfortunate mistake to now 
agree to the motion of the Senator from 
Kentucky to strike the committee 
amendment. 

It would indeed be unfortunate to re
vert to the House exclusion of the medi
cal specialists services, for the House 
provision would interfere with the exist
ing relationships between hospitals and 
physicians and would tend to dictate a 
nationwide pattern prescribed by the 
Federal Government. It would, more
over, significantly reduce the benefits 
and confuse the beneficiaries. The Fed-· 
eral Government should not be used to 
bludgeon hospitals and physicians into 
abandoning the provision of these serv
ices as essential elements of hospital 
service. 

Not only should the Senate defeat the 
motion to strike the committee amend
ment, it should insist, through its con
ferees, that the final bill retain the 
amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND: Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RIDICOFF. I yield. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

have followed the debate on this topic 
with much interest because it has been a 
matter of concern to me. Is it the posi
tion of the :floor manager of the bill that 
the amendment of the senior Senator 
from Dlinois takes a neutral position on 
the matter? 

Mr. RIDICOFF. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. THURMOND. If it is presently 
the practice of the hospital to bill the 
patient for these services, it would con
tinue to do so, but, if the doctor now did 
the billing he would continue to do so? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is the way the 
matter is handled by the specialties with 
the hospitals at the present time. 

We are retaining the arrangements 
that various hospitals have across the 
·country. The hospitals do not all have 
the same arrangement. Various hospi
tals have different arrangements. We 
are providing that the arrangements 
which the hospitals have with these spe
cialties will still prevail. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
have received some mail on this subject, 
the same as have all other Senators. I 
wanted it to be clear that this would 
leave the situation to be handled in the 
same manner as it is now handled. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I un

derstand that there is great variation 
in the treatment of this matter in dif
ferent States and hospitals. I under
stand the practical questions that are 
involved. However, I do not believe that 
we have reached the fundamental issue 
at all. The fundamental issue, in my 
judgment, is whether we can at this time, 
or gradually, bring the doctors into the 
system. That is being done. 

When it is said that the status quo 
would be maintained, that would merely 

mean that the hospitals would be able to 
collect for the doctors' services from the 
trust fund. 

I am sure that this matter will be con
sidered in conference. I wanted to give 
my views. I prefer that the House ver
sion be sustained. 

I ask unariimous consent that I may 
be permitted to withdraw my amend
ment. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. To 

whose time shall the quorum be charged? 
Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, the 

quorum call may be charged to my time. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask that the Senator withdraw 
his request temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut withdraw his 
request for a quorum? 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Vermont be 
temporarily laid aside for the present 
consideration of my amendment. 

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

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask that the 
amendment be not stated but printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

The amendment, ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, is as follows: 

On page 349, beween lines 12 and 13, insert 
the following: 
"CONTINUATION OF CHILD'S INSURANCE BENE• 

FITS AFTER ADOPTION BY BROTHER OR 
SISTER 

"SEc. 342. (a) Section 202(d) (1) (D) of 
the Social Security Act (as amended by 
section 306(b) of this Act) is further 
amended by striking out 'or uncle' and in
serting in lieu thereof 'uncle, brother, or 
sister'. 

"(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply only with respect to monthly 
insurance benefits under title II of the Social 
Security Act for months after the month in 
which this Act is enacted; except that, in 
the case of an individual who was not en
titled to ·child's insurance benefits under 
section 202(d) of such Act for the month in 
which this Act was enacted, such amend
ment shall apply only on the basis of an 
application filed in or after the month in 
which this Act is enacted." 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, this 
amendment would amend the Social Se
curity Act to provide that if a child were 
adopted by a brother or sister, this 
would not disqualify him for monthly 

·-

insurance benefits to whi·ch he might 
otherwise be entitled. 

There are many instances in which 
such a provision would be in the best 
interest of a child as well as of the fam
ily concerned. Although the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare has not submitted an official re
port on my bill <S. 1031). I have been 
assured by letter from Robert M. Ball, 
Commissioner of the Social Security Ad
ministration that the Department would 
give sympathetic consideration to either 
a bill or an amendment which would 
make such an adjustment in the so
cial security law. 

I can testify as to the need for this 
amendment by telling you very brieft.y 
about the unfortunate human problem 
which has arisen in Salt Lake City. 

A mother died leaving 5 children and 
a husband. The husband remarried and 
died without issue from the second mar
riage. A contest has arisen over custody 
of the youngest child, aged 12, between 
the oldest son, who is married and has 
a family, and the stepmother. 

The judge in the case has awarded 
custody of the 12-year-old child to the 
eldest son, providing a petition is filed for 
adoption. 

The petition has been filed, but when 
the older brother applied for continua
tion of social security benefits for his 
young sister, under the father's social 
security account,.he found that his young 
sister would no longer be eligible. 

The older son has a wife and children 
of his own to support. His income is not 
high. He wants to assume the responsi
bility for the care and education of his 
younger sister, rather than leaving her 
with her stepmother. but the day he signs 
the adoption papers, social security pay
ments for the young sister stops. 

It is an anomoly of the law that child 
payments can continue if a minor child 
is adopted by a stepmother, a stepfather, 
a grandparent or an aunt or an uncle, but 
not by an elder brother or sister. 

I believe the law should be amended so 
that brothers and sisters can be kept to
getl .. er after the death of both parents in 
instances where there is an elder brother 
or sister in a position to assume respon
sibility for a younger child. 

I urge that my amendment be adopted. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I should be happy to take the 
amendment to conference, study it in 
conference, and see if something can be 
arrived at. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss]. 
. The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. PROUTY]. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
and ask that the time be taken equal]J 
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from the time of the two contending 
sides. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent to dis
pense with the suggestion o·f the absence 
of a quorum. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It occurs to 
me we might make better time today if 
we could persuade some of our colleagues 
to make speeches on the bill itself after 
the final vote. If they do that, I know 
they would like the speeches to appear 
in the RECORD before the vote. . There
fore, I ask unanimous consent that state
ments made on the bill after the vote on 
the bill may appear in the RECORD prior 
to the vote. 

'l'he PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I now suggest the absence of a 
quorum on the same basis I previously 
stated. · 

Mr. PROUTY. Without the time be-
ing charged to either side · 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sena
tor would like a quorum call, I now sug
gest the absence of a quorum, the time to 
be charged equally to the two sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered; and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

How much time does the Senator yield 
himself? . 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I wish 
to modify my amendment; I send the 
modification to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
modification will be read. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the modification. 

Mr. PROUTY. I ask unanimous con
sent that further reading of the modifi
cation be dispensed with, and that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

The modification is as follows: 
MINIMUM BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS 

WHO HAVE ATTAINED AGE 72 

SEc. 309 (a) (1), title II of the Social Secu
rity Act is further amended by adding at the 
end thereof (after the new·section 226. added 
by section 101 of this Act) the following new 
section: 
"MINIMUM BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS 

WHO HAVE ATTAINED AGE 72 

"SEC. 227. (a) In the case of any individual 
who attains the age of 72 but who does not 
meet the requirements of section 214(a), and 
who is a resident of the United States and 
(i) is a citizen of the United States, and has 
resided in the United States continuously 
for not less than eighteen months before 
the month in which he files application for 
benefits under this subsection, or (ii) has 
resided in the United States continuously for 

the ten-year period preceding the month in . 
which he files application for benefits under 
this subsection, the 6 quarters of coverage 
preferred to in so much of paragraph ( 1) of 
section 214(a) as follows clause (C) shall, 
instead, be zero quarters of coverage for •pur
poses of determining entitlement of such 
individual to benefits under section 202(a). 
For each month before the month in which 
any such individual meets the requirements 
of section 214(a) , the amount of his old-age 
insurance benefit shall, notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 202(a) be $35. If an 
individual is entitled to benefits under sec
tion 202(a) for any month as a result of this 
section and also to wife's or husband's insur
ance benefits under section 202(b) or sec
tion 202(c), the amount of the monthly bene
fit under section 202(a) shall be reduced by 
an amount equal to such wife's or husband's 
insurance benefit (but not below zero), and 
under such circumstances the provisions of 
section 202(k) (3) (A) shall not be applicable 
to such wife's or husband's insurance benefit. 
If an individual is entitled to benefits under 
section 202, other than under section 202 (b) 
or under section 202 (c) , for any month, he 
shall not be entitled to benefits under sec
tion 202 (a) for such month as a result of 
this section." 

(b) Section 201 (a) of the Social Seclirity 
Act is amended by adding the following sen
tence at the end thereof: 

"There are authorized to. be appropriated 
to the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur
ance Trust Fund from time to time such 
sums as the Secretary deems necessary for 
any fiscal year on account of-

"(1) payments made or to be made during 
such fiscal year from such Trust Fund with 
respect to individuals who are entitled to 
monthly benefits under section 227, 

"(2) the add1tional administrative ex
penses resulting or expected to result there
from, and 

"(3) amy loss in interest to such Trust 
Fund resulting from the payment of such 
amounta. 
in order to place such Trust Fund in the 
same position at the end of such fiscal year 
in which it would have been if such section 
227 had not been enacted." 

"(c) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply in the case .of monthly bene
fits under title II of the Social Security Act 
for and after the sec<>nd month following the 
month in which this Act is enacted on the 
basis of applications filed in or after the 
month in which this Act is enacted." 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, yester
day millions of elder citizens were disap
pointed at the action taken on an 
amendment which I offered, which would 
have increased their social security bene
fits substantially. Senators who stood 
with me in the struggle for fair treat
ment of the aged have my deep gratitude 
and the thanks of those elderly people 
who are no longer able to care for them
selves. I pledge to every one of those 
Americans that so long as ·I remain in 
the Senate I shall fight to provide them 
with the necessary oomforts for decent 
living. 

There is nothing I can do about the 
action taken yesterday, but I have now 
proposed an amendment which will be 
helpful to a million and a half of our 
older citizens. 

At this point, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I had 

hoped that if certain modifications were 
made to my amendment it might be ac-

ceptable to the manager of the bill. Ac
corqingly, I have submitted the modifica
tion, which, I may suggest, was drafted 
by Robert Myers, chief actuary of the 
Social Security Administration. 

This modification meets the prime pur
pose of my earlier amendment, namely, 
to provide a floor of protection for a mil
lion and a half of the unfortunate mem
bers of older America who are not eligi
ble at this time for social security be
cause the system did not provide for their 
participation while they were employed. 
It meets the objections of some Senators 
that my amendment as introduced yes
terday was too costly. 

This amendment makes eligible for 
social security benefits all persons 72 
years of age or older who are not now 
eligible for such benefits. It also elimi
nates the three-quarters coverage provi
sion in the House-passed bill. Those 
benefiting from my amendment would 
receive $35 a month. The amendment 
would give social security benefits to 
about 1,500,000 persons most of whom 
would not be protected by the committee
reported bill. 

The blanketing-in of all persons 72 
years bf age or older would be financed 
out of general revenues, and thus the old 
age insurance trust fund would not be 

·impaired. 
The old folks merit our support in this 

respect. This is a compromise amend
ment. I would have preferred adoption 
of the original amendment; the modifi
cation cuts the benefits to $35, the' level 
in the House bill, and raises the age 
to 72. 

Mr. ·cARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. I wish to inquire as 

to the cost of the amendment. There 
was considerable criticism as to the cbst 
involved in the amendment offered yes
terday. What does the present amend
ment involve in cost? 

Mr. PROUTY. According to the latest 
figures that have been given by Mr. 
Robert Myers, Chief Actuary of the So
cial Security Administration, the cost 
would be about $385 million over what 
the House proposed. 

I have found in the past that Mr. 
Myers' figures which have been given to 
me were always on the high side. I have 
information on that which I could quote, 
but I do not wish to d~ -ro. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a comment regarding the cost? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. During 
the hearings before the committee, as 
appears on page 155 of part I of the 
hearings, I had asked Secretary Cele
brezze a similar question. At that time 
I asked him the question as to what it 
would cost to extend these benefits and 
coverage to all those 65 and over. There 
was submitted to the committee under 
date of April 30, 1965, an estimate of the 
cost of blanketing. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 
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There being no objection, the memo

randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

-APRIL 30, 1965. 
From: Robert J. Myers. 
Subject: Cost estimate for blanketing-in all 

persons aged 65 and over for cash 
benefits. 

In the hearings before the Senate Commit
tee on Finance today, Senator WILLIAMS re
quested information on the cost aspects of 
blanketing-in all persons in the country aged 
65 and over for cash benefits in the same 
amounts as would be given under H.R. 6675 
for the transitional-insured group of per
sons aged 72 or over. These amounts are $35 
per month for all beneficiaries except, that 
when both husband and wife are eligible, the 
total family benefit is $52.50. The general 
principle of the blanketing-in proposal 
would be not only that it applies to persons 
aged 65 and over, but also that it would not 
phase out, as does the transitional-insured 
provision, and rather would be a permanent 
one. Accordingly, this blanketing-in provi
sion would be financed from general rev
enues. 

Assuming the retention of the transi
tional-insured provision in H.R. 6675, this 
blanketing-in proposal would cover an ad
ditional 1.75 million persons as of the middle 
of 1965, with the annual benefit cost being 
about $700 million (payable from general 
revenues). In future years, the number of 
blanketed-in beneficiaries would slowly de
crease to a level of about 1.25 million persons 
by 1990 (although it should be realized that 
this type of estimate of a residual group is 
difficult to make and, therefore, is subject to 
wide variation). The blanketed-in group 
would not include any individual eligible for 
railroad retirement or civil service retire-
ment benefits. • 

Of the 1.75 million persons who would be 
blanketed-in under this proposal in the mid
dle of 1965, it is estimated that about 1.1 
million are receiving old-age assistance. It 
is likely that the vast majority of these 1.1 
million persons would continue to receive 
old-age assistance, although at a reduced 
rate so as to reflect the OASDI benefit. The 
Federal savings in old-age assistance as a 
result of taking into account the blanketing
in OASDI benefit would be about $275 mil
lion for 'the first year of operation, so that 
the net Federal cost of the blanketing-in 
provision would be about $425 million per 
year. 

ROBERT J. MYERS. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. My
ers points out that this estimate is based 
on extending coverage to all those over 65 
with cash benefits of $35 a month, or 
$52.50 per married couple. 

In the last paragraph of the memo
randum he concluded that the cost of 
blanketing them all in would be $700 
million but that there would be a saving 
of $275 million as a result of the saving 
in welfare cost, which would reduce the 
Federal cost to $425 million. I quote 
from his memorandum, "so that the net 
Federal cost of the blanketing-in provi
sion would be about $425 million per 
year." This would be the cost of blan
keting-in those over .the age of 65. 

The House-passed bill goes somewhat 
to that direction and blankets those with 
a limit of three quarters, of coverage over 
the age of 72. So that would be at a 
cost of $145 million. If that is so, the 
difference between the House . provision 
and blanketing those · over 65 would be 
$280 million. . . 

CXI--1017 ·l 

However, the Senator's proposal does 
not cover all those 65 and over, but only 
those 72 and over. So his cost would be 
considerably lower than the cost esti
mates submitted to the committee. 

I cannot understand the cost estimate 
which was given to the Sena,tor from 
Vermont today. I think his estimate is 
too high. Either that cost estimate is 
far out of proportion to what the actual 
cost would be, or they made a mistake 
when they submitted to us the cost esti
mate under date of April 30. 

Certainly if it costs $425 million to 
blanket-in everyone over the age of 65, or 
$285 million over the House bill, it would 
not cost $385 million more than the 
House bill to blanket-in those over the 
age of 72, because if we combine the two, 
it will be costing more to extend cover
age to the age of 72 than at 65, and we 
know that would be ridiculous. So the 
cost estimated by the Senator from Ver
mont is not only high enough but it is 
also higher than it should be. 

Another argument in favor of the Sen
ator's amendment is this: This same bill 
provides for a minimum increased bene
fit of $3 in all social security pensions
married couples would be $6. This in
crease was for the expressed purpose of 
enabling them to pay for the social se
curity insurance program under part B. 

In other words, under this bill 13 mil
lion people will get medical benefits at 
no extra cost. We will find that every
one over the age of 65 under the pend
ing bill without the Prouty amendment 
would be getting an extra $3 from the 
fund so that they can pay the extra medi
cal charges. This group affected by the 
Prouty amendment and consisting of 
about 1 million and a quarter people 
would be getting no benefits. 

They are America's forgotten people. 
If we are to pass a $7 billion bill, why 
are these people left out? 

Are we going to take care of all Amer
icans on the basis of equality, or are we 
not? 

One other point. Under the social 
security program we have had a large 
number of aliens coming into the coun
try with no intention of becoming Amer
ican citizens. Yet they have qualified 
for social security benefits, paying the 
minimum of six or . eight quarters, and 
then have returned to their countries 
and retired. They have been drawing 
social security checks throughout their 
lives after having made only token pay
ment into the social security program. 

The pending bill would extend that 
coverage. We will now have more and 
more men and women who are not citi
zens of this country, who have no inten
tions of becoming citizens, and . who may 
or may not be living in this country have 
gone back and are living abroad, who · 
·will be blanketed-in under the provisions 
of the House bill by reducing from six 
to three quarters. They will receive their · 
$35 monthly check. Yet at the same time 
the administration is quibbling over 
whether we are going to give a similar 
consideration to our own American citi
zens. 

There is merit in the amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont, and I shall 
support it. 

I compliment the Senator for propos
ing his amendment to protect these for
gotten citizens. 

Mr. CARLSON. I wish to commend 
the Senator from Vermont for making 
this adjustment in his amendment. 
When we reduce it to the age of 72 and 
qualify these people under the provision, 
it will, as the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware has just stated, cost only $255 
million. Here is a great group of people 
who are ineligible to receive the benefits, 
through no fault of their own-such as 
farmers, agricultural workers, teachers
persons in many other professions. 

Therefore, I sincerely hope that the 
Senate will give serious consideration to 
the amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, let me say that I am just as 
concerned about the extra $255 million 
as anyone else. However, yesterday on a 
yea-and-nay vote the Senate rejected a 
proposal by the Senator from Nebraska 
which would have saved $470 million by 
providing that those whose income is ade
quate would pay their own hospital bills. 

We would be far better off to go ahead 
and take care of those who need it. The 
estimate of the Secretary of HEW, Mr. 
Celebrezze, was that 1,100,000 of those 
1.325 million citizens affected by this 
amendment are already on relief and 
therefore the extra cost to the Govern
ment would be zero because it would be 
transferring it from one fund to the 
other. Therefore we are certainly deal
ing with a group of people who need 
assistance if the Senate is going to con
sider it. 

Mr. JA VITS.' Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Vermont has very little time, 
and I should therefore like to ask the 
Senator in charge of the bill if he would 
yield me 1 minute to ask a question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 1 minute to the Senator 
from New York. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there is 
one point which I believe will need some 
clarification. We have already attempt
ed to help those not · covered under the 
insurance phase in the medical care part 
of the bill. Now there are some people 
who are on Government or railroad re
tirement, at that age, who do receive a 
pension and who will, nonetheless, be 
covered now, notwithstanding that they 
have no quarters of coverage. 

By virtue of the change which the Sen
ator from Vermont has made, would he 
feel, without commiting himself, that his 
amendment reflects the fairness of that 
position? The adjustment might very 
well take place in the conference, but 
would the Senator be sympathetic con
cerning the fairness in the above situa
tion? 

Mr. PROUTY. I would have :q.o objec
tion to that. I believe that it. y.rould be 
highly .desirable. I point out that·there 
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is very little difference between this bill 
and the House passed bill, which requires 
only two quarters coverage. 

Mr. JAVITS. There were people who 
had some coverage and who had some 
insurance coverage. Here we have none. 

Mr. PROUTY. Practically none. 
Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is correct. 

Therefore, the duplication might be 
quite unfair. I would hope that the Sen
ator would make that clear for the 
RECORD, although I know that he cannot 
clear up every little point while he is on 
his feet. I understand that. But I would 
hope that he would be sympathetic to the 
question of fairness which I raise, which 
could be worked out in conference. 

Mr. PROUTY. I agree completely 
with the Senator from New York. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
ofmytime. · 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, the pending amendment would call 
for the expenditure of a large amount of 
money. How much, I do not know. For 
my purposes, I do not need to know. So 
far as the aged people in the State of 
Louisiana are concerned, the benefits to 
them would be approximately zero. Any
one who has reached the age of 70 or 
72, and has a meager income, is probably 
drawing a welfare check of $80. If he 
were blanketed-in by this amendment, 
his social security benefits would be $35 
a month out of the Federal Treasury. 
All this would mean is that his welfare 
check would be reduced by $35 so that 
instead of receiving $80 in one check, he 
would receive $35 in a social security 
check, and another $45 from the State 
welfare agency. He would have two 
checks to cash instead of one. That is 
about the only difference it would make. 

I assume that if the amendment were 
adopted, we would then repeal the provi
sion in the bill which requires the States 
to pass on all the windfall savings to the 
people by matching more Federal money 
with it. If we do that, we shall be back 
where we started, so far as most people 
are concerned. The only people who 
really would be benefited would be those 
not on welfare who have no need for this 
money, like some aged fellow who was 
well to do, owned his own farm, say, of 
a thousand acres, and was receiving ad
ditional income from oil and gas. But 
these people are not entitled to it. They 
have paid no social security tax. They 
do not need it. They do not expect to 
get it. 

We might as well take a bale of $100 
bills, take the elevator up to the top of 
the Washington Monument and throw 
all the money out the window into the 
high winds, because we left someone 
out. Out of fear that we did leave some
one out, let us blanket them all in. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. If Senators who are 

always worried about the national debt 
will vote for the amendment, how can 
they expect the Senator from Rhode Is
land not. to vote for lt? 

Mr. LONQ of Louisiana. The Sena
tor from Rhode Island can do so if he 
wishes. ' 

The administration sent down a bill 
which would cost approximately $3.5 
billion, but when the House got through 
with it, it was $5.8 billion. The Senate 
committee reported it out and the cost 
went up to $6.8 billion. We have now 
passed the $7 billion figure for the bill. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] stated that we should get a 
gong in the Chamber and every time we 
add another billion dollars to the bill we 
should strike the gong so that we can 
keep up with it. 

Every Senator has it within his power 
to think of some desirable way to spend 
money. If someone would only give me 
$300 million to spend, think of all the 
joy I could spread everywhere I went 
passing out money to someone who might 
need it and who again might not. That 
is what we would be doing by adopting 
the pending amendment. Where are we 
going to stop? 

A lower limit of 72 years of age is 
provided for in the pending amendment. 
Why wait for the age of 72?. Why not 
blanket-in everyone at 65? Why not at 
50? A man might lose his job at 50, so 
why not blanket him in and hand over 
to him a check? 

How about all the disabled people who 
are not insured under social security? 
Certainly something should be done for 
them. Here is a bill providing over $7 
billion per year, and yet we forget about 
the disabled people who have never been 
insured to begin with. 

Blanket them all in. Give them all 
a check. Why not at age 35? Or at 
least why not age 65? 

Mr. PASTORE. Then cry tomorrow 
about the national debt. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. I am 
just as sure as I am standing here that 
some Senators will vote for the amend
ment to increase the cost, just as some 
Senators voted last night for the Prouty 
amendment to shoot the moon from $7 
billion per year to $10 billio~. Then 
they will go home and talk about the 
profligate Decocrats bankrupting the 
country, and giving money away in give
away programs. 

There are a .million ways we can do 
that. I know that one Member of the 
House called me last night and said he 
had 50 ideas as to how we could do more 
good for more people. Everyone would 
be helped. I am sure Senators believe 
we have a big enough bill. The program 
as it. stands now, according to the com
mittee report, would spend $32 billion a 
year by 1972. That is not counting the 
amendments that we have added here on 
the Senate floor. We have increased that 
amount by about a billion dollars on 
the floor: When will we ever stop? I 
hope Senators will not insist on this 
amendment. 

There will be other social security bills 
to be considered. We shall have more 
opportunity to vote for amendments like 
this. Every President wants to be known 
as having extended the . social security 
program. Therefore this President and 
his successors will send us an additional 
bill. We shall have other opportunities 
to vote for more cash benefits for more 
peop~e. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, in all the years that I have 
been in the Senate I never enjoyed a 
speech as much as I enjoyed the one de
livered by the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LoNG]. I always enjoy hearing him 
oppose expenditures of the Government 
and advocate a balanced budget. 

I hope in a few minutes, when the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. CuRTis] makes 
his motion to send the bill back to com
mittee the Senator from Louisiana will 
vote for the motion. That will save $7 
billion. · 

The Senator talks about blanketing in 
more people. The bill already blankets 
in those who have between three and six 
quarters coverage. That means 325,000 
people. In return for the approximate 
$20 that these people paid in they are 
getting back $35 a month under the bill 
as reported by the Senate committee. 
Someone who has worked under three 
quarters and may have paid $15 or $18, is 
left out. That will be hard to explain. 

Yesterday the committee accepted an 
amendment on the floor which provides 
that any alien who has come here and 
re~ided in this country for a period of 6 
:q1onths can qualify under title I and 
title n for medical coverage. He does 
not have to pay for it, or at the most he 
pays $3. If we are to show all this con
cern for all people such as the Cuban ref
ugees and other aliens, should we not 
stop and think about some of those who 
have been in this country for a long time 
and buying E bonds or who have retired 
with small savings and now, as a result 
of inflation find that they are forced to 
live on welfare? 

We can reduce the deficit by assessing 
some of the cost of the bill to those who 
can afford it and can pay for it. Why 
should we pay the medical bill of a man 
who has an income of $100,000 a year or 
a million dollars a year income? We are 
asked to do that merely because he qual
ifies under social security. Why should 
we give him free medical coverage? If 
we are willing to do that let us not argue 
too much against helping these people 
who really need some assistance. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I shall 
support the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from Vermont. It in
volves people over 72. 

In Louisiana, out of every 100 persons, 
60 are on the old-age-assistance rolls. 
About 15 out of every 100 are on the old
age-assistance rolls in Nebraska. We 
practice self-denial and thrift and a few 
other things. Many of them' have paid 
taxes. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

trme of the Senator has expired. 
Mr. KUCHEL. I yield 1 minute to the 

Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. CURTIS. The difference is only 

a small amount of tax, and it would not 
amount to anything in some cases. The 
Senate will have an opportunity to save 
not a half billion dollars yearly, as the 
Senate had an opportunity to do yes
terday, but by voting for my motion it 
will reach into billions of dollars. 
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My feeling is that we should do justice 

under the retirement program. 
The wealthiest people in America are 

drawing the maximum amounts in social 
security. 

The Senator from Vermont asks th~t 
we consider everyone who has reached 
72 and who has no opportunity of adding 
quarters. He asks that they be included 
for a minimum amount. It is not a great 
amount. There will be an OPP9rtunity 
to save more than that. Yesterday or 
the day before I put some figures in the 
RECORD which show the total expendi
tures for 1964. 

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield a half minute 
to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. We are paying out 
money to people who do not need it. I 
will support the amendment. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. PROUTY. I believe this debate 
has gone on long enough. The cost of 
the program would diminish with each 
passing year as more people come under 
the social security system and others pass 
to their reward. If being liberal means 
having concern for older people and giv
ing them enough to eat and clothe them
selves properly and provide housing, I 
plead guilty. I am sorry that we_ are 
not doing a great deal more. I have 
modified my proposal in the hope that 
I could get more support on the floor. It 
does not please me to make even these 
concessions. The rates should be higher 
than I am proposing. However, I am 
willing to have a vote on the amend
ment at any time. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I find it very difficult to understand 
the rationale of some Senators. I am 
sure, of course, that Senators can put 
their thinking in order. Some Senators 
propose that we adopt an amendment 
which, according to the cost estimate, 
would blanket in 1,500,000 people, at a 
total cost of $630 million per year, out of 
which $140 million would represent a 
saving to the trust fund. There would 
be a net cost to the General Treasury of 
a half billion dollars a year after taking 
into account the savings resulting under 
the old -age assistance program. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. · 
Mr. PROUTY. I received the same 

figures from Mr. Myers. I have litera
ture in my desk showing the figures 
that Mr. Myers has given me in the past. 

He told me definitely that the cost 
would be $525 million, less the figure of 
$140 million, which was the increase pro
posed by the House. Subtracting $140 
million from $525 million results in a 
difference of $385 million. That is ap
proximately $100 million too high, based 
upon the figures that Mr. Myers has 
given me at other times in the past. The 
distinguished senior Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS], has developed 
data which supports my estimates. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena
tor has modified his amendment. He 
h~ changed his amendment. We gave 

him unanimous consent to change his 
amendment. We cannot tell from one 
hour to the next what it will contain. 

Mr. PROUTY. It did not require 
unanimous consent to modify the amend
ment. I did not make such· a request. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe the 
yeas and nays had been ordered. If. 
they had not--

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. Myers is the one 
who, 1n the Senator's office this morning, 
as the Senator from Louisiana well 
knows, figured that cost. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. What the 
Senator from Vermont is now proposing 
is not what he proposed previously. He 
has modified his amendment. I am 
happy that he did modify it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a memorandum giving the cost 
estimate be printed in the RECORD. It 
appears that the net cost of the program 
to the General Treasury would be about 
$500 million per year. 

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

MEMORANDUM, JULY 9,1965 
From: Robert J. Myers. 
Subject: Cost estimate for Prouty amend

ment to blanket-in at age 72. 
This memorandum presents a cost esti

mate for the Prouty amendment that would 
blamtet-in on a "permanent" basis all un
insured persons aged 72 and over for a bene
fit of $35 per month. The cost of these 
benefits would be payable from the General 
Treasury. Furthermore, this amendment 
would replace the transitional insured pro
vision in the House bill, which would pro
vide $35 benefits with respect to persons 
who had three to five quarters of coverage 
(such benefits being financed fr.om the 
trust fund). 

A total of 1.5 million persons would be 
affected by this provision in 1966 (includ
ing the 355,000 under the transitional in
sured provision of the House bill) . 

The general revenue cost for 1966 would 
be $630 million but $130 million would be 
offset by savings in old-age assistance, mak
Ing a net cost to the General Treasury of 
$500 million. In addition, the trust fund 
would have $140 million less outgo charge
able to the contributory financing. 

The total benefit outgo under this pro
vision in 1970 would be $550 million and 
the net cost to the General Treasury after 
taking into account savings in old-age as
sistance would be $450 million (the reduc
tion in cost to the trust fund by reason 
of the transitional insured provision being 
eliminated would be about $110 million). 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, there are enough benefits in the bill. 
They total $7 billion. Can we not reach 
some time when we shall have enough 
benefits in the bill? There are some oth
er amendments to which we would like 
to agree and which would cost only a 
small amount. The amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont would cost a fan
tastic amount. I believe that it should 
be considered at some future date. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. A moment ago the 

Senator described how the cost of the 
program has gone up step by step. Will 
the Senator from Louisiana repeat the 
figures which show what the President's 

program would cost and the increased 
cost of the bill in its present form? Can 
the Senator from Louisiana tell us what 
was added by the House, what was added 
by the Senate Committee on Finance, 
·and what has already been added by the 
Senate? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As I recall 
what the administration was seeking 
mostly was the original King-Anderson 
proposal, which is part A of title I of 
the bill. That proposal would have cost 
about $2,358 million per year. Also ap
proximately $285 million per year of gen
eral revenue would go into that. So that 
part would work out to be about $2.6 
billion per year. 

Some suggestions were made for lib
eralizing the welfare part of the medical 
care program, and that would have been 
about $200 million per year. So we 
would then be talking about $2.8 billion. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What has the figure 
now reached? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena
tor from Ohio is well aware of the highly 
regarded Republican leadership in the 
House of Representatives. He knows 
that that leadership originated an 
amendment that would increase the cost 
of the program about $1.2 billion per 
year. 

We are now up to $4 billion. 
The House of Representatives had 

some other ideas, and when they had 
concluded their work they had increased 
the cost to $5.8 billion per year. They 
added about $2 billion of additional items 
that some Representatives thought up 
over there. 

The Senate Committee on Finance 
had some ideas, too, and when we were 
through considering the bill, the first
year cost was $6.8 billion per year. 

So another $2 billion of ideas were 
proposed in the Senate. Some of those 
additional ideas we thought we could 
consider on the floor of the Senate, 
which would bring the cost up to about 
$400 million more per year. The last 
time we looked we had passed the $7 
billion mark and we were still on our 
way up. 

We tried to defend against the first 
Prouty amendment, which would l~ave 
increased the cost $3 billion a year, 
which would bring the total cost up to 
about $10 billion a year. The present 
Prouty amendment would not cost a& 
much. I was happy to see the Senator 
modify his amendment downward. Our 
best estimate is that the proposal would 
cost $500 million a year from general 
revenues. 

Where will it all stop? Do we really 
not intend to pass additional social secu
rity bills in some future years? If that 
is the case, could we not consider the 
present proposal along with some others 
that might be made in future years? 

Last night I heard an eloquent argu .. 
ment made by the Senator from Nebras
ka [Mr. CuRTIS]. The argument was 
that we should not provide all of these 
benefits to people who are rich and do 
not need them. · 

The Prouty amendment is now sup
ported by the same Senator. It is pro
posed to blanket all of those people in the 
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bill and give them money, even though 
they have not contributed 5 cents to the 
fund, and even though many of those 
people would be rich. The Senator turns 
around and votes now for the opposite 
principle and to blanket all those peo
ple in. Most of those people, if they have 
any need for the money, are over 72, and 
are already on public welfare. Insofar 
as they get more money, that would be a 
windfall for the State; the State would 
save the money and the Federal Gov
ernment would be plunged deeper into 
debt. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I have m-arked down 

the figures which the Senator from 
Louisiana stated. Those figures would 
indicate that we have started on a pro
gram which would cost about $2.7 bil
lion. We are now up to the point at 
which the cost of the program would be 
$7.2 billion, or $5.5 billion more. 

I ask the Senator from Louisiana when 
we are going to stop. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Right here. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope we 

shall pause on the present amendment. 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG of Louisi-ana. I yield. 
Mr. PROUTY. I should like to ask the 

distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
if the following is not correct: 

According to Mr. Myers, one and a half 
million people would qualify under my 
amendment. If that number is multi
plied by $35, we get $525 million. We 
would then subtract $140 mUlion, 
which is the House figure on the cost of 
the House-passed transitional insurance 
provision. That would bring the amount 
down to $385 million. There is no ques
tion about that. 

Last year Mr. Myers estimated the cost 
of the same amendment which I offered 
yesterday, namely, to increase the mini
mum to $70 and other benefits. Last 
year he estimated that the cost would 
be $2.1 billion. I understand that this 
year he estimated the cost at $3.2 bil
lion. The figure ·goes up a billion dol
lars a year every time Mr. Myers esti
mates-and, presumably, every time a 
Republican proposes an amendment on 
the subject. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, my arithmetic tells me that 1% 
million persons receiving $35 a month for 
12 months total $630 million fdr a year. 
When we subtract the $130 million a year 
savings in old-age assistance, we get 
the $500 million a year figure that I 
quoted previously. 

I am sure that the Senator would 
agree that whatever the figure is, it is 
a whopper. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Delaware under the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
2 minutes on the bill. ' 

Mr. wn.LIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I believe that we should keep 
our eyes on the true cost of the pro
gram. It is true that we have a bill be
fore us involving about $7 billion. Let 
us get the record straight. It is a fact 
that 99.9 percent of the $7 billion cost 
was included in the bill because the ad
ministration asked to have it put there. 
A motion was made in the Finance Com
mittee-and I supported it-to strike 
title II from the bill. It would have 
saved an extra $1.5 billion. The ad
ministration opposed the motion; they 
wanted it in the bill. If the Senator 
does not now desire to have that pro
vision in the bill I suggest that he say 
so, and I shall help him to take out the 
provision. Do not come back and say 
that someone pushed it in. The admin
istration reached out, grabbed all of 
these multi-billion-dollar programs, and 
held onto them. 

In addition the bill provides for an in
crease in social security benefits that 
will cost about $2% to $3 billion. If the 
administration does not desire to have 
that $2 billion added I suggest that some 
Senator stand up and say so. Those are 
the totals that mal{e up the $7 billion 
in the bill. Those are administration 
proposals which with the $2.3 billion 
medi0are proposal add up to the $7 bil
lion total cost. 

The only objection that the adminis
tration has made to any of these pro
posals is in opposition to the suggestion 
that $35 per month be paid to those over 
72 years of age who through no fault of 
their own are not now covered. 

In finagling around on the cost of the 
pending amendment it has been sug
gested that the Prouty amendment would 
bring in 1.5 million of extra coverage. 
Mr. Myers submitted to our committee 
statistics showing that, at the moment, 
1,750,000 people over the age of 65 were 
not covered. The House · bill would 
bring in 325,000 of those. That would 
leave only 1,425,000 over the age of 65 
who are not covered. They now claim 
that the Prouty amendment, which ex
tends coverage to :hose over the age of 
72, w111 add another 1.5 million. Those 
figures cannot be reconciled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay the amendment on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Sena
tor from Rhode Island to lay on the 
table the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. PROUTYJ. 

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

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

question is on the motion of the Sena
tor from Rhode Island to lay on the 
table the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. PROUTY]. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The leg'slative clerk called the rolL 
Mr. ELLENDER (after having voted in 

the affirmative). I have a live pair with 
the senior Senator from ·Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON]. I understand he would vote 

as I have voted; therefore, I let my vote 
stand. 

Mr. MANSFIELD <after having voted 
in the affirmative). On this vote I 
have a pair with the Senator from 
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER]. If she were 
present and voting, she would vote "yea." 
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"nay." I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. LONG of LoUisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE] and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] are absent on official 
business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD] is paired with the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Virginia would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from Nebraska would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. SYMINGTON] is paired with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. CASE]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Missouri would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from New Jersey would vote "nay." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE] would vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] is absent on omcial business. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
CASE] is detained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. CAsE] is paired with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING
TON]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Jersey would vote "nay" and 
the Senator from Missouri would vote 
"yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRusKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Virginia would vote "yea." 

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

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Burd'ck 
Byrd, W.Va. 
c a .m on · 
Church 
Clark 
Dodd 
Douglas . 
Eastland 
El' ender 
Ervin 
H ::nris 
Hart 
Hartke 

Aiken 
Allott · 
Bennett · 
Boggs 
Carlson 
Cooper 

[No.169 Leg.] 
YEAs-55 

Hayden 
Hill > 

Holland 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGovern 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Monroney 
Moss 
Muskie 

NA~S-36 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick . 

• 1 Fannin 
Fong 
Gore 

Nelson 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
R andolph 
Ribicotr 
Robertson 
Russell, Ga. 
Russell, S.C. 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Tydings 
Will iams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Gruening 
Hickenlooper 
Javits 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy, Mass. 
Kenned~. N.Y. 
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Kuchel 
Mcintyre 
Miller 
Montoya 
Morse 
Morton 

Mund1; Simpson 
Murphy Smith 
Pearson Thurmond 
Prouty Tower , 
Saltonste.ll Williams, Del. 
Scott Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-9 
Byrd, Va. Fl,llbright McGee 
Case Hruska Neuberger 
Dirksen Mansfield Symington 

So Mr. PASTORE'S motion to lay Mr. 
PROUTY's amendment on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, I voted as I did on the Senator 
from Rhode Island's motion to table the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. PROUTY] and on the 
amendment which the Senator from 
Vermont offered yesterday, because I 
think it is time we begin dramatizing in 
every way possible the need to begin con
sidering financing of social security 
benefits partially out of general revenues. 

Those most familiar with the financing 
structure of the social security system 
tell us that, · with the increases in the 
payroll tax which are contained in the 
present medicare bill, we have come 
close to the upper limit for obtaining 
financing of social security by means of 
a payroll tax. Yet the level of social 
security benefits remains entirely inade
quate, as all of us must realize. The 
average benefits paid to our retired cit
izens are so low that millions of them 
live in poverty. 

If we are to provide adequate benefits, 
we simply have to consider turning par
tially to general revenue financing for 
social security. In this connection, I 
would like to call attention to a speech 
which I gave before the National Coun
cil on the Aging on March 2 of this year, 
which the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
HART] was kind enough to put in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Apri113, 1965. 
In that address, I elaborated on the 
case for a partial tum to general reve
nue financing. 

The amendments which the Senator 
from Vermont offered yesterday and to
day represent the beginning of an 
answer. Of course, when we begin con
sidering the use of general revenues, we 
shall have to reexamine the entire finan
cial structure of social security, so that 
whatever contribution we provide for out 
of general revenues is made after com
plete study. 

I hope bringing this matter to the at
tention of the Senate will inspire more 
widespread support for a complete re
examination of the financing of social 
security, with a view to getting enough 
of a contribution from general revenues 
so that we can assure all of our retired 
citizens that they· will be able to live 
their final years in dignity and comfort. 

AMENDMENT NO. 329 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 329. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 

the amendment be dispensed with, and 
that the amendment may be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

The amendment, ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, is as follows: 

Beginning on page 12, line 1, strike out all 
through page 134, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 
"TrrLE I-MEDICAL EXPENSE DEDUCTION, ADVIS

ORY COUNCIL, MEANING OF TERM 'SECRETARY', 
AND GRANTS TO STATES FOR MEDICAL ASSIST

ANCE PROGRAMS 

"Part 1-medical expense deduction, advis
ory council, meaning- of term 'secretary' 

"Medical Expense Deduction" 
On page 135, line 2, strike out "106" and 

insert "101". 
On page 136, lines 10, 11, 12, and 13, strike 

out "(including amounts paid as premiums 
under part B of title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act, relating to supplementary 
medical insurance for the aged) ". 

Beginning on page 138, line 11, strike out 
all through page 141, line 14. 

On page 141, line 16, strike out "109" and 
insert "102". · 

On page 141, line 24, and page 142, lines 
1 and 2, strike out "the Federal Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund, and the Federal Sup
plementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund". 

On pages 142, lines 4 and 5, strike out 
"and the programs under parts A and B of 
title XVIII". 

Beginning with the word "The" on page 
143, line 13, strike out all through page 144, 
line 2. 

On page 144, line 9, strike out "110" and 
insert "103". 

Beginning on page 144, line 13, strike out 
through page 159, line 2. 

On page 159, line 9, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 159, line 12, strike out "1901" and 
insert "1801". 

On page 160, line 4, strike out "1902" and 
insert "1802". 

On page 160, line 12, E lirike out "1903" and 
insert "1803". 

On page 163, line 9, strike out "1905" and 
insert "1805". 

On page 164, line 4, strike out "1905" and 
insert "1805". 

On page 165, line 8, strike out "1905" and 
insert "1805". 

Beginning on page 165, line 24, strike out 
all through page 166, line 15. 

On page 166, line 16, s-trike out "(16)" and 
insert "(15) ". 

On page 166, line 22, strike out "(17)" and 
insert "(16) ". 

On page 167, line 25, strike out "(18)" and 
insert " ( 17) ". 

On page 168, line 14, strike out "(19)" and 
insert" (18) ". 

On page 168, line 19, strike out "(20)" and 
insert "(19)". 

On page 170, line 12, strike out "(21)" and 
insert" (20) ". 

On page 170, line 21, strike out "(22)" and 
insert "(21) ". 

On page 173, line 10, strike out "1903" and 
insert "1803". 

On page 173, line 16, strike out "1905" and 
insert "1805". 

On page 175, line 23, strike out "1905" and 
insert "1805". 

On page 178, line 15, strike out "1904" and 
insert "1804". 

On page 178, line 20, strike out "1902" and 
insert "1802". 

On page 179, line 7, strike out "1905" and 
insert "1805". 

On page 182, line 11, strike out .. XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 182, line 15, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 183, line 7, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". · 

On page 183, line 13, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 183, line 14, strike out "1902" and 
insert "1802". 

On page 183, line 14, strike out "1903" and 
insert "1803". 

Beginning on page 183, line 15, strike out 
all through page 184, line 2. 

On page 184, line 3, strike out "OTHER". 
On page 294, line 8, strike out "titles II 

and XVIII" and insert "title II". 
On page 297, lines 9 and 10, strike out 

"no payments shall be made on his behalf 
under part A of title XVIII,". 

On page 297, lines 16 and 17, strike out 
"and part A of title XVIII". 

On page 303, line 21, strike out "(a)". 
Beginning on page 304, line 13, strike out 

all through page 306, line 3. 
On page 306, line 9, strike out "(a)". 
Beginning on page 306, line 23, strike out 

all through page 307, line 24. 
On page 308, line 4, strike out " (a) ". 
Beginning on page 308, line 19, strike out 

all through page 309, line 20. 
On page 142, line 19, strike out "and the 

Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund". 
On page 311, lines 5 and 6, strike out "and 

the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund". 
On page 311, lines 16 and 17, strike out 

"and the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund". 

On page 311, lines 18 and 19, strike out 
"and the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund". 

On page 311, line 25, strike out "and the 
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund". 

On page 312, lines 1 and 2, strike out "and 
part A of title XVIII". 

On page 364, line 5, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 365, line 4, strike out "1904" and 
insert "1804". 

On page 366, line 7, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 366, line 18, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 367, line 15, strike out "1903" and 
insert "1803". 

On page 367, line 22, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 369, line 6, strike out "XIX" and. 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 369, line 11, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 369, line 16, strike out "1903" and 
insert "1803". 

On page 371, line 9, striJte out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 386, line 3, strike out "XIX" and 
insert "XVIII". 

On page 386, line 3, strike out "1902" and 
insert "1802". 

On page 386, line 4, strike out "1903" and 
insert "1803". 

Amend the table of contents to the bill so 
as to reflect the contents of the bill after 
the foregoing amendments are made. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
provide an expanded program of medical 
assistance, to increase benefits under the 
Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance 
System, to improve the Federal-State public 
assistance programs and for other purposes." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask that there be a clearance of the 
floor of the Senate so that Senators can 
recognize one another as they move 
around. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate Chamber will be cleared of all 
those not necessarily present on business. 
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. GORE. I have watched the· doors 

since the majority leader made the point 
of order. No one has departed. There 
are 60 persons on the :floor who are not 
entitled to the privilege of the floor. 
Will the Chair enforce the rule? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The Sergeant at 
Arms will enforce the ruling of the Chair. 

The Chamber will be cleared so that 
there will be no one on the :floor of the 
Senate not authorized to be there. In 
that way, the Senate may proceed in an 
orderly manner. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, amend

ment No. 329 is very simple. It would 
strike from the bill medicare, parts A 
and B. It would leave the remainder of 
the bill intact. The amendment would 
strike out medicare. The matter has 
been discussed for a long time. 

Part A is the King-Anderson bill. 
The King-Anderson bill has been kicked 
around for 10 or 15 years and never 
passed. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. It has !).ever 
been passed by both the House and the 
Senate. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The bill was passed 
by the Senate. 

Mr. CURTIS. I stand corrected. 
Part B was never heard of until it 

came from the Ways and Means Com
mittee. Many Senators want to vote for 
social security benefits and not for medi
care. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, before 
the Senator yields back his time, as Sen
ator ANDERSON · said, we did pass the 
King-Anderson bill. So we did pass, in 
effect, part B at the same time. That 
was the so-called supplementary private 
enterprise part of the package. The 
Senate passed that part at the same time 
that it passed the King-Anderson bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. There is not any-pri
vate enterprise provision in part B now. 

Mr. JAVITS. I believe there is. 
However, we did do it once before .. 

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

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senator has very kindly limited 
himself in presenting this amendment. 
The amendment presents a clear-cut is
sue: Do Senators want to strike out the 
medicare provision from the bill? If they 
want to do so, vote for the amendment. 
If they want to keep the medicare provi
sion in the bill, vote against the amend
ment. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. CURTIS. I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. The yeas and nays have -been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER <when his name was 
called) . On this vote I have a live pair 
with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON]. If at liberty to vote, I 
would vote "yea." If present, the Sena
tor from Missouri would vote "nay." I 
therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana <when his 
name was called) . On this vote, I have 
a pair with the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. If he were 
present and voting, he would vote "yea." 
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"nay." I therefore withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL (after having 

voted in the negative). Mr. President, 
on this vote I have a pair with the Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. If he 
were present and voting, he would vote 
"yea." If I were ·at liberty to vote, I 
would vote "nay." I therefore withdraw 
my vote. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE] and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] are absent on offi.cial 
business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. 'FuLBRIGHT], and 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SY
MINGTON] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGEE J would vote nay. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Dlinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] is absent on official business 
and his pair has been previously an
nounced. 

The result was announced-yeas 26, 
nays 64, as follows: 

Amott 
Bennett 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ervin 
F81nnin 
Harris 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, w. va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Fong 
Gore 
Gruen.lng 
Bart 

[No. 170 Leg.] 
YEA&-26 

Hickenlooper 
Hohla.nd 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Pearson 

NAY&-64 

Robertson 
Russell, S.C. 
Simpson 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Da.k. 

Hartke Morse 
Hayden Moss 
B1ll Muskie 
Inouye Nelson 
Jackson Pastore 
Javits Pell 
Kerun.edy, Mass. Prouty 
Kennedy, N.Y. Proxmire 
Kuchel Randolph 
La.usche Ribicoff 
Long, Mo. Russell, Ga. 
Magnuson Scott 
Mansfield Smathers · 
McCarthy Smith 
McClellan Sparkman 
McGovern Talmadge 
Mcintyre Tydings 
McNamara Williams, N.J 
Metcalf Yarborough 
Monda.le Young, Ohio 
Monroney 
Montoya 

Byrd,ya. 
Dirksen 
Ellender 
Fulbright 

So Mr. 
jected. 

NOT VOTING-10 
Hruska Saltonsta.ll 
Long, La. Symington 
McGee 
Neuberger 

CuRTIS' amendment was re-

AMENDMENT NO. 332 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President-
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HARRIS in the chair) . The Senator from 
Maryland is recognized. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 332, and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to state 
the amendment. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the REc
ORD at this point. 

The amendment <No. 332) offered by 
Mr. BREWSTER is as follows: 

FACU.ITATING EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION 

SEc. 342. (a) Subsection (b) of section 505 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amend
ed (5 U.S.C. 1105(b)), relating to the max
imum number of positions authorized at any 
one time for grades 16, 17, and 18 of the 
General Schedule of such Act and the au
thority of the President to approve a lim
ited number of such positions for newagen
cies and functions, is amended by striking 
out "twenty-four hundred" and inserting 1n 
lieu thereof "twenty-five hundred", by strik
ing out "fifty" in paragraph (2) of such sub
section and inserting in lieu thereof "one 
hundred and fifty" and by striking out "cre
ated" in such paragraph and inserting in 
lieu thereof "created or substantially ex
panded by legislation enacted". 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(2) of this section shall be effective not
withstanding subsection (h) of section 505 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
or any other provision of law and shall be
come effective on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator from Mary
land yield himself? 

Mr. BREWSTER. As much time as I 
may use, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland may proceed. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, this 
amendment would authorize certain ad
ditional physicians in the grades of GS-
16, 17, and 18. At the outset, I shall be 
brief and pursue this only if acceptable 
to the Senator in charge of the bill. 

The committee, at the time of its con
sideration of the bill and the writing of 
its report, saw the need for such addi
tional supervisory personnel. 

On page 156 of the committee report, 
1 t'is stated: 

To meet the substantial increase and re
sponsibility and to put the Social SecuTity 
Administration on a basis more nearly 
comparable to other agencies the committee 
recommends a substantial increase in the 
number of supergrades. The committee 1s 
concerned over the fact that the Social Secu
rity Administration, which requires a staff of 
36,000 people to conduct its operations, has 
only 15 supergrade positions-a ratio o:f 2,400 
tol. 
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The committee goes on to state: 
It is particularly important, therefore, that 

there be allocation of supergrades to the So
cial Security Administration commensurate 
with its dUties and responsib111ties. 

It is my understanding that the com
mittee did not go further, even though 
it recognized the need,. because it thought 
that another committee of the Senate 
could do the job. 

Subsequently I checked with John W. 
Macy, Jr., Chairman of the Civil Service 
Commission; the Assistant Secretary who 
will carry out the responsibilities of the 
bill, and the chairman of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, the Sen
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY], 
and all agree that additional supergrades 
are necessary. · ' 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Presideht, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Do I correctly un
. derstand that the chairman of the com
mittee in the Senate is agreeable to the 
Senator's amendment? 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. We left it out of the 
bill for a definite reason. We were afraid 
that the chairman was not agreeable to 
it and that we would be invading his ju
risdiction. However, if the Senator as
sures us that the chairman has been sat
isfied, Senators should support the 
amendment, because it is completely 
right. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the Sen
ator from New Mexico. I have checked 
this point with the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. 1\IIONRONEY] and he has as
sured me that my amendment is agree
able to him. 

Mr. President, as we all know, we are 
debating today a bill which, if enacted, 
will be the most significant social secu
rity legislation since that original Social 
Security Act was enacted in 1935. 

It is for this very reason that I rise 
today to recommend that there be added 
to the bill a provision that I consider es
sential to the accomplishment of the 
great good that this bill holds for millions 
of Americans. I believe that it would be 
most unfortunate if, in enacting these 
much-needed and hard-won :improve
ments and additions to the social secu
rity program, we failed to provide the 
means for assuring that the difficult and 
crucial job of implementing them is car
ried out in the most efficient way pos
sible. 

Even if we take for granted that the 
Social Security Administration will rise 
to the challenge as it always has done in 
the past, it will, unless we take preventive 
action, face a serious obstacle in effec
tively adininistering the expanded social 
security program that this bill calls for. 
I refer to the fact that the Social Se
curity Administration will be seriously 
handicapped by the unrealistic limitation 
on the number of supergrades-that is, 
positions above grade GS-15-that is 
now allocated to it. 

The Social Security Administration, 
which already operates the biggest in
surance program of its kind in the world, 

pays over $16 billion a year to nearly 20 
million people, serves tens of thousands 
of people daily through a nationwide net
work of over 600 offices, and requires a 
staff of 36,000 people to conduct its op
erations today has only 15 supergrade 
positions, 2 of which are in the scientific 
and technical excepted group. This 
means that there is only 1 supergrade 
position for every 2,400 employees. In 
comparison, the Railroad Retirement 
Board, conducting a somewhat similar 
program of much smaller scope, has 1 
supergrade position for every 211 em
ployees-more than 10 times the per
centage of supergrades now permitted 
the Social Security Administration. The 
Internal Revenue Service has 1 super
grade for every 277 employees. The 
Civil Service Commission has 1 for 
every 136, the General Services Adminis
tration 1 for every 434, and the Gen
eral Accounting Office 1 for every 156. 
None of these agencies has less than five 
times the percentage of supergrades al
located to the Social Security Adminis
tration. It is abundantly clear, as 
pointed out by the distinguished chair
man of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means, WILBUR MILLS, when he 
opened the House debate on H.R. 6675, 
that the allocation of higher level posi
tions to direct the social security pro
gram has failed by far to keep pace with 
the rapid growth of the program. 

And now, in enacting this bill, we 
will be expecting the Social Security Ad
ministration to take on a much larger 
job than it has ever been confronted 
with before, particularly during the next 
few years. 

To begin with, the Social Security Ad
ministration will face a major job of ad
vance planning and preparation to bring 
the health insurance programs into 
operation by next year. Extensive nego
tiations will be required to complete 
agreements and financial arrangements 
with fiscal intermediaries, insurance 
carriers, State agencies, and others. 
Broad-scale consultation will also be re
quired ·with professional organizations 
representing the Nation's hospitals and 
others who furnish reimbursable health 
services. Operational policies and rec
ordkeeping procedures will have to be 
worked out on a national scope-a large 
task and one never before undertaken 
in the health field. This will entail, 
among other things, getting information 
about the two health programs to 19 
million old people, answering the many 
thousands of inquiries that will be 
prompted by -the enactment of the new 
voluntary insurance plan, setting up rec
ords for those who elect to participate 
in the plan, and preparing and de~iver
ing identification cards for all the eli
gible aged. In addition to this vast en
rollment task, the Social Security Ad
ministration will have the tremendous 
job of taking and developing new claims 
in order to establish the basic eligibility 
of the aged who ha.ve been uninsured 
for cash benefits and of all others over 
65 who have not yet applied for social 
security benefits. This will mean a 
doubling of the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance claims load for a 
single year, and it will take place at the 

same time that the many other changes 
that we are making in the existing so
cial security law will bring a heavy vol
ume of additional activity into Social Se
curity district offices. 

If we expect-and we certainly do-the 
Social Security Administration to carry 
out its new responsibilities in a manner 
befitting their importance and the needs 
and proper expectations of the American 
people, any unnecessary and inequitable 
handicaps upon the organization ought 
to be removed without delay. Effective 
carrying out of the provisions we are 
making for the health and security of 
the Nation's senior citizens, and for help
ing its widows and its orphans, is far 
too important to warrant risking im
pairment Of the job by failing to allow 
the Social Security Administration 
enough higher level jobs to attract and 
retain people who have the required 
talents and skills. 

In the light of all these considerations, 
I propose that the bill now before us 
be amended to provide that the existing 
law which allocates supergrade positions 
to the President for use in administra
tion of new functions be changed so that 
the Social Security Administration will 
be assured of a substantial increase in 
the number of supergrade positions al
located to it. Specifically, I am recom
mending that 100 new supergrade posi
tions be provided so that the President 
will be able to give the Social Security 
Administration a sufficient number of 
the kind of top management positions 
needed to do the job. 

As you know, the central offices of the 
Social Security Administration are lo
cated in my own State of Maryland and 
I have first-hand knowledge about both 
the magnitude of the task now being 
done by that Administration and the 
ramifications that the bill now pending 
before us will have for the size of that 
task. I have felt so strongly that steps 
needed .to be taken to help the Social 
Security Administration meet this ex
panded task that I discussed the prob
lem with my colleagues on the Post Of
fice and Civil Service Committee, and 
they agreed that an amendment such as 
I am proposing today is needed. And, 
of course, the Finance Committee, which 
conducted extensive deliberations on the 
provisions of H.R. 6675 and on the ad
ministrative implications of these provi
sions, also recognized the need for addi
tional supergrades in the Social Security 
Administration and, in its report on the 
bill, recommended the very thing that 
I am proposing. Th~ Senate F1inance 
Committee said in its report: 

To meet the substantial increase and re
sponsibility and to put the Social Security 
Administration on a basis more nearly com
parable to other agencies the committee rec
ommends a substantial increase in the num
ber of supergrades. The committee is con
cerned over the fact that the Social Security 
Administration, which requires a staff of 
36,000 people to conduct its operations, has 
only 15 supergrade positions-a ratio of 2,400 
to 1. Many agencies in the Government with 
only a fraction of this number of employees 
have more supergrades. 

The allocation of higher level positions to 
the social security program has not kept 
pace with the rapid growth of the program. 
Enactment of this bill would result not only 
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in further substantial increases in the num
ber who are actually getting benefits but also 
in an enormous increase in the scope and 
variety of the benefits payable and in the 
administrative complexities involved in the 
operations of the program. It is particularly 
important therefore that there be allocation 
of supergrades to the Social Security Admin
istration commensurate with its duties and 
responsi bill ties. 

I hope that all Senators who are as 
concerned as I am in the smooth and 
successful carrying out of the far-reach
ing programs we are acting on today, 
will join me in voting for the inclusion 
of this provision in H.R. 6675. 

Mr. President, I should like to pro
pound a question to the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LONG], the Senator in 
charge of the bill, to inquire if my 
amendment meets with his approval. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senator from Maryland has 
correctly stated the problem. There is no 
doubt that if this bill, when it becomes 
law, is to be properly administered, the 
Department will have to hire doctors, in_. 
surance experts, hospital administrators, 
and others, to help the Department oper
ate the program efficiently and wisely, 
and also to set standards for adminis
tering the details of the program. 

The kinds of persons who w1ll be need
ed to administer and operate such a pro
gram properly are not going to be 
available for $15,000 a year. We would 
do well to get them even at supergrade 
pay. The kinds of persons we need for 
these jobs are already receiving $25,000 
and more in their present employment, 
so that the supergrades will definitely 
be needed, and Congress will have to pro
vide them. 

The Department feels that it would 
need, at a minimum, 100 employees at 
supergrade pay. We did not put that 
in the bill because the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, we felt, 
has jurisdiction over that kind of leg
islation. 

Subsequently, I believe that the Sena
tor from Maryland-in whose State in
cidentally most of these employees would 
be working-has looked into the matter 
and inquired of the distinguished chair
man of the committee and of the rank
ing Republican member, the latter of 
whom incidentally was the Senator on 
the Finance Committee who raised the 
need of additional supergrades. I also 
understand from him that the chairman 
of the Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee would be willing to support the 
amendment. 

If tha;t is the case, I would have no ob
jection to the amendment of the Senator 
from Maryland. The Finance Commit
tee, did not wish to do this without touch
ing base with the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 

The distinguished Senator from Kan
sas [Mr. CARLSON], the ranking member 
of the Republican side of the aisle , who 
was former chairman of the committee, 
is in the Chamber. I know that he has 
some views on this problem, and I would 
be very happy to yield to him so that he 
might explain his views. To that end, 
Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Kansas. 

The PR.ESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I am 
not insensitive to the need for super
grades, but I believe that the Senate 
should recognize that it would be estab
lishing a precedent which it has re
fused to do for other agencies of the 
Government. Supergrades which have 
been created for the use of various agen
cies of the Government have come 
through the regular Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. We assign them 
to the Civil Service Commission, which 
allocates the supergrades to the other 
agencies of the Government. This would 
be, therefore, an unusual procedure. I 
remember only one previous occasion 
when this was done, when the Senate 
ever voted for a supergrade for any 
agency. 

Accordingly, I shall not oppose the 
amendment, because I realize the need 
for it. I believe that the social security 
operation, under the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, has 
been a stepchild of that agency. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may 
we have order in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. The Senate will 
be in order. 

The Senator from Kansas may pro
ceed. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, 
the--

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield for a 
moment? 

Mr. CARLSON. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I could not hear 

the Senator, whether he favored or did 
not favor the amendment of the Sen
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARLSON. I do not oppose the 
amendment. I am not happy about 
it, for the reason that I believe it would 
establish a precedent which has been 
invoked only once during my entire serv
ice in the Senate. However, I feel so 
keenly the need for supergrades· that I 
hesitate to oppose the amendment to
day. I wotild be happy if the Civil 
Service Committee would meet and vote 
the 100 or more supergrades which will 
be needed. Let us not legislate in this 
way. If there were a yea-and-nay vote 
on the amendment, I would have to 
vote against- it; but, personally, I be
lieve that we should have it. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield to me? 

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

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

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
am very much opposed to this amend
ment. The Senate does not create $20,-
000 and $25,000 jobs 100 at a time in this 
way. 

The pending amendment proposes to 
change the Classification Act, which has 
nothing in the world to do with it. If 
we had any rule concerning germaneness, 
it would go out on a point of order, but 
Senators can bring up almost anything 

they wish on the floor of the Senate and 
force a vote upon it. 

I do not know how much this would 
cost, or how many employees of this kind 
would be needed. I believe that it would 
set a bad precedent. 

Let us take a look at what happens 
when we are dispensing these "sugar 
plums." 

The President recommended an in
crease of $3.6 billion. The House in
creased that to approximately $5.8 bil
lion. The Senate then raised it to $6.8 
billion. Now, on the Senate floor, we 
have raised it to $7.2 billion. 

Anyone who has read .about the de
cline and fall of the Roman Empire 
knows about bread and circuses. 

We have provided in the budget for 
the coming fiscal year for every type of 
relief we could think of, totaling $44 bil
lion. 

The President has sent up a new medi
care bill. Everyone wants to add sugar 
plums, of course. So we add to the 
President's bill. This is not even an 
election year. We raise the President's 
figure to $7.2 billion. What do Senators 
think will happen in the election year of 
1968? It will be double that, because 
every Senator has some friends to whom 
to say, "Think what I did for you." I 
am against it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Inasmuch as 
the matter has come up, we might as well 
agree to it and go to conference with it 
and leave it with the conferees. If the 
chairman of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service were objecting to 
it, I would look at the matter differently. 

The amendment, while it would cost 
some money and provide some high 
salaried people in the Department to 
administer the program, would probably 
save money in the long run. We have 
a $7 billion program. We shall need 
some highly competent people to run it. 
That is what we are setting up. We need 
competent people. We can either do it 
now or wait. In view of the fact that 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
having jurisdiction over the subject, 
does not object, I would just as soon vote 
for it. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
. Mr. ANDERSON. I completely agree 
with the Senator from Louisiana and the 
Senator from Maryland in their position. 
In part (b) we would set up a premium 
income of $1 billion in the first year. 
Anyone who is familiar with trying to 
start an insurance business knows that 
he does not start with a billion dollars 
in premium income. That is a very 
large premium income. We need the 
wisest insurance experts that we· can 
possibly get to administer the program. 

I was a little disturbed by what the 
Senator from Kansas said. I have the 
greatest respect for the Senator from 
Kansas. If FRANK CARLSON believes that 
this amendment should be kept out, I 
will vote to keep it out. This is a very 
complex problem. Those of us who 
have tried to start an insurance com
pany know how difllcult it is to find the 
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right personnel to operate it. I know 
some people in the insurance business 
who have started at far higher salaries 
than are proposed to be paid here. If 
we pass the bill, we will have some time 
to see what the other members of the 

· Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
believe. It might be that they might 
change their minds before we reach the 
conference. 

I compliment the Senator from 
Maryland on trying to add the amend
ment to the bill. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I be
lieve in this principle as keenly as -does 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee and the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. I am 
sure they will agree that I was the one 
who brought up the subject in commit
tee. I could sense the need for it. I do 
not like the method of creating super
grades on the floor of the Senate. I will 
make this commitment: If the chairman 
of our committee will call a meeting any 
day next week, I will try to obtain au
thorization for the supergrades that the 
Commission determines it needs. I be
lieve that is the proper way to do it. In 
that way we would not blanket these 
people in. I hope the Senator from 
Maryland will withdraw his amendment. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope the 
Senator will withdraw it on that basis. 
The matter will be considered in the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. The Senator from Maryland was 
discussing the amendment with another 
Senator at the time the Senator from 
Kansas spoke. The Senator from Kan
sas has assured us that the committee 
would meet promptly and recommend 
the needed supergrades. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Louisiana and 
the Senator from New Mexico and the 
Senator from Kansas for their assistance 
in this matter. I wished to bring it to 
the attention of the Senate. The Social 
Security Administration is located in 
Maryland . . I am acutely aware of the 
need for the appropriate personnel to 
carry out the medicare program when it 
is enacted into law. 

With the assurances given by the rank
ing Republican member of the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service, and 
also with the support of the distin
guished Senators who have spoken for 
the amendment, I withdraw the amend
ment. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I have an amendment at the desk. 
I should like to call it up. It bears my 
name. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 360, line 23, strike out "January 

1, 1966" and insert in lieu thereof "October 
1, 1965". 

On page 361, lines 5 and 6, strike out "of 
the first $80 per month of earned income" 
and insert in lieu thereof " ( i) the State 
agep.cy may disregard not more than $7 per 
month of any income and (11) of the first 
$80 per month of additional income which is 
earned". 

On page 361, between lines _7 anQ. 8, insert 
the following: 

"(b) Effective October 1, 1965, section 402 
(a) (7) of the Social Security Act (as 
amended by section 411 of this Act) is 
furth~t amended by inserting before the 
semicolon at the end thereof the following: 
', and (C) the State agency may, before dis
regarding the amounts referred to in clauses 
(A) and (B), disregard not more than $7 
of any ·incom·e•. · 

"(c) Effective October 1, 1965, section 1002 
(a) (8) of the Social Security . Act is 
amended by inser.ting before the semicolon 
at the end thereof the following: ' ,and (C) 
may, before disregarding the amounts re
ferred to in clauses (A) and (B), disregard 
not more than $7 of any income'." 

On page 361, line 16, strike out "(b) Effec
tive January 1, 1966" and insert in lieu 
thereof "(d) Effective October 1, 1965". 

On page 361, line 19, strike out "(A) of 
the first $80 per month of earned income'' 
and insert in lieu thereof "(A) the State 
agency may disregard not more than $7 of 
any income, (B) of the first $80 per month 
of additional income which is earned". 

On page 362, line 6, strike out "(c) Effec
tive January 1, 1966" and insert in lieu 
thereof "(e) Effective October 1, 1965". 

On page 363, strike out "and" in line 14, 
strike out the semicolon in line 19 and insert 
in lieu thereof a comma, strike out the close 
quotation marks and the period in line 20, 
and between lines 20 and 21 insert the fol
lowing: 

"(D) the State agency may, before disre
garding the amounts referred to above in 
this paragraph (14), disregard not more than 
$7 of any income; and". 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, the amendment is similar to the 
amendment the committee reported to 
the Senate last year. The Senate agreed 
to it, and it was taken to conference. It 
was an amendment that I had suggested. 
It provides that when persons get the 
increase in their social security pay
ments, if the State cares to do so, the 
State may disregard the $7 increase and 
the recipients may keep the $7, without 
reducing the public welfare check. The 
Senate agreed to it without dissent last 
year. I have discussed it with other 
members of the committee, and they 
would be willing to take it to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LONG]. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, · I sup
port the amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Louisiana yield 
tome? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have prepared 

three or four questions on the matter of 
the administration of the bill by State 
agencies, . and I have submitted them to 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], 
who is in charge of the bill. I invite his 
attention to pages 108 and 109 of the 
bill, which have to do with the use of 
State agencies to determine compliance 
by providers of services with conditions 
of participation. I also call the Sena
tor's attention to pages 48, 49, and 50 of 
the committee report with relation to the 
administration of the health insurance 
provisions. 

As a former Governor and as one who 
believes the law should be administered 

to the greatest extent possible by States 
and localities, rather than by services in 
Washington, I should Uke to ask the Sen
ator from Louisiana certain questions for 
the RECORD: 

To what ·extent does the Secretary of 
Health)· Education, and Welfare intend 
to use State agencies ·and private orga
nizations in administering the health 
care sections of the bill? 
. Will the major administrative func

tions be delegated primarily to the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
or State agencies and private organiza
tions? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself such time as I -may 
need. 

·u is intended that private insurance 
and prepayptent organizations would be 
used primarily in the following ways: 

,If nominated by a group of hospitals or 
other providers of service, the private or
ganization, if the arrangement is ap
proved by the Secretary as an economical 
one, woJ,lld use approved formulas to de
termine the costs of individual providers 
of service. 

They would review the bills submitted 
by providers of services and reimburse 
them for their costs. 

They would be responsible for admin
istering provisions related to control of 
utilization. 

They would also perform audit func
tions including postaudit reviews. 

In the case of the supplementary medi
cal insurance program, private organiza.;. 
tions would make a determination of 
reasonable charges and review and pay 
doctor's bills. 

Local medical societies may also be 
used in the establishment of utilization 
review committees. 

The Joint Commission on Accredita
tion of Hospitals would in effect have a 
primary role in determining what hos
pitals would qualify to participate in the 
program. Hospitals which are ac
credited by the Joint Commission-con
sisting of AMA, American Hospital Asso
ciation, American College of Surgeons, 
and American College of Physicians
would automatically-unless the State 
determined otherwise-meet all require
ments to participate except utilization 
review, not now a requirement for ac
creditation. 

The Senator also asked about State 
agencies, I believe. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I asked about 
State and private agencies. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In regard 
to State agencies: Under reimbursable 
agreements with the Secretary, they will 
make the initial determinations as to 
whether various institutions qualify for 
participation in the program. 

State agencies will be consulted about 
qualifications for participation and can 
recommend to the Secretary that higher 
than minimum standards apply iri the 
particular State. 

Groups of providers of services can, if 
they wish, nominate State agencies to 
serve as the "fiscal intermediaries" for 
the determination of costs of a particular 
provider and the payment of bills. If 
they are selected they would also have 
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responsibility for certain audit functions 
and for administering provisions related 
to control of utilization. 

States would also have responsibility 
for any planning activities needed to re
late the program for the aged to other 
aspects of health care in the State, with 
the Federal program paying a ~are of 
the cost. · 

State agencies can be used also to help 
set up utilization committees in those sit
uations where a provider of a service does 
not have such a committee. 

On a reimbursable basis the State 
agencies can be used to consult with pro
vider of service for the purpose of help
ing substandard institutions come up to 
qualification standards. 

It is intended that major administra
tive functions be divided, with those as
pects of administration related to direct 
dealing with the various providers of 
services being performed largely by the 
State agencies and private organizations, 
and with the tasks related to basic eli
gibility of individuals, premium collec
tion under the supplementary medical 
insurance program, and general record
keeping being performed by the Secre
tary. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the Sen
ator. Broadly speaking, what the Sen
ator has said is that the Secretary of 
HEW will use private organizations in 
the State as far as he can. He would 
use the State agencies as consultants 
and assistants in the administration of 
the bill as far as he can. 

I should like to ask one additional 
question: Who will be responsible for 
the auditing and recordkeeping func
tions of the program? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Audits will 
be performed in the first instance large
ly by private organizations and State 
organizations but the Federal Govern
ment has also a residual responsibility 
for auditing on a sample basis. 

Some recordkeeping functions will be 
performed by private organizatior..s and 
State agencies but it is intended on the 
basis of present thinking that basic rec
ords on individual eligibility and utiliza
tion of services, a part of eligibility, will 
be incorporated into existing socal se
curity recordkeeping operations. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that funda
mentally private organizations, local or
ganizations, and State organizations un
der the general overall direction of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare would carry out the functions of 
the bill. They would not all be trans
ferred to Washington with an immense 
increase in bureaucracy. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is our 
intention. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Has the Senator 
any idea of the number of additional 
employees that would be required in 
Washington? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is esti
mated that more than 3,000 employees 
would be engaged in each of the health 
insurance programs. I am sure the Sen
ator realizes that this is a very big bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. They would be 
not only here in Washington, but all over 

the country. Those will be the Federal 
employees who will help to administer 
the bill. The State governments, the 
local authorities, and the various cities 
and the private organizations, such as 
private hospitals in Massachusetts, in
cluding Massachusetts General Hospital 
and other recognized hospitals, would be 
responsible for carrying out and inter
preting the act to the best of their ability. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, since there appears to be no op
position to the amendment, I ask for its 
adoption 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Louisiana yield back the 
remainder of his time? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I offer 

an amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Ken
tucky will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 264, 
beginning with line 21, it is proposed to 
strike everything through line 11 on 
page267. 

The portion of the bill proposed to be 
stricken is as follows: 

COVERAGE FOR DOCTORS OF MEDICINE 

SEc. 311. (a) (1) Section 211(c) (5) of the 
Social Security Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(5) The performance of service by an in
dividual in the exercise of his profession as 
a Christian Science practitioner." 

( 2) Section 211 (c) of such Act is further 
amended by striking out . the last two sen
tences and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "The provisions of paragraph (4) or 
( 5) shall not apply to service (other than 
service performed by a member of a religious 
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a 
member of such order) performed by an in
dividual during the period for which a cer
tificate filed by him under ·section 1402(e) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is in 
effect." 

(3) Section 210(a) (6) (C) (iv) of such Act 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end thereof the following: ", other 
than as a medical or dental intern or a 
medical or dental resident in training". 

(4) Section 210(a) (13) of such Act is 
amended by striking out all that follows the 
first semicolon. · 

(b) (1) Section 1402(c) (5) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition 
of trade or business) is amended to read 
as follows: 

" ( 5) the performance of service by an in
dividual in the exercise of his profession as 
a Christian Science practitioner." 

(2) Section 1402(c) of such Code is fur
ther amended by striking out the last· two 
sentences and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "The provisions of paragraph (4) 
or ( 5) shall not apply to service (other than 
service performed by a member of a religious 
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a 
member of such order) performed by an in
dividual during the period for which a cer-

tificate filed by him under subsection (e) 
is in effect." 

(3) (A) Section 1402(e) (1) of such Code 
(relating to filing of waiver certificate by 
ministers, members of religious orders, and 
Christian Science practitioners) 1s amended 
by striking out "extended to service" and all 
that follows and inserting in lieu thereof "ex
tended to service described in subsection (c) 
(4) or (c) (5) performed by him." 

(B) Clause (A) of section 1402(e) (2) of 
such Code (relating to time for ftling waiver 
certificate) is amended to read as follows: 
"(A) the due date of the return (including 
any extension thereof) for his second tax
able year ending after 1954 for which he has 
net earnings from self-employment (com
puted without regard to subsections (c) (4) 
and (c) ( 5) ) of $400 or more, any part of 
which was ~erived from the performance of 
service described in subsection (c) (4) or 
(c) (5); or". 

(4) Section 3121(b) (6) (C) (iv) of such 
Code (relating to definition of employment) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end thereof the following: ", other 
than as a medical or dental intern or a medt
cal or dental resident in training". 

(5) Section 3121(b) (13) of such Code 1s 
amended by striking out all that follows the 
first semicolon. 

(c) The amendments made by paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of subsection (a), and by para
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (b), 
shall apply only with respect to taxable years 
ending on or after December 31, 1965. The 
amendments made by paragraphs (3) and 
(4) of subsection (a), and by paragraphs (4) 
and (5) of subsection (b), shall apply only 
with respect to services performed after 1965. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kentucky. 
How much time does the Senator yield 
to himself? 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The purpose of this amendment is very 
simple; it requires no detailed explana
tion. It would remove section 311 from 
the bill. Section 311 provides for social 
security coverage of physicians and in
terns. Under the provisions of section 
311 self-employed physicians would be 
covered for taxable years ending on or 
after December 31, 1965, and interns 
would be covered beginning on January 
1, 1966. This amendment would delete 
this compulsory coverage. 

There are today in this country some 
290,000 physicians, and interns. About 
150,000 of these -interns and physicians 
are covered by social security by virtue of 
their employment by hospitals, insurance 
companies and others. So what we are 
talking about is compulsory coverage for 
about 140,000 physicians who are ada
mantly opposed to such coverage. 

Why are they to be covered? Certainly 
when compared to the 65 million persons 
covered today by social security, their 
number become insignificant. The tax 
derived from their coverage could not be 
regarded as an indispensable addition to 
the fund. Why then should they be com
pelled to accept coverage? I can find no 
reason. On the contrary, the evidence 
indicates that they should best be left 
where they are. The committee felt so 
last year and by a vote of 12 to 5 re
moved a similar provision from the social 
security bill under consideration at that 
time. 
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Physicians look at their work some

what diffe:reptly than do most other of 
our employed. When the ordinary em
ployee reaches the 50-year mark he be
gins to think of retirement, and most of 
our retirement programs are geared to 
the 60 to 65 age level. But not so with 
physicians. For the most part, -they look 
forward to the practice of their profession 
well into their seventies. What then 
would the effect of compulsory inclu
sion be·? Simply this; we would impose 
a tax that they would be required to pay 
without receiving any benefit until they 
were past 72, the age limit at which in
come limitations cease to apply. How 
can this type of treatment be justified? 
Frankly I do not think that it can be. 

Certainly it would not be in the public 
interest to encourage physicians to re
tire at 65. But that is the effect of forc
ing physicians to participate in a pro
gram from which they will receive, at 
best, only limited benefits. It might be 
different if social security were truly an 
insurance program but admittedly it is 
not. It is a taxing program and the reve
nue is used to pay current benefit obliga
tions. 

In many small towns and rural areas 
there is a critical shortage of physicians. 
Many physicians continue to practice 
their profession well past the age of 65. 
They render invaluable service. I am 
afraid we shall be making a bad situa
tion worse by forcing all physicians to 
go on social security. There would be 
little incentive for them to practice 
beyond the age of 65, and we would fur
ther diminish the number of doctors 
available, especially in the small towns 
and rural areas. I suggest that we wait 
and find out what physicians desire, and 
if they get together___,as indeed finally 
the lawyers and the dentists did-it will 
be time enough to put them under 
social security. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. I associate myself 

with the remarks made by the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MoRTON]. There are great rural areas in 
this Nation where doctors cannot retire 
at the age of 65 because of the lack of 
doctors. They therefore would be unable 
to secure a.ny benefit from the program. 

Second, if the amendment is approved, 
the subject will be 'in conference, because 
the House has already placed physicians 
under the social security program. 
Therefore, in conference, our commit
tee would be given an opportunity to 
work on the subject. 

I sincerely hope that the Senate will 
adopt the amendment of the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to ask 

the Senator a question. In the past, 
various groups of professional people 
have been placed under social security; 
but has that not been on an optional 
basis each time? 

Mr. MORTON. The Senator is correct.-

Mr. SPARKMAN. I remember quite 
well that I sponsored an amendment to 
cover State and county employees, fire
men, policemen, and also schoolteachers. 
I am sure that in each instance it was 
placed on an optional basis. I remember 
that one group would come in and an
other one would not. For example, I re
call that some schoolteachers desired to 
be covered while the National Association 
of Teachers did not want i·t. It was 2, 3, 
or 4 years before they came under cover
age. 

The same thing was true of firemen. 
I can recall that in the case of firemen 
the procedure was broken down even to 
units, less than on a statewide basis, but 
it was on an optional basis. They were 
given the right to come in if their unit, 
whatever the unit was, asked them to do 
so. 

Mr. MORTON. The same thing ap
plied in the case of the American Bar 
Association. Three times the lawyers 
decided they did not want to come under 
social security, but finally in 1956 they 
decided to come under it. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. I wish to associate my

self with the remarks made by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky in support of his 
amendment, which in my judgment is a 
very just amendment. For that reason I 
expect to support the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. MORTON. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the name of the junior Sen
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRIS] who 
spoke to me about this matter earlier to-
day, be added as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the junior SenatOT from Okla
homa [Mr. HARRis], who spoke to me 
about this subject early in the day, may 
be made a cosponsor of the amendment. 

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

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. I commend the Sena

tor from Kentucky for offering the 
amendment. As he knows, I have been 
deeply interested in the effort to retain 
doctors in rural communities. The 
amendment has much merit and I 
therefore associate myself with the Sen
ator in its support. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I associate myself 

with the remarks of the Senator from 
Kentucky. Would the Senator object to 
my asking for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. MORTON. Perhaps the Senator 
from Louisiana will accept the amend
ment; if so, it will not be necessary to ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The Senator from Wyoming wishes to 
ask for the yeas and nays. Is the Sena
tor from Louisiana willing to accept the 
amendment? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No; I cannot 
do that. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Kentucky yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Under the Sena

tor's amendme-nt, could doctors who 
wanted to participate in social security 
do so? I understand that the House bill 
forces all doctors under social security; 
we take all doctors out; under the Sena
tor's amendment, could some doctors 
come under social security if they so de
sired? 

Mr. MORTON. Not under my amend
ment. Perhaps some arrangement might 
be made in conference. 

In the United f?tates today are 290,000 
physicians and interns. One hundred 
and fifty thousand are already under 
social security by virtue of their employ
ment by insurance companies or indus
try. 

Perhaps in conference it might be pos
sible to arrive at an arrangement such as 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] said was made with respect to fire
men in that State. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. I ask unanimous con

sent that I be shown in favor of the 
amendment of the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LoNG], just adopted by a voice 
vote. 

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

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
under the bill as passed by the House, I 
understand tha,t it is mandatory that 
doctors come under the social security 
law. 

Mr. MORTON. That is correct. 
Mr. THURMOND. Under the Sen

ator's amendment, would doctors be ex
cluded altogether? 

Mr. MORTON. · Yes, except those cov
ered by reason of their employment by 
insurance companies or industry. 

Mr. THURMOND. Doctors in private, 
independent practice would be excluded. 
My thinking is that the question should 
be optional with doctors; and that could 
decide whether they wish to be included 
within the social security program. Is 
it the Senator's hope that if the amend
ment is adopted there will be a confer
ence at which, possibly, that result, or 
some similar result, may be reached? 

Mr. MORTON. That is a difficult re
sult to reach, because obviously a per
son would not want to come under it 
unless he envisaged early retirement or 
had just graduated from medical school, 
married, acquired some debts, and 
wanted to be eligible for survivorship 
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benefits. Conceivably, something could 
be arranged. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] made the im
portant point that if the choice were 
made optional, doctors could come under 
the plan if they so desired, but that doc
tors would not be mandatorily covered 
in this fashion. 

Mr. MORTON. The lawyers stayed 
out of the program following two votes; 
but on the third vote, they decided to 
come in. 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. · 

I oppose the amendment. Basically, 
the only large self -employed group in 
the country today not covered under so
cial security are the doctors. As the 
Senator from Kentucky admits, one
half the doctors in the country are now 
covered by social security because of 
their employment by corporations, hos
pitals, or universities, where they are 
considered employees and their con
tributions to the fund are matched. 

It is known that the American Medi
cal Association, purporting to represent 
the doctors, does not want to come under 
social security. The AMA has consist
ently refused to poll the doctors, but over 
the years, a number of State medical so
cieties have taken polls. They have dis
closed that the overwhelming number of 
doctors wished to come under social se
curity. 

There is no basic reason why a doctor 
and his family should not be covered. 
All doctors do not live beyond 65; many 
doctors die at a young age, leaving their 
wives and children. During the early 
years of a doctor's practice, he has not 
had an opportunity to accumulate a 
large estate; consequently, when a doc
tor dies at the age of 35 or 40, leaving 
his widow and children, all of us know 
that those young families do not have 
the social security benefits that are af
forded other employed persons in the 
United States. We have observed such 
experiences in our own home towns. 

That the American Medical Associa
tion has refused to allow its membership 
to vote on this question indicates its 
fear that the vote would go against them. 
Under the circumstances, I see no rea
son why a self -employed doctor should 
not have the same coverage as is afforded 
Americans who are employed in busi
ness or industry. 

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The point 

has been made that some doctors con
tinue to work after they reach the age of 
65. So do many other people. But by 
the time they reach the age of 70, 78, 
or 80, and especially beyond 80, they are 
not going to be working, and they ought 
to have retirement income. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Not only that; many 
lawyers and dentists work beyond the 
age of 65. So do many accountants. 
The members of other professions work 
beyond the age of 65, as do many of us, 
and they are covered. 

The basic reason why doctors have 
not been included-and it · is a practical 
one--is that doctors have fought social 

security and medicare. They have 
fought it year in . and year out. They 
have felt--and I can understand their 
reason-that if they were against the 
social security approach, they should not 
place themselves in a position where they 
would become social security bene
ficiaries. 

The facts are clear and evident that 
under the leadership of the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN] the bill, after 5 years, is about to 
become law. I am convinced, and I am 
confident, that the doctors of America 
will fulfill their responsibilities and do 
their duty to take care of sick persons, 
whether they be private patients or 
patients who come under the social se-
curity law. · 

Under the circumstances, some doctors 
will want to be social security benefici
aries, and there is no reason why they 
should not be social security bene
ficiaries. 

I suggest that every Senator who knows 
a doctor should speak with him privately. 
He will learn that the doctor does not 
really understand why he should not 
come under social security. The real 
reason is that pressure has been placed 
on him by the AMA. 

But now that we are passing the bill 
and no longer is there the question of 
avoiding medicare, the time has come to 
do for the doctors, their wives, and their 
children what has been done for those 
employed in business or industry or in 
any other profession. If the social se
curity benefits are good enough for 
lawyers, dentists, accountants, and drug
gists, and every other profession one can 
think of, I do not see why the program 
is not good enough for doctors. 

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Only the 

other day a widow called me, frantically 
asking when the bill would become law. 
She is a widow and has two children in 
college. One has passed the age of 18; 
the other will soon be 18. That little 
family needs the benefits of the liberal
ized provisions in the bill to enable the 
children to continue their schooling, ob
tain an education, and receive some of 
the help provided by the social security 
program. 

If the widow had been the wife of a 
doctor, she would not be able to obtain 
any help. She would have to apply to 
the public welfare department. That 
is the kind of situation that needs atten
tion. If the doctors do not want help, 
what about their widows and children? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. I recall that a few weeks 
ago the editor of a leading newspaper in 
my State called me and asked whether 
I would not speak with a friend of his 
from Oregon. 

A charming, educated woman of the 
age of 38 came into my office. She had 
three young children. She had married a 
young man while he was still in medical 
school. Her husband had just about 
reached the stage at which he had gone 
through an internship, through a resi
dency, and had gone out to the State of 
Oregon to begin the practice of medicine. 

He died within a year. The young doctor 
was indebted because of borrowing to 
open his practice. He left his widow 
without a nickel. 

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
widow came to my office. She was edu
cated and talented, but she was in des
perate straits. She needed work-any 
kind of job in order to feed herself and 
her children. This situation happens all 
the time, all over the country. 

I recall that in my State of Connecti
cut, a brilliant young physician of the 
age of 45 had spent 10 or 12 years pre
paring himself for his profession. He 
caught a disease from one of his patients 
and died, leaving a wife and two children. 

The widow came to me and told me 
a story similar to that told by the widow 
of the doctor from the State of Oregon. 
She asked: "Who will support me and 
my children?" All her neighbors, 
whether they work in a factory or a 
grocery store, or are the widows of law
yers or accountants, would be in a posi
tion to receive benefits from social secu
rity. ·suddenly, because of the practice 
of the AMA, we are placed in a p.osition 
of denying to an individual physician, 
his wife, and children, the opportunity 
to receive the same social security bene
fits received by every other employee in 
the United States. 

I believe that we have a problem con
cerning the coverage of doctors, and 
that we, as Senat.ors, owe an obligation 
to the wives and children of doctors. 
We should not seek to exclude them 
from the coverage of social security. 

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in pur

suance of the views of the Senator that 
we have a social obligation, I should like 
to call the attention of the Senate to 
another instance in which such a pro
vision would have been very helpful, had 
doctors been previously covered by the 
social security system. 

In a certain county with which I have 
personal association, there are six doc
tors. Two of these six doctors are now 
elderly, in ill health, and unable to 
practice. Neither of them has laid aside 
any worldly goods. 

Both those doctors have been country 
physicians who gave much of their time 
with.out charge. They are now in the 
evening of their lives. Frankly, they are 
in need. Their need - would have been 
attended to had they been covered un
der the social security program a long 
time ago. 

I believe that we should do this now 
and not support the position taken by the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, may r 
say further to the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky that it is said that the 
doctors themselves oppose being covered 
under social security. Yet, a number of 
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State medical societies have taken it 
upon themselves to poll the doctors .. 

I have , before me some figures-ap
pearing on page 957 of the hearings
which constitute the results of polls taken 
in various States concerning whether 
doctors themselves want to be covered bY. 
social security. 

The table reads as follows: 
Results of State medical society social 

security polls 

State 
In 

favor 
Op

posed 

Number 
of votes 
inAMA 
House of 
Delegates· 

----------1·-------
·' States "lor social security 

l (19): . 
California ------------- 635 372 21 
Connecticut____________ 1, 391 504 3 
Delaware_______________ 135 85 1 
District of Columbia___ 550 192 2 
Florida_________________ 957 714 5 
Maine__________________ 369 210 1 
Massachusetts__________ 3, 253 988 6 
Michigan_______________ 1, 781 1, 048 7 
Missouri --------------- 277 148 4 
New Jersey_____________ 2,174 916 6 
New York ------------ -~ - ----- -------- 24 Ohio __ :__ ______________ 4, 095 2, 737 9 
Pennsylvania___________ 5, 605 3, 335 11 
Rhode Island_____ ____ __ 70 30 1 
South Dakota_--------- 155 104 1 
Utah___________________ 322 188 1 
Vermont_______________ 65 35 1 
Washington State_______ 60 40 4 
West Virginia___________ 436 237 2 

~iiiTotal _______ ~-- ------- =-== ==-:= --uG 
~:i === 

States' against social 
security (8): 

Arkansas_______________ 167 596 .2 
Georgia________________ 496 539 3 
Illinois___ _______ __ _____ 2, 790 3, 301 11 

. 'Indiana________________ 181 246 5 
Minnesota______________ 817 1, 030 4 

~~g~~~============== ~~ 7~i ~ Wisconsin______________ 854 870 4 
hJ .~ -------

TotaL ________________ -------- -------- 34 

Mr. President, considering the number 
of delegates that the various States have 
in the house of delegates of the Ameri
can Medical Association, 110 delegates 
were in favor of social security coverage 
and 34 delegates were opposed~ if we 
.analyze the figures. 

This is not an open and shut proposi
tion in which the medical profession is 
opposed. Many in the medical profes
sion is for social security coverage. 

Time and time again in the United 
States, various doctors have said to the 
American Medical Association: "Under 
your own circumstances, under your own 
rules, under your own provisions, poll the 
doctors of America." The AMA has con
sistently refused to poll its own doctors. 

If we were to agree to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Kentucky, it 
would not be a matter of taking care of 
the doctors. We would be rendering a 
great disservice to the families of doc
tors-especially the younger doctor just 
starting out in his career. 

I see no reason why the wives and chil
dren of the doctors should not have the 
same rights and privileges possessed by 
every other citizen of the United States. 

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

Mr. RIDICOFF. M'r. President, I 
yield myself 5 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. RIDICOFF. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, one reason why we are importuned 
by many persons, who contend that they 
speak for doctors, to leave the doctors 
out of the program is that many doctors 
do not really understand the problem. 

Their situation as a professional group, 
and from an economic point of view is 
very similar to that of lawyers. Lawyers 
do not want to retire at the age of 65. 
One-fourth of the Members of the Senate 
are over the age of 65. However, we must 
think about the young doctors and the 
families. This kind of protection for a 
young man for his wife and children 
would cost much more from a private 
company than it would under the group 
insurance that would be avaHable to that 
family under the social security pro
gram. 

This matter was debated in Ohio when 
the junior Senator from Ohio was pres
ident of the· bar association in his city. 
He told the story that at that time the 
lawyers were on record as being opposed 
to social security coverage for certain 

-lawyers. 
The junior Senator from Ohio, as 

president of the bar association, called 
for a debate. He got two lawyers to de
bate the case against social security, and 
he got two lawyers to debate the case 
for social security coverage. A large 
audience was present at the debate. 

After the debate was concluded, even 
though their bar association was on 
record as being opposed to social security 
coverage, they had a vote. Every man 
who had heard both sides voted unani
mously that lawyers should be covered 
by social security-including the two 
wlw had debated against social security 
coverage for certain lawyers. 

That is about how it worked out if the 
doctors understood the situation as the 
lawyers did in the State so ably repre
sented by the distinguished junior Sen
at-or from Ohio, who brought this matter 
to the . attention of the members of the 
bar association at the time he was their 
president. 

Mr. President, I believe that we have 
gone around long enough leaving the 
doctors not covered by social security 
benefits. This has been because the doc
tors do not really understand the situa
tion. One of these days, we ought to 
vote for what is good for people whether 
they want it or not. 

I am about ready to vote and go ahead 
and let the doctors be covered for the 
good of their wives and children, even 
though they are not asking for it. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I 
yield myself another 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for another 5 minutes. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I shall 
read some colloquy which is found on 
page 961 of the hearings. 

The colloquy was between Dr. Scham
berg and the senior Senator from . D
linois [Mr. DouGLAS]. It is based upon 

a poll that was taken by the ,nedical jour
nal· called Medical Economics: 

Senator DouGLAS. You never mentioned 
that before, the poll by ¥edical Economics. 
That was not included in your body of your 
testimony. I would like to hear about that. 

Dr. SCHAMBERG. I WOUld be very happy to 
submit this for the record. This is 1965. A 
sampling was requested by Medical Eco
nomics, saying, "Do you already have some 
social security coverage as a result of past 
or present employment? Yes, 53.5 percent. 
No, 38.3. Don't know, 8.2. 

"If you already have some coverage, some 
social security coverage, how do you feel 
about it." 

Of those who responded, 47.8 percent 
stated that they were glad to have it and 
wanted more; 33.5 percent said they were 
glad to have it but did not want any more. 
Adding ·those two figures 81.3 percent of the 
physicians who had some social security 
coverage were glad that they had it. The 
other two categories were "Would prefer not 
to have coverage," 16.7, and "Mixed -feelings, 
2 percent." 

Senator DouGLAS. What about those who 
were not covered, the independent practi-
tioners? · 

Dr. SCHAMBERG. This is interestingly dif
ficult. The question was asked, "If you do 
not already have some social security cover
age do you want coverage for yourself?" 50.4 
percent, just over a majority said "Yes;" 28.6 
percent said "No;" 11 percent were unde
cided. 

Senator DouGLAS. Would you have copies 
of that made and submitted for the record? 

Dr. ScHAMBERG. I will be happy to submit 
this now. 

Senator DouGLAS. Very good. 

The statistics are here. As one goes 
through them, one comes out with the 
following consensus: 64.1 percent of the 
doctors say "yes"; 17.9 percent say "no"; 
18 percent have no opinion. 

Therefore, we have a situation in 
which at every opportunity doctors have 
had to indicate a choice, they have indi
cated that they would like to obtain 
coverage. 

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Did the Senator 

refer to the poll taken in the State of 
Virginia, where the doctors voted 2 to 1 
against it? 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. I read it. In the 
State of Virginia those in favor were 38; 
opposed, 62. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is the point. 
The distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LoNG] said the time had come 
when we should vote for the people to 
have it whether they want it or not. 

A great political philosopher who was 
born in Virginia, who was a scholar, who 
was the president of a great university 
called Princeton University, Governor of 
the State of New Jersey, and President of 
the United States, whose name was 
Woodrow Wilson, once said, "I do not 
want a lot of smug experts sitting down 
behind closed doors in Washington play
ing Providence 011 me." 

That is old-fashioned philosophy, but 
I still believe it. ~ 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. I do not have to de
fend the Senator from Louisiana, but 
with respect to every law that has' ever 
been enacted in Congress there will be 
found large nunibers who do not want 
to come under it. 
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We are about to pass a landmark meas
ure which will be of great help to people 
over 65. The point the Senator from 
Louisiana has made is that we have a 
proposal that is for the benefit of a large 
segment of the population, and it is also 
important for the doctors themselves, 
their wives, and their children. The fact 
that certain doctors do not want to be 
covered must be balanced against the 
fact that we have the duty of consider
ing the problems and weighing the equi
ties of covering them. That was the 
point the Senator from Louisiana made. 
I do not believe he has the philosophy of 
wanting to shove anything down the 
throats of the people if they do not 
want it. . 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr." Presi
dent, if the Senator will yield, I was 
merely making the point that, as a prac
tical matter, most doctors do not under
stand the benefits involved. They do 
not understand why they should be 

. under it or should not be under it. If 
they had the benefit of hearing the de
bate that was had in Ohio, for example, 
they would be convinced that they 
should come under it, especially when 
they realize that they could not be cov
ered for such medical care under a pri
vate plan except at a very great cost. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to delay a vote on the amend
ment. The yeas and nays have been or
dered. 

When it came to covering dentist"s, 
Congress provided that the dentists 
could be asked whether they wanted to 
come under the coverage or not, and 
provided that if they wanted to do so, 
they could. The same thing applied 
with respect to the legal profession. If 
my amendment is accepted, we shall do 
the same thing with respect to doctors 
that we did for the dentists and mem
bers of the legal profession. Congress 
can require a poll and let the doctors 
decide. The dentists came under the 
program on their own volition. The 
lawyers came under the program on their 
own volition. Other professional groups 
have come under it on their own volition. 
The option was given to them. 

The House requires that they be cov
ered. My amendment eliminates it. 
The conferees can then decide what to 
do. 

I am prepared to have the amendment 
voted on. · 

Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it is true, 
as the Senator from Kentucky has said, 
that in the case of dentists and lawyers 
a referendum was held, but such was not 
the case with the people in general. 
Such was not the case when the Con
gress amended the Social Security Act to 
bring under coverage the self-employed. 
Such was not the case when Congress 
amended the Social Security Act to bring 
under coverage and its bene:tlts the 
farmers of the country. So this is not 
a principle that is firmly imbedded. 

One :tlnal argument: The AMA has 
made such a fine contribution to the en
actment of medicare that I think it has 

earned the right to come under its bene-
:tlts. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 
informed· that the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] would 
vote as I would vote, and I intend . to 
vote "yea." 

Mr. MORTON; Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has been yielded 
back, the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana <after having 

voted in the negative). Mr. President, 
on this vote I have a pair with the dis
tinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "yea." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "nay." I withdraw 
my vote. 

I announce that the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], and the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Donn] 
are absent on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING
TON], and the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. McGEE J is paired with the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRusKA]. 
It present and voting, the Senator from 
Wyoming would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. SYMINGTON] is paired with the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Donn]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Missouri would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Connecticut would vote "nay." 

Mr. KOCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarly absent. 

The Senator· from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] is absent on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEEJ. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Wyoming would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 41, 
· nays 50, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bennett 
Carlson 
Church 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fanntn 
Fong 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh . 
Bible 

[No. 171 Leg.] 
YEAS---41 

Ha.rris 
Hartke 
Hickenlooper 
HiH 
Holland 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long, Mo. 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Pearson 

NAYs-50 
Boggs 
Breweter 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va.. 
Cannon 

Prouty 
Robertson 
Russell, S.C. 
Scott 
Simpson 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

case 
Clark 
Douglas 
Gore 
Gruening 

Harl Mofutyre 
Hayden McNamara 
Inouye Metcal! 
Jackson Mll!ler 
Javits Mondale 
Kennedy, Mass. Monroney 
Kennedy, N.Y. Montoya 
Kuchel Morse 
La usche Moss 
Mansfield Muskie 
McCarthy Nelson 
McGovern Neuberger 

Pastore 
Peli 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Rlbicoff 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-9 
Byrd, Va. Fulbright McGee 
Dirksen Hruska Russel[, Ga. 
Dodd Long, La.. Symi.ngtotn 

So Mr. MORTON's amendment was re
_jected. 

Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 79, 
line 1, insert the word "professional" im
mediately following the word "than." 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
amendment merely adds the word "pro
fessional" so that the language will read: 
"other than professional services pro
vided in the field of pathology, radiology, 
physiatry, or anesthesiology." 

I believe that this point is clear in the 
bill and in the committee report, but in 
order. to avoid any possibility of misun
derstanding, I recommend that we add 
the word "professional." 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I have looked over the amend
ment. I shall not oppose it. It would 
cost us nothing. These people would like 
to have their services referred to as pro
fessional services. It costs us nothing. 
It makes some people happy, and I am 
happy to agree to it. 

Mr. McCARTHY. This change was 
asked for by physiatrists and others to 
a void any confusion. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield back 

the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. McCARTHY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 

send another amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 13, strike out "or". 

On page 18, line 16, strike out the 
period and insert in lieu of such period 
a semicolon followed by "or". 

On page 18, between lines 16 and 17, 
insert the following: 

( 4) posthospital extended care . · services 
which are furnished to him during any spell 
of illness for the care a.nd treatment of any 
mental disease after such services have been 
furnished to him for such care and treat
ment for a total of 210 days during his life
time . 
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Solely for the purposes of paragraph (3), a 
day counted (in determining the 210-day 
limit) under paragraph (4) with respect to 
any individual shall be deemed to consti
tute a day in which inpatient psychiatric 
hospital services are furnished to such in
dividual; and solely for purposes of para
graph (4), a day counted (in determining the 
210-day Unlit) under paragraph (3) with 
respect to any individual shall be deemed 
to constitute a day in which posthospital 
extended care services are furnished to him 
for the care and treatment of a mental dis
ease. 

On page 88, line 19, strike out the semi
colon and insert in lieu thereof a period. 

On page 88, beginning with "except" 
on line 20, strike out all before the pe
nod on line 23. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
amendment clarifies one provision of 
the bill: It provides that patients in a 
tuberculosis or psychiatric hospital will 
be eligible for posthospital extended 
care services as well as inpatient hospi
tal services. 

I offered the amendment in the Fi
nance Committee to transfer coverage 
for inpatient services in a psychiatric 
hospital from the voluntary supplemen
tary plan, as provided in the House bill, 
to the basic hospital program. Approv
al of this amendment by the commit
tee represents a substantial improve
ment in the measure and an important 
step in the recognition that protection 
against the hazards of mental 11lness 
should be provided on the same basis as 
for physical illness. The committee also 
agreed to extend the lifetime limit on 
coverage for psychiatric hospital care · 
from 180 days, as provided by the House, 
to 210 days. I am hopeful that experi
ence under the program will show that 
this limitation can be eliminated and 
that benefits can be provided on an equal 
basis. However, the amendment I am 
offering does not change the 210-day 
lifetime limit now in the bill. 

There is no indica;tion that this change 
will increase costs under the program, 
but it will provide greater flexibility in 
treatment by giving patients coverage 
for treatment in an approved psychiatric 
nursing home as well as in a psychiatric 
hospital. I urge acceptance of the 
amendment. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, we have discussed the amendment. 
I would be willing to take it to confer
ence-and I associate myself in this 
statement with the Senator from New 
Mexico-with the understanding that we 
have not had an opportunity to give it 
adequate study, even though it looks all 
right, and that we shall have to study 
it to see whether it should be sustained. 
If we should find in conference that 
there are some problems which do not 
appear on the face of the amendment, we 
shall have to consider it from that stand
point. It sounds all right at this point. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
have the amendment accepted on that 
basis. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana is correct. 
There does not appear to be anything 
wrong with the amendment. We did 
not consider it. Like the Senator from 
Louisiana, I would be willing to accept it 

and take it to conference to see if there 
is any diftlculty connected with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If all 
time is yielded back, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 

send another amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 

343, following line 25, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

(f) (1) Section 223(c) (1) of the Social 
Security Act is amended to read as follows: 

" ( 1) An individual shall be insured for 
disability insurance benefits in any month 
1f-

"(A) in case such month occurs before 
such individual attains 31 years of age, he 
had, as of the first day of such month, not 
less quarters of coverage than whichever of 
the following is the greater: (i) six quarters 
of coverage, or (11) a number of quarters 
equal to one-half of the number of calendar 
years elapsing after the year in which he at
tained 21 years of age and prior to the cal
endar year following the calendar year in 
which such month occurs; 'and 

"(B) in case such month is the month in 
which such individual attains 31 years of age 
or thereafter, (i) he would have been a fully 
insured individual (as defined in sectiO!O 
214) had he attained age 62 (if a woman) or 
age 65 (if a man) and filed applica.tion for 
benefits under section 202(a) on the first day 
of such month, and (11) he had not less than 
twenty quarters of coverage during the forty
quarter period ending with the quarter in 
which such first day occurred, not counting 
as part of such forty-quarter period any 
quarter any part of which was included in 
a period of disabllity (as defined in section 
216(i)) unless such quarter was a quarter of 
coverage. 
For purposes of clause (A) of the preceding 
sentence, an individual shall be deemed to be 
31 years of age during the entire month in 
which he attains such age." 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
( 1) of this subsection shall apply with re
spect to monthly disabillty insurance bene
fits under section 223 of the Social Security 
Act for months after the month following 
the month in which this Act is enacted, but 
only on the basis of applications filed in or 
after the month in which this Act is enacted. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The report of the Advisory Council on 
Social Security, 1965, calls attention to 
a serious problem involving workers who 
have been disabled early in life. There
port states : 

Under present law, in order to be eligible 
for disability benefits, a worke!l' must meet a 
requirement of 5 years of work in the 10-year 
period before he became totally disabled. 
This requirement assures that the benefits 
will be paid only to people who have both 
substantial and relatively recent employ
ment. However, the effect of the 5-years-of
work requirement on a worker disabled while 
young is to make it difficult, or even impossi
ble, for him to get dlsabillty benefits. For 
example, the worker who becomes totally dis
abled at age 25 and who started to work at 
age 21 has a total of only 4 years of covered 
work and therefore cannot meet the require
ment. 

The rf:!striction of disability insurance pro
tection to workers who have had substan
tial and recent employment can be achieved 
for young~r wor~ers by an alternative pro
vision under which a worker disabled before 
age 31 would be eligible for _benefits if he 

had been in covered work for at least one
half of the period between age 21 (the age 
which fully insured status is figured under 
present law) and the point in time a,t which 
he became disabled, or, in the case of those 
becoming disabled before age 24, for at least 
one-half of the 3 years preceding disable
ment. 

This provision would be somewhat similar 
to a provision now in the law under which 
the survivors of a worker who died while 
young can qualify for benefits even though 
he had only a short period of covered work. 

The amendment I am proposing car
ries out the recommendation of the 
Advisory Council. It would reduce the 
eligibility requirements for disability 
benefits for an individual disabled prior 
to age 31 to quarters of coverage equal 
tJo one-half the time between age 21 
and the age he became disabled or six 
quarters, whichever is grea.ter. 

If a worker is disabled at age 25, for 
instance, the requirement would be 2 
years in covered employment during his 
4 work years, age 21 to 25. If disabled 
at age 30, the requirement would be 4% 
years in covered employment. After age 
31, of course, he would be eligible under 
existing law if he had been in covered 
employment 5 out of the 10 years before 
he became disabled. 

The amendment was originally pro
posed by the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
FoNG J. I ask unanimous consent that 
his name may be added as a cosponor. 

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

Mr. RmiCOFF. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senator from Minnesota does 
not trust his luck too far. We have ac
cepted two of his amendments. This 
one is a bad amendment. We cannot 
accept it. Several years ago some of us 
met in the office of the Secretary of the 
Senate and tried to persuade the late 
Walter George to accept a disability 
amendment at age 50. Walter George 
was opposed very strongly. The late 
Senator Kerr from Oklahoma was very 
persuasive. After a while it was brought 
to the fioor. The amendment added 
disability at age 50. It worked all right. 
There were practically no claims made 
under it. A reserve was built up. 

Then someone said, "Let us take off 
the age limits.'' Most of the limits were 
taken off. That disability account is 
now in the red. 

That is not the way to operate an in
surance company. The amendment 
would change the disability provision 
completely, and drop it to age 31. It is 
not a good amendment. The Senator 
from Minnesota has been a fine sup
porter of the bill and a fine supporter of 
social security. I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. . 

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

Mr. RmiCOFF. I yield to the Sena
tor from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to refresh my memory. Was this 
amendment discussed in some detail in 
the committee? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. We did not 
defeat it by as large a vote as I would 
have liked to see it defeated. 
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Mr. McCARTHY. I believe we dis
cussed the point in the committee for 
about 272 minutes. Perhaps the amend
ment to which the Senator has reference 
is the one regarding the larger question 
of allowing payment for disability after 
a person had been disabled for 6 months. 
This provision would involve some $250 
million' in cost, as I recall, and was in
cluded in the House bill. The Finance 
Committee took it out. I am not propos
ing to restore that provision. However, 
the Senator may recall that after that 
action was taken, I proposed that we 
adopt the pending amendment. This re
lates to disability benefits for individuals 
disabled prior to age 31, and reduces 
their eligibility requirements to quarters 
of coverage equal to one-half the time 
between age 21 and the age at disability 
or 6 quarters, whichever is greater. This 
provision would cost roughly $50 million, 
but it would replace an amendment 
adopted in our committee which reduces 
the cost of the disability program as pro
vided in the House bill, by $250 million. 
We did not discuss the subject of the 
pending amendment at any great length, 
but we discussed the larger question. I 
believe that in the name of equity this 
question deserves the attention of the 
Senate, and perhaps there should be a 
yea-and-nay vote on it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield 2 minutes to me? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. . 
Mr. ANDERSON. I agree with the 

Senator that the whole question of dis
ability under former section 303 . should 
be studied. We shall be studying the 
question for some time to come. We 
should not take the proposed step at the 
present time until we have more informa~ 
tion on it. I hope that the amendment 
will be rejected, and on the next round 
of the bill, if we find that the Senator 
from Minnesota is correct, we can take 
appropriate action. I hope that we shall 
not have a long debate on the amend
ment. I hope we can vote on the amend
ment by a voice vote, and that it will be 
defeated. 

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. I rise in opposition 

to the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota; I agree fully 
with what the Senator from New Mexico 
has said. As the question affected sec
tion 303, we discussed it at some length 
in the committee. I voted to strike out 
the proposal. I think this is a poor time 
to put it back piecemeal. I hope that the 
question will be studied, and that in the 
near future we shall return to the Sena
tor's amendment or something more 
practical and wider. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 206 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 206. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment of Mr. HARTKE is as 
follows: 

One page 266, between lines 22 and 23, 
insert the following: 

"DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS FOR THE 

BLIND; SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

"SEc. 328. (a) (1) section 223(a) (1) (B) of 
the Social Security Act is amended to rea<ii 
as follows: 

"'(B) in the case of any individual other 
than an individual whose disability is blind
ness (as defined in subsection (c) (2)), has 
not attained the age of 65,'. 

"(2) That part paragraph (2) of section 
223(a) of such Act which precedes subpara
graph (A) thereof is amended by inserting 
immediately after '(if a man)' the follow
ing: ', and, in the case of any individual 
whose disability is blindness (as defined in 
subsection (c) (2)), as though he were a fully 
insured individual,'. 

"(b) (1) Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) 
of section 223 of such Act is amended

"(1) by inserting '(other than an individ
ual whose disability is blindness, as defined 
in paragraph (2)' after 'An individual'; and 

"(2) by adding at the end thereof (after 
and below subparagraph (B)) the following 
new sentence: 'An individual whose disabil
ity is blindness (as defined in paragraph 
(2)) shall be insured for disability insurance 
benefits in any month if he had not less than 
six quarters of coverage before the quarter 
in which such month occurs.' 

"(2) Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of 
section 223 of such Act (as amended by sec
tion 303(a) (2) of this Act) is further 
amended by striking out the first sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
'The term "disability" means (A) inability 
to engage in any substantial grainful activity 
by reason of any medically determinable 
physical or mental impairment or (B) blind
ness. The term "blindness" means central 
visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the better 
eye with the use of correcting lenses, or 
visual acuity greater than 20/200 if accom
panied by a limitation in the fields of vision 
such that the widest diameter of the visual 
field subtends · an angle no greater than 
twenty degrees.' 

"(c) Paragraph (1) (B) of subsection (d) 
of section 223 of such Act (added by section 
303 (c) of this Act) is amended by striking 
out 'the month in which he attains age 65' 
and inserting in lieu thereof 'in the case of 
any individual other ~han an individual 
whose disability is blindness (as defined in 
subsection (c) (2)), the month in which he 
attains age 65'. 

"(d) (1) The first sentence of section 216 
(i) (1) of such Act (as amended by section 
303 (a) ( 1) of this Act) is further amended 
by striking out '(B)' and all that follows, 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
'(B) blindness (as defined in sec~ion 223 (c) 
(2)) .~ 

"(2) The second sentence of such section 
216(i) (1) is repealed. . 

" (e) The first sentence of section 222 ('Q) 
( 1) of such Act is amended by inserting 
'(other than such an individual whose dis· 
ab111ty is blindness, as defined in section 223 
(c) (2)) •· after 'an individual entitled to 
disability insurance benefits'. 

"(f) The amendments made by this sec
tion shall apply only with respect to monthly 
benefits under ~itle li of the Social Security 
Act for months after the second month fol-

lowing the month in which this Act is en
acted, on the basis of applications for such 
benefits filed in or. after such second month." 

HOSPITALS AND REASONABLE COST 

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

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be· per
mitted to yield to the Senator from Cali
fornia without losing my right to the 
floor. 

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

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I desire 
to make a little legislative history on one 
point which has to do with reimburse
ment procedures and formulas as re
spects the hospitals participating all 
across the country. I ask the Senator 
in charge of the bill, the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], whether it is true 
that it is intended that there shall be a 
regionalization of the formula and reim
bursement as it is finally arrived at ad
ministratively? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is. 
Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my able friend. 

The counsel for the California Hospital 
Association, Mr. James E. Ludlam, raised 
some interesting questions with me re
garding the phrase "the reasonable cost 
of such services as determined under sec
tion 1861 (V) as used in title xvm, sec
tion 1864." I asked Under Secretary Wil
bur J. Cohen, of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, to com
ment on the questions which the Cali
fornia Hospital Association raised. I ask 
unanimous consent that this exchange 
of correspondence be printed in the REc
ORD at this point so that the legislative 
history on this question might be clear. 

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

MUSICK, PEELER & GARRETT, 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW, 

Los Angeles, Calif., June 1, 1965. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 

U.S. Senatqr, Old Senate Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 

(Attention: Mr. Stephen Horn.) 
DEAR SIR: This is to follow up a series of 

telephone conversations and correspondence 
that you have exchanged with the leadership . 
of the California Hospital Association on the 
subject of hospital reimbursement under 
H.R. 6675. 

The more we study the bill and the report 
of the Ways and Moons Committee, coupled 
with the public statements of the executives 
of the Social Security Administration, we 
have become increasingly concerned with the 
long-range impact of the phrase "the rea
sonable cost of such services as determined 
under section 100l(V) as used in title XVIII, 
section 1864.'' 

Hospitals in California, as well as many of 
the other rapidly growing areas of the coun
try, have been largely deficit financed. Hill
Burton has barely furnished 10 percent of 
the necessary construction costs and unfor
tunately private philanthropy has been so 
thinly spread that it has not filled the gap 
or done much more than Hill-Burton. Hos
pital construction, out of absolute neces
sity, has been financed by patient charges, 
through an allowance for depreciation plus 
provision for debt retirement. This has put 
great pressure on operating funds necessary 
for an improving quality of service to pa
tients. , 

Under H.R. 6675 a major segment of the 
hospital patient load (estimated to be about 
20 percent) most of whom have been paying 
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their full share of the hospital costs will 
now be placed under a limited reimb-qrse
ment plan set by the Federal Government. 
To the extent that these patients do not 
carry their fair share, this additional cost 
must be passed on to the other private pa
tients. We do not believe this to be a proper 
action by Government, and constitutes a 
seriously discriminatory action against those 
under 65 years of age. 

H.R. 6675 fails to recognize that there 
are regional differences in hospital prob
lems, and since it appears to be based upon 
east coast concepts the ~esult o{ a nation
wide formula, uniformly applied and ~min
istered, will be most tragic. 

Fortunately California hospitals have re
alistically approached this problem and have 
inaugurated a statewide program of uniform 
accounting and cost determination. · Under 
the leadership of Blue Cross a reimburse
ment formula has been adopted to meet the 
needs of California hospitals on a fair and 
equitable basis, but at the same time penaliz
ing unreasonable costs. 

Our Blue Cross formula recognizes that 
California hospitals are, and certainly for 
the foreseeable future will be, deficit 
financed. The same depreciation factor can
not cover both past indebtedness and fund 
new construction-particularly when new 
construction will be at a much greater cost. 
Also recognition is given to the fact that 
obsolescence ·is as important a factor in hos
pital facilities and equipment as is wear and 
tear due to age. 

The key differences between our Blue Cross 
reimbursement formula and that being de
veloped under H.R. 6675 and its companion 
report is that the California formula recog
nizes depreciation on a replacement cost 
basis and also provides for a cost factor for 
growth and development to meet new and ex
panded needs. We believe that these factors 
are in accordance with the "Principles of 
Payment for Hospital Care" as published by 
the American Hospital Association. We have 
every reason to believe that they will not 
be recognized by the Social Security Admin
istration unless written into the bill or at 
least covered by the report. We also recog
nize that these factors are not necessary 
nationwide, although other factors may be 
equally important elsewhere. Therefore, un
less regionalization is recognized a nation
wide pattern will develop to the disadvantage 
of all, and ultimately to the patient. 

We believe that payment for the above 
factors comes within a realistic definition of 
"reasonable cost" as related to the total cost 
of providing patient care. We also well recog-

. nize that from a strictly accounting sense 
that a different result may follow. 

We would therefore propose that the 
language of H.R. 6675, page 19, lines 16 
through 20, be amended to read: 

"(b) The amount paid to any provider of 
services with respect to services for which 
payment may be made under this part shall 
be predicated on the basis of accepted princi
ples of reimbursement for the cost of the 
services rendered, as determined under sec
tion 1861(V) ." 

Pages 84 and 85, for all of section (V) (1), 
we suggest the following: 

"(V) (1) Payment for services to provid
ers of services shall • be predicated on the 
basis of accepted principles of reimburse
ment for the cost of the services rendered by 
providers of services; as determined in ac
cordance with regulations establishing the 
methods to be used and the items to be in
cluded, in determining the payment formula 
for various types or classes of institutions, 
agencies, and services. In prescribing the 
regulations referred to in the preceding sen
tence, the Secretary shall consider, among 
other things, the principles generally applied 
by national, regional or St~te organizations, 
or established prepayment organizations 
(which have developed such principles) in 
computing the amount of payment, to be 

made by persons other than the recipients if 
services, to providers of services on account 
of services furnished to such ·recipients by 
such providers. Such regulations may pro
vide for determination of the reimburse
ment basis on a · per diem, per unit, per 
capita, or othe;r. basis, may provide for using 
different methods in different circumstances, 
may provide for the use of estimates of costs 
of particular items or services, and may pro
vide for the use of charges or a percentage 
of charges where this method is reasonably 
consistent with the other methods. Such 
regulations shall (A) take into account, but 
not necessarily be limited to, both direct and 
indirect costs of providers of services in 
order that, under the methods of determin
ing reimbursement, the costs with respect to 
individuals covered by the insurance pro
grams established by this title will not be 
borne by the individuals not so covered, and 
the costs with respect to individuals not so 
covered will not be borne by such insur
ance programs, and (B) provide for the mak
ing of suitable retroactive corrective adjust
ments where, for a provider of services for 
any fiscal period, the aggregate reimburse
ment proves to be either inadequate or 
excessive." 

If the changes cannot be made to the act 
then we would strongly urge that the Senate 
committee report emphasize the importance 
of the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare recognizing and authorizing regional 
variations in hospital reimbursement and in 
particular the problems of those areas that 
must of necessity engage in deficit financing 
of hospital construction and their corre-

. sponding problem in funding improvements 
and expansion in service. 

Your interest in this difficult but serious 
problem is most appreciated. We have ex
perts in this field , who are far more informed 
than I, who can be available to go to Wash
ington or for consultation on specific lan
guage at your request. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. LUDLAM 

(For Musick, Peeler & Garrett). 

JUNE 17, 1965. 
Hon. WILBUR J. COHEN, 
Under Secretary, Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare, Washington, 
D.O. 

DEAR WILBUR: I enclose a letter I have re
ceived from James E. Ludlam, counsel for 
the California Hospital Association, dealing 
with hospital reimbursement under H.R. 
6675. As you will note, they are concerned 
with the phrase "the reasonable cost of such 
services as determined under section 1861 (V) 
as used in title XVIII, section 1864." I think 
they have presented some interesting in
formation as it pertains to the establish
ment of hospitals in our State, their financ
ing, and the procedures they use in seeking 
reimbursement for services rendered. 

I would like to have, within the next week 
if possible, a letter from you commenting on 
this matter so I will have the opportunity 
to discuss it with the appropriate members 
of the Senate Committee on Finance or to 
clarify the situation in the Senate should 
that prove necessary. If there are any ques
tions regarding this, I do hope the respon
sible member of your staff will contact my 
legislative assistant, Stephen Horn, who is 
familiar with the problem. 

With kindest regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
U.S. Senator. 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, 

Washington, July 2, 1965. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR KUCHEL: I am sorry that I 
could not reply sooner to your letter of June 

17· requesting comments on some pol:nts 
raised by James E. Ludlam on reimburse
ment of hospitals in California and else
where under H.R. 6675. 

In brief, we believe that many of the 
concerns Mr. Ludlam expressed abo~t the 
provisions of the bill are due to the fact 
that it has not yet been possible to determine 
in every detail the contents of the regulations 
which the bill provides will be prescribed. 
The principal part of the bill on which Mr. 
Ludlam comments is, as he says, section 
1861(v). It may be well to start by quot
ing pertinent parts of that section: 

"The reasonable cost of any services shall 
be determined in accordance with regula
tions establishing the method or methods to 
be used, and the items to be included, in 
determining such costs for various types or 
classes of institutions, agencies, and serv
ices; * * * . In prescribing the regula
tions referred to in the preceding sentence, 
the Secretary shall consider, among other 
things, the principles generally applied by 
national organizations or established prepay
ment organiz&tions (which have developed 
such principles) in computing the amount 
of payment, to be made by persons other 
than the recipients of services, to providers 
of services on account of services furnished 
to such recipients by such providers. Such 
regulations may provide for determination 
of the costs of services on a per diem, per 
unit, per capita, or other basis, may provide 
for using different methods in different cir
cumstances, may provide for the use of esti
mates of costs of particular items or serv
ices, and may provide for the use of charges 
or a percentage of charges where this meth
od reasonably reflects the costs. Such regu
lations shall (A) take into account both 
direct and indirect costs of providers of serv
ices in order that, under the methods uf de
termining costs, the costs with respect to 
individuals covered by the insurance pro
grams established by . this title will not be 
borne by individuals not so covered, and 
the costs with respect to individuals not 
so ·covered will not be borne by such in
surance programs, and (B) provide for the 
making of suitable retroactive corrective ad
justments where, for a provider of services 
for any fiscal period, the aggregate reimburse.; 
ment produced by the methods of determin
ing costs proves to be either inadequate or 
exce.ssive." 

One of the reasons that we cannot speak 
with any final authority on the nature of 
regulations under this provision is that sec
tion 1867 of the bill provides in part that 
"for the purpose of advising the Secretary 
on matters of general policy in the admin
istration of this title and in the formulation 
of regulations under this title, there is here
by created a Health Insurance Benefits Ad
visory Council.* * * " 

This council will have as its members ex
perts in the health field. Furthermore the 
Committee on Ways a.nd Means and the Fi
nance Committee repor.ts on H.R. 6675 state 
that "it is the intent of the bill that in 
framing regulations full advantage should be 
taken of the experience of private agencies in 
order that rates of payment to hospitals may 
be fair both to the institutions, to the con
tributors to the hospital insurance trust 
fund, and to other patients. In framing the 
regulations the Secretary and his staff will 
consult with the organizations that have 
developed these principles as well as with 
leading associations of providers of services." 

While we have obtained a good deal of in
formation on current reimbursement prac
tices, the statute does not permit us to de
termine at this time exactly what reimburse
ment procedures will be used. 

The methods which will be used will be 
determined only, after the advisory council 
has had an opportunity to study the matter 
and other organizations have been consulted. 
The participation of the advisory council and 
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the requirement of the bill that the Secre
tary consider the principles on reimburse
ment applied by national organizations (the 
most important ones are the "principles of 
payment for hospital care" of the American 
Hospital Association} and of established pre
payment organizations give assurance that 
the opinion of private experts will be heard 
on the proper allowance for necessary re
placement of facilities and for the protec
tion of quality of service. It goes without 
saying that this Department wishes nothing 
more than that hospitals should be reim
bursed in a manner which wlll encourage 
an adequate supply of high quality institu
tions and services. 

Mr. Ludlam says that H.R. 6675 is based 
on "east coast concepts" and he seems to 
assume that a single nationwide reimburse
ment formula will be applied. Neither the 
bill nor the reports of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and the Committee on 
Finance require any such action. In fact, 
they specifically provide for various alterna
tive methods to be used as appropriate. 

Mr. Ludlam supports the reimbursement 
formulas used in California by saying that 
they are in accord With the American Hos
pital Association's "Principles of Payment for 
Hospital Care." We have long been on record 
that we intend to rely heavily on these same 
principles. Since we appear to agree on the 
premises on which reimbursement should be 
based, it would appear that the differences 
he anticipates will occur between the asso
ciation he represents and the Department are 
not likely to be as great as his letter suggests. 
For example, he calls attention to the fact 
that the California formula recognizes the . 
cost of obsolescence. To my knowledge no 
expert in the field, in the Department or else
where, differs with him on this point. 

While we all seem to agree on the premises 
on which reimbursement should be based, we 
believe that Mr. Ludlam's proposed changes 
in the language of the bill would not be de
sirable and would not be entirely in accord 
With these premises. He proposes that re
imbursement be based on cost "but not nec
essarily be limited to both direct and in
direct costs." We believe that the proposed 
language would negate the provision of re
imbursement on a cost basis which underlies 
the "Principles of Payment for Hospital 
Care." The result may not be the one Mr. 
Ludlam intends. In fact, it is not at all clear 
where this language is intended to lead or to 
end in terms of payment of amounts in ex
cess of cost--including profits-to nonprofit 
hospitals. It is certainly clear that the pro
posed modification represents a major de
parture from the present bill and the intent 
of that bill as expressed in the committee 
reports. 

In summary, we believe that H.R. 6675 was 
drafted and the committee reports on that 
bill were written with problems such as Mr. 
Ludlam discusses fully in mind and that 
there is ample room within the authority pro
vided by the bill to provide equitable reim
bursement to hospitals throughout the 
country. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBUR J. COHEN, 

Under Secretary. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask unani
mous consent to correct two incorrect 
line references in two amendments 
adopted by the Senate day before yes
terday. The first is in the amendment 
of the Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS], section 1902(a) (2) of the new 
title XIX. The reference intended was 
line 15 rather than line 13, page 160. 

Second, the amendment of the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] moving 
the effective date of public assistance 
increases after December 31, 1965, up to 
and after June 30, 1965. The correct 
reference should be line 22, page 353, 
rather than line 17. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. The corrections will 
be made. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
The amendment is identical in all re

spects with an amendment which was 
offered by Vice President HUBERT HuM
PHREY, who at that time was the senior 
Senator from Minnesota. It was adopted 
unanimously in the last session of the 
Congress. As we all know, last year the 
social security bill failed to pass both 
Houses of Congress. Therefore, the value 
of the amendment was lost. 

There are 41 cosponsors of the bill, S. 
1787, which is the same as this amend
ment. I ask unanimous consent to add 
to the list of cosponsors the name of the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRIS] 
and the name of the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. The amendment is, as 
I have said, the same as Senate bill 1787. 
The amendment principally makes 
changes in the disability insurance law. 

This amendment would make several 
changes in the disability insurance law 
with particular re.ference to blind per
sons. 

First, our amendment would incorpo
rate in the definition of blindness which 
is generally recognized and used 
throughout the Nation. 

This definition, already included in 
other Federal laws, would provide an 
ophthalmological standard for determin
ing blindness; that is, blindness is central 
visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the 
better eye with correcting lenses, or vis
ual acuity greater than 20/200 if ac
companied by a limitation in the field of 
vision such that the widest diameter of 
the visual field subtends an angle no 
greater than 20°. This is the same defi
nition as used in the Internal Revenue 
Code for workmen compensation status. 

It would permit a person whose visual 
impairment is such as to constitute 
blindness in accordance with the terms 
of this definition and has worked in 
social security-covered employment for 
six quarters to qualify for disability in
surance cash benefits under the social 
security program, and to continue eli
gible for such payments so long as the 
disability of blindness lasts. 

Mr. President, the objective of this 
amendment is to make of the disability 
insurance program a true insurance pro
gram for the blind-for those who are 
now blind, for those who become blind 
in the future. 

This amendment would condition the 
right to receive · disability payments, and 
the right to continue to receive them, 

I ' 0 

upon the existence and the continuing 
existence of the loss of sight. 

Our amendment recognizes that the 
severest of all the consequences resulting 
from the occurrence of blindness in the 
life of a working person is not the physi
cal loss, the physical deprivation of sight. 
But rather the severest loss sustained is 
the economic disaster which befalls the 
newly blinded workman, the economic 
handicaps which are a consequence of 
blindness. 

It is these consequences--the abrupt 
termination of weekly wages, the di
minished earillng power, the drastically 
curtailed employment opportunities open 
to the recently blinded person, or to the 
person who has lived a lifetime without 
sight-these, and not the physical ab
sence of sight, convert the physical dis
ability of blindness into the economic 
handicap of blindness. 

This amendment would provide a par
tial solution to the financial catastrophe 
which results from blindness. It would 
provide a floor of minimum financial se
curity for those who must learn to live 
again, to function without sight in a 
world of sight. 

This amendment would reduce the 
competitive disadvantages of sightless
ness; it would provide a continuing 
source of funds to meet the extra equaliz
ing expenses of functioning, blind, in a 
sight-oriented society. 

This amendment would be of immeas
urable help to the worker suddenly con
fronted by the devastating effects of 
blindness--the discouragements of pro
tracted unemployment, the despair of an 
expected lifetime of unemployment, the 
shocking loss of independence, the hurts 
and humiliations of dependency. 

This amendment would also provide 
minimum income security to the em
ployed blind person who has lived for 
years, or for a lifetime, without sight-
for such a person must pay an extra price 
in dollars and cents when he works as a 
lawyer or piano tuner, as a teacher, sales
man, or faotory assembler. 

Mr. President, the usual blind person
with average abilities, with no particu
lar talents or training-such a person 
works when he can find work, but he fre
quently is the victim of the law of life for 
the disabled person-last hired and first 
fired; gainfully employed, when he is 
employed at all, on jobs with the poorest 
pay, the shortest in duration-jobs which 
are now being rapidly automated out of 
.existence. 

In Federal law, we have on other oc
casions made special efforts to help the 
blind to be self -supporting. I am happy 
that one of the active supporters of this 
amendment and a cosponsor of S. 1787, is 
the senior Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. RANDOLPH]. He authored the Ran
dolph-Sheppard Act when a Member of 
the House, which has helped thousands 
of the blind to be self -supporting. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator iS recognized for 2 minutes. 
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Mr. HARTKE. For this person-the 

usual blind worker-the 20 quarters eli
gibility requirement in the ~isabili.ty in
surance law makes the protection of dis
ability insurance unavailable to him. 
Our proposed six quarters requirement 
would be much more reasonable under 
the circumstances-under the special 
circumstances which confronts such a 
person. 

I believe that the social security pro
grams which are intended to diminish 
the adverse economic and social conse
quences of advancing years or disabling 
impairments must never be considered 
fixed and inflexible in provision, for such 
rigidity may defeat the purpose to be 
served by such programs. Flexibility of 
approach and adjustment of provision to 
meet special circumstance may assure 
fulfillment of such purpose-the diminu
tion of the hazards and heartaches of old 
age, the lessening of the discourage
ments and disadvantages of disability. 

I ask the Congress, therefore, to change 
the disability insurance law for blind 
persons, for the benefit of persons who 
may become blind. 

Under existing law, a person must work 
in social security covered employment 
for at least 20 quarters to establish eli
gibility for disability insurance cash pay
ments. 

This amendment reduces this require
ment to six quarters, then the benefits 
under the disability insurance program 
may be more readily available to more 
persons when blindness occurs; in order 
that blind persons, unable to meet the 
present requirement of employment for 
5 years in covered work may be able to 
qualify for benefits under the disability 
insurance program. 

Under existing law and practice, per
sons who are disabled and earn any
thing but the meagerest income are de
nied disability insurance payments as 
they are considered no longer sufficiently 
disabled and therefore no longer quali
fied. 

Under existing law and regulation, it 
is not enough that a person is severely 
disabled, that he is unable to get a job 
because he is disabled, to qualify for dis
ability insurance cash payments-he 
must establish his physical inability to 
do a job to qualify for such payments. 

This amendment would change this 
to allow persons who are disabled by 
blindness to qualify for disability bene
fits upon proof of blindness and to con
tinue qualified so long as they remain 
blind; to continue qualified to receive 
benefits even though they are employed, 
even though they are earning, in order 
that disabilitY. insurance payments may 
be available to them to offset the extra 
"equalizing" expenses incurred in living 
and competing without sight in an en
vironment geared to sight. 

The amendment, by written endorse
ment, has the support of 43 Senators. 
I hope _the Senator from Louisiana may 
see his way clear and not be too strong 
in his opposition. I know of his human
itarian heart and his love and affection 
for those who suffer from the disability 
of blindness. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, a similar amendment was taken to 

conference by the Senate last year. The 
House strongly opposed it, and for good 
reasons. The House will not accept the 
amendment, no matter what the Senate 
does. 

This is what is wrong with the amend
ment: It declares to be blind, persons 
who are not completely blind. It pro
vides disability benefits for persons who 
are not disabled. It pays disability bene
fits to people who are working full time. 

We can continue adding benefits to 
the bill and run up the cost. We have 
great sympathy for people whose vision 
is impaired, but the amendment would 
dispense with the test of whether a per
son is able .to engage in substantially 
gainful activity as ·a requirement for 
drawing disability benefits. A law now 
exists which provides that, if one is dis
abled due to blindness and unable to 
work, disability benefits will be provided. 

If he is not blind, and has no visual 
impairment, disability payments will not 
be made, unless he is unable to engage 
in substantially gainful activity. But if 
he is able to make a good living, there is 
no particular reason why he should re
ceive disability benefits, because he is not 
disabled and is earning a good income. 

We are talking about persons under 
the age of 65 who claim to be disabled, 
although they are not. 

The amendment would cost a large 
amount of money-$287 million a year 
on the average over future years-to do 
something that we ought not to do. If 
we start by adopting a principle of pro
viding disability benefits for people who 
are not disabled, treating people as blind 
and giving them benefits when they are 
not completely blind, the practice could 
extend to other areas and cost billions. 
In this instance, the cost would be only 
$280 million a year. But I know the 
House will not accept the amendment, 
and I frankly think the Senate ought 
not to take it. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield . 
myself 2 minutes. . 

It is true that the amendment was 
taken to conference by the Senate last 
year. It was agreed to unanimously; not 
a Senator voted against it. What hap
pened last year should happen again this 
year. Why should the Senate in one 
year say it will accept the amendment, 
and the next year refuse to accept it? 
The mere fact that the House of Repre
sentatives does not want the amendment 
is no reason for the Senate to refuse to 
accept it. The bill contains many provi
sions that I would take out if I had my 
way. The Senate should accept the 
amendment in the interest of obtaining 
a good bill for aged persons. I do not 
propose to surrender everything to the 
House. We have surrendered 90 per
cent now. Let us go all the way down 
the road. 

It will cost money? I grant that it will 
cost money; but I do not believe it will 
cost as much as the Senator from Louisi
ana says it will. 

M;. LONG of Louisiana. It would cost 
more than $287 million. 

Mr. HARTKE. It would cost a little 
less than that-about $250 million. We 
agree that it would cost money. 

I would not trade $287 million for my 
eyes, let alone the eyes of the blind. 

The Senator speaks about individuals 
who claim blindness. It will be neces
sary to change every Federal statute, be
cause the amendment conforms with the 
Federal law concerning blindness under 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

What the Senator is saying is that 
those people are cheaters. I do not be
lieve they are cheaters. I believe they 
are trying to make a decent living; that 
they want to go forward and make their 
way. But we are denying them the op
portunity to do so by saying that they 
will not be able to come under social 
security for a long period of time. We 
are asking them to place themselves in 
the hands of charity. I do not want them 
to have to do that. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. I yield. 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, no 

group of our citizens are more entitled 
to everything they can possibly get justly 
than the blind. It would be a tragedy if 
the Senate, the second time, failed to 
adopt the amendment. It was adopted 
the first time unanimously, as the Sena
tor from Indiana said. We are told that 
the House does not want it. We are told 
that the House will not change its mind. 
But this is the Senate. I hope the Sen
ate will go on record and accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. HARTKE. To reject the amend
ment would be the sharpest rebuke we 
could deliver to the Vice President of the 
United States. He offered the amend
ment last year, and the Senate took it 
to conference. I do not believe this is a 
program that the administration wishes 
to rebuke. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope no Senator 
will be fooled by the characterization of 
a rebuke to the Vice President. The 
Vice President, then a Senator from 
Minnesota, made certain representations 
on behalf of the amendment for the 
blind. We frankly did not know what 
the House would do. We said we would 
take the amendment to conference. We 
presented the facts to the conference 
committee. But the amendment was not 
kicked out by the House; it was kicked 
out on the basis of knowledge. 

We would be paying $250 million for 
persons said to be blind, but who are not 
blind. Why go through the same mo
tions? 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

I want to go through the motions. I 
think the Vice President wants us to go 
through them. He told me so last night. 
He told me to make a 1 battle for the 
amendment on the floor of the Senate. 
If he were in the Senate, he could say so 
now. He is not opposed to the amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
statement I made in the Senate on April 
13, 1965 .. 
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There being no objection, the · state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, pp. 7821-

7822,S.1787,Apr. 13,1965] 
LIBERALIZING FEDERAL DISABILITY INSURANCE 

FOR THE BLIND 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today I intro

duce a bill to liberalize the provisions of dis
ability insurance under the Social Security 
Act for the benefit of the blind. This is the 
same bill which was introduced in the 88th 
Congress by our distinguished colleague, then 
the majority whip and now our Presiding Of
fleer, Vice President HUBERT HUMPHREY. That 
b111, S. 1263, I was happy to offer in the Fi
nance Committee as an amendment to the 
soaial security bill of last year, H.R. 11865. 
While it was not adopted by the Finance 
Committee, it was subsequently introduced 
by its author as a floor amendment and was 
adopted by the Senate on September 3. It 
was taken to conference by Senator LoNG as 
floor m anager of the bill, but, of course, it 
was lost when the Congress adjourned with
out reaching agreement on the bill last year. 

Mr. President, it has been my privilege to 
introduce and work for many measures for 
the benefit of the blind during the years since 
I first came to this body in 1958. Such legis
lation has been one of my special interests, 
and I would be pleased in any case to offer 
this legislation today. But it is a special 
pleasure to do so at the express request of 
the Vice President, whose election removed 
from him the opportunity to present the bill 
again as he would otherwise have done . . In
deed, he addressed me in a letter dated No
vember 29 , 1964, asking that I carry on the 
promotion of this legislation in the 89th 
Congress. I am glad to be able to do so not 
only on my own behalf and his, but also on 
behalf of the other Senators whose names 
appear as cosponsors of the bill. 

At the time Senator HuMPHREY presented 
the amendment to the social securing bill, 
which the Senate adopted as I have said, he 
made a statement explaining its provisions 
and purposes. Rather than offer a para
phrase of that clear presentation, I request 
unanimous consent that the words of Sena
tor HuMPHREY at that time may appear at 
this point in the RECORD as an explanation of 
this bill. 

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

"Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my amend
ment would liberalize the Federal disability 
insurance program for persons who are now 
blind-and, perhaps even to greater im
portance--it would make disability insur
ance payments more readily available to more 
persons who become blind at the time when 
blindness occurs. 

"My amendment would do the following: 
"First. It would incorporate the generally 

recognized and widely used definition of 
blindness into . the provisions of the disabil
ity insurance law: that is, blindness is cen
tral visional acuity of 20/200 or less in the 
better eye with correcting lenses, or visual 
acuity greater than 20/200 is accompanied 
by a limitation in the field of vision such 
that the widest diameter of the visual field 
subtends an angle no greater than 20 de
grees. 

"Second. It would allow any person who 
meets this definition in visual loss, and who 
has worked in social security covered employ
ment for a year and a half--six quarters--to 
qualify for disab111ty cash benefits. 

"Third. It would allow persons who meet 
the above requirements in measurable sight
lessness and length of time in covered em
ployment to draw disab111ty benefits, and to 
continue to draw them, so long as they re
main blind-and irrespective of their in-

come or earnings, if they are fortunate 
enough to be employed. 

"This amendment seeks to make the dis
ability insurance program a true insurance 
program against the economic catastrophe of 
blindness, against the economic disadvan
tages which result when blindness occurs in 
the life of a workingman. 

"Under present law, a person who is blind 
and unable to secure social security covered 
work for 5 years, cannot qualify for disabil
ity insurance payments. Reducing the pres
ent requirement from 20 to 6 quarters would 
be a much more reasonable and realistic re
quirement for people who, though oftentimes 
well qualified for gainful work, still encoun
ter much difficulty in obtaining any work 
at all. 

"Under existing law, a worker who becomes 
blind but has not worked for 5 years in cov
ered employment is denied the sustaining 
support of disability insurance payments at 
a time when his whole world has collapsed, 
when disaster has terminated his earnings 
and diminished his earning power, and he is 
faced with surrendering dignity and self
pride and applying for public or private char
ity-hardly a sound basis upon which to 
rebuild a shattered life; hardly the basis for 
instilling self-confidence and reviving hope
so essential as the first step in rehabilita
tion and restoration to normal life and pro
ductive livelihood. 

"Under existing law, a person who is blind 
and earns but the meagerest of income, is 
denied disability insurance payments on the 
ground that even the meagerest earnings 
indicate such person is not disabled-or suf
ficiently disabled, in the eyes of the law
to qualify for disability payments. 

"As a matter of fact, Mr. President, the eco
nomic consequences of blindness exist and 
they continue to exist, even though a blind 
person is employed and earning, and these 
economic consequences are expensive to the 
blind person who has the will and the cour
age to compete in a profession or a business 
with sighted people, who must live and work 
in a society structured for sighted people. 

"Adoption of this amendment would pro
vide a minimum floor of financial security to 
the person who must live and work without 
sight, who must pay a price in dollars and 
cents for wanting and daring to function in 
equality with sighted men." 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I further re
quest that the bill may lie on the table until 
the close of business Friday, Apr1123, in order 
that any additional Senators who wish to do 
so may add their names also as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill Will be re
ceived and appropriately referred; and, with
out objection, the bill will lie on the table, 
as requested by the Senator from Indiana 
until the close of business on Friday, April 
23. 

The bill (S .. 1787) to amend title II of 
the Social Security Act to provide disability 
insurance benefits thereunder for any indi
vidual who is blind and has at least 6 quart
ers of coverage, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. HARTKE (for himself and 
other Senators), was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the amendment 
of the Senator from Indiana . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion to table is not in order until the 
proponent of the amendment has used 
all of his time or yielded it back. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The· 
question is-on agreeing to· the motion of 
the Senator from Florida to table the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana will state it. 

Mr. HARTKE. Do I correctly under
stand that the motion to table, if agreed 
to, would kill the amendment, which is 
sponsored by 43 Senators? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
_motion to table. (Putting the question.) 
It appears to the Chair that the "ayes" 
have it and the motion to table is agreed 
to. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion to 
table. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado will state it. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Before the Chair an
nounced his ruling upon the voice vote, 
two Senators, the senior Senator from 
Colorado and the junior Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. CuRTis] had risen to ask 
I presume, for a division. At least, that 
was the intention of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Strictly speaking, the Chair has now 
announced the decision. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that the decision of 
the Chair be rescinded as a courtesy 
which is due to each individual Member 
of the Senate, so that there can be a 
division or a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair did not see the Senator from Col
orado rise. The Chair rescinds the ac
tion. A division is requested. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the motion to table. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. CURTIS. What is the rollcall on? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] to lay on the table the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. HARTKE]. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER (when his name was 
called) . On this vote, I have a pair 
with the senior Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. SYMINGTON]. If he were present, 
he would vote as I vote. I vote "yea," 
and let my vote stand. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from \Vyoming [Mr. 
McGEE], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL], are absent on official 
business. 
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I further announce that the Senator 

from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], and 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT], are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], would vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] are absent on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 16, 
nays 76, as follows: 

Anderson 
Bennett 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 

Aiken 
All ott 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Fa.n:nin 
Fon g 
Gore 
Gruening 
Harris 
Hart 

[No. 172 Leg.] 
YEA8-16 

Holiland 
Jordan, N.C. 
Lausche 
Long, La. 
MR~nsfleld 
McNamara 

NAY8-76 

Montoya 
Robertson 
Smathers 
Stennis 

Hartke Muskie 
Hayde~ Nelson 
Hickenlooper Neuberger 
Hill Pastore 
Inouye Pell 
Jackson Prouty 
Javits Proxmire 
Jordan, Idaho Randolph 
Kennedy, Mass. Ribico1f 
Kennedy, N.Y. Russell , S.C. 
Kuchel Saltonsta11 
Long, Mo. Scott 
Magnuson Simpson 
McCarthy Smit h 
McClellan Sparkman 
McGovern Talmadge 
Mcintyre Thurmond 
Metcalf Tower 
Miller Tydings 
Monda.le Williams, N.J. 
Monroney Williams, Del. 
Morse Yarborough 
Morton Young, N.Dak. 
Moss Young, Ohio 
Mundt 
Murphy 

NOT VOTIN~ 
Byrd, Va. Hruska RusseLl, Ga. 
Dirksen McGee Symington 
Fulbright Pearson 

So the motion to lay on the table was 
rejected. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 30 seconds on the 
bill. 

It is obvious that the Senate is in fa
vor of the amendment. To expedite the 
proceedings, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate dispense with the yeas 
and nays and have a voice vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I object. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 

the Senator from Louisiana gave me a 
calculation that we had increased the 
cost of the bill by $1.2 billion. How 
much would this amendment increase 
the cost? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Two hun
dred and eighty-seven million dollars. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I thank the Sen
ator very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I object. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

.Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the question 
now before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a live pair 
with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON]. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." 
Therefore, I withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. BENNETT (after having voted in 

the negative). Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a pair with the distinguished 
Senator from illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. If 
he were present and voting, he would 
vote "yea." If I were at liberty to vote, 
I would vote "nay." Therefore, I with-
draw my vote. · 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGEE], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], are absent on 
official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], and 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING
TON], are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT], would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] is paired with the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE]. · 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Virginia would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Wyoming would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent, and his pair has been 
previously announced. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] are absent on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] would vote 
"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 78, 
nays 11, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewst er 
Burdick 
Can non 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Domiflll.ck 
Eastland 
Fannin 
Fong 
Gruening 

[No. 173 Leg.] 
YEA8-78 

Harris Miller 
Hart Mondale 
Hartke Monroney 
Hayden Montoya 
Htckenlooper Morse 
IDll Morton 
I n ouye Moss 
Jackson Mundt 
Javlts Murphy 
Jordan, N.C. Muskie 
Jordan, Idaho Nelson 
Kennedy, Mass . Neuberger 
Ken nedy, N.Y. Pastore 
Kuchel PeU. 
Long, Mo. Prouty 
Magnuson Proxmire 
Mansfield Randolph 
McCarthy Rlb1co1f 
McClel1an Russell, S .C. 
McGovern Sal tonstall 
Mcint yre Scott 
Metcalf Simpson 

Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 

Anderson 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Douglas 
Ervin 

Bartlett 
Be·n:nett 
Byrd, Va. 
Dirksen 

Thurmond Wil.Uams, Del. 
Tower · Yarborough 
Tydings Young, N. Dak; 
Williams, N.J. Young, Ohio 

NAY8-11 
Gore 
Holland 
Lausche 
Long, La. 

McNamara 
Robertson 
Smathers 

NOT VOTING-11 
Ellender 
Fulbright 
Hruska 
McGee 

Pearson 
Russell, Ga. 
Symington 

So Mr. HARTKE's amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus

SELL of South Carolina ·in the chair). 
The Senator from Nebraska is recog
nized. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President--
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I move 

that the vote by which the amendment 
was rejected be reconsidered. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President--
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 

that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have 
been recognized. I have an amendment 
at the desk, and I ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The legislation clerk_proceeded to state 
the amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes--

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, may 
we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee· will state it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, Senators 
cannot hear, because once again the 
Chamber is filled with persons who are 
not entitled to the ftoor, and I ask that 
the Chair enforce the rules of the Senate 
and that proceedings go no further until 
the Chamber is in order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield to me? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All per

sons not entitled to the floor will please 
withdraw. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield to me? 

Mr. CURTIS. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
should like to suggest to the Senate that 
we cooperate as much as possible, to the 
end that we can finish action on the 
pending bill at a reasonable hour, so that 
Senators can leave to fulfill engage
ments, some of which have been already 
delayed unduly. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Sen-
. ator from Nebraska was trying to ex
pedite the business of the Senate so 
that we could consider his amendment 
with dispatch, and I would hope that in 
the interests of all concerned, the re
quest I am about to make will be ac
cepted. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ANDERSON. What is the 
amendment about? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will be ex
plained. It is the same amendment that 
was considered yesterday. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thought we put 
a time limitation on it, that we were 
trying to get away from reconsidering 
amendments we acted upon the other 
day? 

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. I 
shall explain the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none; 
and the amendment will be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

The amendment offered by Mr. CuRTIS 
is as follows: 

On page 126, line 13, strike out "programs" 
and all that follows, and insert in lieu 
thereof "programs." 

On page 126, between lines 13 and 14, in
sert the following: 
"ALTERNATE VARIABLE DEDUCTIBLES UNDER PARTS 

A AND B RELATED TO lNCOME TAX LIABILITY 

"SEc. 1876. (a) Except as is provided in 
subsection (c) (1), the inpatient hospital de-
ductible applicable to an individual under 
part A with respect to inpatient hospital 
services furnished to him during any spell 
of 1llness, beginning prior to 1971 shall, if 
his income tax UabiUty exceeds the amount 
of such deductible as determined under sec
tion 1813, be, in lieu of such amount, an 
amount equal to his income tax liabllity, 
or the amount of the customary charges im
posed for the inpatient hospital services fur
nished him, whichever is the lesser. 

"(b) Except as is provided in subsection 
(c) (2), the deductible applicable to an 
individual under part B with respect to 
services provided him thereunder during 
any calendar year prior to 1971 shall, if 
his income tax Uab1lity exceeds $50, be, in 
lieu of $50, an amount equal to his income 
tax 11abll1ty, or the amount of the customary 
charges imposed for such services, which
ever is the lesser. 

"(c) (1) The inpatient hospital deductible 
applicable to any individual-

"(A) who, during any calendar year, has 
received inpatient hospital services with 
respect to which the inpatient hospital O.e
ductible is subject to incre~ by reason of 
t~e provisions of subsection (a) , and 

"(B) who, during such calendar year, has 
received medical or other health care with 
respect to which the deductible applicable 
to him under part B has been increased _by 
reason of the provisions of subsection (b), 
shall, in lieu of the amount deterinined un
der subsection (a); be (i) the amount de
terinined under subsection (a) minus the 
amount by which his deductible under part 
B was increased (by reason of the provisions 
of subsection (b)) over $50, or (11) the 
amount determined under section 1813, 
whichever is the greater. 

"(2) The part B deductible applicable to 
any individual-

"(A) who, during any calendar year, has 
received medical or other health care with 
respect to which the $50 applicable thereto 
is subject to increase by reason of the pro
visions of subsection (b), and 

"(B) who, during such calendar year, has 
received inpatient hospital services with re
spect to which the inpatient hospital deduct
ible has been increased by reason of sub
section (a) , 
shall, in lieu of the amount determined un
der subsection (b), be (i) the amount de
termined under subsection (b) Ininus the 
amount by which his inpatient hospital 
deductible under part A was increased (by 
reason of the provisions of subsection (a) ) 
over the amount determined under section 
1813, or (11) the amount deterinined under 
part B (without regard to this section), 
whichever is the greater. 

" (d) For purposes of this section, the 
term 'income tax liability• means, when ap
plied to any individual, the amount of the 
tax imposed on such individual for the tax
able year under chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, reduced by the sum 
of the credits allowable under part IV of 
subchapter A of such chapter (other than 
the credit allowable under section 31 of such 
Code). 

" (e) For purposes of subsections (a) and 
(b), an individual's income tax Uability 
shall be determined on the basis of his last 
taxable year which ends prior to the date he 
commenced to receive the services with re
spect to which the deductible under sub
section (a), or (b), as the case may be, is 
being determined. 

"(f) In the case of any individual who 
is married and files a joint income tax 
return with his spouse, the income tax 
liabiUty of such individual shall be deemed 
to be one-half of the joint income tax liabil
ity of such individual and his spouse." 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I shall 
do my best to stay within that time. 

Mr. President, yesterday I offered an 
amendment. It lost by -a vote of 51 to 
41. My amendment would have extended 
the time without limit. I have changed 
it now so that it would be law for the 
first 5 years of the operation of the pro
gram. This is what the amendment 
would do--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. The Senate will 
please be in order. 

The Senator may proceed. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the 

amendment would reduce the cost of the 
two medicare programs by somewhere 
between $420 million and $480 million 
annually. That is almost half a billion 
dollars. It would do it by requiring the 
well-to-do and the wealthy-those who 

are better off-to pay all or part of their 
own medical bills. 

information came to me today that 
two or three Senators said they did not 
fully understand my amendment yester
day and wished they had voted for it. 

I have changed the amendment enough 
so that it can be voted upon again. At 
the end of 5 years, after the program is 
started, after we have gone through the 
trial and error period, and after we have 
had all the supergrade personnel learn
ing how to operate the insurance pro
gram, if we wish to change it, we can 
do so. 

This is how the saving would be 
brought about: First, let me say, with 
respect to the 80 percent of our older 
citizens, with little or no income, that . 
it will not affect them at all. Accord
ing to the Chief Actuary of the Social 
Security Administration, among 80 per
cent of the population over 65 years of 
age, neither husband nor wife pays any 
income tax. Therefore, we are talking 
about the 20 percent in the upper brack
ets. This is how the saving would be 
effected: 

In the bill, there is a deductible of $40 
for hospital expenses. It may change as 
hospital rates go up. There is a deducti
ble of $50 for medical expenses. My 
amendment, briefly stated, would pro
vide that the deductible for the hospital 
shall be $40, or the individual's last 
year's income tax, whichever is the 
higher. For the doctor's purpose, which 
is· a $50 annual deductible, my amend
ment provides that it shall be $50, or last 
year's income tax, whichever is the 
higher. It is easy to administer. For 
an individual going into the hospital, 
either he or the person transporting him 
and looking after him, can answer the 
question, "Did you pay any income tax 
last year, and if so how much?" 

It is so written that if they file a joint 
return, each is presumed to owe half of 
the tax. It is also written so that if one 
has both hospital and medical expenses, 
the added deductibility shall apply only 
once, not twice. 

This is how it would work: In the first 
place, let me say that Social Security 
benefits are not taxable income. If a 
husband and wife showed $10,000 of in
come in a joint return, it would be pre
sumed that each would have $5,000. The 
tax on $5,000 could not be, for an indi
vidual 65 years of age, more than $557. 
It might be less, because he might have 
capital gains, or he might have retire
ment income, or something else. 

It would mean that an individual with 
a $5,000 income above and beyond his 
Social Security benefits would have to 
pay the first $550 of the cost of an ill
ness in any year. If he were hit with a 
catastrophic illness and he had expenses 
of $20,000, he would pay the first $557. 

If his medical expenses were only $400 
he would pay the entire bill. I believe 
the amendment is accurately drawn. I 
know it is workable to use the income tax 
as a basis. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield myself 1 addi
tional minute. 
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This is the amendment upon which 

we voted yesterday. The distinguished 
and able junior Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LoNG] and several other Senators 
supported it. I do not care to take any 
further time, except to remind Senators 
that in getting this program started
! am talking to Senators who ·expect to 
vote for it and who believe in it-and I 
respect their viewS:-we shou~d start it 
gradually. Let us start the program for 
those 4 out of 5 persons who have limited 
income. If it works well, we can apply 
it to the millionaires. We can apply it 
to Members of Congress. We can apply 
it to people who have $15,000 in income 
a year, or more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
tinie of the ·Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield myself 2 min
utes, so that I may answer questions. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is my understand
ing correct, that if I have a tax of $550, 
I would not be entitled to remuneration 
from the fund until my medical expenses· 
exceeded $550? 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. If my tax were $800, 
I would not be entitled to remunera
tion for medical expenses or hospital ex
penses until they reached above $800? 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct. 
The Senator would not have an $800 tax 
bill until both the husband and wife 
had something like $12,000 and beyond 
in social security. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The modification that 
has been made in the Senator's amend
ment, as it is now pending, is that the 
Senator puts a limitation of 5 years on 
the program that he is suggesting, to see 
how it works. 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct. 
Let us start where the need is the great
est. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield myself 2 ad
ditional minutes. · 

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. One of the objec

tions that I have to the proposed legis
lation, although I shall vote for it, is that 
I do not believe we ought to support 
people who are able to support them
selves, or that we should pay their taxes. 
This program should be given a trial and 
an opportunity to get on a sound basis 
before we are asked to pay the doctors' 
bills of people who are able to support 
themselves and to pay their own bills. 

Mr. CURTIS. I do not know of any 
logical opposition to the amendment. 
The amount of the income tax liability 
is easily ascertainable. There are no 
people who have all their property in tax 
exempt securities. It is only the well to 
do who are sophisticated in their invest
ment program, and they have ample 
other taxes. This is a workable pro
gram. It would not violate any privacy. 
I hope it will be adopted. 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes ·to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. ·Mr. President, I invite 
the attention of Senators to the fact 
that, since the Chair asked those who are 
not entitled to the floor to depart, for 
the past 10 minutes every Senator has 
been able to hear the debate. However, 
I believe that I have made the point of 
order for the last time. This year I 
moved from the rear row farther into 
the Chamber. I know with what diffi
culty Members who occupy the rear row 
can hear the debate. I have witnessed 
this afternoon as many as 75 people in 
the Chamber who• are not Members of 
the Senate. I have seen as many as 
three people at one time occupying Sen
ators' chairs, even though they are not 
Members of the Senate. It seems to me 
that our leadership on both sides of the 
aisle could contribute to the decorum and 
efficiency of the debate by helping us to 
maintain decorum in the Chamber. 

It is not one man's undertaking. I 
believe I have made the point of order 
for the last time. · 

Mr. President, turning to the pending 
amendment, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Nebraska would apply a 
means test. The amendment now pend
ing would destroy the contributory char
acter of the medicare program. It would 
not be an· insurance-type program under 
which contributions would be uniform 
and benefits would be uniform. A means 
or needs test would be applied. 

This has been a crucial issue over a 
period of years. I believe that the Amer
ican people have reached a consensus on 
this subject. Even though we should 
adopt the amendment, I suggest that it 
would create an administrative impossi
bility. How · would the hospital know 
what charges to make? If we loo-k at the 
second page of the Senator's statement, 
which he distributed, we see that it would 
refer to the income tax return of the 
millions of people going to the hospital. 
How would a hospital know what deduc
tions to make? How would the adminis
tration in Washington know to what 
benefits a recipient would be entitled? 

This is an impossible project to admin
ister. It would destroy the very charac
ter of the bill and the program now un
der way. 

I shall not take .further time. The 
amendment was voted down yesterday. 
In the interest of time I yield back the 
remainder of time that has been allotted 
tome. 

Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

We voted on this issue yesterday. The 
Senator from Nebraska introduces a pro
posal which is completely foreign to the 
social security system and completely 
foreign also to the theory of private in
surance. For in the final anaysis, today 
an individual who receives retirement 
benefits under the social security sys
tem is not asked what his income is or 
what he has in the bank. He is paid on 
a uniform standard. This is the princi
ple of social insurance which is basic to 
the entire social security system. 

Furthennore, the proposal of the Sen
ator from Nebraska is completely un
workable. As the Senator from Tennes
see has pointed out, the income tax re-

turn is filed on April 15. It indicates 
how much a person owes. Suppose a 
man owes $5,000 and has a $557 liability 
in 1965. The income tax return is filed 
on April 15, 1966. Suppose he goes to 
the hospital on January 1, 1966, and 
stays 30 days. How is the hospital to 
know, how is the doctor to know, how is 
the insurance carrier to know, how is 
the administrator to know what the tax 
liability would be? 

Under those circumstances we would 
be faced with an unworkable situation. 

A person who had an income of $3,000 
would be required to pay $213 of his own 
money before he would receive any bene
fits under the plan. 

A person who earns $2,500 would pay 
$132. It is true that people who earn 
$3,000 would consider that they were 
fairly treated on the basis of equity if 
they were paid the sum of $213. 

In this instance, I think we are depart
ing from basic insurance principles. 
When any of us takes out a private in
surance policy of any kind, he receives 
benefits in accordance with the pre
miums that he pays. The insurance com
pany does not reimburse the policy
holder depending upon what his income 
might be. That point is basic to all pri
vate insurance and to the social secu
rity system. Adoption of the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ne
braska would be going completely con
trary to all insurance principles. 

As the Senator from Tennessee has 
said, we would introduce a means test. 
The benefits that people receive, they 
receive as a matter of right because they 
have paid their premiums, and we 
should not discriminate against a person 
based upon his income, be he poor or 
rich, if he has made his payments during 
his working years. 

I am willing to yield back the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. First, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it is no 

more difficult to apply a $40 deductible 
or a $150 deductible, if that was the tax 
of a person. I do not know about the 
people from Tennessee or Connecticut. 
The people of Nebraska can answer the 
question, "Did you pay an income tax 
last year; and if so, how much?" They 
can figure it out early in January. 
There is nothing difficult about that. 
It is always argued that this violates the 
contributory principle. 

How ridiculous can we be? There are 
more than 19 million people over 65 who 
will start drawing benefits immediately. 
None of them has contributed a nickel. 
Even the retirement program lasted 30 
years. It is 10 percent contributory if 
we count the employers. Of all the 
tommyrot that can be thrown into a 
debate, it is here. The social security 
program has no resemblance to prepaid 
insurance in any . part of it, but mos-t 
assuredly, in the medicare proposal we 
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would be taxing the young and the low
paid, the criminal, the blind, and every
one who works, to pay the medical bills 
of everyone over 65. 

I say let us start by eliminating the 
top 25 who can carry part of it or all 
of it. 

Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Nebraska yield time to 
the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, yes
terday I spoke on the question. I tried 
to point out that the argument that the 
social security fund is predicated on 
sound insurance principles cannot be 
sustained. A half hour ago we approved 
an amendment which would cost $287 
million. Who raised the argUipent at 
that time about sound insurance pol
icies? The $287 million will have to be 
borne by the social security fund. We 
voted to spend $287 million, but no one 
gave a thought to the imposition of a tax 
which would constitute the premium to 
be paid into the fund to meet the obliga
tion. The argument that we are pro
ceeding on the basis of sound insurance 
principles cannot be maintained. 

Earlier today it was revealed that 
when this program came from the Presi
dent, it envisioned an expenditure of 
$2.8 billion. Those are the words of the 
Senator from Louisiana. I have checked 
the program as presented by the Presi
dent. 

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may I 
have 3 more minutes? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The President's pro
gram envisions an expenditure of $4,733 
million. That was pumped up to $7.2 
billion until 45 minutes ago. It is now 
up to $7,480 million and we are still not 
through with the bill. 

The Senator from Louisiana made an 
excellent proposal. We ought to have 
a bell in the Senate Chamber. Every 
time we raise the expenditure by a bil
lion dollars, we ought to ring the bell, 
set the fireworks in motion, and send 
the skyrockets flying. It is like knock
ing a home run in Cleveland while we 
had as the manager the great financier 
Bill V€eck. 

We cannot argue sound insurance 
principles in what has been done in the 
Senate. 

I should like to put the following 
question to all Senators: "The program 
has been pumped up from $4,700 million 
to $7,500 million. What have you done 
to finance it? How have you increased 
the taxes? Where has it been done since 
these accelerations or escalations have 
taken place?" 

Nothing has been done in that direc
tion. The principle is sound. Why 
should I receive hospitalization and 
medical care with an income of $30,000 
a year? There is no justification for it. 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, in 
reply, I should like to state that never 

in the history of the social security sys
tem has Congress failed to provide the 
necessary financing for the benefits 
which are voted. The other body, under 
the leadership of one of the greatest 
Representatives who has ever been in the 
House of Representatives, Chairman 
WILBUR MILLS, has been most careful in 
always making sure that the proper 
financing and taxes were provided to 
keep the social security fund sound. 

The Senate Finance Committee added 
some $700 million to $800 million more 
than is contained in the House bill, and 
the committee has made provision in the 
financing to make sure that money would 
be made available to pay for the benefit 
voted. 

It is true that this body has added 
a significant number of increases. But 
is there anyone who questions that when 
the conferees on the part of the Senate
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the chairman, the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON J, the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the distin
guished Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS], and the distinguished Sen
ator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSONJ-sit 
down in conference, they will allow these 
large sums to stand if no provision is 
made to finance and keep the social secu
rity fund sound? That is the answer 
to irresponsibilit.y. 

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

Mr. RIDICOFF. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted 

that the distinguished Senator has 
brought out that point, because all too 
often the question of fiscal irresponsibil
ity is raised on the floor of the Senate. 
We ought to have enough confidence in 
the Finance Committee to understand 
that any additional expenditures will be 
based upon an appropriate increase to 
take care of those expenditures. 

I urge Senators to keep in mind the 
argument made by the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Ken
tucky as to how difficult it would be to 
apply this particular amendment if it 
is adopted, which I hope it is not. 

The Senate expressed itself yesterday. 
In effect, the pending proposal is the 
same thing. I hope that the Senate will 
uphold the action of its committee again 
today. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 additional minutes. 

The question of irresponsibility in how 
we finance a social security program is 
surrounded with so much loose talk and 
so much rhetoric that we ought to un
derstand how these things are arrived 
at: The social security system has some 
of the ablest actuaries in the United 
States. Those actuaries have the com
plete confidence of both the majority and 
minority members of the House Ways 
and Means Committee and the majority 
and minority members of the Senate 
Finance Committee. 

There is not an insurance actuary 
of any private insurance company in 
the United States who will not tell us 
that one of the most respected actuaries 
in this entire Nation is Mr. Robert Myers, 
the Chief Actuary of the social security 

system. Never have. the minority mem
bers of either party questioned Mr. 
Myers' figures. As a former Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, I should like to say that 
every time an amendment to a propo~al 
has been made in the social security sys
tem, we have leaned over backward in 
the conservative point of view to be sure 
that there was always a little bit extra 
in the tax take over the benefits that we 
give under the social security system. 

I know that in formulating the House 
proposal, WILBUR MILLs has leaned back
ward on the conservative side to make 
certain that the financing would be taken 
care of. I know also that in the Com
mittee on Finance, no final provision was 
made for the taxing proposals and tax 
rates until all the amendments had been 
submitted. When all the amendments 
were in and the expenditures were 
totaled, the staff of the Committee on 
Finance, sitting with the experts of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, totaled what· we proposed to 
·spend and then wrote the tax provision 
into the bill before us to make certain 
that enough money would be provided 
to pay for the expenditures. 

I am confident, and the Senate must 
be confident, that the conferees we send 
to conference will, in harmony and in 
conjunction with the conferees of the 
House, make certain that this is sound. 

One more and final answer to the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska. Let 
us consider the big figure, the $50,000 
man on the list he has given the Senate . . 
John Jones in 1965 earns an income of 
$50,000. He has a tax liability of $21,270, 
on which he has made quarterly pay
ments, with the balance to fall due 
April 15. John Jones becomes sick on 
January 1, and his income stops. All 
he has is what he earns. He goes to the 
hospital for a long stay. He no longer 
has earnings. He is now in a position of 
having to pay the final quarter of his 
income tax liability, $5,500. Now he is 
faced with the situation that before he 
can receive benefits ·tinder the medicare 
bill, the first $21,270 must be deducted. 
That man will go to the poorhouse. He 
will never be able to pay $21,720. To add 
insult to injury, he has paid into the 
social security system during his entire 
lifetime since he began working. Week 

. in and week out, he has made payments 
matched by his employer. So he has 
a funded interest and a funded invest
ment in the social security fund. 

To say now, since he has become dis
abled and no longer has an income, al
though he was a hard working wage 
earner in 1965, but became sick in 1966 
and no longer has income, that he will 
have to pay $22,500 before he can be 
reimbursed-how unfair can we be? 

The proposal of the Senator from 
Nebraska is discriminatory against 
earners of large incomes, the wealthy, 
and the middle class. So far as I am 
concerned. when we deal with social 
security we should not discriminate 
against the rich, the middle class, or the 
poor. We should try to provide benefits 
on the basis of equality. That is the 
great principle of the social security sys
tem. We would be breaking down the 
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basic principles of social security if we 
adopted this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. President when this· amendment was 
before the Senate yesterday I voted in 
favor of the proposal. I voted for the 
amendment because of my concern for 
the needy elderly who have long been 
deprived of medical care; and my con
tinuing concern that even the bill before 
us does not yet meet their full needs. 
We have not met the problem of cata
strophic illness, nor have we fully faced 
up to the problems of long term out-of
hospital care. These challenges will 
have to be met in the future-but no 
matter when they are considered, we will 
be working with a trust fund containing 
financial limitations. 

I am not concerned with the ability of 
the wealthy to meet their health needs, 
nor those in a situation that enables 
them to rely on private insurance. It is 
the presence of the poor that has 
brought this bill to the Congress. If it 
is possible to allocate the revenues from 
social security contributions in such a 
way that the benefits to the poor can 
someday be improved, then I am ready 
to do that. If we know that under the 
Internal Revenue Code those over 65 with 
sufficient income to be taxed can claim a 
full deduction for medical expenses, and 
that these citizens have the ability to 
provide for themselves, then I am not too 
anxious to see expenditures from the 
trust fund for their illnesses. 

I am aware of the traditional argu
ments surrounding the means test, but 
traditional arguments can wear thin in 
the face of new evaluations of Federal 
responsibility to the poor. 

A poor person over 65 in need of health 
care receives little comfort in knowing 
that he is on the same plane as the 
wealthy, as regards his medical bene
fits. It would do him more good to real
ize greater health care for longer periods 
as a result of our ability to reallocate 
existing funds. 

However, Mr. President, I have been 
persuaded that the amendment now 
pending would create real difficulties in 
the administration of the medicare pro
gram. As a result, I would rather wait 
for the program to be in operation be
fore giving any further consideration to 
the many issues raised by this amend
ment. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Rus
SELL of South Carolina in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER (when his name was 
called). I have a live pair with the 
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGToN]. If present and voting, he 
would vote "nay." If I were at liberty to 
vote, I would vote "yea." I therefore 
withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
CXI--1018 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
are necessarily absent. 

. On this vote, the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. McGEE] is paired with the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Wyoming would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] are absent on official busi
ness. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from Wyoming would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 52, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Carlson 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
cannon 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Gore 
Gruentng 
Hart 
Hartke 

(No: 174 Leg.) 
YEAs-40 

Harris 
Hlckenlooper 
H111 
Holland 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Lausche 
Long, La. 
McClellan 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Prouty 

NAYs-52 . 

Robertson 
Russell, S.C. 
Saltonstall 
soott 
Simpson 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

Hayden Morse 
Inouye Moss 
Jackson Muskie 
Javits Nelson 
Kennedy, Mass. Neuberger 
Kennedy, N.Y. Pastore 
Kuchel Pell 
Long, Mo. Proxmire 
Magnuson Randolph 
Mansfield Ribicoff 
McCarthy Smathers 
McGovern Smith 
Mcintyre Tydings 
McNamara W1lliams, N.J. 
Metcalf Yarborough 
Mondale Young, Ohio 
Monroney 
Montoya 

NOT VOTING--8 
Dirksen Hruska Russelil, Ga. 
Ellender McGee Symington 
Fulbright Pearson 

So the amendment offered by Mr. 
CuRTIS was rejected. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the benefit of the Senate, I wonder if the 
leadership could gain some idea as to 
how many amendments will be offered. 
To the best of my knowledge, there wi,ll 
be an amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
HARTKE]. There will be a motion to re
commit by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. CURTIS]. 
· Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment to offer which would take 
very little time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it 
appears that we are close to completion. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to allow any Sen
ator, during the session of the Senate to
day, if he has a speech with relation 
to the bill, to have his speech printed 
prior to the vote, even though the speech 
might be made after the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That re
quest has already been made and 
granted. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 30 seconds. I have 
a speech that I think will persuade any 
Senator to vote for the bill. However, 
I shall make it after passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask to 
amend my motion to recommit by strik
ing out on page 2, "March 1, 1966," and 
inserting in lieu ther.eof "September 7, 
1965." . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has that right. The motion is 
naodified accordingly. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, there is 
being placed on the desk of every Sena
tor an explanation of this naotion. I 
hope to take as little time as possible. I 
shall go through it rapidly. 

The intent of the motion is twofold: 
First. To recommit the bill and strike 

out naedicare, including the hospital in
surance program known as King-Ander
son, or part A, and also strike out the 
supplemental medical benefits program 
known as part B, and direct the Commit
tee on Finance to bring in another plan 
on or before September 7, 1965, and 

Second. The motion requires that all 
the remainder of H.R. 6675, which in
cludes the social security benefits in
creases and all other naatters except 
medicare be reported back forthwith by 
the Committee on Finance so that the 
same can be immediately passed by the · 
Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, wlll 

the Chair clear the Chamber and keep it 
clear, and, if necessary, order the Ser
geant at Arms to carry out the directive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sergeant at Arnas is directed to see that 
all persons not entitled to the privilege 
of the floor withdraw or naaintain order. 

Mr. CURTIS. . Mr. President, when I 
say that the measure can be immediately 
passed by the Senate, I naean tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has not yet had his motion sent 
to the desk. In order to yield time, it 
will be necessary that that be done. 
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Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, ·I ask 

that my motion to recommit be called up 
and that the motion be not read, but 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

The motion to recommit, ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, is as follows: 

I move that the bill (H.R. 6675) to provide 
a hospital insurance program for the aged 
under the Social Security Act with a supple
mentary health benefits program and an 
expanded program of medical assistance, to 
increase benefits under the Old-Age, Sur
vivors, and Disability Insurance System, to 
improve the Federal-State public assistance 
programs, and for other purposes, be recom
mitted to the Committee on Finance with 
instructions ( 1) that such committee forth
with report back such bill to the Senate with 
such changes therein as may be necessary to 
eliminate from the bill all matter relating to 
the establishment of a program of health in
surance benefits for the aged and a supple
mentary medical insurance benefits for the 
aged under a new title XVIII to be added·to 
the Social Security Act, and (2) that such 
committee, on or before March 1, 1966, report 
to the Senate a legisla:tive proposal which 
would provide a plan of hospital and medical 
insurance for the aged which ·is patterned 
after the health insurance program presently 
in effect with respect to retired Federal civil 
service employees under the Federal Em
ployees Health Benefits Act of 1959, but un
der which the individuals covered by such a 
program would pay the entire premium 
charged for participation, except that. with 
respect to aged individuals who are finan
cially unable to pay such premium, Federal 
assistance toward meeting the payment of 
such premium would be provided from gen
eral revenues to the extent necessary to en
able them to participate in such program. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Did not the Senator 
modify his motion? 

Mr. CURTIS. I changed the date 
from March 1, 1966, to September 7, 
1965. 

THE ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL FOR MEDICARE 

The motion directs the Committee on 
Finance to bring to the Senate floor on 
or before September 7, 1965, a plan pat
terned after the health insurance pro
gram presently in effect with respect to 
retired Federal civil service employees 
under the act of 1959. It further pro
vides that under such a plan individuals 
covered pay the entire premium for par
ticipation, except that with respect to 
aged individuals who are financially un
able to pay the premiums, Federal 
assistance toward meeting the payments 
of such premiums may be provided from 
general revenues to the extent necessary. 

It does not invade the payroll tax, 
which is so much needed for ordinary 
social security. 

This will provide better benefits at 
lower costs under our private enterprise 
system. It is pointed out that if the 
Federal Government undertakes the two 
insurance programs provided for in H.R. 
6675 that they are going to turn to the 
insurance industry and the medical pro
fession to make them work. 

The individual ever 65 who has a diffi
cult time purchasing private hospital and 
medical insurance at a cost within his 

reach is the individual who is not a part 
of a large group which will continue as 
a large group. If we permit all indi
viduals in the country over 65 to enroll 
in a plan similar to the plan for Fed
eral retired civil service employees, the 
enrollee will have the advantage of a 
broad group plan which can operate on 
the most economical basis. 

I will not discuss all of the details 
concerning the benefits for our own Fed
eral retired employees. I will discuss 
brie:tly the benefits and the costs of the 
most comprehensive protection offered 
retired Federal civil servants, which is 
referred to as the high option. 

A retired Federal civil servant can get 
protection under Blue Cross and Blue 
Shield for both husband and wife and 
the total cost is $23.83 per month. That 
includes the Government's share and the 
employee's share. For a retired civil 
servant not having a husband or wife 
the total cost is $8.97 a month. This gives 
the husband and wife lifetime protec
tion up to $30,000, with $1,000 an
nual protection thereafter if the $30,-
000' is exhausted. If the enrollee fully 
recovers before the $30,000 ·is exhausted 
he can be reinstated for the remaining 
balance of the $30,000. Under Blue Cross 
and Blue Shield, provision is made for 
benefits of needed hospital costs and sur
gery and also non-surgical-medical costs 
in the hospital from the first dollar of 
expense, far better than under the bill. 
In addition, the enrollee is provided with 
protection when he is not hospitalized. 
This protection has a $100 deductible, 
plus Blue Cross and Blue Shield pays 80 ' 
percent of all medical costs and drugs 
and ~any other items. 

Many retired ciVil servants elect to 
take the high option which is provided 
by the insurance industry. This has a 
total cost of $23.51 a month for a hus
band and wife. For · a retired person 
without a spouse, the cost is only $9.14 
a month. 

This high option under the insurance 
industry· is a plan wherein many insur- 
ance companies participate but their 
spokesman or agent is the Aetna Co. 
This high option under the insurance . 
industry pays benefits up to $40,000 once 
in a lifetime, plus a benefit of $1,000 
per year after the payment of the $40,000 
is exhausted. If the enrollee fully recov
ers from his lllness before the $40,000 is 
used up he is reinstated for the remain
ing balance of his $40,000 of protection. • 

The insurance industry gives to these 
high-option enrollees room and board in 
the hospital from the first day up to 
$1,000 with no deductible and no wait
ing period. After the above thou- 
sand-dollar expenditure, there is a $50 
deductible and the insurance industry 
pays 80 percent until they have ex
hausted their $40,000 total protection. 

Under the insurance industry, high
option benefits are paid to the ill en
rollee when he is not a patient in the 
hospital. These are subject to a $50 
annual deductible and 80 percent of the 
expense is paid after the deductible. 
These benefits include the fees of doctors 
and surgeons, for home calls, or office 
calls as well as registered nurses, am
bulance services, diagnostic services, 

X-ray, laboratory tests, braces, oxygen 
blood and all drugs as prescribed by a 
dootor. 

It should be understood that the mo
tion to recommit directs the Finance 
Committee to prepare a proposal pat
terned after the above-mentioned plans 
for retired Federal civil servants. The 
plan ultimately worked out might vary 
in detail to meet the particular needs of 
a larger group. These detalls should not 
be worked out on the floor of the Senate 
and no attempt is made to discuss them 
here, nor are they set forth in the mo
tion to recommit. 

ADVANTAGES 

There are many advantages to the ap
proach which are set forth in the motion 
to recommit. Among these are: 

First. Better protection. . 
Second. A program handled by the 

most competent concerns and individ
uals who have had years and years of 
experience. 

Third. It is the private enterprise 
way. 

Fourth. The benefits offered are su
perior to the benefits provided for in the 
present bill. 

Fifth. It will save a · tremendous 
amount of money. 

SAVINGS 

We soon will have 20 million individ
uals in the United States over 65. Ac
cording to the table prepared by the 
chief actuary of the Social Security Ad
ministration, and found on page 15871 
Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for July 8, 
1'965, we will, when H.R. 6675 is in full 
operation by 1972, be paying more than 
$5 billion for medicare. In all probabil
ity that figure will be higher. 

In the above-discussed private enter
prise alternative it will be noted that the 
total cost, to the Government and the 
individual, for a single individual is 
about $9 a month or a little more, and 
for an individual plus his spouse some
thing over $23 a month. 

I have made inquiry concerning an 
estimate of what it might cost through 
private enterprise to provide protection 
for all citizens over 65 comparable to the 
protection given to retired civil servants, 
and I have come up with a figure of $250 
a year. I believe that figure is far, far 
too high, but I wish to be on the safe 
and conservative side. 

The motion to recommit provides that 
the individual shall pay his own pre
mium but that the Government, from 
general revenues, will help those who 
need help. Let us assume that those 
of our aged .in the upper one-third in
come bracket can pay for their premiums 
themselves. Let us assume that those 
in the lower one-third income bracket 
cannot pay anything and the Govern
ment will have to pay the entire amount 
of their premium. Let us further as
sume that those in the middle income 
bracket will have to have help in varying 
degrees, but that the help required will 
average one-half of the cost of the pre
miums. This would result in the Gov
ernment, from general funds, paying on 
the average one-half of the cost for all 
enrollees. 
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One-half of the cost of a $250 annual 

premium for 20 million persons would 
be $2.5 billion. This is one-half of what 
it is admitted medicare will cost under 
H.R. 6675 by 1972. 

It is possible, by adoptlng this motion 
to recommit, to assist all of our citizens 
over 65 by making a large group plan 
available to them which has many advan
tages. It is possible to help all those 
who need help in paying the cost. It is 
possible to give them better protection, 
handled by more competent hands than 
Government bureaucracy, and at the 
same time save the taxpayers $2.5 billion 
each and every year. 

Today, I received a communication 
from the chairman of the Aetna Co., 
authorizing me to say that the Aetna 
Co. is willing to sit down with the Sen
ate Finance Committee, in conjunction 
with any like-minded companies, in an 
effort to work out a plan to provide broad· 
medical care programs for the aged 
which would be both insured and ad
ministered by the private sector. 

The choice on the motion to recom
mit is clear~a vote for recommittal is to 
give better protection, at one-half the 
cost, under private enterprise. 

Mr. President, I submit the motion 
to recommit to the conscience of the 
Senate. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent--

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President--
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, how 

much time have I consumed? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has used 14 minutes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Nebraska yield 2 min
utes first on this side, so that we may 
reply? · 

Mr. CURTIS. I am glad to do so. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I yield 2 minutes to the Senato·r 
from Montana. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, i·t 
appears to me that what the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska is ad
vooating is nothing but a delaying ac
tion. We have in the Chamber at this 
very moment the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Finance, who 
is not in favor of the bill, but who has 
not opposed hearings on it, or considera
tion of the measure, and who has offered 
no delay but who, in spite of his own 
personal feelings, has allowed this mat
ter, after long, careful, and deliberate 
consideration by the full committee, to 
come to the floor of the Senate for de
bate and disposal. 

The Senator from Nebraska talks 
about the Committee on Finance taking 
this back again unto its bosom and re
porting on September 7. 

Frankly, I wish to be out .of here by 
September 7. I believe that this matter 
has had enough in the way of delibera
tion. I am not in favor, at this late 
date, of any private insurance company 
coming in and offering to sit down with 
the Finance Committee to work out the 
details of a bill which is our responsi
bility and ours alone. 

I hope that this delaying motion to 
recommit is recognized for what it is, 
and I hope that the motion will be de
feated decisively. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
Senator from South Dakota is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, let me, 
first of all, congratulate the Senator from 
Nebraska on the effort he is making, 
which I believe to be highly worth while. 
I do not consider the motion to recommit 
to be at all a delaying tactic, other than 
the fact that in legislation as compre
hensive and far-reaching as the pending 
bill, we should take whatever time is re
quired in order to find the best and op
timum answer. 

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator yield 
me 20 seconds for an observation at that 
point? 

Mr. MUNDT. Certainly. 
Mr. CURTIS. It is a delaying action, 

in that it will delay the ultiill.alte sociali
zation of America. 

Mr. MUNDT. Of course it will delay 
final decision, but I invite the attention 
of the Senate to the faot that more im
portant than a target date for adjourn
ment of the Senate on September 7, or 
October 1, or any other date-we 
are all eager to get out of here-is to 
find the answer to this complicated prob
lem which will be a satisfactory answer 
and will prove to be economically sound. 

Even though we did not do this until 
the next session of the Congress in Jan· 
uary, no great harm would be done. 

This has been a matter of public dis
cussion and congressional consideration 
for a great many years. I believe that 
every Member of the Senate is trying to 
find the optimum way in which to meet 
the basic problems which are involved. 

Let me point out that we should delay 
a little on a measure of this kind, because 
if we button it into social security we 
will write it into perpetuity and will never 
have another opportunity to consider 
another plan voluntary in nature involv
ing the private enterprise concept, once 
the proposed legislation is enacted. 
Once we start the procedures of taxation 
and withholding on the basis of a social 
security withholding tax, it then becomes 
too late to unscramble the omelet. 

The decision we make today-if we 
make it-is a decision we make at a time 
we act on proc.edures recommended by 
the motion to recommit which will be a 
decision which will be permanent in 
nature. 

I shall support the motion to recom
mit and, if it fails, sadly but firmly I 
shall vote against the bill. 

I shall vote against it sadly, because a 
vote against the bill wiil be a vote against 
an objective in which I believe; namely, 
giving Government assistance to those of 
our aged citizens who need help to meet 
the costs of adequate medical care. 

There are many ways in which this can 
be done. We have before us the so
called compulsory social security ap-

proach. The provision of the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. CuRTIS] is an oppor
tunity to again look at the various possi- · 
bilities, and to separate this considera
tion from desirable and needy reforms 
and liberalizations of the social security 
program, per se, which I suspect, prob
ably, if they were put out for themselves 
would pass the Senate virtually unani
mously. 

In good conscience I cannot support 
legislation, for example, which would 
force the poor to pay the hospital bills 
and other medical bills of the wealthy,. 
This type of a result, which could be 
referred to as Robin Hood in reverse, 
flows from legislation which would de• 
rive its financing from a compulsory tax 
on first dollars of wages earned by the · 
Nation's working men and women with 
no exemptions allowable. Surely, the · 
pretense that this is a great humani- · 
tarian effort to care for those in need is 
severely damaged by sacrificing our 

. methods upon an altar of expediency 
as we would do if we enacted this bill. 

Among the 18 million over 65 who 
would be eligible to take part in this pro~ 
gram are many hundreds of thousands 
who are among the most atHuent mem
bers of the wealthiest society in all 
history. 

Yet we propose to tax the average 
worker, the poor, the crippled, and the 
blind with a program of regressive tax-, 
ation in order to provide a solution to a · 
problem which is vexing, but which can 
be solved for the greater equity of all. 

I cannot bring myself to compel the · 
poorest sector of our society to pay a 
compulsory gross income tax with no ex
emptions on more than the first $5,000 , 
of income to help support the wealthiest 
element of our society for hospital · 
treatments for which they are completely 
competent to pay. 

I fear that if we now foist off on the 
average worker this concept which will 
tax the first dollars we earn with a gross 
income tax without exemption, a great 
effort will be made in future tax legis
lation to follow the same regressive phi
losophy in future tax legislation. 

It is unconscionable. It is unjust!.:. 
fiable. It violates every canon of a con
scionable concept of legitimate taxation. 
Many individuals, of course, are caught -
in the rising cost of living, and they may 
not wish to take money out of their pay
checks. Young people wish a lifetime of 
their earnings clear, in order to meet a 
contingency which they may never live 
to confront. 

Sometimes I wonder just who we Sen· . 
ators think we are. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
3 additional minutes to the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Sometimes, as I say, I 
wonder who we Senators think we are · 
when we sit in our seats and pompously 
say we know so much more about the · 
affairs of the average family in America 
than anyone else that we can compel · 
them to make financial determinations 
which they themselves think are unwise 
for them to make. 
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I somehow doubt that we have the 

Olympian Wisdom that enables us to 
pontificate for all of society. 

This is not to say that those in need 
will not be helped by H.R. 6675. On 
the contrary certain provisions of this 
legislation are good but unforuntately 
one of the most important provisions is 
lacking-a provision of choice. I for one 
will never accept the proposition that the 
American people are not capable of being 
masters of their own destinies. A deci
sion to participate or not to participate in 
a health insurance plan should, in my 
estimation, be the prerogative of the in
dividual and not be forced upon every 
wage earner by the Federal Government. 
Who are we in Congress and in the 
White House and what right do we have 
to tell an average workingman that his 
best interests and the best interests of 
his family will be served by taking 
additional money out of his paycheck to 
purchase protection against problems 
which may be 25 or 35 years away and 
which he may never live to confront 
rather than using that money for some
thing that is needed right now? 

Many individuals, caught in the rising 
cost of living, may not want any more 
money taken out of their paycheck. 
Young people who are raising a family 
may need that money to take care of im
mediate bills. A young man who is sav
ing for a college education would cer
tain1y be justified in deciding that his 
education is more important than health 
insurance for the aged that he may never 
be able to use. As U.S. Senators, we have 
the right to disagree with him but I do 
not believe that we have the right to over
rule his decision. I, for example, con
sider a life insurance policy to be an ex
cellent investment--but I do not believe 
the Goverruilent should coerce every citi
zen into buying one. 

With this latest increase in the payroll 
tax together with the increase of the tax
able earning base, we will be taking an
other step toward the time when the 
Government completely manages an in
dividual's finances. Under this proposed 
plan a total of $379.50 from an em
ployee's paycheck and a similar amount 
from the employer could be extracted by 
the Government to be applied toward 
various Government-run programs. 
Granted not all of this would go toward 
a health' insurance plan, but taking just 
the figure of $56.10 which would be de
ducted from an employee's check as his 
portion for medicare, it reaches sizable 
proportions when multiplied by 30 or 40 
years. Its total is even more significant 
when it is remembered that it may never 
be used by the person who has been 
forced to contribute for all of those years. 
To those who would say that this risk is 
inherent in most insurance plans I would 
answer again that it is a risk that should 
be decided upon by each individual and 
not by the Government. When to start 
saving for one's golden years and how 
much money should be set aside are not 
matters which should be determinable by 
governmental edict. 

An even more shocking statistic as 
to the projected cost of this program 1s 
that which concerns the self -employed. 
A South Dakota farmer, for example, 

could be taxed for $518.10 a year. Such 
a tax of almost $45 per month places a 
heavY burden on many of our farm 
families who are already struggling to 
make ends meet, especially when it is 
levied against his gross rather than his 
net income. 

It is entirely possible that we may 
be forcing such individuals to forsake 
some other protective plan in order 
to meet the requirements of the social 
security system. Or, we might be 
denying this farm family the needed 
money to help their child attend 
college. 

Are we to say that this farmer should 
invest in an old-age health insurance 
plan that he may never use when his 
commonsense and the realities of life 
indicate that he would be much better 
off for all of his working lifetime with 
a comprehensive hospitalization insur
ance plan or a casualty and accident 
insurance policy which would protect 
him during his productive years? Isn't 
this decision his? Who are we who 
think we are so mighty and 5o wise to 
make this decision for him? 

Mr. President, we have before us a bill 
that has literally grown like· "Topsy." 
From an initial proposal for a program 
that would cost in the neighborhood of 
$2 billion we have progressed to a point 
where now even the supporters of this 
bill admit that the cost will exceed $6.8 
billion per year and everyone admits 
and knows that this figure will increase 
in later years. 

It does nothing, for example, to pro
tect the individual or his famUy against 
the tremendous costs of catastrophic ill
nesses such as would have been provided 
in the Ribico:ff amendment which I sup
ported but which the administration 
forces defeated by a rollcall vote in the 
Senate. 

Packed in among the many worth
while features are items even so that 
have raised the overall cost of the pro
gram far beyond the original expecta
tions of its sponsors. Even the commit
tee bill has already been amended several 
times during the consideration of this 
bill on the Senate floor. 

I deplore the fact that this legislation 
is being used as a vehicle to propel into 
law many items that deserve a more 
thorough scrutiny and more careful de
bate. These provisons have changed the 
concept of this bill from one which would 
solve a particular problem, medical as~ 
sistance to the aged, into a revision of 
other aspects of our social security sys
tem, changes which are not limited to 
the aged and whose ramifications will be 
felt for years to come. 

By coupling these items to a bill de
signed to alleviate the problems of the 
aged who are ill and have inadequate 
finances, the sponsors of this legislation 
have endangered not on1y the worthy ob
jective of medical assistance but also the 
increase in social security benefits, both 
of which I heartily support. 

I had hoped that I would have been 
able to support legislation this year which 
would increase from $1,200 to $1,800 or 
more per year the amount of earnings al
lowed under social security. In fact, I 
have introduced separate leg1slatio~ to 

that effect. I had hoped to support leg
islation which provides for a 7 -percent 
increase in cash benefits for social secu
rity recipients, legislation which I have 
supported in the past, but for the reasons 
I have outlined previously ~ cannot do so 
as an incidental item in a bill primarily 
devoted to other purposes. 

No one can deny that we are experi
encing a time when the cost of living is 
steadily rising. Few people doubt that 
inflation will continue to plague us. For 
more than 5 years this Government has 
run a deficit of over $5 billion a year. 

I recently voted against expanding our 
Nation's debt ceiling to an astronomical 
$328 billion but the concession was enact
ed and interest charges of about $1 bil
lion every month of the year are now be
ing paid by the Government. The un
funded accrued liability of the old-age, 
survivors, and disability insurance sys
tem-OASDI-was $321 billion on Janu
ary 1, 1962, the last date for which com
plete figures are available. The unfund
ed accrued liability of military retired 
pay is over $61 billion. Who knows what 
this eventually means and where this 
current proposal will carry us in this 
ever-expanding and bewildering sea of 
red ink? I am convinced, however, that 
a bankrupt and insolvent social security 
system could well become worse for our 
average citizens and for America's old
sters than no social security system at 
all. 

No man or woman who has studied 
this legislation can fail to recognize three 
basic evils which have been embodied in 
this act: subsidy, coercion, and control. 

No one can doubt for a minute that 
this is simply another step toward the 
neutralization of private responsibility 
which will eventually end when the Gov
ernment assumes complete control over 
the destinies of all of our citizens from 
the cradle to the grave. The principle 
established here, when carried to its logi
cal conclusion, cannot fail also to be dam
aging to two segments of our free enter
prise system-our physicians and our in
surance industry. 

As we vote on this bill, however, my 
fears are not so much for these two 
groups of our society or the collateral 
private economic enterprises and activi
ties certain to be in the forthcoming tar
get circles, as they are for society itself, 
for we will be taking another step toward 
destroying the independence and self-re
liance in America which is the last best 
hope of individual freedom for all man
kind. 

Mr. President, I close with this 
thought. There is a great deal of wis
dom in going a little slower before we 
write into perpetuity a program still so 
controversial, still so uncertain, that even 
after all the committee deliberations in 
the House, the House action, the com
mittee deliberations in the Senate, and 
the Senate deliberations, we have amend
ed it and amended it and expanded it 
and increased it on the floor of the · 
Senate, and still by narrow margins of 
a few votes we remain divided and un
decided about the wisdom of our course. 

If that is delay, it is the delay of pru
dence and propriety. I suggest that 
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Senators vote in favor of the motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I yield 3 minutes to the Sena
tor from South Carolina [Mr. THUR
MOND]. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
· bill which contains the Social Security 
Amendments of 1965, now before the 
Senate, contains many needed provisions. 
There are corrections of unjust provi
sions and eliminations of inequities in
cluded in the bill reported by the com
mittee which are long overdue. 

Under existing law, social security 
benefits are cut off for children at the 
very time when the expense for their 
care reaches its most burdensome point. 
This happens because social security for 
a dependent child stops when the child 
reaches age 18, despite the fact that the 
child is, at that age, just at the point of 
beginning college or advanced educa
tion. Under the bill before the Senate, 
this inequity is eliminated. The bill pro
vides that if a child is between the ages 
of 18 and 22 and is a student, the social 
security benefits continue. Not only will 
this provide benefits when they are often 
most needed, but it will provide means 
and encouragement for more young peo
ple to continue their education. 

Also under existing law, initiative and 
incentive to work and earn is penalized 
and inhibited. The law now provides 
that when a social security beneficiary 
under the age of 72 earns more than 
$1,200 annually, his social security bene
fits are reduced; and if he earns more 
than $1,800, he would lose all of his social 
security b~nefits. The bill before the 
Senate would permit an individual to 
earn as much as $1,800 without jeopard
izing any of his social security benefits. 

These reforms are overdue. I in
troduced separate bills in January to ac
complish these reforms, and it is gratify
ing to see that these inequities are going 
to be corrected. 

Fairness and justice also require that 
certain religious groups who oppose in
surance because of their religious tenets 
be exempted from the compulsory pro
visions·or the social security system, and 
the bill wisely includes this exemption. 

For some time, it has been evident that 
the rising cost of living has made it im.:: 
perative that the Congress increase the 
level of benefits of the social security 
program, if the program is to continue 
to meet the needs for which it was orig
inally designed. This increase in bene
fits should have been enacted last year, 
and it would have been passed but for 
the insistence that any bill passed in
clude everything in the one bill. The 
proposal now before the Senate would 
increase benefits under the social secu
rity program by 7 percent and provide 
a minimum increase of $4 per month for 
each annuitant. This increase in bene
fits is needed, and I sincerely hope that 
it will be passed. 

Mr. President, there is also a very real 
need to provide assistance to those 
elderly persons who cannot afford ade
quate medical care. Great advances 
have been made in medical science in 
recent years, and the knowledge is now 
available to provide treatment for 111-

nesses to a degree unimagined a few 
years ago. It would indeed be a tragedy 
and a blight on our society if those in 
their senior years who have lived to 
witness these miracles of science are de
nied, for lack of financial means, not 
only the latest in medical care, but even 
the type of medical treatment which has 
been available, from a scientific stand
point, for years. The costs of medical 
care-both the old and the new-have 
skyrocketed . . Unfortunately, the high 
costs of such care is beyond the means of 
many senior citizens. 

The correction of existing deficiencies, 
inequities, and injustices cannot justify, 
however, the simultaneous creation of 
new and larger inequities and injustices. 
Nor does the meeting of existing needs of 
senior citizens who cannot afford ade
quate medical care provide a justifiable 
excuse for saddling the citizens of the 
country with the heavy burden of pro
viding medical services for those well 
able to take care of themselves. 

This bill goes far beyond meeting the 
needs of those senior citizens who are un
able to afford adequate medical care. 

The provisions of the bill, as it is now 
before the Senate, would extend medical 
services not just to those who are in need, 
but to virtually all persons. It would 
provide such services to the rich as well 
as to the poor. Even those who have 
great fortunes would be entitled to the 
medical services provided in this bill. 

Such an expansive and unneeded pro
gram, of course, entails an enormous 
cost. To finance this colossal program, 
the bill would increase an existing re
gressive tax. The burden of this tax 
would fall on the wage earner, who would 
pay an increasing percentage on the first 
$6,600 of his salary, without deductions 
or exemptions, and regardless of his fi
nancial circumstances. Indeed, this tax 
is scheduled under this bill, even in the 
absence of increased rates in the future, 
to rise on each salaried individual to a 
total of 11.50 percent of the first $6,600 
of wages to be paid equally by the em
ployee and employer. This will cause a 
direct withholding from an employee's 
salary of as much as $370.50 for social 
security taxes, which, in many cases, will 
far exceed the income tax liability of the 
individual. 

Despite all of these inequities, the bill 
does not even provide for the single 
greatest area of need for medical services 
among the elderly. This is, of course, the 
need that occurs when there is a long 
and expensive illness. In the first full 
year of operation of the provisions of this 
bill, payments under social security and 
for the health care program will increase 
by more than $8 billion. Yet those el
derly people who are stricken with can
cer, a heart attack, or a serious opera
tion which entails a long period of hos
pitalization will find no help on their 
hospital expenses after the first 120 days. 

The deficiencies of the health care pro
gram proposed in this bill do not end 
here, however. The program is so de
signed that it will also jeopardize the fi
nancial stability of the existing social 
security system. 

The medical care provisions of this 
measure are grafted onto the existing 

social security system. In so doing, the 
bill would make a major change in the 
nature of the existing program. Since 
the inception of the social security pro
gram, the benefits have been calculated 
in fixed-dollar amounts. These fixed
dollar benefits can be calculated for the 
future with a substantial degree of cer
tainty, and payroll taxes levied in precise 
amounts to insure that sufficient funds 
are collected to make the social security 
fund actuarily sound. This insures that 
money will always be available to pay 
the benefits to workers who reach re
tirement age after contributing to the 
fund during their working years. 

This present bill would provide med
ical services, not calculated in fixed-dol
lar amounts, in addition to the existing 
type of benefits. The cost of such serv
ices in the future cannot be forecast with 
any reasonable degree of certainty, be
cause it cannot be foreseen how much 
the cost of these services will fluctuate. 
Experience demonstrates that the costs 
of medical services have risen, and will 
continue to rise, far faster than other 
costs of living. Without any fixed-dol
lar limit on payments or charges, we can 
be sure that hospitals, many of which 
now are operating at a deficit, will raise 
their charges to get on a profit basis. As 
a result, the payroll taxes imposed by the 
bill to defray the cost of medical services 
will almost certainly prove insufficient. 
The money to make up these deficiencies 
will be taken first from the regular social 
security fund, thereby jeopardizing the 
existing system. 

The bill provides, of course, that the 
taxes for social security and the taxes 
for medical care, although paid as one 
tax, shall be accounted for as separate 
funds within the overall fund. It is 
alleged that this will insure that the 
social security fund is not impaired. 
This allegation is refuted categorically 
by the minority report of the members 
of the Finance Committee of the Senate. 
The minority report is signed by five 
members, including the distinguished 
and experienced chairman, the senior 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. The 
minority report states: 

Some advocates in this Congress, attempt
ing to give assurance that the medicare 
program won't impair the retirement funds, 
point to the separate trust fund as though 
it would vouchsafe retirement dollars. This 
is illusory. Congress, 10 years ago, provided 
a separate trust fund for the disability pro
gram and our 10-year experience finds us in 
this very legislation having to rob the re
tirement fund. It is unfair that we impair 
the solvency of a program upon which 
many retired persons and millions more to 
retire in the future depend, at least as a re
tiremen~ foundation. 

I concur wholeheartedly in this con
clusion. The bill as it is presently drafted 
clearly endangers the financial sound
ness of the existing social security fund. 

The medical care part of this bill is 
not directed at the need which exists. 
It attempts to provide services for those 
who are not in need, and it seeks to fi
nance this expansive program with a 
heavy tax on those who can least afford 
to pay it. In addition, the program is 
tied to the existing social security sys
tem, thereby endangering the financial 
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ln:tegrity of the system to which so many 
have contributed and on which an over
whelming part of our citizens have based 
their retirement plans in whole or in 
part. 

I shall support the motion of the 
Senator from Nebraska to recommit the 
bill to the committee with instruction. 
Under his motion, the proposed 7-per
cent increase in dollar benefits would re
main unchanged, as would the many cor
rections of existing inequities and in
justices which are now in the bill. The 
Finance Committee would be required 
to rewrite the medical care section of 
the bill in a manner which would pro
vide for the actual need which exists, 
including the provisions to meet the costs 
of catastrophic illnesses. It would re
quire the Finance Committee to elimi
nate the provisions which would provide 
compulsory medical services for those 
well able to take care of their own ex
penses because they have adequate funds 
to do so. The motion would also re
quire the committee to eliminate the in
equitable regressive tax as a means of 
supporting the program of medical care. 

In connection with this unjust and 
regressive tax, I ask unanimous consent 
that an excellent article on the subject, 
entitled "Robbing Peter," which ap
peared in the April 26, 1965, issue of 
Barrons, be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

sincerely hope that the Senate will adopt 
the motion of the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS]. Despite all of the 
meritorious features in the bill, I could 
not support the major new inequities 
which would be created by the medical 
care part of the bill, particularly in view 
of the fact that it does not even meet 
the most urgent need which exists-the 
prolonged and most expensive illnesses. 
The corrections proposed by the Senator 
from Nebraska would eliminate these 
overriding defects, and design a bill to 
meet the actual needs. We could all sup
port the resultant bill in its entirety with 
pride and enthusiasm. 

ExHIBIT 1 
ROBBING PETER: A CRITICAL LOOK AT THE 

PENDING SOCIAL SECURITY BILL 
(By Shirley Scheibla) 

WAsHINGTON.-"Because social security 
recipients have been getting benefits 10 
times as great as what they have paid in, 
people seem to think we have a special 
machine here which turns out $10 bills for 
$1 bills," says a top official of the Social 
Security' Administration. 

Since the SSA possesses no such wondrous 
device, it is counting on future contribu
tions in excess of benefits to make ends meet 
for its old-age, survivors, and disability in
surance. The present benefits-contributions 
ratio will grow even more unfavorable 1f the 
Senate enacts the social security bill, H .R. 
6675, recently passed by the House. 

The benefit-payment ratio for persons al
ready retired obviously is responsible for 
much of the enthusiasm for the bill, which 
contains not only medicare but also a 7-
percent increase in cash benefits. Retire
ment contributions, however, have been 
stepped up even more. 

PUBLIC IGNORANCE 
Says one official: "Continued general sup

port for the social security system hinges 
on continued public ignorance of how the 
system works." He adds: "I belleve that 
we have nothing to worry about because it 
is so enormously complex that nobody is 
going to figure it out." 

Barron's hereby takes on the job. 
The SSA worked up the following table, 

which purports to show that benefits in 
every age group exceed contributions: 

Total contribution .•••.. 

Retirement benefits ____ 
Wife's and widow's ben-

efits __ __ ___ -- -------- -

Total benefits ______ 

Retiree 
age 71 

$1,290 
---

13,422 

9,363 
---

22, 785 

Worker 
now 

age 50 

$5,832 
- --

14,094 

9,831 
---

23,925 

18-year
old 

future 
worker 

$10,212 
---

14,205 

9,909 
---

24,114 

The table warrants close scrutiny. Based 
on maximum contributions and benefits, it 
includes only amounts paid by employees, 
even though employers pay matching 
amounts for their benefit. It also excludes 
interest which the money could hav-e earned 
for the contributors if it had not been tied 
up in social security funds. 

This approach, however, is far from real
istic. To cover the true situation, the table 
would obviously have to include both inter
est and the employer's contribution. Start
ing with the 71-year-old retiree, and calcu
lating interest at 3 percent (approximately 
the average national rate during the period 
of his contributions) would produce a figure 
of $3,373, against benefits of $22,'785. Actu
arially, he can expect to live to 79 to collect 
this amount. The 7-percent incroo.se in cash 
benefits under H.R. 6675 would raise his ben
efits to $24,379. His contributions, of course, 
would not thereby increase, since he no 
longer makes any. 

As for the 50-year-old worker, by including 
the employer contribution and interest at 3 
percent during 1960 and 4Vl percent there
after (again, the national average for the 
period) his total payments come to $22,856, 
against benefits of $23,925--if he lives long 
enough. The actuarial table used by the In
ternal Revenue Service for taxing annuities 
indicates he can expect to live to only 75'f:z, 
whereas SSA has assumed he will live to 79. 

The new bill would require this worker and 
his employer to contribute an extra $4,240 
for retirement. At the same time, the bill's 
7-percent increase in cash benefits would 
mean an extra $1,667 for him. Thus, if H.R. 
6675 becomes law, the 50-year-old worker can 
expect to make contributions of $26,012, in
cluding interest, against benefits of $25,592. 

As for the 18-year-old, including the em
ployer's contribution and figuring interest at 
4%, percent for the latter's 46-year working 
life (assumed by SSA) gives a total of $61,-
596, against $24,114in benefits. For this con
tribution the worker could purchase from a 
private company a monthly annuity of $463 
for life, after retirement. His maximum ben
efit under social security would be $254 a 
month. 

MONTHLY ANNUITY 
Under the new bill, H .R. 6675, employer

employees retirement contributions for the 
18-year-old, with 4Vl percent interest, would 
come to $84,300. The 7-percent increase in 
cash benefits would bJing the latter to only 
$25,802. For this amount, the worker could 
purchase from a private company a monthly 
annuity of $634 for life. His maximum 
benefit under social security would be $312 
a month. 

The benefits figured may be high under 
both present law and the pension bill be-

cause SSA has assumed the youngster wlll 
retire at 67 and live to the ripe old age of 
79. But the Internal Revenue Service ac
tuarial table assumes that an 18-year-old 
today can expect to live to only 71.9, SSA 
in any case, has adopted a policy of robbing 
Peter to pay Paul. 

Obviously, those who are urging Congress 
to be still more generous are thinking chiefly 
of people already retired or close to retire
ment. Few of these enthusiasts realize, 
however, that OASDI has been in operation 
for only 28 years and that therefore no one 
has paid social security taxes for his whole 
working life of 46 years. The system took 
in an additional 10 million people as re
cently as 1951, when new legislation covered 
farm and domestic workers. Another 7'/:z 
million members were added only 10 years 
ago, when coverage was extended to some 
self-employed. H.R. 6675 would take in stlll 
others, including waiters and additional pro
fessional workers. 

A REAL BONANZA 
For the 20 million retirees collecting today, 

social security is a real bonanza. For those 
who turned 65 a few years after entering 
the system, it represents a windfall. For 
new workers, however, today's largesse will 
be a crushing burden because, in order to 
pay Paul, SSA must rob Peter. 

Neither SSA officials nor members of the 
Ways and Means Committee make any bones 
about the prospect that future contribu
tions will pay the bill. This, they point out, 
is the great difference between social insur
ance and private pension plans. The latter 
should have enough in the till to fulfill all 
obligations without counting on any new 
entrants. But under a compulsory system, 
the experts explain, they can count on the 
taxes on new workers coming into the sys
tem. SSA officials insist that an employer's 
social security taxes are "for the social good," 
not for the individual good of the worker on 
whose earnings they are based. . 

Whether SSA will be able to sell this idea 
remains to be seen. Ray M. Peterson, vice 
president and associate actuary of the Equi
table Life Insurance Society, has his doubts 
Says he: "We may expect from sophisticated, 
market-oriented employers and from la;bor 
union experts increasing dissatisfaction with 
the disparity between what OASDI promises 
and what could be secured under a private 
plan." 

Some dissatisfaction already is becoming 
apparent. Students at Northern illinois 
University have formed a Young Citizens 
Council, to combat exploita.tion of young tax
payers under the social security program. 
Commented the Chicago Tribune: "They 
think it only fair that the young taxpayer 
who is getting set on a job and starting to 
raise a family should pay lower social se
curity taxes than older persons who have to 
pay only a few years before they start receiv
ing benefits." 

Nobody knows the exact debt young work
ers will h ave to pay. Back in 1962, when th.: 
SSA last figured out its unfunded liability 
for OASDI, it totaled $321 billion. Now the 
experts think it may come to $330 billion or 
more. Just for present members, according 
to SSA officials, passage of H.R. 6675 would 
mean an additional liability of $40 to $5b 
billion for increased cash benefits and an
other $35 billion for medicare. 

At the end of last year the old-age and 
survivors insurance trust fund totaled $19.1 
bUlion, compared with a high of $22.5 billion 
8 years ago. 

The story is even worse for the disability 
insurance fund. When Congress created it 
in 1956 to finance disability payments, au
thorized then for the first time, much was 
made of the fact that the disab11ity insurance 
fund was set up separately from the old-age 
survivors insurance fund. CongreSs devel
oped a habit, however, of enlarging disab111ty 
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benefits more than it enlarged the fund. 
Last year disbursements exceeded receipts by 
$188 million, and the fund shrank to $2 
billion at the end of the year. By 1969, 
under present law, it is expected to fall to 
$81 million. 

The following table shows how the com
bined unfunded liability has increased since 
1956 : 

[Billions of dollars] 

'· 
Taxes Un-
plus Value o funded 
t rust benefits liability 
funds 

1956 act--- - ---------~ ---

~= :~t:==== ========== . -
217 
254 
276 
304 

486 
543 
587 
625 

269 
289 
311 
321 1961 act ____ ___ ___ ______ _ 

INCREASED BENEFITS 

The u nfunded liab111ty has risen even 
though both the tax rate and the taxable 
earnings base have grown over the years. 
One ditfl.culty, of course, is that each time 
Congress raises contribUJtions, it also in
creases benefits. _ 

When the system started out in 1937, 
the maximum earnings base was a mere 
$3,000, and employer and employee each paid 
a tax of 1 percent. The rate was to go up 
to 1 7'2 percent each in 1940, to 2 percent in 
1943, 2 ¥2 in 1946 and 3 percent in 1949. To 
reduce the burden of social security during 
World War II, however, Congress tempo
rarily suspended the scheduled increases. By 
1950 t he combined t ax went to 3 percent, 
and t he following year the base went up to 
$3,600. In 1954 the rate rose to 4 percent, 
and the following year the base rose to 
$4,200. In 1956 Congress provided for the 
first cash benefits for disability, and the fol
lowing year the rate went up to 4¥2 percent. 
In 1959 the rate became 5 percent, and the 
base $4,800. The next year the rate in
creased to 6 percent. Another quarter per
cent was added in 1962. In 1963 it went up 
to 7¥2 percent. 

Congress has always felt that the tax rate 
must not exceed 10 percent. This ce111ng, 
however, has been pierced in H.R. 6675. The 
following tables show what would h~ppen to 
the combined tax rate and maximum contri
butions, under present law and under H.R. 
6675. 

Combined employer-employee contribution 

[In percent] 

Y ear Present H.R.6675 (1) 
law 

---
1965. - - - ------- - -- ------ 7.25 7.25 
1966_- - - ----------- ----- 8. 25 8. 70 0. 70 
1967---------------- - --- 8.25 9.00 1. 00 
1968.------------- -- - - - - 9.25 9.00 1.00 1969-70 ______________ ___ . 9.25 9.80 1.00 
1971-72_-- - ---------- --- 9.25 9. 80 1.00 
1973-75_-- --- ------- --- - 9. 25 10.70 1. 10 
1976-79_-- - ------------- 9.25 10.80 1.20 
198Q-86.- - --- --- - ----- - - 9.25 11.00 1.40 
1987 and after----------- 9.25 11.20 1.60 

1 Portion of H.R. 6675 t ax required for basic health 
insurance program. 

Combined maximum contributions 

Present H .R. 6675 H .R. 6675 
Year law without with 

medicare medicare 

1965_- - - ---- --- - -- $348 $348.00 $348.00 
1966.- - - ---------- 396 448. 00 487. 20 
1007- -- - -------- - - 396 448.00 504.00 
1968-- ----- - - ----- 444 448. 00 504. 00 
1969-70_-- -------- 444 492.80 548. 80 
1971-72_ - - - - - - --- - 444 580. 80 646. 80 
1973-75_- - - -- ----- 444 633. 60 706.20 
1976-79_ -- --- --- - - 444 633.60 712. 80 
198Q-86_-- -- ------ 444 633. 60 726. 00 1987 on __ _______ __ 444 633. 60 739.20 

Even these contributions do not assure the 
actuarial soundness of social security. In its 
last annual report, the board of trustees 
figured things out on the basis of high, low, 

· and intermediate cost estimates, and on both 
a 75-year and perpetuity basis. 

On a high-cost and perpetuity basis, ben
efits will come to 10.83 percent of payroll, 
and contributions will total 9.11 percent, 
producing an actuarial imbalance of 1.72 
percent. On the intermediate cost estimate, 
hQwever, contributions will total 9.11 percent 
and benefits 9.35 ·percent, leaving an imbal
ance of 0.24 percent, just within the limit 
of 0.25 percent which Congress has considered 
acceptable. Figured on a 75-year rather than 
a perpetuity basis and on intermediate costs, 
contributions will total 9.10 percent and ben
efits 9.09 percent, leaving the miniscule posi
tive balance of 0.01 percent. With low costs 
and a 75-year basis, it is possible to show a 
positive balance of 1.13 percent. The figures, 
in short, can be juggled to show whatever 
one wants. 

The Ways and Means Committee has 
chosen the figures which show a positive bal
ance of 0.01 percent. It says H .R. 6675 would 
shift this "to a lack of balance of 0.08 per
cent, which is below the established limit 
within which the system is considered sub
stantially in actuarial balance." 

However, if the past is any key to the fu
ture, contributions will have to rise and lib
eralizing of benefits will follow, in a dizzy 
spiral. As employers' social security payroll 
taxes go up, their operating costs will rise. 
With increasing amounts deducted for so
cial security, employees are likely to ask for 
wage increases to maintain their t ake-home 
pay. Faced with theses twin developments, 
employers probably will raise prices. With 
higher prices, however, social security checks 
won't go so far, and beneficiaries again pre
sumably will pressure Congress to boost 
monthly benefits. 

In H.R. 6675 Congress seems to feel that 
it can slow down this process by giving up 
financing solely through social security taxes, 
for persons over 65 who are not eligible for 
medicare benefits from the general funds of 
the Treasury. The latter also would be used 
to match $3 monthly benefits, it would fi
nance voluntary contributions from persons 
over 65 who want insurance to cover doctor 
bills. 

Some observers feel that the introduction 
of general Government contributions is the 
first crack in the d ike of financial controls 
maintained by payroll t axes. They expect 
some future Congress to decide that if work
ers and employers object to more than a 10-
percent levy, the Government could keep on 
liberalizing social security and make up the 
difference from the Treasury's general funds. 

SSA officials maintain, however, that there 
is a limit to how much the social security 
system can obtain from the latter source 
without necessitating an increase in the in
come tax. 

The Ways and Means Committee has made 
much of the fact that H.R. 6675 sets up a 
separate fund for medicare benefits. Rep
resentative GERALD R. FoRD, Republican, of 
Michigan, contended during the floor debate 
on H.R. 6675, however, that the trust funds 
will not be inviolate. "I need only point out 
to you that in this bill now before us is a 
provision increasing the allocation of funds 
to the disabllity trust fund to the detriment 
of the old-age and survivors insurance fund," 
he declared. 

Congress is as aware as anyone that there 
1s no such thing as a free lunch--or free re
tirement or medical benefits. It is, however, 
much more concerned with the voters of to
day than with the youngsters who w111 pay 
their b1lls in the future. 

This is an appropriate time, then, to recall 
what the Ways and Means Committee said 10 
years ago: "We should take sober warning 
that, in our zeal to provide ever greater bene-

fits and to provide against an ever wider area 
of need, we do not destroy the very system 
which we have created." 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I intend 
to vote for the motion of the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] to recom
mit H.R. 6675, with instructions. 

I vote for it, not because I agree with 
everything the distinguished Senator has 
said in support of his motion, nor because 
I agree with everything the motion says. 

I vote for the motion because it gives 
me an opportunity once again to make 
my position clear on the several issues 
involved in this important subject, the 
same reason I previously voted for the 
motion to strike of the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS]. 

Last year I was a candidate for the 
U.S. Senate from Oklahoma. I was 
running in the home State of the dis
tinguished late Senator Robert S. Kerr. 
I was a candidate for the unexpired term 
of the late Senator Kerr. I was a can
didate in a State which knows well the 
words "Kerr-Mills," and its basic concept 
concerning medical care for the aged. 

As a candidate for the Senate, I made 
clear to the people of Oklahoma on 
countless occasions my position on the 
several questions involved here today. 

I recognize well and feel most deeply 
the tremendous need for expanded medi
cal care for the aged and others. I am 
not in total agreement with the sugges
tions made concerning medical care by 
the motion of the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska. I do feel that the ad
ministration approach to this great prob
lem is not the best answer at this time, 
and I know that history will show that 
it was only the beginning of an answer at 
best. I believe that we should do more 
for those in need than this bill provides
and I am willing to be liberal in my 
definition of "need," and I think particu
larly we ought to do more for those who 
are victims of the tragedy of catastrophic 
-illness than this bill provides. 

I believe that the financing provided 
in this bill for expanded medical care for 
the aged is not the proper way to go 
about financing this need. I think the 
increased payroll tax will operate as a 
drag on our economy. I think that the 
whole concept of this section is regressive 
because it does not properly take into ac
count the differing abilities to pay the 
costs of the program, nor does this blll 
take into account the differing needs for 
benefits under the program. 

The distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG] attempted to change this 
regressive concept by a substitute which 
he offered in the Senate Finance Com
mittee. The Long substitute was first 
adopted and then rejected by the Fi
nance Committee. 

The amendment offered on Thursday 
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CUR
TIS], which I supported and voted for, but 
which was not adopted by the Senate, 
would also have corrected materially the 
bad concept in this bill, because it would 
have required that the 20 percent of those 
over 65- who have the highest incomes 
would have had to pay a greater share of 
their medical costs. 

Had we adopted the Curtis amend
ment we would have then been able to 
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take the lid off of the limited number of 
days that a person can receive care and, 
thereby, could have taken care of the 
complete needs of those who are victims 
of the tragedy of catastrophic illnesses as 
was advocated by the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF] and in a modi
fied form by the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. HARTKE]. 

As my statement in Thursday's RECORD 
indicates, I feel the Curtis amendment 
would have made this bill much more 
fair and would not have made the work
ing man and woman pay more of their 
earnings so that people with high in
comes able to provide for themselves 
could have free medical care. 

But the Long substitute failed in com
mittee and the Curtis amendment failed 
Thursday on the floor of the Senate. 

Therefore, in keeping with my own 
conscience on this matter and my com
mitment to the people of Oklahoma, I 
cannot vote for this bill because of the 
medicare provisions which it contains, 
though I know the bill will pass, and I 
know that the time has long since passed 
when major alternatives can be consid
ered. However, in voting for the motion 
of the Senator from Nebraska, I have an 
opportunity to make clear that there is 
much about this bill I like. 

I am strongly in favor of increasing 
the cash benefits of old age and other 
public assistance and for social security 
recipients. I am also strongly in favor 
of increasing the amount these people 
can receive from earnings or from other 
sources without having the amount of 
their assistance reduced. 

In line with this thinking on my part, 
I supported the amendment of the Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] to 
allow social security recipients the option 
of retiring at age 60 at two-thirds of the 
regular benefits. I supported and voted 
for the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. Mn.LER] which would have 
provided for regular cost of living in
creases in social security benefits as the 
cost of living index rises. I cosponsored 
with the Senator from Texas [Mr. YAR
BOROUGH] an amendment which pro
vided that increased old age assistance 
under this bill would go into effect in 
July of this year, rather than January 
of next year, as the bill had provided. I 
supported the amendment of the Sena
tor from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] to pro
vide that increased cash payments under 
this bill would be in addition to benefits 
now received. 

Therefore, there is much about this 
bill which I like, as I now make clear by 
my vote for the motion of the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS]. I like the 
provision of the bill which allows in
creased earnings for social security re
cipients, and as a matter of fact, I would 
like to see these people be allowed to earn 
up to $2,400 per year without having 
their assistance reduced and permit 
earnings and reductions at a $1 for $2 
ratio up to $3,600. 

There are many other things which I 
like about this bill as I indicate by my 
vote for this motion, and if the motion is 
adopted, I will certainly and imme
diately join hands with all interested 
Senators in seeing that we make some 
real improvements in the social security, 

old age and other public assistance and 
Kerr-Mills programs, and in bringing 
back to the Senate at once a more work
able and sound program and a more 
compassionate and more complete pro
gram for medical care for the aged. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, it seems to me that the issue is 
very clear. If Senators wish to take the 
medicare provision out of the bill they 
should vote for the motion. If they Wish 
to stay with the committee amendment, 
they should vote against the motion. 

This is the most important provision 
in the bill. If Senators wish to keep the 
King -Anderson provision in the bill, as 
recommended by the President, they 
should vote against the motion. If they 
are opposed, they should vote for the 
motion. I am prepared to yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield myself 1 minute. 
I agree that the issue is clear. We 

have an opportunity to save $2.5 billion 
and provide better protection at a lower 
cost. We have an opportunity to save 
the country from a gigantic step in 
socialism, because to provide medicare 
for those well able to provide it them
selves cannot be justified on any other 
basis. 

Mr . . SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield 1 minute to me? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
shall vote with the Senator from Ne
braska, because I believe these two mat
ters should be separated. I believe the 
two subjects, social security and medi
care, should be separated. For that 
reason I shall vote for the motion to re
commit. If his motion fails, I shall vote 
for the bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate has expired. The question is 
on agreeing to the motion of the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] to recom
mit the bill. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

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

called) . On this vote I have a live pair 
with the senior Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. SYMINGTON]. I understand that he 
would vote as I intend to vote. I vote 
"nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. If he were 

·present and voting, he would vote "yea." 
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"nay." I withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
HAYDEN], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are absent 
on otficial business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], and 

the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING
TON] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGEE] and the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] would each 
vote ''nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Tilinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] are absent on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] would vote 
"yea." 

The pair of the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] has been pre
viously announced. 

The result was announced-yeas 26, 
nays 63, as follows: 

All ott 
Bennett 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Barris 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
C'a.rlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Fong 
Gore 

(No.175 Leg.) 
YEAS-26 

Hickenlooper 
Jo.J'dan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Lausche 
Mlller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Robertson 

NAY8-63 

RUS6ell, S.C. 
Saltonstall 
Simpson 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

Gruen1ng Montoya 
Hart Morse 
Hartke Moss 
Hlll Muskle 
Holland Nelson 
Inouye Neuberger 
Jackson Pastore 
Javlts Pell 
Kennedy, Mass. Prouty 
Kennedy, N.Y. Proxmlre 
Long, Mo. Randolph 
Long, La. Ribicotr 
Magnuson Scott 
Mansfield Smathel'S 
McClellan Smith 
McGovern Sparkman 
Mcintyre Talmadge 
McNamara Tydings 
Metcalf Wllliams, N.J. 
Mondale Yarborough 
Monroney Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-11 
Byrd, Va. Hruska Pearson 

Russell, Ga. 
Symington 

Dirksen Kuchel 
Fulbright McCarthy 
Hayden McGee 

So Mr. CuRTis' motion to recommit the 
bill with instructions was rejected. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I offer 
amendments which I send to the desk 
and ask unanimous consent that they be 
considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments of the Senator from 
Oklahoma will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendments. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
1ng of the amendments be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the further reading of the 
amendments will be dispensed with, and 
they will be considered en bloc. 

The amendments of the Senator from 
Oldahoma [Mr. HARRIS], considered en 
bloc, are as follows: 

On page 22, strike out lines _3 through 8. 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

" ( 4) The amount payable for post-hospital 
extended care services furnished an individ
ual during any spell of illness shall be 
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reduced by a deduction equal to one-fif
teenth of the inpatient hospital deductible 
for each day (before the 101st day) on which 
he is furnished such services after such serv
tces have been furnished to him for 60 days 
during such spell." 

On page 187, line 1, insert "and skilled 
nursing home''. after "hospital". 

On page 187, line 9, insert "and skilled 
nursing home" after "hospital". 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD two statements 
in support of the amendments. 

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

EXPLANATION OF HARRIS AMENDMENT No. 1 
This amendment if adopted would make 

this bill consistent and logical in its treat
ment of costs of both hospitals and skilled 
nursing homes. 

The bill as it came from the House, and 
as reported by the Senate Finance Commit
tee, treats skilled nursing homes differently 
from hospitals on the establishment of pay
ments to them and is, therefore, presently 
inconsistent. 

Part 1, the medicare provision, of H.R. 
6675 provides that both hospital and nurs
ing home services shall be compensated on 
the basis of reasonable costs. 

However, in section 204, on page 186 of 
H.R. 6675, as reported by the Finance Com
mittee, it is provided that under the Kerr
Mills provisions of the bill hospital services 
shall be compensated on the basis of reason
able costs, but no such provision is made for 
skilled nursing services to be compensated 
for on the same basis. 

It is neither fair nor logical to compensate 
hospitals on the basis of reasonable costs 
and not provide the same compensation for 
skilled nursing homes. 

It is agreed by everyone, I believe, that 
the fair and consistent thing to do is to 
adopt this amendment, but it is said that 
this will cost too much money. My amend
ment will cost more money initially, but in 
the' long run it will pay for itself. 

Nursing home costs are between one-fifth 
and a little over one-third of average hospital 
costs. Therefore, it is good public policy to 
encourage the elderly patient to transfer 
from the hospital as soon as it can medically 
be done, because the costs therefor will be 
much less. 

Furthermore, it is good public policy to see 
that the elderly patient gets in a skilled nurs
ing home which has all of the proper safe
guards and standards. 

My amendment will accomplish both of 
these ends. ·If we don't adopt the amend
ment, and refuse to pay reasonable cos-ts in 
a skilled nursing home, we will encourage the 
patient to stay in the hospital where costs 
will be greater, or we will subsidize second
class nursing homes, because we will refuse 
to pay reasonable costs. 

I hope that my amendment will be adopted 
because, first, it is fair and consistent--nurs
ing homes and hospitals are both paid for 
reasonable costs. Second, if we don't adopt 
the amendment and pay nursing home rea
sonable costs under Kerr-Mills, then those 
indigent patients over 65 will either be sent 
to or remain in hospitals where it will cost 
three to five times as much, or they will be 
placed in substandard homes and get sub
standard care, because you get what you 
pay for. 

EXPLANATION OF HARRIS AMENDMENT 

Mr. President, medicare bills from the time 
of the Forand bill down to and including 
the 1964 King-Anderson bill provided for 
twice as many days of nursing home care as 
hospital care. This was sound principle. 

C:XI--1019 

The reason why twice as much nursing 
home service was provided was to encourage 
people to transfer to nursing homes as soon 
as medically practicable. The convalescence 
period is normally longer than the initial 
period of illness. Nursing home costs are be
tween one-fifth and a little over one-third 
that of hospital costs. The average hospital 
cost is $40 per day, while the average nursing 
home cost is around $10 per day. 

H.R. 6675, as passed by . the House, recog
nizes that the timely transfer from hospitals 
to skilled nursing homes would prevent over
crowding of hospitals and cut down on costs 
under the program. This aim was accom
plished in the House version of the bill by 
allowing a patient to convert 40 unused hos
pital days into 80 nursing home days. 

Now, this provision was expanded and 
changed to give additional hospital days with 
a $10 a day deductible. However, the com
mittee did not increase the nursing home 
days in the case of catastrophic illness, but 
instead provided for 80 days of nursing home 
care with a $5 a day deductible. 

This committee version inadvertently dis
criminates against and discourages the use 
of skilled nursing homes. My amendment 
seeks to correct that discrepancy. It would 
leave nursing home care at 100 total days, 
but would provide that all over 60 days (not 
20 as is provided in the committee version) 
would be allowed at a deductible of $2.67 per 
day (not $5 as provided in the committee 
version). My amendment would make this 
provision in accord with the hospital pro
vision. 

There are sufficient safeguards now in 
H.R. 6675 to insure that skilled nursing 
homes will be used for only the chronically 
ill. A skilled nursing home must be under 
the supervision of a registered professional 
nurse. It must be primarily engaged in pro
viding skilled nursing care and have policies 
developed and executed under the advice of 
one or more physicians and one or more reg
istered professional nurses. 

Now, it may be said that this amendment 
will cost more. However, such estimates do 
not take into account the fact that without 
this amendment we will encourage a patient's 
staying in a hospital at greater cost, and 
with my amendment we will encourage a 
shorter stay in the hospital, supplemented 
by a longer stay in the nursing home at less 
cost. 

Therefore, under my amendment I think 
it is obvious that the cost will be the same 
or less under the program. 

With the safeguards provided in the bill, 
I believe that we should want to encourage 
transfer of patients when medically practi
cable to good, skilled nursing homes, and 
that is what my amendment will do. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. Due to the lateness of 
the hour, and the fact that an amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. CASE] providing for the study 
of nursing homes and their responsibili
ties in relation to this program has al
ready been adopted, and the opposition 
which has been expressed in some quar
ters to both amendments, which have to 
do with nursing homes, I shall be brief. 

One amendment would provide a de
ductible of $2.67 a day rather than $5, 
as is now provided in the bill for nursing 
homes, and a free period of 60 days 
rather than 20 days, as is now provided 
in the bill. 

The other amendment would pay to 
skilled nursing homes their reasonable 
costs under the Kerr-Mills program, ·as 
now provided for hospitals under the 
same program in the bill. 

I shall not insist upon a yea--and-nay 
vote. 

I wish to have the statements on the 
amendments in the RECORD, because, 
particularly as to one amendment, the 
House did a better job on the subject, 
and perhaps the conference committee 
can take these statements and the 
amendments into account in their de
liberations, and work something out bet
ter and more fair than what is now con
tained in the bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

First, I compliment the Senator from 
Oklahoma. He has proceeded in proper 
fashion. He has offered his amendments. 
The proposal of the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. CAsE] is that this subject be 
considered carefully. No one knows at 
this time what the cost of nursing care 
should be, and no one knows how long 
the period will run. Therefore, the 
amendments should be rejected. I have 
promised the Senator from Oklahoma 
that the Committee on Finance and the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare will make a careful study, and 
by the time Congress meets again, we 
shall have answers for him and for the 
country. 

I appreciate the attitude of the Sena
tor from Oklahoma. We shall try all the 
harder because of the fine way he has 
acted. I hope the Senate will reject the 
amendments by a voice vote. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I could not hear 

what the Senator from Oklahoma said. 
Do I correctly understand that he pro
poses a study? 

·Mr. ANDERSON. No; these are def
inite amendments. The Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. CAsE] proposed a study 
which would require several months. 
That is the best way to proceed. We 
have not enough information at this time 
on nursing homes. If we study the sub
ject for a few months, we shall be in a 
much better position when the Senate 
meets again next year. 

I appreciate what the Senator from 
Oklahoma has done. He has agreed that 
a study be made; then we shall be able 
to report to the Senate. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the statement of the Senator 
from New Mexico. I yielP, back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from California yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. KUCHEL. If I am in control of 
the time on this side, I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MciNTYRE in the chair) . The question 
is on agreeing to the amendments, en 
bloc, offered by the Senator from Okla
homa. <Putting the question.) 

The amendments are agreed to. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the voice 
vote be taken again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments, en bloc, offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

The amendments were rejected. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, for 
myself and on behalf of the Senator from 
New York [Mr. JAVITsl, I offer an 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 79, 
line 3, it is proposed to insert the follow
ing after the word "anesthesiology" in 
the parenthesis "under arrangements by 
the hospital with them." 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I do 
not believe that the amendment is nec
essary. What it does is to make addi
tionally and redundantly clear that the 
bill, as amended by the Committee on 
Finance, is neutral on the subject of 
arrangements between hospitals and 
medical specialists. Where arrange
ments for the services of the medical 
specialists are made through the hos
pital and the hospital bills for the serv
ices of the medical specialists reimburse
ment will be made under plan A. Where 
medical specialists do not wish to have 
the hospitals do the billing, and do not 
wish to come under such an agreement, 
preferring to bill individually, the Com
mittee amendment permits reimburse
ment under the supplementary plan B. 
The Committee amendment does not 
take sides · as to what kind of arrange
ment the specialists may or should 
work out with the hospitals. 

The present amendment to the Com
mittee amendment was suggested by the 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITsl. 
Officials of the Illinois Medical Society 
and, I believe, of one or two of the spe
cialty boards have also suggested similar 
language. I join him in offering it, be
cause although I do not believe it is nec
essary, it will Il;lake it crystai clear that 
the purpose is not automatically to put 
all specialists services under plan A, but 
to guarantee freedom of choice to the 
doctors and hospitals without Federal 
interference. 

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. The principal eleme~t 

involved is as follows: If Senators will 
refer back to a few lines preceding; 
namely, page 78, lines 19 through 23, 
they will find that that is what is in
tended. In my judgment the language 
which we have now inserted could have 
been, without the insertion, construed 
that way. We so argued in opposition 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CooPER] a while ago. 

But in order to make it crystal clear 
that the Federal plan would be neutral, 
I have transposed the words appearing 
on page 78, in lines 20 and 21, "under 
arrangements with them made by the 
hospital," and repeat them at this point, 
as the amendment o1fered by the Senator 
from Illinois and me does. Then it be
comes crystal clear that that is the pur
pose and intention, and that it will not 
be necessary to construe the language 
in that way; the text will actually say it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
t:rom New York. He has been most help
ful, and, of course, he is a sponsor of 
the amendment adopted in committee. 

I thank the Senator from Kentucky 
for the able discussion which he carried 
on. He enabled us to clarify this point 
at least largely in the direction he 
wished, although not wholly so. 

·Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. This raises a question 

which has bothered some of us, includ
ing the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER], yesterday. Colorado has what 
is known as a Medical Services Act, 
which is somewhat vague in this area, 
except that a plan of operation has been 
developed by which specialists, such as 
anesthetists, bill their patients indi
vidually, and then they pay the hospitals 
a rental fee for space they occupy and 
facilities which they use. 

I wish to ask the Senator from Illi
nois--because it is most important-
whether this proposal would interfere 
with that ·arrangement, which has been 
quite satisfactory both to hospitals and 
specialist doctors in Colorado, either 
under plan A or plan B? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The answer is that 
the committee amendment would not. 
It would protect the freedom of hospitals 
and medical specialists to make agree
ments either to have billing through the 
hospitals or billing by the doctors and 
still have the services covered under 
either plan A or plan B. 

The question raised by the senior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] 
was also answered this afternoon by the 
junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]. 
Iowa has a law which, I understand, is 
also neutral on the subject, and permits 
either type of billing. The fact is that 
the committee amendment, reinforced 
by the pending amendment, would re
store to Iowa doctors and hospitals their 
free choice in this; whereas, if we were 
to adopt the House plan in these cases, 
coverage of these services would be per
mitted only under plan B and what I 
understand to be the prevailing arrange
ments in Iowa--namely, billing through 
the hospital-might well have to be re
negotiated to provide the separate b11ling 
essential to coverage under plan B. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. It is my understand
ing that perhaps the Iowa statute is 
more definite than Colorado's. But un
der the Colorado statute, a plan has been 
worked out very well, apparently to the 
satisfaction of the hospital and of the 
doctors. I wanted to have the legisla
tive record clear that under the provi
sions of the bill as it now stands, it is not 
intended to disrupt in any manner or to 
change the plan of operation which has 
been adopted out in Colorado. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct; un
less by joint agreement of the doctors 
and a given hospital, a different arrange
ment is reached. But that would have 
to be by joint agreement. . 

Mr. ALLOT!'. If a joint agreement 
has been reached, that is a di1ferent 
matter. I wish to be certain that this 
provision would not disrupt an arrange
ment which has been perfectly satisfac
tory, I am sure, to patients, doctors, and 
hospitals. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. If 
in Colorado there are hospitals which 

bill directly and then compensate the 
medical specialists, for example, on a 
salary or a percentage basis, the com
mittee amendment would not interfere 
in such arrangements. But the House 
provision would do so. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I understand that. I 
do not believe that is the situation in 
Colorado; I merely wished assurances 
that this provision would not disrupt an 
agreement that is working well. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to make 
the statement that it would not. Simi
larly, wholly independent practice would 
not be interfered with by the Finance 
Committee amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, -will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The same answer 

could be given to the Senator from Colo
rado that I gave to the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] last night; 
that is, that the question was presented 
to the Social Security Board repre
sentatives and the representatives of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. The answer, very clearly, was 
that it would not require any change in 
the law with respect to contracts en
tered into in pursuance thereof. I be
lieve that would give the Senator from 
Colorado the assurance he seeks that 
contracts would not be interefered with 
by the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in a 
long speech during the debate earlier this 
afternoon on the Cooper amendment to 
strike the committee amendment relating 
to medical specialists, I quoted the full 
text of letters from the General Counsel 
of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare which give assurances that 
the committee amendment is neutral in 
this matter. However, we can further 
back this up in the legislation itself, 
since some Senators desire such as
surance. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am 
highly appreciative of that statement. 
While I heard the colloquy between the 
distinguished SenB~tor from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER] and the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN] last evening, I did not at that time 
have available to me the language of the 
Colorado statute, which is somewhat 
vague and leaves it up to the doctors and 
the hospitals to agree upon an arrange-
ment. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That freedom would 
be continued. 

Mr. ALLOTT. They have arrived at 
an arrangement which has been in effect 
for approximately 15 years. I am happy 
to have the assurance that it will not be 
disrupted. 

Mr. MILLE'R. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
, Mr. MILLER. I have one question to 
ask which has not yet been covered. 
We have been talking about the terms 
that are in effect _at the present time. 
There is no provision in the bill which 
would prevent a change in existing 
contracts or the issuance of new con
tracts. 

Mr. -DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
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Mr. MILLER. If a new hospital is 

built and new contracts are entered into, 
or not entered into, by doctors, the bill 
is neutral. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
There would have to be a voluntary 
agreement between the hospital and the 
doctors. There would be no blanketing
in of medical specialists against their 
will. Does the Senator agree with that 
interpretation? 

Mr. MILLER. I agree with the inter
pretation. That point has been made 
abundantly clear on the floor. My only 
point is that in talking about the present 
contracts, we are not implying that 
future contracts cannot be entered into 
or that they may operate without a 
contract. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I want to make it 
clear that existing contracts may be 
modified by joint agreement if not con
trary to State law. 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, who is

in charge of time for the opposition? 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 

shall be glad to yield time to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a few questions about 
the ultimate outcome of the bill. I shall 
not. take very long. 

The pending bill is now in the amount 
of $7,487 million. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, w111 the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask 
that I be permitted to rec~ive an answer 
to my question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, would 
th~ Senator be willing to withhold his 
p.resent comments until the pending 
question can be cleared up? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. No. I shall not have 
the time later. 

I have added up the items given to me 
by the staff expert. The President's pro
gram envisioned a cost of $4,733 million. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is ap
proximately correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. And the bill as it now 
stands contemplates the expenditure of 
$7,487 million. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I believe the Sen
ator is within range. · That is approxi
mately correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That would mean 
that we have escalated the President's 
recommendation by $2.7 billion. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I believe the Sen
ator is approximately correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Converting those 
amounts into percentages, it would mean 
that we have increased the President's 
recommendation by 61 percent. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Again, the Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That leads one to the 
conclusion that the President said, "I am 
prepared to go along with the program 
for $4,733 million." However, the com
mittees of Congress and Congress itself 
raised that amount by $2.754 billion, or 
61 percent over the amount recom
mended by the President. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I have an amend
ment here which I expect to offer on be-

half of the committee, after we have con
cluded all other amendments. That 
amendment would increase the tax on 
payrolls so that the tax fund would be 
adequately financed. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That does not answer 
·my question. We have raised the cost 
of the program by $2.754 billion. Trans
lated into percentage figures, that would 
be an increase of 61 percent. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator states 
that he has an amendment to offer which 
would increase the tax in an amount 
sufficient to finance the increased 
amount of $2.754 billion? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The amendment 
would provide for raising the tax to see 
that we can finance the trust fund out 
of the tax, so that there would be no 
deficit in the trust fund. 

Certain amendments have been agreed 
to which would take some funds out of 
the general revenue. That amount would 
have to be made up later by taxes which 
this body would, I presume, vote for. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In summary, that 
would mean that, either by increased tax 
upon the workers and the employers, or 
by the authorization of the expenditure 
of funds from the general fund, there 
would have to be provided $2,754 billion 
which the President did not request. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is it 

not true that. this matter would go to 
conference and, the final figures would be 
determined by the conferees from the 
House and the Senate? The final figures 
might be well below what is finally ap':"' 
proved in the Senate today. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the conferees fight in the conference to 
bring the figure down to $4,733 million? · 

Mr. SMATHERS. I would have to say 
to the able Senator from Ohio that our 
first duty is to represent the views of the 
Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, so 
far as the leadership is concerned, it 
has every confidence in the conferees. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, is it 
not true that some of the increases in 
cost have been placed in the bi11 by 
those who, in the past, have been op
posed to health care for the aged under 
social security? Some voted for re
committal. On the final vote, some will 
undoubtedly vote against the bill. 

The bill has been loaded with costs 
by many opponents of the bill. Some
times I believe that it has been loaded 
intentionally in order to defeat the 
measure. 

Let us be done with hypocrisy in this 
matter. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, · can 
the Senator point out one instance in 
which the Senator from Ohio has acted 
inconsistently? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe that the 
Senator from Ohio is relatively consist-

ent-not always, but relatively con
sistent. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. -With respect to this 
measure, can the Senator from Illinois 
point out one instance in which I did 
not vote to cut the expenditures? 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield as much 
time as is necessary. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the Senator from Ohio has 
a very good character. I am not at
tacking his character. However, let it 
be known that a large part of the in
creased cost in the pending measure 
has been occasioned by those who have 
never believed in medicare, who still 
do not believe in medicare, but who 
thought they could pad the figures and 
then talk about what they tried to get 
for the blind, for the old, and for the 
aged groups, and then vote against the 
measure or for recommittal. They would 
thus be able to go to special interest 
groups and ask for their support, and 
then ask for support for those who are 
opposed to the measure itself. 

This is no . personal charge against 
the Senator from Ohio. He is an honest 
man. 

I believe that the general rollcalls 
will reveal that what I have said is 
true. I merely say let us be done with 
hypocrisy. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
Senator has not answered my question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will give the Sen
ator absolution. [Laughter.] 

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me a half minute? 

Mr. SMATHERS. . Mr. President, I 
yield a half minute to the distinguished 
Senator froat Ohio. , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
distinguished Senator from Ohio is rec
ognized for one-half minute. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have 
been puzzled over why votes have . been 
passed to increase the expenditures .. .. I 
have not joined them. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. Presiden~~- I 
yield back the remainder of my time .. ; ·. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. . , , , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the quest~on. 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouG-
LAS]. . . 

The amendment was agreed to. · .· 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which tiie 
amendment was agreed to. · · 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LONG] and myself, I call up my amend
ments which I have at the desk, provid
ing for extended hospital care, and ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with and 
that they be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With.,. 
out objection, it is so ordered. ·u.: 
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The amendments offered by Mr. 
HARTKE are as follows: 

On page 17, lines 15 and 16, strike out "for 
up to 120 days during any spell of illness". 

On page 18, strike out lines 5 through 9. 
On page 18, line 10, strike out "(2)" and 

insert "(1)". 
On page 18, line 14, strike out "(3)" and 

insert " (2) ". 
On page 19, strike out lines 8 through 15. 
On page 19, line 16, Etrike out "{d)" and 

insert " (c) ". 
On page 20, line 3, strike out "(e)" and 

insert " (d) ". 
On page 20, lines 3 and 4, strike out "(b), 

(c) , and (d) , inpatient" and insert " (b) and 
(c), inpatient psychiatric". 

On page 20, line 10, strike out "(f)" and 
insert " (e) ". 

On page 21, line 3, strike out "(before the 
121st day)". 

On page 36, line 2, insert" (1)" after" (a)". 
On page 36, line 13, strike out '' (1)" and 

insert " (A)". 
On page 36, line 24, strike out " (2)" and 

insert "(B)". 
On page 37, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
" ( 2) In . addition to the amounts that are 

appropriated (under the provisions of para
graph (1)) to the Trust Fund, there are au
thorized to be appropriated to the Trust 
Fund from time to time such sums as the 
Secretary deems necessary for any fiscal year 
in order to place such Trust Fund in the 
same position at the end of such fiscal year 
in which it would have been if payment un
der part A for inpatient hospital services (in
cluding inpatient psychiatric hospital services 
and tuberculosis hospital services) furnished 
an individual during a spell of illness could 
not be made after such services had been 
furnished him for 60 days during such spell". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield him
self? 

Mr. HARTKE. Three minutes. I 
shall not take very long. 

When the House of Representatives 
passed the medicare bill, it provided for 
60-day hospitalization, out of which $40 
was to be paid by the patient. When 
this matter reached the Finance Com
mittee, the assistant majority leader, the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], at
tempted to include long-term illness 
coverage. That amendment was first 
adopted in the committee, and then de
feated. 

Following that, I offered an amend
ment in the committee, which was 
adopted, and which provided for exten
sion of 30 days above that provided by 
the House figure of 60 days, on the basis 
of sharing the cost, whereby $10 would 
be paid by the patient and the rest cov
ered by the administration under the 
social security program. 

The amendment I am offering today 
does nothing more than eliminate the 
60-day limitation. In other words, if 
the amendment is adopted, there would 
be coverage for a hospital stay of 60 days, 
with a $40 deductible. Thereafter, the 
patient could stay in the hospital for 
such time as the doctor and the review
ing committee of the hospital deemed 
necessary, with a sharing of the cost by 
the patient on the basis of $10 a day. 

This amendment really covers long
term illness, which I call catastrophic 
illness. I understand that the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], 
author of the bill, has a different term 

for it. It is really a catastrophe if a 
person has to be in the hospital 120 days 
and then is forced to leave the hospital, 
no matter what his complaint is. There 
is no greater horror that anyone can 
think of than to know that he may be in 
the hospital and know that his coverage 
may not extend to the period when he 
has to stay in the hospital for 6 months 
to a year, for example. 

This amendment maintains the dig
nity of the social security system. It is 
not a charitable approach. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. I yield myself 2 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. President, the problem arises from 
the fact of lengthened life as a result of 
medical research-and achievements. As 
a result, there is much trouble concern
ing the necessity of people having to go 
to hospitals who have diseases that very 
often will terminate in the hospital. 
They have cancer, heart disease, and ma
jor diseases of that kind. 

That is something which scares not 
alone the aged, but younger people, too. 
If we do not adopt the amendment we 
shall be back in a short time to put this 
provision on the books. I am sure fail
ure of the Congress to enact this pro
vision would come back to plague us for 
breaking faith with the· American people. 

How many times have we said in advo
cating medicare-and I may say, for the 
benefit of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS], that I am going to vote for 
the bill-"We do not intend to kick you 
out on the street. We are going to see 
you through"? In other words, we have 
said they are not going to become for
gotten people. 

Ninety-nine percent of the people are 
covered under the bill. The amendment 
would cover the 1 percent who have 
waited so long to be covered. They are 
the ones who should be covered by the 
bill in order to have a program which is 
progressive, necessary, and dignified. 
They are the ones who need this pro
tection. We. can give it to them today. 
In the words of President Johnson, we 
do not want to leave the chill of an 
empty purse on any aged person after 
he is in the hospital. 

I think the amendment makes com
monsense and that the Senate should 
adopt the amendment. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Has the Senator any 

estimate of the cost involved by adoption 
of the amendment? 

Mr. HARTKE. Yes. It is a very in
expensive provision. It would cost about 
$40 million-less than the cost of one 
atomic submarine, less than the cost of 
military storage in the United States, less 
than the cost of five motor gunboats 
being used in Vietnam. 

I have had a check made in local hos
pitals as to the number of such cases 
involved. In one hospital in a 3-month 
period there were only 13 such cases in
volved and 91 cases discharged. 

The number is small, but the effect is 
large. This is the real heart, and the 
real purpose, of a program that we have 

called medicare. The fear of long-term 
illness causes stark terror in people, not 
alone the aged, but the young as well. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may need to 
reply, but I hope not more than 3 min
utes. 

I am personally opposed to the amend
ment. A number of members of the Fi
nance Committee are also opposed to the 
amendment. However, we recognize that 
there is strong sentiment in the Senate 
for the amendment. 

Actually, as the able Senator from 
Indiana has said, it involves only $40 
million. That does not seem like a large 
sum of money at this time. 

The amendment is a modified version 
of the Ribicoff amendment, which was 
defeated by 4 votes. The amendment is 
a distinct improvement in that it con
tinues to have the coinsurance feature, 
which is desirable, although it takes off 
the limit of the time in which a patient 
may stay in the hospital. 

As temporary manager of the b111, I 
am prepared, after checking with other 
members of the Finance Committee, to 
take the amendment to conference for 
consideration. 

I yield back my time on the amend
ment. 

Mr. HARTKE. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

on the amendments has been yielded 
back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments of the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 181 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 181. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Indiana will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with and 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The amendment offered by Mr. HARTKE 
is as follows: 

On page 385, line 5, strike out "$330,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$500,000". 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, this is 
a very short amendment. It deals with 
a deficiency in the Virgin Islands because 
of an emergency in the old age pension 
program. It makes it possible to in
crease the amount from $330,000 to 
$500,000 to make sure that the program 
is carried forward. If the amendment 
is not adopted, some people will have to 
be dropped from the rolls. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator's amendment involves approxi
mately $200,000 for the Virgin Islands. 
There is some doubt as to whether it is 
appropriate as an amendment to this 
bill, but, after consultation with mem
bers of the Finance Committee, we w111 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, may I 
have 1 minute? 
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Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from California. 

Mr. KUCHEL. As I heard the Senator 
from Indiana, the amendment applies to 
the Virgin Islands. Does any similar 
problem exist within any other terri
tories under the jurisdiction of the 
United States? 

Mr. HARTKE. No; this is a peculiar 
problem. They do not have sufficient 
funds. It is a special situation which 
exists with respect to those islands. 

Mr. KOCHEL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HARTKE. I yield back the re

mainder of my time. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I yield back there-

mainder of my time. . 
The PRESIDING OFI<"liCER. All time 

has been yielded back. The question is 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Indiana. [Putting the question.] The 
"yeas'' seem to have it. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is in doubt as to how Senators 
voted on the last amendment. The 
Chair will request a division. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the ques
tion be put once again. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc

INTIRE in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from New York, and yield 
him 1 minute for the purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. JAVITS . . The question has arisen 
and I direct the attention of the Senator 
to page 72 of the bill, line 15, subdivision 
(f) , which relates to the kind of carriers 
who may be contracted with in respect 
to services rendered under the supple
mentary part of the bill, part B. 

My question is this: Will the carriers 
be included under this definition who 
are consumer-oriented group health 
plans or will it be confined only to those 
who are primarily staff and representa
tives of the medical profession? I re
fer specifically to carriers of such group 
health--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senate that no 
amendment is pending. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
have yielded time on the bill to the Sen
ator from New York of 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York may proceed. 

Mr. JAVITS. I refer specifically to 
the group health insurance in New York 
State. Will such carriers of this kind 
be allowed to participate in the admin
istration of the program? I refer spe
cifically to the words on lines 2, 3, and 4, 

of the bill, on page 73 of the bill, "with 
respect to providers of services only' any 
agency or organization" undertaking 
membership agreements or subscription 
contracts or similar group arrangements. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes. I am advised 
by my staff that there is a broad inter
pretation, and the Senator's implica
tion in his question is correct. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. Will the Senator yield me 
30 seconds more to call attention~ 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have been 
sitting in the rear of the Chamber and 
I have not heard a word that is going 
on. I do not know what is being dis
cussed. The soliloquy in the well of the 
Senate does not resound very well back 
here. I hope that we could find out 
what is going on and what is being 
proposed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's position is well taken. The 
Senate will please be in order. Senators 
will please take their seats. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from New 
York from the time available on the 
biU. 

The PRESIDING OFFIC;ER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I invite 
attention to the fact that the basis for 
part B of the bill was developed in an 
oustanding work of public service by the 
National Committee on Health Care of 
the Aged, headed by Arthur Flemming 
and with a most distinguished member
ship, including the former Secretary of 
HEW", Marion Folsom, distinguished 
businessmen, deans of medical schools, 
doctors, and others. This work was fi
nanced voluntarily and has made such 
an extraordinary contribution to this 
final bill. 

This report was presented at the White 
House to President Kennedy in Novem
ber 1963, not too long before the tragedy 
which overtook him and the Nation. He 
received it and commented most favor-
ably. · 

This report certified and consolidated 
the total effort of Republicans since 
1949 when the first bill was offered by 
me with certain of my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives and through 
the Anderson-Gore-Javits bill which 
passed the Senate last year. 

This concept of voluntary health cov
erage with the aid of private sector car
riers to give physicians and other serv
ices making this truly a full health care-
other than as to drugs-bill can justly 
be claimed as the contribution which 
makes the pending measure truly bi
partisan. Such a concept was never in 
the King-Anderson or other adminis
tration bills until together with those of 
my Republican colleagues who joined 
in it, it was accepted by Senator ANDER
SON and then by Senator GoRE and is now 
an established and accepted essential 
part of the plan of health care for the 
aging incorporated in this bUI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a list of the members of the 
committee, the contributors to the com
mittee, and excerpts from the report de
livered to President Kennedy approxi
mately 10 days before the terrible trag
edy. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON HEALTH CARE OF 

THE AGED 

Arthur S. Flemming, Chaliman, president, 
University of Oregon. 

Russell Nelson, M.D., Vice Chairman, presi
dent, Johns Hopkins Hospital. 

James Dixon, M.D., president, Antioch Col
lege. 

Marion B. Folsom, director and former 
treasurer, Eastman Kodak Co. 

Arthur Larson, Ph. D., director, World Rule 
of Law Center, Duke University. 

Russel V. Lee, M.D., founder, Palo Alto 
Clinic. 

John C. Leslie, chairman, Committee on 
Aging, Community Service Society of New 
York. · 

Winslow Carlton, Secretary of the Board, 
chairman, Group Health Insurance, Inc. 

Vernon W. Lippard, M.D., dean, Yale Medi
cal School. 

Dickinson W. Richards, M.D., Lambert pro
fessor of medicine emeritus, College of Phy
sicians and Surgeons, Columbia University. 

Thomas M. Tierney, director, Colorado 
Hospital Service. 

Hubert W. Yount, former executive vice 
president, Liberty Mutual Insurance Com
panies. 

Howard L. Bost, Ph. D., study director. 
Prof. Henry H. Foster, Jr., legal consultant. 

EXCERPTS FROM COMMITTEE REPORT 

The central purpose of an American solu
tion to the problem of financing the health 
care of present and future generations of 
the aged must be to encourage and protect 
the independence and dignity of the individ~ 
ual. In its basic approach to this problem, 
our Nation must aim at preventing depend
ency as a concomitant of the deterioration 
of health in the declining years of life. 

This requires a shift in public policy from 
placing major reliance upon charity and wel
fare assistance measures to placing emphasis 
upon the development within the Nation 
of health insurance for the aged. Public 
assistance programs present the prospect of 
great increases in requirements for public 
funds without accomplishing the objective 
of preserving the independence of elderly 
people or of reducing the economic hazard 
of 1llness as a threat to their independence. 
By their nature, such programs, including 
the Kerr-Mills program, deal with depend
ency after it occurs; health insurance, by 
reducing the cost which must be met at 
the time of 1llness to a level that is man
ageable, can prevent dependency and en
courage self-reliance. 

Clearly, the solution required in America 
today and for the future lies in actions 
which will achieve the health insurance cov
erage called for by the risk of lllness in old 
age·. 

To accomplish the necessary development 
of health insurance for the aged, the com
mittee proposes a dual public-private pro
gram, consisting of separate and distinct 
plans in the respective sectors of the econ
omy. These plans are equally essential and 
should be complementary. Together they 
should provide balanced and effective basic 
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protection covering roughly two-thirds of 
the aggregate health care costs incurred by 
the aged, leaving the remaining costs to be 
m,.et by the individual on an out-of-pocket 
basis or through supplementary private 
insurance. 

The public plan, in the committee's view, 
should utilize the principle of contributory 
social insurance to cover all persons 65 years 
of age and over, with payments collected 
during · the working years of all employed 
and self-employed persons. The most ap
propriate area of protection to be provided 
by the public plan is institutional care, 
which is the most frequent cause of financial 
shock-loss to the aged. The extent of this 
protection under the proposed plan would 
represent approximately one-third of the 
aggregate health care costs of the aged. 

Another third of these costs, the commit
tee believes, should be the subject of special 
private insw-ance covering the largest non
institutional costs that occur most fre
quently among the aged. Special efforts are 
called for in order to bring the cost of such 
basic, complementary private coverage with
in reach of most of the aged, to whom the 
most economical and efficient forms of in
surance are not ordinarily available. The 
committee sees a need for congressional ac
tion to permit insurance organizations to 
join together in concerted efforts to provide 
low-cost protection on a mass enrollment 
basis. 

These components of the proposed dual 
program for the aged are both mutually rein
forcing and mutually dependent. The com
mittee urges that one aspect not be consid
ered out of the context of the other; rather, 
they should be considered together. To this 
end, the committee recommends the estab
l.ish.ment of a National Council on Health 
Care of the Aged, which would keep both 
the public and private components of the 
program under continuing review. 

Under the proposed program, the health 
services that are to be financed will be ob
tained and rendered within the American 
system of medical care, the same system 
which serves the general population of the 
Nation. The financing of health care costs 
by the program will be supportive of the 
patient-physician relationship requisite for 
good medical care. The program will 
strengthen the economic base supporting the 
operation and improvement of the health 
care establishment throughout the Nation, 
helping to stimulate expansion of needed 
health care resources to serve all groups. 

To provide guidelines for developing health 
insurance for the aged under broad national 
policy, the committee has formulated anum
ber of principles. These are set forth be
low and are discussed in the sections of the 
report which follow. We believe that 
through combined public and private ac
tion embodying these principles, a solution 
to the problem of financing the health care 
of the aged will be attainable in a way that 
is compatible with, and in fact wm strength
en and reinforce American traditions and 
values. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR PUBLIC INSURANCE 
1. A long-range public plan should be es

tablished, based on the principle of contribu
tory insurance and calling for all employed 
and self-employed persons to participate dur
ing their working years, so that upon reach
ing, age 65 all will have the protection pro
vided under the plan without further pay
ment. 
· 2. The long-range public plan should be 

self-financed by a separately designated pay
roll tax, collected as a part of the social secu
rity tax and equally shared by employees and 
't;_heir employers (or paid by the self:.em
ployed), with the benefit level under the 
plan tied to the proceeds from this source. 
Contributions should be placed in a special 

trust fund committed to provide stipulated 
benefits after age 65 to those under the plan. 

3. The extent of health insurance protec
tion provided by the public plan should be 
designed to offset substantially the abnormal 
burden resulting from greater use and high
er cost of health services required in old age, 
so as to give 11he aged a fair chance of main
taining their independence and providing for 
themselves. 

4. The public plan should be designed to 
encourage and facilitate coverage of the aged 
under private health insurance for additional 
protection. It is essential that health in
surance coverage provided under the public 
and private plans be complementary and that 
the roles of the public and private sectors in 
providing protection be mutually reinforcing. 

5. The benefit structure of the public in
surance plan should be focused upon health 
services, the cost of which tends to have the 
greatest and sharpest impact, rather than 
upon services involving routine costs or costs 
which tend to fall in a less concentrated 
fashion. 

6. The public insurance plan for the aged 
should fit into the current system of health 
facilities and medical care in the Nation, 
with maximum free choice among providers 
of services, and it should contribute to the 
improvement and expansion of needed health 
resources in the communities of the Nation. 

7. A fundamental long-range objective of 
the public insurance plan for the aged 
should be progressive improvement in the 
quality of the services financed through the 
plan. 

8. Responsibility for the administration 
of the public insurance plan for the aged 
should be assigned to the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, with the assistance 
of an Advisory Council on Health Insurance 
for the Aged. In administering the plan, the 
Secretary should be authorized to contract 
for services of voluntary organizations and 
required to invite proposals from such or
ganizations for consideration. Direct admin
istration of benefits should be undertaken by 
the Federal agency only if proposals from 
voluntary agencies are not adequate. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF COMPLEMENTARY 
PRIVATE INSURANCE 

1. As a corollary action to the establish
ment in the public sector o! a plan for the 
aged limited to basic institutional services, 
national policy should assign to private in
surance the complementary role of establish
ing protection to cover other health care 
requirements of aged persons. 

2. Private health insurance should concen
trate primarily on covering the major clusters 
of expense for physician care and other non
institutional services, so that, together with 
the institutional care covered by the public 
plan, the aged will have a well-balanced 
package of basic protection. 

3. Basic complementary protection under 
private insurance should be made available 
to all persons in the aged population without 
disqualifications, reductions in benefits, or 
increases in premiums because of advanced 
age or condition of health. 

4. Private insurance organizations should 
devote intensive efforts to extending basic 
complementary protection to the aged pop
ulation, with ~oncentration on developing 
marketing methods designed to produce 
high-volume, low-cost mass coverage. 

5. Congress should take action which 
would make it possible for insurance com
panies and nonprofit health plans to join in 
concerted nationwide efforts to extend to the 
aged population basic protection, comple
plementary to that establlshed under the 
public insurance plan for the aged. 

6. To increase the proportion of the aged 
covered in the future under complementary 
protection, private insurance organizations 
should develop methods for prepaying during 
the years of active employment the cost of 
health insurance in old age. Employed 

groups also should be encouraged to continue 
retirees under group insurance plans. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 
A National Advisory Council on Health In

surance for the Aged should be created and 
charged with ad''ising the Secretary in ad
ministering the public insurance plan for the 
aged and with making periodic reports to 
the Congress through the President on the 
status, in both the private and public sectors, 
of implementation ot national policy for 
health care of the aged. 

Support for the work of the National Com
mittee on Health Care of the Aged was pro
vided by: the Albert A. List Foundation; the 
Kaplan Fund, Mr. Jack Kaplan, president; 
the Stern Foundation; Mr. John Hay Whit
ney; Mr. William Creasy; Senator JACOB K. 
JAviTs an~ others. 

Mr. JA VITS. I thank the Senator 
from Florida for yielding to me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President if 
the Senator will wait just a moment: let 
me say that as a member of the commit
tee very much interested in this bill we 
all appreciate greatly what the Sen~tor 
from New York arranged. He did bring 
together Mr. Flemming and a great many 
o~her fin~ persons and they did a mag
mficent p1ece of work on this problem. 

A member of my staff, through the 
courtesy of the Senator from New York 
was permitted to sit in at the meeting~ 
at all times. The Senator from New 
York did a very fine job and I wish to 
compliment him on it. ' 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico for his kind comments. 

AMENDMENT NO. 326 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President.-
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kentucky is recognized. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 326 and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The legislative cler1k proceeded to state 
the amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

The amendment <No. 326) offered by 
Mr. CooPER is as follows: 

On page 184, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 
"NOTICE CONCERNING BENEFITS PROVIDED UNDER 

TITLE XVIII OF :SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
"SEC. 123. (a) The Secretary shall, not 

later than July 1, 1966, provide personal no
tice (containing the information and data. 
prescribed under subsection (b) ) to-

" ( 1) each individual who is expected (by 
reason of entitlement to, or application for 
benefits) to be entitled to monthly insur~ 
ance benefits for the month of June 1966 
under the insurance program established by 
ti~le II of the Social Security Act, and who 
Wlll have attained age 65 on or before such 
month; 

"(2) each individual who is expected (by 
reason of entitlement to, or application for 
benefits) to be entitled to an annuity o; 
pension under the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 1937 for the month of June 1966, and 
who will have attained age 65 on or before 
such month; 
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· · "-(3) each individual whom the Secretary 
has reason to believe would be entitled to 
the benefits provided by part A of t1tle 
XVIII of the Social Security Act by reason 
of the provisions of section 103 of the Social 
Security Amendments of 1965, if the Sec
retary (A) knows the name and address of 
such individual, and (B) has occasion (with
out rega.l"'d to this section) to send any other 
notice or correspondence to such individual. 

"(b) The notice referred to in subsection 
(a) shall contain (1) a separate description 
of the benefits provided under part A of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act, examples 
of types of health care which are not pro
vided by such part A, and information as 
to the class of persons eligible to qualify for 
such benefits, as well as the procedure to be 
followed to apply for such benefits, (2) a sep
arate description of the benefits provided 
under part B of such title XVIII, examples 
of the types of health care which are not 
provided by such part B, and information as 
to the class of persons eligible to qualify 
for such benefits, the conditions and limita
tions imposed upon the receipt of such bene
fits, and the procedure to be followed in 
applying for such benefits, and (3) advice 
to the individual that he should make ar
rangements through other insurance pro
grams or otherwise to protect himself against 
health care costs which are not covered by 
part A or B of such title XVIII, or both such 
part A and part B. 

" (c) In addition to the personal notices 
required to be sent under Sl.lbsectlons (a) and 
(b) , the Secretary shall utilize to the fullest 
extent feasible other media of communica
tions to apprise the public of the informa
tion and data required to be contained in the 
notice described in subsection (b). 

" (d) The Secretary shall also furnish a 
personal notice (containing the information 
and data prescribed under subsection (b)) 
to each ind·ividual who after June 1966 be
comes entitled to monthly insurance benefits 
under title II of the Social Security Act and 
who has, at the time he becomes so entitled 
attained age 65, or will attain such age with~ 
in one year thereafter. 

" (e) The Railroad Retirement Board shall 
furnish to the Secretary such information 
as it may possess and which may be neces
sary or useful to enable the Secretary to 
carry out the provisions of subsection (a) 
(2). Such Board also shall furnish to each 
individual who becomes entitled to an an
nuity or pension under the Railroad Retire
ment Act of 1937 after June 1966 and who 
at the time he becomes so entitled, has at~ 
tained age 65 (or will attain such age within 
one year thereafter) a personal notice con
taining the information and data prescribed 
in subsection (b)." 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, this is 
not a substantive amendment. It would 
merely direct the Secretary of HEW to 
take all practical measures to notify 
those who will be scheduled beneficiaries 
under the program of changes in the pro
gram. 

I know that there are many offices of 
information under the Social Security 
Administration which will undertake this 
task. There are some 600 divisions or 
sections in that office. We all know that 
with the vast changes in the program, it 
will be a necessary task to advise the 
present beneficiaries and the scheduled 
beneficiaries of the changes in the act 
which will apply to them. 

I am sure that the Social Security of
fices will undertake to do this, but this 
would give them congressional direction 
to make special efforts to disseminate the 
information. 

! "believe that all of us have known in 
receiving correspondence from our c~n
sti~ue_nts, that there are many bene
fiCianes of the social security system 
who do not understand or who have not 
been informed as to the changes which 
will affect them. 

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

Mr. COOPER. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I believe that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky is a constructive amendment 
but I should like to ask him whether h~ 
would modify the amendment to require 
a notice to be sent to all taxpayers not 
only recipients of social security, ~s to 
how much is being withheld from their 
paychecks, and why. Many people will 
find a reduction in their paychecks as a 
result of the payroll tax increase and I 
believe that they should be apprlsed of 
that so that they will know what has 
happened. 

I believe that if the Senator would do 
this, it would improve his amendment 
and would give a complete picture of · 
what has taken place as a result of con
gressional action. 

Mr. COOPER. I am sure that that in
formation will come to them very quick
ly. They are bound to know that 
promptly. 

I am certain that the "beneficiaries will 
quickly learn about this program and 
how it will affect them. 

Mr. MILLER. The only thing the tax
payer will see will be the reduction in 
his paycheck, and he will wonder why. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I am informed that 

the W-2 form, and other forms, con
tain a provision now which shows where 
and for what purpose the money has 
been deducted, when they pay their tax. 

Mr. MILLER. The W-2 form shows 
the amount of Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act contribution, but they get 
that at the end of the year. What the 
Senator from Kentucky is trying to do 
is to let people know at an early date 
exactly what they can expect to receive 
under the bill. The American people 
should know what they are paying for. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not have the 
amendment available at this moment, 
but ·I shall be glad to incorporate it. 

Mr. MILLER. I can incorporate it 
quickly. 

Mr. SMATHERS. We are prepared 
to accept the amendment of the able 
Senator from Kentucky, if it is not 
further complicated, because obviously 
what the amendment would provide is 
what the Secretary of HEW would do 
anyway; namely, to notify the people 
who are the beneficiaries of the social 
security program, or who may be quali
fied under other programs, as to what 
the law now is and what they can expect. 
Therefore, I believe it is a worthwhile 
amendment. 

Let me say to the Senator from Iowa 
that page 138 of the bill, line 12, section 
107. states as follows: 

SEc. 107. Section 6051(c) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to additional 

requirements) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new sentence· 
"The statements required under this sectio~ 
shall also show the ·proportion of the total 
amount withheld as tax under section 3101 
which is for financing the cost of hospital 
insurance benefits under part A of title 
~VIII of the Social Security Act." 

Thus, it is in the bill. 
Mr. Mil.JLER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. When is this infor

mation to be furnished the employee? 
Mr. SMATHERS. On the W-2 form. 
Mr. MILLER. But that comes at the 

end of . the year. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I presume that it 

does come at the end of the year. 
Mr. MILLER. Would it not be better 

to let them have the information as soon 
as possible? I am not proposing that 
they be told every time they receive their 
P_aycheck. I am suggesting that at the 
time the program goes into effect when 
th~ir paycJ:leck is first reduced, they re
~eive a notice as to why, instead of mak
mg them wait until the end of the year 
to find out. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I share the senti
ments expressed by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CooPER] that they are 
going to find this out very quickly. I 
would hope that the Senator from Iowa 
would not pursue his amendment to the 
amendment, because we are prepared to 
take the amendment of the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President I yield 
back the remainder of my time.' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kentucky 
(No. 326). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 87 
at line 1, strike all following the paren
thesis through line 4, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: "licensed pursu
ant to State law or !l.pproved by an agen
cy of any State responsible for licensing 
institutions primarily engaged in pro
viding to inpatients <A> skilled nursing 
care and related services, or (B) rehabil
itation services for the rehabilitation of 
injured, disabled, or sick persons, as 
meeting the standards established for 
such licensing, or which-". 

On page 88, beginning at line 9, strike 
all through line 15. 

Renumber "00)" as" <9) ". 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I have 

been much concerned lest there be a 
discrepancy in that portion of the medi
cal care title of the bill which relates to 
nursing homes qualified to participate. 

I think it is only fair to say that the 
effect of the language beginning on page 
86 of H.R. 6675 is to give a monopoly to 
large hospital-oriented nursing homes 
without regard to the very fine services 
furnished by others not big enough to 
meet the requirements of this bill. 



16134 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 9, 1965 

In order for a nursing home to be 
eligible under this bill, it would have to 
have agreements with one or more hos
pitals for the transfer of patients. It 
would have to have in effect a utilization 
review plan which would closely tie its 
services to the hospitals. It would have 
to employ the services of numerous pro
fessionals over the larger part of the 
day. In other words, Mr. President, this 
bill requires the nursing homes to be 
large operations intimately tied to hos
pitals in their areas. 

In many States it will be found that 
few of these nursing homes can qualify. 
For example, in the State of Vermont 
there are only two or three that could 
qualify under the provisions of this bill. 
In total they represent 155 beds. The 
other 189 nursing homes in all probabil
ity could not qualify, although they pro
vide excellent nursing home care. So, 
of the some 45,000 people over age 65 in 
Vermont who may need nursing home 
care, only 155 beds may qualify for pay
ment coverage if this bill is adopted as 
written. 

My amendment would automatically 
qualify any nursing home licensed by a 
State to operate as a nursing home. 
'Vho is the better judge of whether a 
nursing home meets adequate and rea
sonable standards of safety and care? 
Clearly, the State agency which has the 
responsibility for overseeing the opera
tions of the home. If we impose the 
very rigid standards of this bill, only 3 
of 192 nursing homes in the entire State 
of Vermont would apparently be eligible 
for payments administered under this 
bill, and, undoubtedly, a similar situa
tion would exist in many States. 

Under my plan, the fact that a State 
has licensed any one of these nursirig 
homes is prima facie evidence that the 
home is adequate to the needs of the 
patients. My amendment preserves the 
qualifications otherwise imposed by the 
Federal Government for those homes in 
States having no licensing laws. 

We may be faced with the problem of 
building huge nursing homes or making 
it necessary for people to remain in 
hospitals much longer than otherwise 
would be necessary, or to transfer them 
long distances to hospitals and nursing 
homes in the large metropolitan areas. 

This is something that we should con
sider seriOIUSlY. I know that in the case 
of my State-and I certainly believe it is 
true in many other States also--the 
facilities are not available if the stand
ards provided in the bill are adhered to. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, I have 
been waiting patiently for the distin
guished Senator from Vermont to raise 
this point. I am looking forward with 
anticipation, and shall listen most care
fully, to the statement that will un
doubtedly be made by the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut. 

This is a point which concerns me 
deeply in regard to my own State of New 
Hampshire. While I was a member of 
the Special Committee on the Aging, I 
discovered-it was only about 4 or 5 

years ago--that not one nursing home in 
my State was qualified under the criteria 
which apparently prevail in the bill. 

I also discovered-that situation may 
not be entirely true-this afternoon, 
when I spoke with the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, that, 
so far as they knew, no nursing home at 
this time in the State of New Hampshire 
is qualified. 

Furthermore, I discovered that a hos
pital would absolutely, and did absolute~ 
ly, refuse to take any responsibility for 
nursing homes or clinics or medical cen
ters that are located 1 foot away from 
the site of the hospital, because of the 
responsibility involved and the possi
bility of damage suits resulting from 
malpractice or some other occurrence 
that may take place in a nursing home 
or in a medical center or in a clinic not 
under the direct control of the hospital. 

Unless there is some very strong ex
planation or reassurance, I hope the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont will prevail. Otherwise, there 
would be nothing in my State, for ex~ 
ample, to furnish nursing home care for 
these elderly people. 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, I have 
had an extended discussion with the 
Senator from Vermont. I can well 
understand his concern and the concern 
of the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire. If we look at the sections 
of the bill that the Senator was looking 
a.t, there is reason for concern, because of 
the partially settled nature surrounding 
many small towns, and the far distances 
that they are from organized hospitals. 

However, if the Senator from Vermont 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
will turn to page 92 of the bill, they will 
find another provision in which the 
Committee on Finance took into account 
the problem with which they are con
cerned. At page 9·2, beginning at line 4, 
there appears this language: 

Any extended care facility which does not 
have such an agreement in effect, but which 
is found by a State agency (of the State in 
which such facility is situated) with which 
an agreement under section 1864 is in effect 
(or, in the case of a State in which no such 
agency has an agreement under section 1864, 
by the Secretary) to have attempted in good 
faith to enter into such an agreement with 
a hospital sufficiently close to the facility to 
make feasible the transfer between them of 
patients and the information referred to in 
paragraph (2), shall be considered to have 
such an agreement in effect if and for so 
long as such agency (or the Secretary, as 
the case may be) finds that to do so is in 
the public interest and essential to assuring 
extended care services for persons in the 
community who are eligible for payments 
with respect to such services under this title. 

Considering the State of Vermont and 
the State of New Hampshire, with which 
I am well acquainted, very few hospitals 
are located in the major cities. How
ever, there are many small communities 
and small towns which are perhaps 25 
or 30 miles distant from a hospital. Yet 
these small towns have nursing homes. 
Under those circumstances, the hospital 
could enter into an agreement with a 
nursing home, even though it is not adja
cent or close by. 

Let us say that a hospital refuses to 
do so, because it is inconvenient to have 

supervisors travel 30 or 40 miles to small 
towns where the nursing home is located, 
if the State of Vermont or the State of 
New Hampshire, or a health department 
or a department of hospitals, or a public 
agency has supervisory facilities or it has 
licensed these homes, they could certify 
to the Secretary that this is a proper 
nursing home and that the nursing home 
should be the kind of facility that would 
be eligible to take patients under the pro
visions of the act. 

If a State does not have an agency 
which supervises or licenses nursing 
homes, under those circumstances the 
Secretary of HEW would have the right 
to send into that State his own employees 
to certify that a nursing home was 
proper to provide extended care. 

I understand the concern of the Sen
ator from Vermont. I believe that with
out the amendment, in a colloquy on the 
floor of the Senate we can straighten out 
many of the questions that are in the 
mind of the Senator from Vermont, and 
for the RECORD we can establish a pro
cedure under which the nursing homes 
and the people in sparsely connected 
communities would have the protection 
and coverage that they should have un
der the bill. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit me. to ask a question? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am pleased to have 
the Senator do so. 

Mr. PROUTY. I wonder if the Sena
tor could tell me if the word "commu
nity" on line 17, page 92, means the 
patient's community? 

Mr. RmiCOFF. Will the Senator 
please repeat the question? 

Mr. PROUTY. Does the word ''com
munity" as found on line 17, page 92, 
mean the patient's community? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would assume that, 
without question, we are talking about 
the patient's community. It is not the 
intention, in formulating and writing 
the bill, to require patients to travel far 
from their homes. 

Of course, in a situation in which a 
patient in a community might need hos
pital care that is not an emergency, nat
urally he would go near where the hos
pital was located. We talk about nurs
ing homes, home care, or the services of 
a doctor. What I have in mind, and 
what the committee has in mind, is a 
community in which the patient resides 
or lives, or the nearest community to his 
home. 

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, before 
the Senator from New Hampshire en
gages in a colloquy with the Senator from 
Connecticut, I should like to say that I 
hope this point will be made very clear 
in the conference report. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I shall not be a con
feree, but I hope that the conferees will 
so indicate. I have had a long and close 
contact with the bill, both as Secretary 
and as a member of the Committee on 
Finance. It was always our intention
because we recognized that many pa
tients come from rural communities in 
which there is no hospital-that in these 
cases where perhaps a hospital did not 
want to be bothered with a nursing home 



July 9, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 16135 
30 or 40 miles away the State could step 
in with its own inspection and licensing 
agency, and in the absence of a licensing 
agency the Secretary would then certi
fy the nursing home. 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. In order to establish 
as well as we can and as briefly as we 
can the legislative history, which might 
be very important to the States which 
we represent, I should like to inquire of 
the distinguished Senator from Connec
ticut, who has had so much to do with 
guiding the bill, who has performed such 
constructive work in connection with it, 
and who has a background as former 
Secretary of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, his understand
ing of the meaning of the lines on page 
92. I refer particularly to the words 
"hospital sufilciently close to the facility 
to make feasible the transfer between 
them of patients and the information." 
I ask the Senator if in his opinion that 
would mean a licensed nursing home in 
a town 25, 30, or perhaps even 40 miles 
away from the nearest hospital, where 
there is not a resident physician, but 
which would meet the criteria that the 
Senator anticipates would be laid down 
in case the hospital would not assume the 
responsibility. 

Mr. RIDICOFF. It is my understand
ing and interpretation that when we talk 
about a resident physician, it is a physi
cian who is available in accordance with 
the facts and the customs of the com
munity. Naturally, in rural areas there 
might be a small hamlet without a doctor. 
It would be absolute nonsense and would 
be completely frustrating to the purposes 
of the act to say that under those cir
cumstances there must be a doctor -resi
dent in the small hamlet. If it is the 
custom of that community to use a doc
tor in the region, be he 10, 15, or 25 miles 
away, but if that is the doctor who nor
mally services the people of that com
munity, I would say that it would satisfy 
the requirements of the act if the doctor 
were available on call in c·ase of emer
gency to a nursing home, just as he would 
be on call to a person who might become 
suddenly ill in that community. 

Mr. COTTON. Through the courtesy 
of the distinguished Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. HILL], and other Senators, 
including the Senator from Connecticut, 
we hope to have in my State a program 
to help us get resident doctors. The bill 
that I introduce was passed by the Sen
ate, but it has not yet passed the other 
body. 

There are communities in which a per
son who is ill must be taken 25 or 30 miles 
to the nearest hospital for real medical 
attention. In my opinion, however, those 
places have some very good nursing 
homes. It is not a question of conven
ience. The hospitals are extremely re
luctant to assume responsibility, due to 
distance, by entering into agreements 
with them or in any way assuming the 
responsibility for what is done. How
ever, the nursing homes are carefully in
spected by the State. 

I shall not take any more time, but is it 
the assurance of the distinguished Sena
tor from Connecticut that it is his under-

standing of the wording on page 92 of 
the bill that, in the absence of an agree
ment with a hospital, such nursing homes 
will be taken care of by proper criteria 
laid down by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Without a question 
of a doubt-and I would be shocked if the 
Secretary refused to certify the particu
lar type of facility which the Senator has 
described. Should such an event take 
place, and the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON] or the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
PROUTY] called it to the attention of the 
Finance Committee and to my personal 
attention, I would be the first to come to 
the floor of the Senate and to the Fi
nance Committee to make sure that that 
situation was remedied. But there is no 
question in my mind that we are all 
aware of the fact that in many rural 
communities throughout the Nation 
there is a dearth of doctors. We recog
nize that many communities are com
pletely without a doctor. Certainly peo
ple in rural communities are covered by 
the bill as people in large urban areas are 
covered by the bill. We intend that 
everyone, no matter where he is living 
in the United States, should get the full 
benefit of the act. My understanding of 
the bill is that the communities indicated 
by the Senator from New Hampshire and 
the Senator from Vermont would defi
nitely be protected and the people would 
be entitled to such benefits. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the distin
guished Senator. I am somewhat re
assured. 

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I still 
have the floor. I yield myself 5 addi
tional minutes. 

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

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 3 minutes? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado 3 minutes. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I should like to have 
the attention of the distinguished Sen
ator from Connecticut. I am not en
tirely satisfied with the answers he is 
giving to my friend, the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire. In the 
West there are areas in which we could 
geographically place some of the States 
of the East, as the Senator knows, in a 
few counties. In that respect, there
fore, the 'problem of distance becomes 
very acute and very great. 

The question I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator is as follows: The 
Senator quoted from page 92, line 4, and 
there is reference to page 108, section 
1864. 

What I should like to have is the 
assurance that the provision will apply 
to. any nursing home, to use the common 
term, which is certified by a State 
agency. In Colorado we have a very fine 
certification law, a licensing law, for 
nursing homes. What I wish to be as
sured of is whether they have a doctor 
in actual attendance or whether they are 
operating in conjunction with a hospital, 
those nursing homes will be recognized. 

They are up to high standards. I have 
inspected a great number of them. I do 
not wish to be caught on a technicality 
that someone has not complied with the 
law, or that the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare has decided that 
this is not so. If we are going to pass 
the bill, I wish to be sure that those peo
ple are provided for. 

Will the Senator assure me that the 
occupants of a nursing home in a State 
which has certified a nursing home and 
has licensed it will be treated like the 
occupants of any other nursing home 
anywhere else in the country? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would have to say 
in all candor that not every nursing home 
licensed by a State would be covered; 
there is no question about that. A State, 
for example, may have low standards. 
Certainly it is not the intention to allow 
elderly persons who need nursing home 
care to be placed in firetraps. Many hor
rible tragedies have occurred in nursing 
homes throughout the United States. 

Mr. ALLOTT. One occurred in the 
District of Columbia 2 or 3 years ago, 
and nothing has been done to correct 
such conditions. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. They have occurred 
all over the United States. Therefore, it 
is our intention to maintain a high de
gree of quality and service. That is why 
we have a provision, as a general propo
sition, to have an association in connec
tion with a hospital. 

But there is a situation, as stated by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY] 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. CoTTON]. The provision on page 92, 
which I am speaking about, was placed 
in the bill by a Member of the House who 
comes from a district which has a situa
tion similar to the one discussed by the 
Senator from Vermont and the Senator 
from New Hampshire. He is Representa
tive ULLMAN, of Oregon. His district in
cludes small communities, widely scat
tered, far away from hospitals. 

If a State has low standards, I do not 
believe anyone would contend that el
derly persons should be placed in fire
traps. The question raised by the Sen
ator from Vermont and the Senator 
from New Hampshire relates not mere
ly to providing for a State-licensed fa
cility; rather, the question is, what shall 
be done in a situation in which a hos
pital .is so far away from a nursing home 
that it is unwilling to assume responsi
bility? So we have inclwjed language on 
page 92. to make an exception in such 
cases, to make certain that merely be
cause a hospital does not wish to as
sume responsibility, the people of the 
district affected will not be closed out. 
However, I would not contend that nurs
ing home facilities should be provided if 
a State is lax or if standards are so low 
that people would be placed in a firetrap. 
I think we are talking about two dif-
ferent problems, entirely. · 

Mr. ALLOTT. No; we are not 
talking about two different problems en
tirely. The Senator from Connecticut 
has used an extreme approach, a "scare" 
approach, and that is not necessary. No 
nursing home in Colorado is a firetrap. 

Section 1864 provides no standards by 
which a determination could be made 
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as to whether a nursing home is ade
quate; and that section refers to sec
tion 1861. I do not find whether it does. 
I am trying to ascertain whether the 
States are subject completely to the whim 
of the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare as to whether the nursing 
homes in the States will qualify. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I should say, first, 
that I have not implied that anything is 
wrong with any nursing home in Colo
rado. I was speaking of a general prob-· 
lem. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I remind the distin
guished Senator from Connecticut that. 
3 years ago a disastrous fire occurred in 
a nursing home on Calvert Street, in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. We want to make 
certain that such a catastrophe will not 
happen again. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I do not want it to 
happen again. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. In making the legis
lative history, we are discussing not only 
Colorado, Vermont, and New Hampshire, 
but are speaking about all 50 States and 
the Territories. 

If we turn to page 86 for a definition 
of extended care facilities, we find defini
tions to determine what an extended care 
facility is. That appears on page 86, 
beginning in line 24. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The question I am try
ing to have answered is, Who will make 
the determination? According to the 
Senator's answer, as I understand, under 
section 1864 or section 1861, and the 
provision on page 92, it ultimately comes 
to a determination by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. No. 
Mr. ALLOTT. The Secretary would 

determine ultimately the standards for 
each facility. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. No; that is not the 
case. I should say that the decision 
would be made, in the first instance, by 
the hospital in the community. The 
hospital 'in the community would enter 
into an agreement with the nursing 
home. If X hospital were located in Y 
town, the hospital would determine · 
which nursing homes, in the opinion of 
the staff and the management of the 
hospital, it believed were properly con
ducted nursing homes. The hospital 
would make the determination. 

However, a situation such as that de
scribed by the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont , and the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire might be 
encountered. There might be instances 
in which the hospital were so far away 
from the nursing home facility that the 
hospital would be unwilling to assume 
either supervision, inspection, or asso
ciation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
time yielded to the Senator from Colo
rado has expired. 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield 3 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. It is necessary to 
take into account the problem that 
would be raised if a hospital were not 
interested in certifying a nursing home. 
Under those circumstances, the State 
woul.d certify what is a proper nursing 
home, and would do so through its prop-

erly, duly constituted licensing author
ity. 

We provide, further, that if a State 
has no such agency-and there are some 
States in that position-the Secretary 
shall certify. The action of the Secre
tary would come into play only after the 
hospital refused or was not interested, 
or if a State did not have an agency. 
Then only would the Secretary act to 
fill the void. The Secretary would not 
take part in the initial decision. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is on the 
horns of a dilemma. In this instance, 
power is being delegated to an institu
tion, which may be wholly private, to 
determine whether a nursing home shall 
be qualified as a nursing home. On page 
108, beginning in line 22, the language 
reads: 

To the extent that the Sooretary finds 1t 
appropriate. 

The decision is left entirely in the 
hands of the Secretary, without any 
guidelines, without any criteria. Ac
cording to the Senator's argument, the 
determination is left in each instance 
to the local hospital. That does not 
happen to be true in my own hometown, 
but suppose there were a hospital in 
which there were antagonistic groups. 
Suppose the hospital authorities said, 
"We do not like that fellow; we wi11 not 
certify that home." It seems to me that 
if anything is to be done, it ought to be 
up to the State agency to establish the 
criteria and determine whether nursing 
homes in the State qualify. 

I believe tha;t nursing homes should 
come under the program, just as much 
as any other institution; but I cannot be
lieve that it should be left to a private 
hospital or a private physician to deter
mine whether particular institutions 
qualify as nursing homes. , 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am not on the 
horns of a dilemma at all. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I am inclined to think 
that the Senator is. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. No; I am trying to 
make some legislative history, so as to 
clarify questions raised by two distin
guished Senators who are vitally con
cerned with problems that a.re peculiar 
to their States and to other rural States 
that have different problems in highly 
urbanized communities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Colo-
rado has expired. · 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield 2 more minutes 
to the Sena.tor from Colorado. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. We have tried as 
much as possible to place responsibility 
away from the Government, whether it 
be State or Federal. I have great re
spect for most of the hospitals in the 
United States. Hospitals are accredited 
by the American Hospital Association. 
In my opinion, and based upon my ex
perience, the American Hospital Associ
ation is one of the most responsible, ded
icated organizations in the country. The 
American Hospital Association has high 
standards; and we want high-standard 
hospitals and high-standard nursing 
homes. 

So to make certain that we will not 
create a large juggernaut under the State 
and Federal Governments, we have 

placed the responsibility on hospitals. 
which are almost without exception 
charitable, civic, or nonprofit organiza
tions. We are saying to them, in effect. 
"We will let you decide the proper stand
ards for nursing homes." 

We recognize that a situation might 
arise, and could arise, in which there 
might be prejudice on the part of a hos
pital; when a hospital would not want 
to assume the burdens, because of dis
tances. We do not want to deprive a 
large nwnber of persons of services to 
which they are entitled. So we provide 
that if a hospital refuses to enter into 
such an agreement, under such circum
stances the State agency may say "An 
exception can be made"; and under 
those circumstances we say that it is the 
proper agency. 

Then the Secretary could come in as 
a last resort, if we had a State agency, 
and notify the hospital. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Since the time has 
been allotted to me, I must ask the Sena
tor from Connecticut to permit me to 
conclude my remarks. 

It seems to me that in this instance 
the Government has delegated its power 
of choice to a group of independent peo
ple, and that we have avoided the Gov
ernment process. If we want to place 
this matter in the hands of the State, 
which represents the people, I believe 
that we should do so. However, I be
lieve that my friend is on the horns of a 
dilemma. I do not believe that we can 
conscientiously say that these homes 
should be designated by an individual 
hospital in an individual town. 

Perhaps the Senator does not under
stand the problems which exist in Ver
mont, New Hampshire, Montana, Utah, 
Wyoming, California, and other States of 
the country which have a real problem. 

We owe a great debt to the distin
guished Senator from Vermont for rais
ing the question. I sincerely hope that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont will be agreed to. It is a wholly 
sensible amendment. It is entirely in 
compliance with the spirit of the law. It 
makes more sense than the manner in 
which the subject has been covered in 
the law as written. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes from my own time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has control of 
the time. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 10 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield for a 
question? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, am I 

to understand that the amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont would give 
prima facie standing to a State license 
when that license has been issued to a 
nursing home? 

Mr. PROUTY. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. There is nothing 

conclusive about it. If some bad situa
tion were to develop, in the judgment of 
the Government agencies, to make it 
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.appear that there was a bad administra
tion of a program, they could of course 
disqualify a particular nursing home. 

Mr. PROUTY. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thoroughly support the amendment. I 
believe that the action of the State 
agency should have prima facie standing. 
I am glad that the Senator from Vermont 
proposes to give the State agency action 
no more than prima facie standing. 
That should give complete assurance to 
the Federal agency that if something is 
wrong, they have every right and duty 
to bring that point up and disqualify the 
particular nursing home. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont or the Senator 
from Florida yield 3 minutes to me? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to ·the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr: President, I have 
always admired the forthrightness and 
the ability to hit at the core of any prob
lem of my distinguished friend the Sen
ator from Colorado. I believe that this 
is a good amendment. I should like to 
see the amendment agreed to. However, 
with all due deference to the Senator 
from Colorado, I feel that I should ex
press my appreciation to the Senator 
from Connecticut and come to his 
defense. 

What the Senator from New 
Hampshire wanted to do was not to con
centrate the power in Washington. I am 
opposed to such concentration and I feel 
that way very deeply. 

I have a very great problem with this 
matter. My distinguished colleague, the 
junior Senator from New Hampshire, 
joins me. A situation exists in our State 
iri which hospitals, because of their fear 
of taking responsibility for the conduct 
of nursing homes which are located too 
far away for them to really keep their 
fingers on them, will not enter into these 
agreements. If they do not enter into 
such agreements, and if the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in 
Washington does not lay down the kind 
of criteria under which State-licensed 
and supervised nursing homes can func
tion in my State, it will cause a tremen
dous hardship on many of the people 
that we desire to reach by means of this 
legislation. They would suffer greatly 
from it. 

I wish to establish the legislative his
tory on the floor. I see present in the 
Chamber the Senator from Florida and 
the Senator from Kansas, who are mem
bers of the Committee on Finance. They 
are listening intently. I have received a 
definite assurance from the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut, for whom I 
have a very high regard-and I know his 
word is as good as any bond I could ever 
ask for-that it was the intent of the 
committee and his understanding of the 
wording of the bill, that, in situations 
such as I have described in New Hamp
shire, we can rely upon the Secretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare to see to it that the bill 
reaches its goal and that nursing homes, 
if they have been properly inspected, li
censed, and approved by the State, will 
be allowed to take care of old people. 

I thank the Senator. I do not want 
the assurance of the Senator to be under
mined with regard to my home State by 
any estrangement or controversy about 
the structure of the bill. 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the comments of the distin
guished Senator f:.:om New Hampshire. 

In answer to the Senator from Colo
rado, I have been in both the State of 
New Hampshire and the State O·f Ver
mont many, many times. My son went 
to school in Vermont. My children went 
to camp in New Hampshire. I have 
friends who live there. I have visited 
there many times. 

I have been in the State of Colorado at 
least 10 times in my lifetime. As a Gov
ernor, and going to Governor's confer
ences, I have spent much time with the 
other 49 Governors of the 50 States of 
the Union. I think that I understand the 
problem. 

As Secretary of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, I never 
felt that my outlook or point of view 
was that of a Connecticut man. I always 
felt that I had the responsibilities and 
problems of all people, whether they lived 
in urban centers of the Nation, or in the 
tiniest hamlet, in trying to work out the 
problem. 

I hope the time never comes when I 
look at a problem from the point of view 
of the welfare of my own State. I hope 
that I shall always recognize problems 
as they exist. 

What I have been trying to do in the 
colloquy with the Senator is to attempt 
to establish beyond a doubt that their 
fears were groundless. I have also at
tempted to nail down in the legislative 
history we are making today that it is 
the intention of the Senate and of the 
Committee on Finance definitely to take 
care of the specific problem raised by the 
distinguished Senators from the States 
of Vermont and New Hampshire. 

They are zealously taking care of their 
own people. They have my assurance 
and the assurance of the Committee on 
Finance and of the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle that the bill is designed 
to definitely take care of the problems 
raised. 

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for an additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
agency can check on the people in the 
nursing homes and the people who live 
in the vicinity and use the nursing 
homes. If they do not devise coordinated 
plans, the State agency can come into 
play. If the State agency does not come 
into play, the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare can enter into the 
problem. I know of no better way to 
give full assurance and a guarantee than 
through the legislative history and the 
bill. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Mr. 
President, who yields time? 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the legislative history has been 
made very clear. I am indebted to the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut 
for his elucidation. 

I should like to call his attention to 
one thing. I wonder if he could accept 
an amendment. 

I propose the following amendment: 
On page 92, lines 11 and 12, insert between 

. "hospital" and "sutllciently" the phrase 
"within the State or otherwise". 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
amendment is acceptable to me. 

Mr. PROUTY. That would mean that 
a small nursing home could negotiate a 
transfer agreement with a hospital in 
a State which is s~fficiently close, or 
which has such an agreement, if the 
home is in the public interest and es
sential to take care of the persons of 
the community. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I believe that I un
derstand what the Senator is driving at. 
There might be a community in a State 
that is close to the border of another 
State in which a hospital is located. As 
I recall, Lebanon, N.H., would serve a 
small community across the line of Ver
mont that would meet the certification of 
the State of New Hampshire. 

I think this does clarify it for areas 
near the Canadian border, in New 
Hampshire, Vermont, or Maine, where 
there may be an association with a hos- · 
pital across the border. I would be will
ing to accept the amendment by the 
Senator. -

Mr. SMATHERS. May I ask the Sen
ator from Vermont, if it is the disposi
tion of the present manager, with the ad
vice of the Senator from Connecticut, 
to accept this amendment, does it mean 
that the original amendment is with
drawn? 

Mr. PROUTY. That is correct. 
Mr. President, I withdraw the amend

ment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 

amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont is withdrawn, and the clerk will 
report the present amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed, on page 92, lines 11 and 12, to 
insert between the words "hospital" and 
"sufficiently" the phrase ''within the 
State or otherwise". 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, we 
will accept the amendment. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. PROUTY. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

on the amendment has been yielded back. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. PROUTY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 

there further amendments? 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Finance Committee, I send 
to the desk certain amendments. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
reading of the amendments be dispensed 
with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments offered by Mr. 
SMATHERS are as follows: 

On page 304, line 6, strike out " 6.7" and 
Insert "6.8". 

On page 306, line 20, strike out "4.45" and 
insert "4.50". 

On page 306, line 22, strike out "4.9" and 
insert "4.95". 

On page 308, line 16, strike out "4.45" and 
insert "4.50". 

On page 308, line 18, strike out "4.9" and 
insert "4.95". 

On page 232, line 25, strike out "0.70" and 
insert "0.76". · 

On page 233, line 5, strike out "0.525" and 
insert "0.57". 

On page 305, line 9, strike out "0.60" and 
insert "0.65". 

On page 305, line 14, strike out "0.65" and 
insert "0.70". 

On page 305, line 18, strike out "0.75" and 
insert "0.80". 

On page 307, line 16, strike out "0.60" and 
insert "0.65". 

On page 307, line 19, strike out "0.65" and 
insert "0.70". 

On page 307, line 22, strike out "0.75" and 
insert " 0.80". 

On page 309, line 12, strike out "0.60" and 
insert "0.65". 

On page 309, line 15, strike out "0.65" and 
insert "0.70". 

On page 309, line 18, strike out "0.75" and 
insert "0.80". 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
amendments raise the level of tax so the 
trust funds will stay solvent. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have been 
looking at the brief summary of the bill 
as contained on page 2 of the report, 
under paragraphs (9) and 00), which 
read: 

(9) revising the tax schedule and the 
earnings base so as to fully finance the 
changes made; and 

( 10) making other miscellaneous improve
ments. 

Am I to understand from the acting 
manager of the bill that he does not in
tend by these amendments to put on new 
taxes, but simply to raise the existing 
taxes provided for in the bill sufficiently 
to cover the additions we have put in the 
bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes; to cover the 
amendments which we have adopted, 
which call for expenditures out of the 
trust funds. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And where the 
money comes out of the general reve
nues? 

Mr. SMATHERS. We shall have to 
appropriate those moneys at some later 
date. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Since I last asked 

questions of the Senator from Florida, 
the total expenditures under the bill 
were increased by $40 million through 
an amendment offered by the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKEL The total 
expenditures now provided are $7.527 
billion as compared to a recommended 
expenditure by the President of $4.33 
billion. Those expenditures are approxi-

mately $2.8 billion beyond what the 
President recommended. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is about cor
rect. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The amendment 
which has been offered by the Senator 
from Florida contemplates giving au
thority to the Congress to establish ways 
and means of financing the deficit of $2.8 
billion. Is that correct? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is 
about correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back their time? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I under
stand we are anxious ·to get on with the 
business of the Senate and have the 
House cover the rates, but let us get 
some idea of what is involved. . 

As I understand the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida, the social se
curity tax rates are increased about one
tenth of 1 percent, in general. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect as to the combined employer-em
ployee rate. 

Mr. JAVITS. And the rates with re
spect to hospital insurance about 0.05 
percent. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes. 
Mr. JAVITS. So there is no really 

sensational increase involved, and the 
wage base remains the same. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes. 
Mr. JAVITS. We are not dealing with 

a sensational increase. 
Mr. SMATHERS. And it also revises 

the allocation to the disability fund. 
Otherwise the Senator is correct. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Instead of this being an 
expenditure that will go down the rat 
hole, we are increasing the income to 
make the program actuarially sound. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back their time on the pend
ing amendment? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield back my 
time. . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendments has been yielded 
back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments of the Senator from Florida. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 

there further amendments? 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk, and ask that 
it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Iowa will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 108, line 22 strike the words "To 

the extent" and all thereafter through the 
period in line 2 on page 109 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"An institution or agency which such a 
State (or local) agency certifies is a hos-

pital, extended care facility, or home health 
agency (as those ter~s are defined in section 
1861) shall be treated as such by the Secre
tary: Provided, That in t he event the Secre
tary determines that the hospital, fac111ty , 
or agency is so inadequate as to endanger 
the life or health of the people it serves, 
gives notice of such determination to the 
certifying State agency and provides an op
portunity for hearing thereon to the State 
agency." 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

The reason for this amendment was 
prompted by the colloquy between the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RrsrcoFF] 
and the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTT], relating to language on page 
108 of the bill, which leaves it entirely 
to the discretion of the Secretary as to 
whether or not one of these facilities 
certified by a State agency shall be so 
treated. 

My amendment provides that if the 
facility is certified by a State agency, it 
will be so recognized by the Secretary. 
However, if the Secretary determines 
such facility would endanger the life or 
health of the people served, then it must 
serve notice thereof to the State agency 
and give the State agency an opportunity 
for a hearing. The decision will be 
made, anyway, by the Secretary, but it 
will give the State agency an oppor
tunity for a hearing and an opportunity 
to clarify the matter. 

I hope the Senator from Florida will 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Con
necticut . 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I have 
not had a chance to study the amend
ment thoroughly, but I do not think the 
amendment is needed. It appears that 
we are trying to give the Secretary more 
power than he probably should have, 
and under the circumstances I think the 
amendment should not be adopted. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am 
afraid the real question in the colloquy 
which has ensued between the Senator 
from New Hampshire, the Senator from 
Vermont, and other Senators has been 
lost. There is a real question here as 
to whether or not the Senate is going 
to place the preliminary responsibility 
for the licensing of nursing homes with 
hospitals. There may be 100 different 
situations in a given community. I am 
not able to judge the situation in a large 
community, because I have never lived in 
a big city for any extended period of 
time, but I think I am fairly well able 
to judge the situation in small com
munities. There are at least 100 different 
instances when a conflict or block might 
come between a hospital and a particular 
nursing home. 

I hold in my hand a handful of tele
grams from nursing homes in Colorado, 
all of which are opposed to the bill in 
its present form. There are nursing 
homes in Colorado, and, I am sure, in 
many other States--! do not believe it 
applies to my State alone--where this 
proposal would form a block to the real 
care of persons in nursing homes. 
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We are indebted to the Senator from 

Iowa for his amendme:pt, because what 
it w;ould do would be to put it on a basis 
where it can be accelerated rapidly. It 
is left, then, to the State in the first re
spect, and then to the Secretary of 
HEW. 

If Senators would consider this 
amendment and take it to conference, 
they would find that the purposes of the 
bill as they have proclaimed them are 
actually being served by the amendment. 
Otherwise, I can tell the Senate right 
now that the effect of the bill will be 
that in many States, nursing homes 
which are of the highest quality are go
ing to have a rough time getting qualified 
under the bill. I would hope, and I ap
peal to the distinguished Senator from 
Florida again, that he will consider the 
amendment agreeably and take it to con
ference, because this is an amendment 
which will avoid a great deal of hard
ship on a great many old people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the telegrams to which I 
have referred printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

DENVER, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

Senator GORDON ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

As is the H.R. 6675 will be a catastrophe 
for our aged in long-term facilities. Our 
association of 125 members urges you to sup
port the Harris amendment. 

F. H. HARRISON, 
Executive Director, 

Colorado Associated Nursing Homes, 
Inc. 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

GORDON ALLOTT, 
Senate Floor, 
Washington, D.C.: 

H.R. 6675 absolutely unfair to infirmed and 
long-term care facilities as is. I urge adop
tion of Harris amendment. 

GoE DASSENKO, . 
Pr esident, Western Slope Association 

of Nursing Homes. 

FORT COLLINS, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

GORDON ALLO'IT, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Strongly urge you to support Harris 
amendment 6675 to prevent wholesale dis
crimination of treatment to our elderly and 
nursing homes. 

HARRY ASMUS, 
President, Colorado Association of 

Nursing Homes. 

GORDON ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

PUEBLO, COLO., 
July 8, 1965. 

H.R. 6675 as will appear on the floor will 
not do the job for the thousands of chron
ically ill elder citizens of our country. May 
I urge you, at the very least, to vote for the 
Harris amendment. Even 60 days is ha:r;dly 
realistic for nursing home care. Elder citi
zens receive better, cheaper care in modern 
nursing homes than in acutely oriented hos
pitals. Licensed accredited nursing homes 
are doing by far the best job in care for the 
elderly. Please check the records. 

RoBERT C. SMITH, 
Administrator Oharmar Nursing Center. 

BouLDER, CoLo., 
July 8, 1965. 

Hon. GORDON ALLOTT, 
Senate Floor, 
Washington, D.C.: 

H.R. 6675 as is is totally wrong for the 
elderly patient, the long-term care facility 
and the taxpayer. Too much emphasis on 
high cost care. Recommend adoption of the 
HaiTis amendment. 

DONALD J. KING, 
First Vice President, 

Colorado Associated Nursing Homes. 

CoLORADO SPRINGS, CoLo., 
July 9, 1965. 

Senator ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

As is H.R. 6675 will defeat all intent and 
purpose for long-term care of the aged. Sup
port Harris amendment. 

FRED JONES, 
Prospect Lake Nursing Home. 

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

Senator ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

H.R. 6675 needs many revisions in order to 
. provide adequate long-term care for the aged. 
Strongly recommend the Harris amendment 
if passage inevitable. 

OLGA M. PRATT, 
Norton Nursing Home. 

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

Senator ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

As is H.R. 6675 will defeat all intents and 
purposes for long-term care of the aged. 
Support Harris amendment. 

JOHN W. HURD. 

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

Senator ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

H.R. 6675 needs many revisions in order to 
provide adequate long-term care for the aged 
strongly recommend the Harris amendment 
if passage inevitable. 

GEORGE CAVANAUGH, 
Care More Nursing Home. 

Hon. GORDON ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

DENVER, COLO., 
July 9, 1965. 

Strongly urge you to support Harris 
amendment to H.R. 6675 to prevent discrim
inatory treatment of nursing home and the 
elderly. 

MARGIE and VIRGIL DAVIS, 
Davis Nursing Home. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Iowa yield to me for a 
question? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREWSTER in the chair). The Senator 
from Iowa is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Most Senators have 
had an opportunity to study the lan
guage which the able Senator from Iowa 
has used in offering his amendment. 
But is it the intent of the amendment 
that in the event of a dispute between 
the Secretary of HEW and a given nurs
ing home in a given State, that the Sen
ator's amendment would supply a hear-

ing on the matter, subsequent to the 
development of that dispute, and pre
sumably an adverse ruling? Is that the 
intent with which he offers the lan
guage? 

Mr. MILLER. That is the intent. If 
I may amplify that, the intent is to tie 
in with what the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] earlier joined in with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY], 
whether there is a prima facie case in 
favor of State certification. And there 
is. 

If the Secretary of HEW determines 
that, on the basis of an investigation, 
the facility will endanger the life and 
health of those whom the nursing home 
is serving, he sends a notice to the State 
agency and the State agency is granted 
the opportunity for a hearing. However, 
the power of decision will still rest with 
the Secretary of HEW. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my friend the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Let me say to my friends on the other 
side of the aisle that I am going to ask 
them if they will accept this amendment 
and take it to conference . 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, with 
that gilt-edged endorsement from the 
Senator from California, and the good 
intentions of Senators on the other side 
of the aisle, even though we cannot make 
heads or tails out of the amendment, we 
will accept it. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I wish 

to vote for the bill and I do so on the 
basis of the statement made by the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield, so that I 
may send to the desk a totally complete 
technical amendment--

Mr. MANSFIELD. With the proviso 
that the Senator from Ohio does not 
lose his right to the floor. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Of course. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 

that the amendment be stated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 20, line 3, strike out "(b), (c)," 

and insert in lieu thereof "(b) ". 
On page 22, line 6, strike out "12lst" and 

insert in lieu thereof "lOlst". 
On page 386, strike out lines 1 through 4. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, this 
amendment merely changes 121st to 
lOlst. It is a mistake. It is a technical 
amendment only. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment 'of the Senator from Florida. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

If ·there be no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en
grossment of the amendments and the 
third reading of the bill. 

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

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, how much time have I remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana has 13 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I require only 2 min
utes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

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

Mr .. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I have obtained unanimous consent 
that Senators may make speeches con
cerning the pending bill expressing their 
views -and they will all appear prior to 
the vote. They can do that after we have 
voted on the bill, which is being done for 
the convenience of Senators who wish to 
leave for their many engagements. 

Now if the Senator from Ohio wishes 
3 minutes, I am glad to yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Ohio. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I will 
vote for the bill as it is now pending be
fore the Senate on the basis of the state
ment made by the majority leader, as 
follows: 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is it not 
true that this matter would go to confer
ence and the final figures would be deter
mined by the conferees of the House and the 
Senate? The final figures might well be be
low what is finally approved in the Senate 
today. 

I do not know what the conferees will 
do, but it is my hope that they will try 
to keep the figures within those recom
mended by the President and adding 
thereto the cost of title II which is $600 
million. · 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. BASS. I join the Senator in say

ing that I hope that when the bill goes 
to conference the actuarial part of the 
pill will be scrutinized with a great deal 
of care, because if there is one thing that 
is most important in the social seeurity 
system, and in this part of the medicare 
program, it is that we keep it actuarially 
sound. 

Therefore, I commend the Senator 
from Ohio for his statement, and to 
thank him for his remarks. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Ohio yield? 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. we· will find in con

ference that we cannot go below the $6 
billion, because that is in the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex
pired. Who yields time? 

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

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Let me point out a 
matter which has not been mentioned 
by the Senators in charge of the bill, 
that the President's recommendation 
involved an expenditure of $4,733 mil
lion. There should be added to that 
$600 million which the President ap
proved as a part of the expenditure rec
ommended by the House for the financ- · 
ing of items involved in .title II. 

The President's recommendation is for 
an expenditure of $5,333 million. The 
Senate has adopted a program involving 
an expenditure of $7.5 billion-$2 billion 
more than the President recommended. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield me 30 sec
onds? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-. 
dent, I yield 1 minute · to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator in charge -of the 
bill a question. · 

Under the definition of Extended Care 
Facility-section 1861(f) (6) page 87-
states: 

(6) provides 24-hour nursing service which 
is sufficient to meet nursing needs in ac
·oordance with the policies developed as 
provided in paragraph (2), and has at least 
one registered professional nurse employed 
full time. 

I assume that this means that an "ex
tended care facility" or skilled nursing 
home-must have one full-time regis
tered professional nurse-that is a regis
tered professional nurse on actual duty 
8 hours a day-7 days a week and that the 
rest of the time that a registered profes
sional nurse is available or on call; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. There are certain provisions 
of this section which require 24-hour 
nursing home care, and the other is a 
requirement for the employment of reg
istered nurses; but there is no require
ment for a 24-hour nurse's service by 
a registered nurse. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana. 
SENATOR RANDOLPH STRESSES VITAL IMPOR

TANCE OF PASSAGE OF HOSPITAL INSURANCE 
PLAN UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY ACT-ADDI

TIONAL BENEFITS ARE INCLUDED FOR OLDER 
CITIZENS 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, in 
this forum on August 15, 1960, I ob
served that the Senate was on the eve 
of considering legislation to meet the 
health needs of the aged and of working 
toward a so.lution of the problem which, 
for hundreds of thousands of Americans, 
is a vital concern. I identified that prob
lem as the one of meeting the cost of 
medical and institutional care "when 

disability is at its highest point and in
come is at its lowest for many citizens.'~ 

It was my responsibility to have said 
then, and I emphasize now, that we can 
strike back at medieval concepts of char
ity-and can wield a major blow in be
half of a fuller life of honor, dignity, and 
physical and mental independence in 
the retirement years. 

The RECORD reflects that I · called at
tention on that occasion to the fact that 
it was my prior responsibility, as a Mem
ber of the House of Representatives, to 
have advocated and supported the orig
inal legislation which brought the so
cial security system into being. I said: 

Mr. President, it seems to me that it would 
be most fitting for us to pass a measure pro
viding a program of medical care for the 
aged during August 1960, the month of the 
25th anniversary of the 1935 Social Security 
Act. 

We failed, however, to include health 
care for the aged in our 1960 social secu
rity enactments. Approximately a · year 
later, on August 2, 1961, I testified be
fore the House Ways and Means Com
mittee. My views were in support of the 
legislation before the House committee 
to expand the social security program to 
provide medical care for the aged on a 
prepaid insurance basis in addition to the 
medical assistance for the needy provi
sions of Public Law 86-778--Kerr-Mills. 

For several complicating reasons, the 
so-called medicare program was not 
added to the social security structure, 
although we made significant progress 
by including a health care amendment in 
the Senate in the 1964 social security 
legislation, only to lose the whole bill. 

I have recorded my third vote in sup
port of medicare. It is with a feeling of 
very real satisfaction that I am resolute 
in my support of both the amendment in
cluding the health care program for our 
elderly citizens, and other significant 
amendments in these 1965 additions to 
the social security system. The greatest 
gratification derives from the fact that 
this year, for the first time, it seems cer
tain that a medicare amendment will not 
stymie a whole social security amend
ments measure. We are truly engaged 
in enacting a law, not in an exercise in 
gesture and futility. 

With health care for the aged provi
sions in the House-passed legislation, our 
action in this body in incorporating 

· those provisions, with Senate improve
ments, will make this a truly historic 
day. 

In anticipation of these significant de
velopments, I was requested by my friend 
the distinguished editor of the editorial 
page of the Huntington, W.Va., Adver
tiser, Wendell Reynolds, to prepare a 
guest editorial for that newspaper-to be 
published on this memorable date. I 
feel sure it will have a special niche in 
American history because it will be the 
technical if not the actual beginning of 
hospital care and limited medical service 
for our elderly citizens under the social 
security system. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, to have the material I submitted 
to that newspaper printed in the RECORD 
at t~s point in my remarks. 
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There being no objection, the material 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MEDICARE UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY-A GOAL 

NEARING FRUITION FOR ELDERLY 

In the U.S. Senate there likely will be 
passed, possibly before this day ends, an 
amended version of the House-passed and 
a.dministration-advoca.ted legislative measure 
providing insurance under the social security 
system for hospital care and some medical 
expenses for persons 65 years old or over. It 
includes the program popularly called medi
care, and your Senators earnestly support it. 
I am a cosponsor. 

Not to be overlooked is the fact that this 
legislation provides also for increasing social 
security benefits and expanding the Kerr
Mills program of medical assistance to in
digent aged persons. Further included in 
the measure are child health care and other 
Federal-State public assistance programs. 

When Senate debate was opened on the 
medicare blll, which is only one facet of the 
Social Security Amendments Act of 1965, it 
was almost 30 years to the day after the 
original 32-page social security law was be
fore the Senate. I was then a member of the 
House of Representatives and was one of the 
sponsors of that original measure, and of 
many improving amendments in intervening 
years. 

The social security system has grown from 
its moderate beginning to be a real citadel of 
our country's social and economic structure. 
When the legislation was reported in the in
itial 1935 action in Congress, it was con
templated that, by 1980, the benefit pay
ments would reach an annual level of ap
proximately $3Y:z billion. Projections based 
on provisions of the measure to be passed by 
the Senate within a matter of hours indicate 
that by 1967 the total social insurance dis
bursements will approach $25 billion. This 
compares with the $16 billion level of benefit 
dis~ursements reached in 1964. 

Thus, if the House-passed bill, as amended 
in the Senate, emerges from the total legis
lative process and goes to the White House 
for assured Presidential signature approxi
mately in the form anticipated, it will make 
for a total social security system approxi
mately four times as large as the initial pro
gram begun in 1935. 

There is justifiable reason for gratifica
tion that the legislation nearing fruition, 
after many years of complications experi
enced in the field of health care for senior 
citizens, has the potential for providing 
meaningful protection for older Americans 
against excessive costs of hospital care and 
some related medical services. In scope, this 
medicare program may not be all that the 
elderly persons deserve, but it will be a sig
nificant initial achievement in expanding 
social security coverage into the health care 
for the elderly category. 

Although the measure's most noteworthy 
and most publicized feature is the insured 
comprehensive senior citizens' health care 
for 19 million persons above age 65, this is 
but one of the numerous parts of the new 
400-page legislative document known as the 
Social Security Amendments of 1965. 

In fact, although the emphasis is on health 
care for the elderly citizens, among those 
persons to be helped most by the legislation 
wm be children. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that 
the Social Security Amendments and medi
care bill embraces attention to the future 
leaders of America, as well as to the very 
senior citizens. 

Unlike the defeated 1960 medicare version, 
and unlike the 1964 health care for the aged 
amendment, this year's medicare version will 
be passed as a vital part of the Social Secu
rity Amendments of 1965. The overall bill 
will go to the White House containing our 

first comprehensive program of social secu
rity insured health care for aged citizens. 

On the final passage issue, every affirmative 
vote will be for a program certain of becom
ing law-and not a gesture as in past years 
when House Ways and Means Committee 
leadership was opposed. 

I have voted to include medicare in the 
Social Security Amendments of 1965, and I 
wm vote for the total measure with full ex
pectation that all important elements of it 
will become law. 

This epochal legislation, plus tax relief and 
education assistance measures in the con
gressional record of achievements, consti
tutes a constructive record. Historic steps 
are being taken for permanently improving 
the social, cultural, and economic strength 
of the United States of America and the 
mountain State of West Virginia. 

Here are some of the services the Social 
Security Amendments of 1965, including 
medicare, would offer if the final form closely 
parallels the Senate Finance Committee ver
sion now in the Senate: 

Approximately 19 million people would be 
eligible for basic hospital protection as of 
July 1, 1966, and, effective January 1, 1967, 
of longer duration than under the House
passed bill. Perhaps 17 m1llion of these in
dividuals would also take advantage of the 
voluntary supplementary program which 
would cover physicians and other services as 
of January 1, 1967. About 8 million of these 
citizens also would be eligible for the re
vamped Kerr-Mills type program for medi
cally indigent persons. Many thousands of 
West Virginians will qualify. 

Of real significance is the fact that 20 mil
lion beneficiaries will receive a 7-percent ben
efits increase under the standard existing 
old-age and survivors benefits social security 
insurance, and other programs now under 
operation. 

There is in the Senate bill a new provision 
which parallels something for which the 
Senators f:t;om West Virginia have been work
ing for more than 6 years. Under it, approx
imately a million beneficiaries who work to 
supplement their social security benefits will 
profit from the liberalized earning limits. If 
the Senate amendment prevails in Senate
House conference, it will permit retirees to 
earn up to $1,800 a year without reduction 
of social security benefits. This would re
place the outdated $1,200-a-year limit on 
earnings without penalty under prevail1ng 
law. 

Another 333,350 of our older citizens, who 
are not now receiving any social security ben
efits, will qualify for new special benefits at 
age 72. 

Some 40,000 children will receive benefits 
because of liberalizing definition changes. 
And approximately 200,000 widows will have 
the opportunity to draw benefits if they de
cide to retire at age 60 instead of age 62. 

There are other provisions in the Senate 
version which would provide for extension 
of certain social security benefits to children 
up to age 22 who are going to school. The 
prevailing cutoff date for el1gibil1ty .is age 18, 
and I am hopeful that the age 22 level will 
prevail in conference. 

Many in· all of these categories will be West 
Virginians. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
am gratified that my able colleague, 
Senator RoBERT C. BYRD, will have his 
amendment to reduce the permissible re
tirement age under social security re
duced from age 62 to age 60 years, and 
that this amendment will be considered 
in the Senate-House conference. 

I support this proposal and believe the 
larger impact of earlier retirement in 
business, industry, and the professions 
poses a problem which should be the 

subject of Senate hearings in the near 
future. 

The senior Senator from West Vir
ginia is a member of the Special Com
mittee on Aging and is chairman of its 
Subcommittee on Employment and Re
tirement Income, and also is a member 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare and its Subcommittee on Em
ployment and Manpower. The Subcom
mittee on Science and Technology with
in the Select Committee on Small Busi
ness, which I chair, is also involved in 
this vital area. I have a particular in
terest and responsibility, therefore, to 
develop in depth a better understanding 
of the dynamic changes in our labor and 
sociological structure. 

Mr. President, my concluding remarks 
are used to express genuine commenda
tion to the senior Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. During the 
years, CLINT ANDERSON has labored with 
stout heart and high purpose to achieve 
this legislative landmark. I salute his 
leadership. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
goals outlined on the Great Society's 
blueprint are ambitious and challenging. 
We cannot quarrel with the high purpose 
they seek to achieve. But they are costly, 
and in our zeal to realize these objectives, 
we can too easily lose sight of that fact. 

In short, we should be willing to pay 
the tolls that will be required before we 
embark on the expressways of the Great 
Society. Those tolls are surely going 
to be both high and continuing. 

This measure is the biggest and most 
costly. of all social security programs~ 
It contains major proposals to increase · 
the retirement benefits for 19 million 
older Americans, and in addition, pro
vides medical care for our aged. The 
estimated cost of it is more than $7 
billion. 

To meet this high cost, the bill proposes 
to increase both the maximum on the 
amount of earnings that are subject to 
taxes from $4,800 to $6,600 beginning 
in 1966, and it also increases the tax 
rates. Indeed, under the pending pro
posal, the tax rate will be raised to 10 
percent in 1971, a figure long deemed to 
be the absolute economic maximum that 
could be allocated for the social security 
program. But, under this bill, that figure 
will be jumped to 11 percent by 19'73. 
Thus, we can see that this measure 
breaks new ground in many respects. 

But, perhaps, Mr. President, this is not 
too surprising. For we live in an era 
where tradition is being subjected to 
reevaluation, where customs of yester
year are found wanting for the needs of 
today, and where constancy is giving way 
to change. 

Medicare is an attempted answer the 
conditions these changes have produced. 
It seeks to ease the minds of many of 
our citizens, and enable them to look 
forward to the future confidently, know
ing that the measure of economic inde
pendence gained during a lifetime of 
work will be supplemented in case of need 
and when their earning power has ceased. 

Yet, we need, to be fully cognizant 
of what this measure holds in store for 
our citizens. For example, while it does 
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establish a separate fund for the medi
care provisions, yet it will operate like 
the social security program; that is, it 
will in large part be financed on a pay
as-you-go basis. The taxes collected 
from the younger generations of today 
will provide the funds to pay the benefits 
to those older citizens who have retired. 
Likewise the funds to pay for the 7-per
cent ret~oactive increase in social se
curity benefits will -be made up of taxes 
extracted from the wages of today's 
younger workers. Thus, it is perfectly 
clear that this measure--like the social 
security program--eommits this genera
tion and all future generations ad in
finitum, to greater and greater obliga
tions. It is therefore quite obvious th~t 
the continued success of the progralll will 
depend on the willingness of the people 
to pay the increased levy the program 
will demand. 

Our people should also be keenly aware 
of the fact that this bill, with its broad 
medicare provisions, could serve as the 
vehicle for further expansion to the point 
where more and more age groups are cov
ered until eventually everyone will be 
blanketed into the program and social
ized medicine may well be attempted. 

But these matters have been discussed 
time and again, both in the Congress 
and across the breadth of the country. 
Probably no other measure has been 
subjected to more debate and scrutiny 
than has the pending bill. For more 
than a decade it has been in the fore
front of national topics; indeed, in the 
recent presidential campaigns it was a 
major issue. I have become convinced 
that the vast majority of Americans 
want a medicare program. There is 
equally no doubt in my mind that they 
will have such a program. 

Mr. President, I take no issue with 
the major premise of this legislation. 
Indeed, it promises to become-like the 
social security program itself-an in
tegral part of the American way of life. 
As an instrument of the people, the 
Federal Government performs a high 
service by using its facilities and re
sources to enable our elderly citizens to 
receive adequate medical care. Espe
cially since under today's standards, 
adequate care is too often beyond the 
reach of many of our aged people. 

My chief concern with this measure 
has been, over the years, in connection 
with the financing aspects. I . would 
prefer, for example, to see a provision 
written into the bill whereby some 
standards ·are used so that the workers 
of today are not obliged to pay for the 
medical care of the large number of our 

· elderly people who are quite able and 
willing to pay for the cost of such care. 
Of course, it. might be a bit more diffi
cult to administer such a program, but 
it would be a more prudent, fiscally 
sound way to handle this problem. And 
it seems to me that before the Federal 
Government ventures into a program 
of such vast magnitude that we should 
first step cautiously-and conserva
tively-lest we commit ourselves to a 
burden that may prove too onerous in 
future years. 

It would certainly be much easier to 
expand a more modest program on the 

basis of experience than it would be 
to curtail an overambitious program 
once launched. Indeed, my experience 
in the Congress convinces me that when 
the Federal Government embarks on a 
program of this nature, there is no 
backward step. 

The bill also provides for a voluntary 
program to supplement the basic medi
care plan for the payment of physicians' 
fees and other medical.and health serv
ices to be financed through a small 
mo:r{thly prem~um paid by the individ
ual, equally matched by an amount . 
from the general funds of the Treasury. 

Thus the financing provided for by 
this measure calls for a compulsory pay
roll tax on the individual and the em
ployer, together with a voluntary pre
mium payment by the individual to be 
matched by funds from the general 
Government revenues. 

To the wage earner this will mean 
less take-home pay; to the employer it 
will mean that his overhead costs will 
rise. All of this increased cost will 
ultimately be passed along to all con
sumers including the very wage earn
ers wh~se spending dollars will be re
duced in the first instance under the 
provisions of this bill. And, obviously, . 
the matching Federal funds can come 
from only once source; that is, from all 
taxpayers. 

I have pointed these facts out time and 
again in discussing this measure with 
various members of my constituency, and 
repeat them here only in an eff?rt to 
place this bill in proper perspective. I 
want the people of Arkansas to know 
full well what this bill holds in store for 
them-not only the benefits it promises
but the cost it will entail. 

Mr. President, I do hold one other res
ervation about this bill and that relates 
to the possibilities of Federal interven
tion with, or attempted control over, the 
medical profession of our country. I am 
opposed to any legislation that would do 
that. I am sure that none. of us-includ
ing the bill's most ardent proponent
want to enact legislation that will ad
versely affect our medical p~actitioners, 
nor would I want the profession to seek 
to protect its prerogatives so jealously ~ 
to endanger the operations of the medi
care program. 

But my reservations on this point are 
at least partially met by a provision in 
the bill which specifically provides that 
a beneficiary may obtain services from 
any participating institution, agency, or 
doctor of their choice. The responsibility 
for and the control of, the care of the 
be~eficiaries rests with the hospitals, ex
tended care facilities, and the benefi
ciaries' physicians. 

This safeguard is more than a mere 
palliative. The medical profession can 
surely protect its interests, and will do so. 

In supporting this measure, then, I do 
so with the thought that the Federal 
Government has a legitimate concern for 
the welfare of this large segment of our 
population. It is undertaking to meet its 
responsibility. The pending measure 
represents a consensus-arrived at after 
long and arduous national debate--of the 
best approach at this time. 

I am hopeful that it will prove effec
tive, and I trust that our people and our 

Government are prepared to meet its 
high and continuing cost. · . . 

If we are willing to and Will pay for It, 
I am sure it will prove to be a wise, con
structive, and progressive policy of Gov
ernment. If, on the other hand, we ne
glect or refuse to meet and discharge the 
financial obligations this law will incur, 
then we shall surely be derelict in our 
duty and we may well encounter serious 
difficulties ahead. I hope we will do the 
former. We should properly finance this 
program and not charge any part of its 
cost to future generations. 
DECENT HEALTH CARE FOR OLDER AMERICANS 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the 
great unfinished business of the last 
Congress was the need to pass a realis
tic program which would offer needed 
health care protection for our citizens 
who are over 65 years of age. Congress 
at long last is facing up to that task. 
Surely, nothing is so important to a Na
tion's continued vitality, except perhaps 
education, as the sound health of its 
people. 

Today almost 19 million Americans 
are over 65 years of age. In my own 
State of California, there are 1.5 million 
senior citizens. With the great increase 
which has taken place in consumer prices 
and in the cost of hospitalization, unless 
Congress at last acts positively and vig
orously, these fellow Americans face an 
uncertain future during their retirement 
years. 

Since 1950 and the Korean war, the 
Consumer Price Index maintained by. 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics has gen
erally grown by 29.1 percent through 
June 1964. Medical care items, how
ever generally rose by much more: by 
62.8 'percent. Yet, the cost of hospital 
daily room rates skyrocketed beyond all 
bounds: by 154.5 percent. 

This cost is not due to a desire by the 
hospitals of the land to cash in on misery 
and suffering. The hospitals have their 
own grave financial problems: problems 
of financing increasingly expensive spe
cialized equipment and funding a rising 
cost of construction in developing mod
ernized facilities and also maintaining 
the staff to service them. 

But beyond the rising cost of hospitali
zation, the senior citizen is confronted 
with another economic fact; namely, 
that his income is reduced, sometimes 
drastically, during his retirement years. 
Consequently, his capacity to meet these 
expenses is greatly reduced. · 

The per capita costs of personal health 
services for those over 65 run about two 
and a half times as high as for the re
mainder of our population. In 1961, 
these costs were estimated to be $226 
per aged person as compared to $103 
for other persons. They are even higher 
now. Yet, almost one-half of our senior 
citizens who live alone have an annual 
income of $1,000 or less. Three-fourths 
have an income of less than $2,000 per 
year. This limited income will not ~o 
far in meeting today's catastrophic 
health-care costs. I believe the proper 
approach to resolve this problem is to 
enable a citizen to put away sufficient 
funds during his working years for pos
sible use during his retirement years to 
pay some of the costs of hospitalization.. 
Tl:).e social insurance principle which is 
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embodied in the social security system 
is the proper way, in my judgment, to 
do this. This is the fiscally conservative 
and sound way to finance Uus program, 
"pay as you go." 

No one can charge that the rich are 
"soaked" to give to the poor or that the 
poor are objects of "welfarism" or pub
lic charity. In reality, we are attempting 
to provide for the middle-income citizens 
who are caught in the cost-price squeeze 
which has diminished the value of their 
savings. An individual receives social 
security benefits not as a result of the 
largess of a beneficent state, but rather 
because it is his money, set aside in a 
special trust fund, and because he i~ en
titled to the benefits based on the ac
tuarial soundness of the fund. 

For the past 5 years, several · of us in 
the Republican Party-Senators JAVITS, 
Keating, COOPER, CASE, SMITH, and my
self-worked to devise a complementary 
program which would realistically meet 
the needs of our senior citizens by utiliz
ing cooperatively both the public and 
private sectors of our economy. In 1962, 
we completely reworked the proposals 
then offered by the administration. Our 
suggestions were incorporated in S. 1 
which was introduced in the Senate on 
January 6, 1965. They are included in 
H.R. 6675 now before the ·senate: 

First, coverage of all citizens who are 
over 65 regardless of whether or not their 
occupations have been previously under 
social security; 

Second, establishment of a separate 
trust fund for the health care program 

·so that there would be no danger of af
fecting the actuarial soundness of the 
regular social security retirement pro
gram; 

Third, utilization of State agencies to 
determine eligibility and provide con
sultative services under the program; 

Fourth, designation by hospitals of a 
private organiz.ation--such as Blue 
Cross-to perform administrative func
tions for them in connection with the 
program; 

Fifth, permission for the States to 
supplement the basic benefits if they 
so desire; . 

Sixth, provision that hospitals which 
had been accredited by the Joint Com
mission on the Accreditation of Hospi
tals-composed of representatives of the 
American Hospital Association and the . 
American Medical Association-would 
automatically be eligible to participate 
provided they had an adequate utiliza
tion review plan. 

Our seventh basic proposal in 1962 
concerned the provision of an appropri
ate role for private health insurance 
plans. 

Mr. President, in the spring of 1962, 
I met with President Kennedy at the 
White House to discuss the suggestions 
which I have just noted . which were 
made by several of my Republican col
leagues and myself. Following that 
meeting, at the President's request, I 
sent him a letter which outlined some 
of these views. As a result Senator 
JAVITS and I and our staffs met with of
:flcials of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to revise the 
legislation which had been offered by the 

·administration. I ask consent that the 
letter I wrote the President, dated April 
2, 1962, be included at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be .Printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hon. JoHN F. KENNEDY, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

APRn. 2, 1962. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In order to meet the 
medical care problems confronted by our 
senior citizens, a program will have to be de
vised, and soon. To be equitable, it needs 
to go beyond the limitations of the social 
security approach . . While I recognize the 
reasonable fears of those who desire to sepa· 
rate trust fund rather than having benefit 
payments solely dependent on general funds 
and annual appropriations, I think the 
proper solution may well be a blending of 
both systems. For several million citizens 
over 65, who have never participated in the 
social security program, the general revenue, 
method would seem to be the only solution. 
Teachers, policemen, firemen, and other pub
lic employees who have never been under 
social security-though many of them have 
wished to be-are finding their medical care 
problems equally great. 

I respectfully suggest that the concept of 
freedom of choice might well ext~nd beyond 
the selection of one's doctor and include, 
were an individual to prefer it, the purchase 
of a noncancelable private health insur
anc.e policy. I think that Senator JAVITS has 
a com;mendable thought on this matter. 
Under his proposal, an individual could take 
this option only if he had already been under 
such a private plan for at least a year before 
reaching the age of 65. The private carrier 
would receive a cash reimbursement on 
either a monthly or quarterly basis up to a 
specified ·amount based on the estimated 
annual cost of the b.enefits used by those not 
taking the private option. If the senior citi
zen lapsed in payment to the private car
rier, he would then automatically go under 
the public benefit system. 

There are several advantages to this op
tion. One is that an individual could seek 
additional coverage not possible under the 
regular system in order to meet specific 
needs. For this he would make up the dif
ference between the cash reimbursement and 
the actual cost of this benefit package. An
other advantage is that the availability of 
this alternative would stimulate the contin
ued growth of private health insurance and 
encourage experimentation by private and 
group health carriers to design a benefit 
package which would meet the medical and 
health needs of our senior citizens. Many 
workers are covered by private medical care 
insurance as the result of collective bargain
ing agreements. They might find it more 
convenient and practical to continue with 
their present private plan after retirement 
if this option were available. If the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare in
terposed no objections on actuarial or ad
ministrative grounds, I believe this proposal 
by Senator JAVITS would be beneficial. 

Whatever system is finally agreed upon 
should be one which does not include a 
means test. To include this device in light 
of the major financing method of the sys
tem is inexcusable, as you have observed. 

Some thought might be given to providing 
for the administration of this medical care 
program through State agencies. There 
could be some advantage here from the point 
of view of maintaining close contact with 
local conditions and providing a more rapid 
decision on the payment of particular bene
fits. More important, I think those States 
with the financial capacity to do so should 
be encouraged to build on the Federal bene
fit base if they so desire. State administra-

tion of this program would make this pos
sible. 

You have my cooperation in devising a 
constructive and forward-looking measure 
which I know we both hope will do the job 
which needs to be done and which is long 
overdue. 

Respectfully yours, 
THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. KOCHEL. Mr. President, be
tween 1962 and 1964, we refined our 
views on the appropriate relationship 
which should exist between the public 
and private plans as a result of the rec
ommendations of the National Com
mittee on Health Care of the ·Aged 
chaired by Dr. ArthurS. Flemming, for
mer Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare under President Eisenhower and 
now president of the University of Ore
gon. 

The Flemming committee, while en
dorsing the social security approach, rec
ognized that the hospitalization program 
under social ~Jecurity will cover only ap
proximately one-third of the senior citi
zens' health care costs; two-thirds of the 
job still remains to be done. Thus, they 
advocated a complementary private pro
gram which would cover those services 
which the public portion of the program · 
does not provide. I was delighted that 
the administration accepted it as an 
essential part of S. 1. 

When H.R. 6675, which is now before 
the Senate, was before the House Com
mittee on Ways and Means, a voluntary 
"supplementary" plan was added pro
viding that physicians' and other medi
cal and health services would be financed 
through monthly premiums of $3 ini
tially by individuals 65 years or older
which would be deducted from the social 
security benefits of beneficiaries who 
elect to participate voluntarily-matched 
equally by Federal Government revenue 
contributions. While I would have pre
ferred to have a clearer delineation be
tween the public and private sectors and 
avoid reliance on general funds, the pro
gram is a step forward in covering those 
two-thirds of a senior citizen's health 
care needs which would not be covered 
by the basic hospital insurance plan. 
Mr. President, I ask consent that the 
description prepared by the Senate Com
mittee on Finance of the benefits pro
vided in the basic plan-hospital insur
ance, the voluntary supplementary in
surance plan, and the improvement and 
·extension of Kerr-Mills Il_ledical assist
ance program-be included at this point 
in my remarks. 

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

A. BASIC PLAN-HOSPITAL INSURANCE 
1. General description: Basic protection, 

financed through a separate payroll tax, 
would be provided by H.R. 6675 against the 
costs of inpatient hospital services, post
hospital extended care services, posthospital 
home health services, and outpatient hos
pital diagnostic services for social security 
and railroad retirement beneficiaries when 
they attain age 65. Benefits for railroad re
tirement eligibles would be financed by 'the 
railroad retirement tax out of their trust ac
count if certain conditions are met. The 
same protection, financed from general reve
nues, would be provided under a special 
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transitional provision for essentially all peo
ple who are now aged 65, or who will reach 
65 in the near future, but who are not eligible 
for social security or railroad retirement 
benefits. 

2. Effective date: Benefits would first be 
effective on July 1, 1966, except for services 
in extended care facilities which would be 
effective on January 1, 1967. 

3. Benefits: The services .for which pay
ment would be made under the basic plan 
include-

(a) inpatient hospital services for- up to 
120 days in each spell of illness. The pa
tient pays a deductible amount of $40 for 
the first 60 days plus $10 a day for any days 
in excess of 60 for each spell of illness; hos
pital services would include all those ordi
narily furnished by a hospital to its inpa
tients; however, payment would not be made 
for private duty nursing or for the hospital 
services of physicians except ( 1) services 
provided by interns or residents in training 
under approved teaching programs; and (2) 
services of radiologists, anesthesiologists, 
pathologists, and physiatrists where these 
services are provided under an arrangement 
with the hospital and are billed through 
the hospital. Inpatient psychiatric hospital 
service would also be included, but a life
time limitation of 210 days would be im-
posed. . 

(b) posthospital extended care (in a fa
cility having an arrangement with a hospital 
for the timely transfer of patients and for 
furnishing medical information about pa
tients) after the patient is transferred from 
a hospital (after at least a 3-day stay) for 
up to 100 days in each spell of illness, but 
after the first 20 days of care patients will 
pay $5 a day for the remaining days of ex
tended care in a spell of illness; 

(c) outpatient hospital diagnostic serv
ices, with the patient paying a $20 deductible 
amount and a 20-percent coinsurance for 
each diagnostic study (that is, for diagnostic 
services furnished to him by the same hos

. pital during a 20-day period); and 
(d) posthospital home health services 

for up to 175 visits, after discharge from 
a hospital (after at least a 3-day stay) or 
extended care facility and before the begin
ning of a new spell of illness. Such a per
son must be in the care of a physician and 
under a plan established by a physician 
within 14 days of discharge calling for such 
services. These services would include in
termittent nursing care, therapy, and the 
part-time services of a home health aid. 
The patient must be homebound, except 
that when certain equipment is used, the 
individual could be taken to a hospital 
or extended care facility or rehabilitation 
center to receive some of these covered 
home health services in order to get advan
tage of the necessary equipment. 

No service would be covered as post
hospital extended care or as outpatient diag
nostic or posthospital home health services 
if it is of a kind that could not be covered 
if it were furnished to a patient in a 
hospital. 

A spell of illness would be considered 
to begin when the individual enters a hos
pital or extended care facility and to end 
when he has not been an inpatient of a 
hospital or ext~nded care facility for 60 
consecutive days. 

The deductible amounts for inpatient 
hospital and outpatient hospital diagnostic 
services would be increased if necessary to 
keep pace with increases in hospital costs, 
but no such increase would be made before 
1968. The coinsurance amounts for long
stay hospital and extended care facillty 
benefits would be correspondingly adjusted. 
For reasons of administrative simplicity, 
increases in the hospital deductible wm be 
made only when a $4 change is called for 

and the outpatient deductible wlll change in 
$2 steps. 

4. Basis of reimbursement: Payment of 
bills under the basic plan would be made 
to the providers of service on the basis 
of the "reasonable cost" incurred in pro
viding care for beneficiaries. 

5. Administration: Basic responsibility for 
administration would reSit with the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare; 
however, the administration of benefits for 
individuals under the railroad retirement 
system would be transferred to the Rail
road Retirement Board if certain financing 
conditions are met, as explained under the 
next heading. The Secretary would use 
appropriate State agencies and private 
organizations (nominated by providers of 
services) to assist in the administration of 
the program. Provision is made for the 
establishment of an Advisory Council which 
would advise the Secretary on policy 
matters in connection with administration. 

6. Financing: Separate payroll taxes to 
finance the basic plan, paid by employers, 
employees, and self-employed persons, would 
be earmarked in a separate hospital insur
ance trust fund established in the Treasury. 
The amount of ·earnings (earnings base) 
supject to the new ·payroll taxes would be 
the same as for purposes of financing social 
security cash benefits. The same contribu
tion rate would apply equally . to employers, 
employees, and self-employed persons and 
would be as follows: 

Percent 1966 ________________________________ 0.325 
1967-70 _____________________________ .50 

1971-72------ ----------- ------------ .55 
1973-75----------------------------- .60 
1976-79______________________________ . 65 
198D-B6--------------------- ~------- .75 
1987 and after_____________ __________ . 85 

The taxable earnings base for the :health 
insurance tax would be $6,600 a year be
ginning in 1966. 

The schedule of contribution rates is based 
on estimates of cost which assume that the 
earnings base will not be increased above 
$6,600. 

The benefits for railroad retirement eligi
bles will be financed by the railroad retire
ment tax which is automatically increased by 
the operation of this bill. However, the rail
road retirement wage base (now $450 a 
month) is not affected by this blll and is 
not within .the jurisdiction of the Committee 
.on Finance. Until an amendment is adopted 
to the RailrOad Retirement Tax Act increas
ing their wage base to an amount equivalent 
to an earnings base of $6,600 per year, the 
benefits of railroad eligibles will be financed 
by the hospital insurance tax and adminis
tered by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare; after the increase in wage base 
_the benefits for railroad eligibles will be ad
ministered by the Railroad Retirement Board. 

The cost of providing basic hospital andre
lated benefits to people who are not social se
curity or railroad retirement beneficiaries 
would be paid from general funds of the 
Treasury. 

B. VOLUNTARY SUPPLEMENTARY INSURANCE 
PLAN 

1. General description: A package of bene
fits supplementing those provided under the 
basic plan would be offered to all persons 65 
and over on a voluntary basis. Individuals 
who elect to enroll initially would pay pre
miums of $3 a month (deducted, where pos
sible, from social security or railroad retire
ment benefits) . The Government would 
match this premium with $3 paid from 
general funds. Since the minimum increase 
in cash social security benefits under the blll 
for workers retiring or who retired at age 65 
or older would be $4 a month ($6 a month 
for man and wife receiving benefits based on 

the same earnings record) , the benefit in
creases would fully cover the amount of 
monthly premiums. 

2. Effective date: Benefits will be effective 
beginning January 1, 1967. 

3. Enrollment: Persons who have reached 
age 65 before July 1, 1966, will have an op
portunity to enroll in an enrollment period 
which begins April 1, 1966, and shall end on 
September 30, 1966. 

Persons attaining age 65 subsequent to 
July 1, 1966, will have enrollment periods of 
7 months beginning 3 months before. the 
month of attainment of age 65. 

In the future, general enrollment periods 
will be from October 1 to December 31, in 
each even-numbered year. The first such 
period will be October 1 to December 31, 1968. 

No person may enroll more than 3 years 
after the close of the first enrollment period 
in which he could have enrolled. 

There wlll be only one chance to reenroll 
for persons who are in the plan but drop out, 
and the reenrollment must occur within 3 
years of termination of the previous enroll
ment. 

Coverage may be terminated ( 1) by the 
individual filing notice during an enrollment 
period, or (2) ·by the Government, for non
payment of premiums. 

A State would be able to provide the sup
plementary insurance benefits to its public 
assistance recipients who are receiving cash 
assistance if it chooses to do so. 

4. Benefits: The voluntary supplementary 
insurance plan would cover physicians' serv
ices, chiropractic and podiatrists' services, 
home health services, and numerous other 
medical and health services in and out of 
medical institutions. 

There would be an annual deductible of 
$50. Then the plan would cover 80 percent 
of the patient's bill (above the deductible) 
for the following services: 

1. Physicians' and surgeons' services, 
whether furnished in a hospital, clinic, omce, 
in the home, or elsewhere. 

2. Chiropractors' services . 
3. Podiatrists' services. 
4. Home health service (with no require

ment of prior hospitalization) for up to 100 
visits during each cfl,lendar year. 

5. Diagnostic X-ray and laboratory tests, 
and other diagnostic tests. 

6. X-ray, radium, and radioactive isotope 
therapy. 

7. Ambulance services. 
8. Surgical dressings and splints, casts, and 

other devices "for reduction of fractures and 
dislocations; rental of durable medical equip
ment such as iron lungs, oxygen tents, hos
pital beds, and wheelchairs used in the pa
tient's home, prosthetic devices (other than 
dental) which replace all or part of an inter
nal body organ; braces and artificial legs, 
arms, eyes, etc. 

There would be a special limitation on 
outside-the-hospital treatment of mental, 
psychoneurotic, and personality disorders. 
Payment for such treatment during any cal
endar year would be limited, in effect, to $250 
or 50 percent of the expenses, whichever is 
smaller. 

5. Administration by carriers: Basis for 
reimbursement: The Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare would be required, 
to the extent possible, to contract with car
riers to carry out the major administrative 
functions relating to the medical aspects of 
the voluntary supplementary plan such as 
determining rates of payments under the 
program, holding and disbursing funds for 
benefit payments, and determining compU
ance and assisting in utilization review. No 
contract is to be entered into by the Secre
tary unless he finds that the carrier wlll 
perform its obligations under the contract 
emciently and effectively and will meet such 
requirements as to financial responsJbility, 
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legal authority, and other matters as he 
finds pertinent. The contract must pro
vide that the carrier take necessary action to 
see that where payments are on !l. cost basis 
(to institutiomil providers of service), the 
cost is reasonable cost. Correspondingly, 
where payments are on a charge basis (to 
physicians or others furnishing noninstitu
tional services), the carrier must see that 
such charge will be reasonable and not high
er than the charge applicable, for a compa
rable service and under comparable circum
stances, to the other policyholders · and sub
scribers of the carrier. Payment by the car
rier for physicians' services will be made on 
the basis of a receipted bill, or on the basis 
of an assignment under the terms of which 
the reasonable charge will be the full charge 
for the service. In determining reasonable 
charges, the carriers would consider the cus
tomary charges for similar services generally 
made by the physician or other person or 
organization furnishing the covered services, 
and also the prevailing charges in the locality 
for similar services. 

6. Financing: Aged persons who elect to 
enroll in the supplemental plan would pay 
monthly premiums of $3. Where the in
dividual is currently receiving monthly social 
security, railroad retirement, or civil service 
retirement benefits, the premiums would be 
deducted from his benefits. 

The Government would help finance the 
supplementary plan through a payment from 
general revenues in an equal amount of $3 
a month per enrollee. To provide an operat
ing fund, if necessary, at the beginning of 
the supplementary plan, and to establish a 
contingency reserve, a Government appropri
ation would be available (on a repayable 
basis) equal to $18 per aged person estimated 
to be eligible in January 1967 when the sup
plementary plan goes into effect. 

The individual and Government contribu
tions would be placed in a separate trust 
fund for the supplementary plan. All bene
fit and administrative expenses under the 
supplementary plan would be paid from this 
fund. 

Premium rates for enrolled persons (and 
the m atching Government contribution) 
would be increased from time to time if pro
gram costs rise, but not more often than 
once every 2 years. The premium rate for a 
person who enrolls after the first period 
when enrollment is open to him or who re
enrolls after terminating his coverage would 
be increased by 10 percent for each full 12 
months he stayed out of the program. 
C . IMPROVEMENT AND EXTENSION OF KERR- · 

MILLS MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

1. General description: A single and sep
arate medical care program could, at the 
option of the State, be established to con
solidate and expand the differing provisions 
for the needy which currently are found in 
five titles of the Social Security Act. 

The new title (XIX would extend the ad
vantages of an expanded medical assistance 
program not only to the aged who are indi
gent but also to needy individuals in the de .. 
pendent children, blind, and permanently 
and totally disabled programs and to persons 
who would qualify under those programs if 
in suffi.cient financial need. 

Medical assistance under title XIX must 
be made available to all individuals receiv
ing money payments under these programs 
and the medical care or services available to 
all such individuals must -be equal in amount, 
duration, and scope. Effective July 1, 1967, 
all children under age 21 must be included 
who would, except for age, be dependent 
children under title IV. 

Inclusion of the medically indigent aged 
not on the cash assistance rolls would be 
optional with the States but if they are in
cluded, comparable groups of blind, disabled, 

and parents and children must also be in
cluded if they need help in meeting necessary 
medical costs. Moreover, the amount and 
scope of benefits for the medically indigent 
could not be greater than that of recipients 
of cash assistance. 

A State would have the option of con
tinuing under the vendor medical provisions 
of existing law or adopting the new program. 

2. Effective date: January 1, 1966. 
3. Scope of medical assistance: Undel" 

existing law the State must provide "some 
institutional and noninstitutional care" 
under the medical assistance for the aged 
program. There are no minimum benefit 
requirements at all under the other public 
assistance vendor medical programs. 

The bill requires that by July 1, 1967, 
under .the new program a State must pro
vide (1) inpatient hospital services, (2) out
patient hospital services, (3) other laJboratory 
and X-ray services, (4) physicians' services 
(whether furnished in the office, the patient's 
home, a hospital, a skilled nursing home, or 
elsewhere), (5) dental services for individ
uals under the age of 21, and (6) skilled 
nursing home services for individuals 21 years 
of age or older in order to receive Federal 
participation. Coverage of other items of 
medical service would be optional with the 
States. 

4. Eligibility: Improvements would be 
effectuated in the program for the needy 
elderly by requiring that the States must 
provide a flexible income test which takes 
into account medical expenses and does not 
provide rigid income standards which deny 
assistance to people with large medical bills. 
Similarly the bill provides that no deductible, 
cost sharing, or similar charge may be im
posed by the State as to hospitalization under 
its program and that any such charge on 
other medical services must be reasonably 
related to the recipient's income or resources. 
Also important is the requirement thaJt 
elderly needy people on the State programs . 
be provided assistance to meet the deduc
tibles that are imposed by the new basic 
program of hospital insurance. Also where 
a portion of any deductible or cost sharing 
required by the voluntary supplementary 
program is met by a State program, the por
tion covered must be reasonably related to 
the individual's income and resources. No 
income can be imputed to an individual un
less actually available; and the financial re
sponsibility of an individual for an applicant 
may be taken into account only if the ap
plicant is the individual's spouse or child 
who is under age 21 or blind or disabled. 

5. Standards as to quality of care and 
safety: It is required that the States in
clude in their State plans descriptions of the 
medical staff utilized and the standards for 
institutions providing medical care and that 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare promulgate minimum standards relat
ing to fire and other hazards for such insti
tutions, which must be included in the State 
plans. 

6. Increased Federal matching: The Fed
eral share of medical assistance expenditures 
under the new program would be determined 
upon a uniform formula with no maximum 
on the amount of expenditures which would 
be subject to participation. There is no 
maximum under present law on similar 
amounts for the medical assistance· for the 
aged program. The Federal share, which 
varies in relation to a State's per capita in
come, would be increased over current medi
cal assistance for the aged matching so that 
States at the national average would receive 
55 percent rather than 50 percent, and States 
at the lowest level could receive as much as 
83 percent as contrasted with 80 percent 
under existing law. 

In order to receive any additional Federal 
funds as a result of expenditures under the 

new program, the States would need to con
tinue their own expenditures at their present 
rate. For a specified period, any State that 
did not reduce its own expenditures would 
be assured of at least a 5-percent increase 
in Federal participation in medical care ex
penditures. As to compensation and train
ing of professional medical personnel used 
in the administration of the program, the 
blll would provide a 75-percent Federal share 
as compared with the 50-50 Federal-State 
sharing for other administrative expenses. 

· 7. Administration: The bill provides that 
any State agency may be designated by the 
State to administer the program, as long as 
the determination of eligibility is accom
plished by the agency administering the old
age assistance program. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the im
provements the committee has made in 
the Kerr-Mills Medical Assistance Act 
are commendable. 

Where health care costs are two and 
a half times more for those over 65, it 
is clear, it seems to me, that private 
health care plans simply cannot meet 
the needs of our senior citizens, unless 
younger people are charged substantially 
more in order to pay the hospitalization 
bills of their elders. Yet a public plan 
which covers only one-third of the po
tential costs by itself would be inade
quate. Together, both public and pri
vate sectors, by complementing each 
other, can help in bringing relief to al
leviate the very real fear which con
fronts many older Americans-the fear 
of helplessness when confronted with 
catastrophic illness. This approach, I 
am confident, will secure the approval of 
Congress and enable all of us to edge a 
bit closer to building the better America 
for millions of our fellow citizens. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 
a firm supporter of H.R. 6675, the bill 
authorizing health insurance and medi
cal care for the aged. I cosponsored S.l, 
the original medicare proposal, feeling 
that it was a constructive first step in 
meeting the undeniable health care 
needs of our senior citizens. The bill 
which we will pass today has been much 
improved on by the House and by the 
Senate, and now includes a voluntary 
program for coverage of physicians' serv
ices, as well as greater hospitalization 
coverage. I intend to cast my vote in 
favor of this legislation. 

In passing this bill, we take a major 
step toward solving one of the most seri
ous domestic problems to face the Na
tion since the depression of the 1930's. 
The need is obvious. Anyone who has 
paid a hospital bill out of his own pocket 
in recent years knows how high this ex
pense runs. It takes, on the average, 
only 25 to 30 days to run up a bill of 
$1 ,000, quite apart from the doctor's 
bills. 

People over 65 years of age require 
more hospital care-almost three times 
as much as those under 65. Their an
nual income is only one-half as large, 
w~le their medical care costs are two 
and one-half times as large. Eighty per
cent of the elderly suffer from some 
chronic ailment, and only 10 to 15 per
cent of their medical expenses are reim
bursed by insurance. 
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For them, minor illness is a major 
tragedy, decimating the accumulated 
savings of a lifetime. The aged should 
not have to live in a world where dignity 
and pride are sacrificed for survival, 
where contentment is an unattainable 
luxury, and where hope is a myth and a 
mockery. 

In the words of our late President, 
John F. Kennedy: 

It is not enough for a great nation to have 
added new years of life-our objective must 
be to add new life to those years. 

Arnold Toynbee once made the ob
servation that the quality and durability 
of a society can best be measured by 
the "respect and care given its elderly 
citizens." 

This bill reflects the belief of all Amer
icans that one's later years should be 
his best years, where the dramatic re
sults of new medicines and new health 
care methods, opening the way to a 
fuller and more useful life, should not be 
beyond the reach of those who need them 
most. The cost of this program will be 
high, $7 billion, but we must never for
get that in this country our aim is to 
develop our wealth, not for its own sake, 
but only as a means to help people live 
the sort of life that we want in a de
mocracy. 

And so, the health insurance bill-the 
medicare bill-will provide three new 
programs of health insurance and medi
cal care for the aged under social secu
rity: First, basic hospital insurance; 
second, a voluntary plan for physicians' 
services; third, an expanded Kerr-Mills 
medical care program. 

Mr. President, in the controversy ~nd 
discussion of these provisions of medical 
care for the aged, we must not forget 
that this legislation contains other pro
grams of an equally important nature. I 
would dare say that few people outside 
the Congress know that this bill takes 
new steps in expanding services forma
ternal and child health programs, as
sistance for crippled children, and other 
child welfare aids. 

As well, this bill authorizes special 
grants to provide health care and services 
for our very young children, particularly 
in areas of poverty. We will spend addi
tional sums to discover means to prevent 
and treat the illnesses of emotionally dis
turbed children. 

With the medical knowledge and social 
insight we possess today, we can prevent 
or reduce substantially the effects of 
mental retardation, which today dis
ables 10 times as many children as dia
betes, 25 times as many as muscular 
dystrophy, and 600 times as many as in
fantile paralysis. 

I am most happy that this legislation 
recognizes those needs. Our young, 
fresh, and eager children are this Na
tion's greatest resource, and we simply 
cannot afford to deny them the oppor
tunity to live a full and rich life, nor can 
we afford to rob our society of the con
tributions they will make. We must take 
these steps to help our mentally ill and 
mentally retarded children, because to 
abandon them to the cold impersonalism 
of too many institutions in the United 

States inflicts on them and on their 
families a needless cruelty which we 
should not tolerate. 

This historic piece of legislation also 
provides for an expanded medical as
sistance program for the needy, the 
blind, and the disabled, plus a 7-percent, 
across-the-board increase in social secu
rity benefits for some 20 million Ameri
cans. 

I support this bill and am confident 
that it will pass the Senate overwhelm
ingly. It is not a new concept, or a radi
cally new program, but is the response 
we should make to a need that has gone 
too long unmet. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, there are many provisions 
in H.R. 6675 of which I approve. For 
example: 

First. I support those provisions of 
H.R. 6675 wherein it provides for an in
crease in social security benefits. 

Last year Congress approved a similar 
increase in social security payments, but 
it was defeated in conference by the ad
ministration, and this present increase 
merely carries out our commitments to 
these pensioners. 

Second. I am glad that the Senate 
has accapted my amendment to increase 
from $1,200 to $1,300 the limitation on 
earnings of social security pensioners. 
This is a long overdue correction of an 
unduly restrictive proposal. 

Third. As one who supported the origi
nal Kerr-Mills Act, I was glad to sup
port the expended benefits of this pro
gram as provided under this bill. I only 
regret that more States, including my 
own, had not seen fit to have extended 
to our elderly citizens who needed medi
cal assistance the benefits of this pro
gram, which was f.rst enacted in 1960. 

However, I object to and cannot sup
port certain other provisions of this bill 
wherein it is proposed to provide free or 
subsidized hospitalization and medical 
benefits to all over age 65 without any 
regard to their need. I have strongly 
supported the Kerr-Mills proposal which, 
if fully implemented by the States, would 
have provided hospitalization and medi
cal benefits for all elderly citizens who 
through no fault of their own need such 
assistance, but I do not understand the 
necessity for providing free hospitaliza
tion and medical attention for those over 
65 who have adequate resources to pay 
their own expenses. 

Furthermore, to have the cost of such 
a program financed by a flat payroll tax 
is unfair for various reasons: 

First. By financing this medicare with 
a payroll tax it means that a younger 
worker earning $6,6'00 per year pays 
exactly the same tax-toward financing 
this program-as does the man earning 
$66,000 or the one earning $666,000. 
Heretofore our whole principal of Gov
ernment has been based on the idea that 
governmental programs would be fi
nanced by a tax levied on the basis of 
the ability of the American citizen to pay 
rather than on a flat per capita basis. 
I am surprised that representatives of 
labor have endorsed such a regressive 
form of taxation. 

Second. Under this payroll-tax method 
of financing it means that all workers 
under the age of 65 must pay an extra. 
tax to finance the medical benefits of 
those over 65 who are now blanketed 
in under this program. They must pay 
a tax to build up a reserve for their own 
medical benefits when they reach the 
age of 65. In addition, these same work
ers will still have to carry hospitaliza
tion and medical insurance, such as Blue 
Cross or Blue Shield, to take care of 
their children and themselves until they 
reach the age of 65. This extra payroll 
tax is loaded on these members of the 
labor force at a time when they are 
struggling to support their familes, edu
cate their children, and pay for their 
homes. · 

Under the Kerr-Mills bill all of these 
elderly citizens who needed assistance, 
hospitalization or medical, would have 
been provided such care, but the differ
ence lies in the method of financing. 
That program is financed by additional 
income taxes collected from all people 
based on their ability to pay. 

As a specific example I cite one in
dividual case which was called to our at
tention. This man and his wife are over 
65 and have retired with an independent 
income in excess of $500,000 per year. 
During his working period this individ
ual had been covered under social se
curity. Under the provisions of this bill 
this man, with an independent annual 
income of over one-half million dollars, 
will be entitled to free hospitalization and 
medical benefits without the payment of 
an additional dime, the full cost being 
paid by the workers of America. To em
phasize the unfairness of this new method 
of taxation let us follow the case of this 
individual further. Yesterday the Sen
ate rejected the Curtis amendment which 
would have provided adequate hospital
ization and medical services based on the 
need of the individual and the amend
ment which would have changed the 
method of taxation to finance the pro
gram through income taxes rather than 
wage taxes. Had these two proposals 
been adopted this same individual with a 
half-million-dollar income would have 
continued to pay his proportionate part 
of the costs to the Government to pro
vide such assistance. In addition, as a 
retiree who did not need Government as
sistance he would have continued to pay 
for his own medical expenses. Now, with 
the enactment of this bill, which finances 
the cost of those receiving such· medical 
benefits by levying an increased payroll 
tax on the workingman, he will be re
lieved of his obligation as a taxpayer to 
help those others, who were less fortu
nate, and at the same time he and his 
wife will be eligible for free or subsidized 
hospitalization and medical expenses 
paid for by the current labor forces. 
These workingmen who are trying to 
raise their families and pay for their 
homes certainly need the money more 
than he does. 

Third. Many men working for our ma
jor companies are presently under con
tracts which have been negotiated by 
their unions wherein they are entitled to 
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far greater benefits upon retirement 
than those provided under this bill. 
Thus the enactment of this bill to many 
of these workingmen will provide abso
lutely no additional benefits except the 
dubious privilege of paying for something 
which they are already getting at the ex
pense of the employers. The mergi~g pf 
this new medicare program with their 
present benefits will result in no addi
tional benefits to these employees, but it 
will represent a substantially reduced 
cost to the employers. It will be a wind
fall for some of these companies, financed 
by a payroll tax on their own employees. 

Fourth. A further argument against 
this bill is that after it was passed by the 
House of Representatives even the ad
ministration recognized what a mon
strosity they were supporting and asked 
the Senate to extend the effective date of 
some of the major portions of this new 
program to January 1967 to enable .them 
to unscramble the bill and make plans as 
to how they could even begin to imple
ment such a multibillion-dollar program. 

Fifth. Another wealkness in this pro
posal, assuming that such a proposal is 
to be enacted, is that it does not take 
care of the very cases which are described 
as worthy. For example: This bill does 
not take care of the catastrophic illnesses 
of our aged which is the primary worry 
of every retired individual. Many of our 
aged are well able and willing to pay for 
their normal medical costs, but what 
worries them is what would happen if the 
man or his wife were confined to the sick
bed over an extended period of time with 
an illness or injury that necessitated ex
pensive surgery and medical attention, 
with the result that it could consume all 
of their life's savings. Such catastrophic 
cases are not covered under this bill. 
The individUal would be taken care of for 
a limited time only, following which he 
would have to assume the full responsi
bility and still conceivably could lose all 
of his life's savings. 

Finally, the addition of the so-called 
medicare provision to the social security 
program represents a radical departure 
from the basic purpose of the program 
as we know it today; namely, a program 
of cash benefits to retired individuals to 
help them meet the cost of their varied 
needs after retirement. At the present 
time social security payments can be 
used by the retiree for any purpose he 
sees fit. 

The medicare proposal, however, for 
the first time, taxes workers under the 
social security program for later bene
fits-if needed-of a specific type. Un
like social security cash benefits, which 
the individual can use for whatever he 
wishes, these new benefits would not be 
under the control of the retiree. He 
would be required to use them for hos
pital or nursing home care or he would 
not get them. This would seem to vio
late the concept of social security which 
holds that the individual has a right 
to benefits under the program whether 
he needs those benefits or not, to do 
with as he pleases because he had paid 
for them. 

But in this bill we are establishing a 
precedent wherein the social security 

program will be used to provide the pay
ment of specific personal needs rather 
than ca.sh payments to be used as the 
retiree sees fit. Having established that 
precedent, it would be but a short step 
to a program next year, say, for a wage 
tax earmarked specifically for the pay
ment of rent, and perhaps the next year 
other payments earmarked specifically 
for the payment of clothing purchases, 
and then one for food only, or trans
portation, or even entertainment. I am 
quite certain that the fertile bureaucratic 
mind will have no difficulty in dreaming 
up an endless variety of schemes once 
this major breakthrough has been 
achieved. 

In conclusion, I point out that I think 
the Federal Government and our States 
working together do have a responsibility 
to enact a program which would guar
antee to every American citizen the 
proper medical attention when such citi
zen is unable to provide this service for 
himself. I have supported such legis
lation and appropriations under the 
Kerr-Mills bill and other similar meas
ures, but I disagree completely that the 
Federal Government should assume the 
responsibility of providing complete 
medical services, selecting the doctors 
and hospitals, and so forth, for every 
individual in America regardless of 
whether he needs such assistance or not. 

Such a program of complete coverage 
without regard to need is socialized med
icine and it has failed in practically 
every country which has thus far tried 
it. In every instance it has resulted in 
a deterioration of doctors' services. 

We in America today enjoy not only 
the highest living standards but also the 
highest health standards of any country 
in the world and this has been achieved 
under a free medical society. 

Under this bill the payroll tax reaches 
a new high of 111;'2 percent and even 
then the cost of the bill being passed 
here today is not adequately financed. 

Tying the cost of this new medicare 
proposal to social security only further 
undermines the financial soundness of 
that program. 

This program has been vastly oversold. 
Many of our elder citizens will be greatly 
disappointed after this bill is enacted in 
that their medical costs are not fully 
covered as they have been led to expect. 

No provision is being made to take 
care of the overcrowding of our hospitals 
or the lack of doctors that will develop 
under such a governmental planned sys
tem of medicine. 

Opposing this program here today 
does not mean that we are indifferent to 
the plight or needs of our elderly citi
zens, but as we recognize and make pro
visions to discharge our responsibility to 
our elderly citizens let us not destroy 
those principles which have made this 
country great. 

This administration has been boasting 
about its tax reductions for the low in
come taxpayers, but let us examine those 
tax reductions when compared or re
lated to the tax increases for these same 
people as provided for under this bill. 

The bill not only increases the total 
social security tax rate on individuals 

from 3.625 percent under present law to 
5.75 percent by 1987, but also increases 
the wage base to which this higher tax 
rate applies from $4,80P at present to 
$6,600 beginning next year-1966. In 
some instances, as I shall point out, the 
increased taxes under this bill exceed the 
amount of tax reduction provided by last 
year's bill. 

Workers in these situations are going 
to end up paying more in Federal taxes 
than they paid before the widely her
alded tax reductions occurred. For 
them, tax reduction must be an illu
sion-or perhaps more properly, a delu
sion. 

Thus, a single worker who earns $6,600 
a year and who claims a standard deduc
tion would have paid Federal income 
taxes of $1,188.40 and OASDI taxes of 
$174 in 1963. In 1966, after the income 
tax cut is fully effective he would owe 
$984.80-a reduction of $203.60. But un
der this bill his social security tax would 
go up from $174 to $275.55-a great in
crease of $101.55. 

The effect is a tax reduction of-not 
$203.60-but only $102.05. And, more 
importantly, even this tax cut vanishes 
by 1987 when the social security tax un
der this bill finally becomes fully effec
tive. At that time instead of a tax cut 
this worker will have to pay $1.90 more 
taxes than he did before the 1964 act. 

If he were married but had no other 
dependents, by 1987 he would be paying 
$3.30 more in Federal taxes than before 
the 1964 income tax cuts, and if he were 
married and had two dependents he 
would have to pay $39.30 more than be
fore his taxes were cut. 

If his income were $5,600 and he had 
a wife and two dependents, by 1987 in
stead of a tax reduction of $142 he 
would be paying $148 in new social se
curity taxes-a net increase of $6 more 
than before his taxes were cut. 

There are many, many similar in
stances which further illustrate this 
phantom tax cut. 

A married worker with two dependents 
earning $4,800 will find his $125 tax cut 
of 1964 reduced to ·$98.60 by 1966; by 
1987 it has dwindled to only $23. If he 
is single with no dependents his tax cut 
of $142 shrinks to $115.60 in 1966. By 
1987 his net reduction is a mere $40. 

If he earned $5,600 his $167.60 cut un
der the 1964 act is diminished by 1966 to 
only $107.80. After the social security 
taxes become fully effective in 1987 his 
net tax cut is a pathetic $19.60. 

These examples are sufficient to indi
cate that much of the economic effect of 
the 1964 tax cut is going to be offset next 
year by the new tax bite provided under 
this social security-medicare tax bill. 
And the impact I have described relates 
only to individuals. Under our social se
curity system business must pay a tax 
equal to the tax his employees pay. The 
new employer tax necessitated by this 
bill can have but one consequence--an 
overall reduction in the cash flow of 
American business, with all the ramifi
cations that entails. 

Until now the trend of tax legislation 
and administration has been to increase 
the cash flow of business. Abruptly, 
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H.R. 6675 reverses that trend in a move 
which could well jeopardize the health 
and well-being of our national economy. 

This bill makes it clear that in the 
Great Society, tax cuts of one day be
come tax increases on another. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, to
day is a ·momentous one in history. I 
hope that today the Senate will com
plete its action on the pending bill; and 
with its completion, the long struggle for 
a comprehensive system of medical care 
for our Nation's aged will, in effect, have 
been won. 

No longer will the fear of financial 
ruination, as a result of poor health, face 
our senior citizens or their families. In 
the short time it takes to record one vote 
of the Senate, later today, we shall wipe 
out a specter which for too long a time 
has haunted our great American society. 

It is true that other nations have 
adopted medical care plans for their cit
izens. What makes this bill so unique 
in history is its method--one which pre
serves to the fullest the finest aspects 
of our national themes of free enterprise 
and freedom of choice; for this is no 
socialized medicine plan; this is no 
compulsory medical service program. 
Through the conservative mechanism of 
an insurance framework, we have suc
ceeded in establishing a program which 
is characteristically American, both in 
its preservation of our traditional medi
cal system and in its expression of con
cern for the well-being of those unable to 
face the twin menaces of poor health and 
aged poverty. 

I shall be prou.d to vote for the pending 
bill. Casting my vote in the affirmative 
will be an act which I shall long 
remember. 

You know, Mr. President, I have been 
a supporter of medicare since I arrived 
in the Senate, and even before that time. 
Last night, I was looking through some 
old materials which I had used in my 
campaign. One of the cards read, "Vote 
for ToM MciNTYRE-for medical care for 
the aged." I campaigned hard for medi
care; and the citizens of the State of New 
Hampshire responded by sending to the 
Senate the first member of my party to 
come from my State in a generation. 

Today, Mr. President, I shall fulfill my 
pledge to the voters: They will receive 
the program which they, in their wisdom, 
have chosen. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the people 
of my State, who have expressed them
selves so clearly on this issue, I extend 
our deep appreciation to the Members of 
the Senate who have made this day pos
sible. The Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERsoN], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], the Sena
tor from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAs], and the 
able manager of the bill, the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], all hold our 
gratitude and our appreciation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
support H.R. 6675. I do so because I be
lieve it represents an important and nec
essary step forward with respect to many 
programs which are so important to mil
lions of Americans. It increases social 

security benefits for our retired workers, 
an action which is long overdue. It im
proves and expands public assistance pro
grams for the needy aged, blind, disabled, 
and families with dependent children. 
It expands services for material and child 
health, crippled children, child welfare 
and the mentally retarded, and estab
lishes special project grants to provide 
comprehensive health care and services 
for needy children of school age or pre
school age. It improves and extends the 
Kerr-Mills program. 

These are impressive accomplishments. 
Perhaps even more significant, however, 
is the fact that the measure provides for 
a medicare program for all individuals 
age 65 and over. For the first time in our 
history, Congress is abont to enact legis
lation which will help all our older citi
zens to meet their medical expenses. 
While I personally believe that a volun
tary program financed from general reve
nues and reaching those elderly people 
who need help in meeting medical ex
penses, is preferable to the medicare pro
gram before us today-one which is com
pulsory, financed by a payroll tax which 
falls heaviest on people of lower income, 
and available to all citizens over 65 
whether or not they are fully able to meet 
their own medical expenses-! do believe 
that the time has come when we must 
enact legislation which will go beyond 
the group assisted by the Kerr-Mills act 
and which will avoid some of the burden
some means test requirements which 
have been established in some States un
der that act. 

In each Congress beginning in 1960, I 
have filed medicare bills. The basic prin
ciples of these proposals have remained 
the same although the original bill has 
been revised and improved some over the 
years. Essentially, the approach is for 
a voluntary, state-administered medical 
care program for persons 65 years and 
older with low or moderate incomes, to 
be financed out of general revenues, with 
Federal-State matching. I believe it is 
a better approach than that provided in 
the bill we are now considering, but I can 
count votes and am realistic enough to 
recognize that the only kind of health 
insurance and medical care for the aged 
provision which has a chance of being 
included in this far-reaching measure 
is the one which is before us. I think 
the need·for medicare legislation is great, 
and I think we must act now. I believe 
the proposal of the administration has 
been improved significantly in the past 
two years, and, therefore, although I 
have serious doubts about the wisdom of 
proceeding in this particular way, with . 
respect to the medicare portion of the 
bill, I intend to vote in favor of H.R. 6675. 

We all recognize that Social Security 
benefits have not kept pace with the rise 
in the cost of living and that it has be
come increasingly difficult for our older 
citizens who depend primarily on them 
to live satisfactorily. I think, therefore, 
that we all applaud the 7-percent across
the-board increase in benefits, retroac
tive to January 1965, for the 20 million 
social security beneficiaries on the rolls. 

I personally have introduced bills to 
increase the earnings limitation for so-

cial security recipients to $1,800 from 
the present unrealistic figure of $1,200 
and to enable children to receive chil
dren's benefits under social security to 
age 22 when enrolled full time in school. 
I am glad that both have been included 
in this bill; nearly 300,000 children will 
benefit under the latter provision alone. 
Among other changes included in H.R. 
6675 are actuarially reduced benefits for 
workers retiring at age 60 rather than 
requiring them to wait until they reach 
62 and assistance for some 355,000 people 
age 72 and over who have lacked suffi
cient quarters under social security to 
qualify for cash benefits. As I have 
mentioned, the bill also demonstrates the 
concern of Congress in improving the 
daily lives not only of our older citizens 
but also of the physically handicapped, 
the mentally retarded, and families with 
dependent children. In these and other 
ways, .then, the bill is most helpful and 
most desirable. 

I turn now to the health and medical 
care provisions of the bill. Here again 
the Congress is responding to a need 
that we · know exists. 

Soon more than 20 million Americans 
will have reached the age of 65. As the 
age span of the American people has been 
extended, the special problems which 
confront older citizens have received in
creasing attention. Rising medical costs, 
reduced incomes, and the increased medi
cal services which older people require, 
combine to create a situation in which 
many of our aged citizens cannot afford 
to pay for the health care they need. 
According to the Public Health Service, 
the yearly amount the average American 
spends on medical bills has increased 
more than six times since 1939. The 
American Hospital Association tells us 
that the typical cost per patient for a 
day in the hospital has increased 400 per
cent in the past 20 years, and that in 
1967 the average daily charge will be $47. 
We know that Governor Rockefeller's 
committee on hospital costs has re
ported that if recent hospital trends con
tinue, the daily cost of hospitalization in 
New York will be nearly $100 by 1973, 
with $1,066 being the total bill for an 
average stay of 10 days. Recently the 
expense of hospital care has been in
creasing four times as fast as the cost of 
living. Even though the percentage of 
persons 65 and older who have some form 
of health insurance has more than 
doubled in the past 13 years-rising from 
26 to 60 percent and is increasing 4 
times as fast as that for all other age 
groups combined-the fact remains that 
some people who need coverage cannot 
afford it, and others who have it cannot 
afford as much as they need. 

I am glad that we are acting to ex
pand the provision of the Kerr-Mills Act 
which has been implemented in 40 States 
and 4 jurisdictions and has been author
ized in 3 other States. I am glad also 
that we are removing some of the flaws 
which experience has revealed in the way 
the act actually operates. 

By establishing a single medical care 
program to replace the varying provi
sions for the needy which currently are 
found in flve different titles of the So-
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cial Security Act, the bill extends the 
provisions of the Kerr-Mills program to 
other needy people, such as those on the 
dependent children, blind, and perma
nently and totally disabled programs. 
By setting forth certain minimum ben
efit requirements which participating 
States must provide by July 1, 1967, in 
order to receive additional Federal funds, 
the bill makes it likely that additional 
benefits will be extended to many people 
who need them. It also removes the fi
nancial responsibility of children of the 
aged for meeting their parents' medical 
expenses before Kerr-Mills can become 
operative; provides a more flexible means 
test; and increases somewhat the Federal 
share of expenses under the program. 

Kerr-Mills clearly is not enough, how
ever, and thus we are proposing to add 
a new title XVIII to the Social Security 
Act providing two related health insur
ance programs for persons 65 or over. 

I have said that I have reservations 
about placing health care under a so
cial security or payroll tax, as H.R. 6675 
provides. I want to discuss that and 
other features of the medicare section of 
the bill with which I disagree, but first, 
as one who has long been interested in 
this subject, I want to mention some of 
the ways in which I think the measure 
has been improved over previous ver
sions. 

The voluntary supplementary feature, 
which has been added to the administra
tion's bill, provides medical services, in
cluding physicians' and surgical services, 
which are essential to any meaningful 
program. It is satisfying to me that a 
number of the features which have been 
part of my own proposals have found 
their way into this section of the admin
istration bill, because I believe that our 
older citizens, who lack funds to meet 
their medical expenses, need help with 
their doctors' and surgical bills. I still 
believe that it is wrong to require that 
nursing home care must be preceded by 
a stay in the hospital, and I regret that 
no provision was made for prescribed 
-drugs outside the hospital since such 
drugs comprise about ~6 percent of an 
aged person's annual medical expenses. 

I am pleased, however, that the 
amendment offered on the ftoor by the 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITsl and myself providing for a study 
by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare on the advisability of in
cluding drugs, prescribed for treatment 
outside of the hospital or nursing home, 
under the supplementary benefits por
tion of the program, was accepted and 
that HEW will have to report to Con
gress by June 30, 1966, on this important 
matter. 

I am also pleased that the Senate ac
cepted my amendment removing the re
quirement that people over 65 must be 
hospitalized for 3 consecutive days be
fore becoming eligible for the 175 home 
health care visits provided in the bill, 
thus permitting individuals to receive 
home health care without prior hospital 
confinement. I believe that requiring 
prior hospitalization is shortsighted be
cause individuals would be encouraged to 
enter hospitals for illnesses which could 

be treated at home just as well, tending 
to add unnecessarily to already over
crowded hospital conditions, and to hike 
the cost of health care. By obtaining 
care at home when an illness first de
velops, many of our older citizens will be 
spared serious illness which would 
necessitate their confinement to a hos
pital for an extended period. 

We must remember that under this 
bill an individual must pay a $40 deduc
tible for the first 60 days of hospital care 
and also $10 a day for the next 60 days 
if additional care is needed. This could 
impose a financial burden on many per
sons of low income. I believe it makes 
good sense to give our people help when 
and where they need it, to keep our hos
pital beds free for those who actually 
require hospitalization, and to cut down 
on the high costs of medical care to in
dividuals wherever possible. 

Now let me turn for a moment to the 
provision that health care should be fi
nanced by a payroll tax which would be 
kept separate from the Social Security 
tax. 

The cost assumptions which underlie 
the health care program differ signifi
cantly from those underlying the cash 
benefit program of Social Security, and 
therefore, it is important to separate 
them with different trust funds and 
boards of trustees. I am glad they have 
been separated, but I think their separa
tion cannot l:ide the fact that for the 
first time we are changing the purpose 
for which the payroll tax has been used. 
This may have unfortunate results in the 
future as I stated in my testimony before 
the Finance Committee in May of this 
year. 

Just as today we recognize that some 
adjustment in social security benefits is 
in order to keep pace with rising living 
costs, so inevitably the day will come 
when the Congress will decide that a 
further adjustment upward is called for. 
If H.R. 6675 is enacted, for the first time 
we will be linking to the social security 
system a service benefit as opposed to a 
cash benefit. 

That is, we will be providing payment 
for a service such as hospitalization, 
regardless of what that service may cost; 
that is something quite different from 
providing for the payment of a specified 
amount of dollars at some future date. 
We must recognize that this will place a 
strain on the system. A future Congress 
may not be able to provide increased cash 
benefits under the social security pro
gram because so much revenue from the 
payroll tax will be going into medical 
care. There has been general agreement 
that there is a limit to the payroll tax. 
We know that WILBUR MILLS, chairman 
of the House Ways and Means Commit
tee, supports this b111. I am impressed, 
however, with a statement he made last 
September on this very point. Chair
man MILLS said: 

I have alway~ maintained that at some 
point there is a limit to the amount of a 
worker's wages, or the earnings of a self
employed person, that can reasonably be 
expected to finance the social security sys
tem. Not only is this a gross income tax, 
but it adds to the cost of American goods 

and services and thus affects our competitive 
position. I do not believe that the American 
people will support unlimited taxation in the 
area of social security. 

In December of last year, Chairman 
MILLS raised other important questions 
which relate specifically to the problem 
at hand and are worth recalling. He 
said: 

We must remember that the primary needs 
of our senior citizens are for adequate cash 
benefits. The amount must be sufficient to 
produce a dignified standard of living when 
added to other spendable assets character
istic of the aged. Further, the amount must 
be raised periodically to keep 1n step with 
decreasing purchasing power of the dollar. 
A payroll tax to pay for health benefits, as I 
have stated before, should not be added to or 
harnessed with one to pay for cash benefits. 
Health expenses are less predictable and they 
are rising considerably faster. Within a tight 
coupling, the cash benefit would, in all 
probability, be compromised a.nd the danger 
increased of stressing health care at the ex
pense of the root factors of food, shelter, and 
clothing. 

There are still other objections to the 
use of a payroll tax to finance health care 
costs. Undeniably, a payroll tax is a 
regressive tax which falls hardest on 
those least able to pay. Under H.R. 6675, 
a person earning $6,600 would have to 
contribute as much as a person earning 
$66,000. General revenue financing, on 
the other hand, calls on people to con
tribute according to their income level. 
This seems to me to be the proper way to 
proceed-under the graduated income 
tax system, rather than on the regressive 
payroll tax. We must remember, too, 
that approximately 40 percent of our in
come sources--that is, corporate and 
other sources--would be excluded under 
the payroll tax procedure. General 
revenue financing would provide as
sistance through use of taxes involving 
all types of income. · 

Although the method of financing a 
health care program seems basic to me, 
I have reservations about several other 
aspects of the program provided in H .R. 
6675. I personally favor a voluntary 
rather than .a compulsory plan of medi
care. I also favor a maximum role for 
the States in the administration of this 
program and wish the bill might have 
been a little more specific in providing 
for it. I was glad to hear the distin
guished Senate majority whip and act
ing chairman of the Finance Com
mittee, Senator RUSSELL LONG, say that 
he thinks an important role will be pro
vided for the States in the administra
tion of this program. I hope the Secre
tary of the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare will use his 
authority with discretion and that 
wherever possible he will seek to utilize 
the facilities available in the States. 

I believe, too, that Federal health care 
programs for the aged should provide 
assistance to those who need help rather 
than to all individuals. Some people 
aged 65 and over are fully able to meet 
their medical costs. If a variation of 
the income test provided for in S. 395, 
which I sponsored this year with Sena
tors AIKEN, COTTON, MORTON, PROUTY, 
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and ScoTT, or that included in the pro
posal advanced by the Senate majority 
whip, Senator LoNG, were made a part of 
the proposal, it would mean that more 
funds would be a va-il able to provide more 
benefits to people who really need as
sistance in meeting their medical ex
penses. 

I know full well, however, that the give 
and take of the legislative process means 
that few bills evolve in exactly the way 
we think they should. There are some 
fundamental parts of the medicare sec
tion of this bill which disturb me. I do 
think, however, that the time for action 
is at hand. Millions of Americans 65 
and over need help now in meeting their 
medical expenses, and I believe we must 
provide that help. 

I am equally convinced that we must 
do something to increase the social 
security benefits for retired workers, to 
offset the rise in the cost of living which 
has taken place since we last acted to 
improve the benefits. Millions of Amer
icans were disappointed last year when 
the increase we voted failed to be en
acted into law because the House and the 
Senate could not agree about the medi
care section of the bill. We must remedy 
that situation now. 

That is why I am going to vote for 
H.R. 6675. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the senior 
Senator from Oregon delivered an ex
tremely fine speech yesterday afternoon 
relative to the administrative arrange
ments for the prospective medicare pro
gram. The essence of his remarks as I 
understand them was that in every in
stance where administrative responsi
bilities are to be delegated or assigned by 
the Secretary of HEW under part A of 
the program, preference should be given 
to state and local public health agencies 
willing and capable of performing those 
functions. 

Mr. President, I believe that the views 
of the Senator from Oregon on this mat
ter are consistent with the public inter
est and requirements of public responsi
bility and accountability in a tax-sup
ported program. I, therefore, wish to 
associate myself with the views expressed 
by the Senator from Oregon. 

RETIREMENT AT 60 AMENDMENT URGENTLY 

NEEDED 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, ear
lier the Senate adopted the amendment 
by the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD] permitting retire
ment under social security at 60 with a 
reduction in benefits to two-thirds of the 
full level. 

This is an amendment I enthusiasti
cally support. Back in 1962 I introduced 
a precisely similar amendment as a bill. 
I introduced it again in 1964. The 
amendment provides an immensely valu
able option in several ways. 

In the first place it permits a person 
who may have other income and chooses 
for a variety of reasons to retire 5 years 
early and to do so without any, I repeat 
without any, additional cost to the Gov
ernment or to the social security system. 
This is because his contributions will 
cover his reduced level of benefits as fully 

as if he had waited until 65 and retired 
at full benefits. · 

This free option fits into our free econ
omy. There are thousands of wives who 
wish to retire with their husbands. If 
they are 4 or 5 years younger it is difficult 
to do it. If this amendment prevails in 
conference, they can. 

There are many persons who are ill, 
or who are employed in physically ex
hausting, highly demanding work, un
suitable for persons of more advanced 
age. And there are many thousands of 
persons who at 60 have worked hard for 
40 years or so and just want to have 
some time to fish, hunt, sit by the fire, 
travel, and take it easy. 

In a free country, as many people as 
possible should have that option. 

After all, we already permit people to 
retire at 62 with 80 percent benefits, and 
many take advantage of that. 

But Mr. President, as a member of the 
Joint Economic Committee I am deeply 
conscious of another very significant rea
son why this early retirement option is 
so useful. 

After the longest period of continuous 
prosperity this country has enjoyed in 
many years, there are still millions of 
Americans out of work. 

This amendment will enable 3 V2 mil
lion persons now working to retire at 
once and receive two-thirds social se
curity benefits. Senator BYRD estimates 
that 900,000 will choose this option. His 
estimate is realistic, but even if he is only 
half right-if only about 500,000 choose 
it, this means that 500,000 jobs will open 
up to our unemployed work force. 

Now I ask what Government program 
that costs nothing can open up hundreds 
of thousands of jobs, and do so on the 
basis of increasing the option, the choice 
of Americans to work or to retire a little 
earlier. 

Mr. President, I fervently hoPe the 
Senate conferees will fight hard in con
ference for this amendment. 

I have talked with literally thousands 
of Wisconsin workers at plant gates over 
the past few years, and there is literally 
nothing this Government could do that 
would be more widely welcomed than to 
adopt this amendment. I know I speak 
for thousands and thousands of Wiscon
sin workers who want this amendment 
kept in the bill in conference. I know 
he has Wisconsin's heartfelt support on 
this score when he goes to conference. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. Presi
dent, it is with a feeling of deep regret 
that I shall vote against H.R. 6675. I 
had hoped that this Congress could devise 
an improved social security plan that 
would provide substantial increases in 
the lower brackets tapering off to a cost 
of living increase for those in the upper 
brackets of social security. 

I had hoped that the earnings of those 
on social security could have been in
creased from $1,200 per year to at least 
$1,800 without penalty against amounts 
received under social security. This bill 
does do that. 

I had hoped that the present Kerr
Mills law would have been improved by 
using some reasonable measure of in
come to insure that those in need would 

be cared for while those with cash or 
other resources above a reasonable base 
would be required to provide their own 
hospital and medical costs. 

I think it is unfortunate that we must 
accept or reject all suggested reforms in 
the 387-page single package identified as 
H.R. 6675. By any reasonable standard 
this bill is disappointing. 

I shall always support the proposition 
that. cmr society is affluent enough and 
compassionate enough to provide ade
quate hospital and medical services for 
those needy persons who cannot provide 
for themselves. This bill departs com
pletely from this philosophy. 

H.R. 6675 does not meet my hopes 
for a more equitable adjustment of so
cial security payment. It does provide 
an overall cost of living increase in social 
security payments of 7 percent, which is 
certainly warranted, but wholly inade
quate insofar as adjusting lower bracket 
payments upward to a realistic level. 

There are many things about social se
curity for retirement purposes that need 
further attention before we add a pro
gram of medicare. The greatest of 
these is that $40 per month total pay
ment which will be increased only to $44 
by this bill. 

My objection to this bill is that it 
compounds existing inequities. All em
ployers will be taxed. The self-em
ployed will be taxed. Employees will be 
taxed, including the very young, the 
middle-aged, the physically handi
capped. 

Let us not be fooled into thinking this 
is an insurance program. 

The first beneficiaries will be the 
nearly 20 million individuals in the 
United States who are over 65. None of 
these will have paid anything in the 
form of taxes or premiums of any kind 
for hospital and for medical care. The 
entire burden of the medicare program 
for the present aged will have to be 
borne by others. Many will be receiving 
medical benefits who are far more able 
to pay the costs than the people who 
are taxed to pay their bills. 

If H.R. 6675 is enacted, and I have no 
doubt that it will be, for the first time 
we will be providing payment for a serv
ice, such as hospitalization and medical 
fees-regardless of what that service may 
cost. That is something quite different 
from providing for the payment of a 
specified amount of cash at some future 
date. 

What will be the cost of H.R. 6675? 
No one knows. But sometime, some
place, we in Congress must face up to our 
fiscal responsibilities. 

Inflation and the resulting increased 
cost of living play a cruel hoax on peo
ple who must live on fixed income, es
pecially those whose whole income must 
go for the bare necessities of life. The 
1964 dollar buys 2 percent less than the 
1963 dollar and nearly 8 percent less 
than the dollar in use in 1957-59. 

Evidence of fiscal irresponsibility, the 
principal cause of inflation, is all too ob
vious. 

For more than 5 years this Govern
ment has run a deficit of over $5 billion 
a year. 
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The debt ceiling of $328 billion is at an 

all time high with an interest charge of 
about $1 billion every month of the year. 
The unfunded accrued · liability of the 
OASDI program was $321 billion on Jan
uary 1, 1962, the last date for which fig
ures are available. The unfunded ac
crued liability for civil service retirement 
is over $36 billion. The unfunded ac
crued liability of military retired pay is 
over $61 billion. 

Yet, in the face of all these burdens it 
is proposed in H.R. 6675 that we disre
gard the present inequities of social se
curity and start two new programs of 
hospitalization and medical services for 
all aged people without sound actuarial 
insurance funding. 

This bill will tax people who can't af
ford to be further taxed, many of whom, 
by the President's own definition, are 
now in the poverty classification, in order 
to provide benefits for individuals, many 
of whom are well able to provide for 
themselves. 

This is the basic issue. In good con
science I cannot vote for H.R. 6675. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. President, it is possible at the pres
ent time for an occupationally injured 
worker to receive both workmen's com
pensation and old-age and survivor's 
disability insurance benefits. There has 
been considerable activity and increasing 
agitation for an amendment to the 
Social Security Act to offset OASDI dis
abilty payments by workmen's compen
sation benefits received. 

The social security program overlaps 
with many programs--both public and 
private. The area that has been attract
ing the most interest, the overlap be
tween workmen's compensation and 
OASDI, is the smallest. The Social 
Security Administration estimates that 
fewer than 3 percent of those getting 
OASDI disability benefits also receive 
workmen's compensation payments. 
Yet, it is the workmen's compensation 
beneficiaries that are being singled out 
for attack. 

The issue has been particularly intense 
during the hearings on the pending social 
security legislation. The House Ways 
and Means Committee in reporting the 
legislation refused to include an offset, 
saying "that under the present law the 
extent of excessive wage replacement re
sulting from overlapping benefits be
tween workmen's compensation and so
cial security benefits has not been signi
ficant." The committee also concluded 
that the previous offset operated in an 
inequitable and unsatisfactory manner. 

Because of its magnitude and almost 
universal coverage, there is general rec
ognition that the Federal social security 
system is the basic social insurance sys
tem. It does not make sense for this 
program to make adjustments for other 
programs--either Federal, State, local or 
private-that are limited to selected 
groups or circumscribed areas. Once this 
becomes established for one program, it 
would be difficult to prevent similar leg
islation for other programs and there 
would be little logic for doing so. There 
is no reason · for showing workmen's 
compensation programs preference and 
ignoring other programs. 

CXI--1020 

Unfortunately, the social security bill 
reported by the Senate Finance Commit
tee does contain an offset provision in 
section 335. Though no offset should be 
included for the reasons cited earlier, the 
approach in the Senate bill is superior to 
that frequently advocated-a $1 reduc
tion of the OASDI disability benefit for 
every dollar of workmen's compensation 
received. However, even the offset pro
vision in the Senate bill will work severe 
hardship on many occupationally in
jured workers, such as those who have 
suffered the loss of eyes or limbs. The 
Senate provision does provide however 
that a reduction shall not take place un
less combined benefits exceed 80 percent 
of average current earnings and does try 
to overcome the erosion in the benefits 
that occur over time with increases in 
wage levels and living costs. 

But, I would like to point out some of 
the unfortunate effects of the offset in 
the Senate bill. The offset in the Sen
ate bill applies to workmen's compensa
tion benefits for partial disability. It is 
general practice in workmen's compensa
tion to pay compensation for many of 
these kinds of injuries even if earnings 
continue or even increase. For example, 
if a worker loses some fingers even though 
he suffers no wage loss, the worker re
ceives workmen's compensation benefits 
for the loss of the fingers. The same 
principle applies to loss of arms, legs, 
hands, and sc forth. The justice of such 
compensation has seemed obvious to most 
people-both experts and the average 
citizen. Yet the offset proposal would 
reduce the worker's OASDI benefit whol
ly or partially by the amount of these 
workmen's compensation payments. In 
other words, in many cases he would not 
gain monetarily for this kind of anatomi
cal loss--not even in those cases where 
the occupational injury was unrelated 
to the disability rating under the OASDI 
program. 

Some workmen's compensation laws 
subtract temporary total disability bene
fits from the permanent award at the 
time the percentage of permanent im
pairment is determined. Since the 
OASDI disability benefit will not be paid 
until after 6 months of incapacity, an 
injured worker could have his work
men's compensation award reduced by 
the amount of the temporary total dis
ability paid for the first 6 months or 
longer and also have his OASDI bene
fits reduced for the balance of work
men's compensation payments there
after. 

Many States limit medical benefits. 
An injured worker could in some in
stances be paying for his own medical 
bills at the time a reduction would take 
place. It is among those workmen's com
pensation cases that extend beyond 6 
months where most of the cases that ex
ceed medical limits in workmen's com
pensation are found. Is it fair to reduce 
the benefits of an occupationally injured 
worker at the time he has to bear the 
medical cost of his occupational injury? 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the most 
telling argument against an offset on the 
social security side is the fact that it is a 
contributory system. No worker should 

have that benefit reduced for which he 
has made contributions for most of his 
life. 

Mr. President, I shall not offer an 
amendment to bring the Senate bill into 
line with the action taken by the House. 
But I respectfully urge those Members 
of this body who will serve on the confer
ence committee to give sincere considera
tion to the arguments of those who do not 
wish to place offset provisions in our so
cial security laws again. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President 
the pending passage of H.R. 6675, the 
Hospital, Health and Social Security Act 
of 1965, presents this body with one of 
those moments in its history which recur 
from time to time, when the e:tiorts of a 
generation at long last come to fruition. 
The names of Senator Robert F. Wagner 
and Senator James E. Murray drift back 
into one's c'Onsciousness. They stood on 
this :floor in the years following the end 
of World War II and fought for a health 
insurance program. Harry Truman 
made it a key plank in his administration 
platform and he and his Cabinet officers 
fought valiantly for it. Our late beloved 
President John F. Kennedy, both as a 
principal sponsor of the Kennedy-Ander
son amendment in 1960 and later as Pres
ident, gave courageous leadership in the 
battle for a prepaid program of medical 
assistance for the aged. One of the 
heroes of this day is thankfully still with 
us, the senior Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON]. As author of the An
derson-King bill, he carried the p:-incipal 
load of advocating health care fo,r the 
aged during those tough years when the 
votes were not there for passage. Truly 
all Americans owe a prayer of gratitude 
to this great Senator from the West for 
his vision and for his courage in con
tinuing the fight when lesser men may 
have faltered. 
-Mr. President, since the beginning of 
the 20th century, the life expectancy of 
Americans has increased from 49.2 years 
to 70 years. At the same time medical 
care prices have increased greatly. On 
an index in which 1937-59 prices equal 
100, the costs for all medical care have 
risen from a level of 50.3 in 1940 to a 
level of 120.3 in December 1964. Of 
course, much of the price rise reflects in
creases in quality, but the cost is higher 
nevertheless. 

Thus our older citizens are faced with 
increasing years of retirement, when 
their income drops drastically, at the 
same time that their utilization of medi
cal services--which makes the increased 
life span possible-increases, and at a 
time when the costs of those medical 
services is increasing. 

It is this situation which gives rise to 
the need for a system of health insur
ance, a system in which people will make 
payments into a trust fund during their 
working years in order to draw benefits 
when they retire. 

The basic hospital insurance plan, fi
nanced through a payroll tax, will cover 
inpatient services, posthospital extended 
care, outpatient hospital diagnostic serv
ices, and posthospital home health serv
ices with varying time limits and deduc
tibles in each case. In Texas this plan 
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will provide over $96 million a year to aid 
our · 990,000 citizens over 65 in paying 
their hospital bills. 

The voluntary supplementary insur
ance plan would cover physicians' serv
ices, chiropractic and podiatrists' serv
ices, home health services, and numerous 
other medical and health services in and 
out of medical institutions. The indi
vidual would pay $3 per month and the 
Government would match this amount. 
Assuming 95 percent participation, this 
plan will afford over $47 millio~ a year 
of additional assistance to elderly citizens 
in Texas. 

H.R. 6675 revises the allocation formu
las under the public assistance pro
grams-old-age assistance, aid to the 
blind, aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled, and aid to families with de
pendent children-to provide greater 
Federal participation. The estimated 
annual increase in public assistance 
funds for Texas is over $6,900,000. 
Under an amendment which I introduced 
yesterday and which the Senate adopted, 
the effective date will be moved up 6 
·months from January 1 1966, to July 1, 
1965. If this change is approved by both 
Houses it will mean an extra $3,450,000 
for the needy aged in Texas, this year. 

The bill provides a 7 percent across the 
board increase for those in receipt of 
social security payments. For Texans 
this means an increase in cash benefits 
of $98 million for the calendar year 
1967. 

The recital of these dollar amounts is 
made for the purpose of illustrating how 
effective intelligent Government spend
ing can be in directing expenditures into 
socially desirable channels. Of course, 
channeling the money is only the first 
step. The real test will come with ex
perience. 

A lot of study has gone into the draft
ing of this legislation. Years of work 
are written into this bill. It is, I believe, 
basically a sound plan. The matter of 
control is, as always, a difficult problem. 
There are many interests to be served, 
and the question, for instance, of who 
should determine standards and who 
should determine what it a "reasonable 
cost" will probably be back with us in the 
future. 

We are making a good beginning, how
ever, and I commend those Senators and 
staff people who have labored so long 
and ·hard on this legislation. . Especially 
to be commended is the able junior Sen
ator from Louisiana, RussELL LONG, for 
his able steering of this great law through 
the committee and Senate passage on 
the floor, with beneficial amendments, 
but without crippling amendments. He 
has shown a very high degree of parlia
mentary skill. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, my ob
jections to this bill were outlined during 
my discussion of my amendment earlier 
today which would have struck out the 
administration's medicare provisions 
and replaced them with liberalizing 
changes to the Kerr-Mills Act. 

However, I wish to quote from state
ments made by the manager of the bill, 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNd] 
on July 16, 1962, in opposition to the ad-

ministration's medicare proposal, which 
was substantially the same as that con
tained in this bill. 

In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 
108, part 10, page 13664, he said: 

Here we have a proposal that would tax 
people to pay for a great amount of medical 
care which many of them are well able to 
provide for themselves without the help 
of the Government or anyone else. 

Under this proposal, in a large number 
of cases we would be taking the butter and 
eggs from the workingman's table in order 
to provide medical care for someone else, 
who has always been both willing and able 
to pay his own medical bills. In many 
cases, the beneficiary will be much better 
off than his benefactors. 

Again, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 108, part 10, page 13665, he said: 

A regressive rate structure is and w111 be 
particularly unfair to the lower income 
brackets, because they obviously are spending 
practically all of their income on basic neces
sities, while those in the upper income levels 
spend less and less of their total income on 
such essentials. Yet the poor man must pay 
a considerable portion of his already ear
marked funds just to be medically protected 
as well as wealthier people who may waste 
more in a year than a poor man earns. 

Again, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 108, part 10, page 13666, he said: 

I would be willing to vote for any taxes 
and appropriations necessary to care for 
those who are unable to care for themselves. 
I am not willing to vote for taxes and appro
priations for medical care for those who can 
and should provide it for themselves. 

And again, in the CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD, volume 108, part 10, page 13863, the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] said: 

Mr. President, I yield to no Senator in my 
desire to care for the needs of the aged, the 
disabled, and the underprivileged in general. 
That is not the issue before us now. We are 
asked to vote on an amendment which would 
require that we pay the medical bill of every
one over the age of 65 whether he needed 
such care or not. We are asked to adopt an 
amendment which would tax the poorest 
people in our country on the same basis as 
that on which we tax the wealthiest. We 
are asked to vote one of the most regressive 
taxes we could find. It is a tax that would 
operate like a hidden sales tax. It would hit 
hardest at the poor, in order to finance medi
cal care for all the people, whether they need 
such care or not. 

My mother's cook and yard boy would be 
asked to pay my mother's medical bill, al
though she neither asks, expects, or demands 
it. Frankly, I think she would feel that the 
proposal was unsound. When the medical 
bills of everyone who might seek medical 
care under the measure, whether he needed 
such care or not, are added, we find the cost 
of medical care increased by 50 percent. 

Mr. President, these statements made 
3 years ago are just as valid today as 
they were then. I find it almost un
believable that the one who made them 
now proposes to vote for this bill. They 
persuaded me to vote with him then
against the proposal. And they per
suade me now to vote the same way. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, 30 years ago today, the Senate and 
the House were in conference on a rev
olutionary concept. That concept had 
been the subject of bitter controversy 
with its proponents hailing it in those 

dark depression days as the only real 
salvation of the American way of life 
and its opponents denouncing it as the 
devil in disguise that would propel the 
United States to a sure and not-so-slow 
destruction. The proponents were suc
cessful, the two Houses resolved their 
differences and President Roosevelt 
signed into law in August of 1935 the 
revolutionary concept which is known 
as social security. 

Over the years with consistent regu
larity the original Social Security Act has 
been revised and amended. Almost with
out exception, these revisions have lib
eralized and extended social security so 
as to make it of more good to more 
people. 

But nothing in the 30 years since the 
establishment of the social security bill 
will have the impact on the American 
scene as will the bill we are about to 
pass here today. I am quick to add that 
this measure before us is infinitely great
er than the original Social Security Act 
in the benefits it provides the citizens of 
this country. The Social Security Act 
of 1935, while revolutionary in concept, 
was modest in scope. The Social Secu
rity Amendments of 1965 are comprehen
sive, far-reaching and imaginative yet 
not without their revolutionary features 
too, the most noteworthy of which is the 
idea that the medical problems of the 
people are the problems of their Gov
ernment. 

The Government's role in medical care 
has been the focal point of a controversy 
as acrimonious and extended as the con
troversy 30 years ago over social security. 
After much worthwhile and informa
tive debate and discussion over the years, 
the Congress has decided in its wisdom 
to pass a medicare program which does 
much to relieve the onerous burden of 
the costs of health that has weighed so 
long upon the shoulders of our elderly. 
The varying points of view that were 
brought to the medicare debate by the 
medical profession, the insurance indus
try, organized labor, businessmen, the old 
folks themselves, and the public in gen
eral have been extremely beneficial in 
synthesizing the various goals and means 
of obtaining the goals into the construc
tive program contained in this bill. 

Medicare is the most noteworthy and 
controversial part of the measure before 
us today, but it actually comprises less 
than half of the benefits provided by this 
bill in terms of dollars spent. The $7 
billion of benefits we are about to provide 
will go to every conceivable segment of 
our population in need of help from their 
government. Yet the worth-of the social 
security bill of 1965 cannot be measured 
solely in terms of dollars. It can better 
be judged by an economist than an ac
tuary, better by a social worker than an 
accountant, and even better by those of 
us here today who have the opportunity 
to go among our folks back home and see 
the needs that are met, the fears that are 
dissolved, the wants that are satisfied 
by what we have wrought. I ask you 
to do as I shall do and that is to seek 
out your people in the months and years 
ahead and to see how they· are being 
comforted and being made secure by the 
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bill .we are on the verge of approving. t 
Such an experience, I am sure, will not 
only renew your faith in the job you are 
doing, but it will bring just a whole lot of 
soul satisfaction. 

I have expressed my gratitude to the 
various segments of our society which 
have helped in formulating this meas
ure. Let us not forget the many devoted 
people in government who have played 
such a significant part in getting this 
job done. There are the many nameless 
people in the executive branch who have 
worked under the leadership of two great 
Presidents--John F. Kennedy and Lyn
don B. Johnson-and two great Secre
taries of Health, Education, and Wel
fare-ABRAHAM RIBICOFF and Anthony 
Celebrezze. Particularly on the execu
tive side, we should mention Under Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare Wilbur Cohen, Social Security Com
missioner Robert Ball, Public Assistance 
Expert Charles Hawkins, and Actuary 
Robert Myers. 

On the legislative side, we have been 
ably assisted both on the House and on 
the Senate side by Fred Arner and Miss 
Helen Livingston of the Library of Con
gress and in the Finance Committee by 
the staff headed by Mrs. Elizabeth Sprin
ger and by Legislative Counsel Doug 
Hester. To my colleagues on the Finance . 
Committee, I pay tribute for the thor
ough and expeditious fashion in which 
they worked on this bill. I owe a special 
debt of gratitude to our wonderful chair
man, HARRY F. BYRD, for entrusting to 
me so historic a proposal as this to han
dle in the Senate. I could not have done 
it without the cooperation and expertise 
that I obtained from such fellow com
mittee members as the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], the Sena
tor from Tilinois [Mr. DouGLAs], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE], and 
particularly the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. ANDERSON] who has been the 
father and devoted advocate of medicare 
for so many years. 

I appreciate the courtesy and atten
tion that each and every Senator has 
given to me throughout the floor debate 
of this bill. Especially do I thank the 
minority leader [Mr. DIRKSEN], who is 
not able to be with us today, and my 
boss, the marvelous majority leader from 
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], for the little 
appreciated but magnificent job they 
have done in moving this measure 
through the Senate. 

MEDICARE IS IN THE AMERICAN TRADITION 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, H.R. 6675, 
which is now pending before this body, 
is a lengthy and complex bill embodying 
new programs for financing health ~are 
of the aged, as well as amendments to 
the public assistance programs and to 
the social security system. It would add 
to the Social Security Act two new titles: 
one, dealing ·with health insurance for 
the aged; and the other, expanding and 
improving the programs of grants to 
States for medical assistance. 

The first new title, title XVIII, estab
lishes two programs of health insurance 
for the aged. Part A would establish a 

hospital insurance program for the aged the need for the program and the sound- . 
under the social security system which ness of the plan, has formed. 
has been long and ably advocated by the This national debate has served an 
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. important purpose beyond that of being 
ANDERSON]. Part B would · establish a a proving ground for the medicare pro
supplementary health insurance pro- posal; it has served to develop and bring · 
gram to which elderly persons could forward significant additions and 1m-·. 
voluntarily subscribe. . provements to the original plan. The 

Although it occupies a relatively small medical profession, with the support of · 
part of the 387-page omnibus social many other citizens, put forward a 
security bill that we have on our desks, group of proposals which came to be 
H.R. 6675 is being referred to as the known as eldercare. These were weighed 
medicare bill. The proposal which in re- in the legislative process; and much of · 
cent years has become popularly known the eldercare plan was adopted, anct is 
as medicare is embodied in Part A of included in the bill we are considering 
title XVIII. As someone recently re- today. 
marked, "A" stands for Anderson. Part The many studies of the health-care 
A is the Anderson bill. problems of the aged also focused atten-

Part A, "Hospital Insurance Benefits tion on the need for improvements in 
for the Aged," will represent, as it be- the Kerr-Mills program of medical as
comes law, an historic forward step to- sistance for the aged. Accordingly, this 
ward making the aspirations of our peo- bill incorporates a number of substan
ple for dignity and security in old age tial improvements in the Kerr-Mills 
an economic reality. It is to the im- program, correcting most of the defects 
portance of this step and the need for which were revealed by the experience 
this program that I wish to address my of our States in utilizing the program. 
remarks today. The problem which confronts our 

Mr. President, I have been a supporter senior citizen-and which, in fact, con
of this legislation from the beginning. fronts our Nation-has been thoroughly 
When our late, beloved President, John documented over the years that this pro
F~ Kennedy, then a Senator from Massa- posal has been debated. Certain facts 
chusetts, joined the Senator from New are clear. The average cost of a day of 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] in May of 1960, hospitalization has increased from $9 in 
to offer to the social security legisla- 1946 to about $40 today, and these costs 
tion of that year an amendment provid- will continue to rise; people in the older 
ing hospital insurance for the aging, I age groups require almost three times . 
enthusiastically supported them in that as much hospitalization as do people of 
effort. Many of my colleagues here in working age; and the average length of 
the Senate Chamber this afternoon sup- hospital stay for older persons is twice 
ported them, too; and for all of us this is as long. 
a day in which .we can take deep satisfac- Since most persons over age 65 are re
tion, a day in which the results of years tired, most of them have limited incomes. 
of patient effort and advocacy will be Half of the single persons over 65 have -
realized. cash incomes of less than $1,000 a year; 

I have been a cosponsor of the Half of the elderly couples have incomes· 
Anderson bills in the 87th Congress, the of less than $2,800. 
88th Congress, and now in the 89th Obviously, with such meager financial 
Congress. I halve spoken for the Ander- means, the purchase of adequate hos
son proposal more times than I can pita! insurance becomes difficult or 1m
count. I have publicly debated the is- possible. Despite great effort and in
sue with its opponents in my State. Last genuity on the part of the insurance in
year, during my campaign for reelection, dustry and voluntary healtlr insurance 
I spoke scores of times on the growing plans, only about 25 percent of those over 
problem of our older citizens &urrounded 65 have anything approaching adequate 
in our modern society with healing and hospitalization insurance. One may 
lifesaving possibilities that their meager assume that most of these are in the more 
means do not permit them to enjoy. I prosperous half of the elderly PQpul~tion. 
explained the medicare plan, and asked The problem has been documented as 
the people of Utah for their approval. clearly in my own State of Utah as in 
It is clear that the citizens of my State, the Nation as a whole. Several years ago 
as well as the great majority of citizen., the University of Utah . conducted a 
of our entire Nation, approve this for- thorough study of the utilization of hos
ward-looking legislation. pital and medical services in my State. 

The Senate will shortly vote on thic; . This study reported a hospital utiliza
bill, and I believe the vote will be favor- tion rate of 126 patients of all ages per 
able. During the past 5 years, since thousand population, but a rate of 203 
hospital insurance for the aged was in- per thousand in the 65 to 74 age group, . 
troduced in the Senate as the Kennedy- and a rate of 246 per thousand in the age · 
Anderson amendment, the proposal has · group of those 75 and over. The average . 
been a national issue. It has been a length of stay also was found to in- : 
key issue in three national elections. crease by age group; and the average · 
The proposal has been subjected to ex- charge per hospital stay was found to be, 
haustive public hearings in both the for persons 75 and over, almost double 
Senate and the House of Representa- the average . charge per patient, for all 
tives committees. The proper commit- ages. 
tees have studied it; and it has been de- The study also analyzed the method of 
bated on the floors of both Houses. The · paymeD:t of hospital bills, by age group, 
medicare proposal has stood up under in Utah hospitals, and clearly points up 
every test, and a consensus, both as to the lack of hospitalization coverage or· · 
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the aged. For example, the report shows out the independent and self-reliant 
that in the 55 to 64 age group, 39 per- spirit of the American people and the 
cent of the patient's bills were paid by great value of this spirit to our society. 
insurance, and 9 percent were paid by Mr. President, I agree completely with 
charity; but for patients 75 and over the these sentiments; and, to me, one of the 
insurance payment of hospital bills most compelling virtues of the Anderson 
dropped to 18 -Percent, and 17.6 percent proposal is its expression of this ~ptrit of 
of these aged patients had their bills self-reliance. 
paid by charity. Most A.qtericans, Mr. President, want 

Part A of the proposed title xvm to take care of themselves; they want to 
would establish a prepayment insurance meet their own needs, through their own 
program for hospital bills and for bills efforts. After retirement from almost a 
for confinement in convalescent facili- lifetime of productive work, an older citi
ties. Contributions would be made equal- zen may have income from social secu
ly by employees and employers to a hos- rity, and perhaps a private pension, and 
pital insurance trust fund. Bills for may b~ able to meet his own needs for 
hospitalization and other covered serv- the expenses of daily living. But how is 
ices incurred by persons over 65 would he to be self-reliant and to take care of 
be paid from this 'trust fund, which ulti- his own needs when confronted with a 
mately would be made up of the aggre- catastrophic hospital bill for himself or 
gate contributions of the beneficiaries, for his wife? If he can pay the first such 
themselves. The provision of a self- bill from savings or by mortgaging his 
funding prepayment insurance p1an is home, he may still be hit with large hos
the heart of the Anderson proposal. · pital bills a second, a third, or even a 

It is said that this program will some- fourth time during his years of living in 
how interfere with the freedom of doc- retirement. Thousands of our fellow 
tors to practice medicine. Mr. President, citizens who have passed their working 
I submit that this program can only en- years are caught up in this grim chain 
hance the freedom of doctors in the care of events, every year, and are reduced to 
of their patients. Nothing in this bill re- poverty and to dependence upon public 
lates in any way to what a doctor should charity. What a hollow mockery of the 
or should not do for his patient. In fact, concept of individual self-sufiici·ency this 
in the bill there is specific prohibition is, when there is no practical way for a 
against any kind of interference with person living in retirement to help him
medical practice. I say that the bill will self and to avail himself of the marvel
enhance the freedom of doctors to prac- ous, but tremendously costly, benefits of 
tice medicine, because it will enlarge the modern hospital care when he needs 
range of practical choice and will remove them. 
the influence of financial considerations The only really practical way for a 
from physicians decisions as to the course retired person to take care of himself, 
of treatment to recommend to patients. to meet his own needs for hospital care, 

Under the hospital insurance pro- is to have prepared in advance, during 
grams, patients would enter the hos- the years when he was employed. The 
pita! only on the recommendation and hospital-insurance program embodied in 
order of their personal physician, just as the bill now before us provides a practi
is now the case. Physicians now make cal means for people to take care of their 
the professional judgment as to whether needs, in advance; a practical means for 
a patient needs the facilities of a hospi- Americans to do what they most want to 
tal; but what doctor is so insensitive do.; to be self-reliant and to pay their 
to his patient's situation that he would own way, through their own work and 
not feel reluctance to recommend hos- contributions. 
pitalization . which he knows will mean The opponents of this program say 
financial ruin? With such heavy costs they do not wish to see anyone go with
covered under the hospital insurance out needed hospital care; but, they say, 
program, a physician can make his de- let us help only the needy. First, those 
cision as to his patient's need for hos- who pursue this line of argument mis
pitalization free from such nonmedical understand, or perhaps ignore, the true 
considerations. nature of the Anderson proposal. When 

Some persons even express vague fears they talk of a program which w111 help 
that such hospital insurance would some- the needy, they are thinking in terms of 
how restrict the freedom of individuals the traditional welfare concept, under 
as patients. Here again, the program which public funds are used to help those 
does not impose any conditions on the who cannot help themselves. The has
patient's choice of doctor, or does not pital-insurance-for-the-aged program 
affect in any way his relationship with does not use public funds, in the sense 
his doctor. To the extent that it affects that the welfare programs do. Benefits 
an individual's freedom at all, it enlarges would be paid from funds which are con
his freedom, because it enlarges real tributed by, and are the property of, the 
choice. If a doctor recommends hospital beneficiaries. Moreover, it is not the 
treatment, but if a patient knows that purpose of the program to provide help 
the cost of hospitalization must be paid where hope is gone; instead, its purpose 
with money saved by his children for is to provide a mechanism, through a 
the education of his grandchildren, can public instrumentality, which will enable 
we say that he is really free to act upon . each person to help himself. 
his doctor's advice? Mr. President, free- We have a number of public-assistance 
dom becomes more real as the economic programs, enacted by Congress over the 
barriers to free choice are let down. past several decades, which are valuable 

Many of the letters I have received and necessary; but the medicare pro
from citizens of my State have pointed posal is a wholly different approach. It 

is not so much designed to alleviate some 
of the consequences of poverty as it is to 
prevent poverty. Those who would re
ject this prepayment, self-help approach 
seem to be saying that if an elderly per
son has need for hospitalization, let him 
spend his savings, sell his ho~e; and, 
when everything is gone, then it is all 
right for the Government to pay his 
bills--in other words, after the horse 
is gone, the Government may then 
come in and close the barn door. 
Mr. President, I fail to see the 
moral superiority of such a course, as 
compared with one in which people can 
prepare in advance against the tremen
dous financial burden of hospital care 
which they will be almost sure to con
front in their later years. 

Mr. President, I have saved until last 
a comment on the hue and cry we hear 
from some quarters--namely, that the 
Anderson proposal is socialistic or is a 
step toward socialized medicine. Of all 
of the failures to see and to understand 
the true nature of this program, this one 
is surely the greatest and the most 
exasperating. 

Sometimes I wonder why at least some 
of organized medicine is not hailing this . 
bill as an historic step in forestalling any 
trend toward socialized medicine. that 
might develop; for as we adopt the pro
gram embodied in part A of this bill, we 
turn away from the road toward Gov
ernment medicine, and we take a big 
stride toward preserving and protecting 
the American system of private medicine 
and community-based hospital care. 

As our medical technology advances 
and as its capabilities increase, the com
plexity and the cost of hospital care in
crease. In the past 20 years, we have 
seen really miraculous developments in 
the ability of modem medicine, with 
modern hospital technology to save lives 
and to cure illness. In the same period, 
we have seen the average cost of a day's 
hospital care increase more than four 
times. The scope and the effectiveness 
of medical technology will continue to 
grow, and so will hospital costs. 

Two cnaracteristics are common to 
most retired people: They are old, and 
have more illness; and they are retired 
and have low incomes. It is clear that 
as the lifespan increases and as the 
normal retirement age slowly declines, 
the proportion of our population in re
tirement' and living on retirement in
comes will continue to increase. In any 
democratic and humane society, the pub
lic will demand that lifesaving technol
ogy be available to all; and, sooner or 
later Government will respond to this 
demand by the people. 

Our observation of other countries 
shows us that when these pressures be
come great enough, government inter
venes to provide hospital and medical 
care. Those programs take d11ferent 
forms in different countries. It is unnec
essary for us to discuss here whether such 
a program in any particular country is 
good or is bad. For my part, I would be 
very unhappy to-see our country follow 
such a course--one in which the Gov
ernment undertook to provide hospital 
and medical services, because I believe 
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that a great deal in the system of private 
medicine and community-hospital serv
ice which is our country's unique con
tribution to this area of modern society 
would thus be lost. 

The Anderson plan is a distinctly and 
characteristically American response to 
these pressures and problems which are 
being felt in every civilized country. It 
proposes an approach to the solution of 
this growing problem of the economic 
availability of care, and to forestalling 
the pressures for Government health 
services, by dealing with the root of the 
problem-that is, the financing of hos
pitalization-while keeping hands off of 
the provision of services. In summary, 
my support of the medicare proposal is 
not based on a desire to change in any 
way, the American system of private 
medicine. Quite to the contrary, I see 
the pending medicare proposal as a way 
to help preserve this superior system and 
to leave it undisturbed, while approach
ing the solution of a national problem 
which almost everyone agrees exists. 

I realize that the organized medical 
societies do not see the matter in this 

. way; but I believe that they may not have 
reflected deeply enough on the problems 
which lie ahead, and may not be, in the 
long run, acting in their own best in
terest. 

As we finally vote to establish in law 
hospital insurance for the aged, we take 
a great step toward solving one of the 
most serious social problems of our time, 
and we take the step in the framework of 
the best American traditions: the tradi
tion of full and free debate of social 
issues, the tradition of expression of the 
will of an informed majority, the tradi
tion of valuing ~ndependence and pro
moting individual self-reliance, and the 
tradition of free people using the agency 
of government to enable them to better 
help themselves. At the same time, we 
call for progress in the solution of our 
problems and for some longrun answers 
better than the palliatives of welfare. 
And we resolutely turn away from the 
path of socialization, which is one course 
open to us, and, instead, address our
selves to shoring up the economic foun
dation of the unique and remarkable 
health-care system of private and indi
vidual arrangements and community 
responsibility which has developed in 
America. 

Mr. President, my remarks have fo
cussed on one part of this bill-that pro
viding a program of hospital insurance 
for the aged-because this has been the 
focus of controversy and debate over the 
problem of financing health care of the 
elderly. However, I do not wish to over
look the many other important measures 
contained in this bill. 

The voluntary program of supple
mentary insurance and the extensive 
improvements in the Kerr-Mills pro
gram, I have already mentioned. The 
bill also will increase social security cash 
benefits. Incomes of social security 
beneficiaries wm be increased by 7 per
cent; and an individual will have the 
option to retire at age 60, with somewhat 
reduced benefits, if he so desires. 

Another provision of this bill, which I 
have long advocated, is a liberalization 
of the retirement test. Under existing 
law, social security beneficiaries have 
their benefits reduced if they earn more 
than $1,200 in a year. This btll will 
amend that provision so as to exempt the 
first $1,800 of earnings before deductions 
are made from benefits. This is not 
quite r:.s generous a provision as one I 
proposed in the bill I introduced. My 
bill would have permitted earnings up 
to $2,400 without loss of benefits; but the 
provision in this bill, as recommended 
by the Finance Committee, is a step in 
the right direction, and will relieve hard
ship in many cases. 

In summary, this is a comprehensive 
bill and a balanced bill. Each of its pro
visions makes a contribution to the bet
terment of the lives of older Americans. 
I fully support House bill 6675, the So
cial Security Amendments of 1965. 
A STEP TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF AMERICAN 

SOCIETY 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
Senate is about to vote on a historic 
piece of legislation. The bill wtll receive 
a large majority reflecting widespread 
support for a medical-care program for 
the aged-a concept which 10 years ago 
was considered radical. 

The history of this legislation will pro
vide excellent material for students of 
our Government. They will be able to 
chronicle the growth of the concept from 
the day when it was introduced in Con
gress, many years ago. They will be able 
to document how a great new idea ma
tures and gains respectability. They will 
be able to note the role of lobbies. A 
careful student will be impressed by the 
important role the legislative branch 
played in developing this great legisla
tion. It was born in the Congress, re
ceived a significant push from the legis
lative branch, and came back to the leg
islative arm, to be molded into its final 
form. 

This legislation has followed a long, 
and sometimes tortuous, path to frui
tion. Many of us wish it could have 
traveled the path more quickly; but the 
time has not been wasted. The bill the 
Sen~te will pass is a vast improvement 
over previous proposals. 

It will not meet all contingencies, nor 
is it so designed. The medical-care pro
gram is based on the same principle as 
that of the old-age and survivors and dis
ability insurance system. The latter is 
intended to provide a base on which to 
build a financially secure retirement. 
The former is designed to provide a base 
on which to build a healthy retirement. 
The one is hollow without the other. 

Improvements will be made in the pro
gram as experience dictates. I look for
ward to voting in the future on provi
sions to bring about these improvements. 

No doubt, problems will arise in ad
ministering the program, and there will 
be cries of "We told you so." But we 
must not be deterred by those who resist 
change, who reject needed legislation be
cause minor problems wlll arise to be 
solved. No program can be as perfect 
as the one those critics dem8lld. 

The concept behind the bill we will 
pass is sound. I am proud to have co
sponsored the measure. 

This is not the time to review all the 
provisions of the bill. However, I wish 
to call attention to two sections dealing 
solely with Alaska. Alaska will become 
the 19th State permitted to divide State 
and local government retirement systems. 
One part will be for employees desiring 
social security coverage; the other, for 
those who do not. 

Services performed by employees 
choosing to come under social security 
must be covered by social security in the 
future. However, persons already em
ployed have a choice, and are not forced 
to join. 

Also, this bill prevents a great injustice 
to a number of dedicated schoolteachers 
in Alaska. 

For 13 years, these teachers have con
tributed to social security. This year, 
the Social Security Administration ruled 
that certain Alaska school districts did 
not qualify as political subdivisions, 8lld 
had no authority to enter into social se
curity agreements. 

The Senate accepted an amendment 
permitting these districts to qualify for 
coverage. A similar step was taken to 
correct a similar situation in Arkansas in 
1962. 

The amendment insures that the 
teachers will receive retirement pay
ments for which they paid. 

It is fitting that this injustice be pre
vented in this bill, for the legislation is 
concerned with correcting another great 
injustice, an injustice which turned the 
golden years into years of worry and poor 
health for too many persons. 

In preparing to vote in favor of House 
bill 6675, I am reminded again of an ob
servation by Arnold Toynbee, the histo
rian. He concluded that a society's qual
ity and durability can be measured best 
"by the respect and care given its elderly 
citizens." 

History will rank this Congress high 
among those which have taken significant 
action to improve the quality and dura
bility of the American society. 
IMPROVEMENT IN THE DOUGLAS OLD-AGE ASSIST-

ANCE "PIN MONEY" AMENDMENT 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish 
to endorse a little-noticed amendment to 
our welfare assistance legislation which 
the House · has included in House blll 
6675. This provision is an improvement 
of the amendment which I first offered 
in 1956, and which was finally enacted in 
1962-relating to the amount of income 
which may be earned by a recipient of 
old-age assist8llce without its being sub
tracted from his assistance grant. 

In 1956; I first introduced my "pin 
money" amendment, which would have 
permitted old-age assistance recipients 
to earn $50 each month, without losing 
that amount from their assistance 
grants. In 1956, and again in 1958, the 
opposition of the Eisenhower administra
tion resulted in the defeat of my amend
ment, even though the Senate adopted 1t 
by a strong record vote in 1956. 

During ·consideration in the Senate of 
the public welfare amendments blll, in 
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1962, I again offered my amendment, in 
a form which would have permitted each 
State to let old-age assistance recipi
~nts earn up to $25 a month, without 
having it subtracted from theirr assist
ance grants. I proposed only a $25 ex
emption, because I wanted very much to 
get established in the law the principle 
that a small amount of earned income is 
to be encouraged; and I did not want to 
cause defeat of the proposal, by asking 
for more 'than a very modest amount. 
Somewhat surprisingly, a unanimous 
Senate adopted my. amendment, and in
creased the exemption to $50. In the 
conference, the amendment was re
tained; but it was changed so as to per
mit the States to exempt from consider
ation earned income oi $10 a month, plus 
one-half of any additional earnings up 
to a total of $50 a month. 

I was very much pleased to see that 
the House, in House bill 6675, approved 
an amendment to this provision, which, 
if adopted, will permit a State, in deter
mining after December 31, 1965, the need 

· of an aged recipient, to disregard an ad
ditional portion of income. The new 
provision is that of the first $80 earned 
per month, the State may disregard the 
first $20 completely, plus one-half of the 
remainder. · 

It is particularly gratifying to see that 
the House also has extended this prin
ciple to the earnings of a disabled indi
vidual receiving benefits under titles XIV 
and XVI of the Social Security Act, and 
to earnings in aid under title IV to fami
lies with dependent children: 

Despite the predictions by administra
tive opponents, during the Eisenhower 
administration, of an excessive cost , if 
my amendment was adopted, it has been 
implemented gradually, with a very 
negligible cost. It is now estimated that 
the amendment to increase. the exemp-

. tion adopted by the House in House bill 
. 6675 will increase expenditures from 
Federal funds by a somewhat larger, but 
still reasonable, .amount. If all 23 States 
that have indicated they are interested 
in using the present provisions for ex
empting e.arned income from considera
tion in determining need were to imple
ment the provision and were to move to 
the larget amounts that can be exempted 
un.der this amendment--and it probably 
will take some years before this occurs
the annual increase in Federal costs 
would be about $3.5 million. · Of this in
crease, more than $3 million would be 

· for persons who do not now receive as
' sistance. These are people with enough 
present income to meet their needs un
der the States current standards of 
eligibility for assistance but who will 
become eligible for assistance under the 
higher earnings exemptions in the 
amendment. 

In the future, more states will un
doubtedly realize the advantages of giv
ing recipients of old-age assistance an 
incentive to obtain occasional productive 
employment, by not requiring that their 

determining need, the annual increase in 
Federal costs will rise from about $3.5 
million, . initially, to about $12 million, 
annually ,_in 1970. 

A 1960 study of old-age assistance 
recipients revealed that 91,000 recipi
ents-3.9 percent of all 2,337,000-had 
any income from personal earnings. 
Their earnings tended to be low, averag-

. ing only a little over $14 a month. The 
·91,000 recipients with earnings were dis
tributed as follows, in terms of the 
monthly amount of their earnings: 23 
percent had earnings of from $1 to $4; 
27 percent' earned from $5 to $9; 14 per
cent earned $10 to $14; 10 percent earned 
$15 to $19; 9 percent earned $20 to $24; 
6 percent earned $25 to $29; 4 percent 
earned $30 to $39; 3 percent earned $40 
to $49; 3 percent ·earned $50 to $74; 
three-tenths of 1 _percent earned $75 to 
$99; and three-tenths of 1 percent 
earned $100 or more. 

Mr. President, a report compiled by 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, as of March 31, 1965, shows 
the degree to which this permissive 
amendment has been implemented by 
the States. This report shows that as of 
March 31, 1965, 23 jurisdictions had sub
mitted plan:ning material to implement 
this provision; two States enacted au
thorizing legislation in their 1965 legis-

, lative session, but the planned material 
was not then submitted; two States had 
legislation pending in the 1965 session; 
and five other States had expressed in
terest in this provision, but had not then 
taken action to implement it. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
table to which I have referred be printed 
in the REcoRD at the end of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 

. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I hope 
very much that the increase in the ex
emption proposed in· the House will be 
retained in the Senate and in the final 

, bill. As a result of this provision in the 
law, a person receiving old-age assist
ance payments will be able to earn, if his 

·State permits, $20 a ·m.onth, without 
having any of it subtracted from his 
assistance grant, and up to $80 a month 
with one-half of the difference between 
$20 and $80 being subtracted from his as
sistance grant. On the basis of the 1960 
study of the financial resources of old
age assistance recipients, it is apparent 
that if it is implemented in all States, 
the new provision would permit fully 
three-quarters of the old-age assistance 
recipients in the country with personal 
incomes to retain all the money they 
earn; and since only sixth-tenths of 1 
percent of the old-age assistance recipi
ents with incomes earn more than $75 
a month, .99 percent of these recipients 
will benefit from the amendment. 

· assistance payments be reduced to the 
full extent of their earnings.- It is esti
mated by administrative officials that as 
additional States move to exempt more 
earned income from consideration in 

It is extremely desirable, in my opin
ion, to have this principle covered in 
our old-age assistance legislation, be
cause it permits our elderly citizens to 
contribute to their self-support and 
their self-respect by earning a few dol
lars of pin money in occasional employ
ment, eacli month. I 'congratulate the 

House on its action; and I hope very 
much that the Senate will agree to it, 
and that this provision will therefore be 
retained in the final version of House 
bill 6675. 

ExHIBIT I 
DISREGARD OF EARNED INCOME FOR PERsONS 65 

AND OLDER (OF THE FIRST $50 PER MONTH OF 
EARNINGS, NOT MORE THAN THE FIRST $10 
THEREOF PLus ONE-HALF OF THE RE
MAINDER) AS REPORTED MARCH 31, 1965 
Plan materia,! submitted-23 jurisdictions: 

Arkansas, California, Delaware, District o:f 
Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Vermont, 
Virgin Islands, Virginia, and Washington. 

Legislation enacted in 1965 session; plan 
mate:.:ial not yet submitted-two jurisdic
tions: South Dakota and Wyoming. 

Legislation pending ( 1965 session) -two 
jurisdictions: Massachusetts and Wisconsin. 

Interested, but no action yet taken-five 
jurisdictions: Connecticut, Iowa, Maine, 
Pennsylvania, and South Carolina. 

Will not implement at present--22 juris
dictions: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Colo
rado,1 Guam, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Michi
gan, Minnesota,1 Mississippi, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North 
Carolina,! Ohio, ·Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah, and West Virginia. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on passage of 
the bill. . 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I have a speech which I wish to 
make on third reading. It would take 
me no more than 20 minutes to make it. 
If Senators are eager to make their 
plane connections or to meet other com
mitments, I am willing to make the 

-st)eech later, provided other Senators will 
give the Senate the same consideration . 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the 
minority has 32 minutes available to it. 
If no Senators wish to lise any more time, 
I shall be glad to yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we can 
have unanimous consent that speeches 
subsequently made will appear prior to 
the final vote, I am ready to yield back 

·the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is in 

case anyone has any doubt whether their 
remarks will appear in the RECORD. I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate has expired. The bill having 
been read the third time, the question is, 
Shall it pass? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. ... 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON]. · If he were present and 
voting he would vote "yea." If I had 

; 1 Considered by 1963 . legisiature, not en-
acted. ' 
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the privilege of voting, I would vote 
"nay/' I withhold my vote. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER <when his name 
was called). On this vote I have a pair 
with the Senator from Arkansas ~Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT]. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA]. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "nay." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "yea." Therefore, 
I withhold my vote. 

Mr. MILLER <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE]. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "yea." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "nay." I withhold 
my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] would vote "yea." 

Mr. KOCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] are absent on official 
business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] is paired with the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Illinois would vote "yea," and the Sen
ator from Kansas would vote "nay." 

The pair of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HRUSKA] has been previously an
nounced. 

The result was announced-yeas 68, 
nays 21, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Fopg 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hart 

All ott 
Bennett 
BY,rcl, Va. 

[No. 176 Leg.) 
YEAS--68 

Hartke Morse 
Hayden Moss 
Hill Muskie 
Inouye Nelson 
Jackson Neuberger 
Javits Pastore 
Jordan, N.C. Pell 
Kennedy, Mass. Prouty 
Kennedy, N.Y. Proxmire 
Kuchel Randolph 
Lausche Ribicoff 
Long, Mo. Russell, S.C. 
Long, La. Saltonstall 
Magnuson Scott 
McCarthy Smathers 
McClellan Smith 
McGovern Sparkman 
Mcinme Talmadge 
McNamara Tydings 
Metcalf Williams, N.J. 
Mondale Yarborough 
Monroney Young, Ohio 
Montoya 
NAY~21 . 

Curtis 
Dominick 
Eastland 

Ervin 
Fannin 

· Harris 

Holland Murphy Thurmond 
Jordan, Idaho Robertson Tower 
Morton Simpson W1lliams, Del. 
Mundt Stennis Young, N.Dak. 

Dirksen 
Ellender 
Fulbright 
Hickenlooper 

NOT VOTING-11 
Hruska 
Mansfield 
McGee 
Miller 

Pearson 
Russell, Ga. 
Symington 

So the bill <H.R. 6675) was passed. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the title of the bill will be ap
propriately amended. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill <H.R. 6675) be printed with the Sen
ate amendments numbered, and that in 
the engrossment of the amendments the 
Secretary of the Senate be authorized to 
make all necessary technical and cler
ical changes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 
· Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presl

dent, I move that the Senate insist upon 
its amendments, request a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. BYRD of 
Virginia, Mr. LoNG of Louisiana, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. WILLIAMS 
of Delaware, and Mr. CARLSON conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com
merce Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of H.R. 5401, and 
that H.R. 5401 be made the pending 
business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. · The bill will 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
5401) to amend the Interstate Commerce 
Act so as to strengthen and improve the 
national transportation system, and for 
other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator from 
Montana? The Chair hears none; and 
the Commerce Committee is discharged 
from further consideration of the bill. 

Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill? · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to amend H.R. 5401 by striking out 
all after the enacting clause and insert
ing in lieu thereof the text of S. 172'7, 
Calendar No. 373, the Senate companion 
bill. as reported by the committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sena
tor from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is my under
standing that the bill (S. 1727) which 

was considered and passed by the Sen
ate earlier is subject to a few questions 
to be asked by the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina of the Senator in 
charge of the bill, the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHEJ, so that 
the measure can be finally disposed of. 

First, I ask unaniJ:nous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an excerpt from 
the report <No. 387), explaining the pur
poses of the bill. 

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

INTRODUCTION 

S. 1727 contains provisions to strengthen 
enforcement efforts against 1llegal carriage 
and to require motor carriers and freight for
warders to pay reparations to shippers 
charged unlawfully high rates. 

NEED FOR PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

lllegal transportation is a major problem 
requiring action by Congress. Illegal trans
portati~n is big business. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission, on the basis of road 
checks in 42 States, has estimated that it 
involves a minimum of $500 mlllion a year. 
Other experts feel the cost of illegal trans
portation is even higher, amounting to from 
$1 to $5 billion a year. These experts base 
this higher estimate on the obvious short
comings of the 42 State road checks in which 
many of the illegal carriers escaped detection. 

While the annual cost of a billion dollars 
or more is a direct measure of the revenue 
lost by the regulated carriers, both truckers 
and railroads, to 1llegal transportation, the 
problem is more serious than that. The loss 
is serious in terms of the common carrier 
industry because these carriers are the back
bone of our national transportation industry. 
These regulated carriers are of crucial im
portance because of their public interest ob
ligation to serve all of the public, in virtually 
every community in America, in good weather 
and in bad, and in good times and in bad. 
Without common carriers with a universal 
obligation to . serve, transportation would 
quickly deteriorate into a means of promot
ing the economic activity of a few. The 
public interest requires that we protect 
these carriers against the abuses of 1llegal 
carriers who assume no public responsib111ty. 

The presence of highway poachers also 
penalizes the shipper, the community, and 
the public more directly. The 1llegal oper
ator often evades tax laws as well as trans
portation laws, and the law abiding must pay 
the difference. The public also pays more 
for goods, because freight moved 1llegally 
takes revenues from the lawful common car
riers, causing their rates to be raised to pay 
the fixed operating costs of labor, mainte
nance, and equipment. Furthermore, tbe 
evidence to date indicates that illegal truck
ers are far more prone to highway accidents 
than are the lawful operators. 

This problem has been called the "gray 
area" of transportation. This is a mis
nomer. The problem is black and not gray. 
It arises from 1llegal · transportwtion, 
although such 1llegal operations are fre
quently masked under various disguises and 
fa.cades to give them the appearance of 
legality. 

Combating illegal carriage is not an easy 
task, and even with new enforcement tools, 
the illegal operator will not be driven off the 
highways. S. 1727 would muster new weap
ons in this legal fight against unlawful 
carriage. It would increase the penalties 
for unlawful transportation activities, ease 
some of the legal burdens which handicap 
the enforcement efforts of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, and ' provide new: 



.16158 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 9, 1965 
means of legal recourse for those damaged 
by lllegal operations. Furthermore, S. 1727 
would clear the way for improved enforce
ment cooperation between the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and the various 
State commissions. 

Federal-State cooperation, with primary 
emphasis on State action, is a sound and 
effective means of proceeding. The States 
share with the Federal ·Governn:ent an equal 
interest in fighting illegal carriage. Only a 
cooperative, coordinated enforcement effort 
can end illegal carriage. 

Section 1 of S. 1727 would authorize the 
ICC to enter into cooperative agreements 
with the States to enforce Federal and State 
regulations concerning highways transporta
tion. The rapid growth of communication 
between the ICC and the States would 
improve enforcement. Seotion 2 of S. 1727 
would assist in the complete implementa
tion by the States of existing operating 
authority registrrution statutes. While 
multistate carriers could comply with uni
form standards of registration in a relatively 
simple operation, the illegal interstate car
rier could be subject to State penalties for 
failure to register. 

The approach embodied in S. 1727 has won 
solid and widespread support from virtually 
all segments of our highly competitive trans
portation system. S. 1727 is supported by, 
among others, the National Association of 
Railroad and Ut111t1es Commissioners, the 
Transportation Association of America, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the American 
Trucking Association, the Association of 
American Railroads, the Interstate Com
merce Commission, and the Deprurtment of 
Commerce. 

The enactment of S. 1727 would be an 
effective, positive step toward ending the 
problem of illegal transportation, and there
by strengthen!~ and improving our national 
transportation system. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
bill which was ordered reported unani
mously by the Senate Commerce Com
mittee would improve the national trans
portation system by strengthening en
forcement efforts against illegal truck
ing, and by requiring motor carriers and 
freight forwarders to pay reparations for 
unreasonable or discriminatory rates. 

The first two sections of the bill would 
permit increased Federal and State co
operation in curbing unlawful carriage, 
and other regulatory efforts. Federal
State cooperation, with primary em
phasis on State action, is a sound and 
effective means of proceeding. The 
States share with the Federal Govern
ment an equal interest in fighting illegal 
carriage. Only a cooperative, coordi
nated enforcement effort can end illegal 
carriage. 

Section 1 of S.. 1727 would authorize 
the ICC to enter into cooperative agree
ments with the States to enforce Federal 
and State regulations concerning high
way transportation. The rapid growth 
of communication between the ICC and 
the States should improve enforcement. 

Section 2 of S. 1727 would assist in the 
complete implementation by the States 
of their existing operating authority 
registration statutes. While truckers 
operating in many States could comply 
with the uniform standards of registra
tion in A. relatively sinil>le -operation, the 
illegal interstate trucker would be sub
ject to State penalties for failure to 
register. The committee added an 
amendment to this section to provide for 

situations where motor carriers may be 
self -insurers. 

The next two provisions of the bill 
would assist the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in its enforcement work 
against illegal truckers. 

Section 3 would extend the civil for
feiture provisions presently in the Inter
state Commerce Act to unlawful truck 
operations, and would increase the 
amount of such fines. 

Section 4, paragraph 1, would broaden 
the provisions of the act to enable the 
ICC to obtain service of process upon 
motor carriers or brokers and to join 
other necessary parties without regard 
to where the carrier or other party may 
be served. 

These first four provisions of the bill 
were. based on recommendations to the 
committee by the ICC. The Commission 
urged their enactment because they 
would greatly assist the ICC in its efforts 
to combat the threat to the preservation 
of a sound common carrier system posed 
by unlawful transportation. In its latest 
annual report, the ICC pointed out that 
illegal carriage, Ilke a strain of virus 
adapting to antibiotics, is employing new 
disguises and devices for the evasion of 
regulation, with resulting serious impair
ment to the health of our regulated 
carriers. 

Illegal -trucking is big business, involv
ing a minim urn of half a billion dollars 
a year. Some experts estimate that the 
cost of illegal transportation could be 
even higher, amounting to from $1 to $5 
billion a year. 

While the annual cost of a billion 
dollars or more is a direct measure of 
the revenue lost by the regulated carriers, 
both truckers and railroads, to illegal 
transportation, the problem is more 
serious than tria t. The loss is serious in 
terms of our common carrier industry 
because these carriers are the backbone 
of our national transportation industry. 

The public interest requires that we 
protect these carriers against the abuses 
of illegal carriers who assume no public 
responsibility. 

The presence of these illegal truckers 
penalizes the shipper, the community, 
and the public more directly. The ille
gal operator often evades tax laws as 
well as transportation laws, and the law 
abiding must pay the difference. The 
public also pays more for goods because 
freight moved illegally takes revenues 
from the lawful common carriers, caus
ing their rates to be raised to pay the 
fixed operating costs of labor, mainte
nance and equipment. Furthermore, the 
evidence to date indicates that illegal 
truckers are far more prone to highway 
accidents than are the lawful operators. 

Under section 3 of this bill, a civil for
feiture action could be brought against a 
for-hire motor carrier for transporting 
property without a required certificate 
or permit. The testimony of the ICC at 
the hearings on this bill before the Sur
face Transportation Subcommittee indi
cated that the procedures under existing 
law for dealing with certain motor car
rier violations are often slow and cum
bersome, and sometimes ineffective. The 
civil forfeiture proceedings, which would 
be authorized under this bill, could be 

instituted wherever the illegal trucker 
could be found, and the quantum of 
proof required would not be as great as 
that in a criminal proceeding. The fine 
that could be levied would be up to $500 
for each count, permitting a court to 
levy substantial fines for flagrant vio
lations. 

Under section 4, paragraph 1, the serv
ice of process provisions would be 
broadened to enable the ICC to obtain 
service of process upon motor carriers 
or brokers, and to join other necessary 
parties without regard to where the 
carrier or other party may be served. 

This provision is necessary because 
these illegal operators, so-called gypsy 
truckers, move rapidly about the country, 
and often have no fixed headquarters or 
agent to receive service of process. Un
der this provision, the shipper partici
pating with the trucker in evading the 
law, could be joined in the action with
out regard to the limits of service under 
present Federal rules. 

The committee amended section 3 as 
introduced to delete a proviso which the 
ICC pointed out was unnecessary and to 
delete the extension of civil forfeiture 
fines to safety violations. Testimony be
fore the Surface Transportation Sub
committee indicated that safety regula
tion compliance has been a problem 
with respect to those who do not other
wise comply with the law, and civil for
feiture fines would be helpful to the ICC 
in this important area. The imposition 
of such fines would also provide equality 
of treatment of competing modes inas
much as railroads are subject to· such 
fines for failure to comply with safety 
requirements. 

It was pointed out to the committee, 
however, that as presently written, the 
ICC's rules and regulations number in 
the hundreds, and include not only major 
infractions, but also comparatively minor 
infractions such as burned -out side 
marker lights. In view of this, the com
mittee determined at this time to amend 
the bill to eliminate civil forfeiture fines 
for safety violations. If the Commission 
revises its regulations to separate major 
infractions, the committee has indicated 
in its report that it could look with favor 
upon the inclusion in this section of such 
major infractions. 

The second paragraph of section 4 
would afford injured parties a measure 
of self-protection against operations 
which are openly and obviously unlawful. 
It would permit injured parties, for the 
most part the common carriers who are 
suffering from the competition of those 
who operate illegally, to end flagrant 
violations of the law. It will relieve the 
already overburdened enforcement per
sonnel of the Commission of the necessity 
of handling obviously routine enforce
ment cases. This weapon against illegal 
operations is an adjunct and supplement 
to the Commission's activities, and is in 
no way intended to be a substitute for 
them. 

While legitimate common carriers, 
both rail and motor, have suffered from 
the competition of illegal operators car
rying goods in interstate commerce with
out the requisite operating authority, 
they have had no right under the law to 
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protect the~elves through court action 
to enjoin such illegal activities. Self
help is a highly valued law enforcement 
procedure. The alternative would be to 
build up in the Commission a giant Fed
eral police force, which could require the 
employment of thousands of additional 
investigators to handle these problems. 
The committee did not wish to do this. 

The language of this section makes it 
clear that private suits could be enter
tained only in those cases where the vio
lation complained of, and for which re
lief is sought, is a clear and patent viola
tion of the law. Only these operations, 
which openly and obviously are outside 
operating authority requirements of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, could be re
strained. 

. As a protection against any possible 
malicious use of process, and as a bar 
to numerous harassing lawsuits, this sec
tion requires the posting of a bond, and 
calls for the recovery of attorney's fees 
and court costs where the action is not 
warranted by the fact's and circum
stances. 

In order to insure that the courts could 
not be used to decide initially cases in
volving important issues of transporta
tion law or policy, the committee ordered 
an amendment as follows: 

(3) any action brought under subsection 
(b) (2) of this section, the Commission may 
notify the district court of the United States 
in which such action is p~nding that it in
tends to consider the matter in a proceeding 
before the Commission. Upon the filing of 
such a notice the court shall stay further 
action pending disposition of the proceeding 
before the Oommission. 

The language of the bill as. intro
duced requires that a copy of the ap
plication for relief be served upon the 
Commission, and that a certificate show
ing such service be included in the ap
plication. The Commission was given 
authority to appear as of right in any 
such action. With the addition of the 
committtee amendment, there would be 
ample and adequate protection for 
shippers and carriers who fear that the 
Commission might be deprived of an 
opportunity to decide initially cases in
volving important issues of transporta
tion law or policy. The ICC has in
formed the committee that it has no 
objection to this self-help provision. 

The committee also amended this sec
tion to delete a so-called primary busi
ness test proviso. The ICC pointed out 
to the committee that this proviso was 
unnecessary, and that they feared that 
the courts might construe this unneces-

. sary clause as some indication of con
gressional intent to . require that all 
enforcement actions involving unlawful 
operations must first be considered by 
the Commission. 

This section, as amended, with these 
restrictions and limitations, would not 

. permit a large number of uncalled for 
suits. 

If it appears at a subsequent time 
that these provisions are being used im
properly, it would be the intention of 
the subcommittee to propose a change 
in the law to remedy the situation. 

The last two sections of the bill, sec
tions 5 and 6, would pennit shippers to 
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recover reparations from motor carriers 
and freight forwarders. These sections 
would allow a court of competent juris
diction to award shippers reparations, 
which are charges for transportation in 
accordance with filed tariffs to the ex
tent that the ICy subsequently finds 
the charges to have been unjust and un
reasonable, or unjustly discriminatory 
or unduly preferential or prejudicial. 

This section would ·restore a proce
dure formerly available to shippers be
fore ·the 1959 Supreme Court decision 
in T.I.M.E. case. 

There are reparations provisions now 
in effect in part I of the act-relating 
to railroads-and part m, relating to 
water carriers. By the addition of this 
section, a measure of equality of treat
ment of all modes as to reparations 
would be provided. 

In closing, I would like to point out 
that this bill is supported by the ICC, 
the Department of Commerce and the 
National Association of ·Railroad and 
Utilities Commissioners. It is also sup
ported by the truckers and railroads, 
and is not opposed by the water carriers, 
freight forwarders or the Bus Owners 
Association. The bill is supported by 
two active organizations representing 
shippers, investors and users of trans
portation, the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce, and the Transportation Associa
tion of America. The Private Carrier 
Conference of the American Trucking 
Association, one of the largest organi
zations representing only private car
riers in America, does not oppose the 
bill. The various fann organizations 
of America have indicated that they 
have no objection to the bill as amended. 
The Senate passed S. 2560, containing 
these same provisions and others, on 
June 29, 1962. The House bUl, H.R. 
5i01, contains provisions virtually iden
tical to those in the amended bill, as well 
as other provisions. 

The bill deals with the transportation 
industry of the country. The purpose 
of the bill is to prevent uncertified car
riers of property and passengers in 
commerce from infringing on the busi
ness of certified carriers of the Nation. 
It deals primarily with the carriers of 
merchandise and passengers on the 
highways of our Nation. In many in
stances, carriers not certified have been 
exercising the authority of certified car
riers. The bill contemplates remedying 
that situation. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
should like to propound a question to the 
able and distinguished Senator from 
Ohio on this subject. I should like to 
ask the following question: It has been 
brought to my attention that there is 
some concern on the part of private 
carriers as to the possibility of harass
ment under the provisions of section 
4(2). Would the Senator explain this 
section and discuss what safeguards are 
included in the bill to prevent harass
ment. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Section 4(2) con
templates giving to injured parties an 
action at law against private carriers 
who have usurped powers that do not 
belong to them. An injured party can 
go into court and file an action asking 

for injunctive relief. When he does so, 
he must prove, first, that the defendant 
has been a patent and open violator of 
the law. Before· the court can grant 
injunctive relief, the plaintiff must show 
as a matter of jurisdiction that there has 
been a clear and patent violation; sec
ond, the plaintiff must post a bond 
adequate to indemnify for damages, at
torney's fees and court costs in the 
event the defendant is held to be in the 
right at the end of the action. 

Over and above that, the members of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
finally included in the bill a provision 
that whenever an action of this type is 
brought in a court, the members of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission may 
intervene and ask the court to suspend 
the proceedings so as to allow the Com
mission to handle the matter in the nor
mal processes. 

To summarize:_ First, the plainti:ff 
must show that there is a clear and pat
ent violation before the court can take 
jurisdiction. 

Second, the plainti:ff, before he can ob
tain injunctive relief, must post a bond 
guaranteeing to indemnify the defendant 
for damages sustained, the attorneys fees 
paid, and court costs entailed. 

Third, to keep the subject within the 
old proceedings, the Interstate Com
merce Commission may intervene in the 
lawsuit and ask that the proceedings be 
suspended so as to allow the Commission 
to handle the matter in the nonnal proc
esses. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Ohio for his as
surances. I think that makes the rec
ord clear on this subject. 

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. · I wish to commend 
the chairman of the committee for his 
active participation in this matter. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I asked the Senator 
from Ohio to yield so that I could com
mend him for his fine work in holding 
these hearings, which involved a very 
serious matter in transportation. The 
real backbone, the strength of our trans
portation system in this country, is the 
common carrier. What we have tried to 
do under all the laws of the United 
States that we have passed, from the 
Motor Carrier Act on, is to allow the 
common carrier to proceed in the pur
suit of his business without interference 
from the illegal carrier in what has been 
termed the gray area in transportation. 

The Senator from Ohio held exten
sive hearings and carefully considered 
the question involved. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission worked with him. 
This is an important step forward · in 
strengthening the common carrier sys
tem of the United States. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I, 
too, thank the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Commerce for his 
statement on this matter . . 

The VICE PRESJI)ENT. The ques
tion is on the engrossment of the amend
ment and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed, and the bill be read a third time. 

The bill <H.R. 5401) was read the third 
time, and passed. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
that Senate bill 1727 be indefinitely post
poned. I understand that will remove 
it from the calendar, as well. 
' The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob

jection, Senate bill S. 1727 is indefinitely 
· postponed. -

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF S. 
2180 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that S. 2180 may 
lie at the desk until July 15, so that addi
tional Senators may have the opportu
nity to cosponsor the measure. I do this 
at the request of the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. McGEE]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL WHEAT MARKETING 
REFERENDUM 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 411, H.R. 9497. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill wlll 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
9497) to extend the time for conducting 
the referendum with respect to the Na
tional Marketing Quota for Wheat for 
the marketing year beginning July 1, 
1966. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

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

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, the bill would extend from 
August 1,1965, until 30 days after the ad
journment sine die of the first session 
of the 89th Congress the time within 
which the Secretary of Agriculture is re
quired by law to conduct a marketing 
quota referendum with respect to the 
1966 crop of wheat. I ask unanimous 
consent that an explanation contained 
in the report be printed in the RECORD. · 

There being no objection, the explana
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

The Agricultural Act of 1964 provided for 
voluntary wheat marketing certificate pro
grams in 1964 and 1965. In the absence of 
further legislation the law providing for 
mandatory marketing quotas will be ap
plicable to the 1966 crop, and marketing 
quotas for that crop have been proclaimed 
and must be submitted to a produced refer
endum not later than August 1, 1965. How
ever, both the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry of the Senate and the House Com
mittee on Agriculture are actively consider
ing b1lls providing for voluntary programs, 
and passage of any of these b1lls would make 
the referendum unnecessary. Passage of the 
bill could therefore result in avoidance of an 
unnecessary referendum, the costs attendant 
thereto, and the confusion which might well 
result therefrom. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the question 

J: • r 

is on the third reading and passage of 
the bill. 

The bill <H.R. 9497) was ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the 

able majority leader yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. KUCHEL. Will the majority 

leader indicate what exertions he con
templates using in next week, on Mon
day, Tuesday, and thereafter, if he can? 

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS-
- 1966 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask consent that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 410, 
H.R. 8775. making appropriations for the 
legislative branch. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
8775) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1966, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection 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 
Appropriations, with amendments. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. This will be the 
pending business. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
11 A.M. MONDAY, JULY 12, 1965 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business tonight, it 
adjourn untilll o'clock a.m. on Monday 
next. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
Monday, the first order of business will 
be the bill making appropriations for 
the legislative branch. 

That bill will be followed by Calendar 
No. 372, H.R. 7997, making appropria
tions for sundry independent offices, ex
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
corporations, agencies, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966. The 
bill will be in charge of the chairman 
of the Committee on Commerce, the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

That bill will be followed by Calendar 
No. 409, H.R. 8370, making appropria
tions for the Department of Agriculture 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending June 39, 1966. 

That bill will be followed on Wednes
day, I assume at this time, by Calendar 
No. 366, S. 2213, the so-called housing 
bill. 

In between and afterward, we shall 
try, mutually, to bring up other pieces 
of legislation for consideration, if time 
allows. · 
· Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the able Sena
to;r from Montana. 

COPPER TRAY PRESENTED BY THE 
OFFICIAL REPORTERS OF SES
SIONS OF THE SENATE OF CHTI..E 
TO THE OFFICIAL REPORTERS OF 
DEBATES OF THE U.S. SENATE 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr-. President, 

recently, when I visited the omce of our 
official reporters of debates, I observed, 
prominently displayed in a handsome 
glass and mahogany case which is placed 
upon the carved marble mamtel in that 
room, an especially beautiful copper tray 
which bears. the following inscription in 
Spanish: 

Del personal de la Redaccion de Sesiones 
del Senado de Chile a .sus colegas del Senado 
N orteamericano--1964. 

The translation into English is as 
follows: 

From the personnel of the Reporters of 
Sessions of the Senate of Chile to their col
leagues of the North American Senate-1964. 

I take great pleasure in holding the 
tray in my hands at this time, for all to 
see. 

Mr. President, this is a tribute to the 
aid that our able ofticial reporters gave 
to the reporters of Chile. 

Upon making inquiry, Mr. President, I 
was informed that the presentation of 
this gracious gift to our reporters of de
bates followed a visit which Dr. Rene 
Vuskovlc Braco, of Santiago, Chile, one 
of the reporters of sessions of the Senate 
of Chile, made to the U.S. Senate. 

· Mr. President, at a time when so much 
thought and attention are being devoted 
by all men of good wlll to the increase 
of international friendship and under
standing, it is, indeed, inspiring to ob
serve this quiet, but most impressive, 
manifestation by our friends in Chile 
of their warm friendship, good will, and 
high regard for their counterparts in the 
U.S. Senate. 

I am hopeful that people at other levels 
of the U.S. Government w111 practice the 
same goOd-neighbor relationship toward 
Latin America that our kindly, able re
porters have done, as is exhibited by the 
token of friendship presented to them by 
the reporters of Chile. 

I know that I voice the sentiments of 
all Members of the U.S. Senate when I 
extend to these distinguished citizens of 
our sister Republic in the Southern 
Hemisphere our heartfelt and sincere ap
preciation of this lasting token of their 
enduring friendship. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the text of the letter sent by our 
official reporters of debates, Mr. Gregor 
Macpherson and Mr. Herbert N. Bud
long, to the reporters of the Senate of 
Chile .. 
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There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

I ask unanimous consent that all com~ . the cooperation which he has consistent-
mittees may meet during the' session of ly shown. ' 
the Senate on Monday next until 12 I pay special tribute also to those on 

BY AIRKAIL · o'clock noon. the other side of· the aisle, the distin-
JANUARY 4, 1965. The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- guished minority leader, the Junior 

Dr. RENE VUSKOVIC BRAVO, 
Gay 1941, 

jection, it is so ordered. · Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 

Santiago, Chile. 
DEAR DR. VUSKOVIC: Upon our return to the 

Senate today, following its period of adjourn- , 
ment, we and our colleagues were delighted 
to :find the beautiful inscribed copper tray 
which you so kindly sent to the Official Re
porters of Debates of the Senate of the 
United States of America. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 
the historic passage of the health care 
.bill, the Senate has completed its work 
on the "big four" pieces of domestic legis
lation in which the President has been 
most interested. I refer specifically to 
the bills relating to Appalachia, aid to 
education, voting rights, and health 
care, the latter passed this evening. The 
Senate, in passing these important meas
ures, has acted responsibly and efficiently 
on a vitally important domestic legisla
tive program. I commend this entire 
body. 

We thank you very much indeed for your 
splendid gift, which warms our hearts. We 
shall have it permanently displayed in a 
prominent place in our office here in the 
Senate; and it will be a constant reminder 
of your friendship, which we value so highly. 

Please be assured that we shall always be 
happy to welcome you here whenever you 
:find it possible to visit us in the future. 

Cordially yours, 
GREGOR MACPHERSON, 
HERBERT N. BUDLONG, 

Official Reporters of Debates. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am especially 
glad to be able to invite attention to this 
token because of the exchange between 
the University of my State of Texas and 
the University of Chile, under which 
from 15 to 20 students from Texas spend 
6 weeks each year in Chile, while students 
from Chile spend a time in the United 
States. 

This kindly assistance and fine token 
of appreciation exchanged between legis
lative reporters of two democratic bodies 
in these republics will do far more to 
strengthen frtendship between nations 
than any secret missions. 

I congratulate our able Official Re
porters of Debates. 

SCENIC DEVELOPMENT AND ROAD 
BEAUTIFICATION OF OUR FED
ERAL AID IDGHWAY SYSTEM 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, S. 

2084 was introduced by the senior Sen
ator from West Virginia on June 3, 1965. 
This measure was introduced on behalf 
of the administration and is more pop
ularly known as the scenic development 
road beautification of our Federal aid 
highway system. 

It is my plan, as chairman of the Sub
committee on Public Roads, to open 
hearings on the bill. There are four pro
posals within the so-called important 
package that we shall consider. It is 
planned to open heartngs on Tuesday, 
August 10. 

I ask unanimous consent that the name 
of the distinguished junior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON] be added as a 
cosponsor of the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION ON MONDAY 
NEXT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

had forgotten to make the unanimous 
consent request earlier, but it has been 
cleared with the other side. 

Special congratulations must be ex
tended tonight for the fine work of the 
Senate on the health care legislation. 

I think that is is only proper at this 
time to extend my sincere thanks and 
gratitude and my highest commenda
tions to the distinguished manager of 
the bill, the able junior Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], who did his usual 
tremendous job of steering the bill to a 
successful conclusion. · He has managed 
many important b1lls on this floor and 
again this time, as always, he did so 
with unmatched sk111. 

I believe also that great honor should 
go to the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], who has 
been, in many respects, the father of 
this particular legislation for so many 
years, and whose advice and counsel 
has been valued during all that time. 

Particular mention should be made 
of the contrtbutions of the distinguished 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], 
who did so much for the passage of this 
legislation, the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAs], the dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
GoRE J, the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
McCARTHY], the distinguished Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT], and last, but by no means 
least, a former Secretary of the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF], who made such 
a profound contribution. 

I would be remiss if I did not mention 
the cooperation and the understanding 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Finance, the senior Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], who, al
though he was against the bill, in his 
usual courteous and gracious manner, 
did nothing to delay the bill, but, in ef
fect, speeded up the hearings so that 
the matter could be brought to the floor 
for final consideration, debate, and a 
vote. Despite the fact that he was suf
fering from an illness, he came to the 
floor today because of his interest in this 
particular measure. I salute him for 

who is now in the hospital unfortunately, 
but who, I hope, will be back shortly, the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MORTON], the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. CuRTIS], who 
was opposed to the bill, but who fought 
it cleanly and with vigor, the distin
guished Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN
NETT], the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and most impor
tant, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], the 
senior Republican on the Finance Com,
mittee, who did much to bring this bill 
to a successful conclusion, even though 
he personally was opposed to it. 

The senior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMS] was responsible, in large 
part, for bringing about a limitation of 
debate and a speeding up of the con
sideration. I pay special tribute to him 
for the understanding and cooperation 
which he has shown. 

Mr. President, in other words, I 
commend the entire Committee on . 
Finance for the good work that they 
have done in this respect, regard
less of their positions on the legis
lation which has just been passed. Many 
other Senators have contributed greatly 
to the consideration of this legislation. 
I express to the Committee on Finance 
and to the Senate the personal grati
fication of the leadership for the under
standing, tolerance, and courtesies 
shown. The entire Senate can take just 
pride in the way in which it conducted 
its deliberations on this most important 
measure. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the ·senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

• REPORT OJi' COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on possible additional 
procurement costs resulting from award of 
subcontract for radio antenna systems on a 
sole-source basis, Department of the Army, 
dated June 1965 (with an accompanying 
report) ; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

SUSPENSION OJi' DEPORTATION OJi' ALIENS 

Two letters from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta
tion of certain aliens, together with a com
plete and detailed statement of facts and 
pertinent provisions o! law as to each allen, 
and the reasons for•ordering such suspension 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 



16162 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 9, 1965 

REPORTS OF CG>MMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 

jection, the report will be printed, as re
quested by the Senator from Alaska. 

unanimous consent to have the report 
printed in the REcoan, together with a 
statement by me. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without amendment: 

S.J. Res. 83. Joint resolution to authori~ 
the President to issue a proclamation com
memorating the 175th anniversary, on August 
4, 1965, of the founding of the U.S. Coast 
Guard at Newburyport, Mass. (Rept. No. 
427). 

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL 
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES-FED
ERAL EMPLOYMENT AND PAY 

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

The report and statement are as 
follows: 
FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN EXECUTIVE BRANCH, 

MAY 1965 AND APRIL 1965, AND PAY, APRIL 
1965 AND. MARCH 1965 Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 

By Mr. LAUSCHE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, without ·amendment: 

as chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex
penditures, I submit a report on Federal 
employment and pay for the month of 
May 1965. In accordance with the prac
tice of several years' standing I ask 

PERSONNEL AND PAY SUMMARY 

(See table I) 
H.R. 5246. An act to amend sections 20a 

and 214 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
(Rept. No. 430). 

By Mr. MONRONEY, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without amendment: 

s. 1021. A blll to amend title 18, chapter 
39, of the United States Code, entitled "Ex
plosives and Combustibles" (Rept. No. 429). 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 502 OF 
·MERCHANT MARINE ACT-RE
PORT OF A COMMITTEE-SUPPLE
MENTAL AND INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 
(S. REPT. NO. 428) 

•• <>' • 

Total and major categories 

Total1 ______________ - - -----------------

Agencies exclusive of Department 
of Defense ___ - ----------------- --Department of Defense ____________ 

Inside the United States ___________ 
Outside the United States _________ 
Industrial employment__-- --------

Foreign nationals_---------------------

Information in monthly personnel reports 
for May 1965 submitted to the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal 
Expenditures 1s summarized as follows: 

Civilian personnel in 
executive branch 

Payroll (in thousands) in 
executive branch 

Increase Increase 
In May In April <+)or In April In March <+)or 

num- num- decrease was- was- decrease 
bered- bered- (-) (-) 

2,479, 493 2,477, 616 +1,877 $1,455,149 $1,498,683 -$43,534 

1,452, 680 876, 390 -25,793 1, 455,147 -1,467 850,597 
1, 026,813 1,022, 469 +4,344 604,552 622,293 -17,741 

2, 319,300 2,317, 678 +1,622 ------------ ------------ ------------
160,193 159,938 +255 ------------ ------------ ------------
545,387 544,012 +1, 375 ------------ ------------ ------------
130,750 131,361 -611 24,641 24,676 -35 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Commerce, I report 
favorably, without amendment, the bill 
<H.R. 4346) to amend section 502 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, relating to 
construction differential subsidies, and I 
submit a report thereon. I ask unani
mous consent that the report be printed, 
together with the supplemental views of 
Senators DoMINICK and PROUTY, and the 
individual views of the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE]. 

1 Exclusive of foreign nationals shown in the last line of this summary. 

Table I breaks down the above figures on 
employment and pay by agencies. 

ment figures to show the number outside the 
United States by agencies. 

Table IV breaks down the above employ
ment figures to show the number in indus
trial-tyPe activities by agencies. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re

port will be received, and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar; and, without ob-

Ta'ble II breaks down the above employ
ment figures to show the number inside the 
United States by agencies. 

Table III breaks down the above employ-
Table V shows foreign nationals by agen

cies not included in tables I, II, m, and IV. 

TABLE I.-Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies during May 1965, 
and comparison with April1965, and pay for April1965, and comparison with March 1.965 

Department or agency 

Executive departments (except Department of Defense): 
Agriculture_-----------------~---------------------------------------Commerce _______________________________________________ " __________ _ 

Health, Education, and Welfare--·----------------~------------------Interlor _____________________________________________ • _______________ _ 
Justice _____________ ----·--------______________________________ -- ____ -

Labor ___ -----·------------------------------------------------------Post 0 ffice ___ ----------_____________________________________________ _ 

State 2 ~---------------------------------- ----------------------------
Treasury ____ --------------------------------------------- _____ ------

Executive Office of the President: 
White House Office ___ ----------- _____ --------- ___ -------------- ___ --
Bureau of the Budget------------------- --- ------------------- -----~
Qouncil of Economi~ Advisers_---- ---------- ---------------------- -
Executive Mansion and Grounds __ ----- -------- -------------- -------

~:~:g~:~ ~~~:C~f~~;~~i~fs~~ -~~~~~~1---= ========================= ~ 
~~~~~~:~g~~rco~g~\unif:V:::=============·===================== 
Office of Emergency Planning __ --------- ------------ - ---------------
Office of Science and Technology ___ ---------------------------------
Office of the Special Representative for Trade Negotiations ____ __ ___ _ 
President's Commis.<~!on on the Assassination of President Kennedy_ 
President's Committee on Consumer Interests ______ _ ----------------
President's Committee on Equal Opportunity in Housing __________ _ 
President's Council on Equal Opportunity_------------------------ -

Independent agencies: 

~~~ ~o=~g~~e~t~~g~=~~~-~-~~l~t!~~-s_-_-_-_~~~~~~~~=~ t 
~fcf:~c~~:;e~g~~~i~~~~i~~==========::=================== === = 
Battle of New Orleans Sesquicentennial Celebration Commission ___ _ 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System _________________ _ 
Civil Aeronautics Board-------------------------------- _____ --------
Civil Service Commission _____________ - -;_----- ;:,-----------_ .:: ___ ------

See footnotes at end of table. 

May 

104,012 
33,044 
84,263 
65,384 
32,310 
9,080 

5~,096 
40,490 
92,249 

326 
492 

46 
69 
29 
27 
39 

1. 125 
389 
127 

26 
(4) 

11 
11 
14 

33 
439 

5 
7,129 

1 
634 
820 

3, 706 

Personnel 

April Increase Decrease 

100,890 3,122 ------------
32,914 130 ------------
83,915 348 ------------

1 64,065 1,319 ---------80-32,390 ----------2-
9,078 --------44.0-596,536 ------------140,544 ------------ 54 

97,137 ------------ 4,888 

318 8 ------------
483 9 ------------

40 6 
---------- ;~-

73 ------------
30 ---------23- 1 
4 ------------

39 ------------ ·-----------
1,199 -------- - --- 74 

374 15 ------------
142 ------------ 15 
27 ------------ 1 

(4) ------------ ------------
11 ------------ ------------
11 ------------ ------------
10 4 ------------
25 8 ------------'444 ----------3- 5 

2 ---------32-17,161 ------------
1 ------------ ------------

635 ------------ 1 
823 ------------ 3 

3, 731 ------------ 25 

"' 

Pay (in thousands) 

April March Increase Decrease 

$56,972 $58,669 ------------ $1,697 
23,157 23,566 ------------ 409 
49,690 50,416 ------------ 726 
40, 651 41,588 ------------ 937 
24,112 24,848 ------------ 736 
6,1i54 6,844 ------------ 290 

316,512 328,735 -----$i;35i- 12,223 
25,603 24,252 ---------903 61,454 62,357 

~-----------

254 271 ------------ 17 
513 535 ------------ 22 
43 47 ---------24- 4 
63 39 -----------2 
35 37 ------------
4 3 1 ---------- --

42 42 ------------ ------------
348 302 46 ----------12 357 369 ----------3-
57 54 -----------i 
31 32 ----- -------

(4) (4) ------------ ------------
9 9 ------------ ------------
9 10 ------------

(6) ------------ ------------ ------------
26 Z7 ------------ 1 
89 110 ---------12- 21 
12 ------------ ---------284 

6,Z76 6,560 ------------(6) (5) ----------------------22 
476 498 ------------
752 784 ---------16- 32 

2,637 2,621 ------------
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TABLE 1.-ConsoUdated table of Federal personnel inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies during May 1965, 

and comparison with April1965, ,an4 pay for April1965, and compar~son with Jf.;farch 1965-Continued _ 

~ -
Department or agency 

Personnel Pay (in thousands) · 

May April Increase Decrease . April 

Independent agencies-Continued . 
Civil War Centennial Commission •••. -- ------------- ------------ --- , 4 4 ----------'-- -- -- --- ----- $4 
Commission of Fine Arts ____________ -------·------------'------------- 6 6 ---- -------- . . ---------- 5 Commission on Civil Rights ___________ _. ___________________________ .__ 94 89 5 ------------ 68 
Delaware River Basin Commission •. -----------------------------'- -- 2 2 ------- - - --- ------------ 3 
Export-Import Bank of Washington.-------------------------------- 291 295 --------- - -- 4 230 
Farm Credit Administration .••. ------------------------------------ 233 232 1 ------------ 193 
Federal Aviation Agency ____ ____ "----------------------------------- 1; 44, 676 44, 772 ------------ 96 36, 086 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review.----------------------- -- 7 7 ------------ ------------ 5 
Federal Communications Commission ________ _______________ -------- 1, 502 1, 502 ------------ ------------ 1, 212 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation_---------------------------- - 1, 415 1, 434 -- ---------- 19 1, 050 
Federal Development Planning Committee for Appalachia __________ ------------ --- --------- ------------ ------------ ------------ . 
Federal Field Committee for Development Planning in Alaska______ 3 1 2 ------------ 3 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board.---------- ------------------------- 1, 260 1, 251 9 ------------ 966 
Federal Maritime Commission______________________________________ 238 238 ------------ ------------ 213 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service_________________________ 417 412 5 ------------ 423 
Federal Power Commission·----------------------------------------- 1,116 1,122 ------------ 6 917 
Federal Radiation CounciL------------------------------------------ 4 4 ------------ -------.----- 5 
Federal Trade Commission.----------------------------------------- 1,130 1,134 ------------ · 4 970 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission_____________________________ 185 190 ------------ 5 128 
General Accounting Office.------------------------------------------ 4,120 4,142 ------------ 22 3,172 
General Services Administration ________________________________ _:____ 35,373 35,255 118 ------------ 19,519 
Government Printing Office.---------------------------------------- 7, 322 7, 308 14 _______ "____ 4, 956 
Housing and Home Finance AgenCY--------------------------------- 13,498 13,528 ------------ 30 9,685 
Indian Claims Commission·--- -------------------------------------- 20 20 ------------ ------------ 23 

. Interstate Commerce Commission.-----------------------------~---- 2, 390 2, 393 ------------ 3 1,916 
National Aeronautics and Spar.e Administration_____________________ 33.130 33,099 31 ------------ 30,090 
National Capital Housing AuthoritY--------------- ------------------ 435 422 13 ----------- 219 
National Capital Planning Commission______________________________ 56 55 1 ------------ 44 
National Capital Transportation Agency---------------------------- 31 32 ------------ 1 31 
National Commission on Food Marketing____________________________ 55 40 15 ------------ 46 
National Commission on Technology, Automation and Economic 

Progress. ________ __ ------------------------------------------------
National Gallery of Art-- --------------------------------------------National Labor Relations Board ____________________________________ _ 
National Mediation Board _________ -------------------------------- __ 
N a tiona! Science Foundation .• ____ ----------------------------------Panama CanaL ______ _____ __________________________________________ .. 
President's Advisory Committee on Labor-Management Policy _____ _ 
President's Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity ________ _ 
President's Review Committee for Development Planning in 

9 
316 

2,122 
124 

1, 077 
14,921 

1 
60 

31~ --------··a· ============ 
2,110 12 ------------

135 ------------ 11 
1, 002 ' 75 ------------

15,281 - ----------- 360 
1 ----------- -· ___________ : 

58 2 ------------

7 
154 

1. 733 
128 
793 

6,045 
1 

44 

March 

$4 
5 

67 
3 

224 
197 

37,837 
5 

1,276 
1,090 

11 
2 

1,016 
221 
441 
964 

5 
1,017 

123 
3,306 

19,923 
p,040 

10,117 
26 

1,998 
29,185 

232 
45 
34 
41 

5 
164 

1.808 
. 109 

890 
6,071 

1 
47 

Increase Decrease 

---------ii" ============ 
----------6- :::::::::=:: 
------------ $4 
----------- - 1, 751 

------- - --- - 68 
- -- ----- -- -- 40 
------------ 11 

1 ------------
------------ 50 
------------ 8 
----- - ------ 18 
------------ 47 

------------ 47 
5 ------------

-----·------- 134 
------------ 404 
---,--------- 84 
------------ 432 
------------ 3 
---------- - - 82 

. 905 ------------
------------ 13 
------------ 1 
------------ 3 

5 ---- - -------

2 --- - --------
------------ 10 
------------ 75 

19 ------------
------------ 97 
------------ 26 

3 

Alaska e _. _ ------ -------------------------------------------------- • 1 
1, 705 

179 
159 

1,390 
7,458 
3,640 
1,901 
1,112 

------------ 1 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
Railroad Retirement Board.---------------------------------------
Renegotiation Board __ ---------- ------------------------------------St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation ____ : _______________ _ 
Securities and Exchange Commission--------------------------------Selective Service System _____________ -------_________________ ~-------
Small Business Administration ________ __ ___________________________ _ 
Smithsonian Institution _____ ------------- __ ---------------- ________ _ 
Soldiers' Home ________________ --------------------------------------
Subversive Activities Control Board·------------------------------ __ Tariff Commission ________ _________________________________ •• _______ _ 
Tax Court of the United States-------------------------------------
Tennessee Valley Authority .•.• -----------------------------------
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency .•.••.•••.•••..•••••.•• 
U.S. Information Agency-------------~-----------------------------
United States-Puerto Rico Commission on the Status of Puerto Rico .• 
Veterans' Administration ••••••••....•.••....•.•.•••.•••••••••••• .: ••• 
Virgin Islands Corporation _________________________ ~-----------------
Woodrow Wilson Memorial Commission •.••••••.....•...••••.•••••••. 

26 
276 
151 

16,505 
157 

11,560 
21 

7166,335 
28 
1 

1, 728 
184 
158 

1,391 
7,383 
3,591 
1,875 
1,109 

26 
275 
151 

16,395 
162 

11,609 
Z6 

7167,821 
312 

1 

------------ 23 1, 143 . 1, 205 ------------ 62 
------------ 5 185 195 --------- - -- 10 

1 ------------ ,117 115 2 ------------
------------ 1 1, 108 1, 158 ------------ 60 

75 ------ ------ 2, 615 2, 702 ------------ 87 
49 ------------ 2, 655 2, 762 ------------ 107 
26 ------------ 1, 052 1, 016 36 ------------
3 ------------ 395 412 ------------ 17 

------------ ------------ 29 30 ------------ 1 
1 ------------ 234 241 ------------ 7 

--------iio- :=:::::::::: 148 153 ------------ 5 
11,075 11, 428 ------------ 353 

------------ 5 
------------ 49 

1 ------------

163 16-7 ------------ 1 
5, 336 6, 847 ------------ 1, 514 

11 14 ------------ 3 
------------ 1, 486 
------------ 284 

86, 385 90, 658 ------------ 4, 273 
121 118 3 ------------

(5) (5) ------------ ------------

Total, excluding Department of Defense.-------------------------- 1, 452, 680 1, 455, 147 5, 570 
2,467 

8,037 85~597 876,390 2,438 
25,793 

28,231 
Net decrease, excluding Department of Defense ••••••.••••••••••••• ------------ ------------

1=======1======1=======1========1=======1======1=======1====== 
Department of Defense: 

Office of the Secretary of Defense._---------------------------------
Department of the Army-------------------------------------------
Department of the Navy •• -----------------------------------------
Department of the Air Force •• _------------------------------------
Defense Atomic Support Agency __ .--------------------------------
Defense Communications Agency_.--------------------------------
Defense Intelligence Agency __ --------------------------------------
Defense Supply Agency---------------------------------------------
U.S. Court of Military Appeals.-------------------------------------Interdepartmental activities._. ______________________ -----__________ _ 
International military activities __________________ :_ __________________ _ 
Armed Forces information and education activities.-----------------

2,169 
363,241 
329,503 
293,158 

2,055 
957 

2,171 
33,023 

4.0 
11 
53 

432 

2,156 
361,876 
327,504 
292,270 

2,044 
958 

2,169 
32,953 

40 
9 

511 
435 

13 ------------
1,365 ------------
1,999 ------------

888 ------------

---------~~- ---------T 
2 ------------

70 ------------

----------2- ============ 
------------ 2 
------------ 3 

2,155 2,140 
2'12, 404 215, 396 
198, 127 204, 917 
168,426 176,187 

1,138 1,178 
563 819 

15 ------------
------------ 2, .992 
------------ 6, 790 
------------ 7, 761 
------------ 46 
------------ 250 r-2, 036 1, 855 

19, 361 19, 447 
181 ------------

------------ 86 
41 42 ------------ 1 
7 6 1 ------------

49 50 ------------ 1 
245 256 ------------ 11 

Total, Department of Defense.------------------------------------ 1, 026,813 1, 022,469 4, 350 6 604, 552 622, 293 197 
4, 344 ------------ - --- - ------- 17,741 

17,938 
Net change, Department of Defense.------------------------------ ------------ ------------

9. 9ro 1==8=,=04=3=!==1=, 4=55=,=14=9=!==1=, 4=98=,=683=ll====2,=63==5 1==4=6,=16=9 Grand total, including Department of Defense s 9 _ ----------------- 2, 479,493 2, 477, 616 
Net change, including Department of Defense ______ -------------- ------------ ------------ 1, 877 ------------ ------------ 43,534 

I l 
1 Revised on basis of later information. 
t May figure includes 14,978 employees of the Agency for International Development 

as compared with 15,019 in April and their pay. These AID figures include employees 
who are paid from foreign currencies deposited by foreign governments in a trust fund 
for this purpose. The May figure includes 3,852 of these trust fund employees and the 
April figure includes 3,882. 

a May figure includes 1,154 employees of the Peace Corps as compared with 1,191 in 
April and their pay. 

• No employment or pay reported since January 1965. Agency due to expire in 
June 1965. 

I Less than $500. 
e New agency, created pursuant to Executive Order 11182 dated Oct. 2, 1964. 
7 May figure excludes 806 and April figure excludes 4,081 (for a total of 4,887 during 

the 2 months) intermittent consultants and attendings (doctors, nurses, dentists, etc.) 
on the Veterans' Administration rolls who were not paid during the nionth. Figures 

prior to April have not been adjusted to exclude such persons. For further informa
tion see appendix, p. 13. 

a Exclusive of personnel and pay of the Central Intelligence Agency and the Na
tional Security Agency. 

• Includes employment in the Job Corps by Federal agencies under the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 (Public I.aw 88-452), as follows: 

Agency May April Change 

Agriculture Department._--------------- 731 512 +219 
Interior Department ••••••••••••. _------- 693 546 +147 

Total •• __ -----------~-------------- 1,424 1,058 +366 
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TA,BLE H.-Federal personnel insi~ the United States employed by the executive agencies during May 1965, and comparison with April1965 

Department or agency 

Executive departments (except Department 
of Defense): Agriculture _______________________________ _ 

Commerce __________________________ ------_ 
Health, Education, and Welfare __________ _ 
Interior-------- _________ ----__________ ----_ 
Justice ____________________________________ _ 

Labor ____ ---------------------------------
Post Office __ ------------------------------
State 1 2 ____ -------------------------------
Treasury_---------------------------------

Executive Office of the President: White House Office _______________________ _ 
Bureau of the Budget_ ___________________ _ 
Council of Economic Advisers ____________ _ 
Executive Mansion and Grounds _________ _ 
National Aeronautics and Space CounciL. 
National Council on the Arts _____________ _ 
National Security Council ________________ _ 
Office of Economic Opportunity __________ _ 
Office of Emergency Planning ____________ _ 
Office of Science and Technology _________ _ 
Office of the Special Representative for 

Trade Negotiations---------------------
' President's Committee on Consumer 

Interests---------------------------------
President's Committee on Equal Oppor-tunity in Housing ______________________ _ 
President's Council on Equal Opportunity_ 

A~';~1~1 R~l~TI::n~s:~~~--~~--~~~~~~~~:-
American Battle Monuments Commission_ 
Appalachian Regional Commission _______ _ 
Atomic Energy Commission ______________ _ 
Battle of New Orleans Sesquicentennial 

Celebration Commission.--------------
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System •.• _--._. ____ • ______ ---- ___ ------_ 
Civil Aeronautics Board __________________ _ 
Civil Service Commission ________________ _ 
Civil War Centennial Commission _______ _ 
Commission of Fine Arts _________________ _ 
Commission on Civil Rights ______________ _ 
Delaware River Basin Commission _______ _ 
Export-Import Bank of Washington ______ _ 
Farm Credit Administration _____________ _ 
Federal Aviation Agency-----------------
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review_ 
Federal Communications Commission ____ _ 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ___ _ 
Federal Field Co:riunittee for Development Planning in Alaska _____________________ _ 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board _________ _ 
Federal Maritime Commission.----------
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Serv-

ice._------------------------------------Federal Power Commission ______________ _ 
Federal Radiation Council • .; _____________ _ 
Federal Trade Commission _______________ _ 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission •• 
General Accounting Office_---------------
General Services Administration _________ _ 
Government Printing Office ______________ _ 
Housing and Home Finance Agency_----
Indian Claims Commission.--------------Interstate Commerce Commission ________ _ 

May 

102,718 
32,429 
83,593 
64,753 
31,939 
9,005 

594,482 
11,273 
91,535 

326 
492 
46 
69 
29 
27 
39 

1,125 
389 
127 

26 

11 

11 
14 

33 
7 
5 

7,098 

634 
820 

3, 703 
4 
6 

94 
2 

-291 
233 

43,594 
7 

1,497 
1, 413 

3 
1,260 

238 

417 
1,116 

4 
1,130 

173 
4,063 

35,344 
7,322 

13,290 
20 

2,390 

April In- De-
crease crease ----------

99,608 3,110 
32,305 124 
83,255 338 
63,425 1,328 
32,026 87 
9,001 4 -----445 594,927 -----63-a 11,220 --Ts94 96,429 

318 8 --------
483 9 --------
40 6 -------4 73 
30 -----23- 1 
4 --------

39 -------- ------74 1,199 
374 15 
142 15 

27 

11 -------- --------
11 ------4- --------
10 --------
25 8 --------
7 ------3- --------
2 

7,129 31 

-------- --------
635 1 
823 3 

3, 728 25 
4 -------- --------
6 ------5- --------

89 --------
2 --------

295 4 
232 1 

43,668 74 
7 -------- --------

1,497 --------
1,432 19 

1 2 --------
1,251 9 --------

238 -------- --------
412 5 

1,122 6 
4 -------- -------4 

1,134 
179 6 

4,085 22 
35,225 119 --------
7,308 14 

13,319 29 
20 --------

2,393 3 

1 May figure includes 3,053 employees of the Agency for International Development as 
compared with 3,015 in April. 

a May figure includes 764 employees of the PMce Corps as compared with 769 in April. 

Department or agency May April In- De-
crease crease ------

Executive Office of the President-Continued 
. National Aeronautics and Space Admin-istration _________________________________ 33,113 33,083 30 --------National Capital Housing Authority ______ 435 422 13 --------National Capital Planning Commission ••• 56 55 1 

-------~ National Capital Transportation Agency __ 31 32 -----i5" National Commission on Food Marketing_ 55 40 --------
National Commission on Technology, 

Automation, and Economic Progress ____ 9 9 -------- --------National Gallery of Art. ________ __________ 316 313 3 --------
National Labor Relations Board.--------- 2.088 2,076 12 ------ii National Mediation Board _________________ 124 135 -----75" National Science Foundation ______________ 1,073 998 Panama Canal ____________________________ 155 156 1 
President's Atlvisory Committee on 

Labor-Management Poli7,- _ ------------ -------- -------· 
President''3 Committee on qual Employ-

ment Opportunity •• -------------------- 60 58 2 
President's Review Committee for De-

V'Cllopment Planning in Alaska'--------- 1 ------23 Railroad Retirement Board _______________ 1, 705 1, 728 
Renegotiation Board ________________ ___ ___ 179 184 5 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-

poratlon. __ •• _______ . __ .• _. _. _ .. __ • _. __ -- 159 158 1 
Securities and ExchangE' Commission.-·-- 1,390 1, 391 1 
Selective Service System.- ---------------- 7,280 7.227 53 
Small Business Administration ____________ 3,567 3,521 46 --------Smithsonian Institution ___________________ 1,879 1,852 27 --------
Soldiers' Home _________ ----------- -------- 1,112 1,100 3 --------Subversive Activities Control Board ______ 26 26 --------
Tarift Commission __ ---------------------- 276 275 1 --------Tax Court of the United States ____________ 151 161 ----ioo· --------Tennessee Valley Authority--------------- 16,501 16,392 --------U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency------- ____ .------------------ ____ 157 162 5 
U.S. Information Agency------------------
United States-Puerto Rico Commission on 

3,456 3,467 11 

the Status of Puerto RiCO---------------- 19 18 1 
---i~48i Veterans' Administration_---------------- 165,357 166,838 

Woodrow Wilson Memorial Commission •• 1 1 -------- --------
Total~ excluding Department of Defense. 1, 391, 402 1, 393, 108 5, 581 7, 287 
Net aecrease, excluding Department of 

Defense._.---------------------------- ---------- ---------- 1, 706 
Department of Defense: = = = = 

Office of the Secretary of Defense__________ 2,119 2, 108 11 
Department of the Army------------------ 314, 145 313, 192 953 --------
Department of the Navy------------------ 305,584 304,018 1, 566 --------
Department of the Air Force______________ 267,394 266, 6i3 721 --------
Defense Atomic Support Agency---------- 2, 055 2 G44 11 --------
Defense Communications Agency--------- 904 906 -- - ----- 2 
Defenoo Intelligence Agency_______________ 2,171 2,169 2 --------
Defense Supply Agency------------------- 33,012 32,942 70 --------
U.S. Court of Military .Appeals____________ 40 40 -------- --------
Interdepartmental activities___ __ __________ 11 9 2 - -------
International military RCtivities___________ 31 34 3 
Arm~d. ~orces information and education 

act1v1tles .• ------------------------------ 432 435 3 

Total, Department of Defense_____ ____ 927.898 924.. 570 3, 336 8 

:::~cr:::. ~::::;t;:;;:::~- ---------- ---------- 3.3

1

28 

of Defense ___________________________ 2, 319.300 2, 317, "678 8, 917 7, 295 
Net increase. including Department 

of Defense ___________________________ ---------- ---------- 1,
1
622 

• Revised on basis of later information. 
t New agency, created pursuant to Executive Order 11182 date-d Oct. 2, 1964. 

TABLE IlL-Federal personnel outside the United States employed by the executive agencies during May i965, and comparison with 
April 1965 

' ' Department or agency 

Executive departments (except Department 
of Defense): 

Agriculture _____ • ___ • _______ ------ ____ -----
Commerce ________________________________ _ 
Health, Education, and Welfare __________ _ Interior ___________________________________ _ 

Justice._.--------------------------------
Labor __ -----------------------------------
Post Office •• ------------------------------
State 1 2 __ • _ ------------------------------
Treasury_---------------------------------

Independent agencies: 
American Battle Monuments Commission_ 
Atomic Energy Commission ______________ _ 
Civil Service Commission ________________ _ 
Federal Aviation Agency _________________ _ 
Federal Communications Commission ____ _ 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ___ _ 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission •.. 
General Accounting Office _____________ ___ _ 
General Services Administration _________ _ 

~~ti~~:1 'Ae~o!~~Tc.!"~~n~~eic.lminiS:-
tration _ ---------------------------------National Labor Relations Board _________ _ 

National Science Foundation _____________ _ 
Panama CanaL--------------------------
Selective Service System.-----------------Small Business Administration ___________ _ 

May 

1,294 
615 
670 
631 
371 
75 

1,614 
29,217 

714 

432 
31 
3 

1,082 
5 
2 

' 12 
57 
29 

208 

17 
34 
4 

14,766 
178 
73 

April 

1, 282 
609 
660 
640 
364 

77 
1,609 

29,324 
708 

437 
32 
3 

1,104 
5 
2 

11 
57 
30 

209 

16 
34 
4 

15,125 
156 
70 

In- De-
crease 

12 
6 

10 

crease 

-------- 9 
7 --------

-------- 2 
5 --------

-------- 107 
6 --------

5 
1 

-------- ------22 

1 --------

1 --------

======== -----359 
22 --------
3 --------

1 May figure includes 11,925 employees of the Agency for International Development 
as compared with 12,004 in April. These AID figures include employees who are paid 
from foreign currencies deposited by foreign governments in a trust fund for this pur-

Department or agency May April In- De-
crease crease 

--------------1----1-------
Independent agencies-Continued Smithsonian Institution __________________ _ 

Tennessee Valley Authority--------------
U.S. Information Agency_---------------
United States-Puerto Rico Commission 

on the Status of Puerto Rico ____________ _ 
Veterans' Administration.----------------
Virgin Islands Corporation _______________ _ 

22 
4 

8,104 

8 
978 

28 

23 
3 

8,142 

8 
983 
312 

Total, excluding Department of Defense. 61, 278 62, 039 
Net decrease, excluding Department of 

Defense .• ----------------------------- ---------- ----------

Department of Defense: 
Office of the Secretary of Defense _________ _ 
Department of the Army _________________ _ 
Department of the Navy------------------Department of tl;le A-ir Force _____________ _ 
Defense Communications Agency ••• -----
Defense Supply Agency •• -----------------Internationa military activities __________ _ 

50 
49,096 

.23, 919 
25,764 

53 
11 
22 

48 
48,684 
23,486 
25,597 

52 
11 
21 

-------- 1 
1 --------

38 

-------- -------5 
284 

74 835 

761 

2 
412 
433 
167 

1 

1 --------

Total, Department of Defense___________ 98, 915 97, 899 1, 016 --------
Net increase, Department of Defense ____ ---------- ---------- 1, 016 

Grand total, including Department of 
Defense ____ --------------------------- 160, 193 159, 938 1, 090 835 

Net increase, including Department of 
Defense ___ ---------------------------- ---------- ---------- 255 

I 

pose. The May figure includes 3,852 of these trust fund employees and the April 
figure includes 3,882. 

' May figure includes 390 employees of the Peace Corps as compared with 422 in 
April. 
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TABLE IV.-Ind;ustrial employees of the Federal Government inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies during 

· May 1965, and comparison with April 1965 . . 

Department or agency May April In- De- Department or agency May April In- De-
crease crease crease crease 

_____________ ..:.._ ____ !----....-----------
~ 

··[.~J.r' 
Executive departments (except Department 

of Defense): 
Department of Defense: 

Department of the Army: 
Agriculture------------- --- -------- --- --- -- 3,614 

5,909 
9,944 

3, 621 -- ------ 7 Inside the United States ___ ----------- 1133,651 I 134, 148 497 
Commerce _____ -------- -------------------- 5, 726 183 -------- Outside the United States _____________ 1 .. 418 I .. 46() 42 
Interior-------------------- ------------- --
Post Otnce __ -----------------------------
Treasury------------- ---------------------

9, 822 122 -------- Department of the Navy: 
268 

5,521 5, ~~ - -----44- :::::::: Inside the United States __ ------------ 185,241 183,921 1,320 --------Outside the United States _____________ 1,622 1,506 116 --------Independent agencies: Department of the Air Force: 
Atomic Energy Commission ______________ _ 267 

2,514 
2,247 
7,322 

257 
2,508 
2,223 
7,308 

------6- --------
24 - -------
14 --------

Inside the United States __ ------------ 126,373 126,917 456 ------ii Federal Aviation Agency------------------ Outside the United States _____________ 1,146 1,157 
Defense Supply Agency: Inside the United General Services Administration _________ _ 

Government Printing Otnce ___________ ___ _ States ___ __ __ ------ ___ ---- --- -----------_ 1,576 1,528 48 --------National Aeronautics and Space Ad- ------------ministration ______________ ---- __________ _ 
Panama CanaL_----- -- --------------- -- --

33,130 
7,116 

33,099 
7,345 

Total, Department of Defense_________ 454,027 452, 637 1, 940 550 
Net increase, Department of Defense __ - ------- -- ---------- 1, 390 

31 -- ------
229 

St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration--- --------- - --------------------

Tennessee Valley AuthoritY-------------- -Virgin Islands Corporation _______________ _ 

157 
13,333 

28 

Grand total, including Department of = = =1= 
Defense __ -- - ----- -------- -- --- ----- - 545,387 544,012 2, 445 1, 070 

Net increase, including Department of 

157 
13,252 -----si- ::::::=: 

312 284 

Tota11 excluding Devartment of Defense_ 91, 360 91, 375 505 · 520 
Net aecrease, excluding Department of 

Defense------------------------ -------- ---- ------ ------- - -- · 15 
===j= 

Dof .... _ _ ___________________________ __________ __________ '· r 
1 Subject to revision. ' Revised on basis of later information. 

TABLE V.- Forei gn nationals working under U.S. agencies overseas, excluded from table I 
through IV of this report, whose services are provided by contractual agr'eement between 
the United States and foreign governments, or because ·of the nature of their work or the 
source of f unds from which they are paid, as of May 1965, and comparison with Apr-il1965 

Total Air Force 
Country 

Army Navy 

May April May April May April May April 
--------:-------:--1-----. - -------- -----------
Crete ____ ---------- -----------
England.. .. ------- - -------- - .-

75 
2,130 

14, 607 
65,750 

308 
41, 499 

75 
2,303 

14, 590 
66, 265 

309 
41,534 
5,434 

536 
52 

363 

------ioo· ------io6· -------98- ------ioi· 1, 9~~ 1, 9~ 
11, 385 11, 350 9 9 3, 213 3, 231 France. _- ------ - ---- - ------ - -Germany ___ _______ __ __ ____ __ _ 55,506 55,931 69 70 10,175 10,264 

Greece. ____ - -----.--.-------- ---------- ---- -- - -- - 38 39 270 270 
Japan._----------------- ---- 
Korea.- --- - ----------------- - 5,435 

533 
49 

364 

14,148 14,139 12,287 12,309 15,064 15,086 
5, 435 5, 434 -------- -- ---------- --- ---- - -- ------- - --Morocco ________ ___ ____ ______ _ 

- -- -- - ---- ------ - --- 533 536 ---------- -- ---- - ---
Netherlands- -------- -- - ------ ---------- - -- - ------ -- ---- - --- --- - --- -- - 49 52 Trinidad. ________ ________ _ . . . --- - ----- - -------- -- 364 363 ------- - -- --- - ------

Total__ ___ __________ ____ 130,750 131,361 86,580 86,960 13,398 13,427 30,772 30,974 

APPENDIX 
The Veterans' Admlnistratton has advised 

the committee that the number of persons 
in its April and May 1965 reports reflects 
"activation of new employment reporting 
procedures" with respect to certa.ln inter
mittent employment. It also advised that 
while its reported employment under this 
new procedure reflects fewer persons, no sub
stantial reduction has been made in actual 
employment and that there is no reduction 
in the actual cost of employment. 

The Veterans' Administration :figure for 
April reflects employment exclusive of 4,081 
intermittent consultants and attendlngs 
(doctors, nurses, dentists, etc.) who were not 
paid during April and the May figure is 
exclusive of an additional 806 such persons 
who were not paid during May. The total 
for the 2-month period is 4,887. Employ
ment :figures prior to Aprll have not 'been 
adjusted to exclude such persons. 

The Veterans' Administration has informed 
the committee that further adjustments 
will be made in such employment figures in 
June under its new reporting procedure. 

The committee was advised of this situa
tion in a letter dated May 14, 1965, from the 
Veterans' Administration. The letter follows: 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, OFFICE 
OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETER
ANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washingtcm. D.C .• May 14, 1965. 
The CHAmMAN, 
Joint Commi ttee on Reduction of Non

essential Federal Expenditures, Senate 
Office Building, Washingtcm, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Enclosed is a copy of 
our "Monthly Report of Federal Civilian Em
ployment" for Aprll 1965. 

In April we initiated a modi:flcation of our 
procedures for obtaining employment counts 
on intermittent consultants and attendings. 
Previously, all such personnel on Veterans' 
Administration rolls were reported each 
month whether or not they actually worked 
or were paid in a particular month. Through 
automatic data processing methods we have 
found it feasible, with a very minimum 
additional administrative workload, to ex
clude from the month-end employment 
count intermittent consultants and attend
ings not paid during the report month. This 
is, in effect, a further refinement of our 
PAID system for personnel and :fiscal opera
tions from which data is generated for both 
inter nal and external reports purposes. 

As a result of the initial activation of new 
employment reporting procedures for con
sultants and attendings, the line 1 count in 
the current SF 113-A report is substantially 
below that shown in our prior report--for 
March. A further decrease is anticipated for 
the May report when the new system is fully 
implemented. 

The drop in overall VA employment :figures 
does not reflect any substantial change in 
actual VA stamng or baste staffing needs; nor 
wm it result tn any actual cost reductions. 
This "decline" does not affect in any way the 
employment count of the continuing work 
force of full-time employees and regularly 
scheduled part-time employees. In summary 
the change tn our employment figure stems 
merely from a refinement in employment 
reporting procedures for intermittently em
ployed consultants and attendings who are 
carried on VA rolls primarily to augment on 

an "as needed basis'.' the regular sta1f in our 
medical program. 

Blncerely, 
A. H. MONK, 

Assoctate Deputy Administrator. 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD 01' VIRGINIA 
Executive agencies of the Federal Govern

ment reported civ111an employment in the 
month of ~ay totaling 2,479,493. This was a 
net increase of 1,877 as compared with em
ployment reported in the preceding month of 
April. 

Civ111an employment reported by the ex
ecutive agencies of the Federal Government, 
by months in fiscal year 1965, which began 
July 1, 1964, follows: 

Month 

July 1964. -- -- ----August ___ ___ ____ _ 
September. _____ _ 
October ___ - - - ----
November---- ----December. _____ _ _ 
January 1965 ___ _ _ 
February---------March _____ ______ _ 
ApriL. __ __ __ ____ _ 
May_- --- -- -- - - --

Employ- Increase Decrease 
ment 

2,492, 061 
2,495, 606 
2,461,376 
2, 470,330 
2,493,837 
2,485, 771 
2,464, 012 
2,459, 595 
2,466, 054 
2,477,616 
2,479,493 

10,479 -~---- --- ---
3, 545 ----------- -

------ ----- - 34,230 
8, 954 -- --- -- - -- - -

23,507 - -- ------ -- -
-------- - - -- 8, 066 
-------- --- - 21,759 
------ ------ 4, 417 

6, 459 ------------
11, 562 ---- --------
1,877 ------ ----- -

Total Federal employment in civ111an agen
cies for the month of May was 1,452,680, a 
decrease of 2,467 as compared with the Aprll 
total <>f 1,455,147. Total ctv111an employ
ment in the military agencies tn May was 
1,026,813, an increase of 4,344 as compared 
with 1,022,469 in April. 

Ci vman agencies reporting the larger de
creases were Treasury Department with 4,888 
and Veterans' Administration with 1,486. The 
larger increases were reported by Agriculture 
Department with 3,122 and Interior Depart
ment with 1,319. The increases in Agricul
ture and Interior Departments, and the de
crease in Treasury Department were largely 
seasonal. The decrease in Veterans' Admin
istration reflects new reporting procedures 
(see committee report). 

In the Department of Defense the largest 
increases in clv111an employment were re
ported by the Navy with 1,999, Army with 
1,365,· and Air Force with 888. 

Total employment inside the United States 
1n May was 2,319,300, an increase of 1,622 as 
compared with April. Total employment out
side the United States in May was 160,193, 
an increase of 255 as compared with April. 
Industrial employment by Federal agencies 
in May totaled 545,387, an increase of 1,375. 
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These Dgures are from reports certified by 

the agencies as compiled by the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction o! Nonessential Federal 
Expenditures. 

FOREIGN NATIONALS 

The total of 2,479,493 civ111an employees 
certified to the committee by Federal agen
cies -in their regular monthly personnel re
ports includes some foreign nationals em
ployed in U.S. Government activities abroad, 
but in addition to these there were 130,-
750 fore.ign nationals working for U.S. agen
cies overseas during May who w.ere not 
counted in the usual personnel reports. 
The number in April was 131,361. A break
down of this employment for May follows: 

Country Total Army Navy Air Force 

1965, they totaled $12,909,403,600, a net in
crease of $19,266,111 during the month. 

Different units of measure make it im
possible to summarize the quantities of com-

modities and materials which are shown in 
tables 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, but the cost value 
figures are summarized by major category, as 
follows: 

Summary of cost value of stockpile inventories by major category 

Major category 
Beginning 
of month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 

End of Net change 
month, during month 

Apr. 30, 1965 

Statregic and critical materials: 
National stockpile 1 ___ _ _ _ ___ - - -- ---- - --- - --- - ---------- - ----- $5,494, 228,600 $5,477,738, 800 -$16,489,800 
Defense Production Act __ _ --------- ------------------------- 1, 404,230, 000 1, 395, 177,300 -9,052,700 
Supplemental-barter-------- --- ----------------------------- 1, 403,425, 507 1, 408,152, 925 +3, 727,418 

---------1-----------
Total, strategic and critical materials~ - ------------- - ------ 8, 301,884,107 8, 281,069, 025 -20,815,082 

Agricu)tural commodities: 
Price support inventory __ ----------------------------------- 3, 162,466, 544 4, 199,215,381 +36, 748,837 
Inventory transferred from national stockpile~--------------- 55,530, 922 54,772,937 -757,985 

----------·1- -----1---- ------ 1----------1·-----------1---------
75 , Total, agricultural commodities 1 ____ -- - ------- - ---- - ------

1
=4=, =21=7=, 9=9=7,=4=66=l==4,=253='=988=, 3=1=8=l==+==35='=99=0='=85=2 

Crete __ --------- -England ________ _ 75 
2,130 

14,607 
65,750 

308 
41,499 
5,435 

533 
49 

364 

-- --io6- -----98- 1, 926 Civil defense supplies and equipment: 
11,385 9 3, 213 Civil defense stockpile! Department of Defense __ ------------ 11, 855,983 11,854, 831 France---··------ -Gerrnany_ .. ______ _ 55,506 69 10,175 Civil defense medica stockpile, Department of Health, 

38 270 Education, and Welfare- ----- ------------------------------ 200, 784,735 201, 023,822 +239, 087 

-1,152 

Greece ___ -- -- ----Japan... __ ___ __ __ _ _ 14,148 12,287 15,064 1--------1---------il------Korea ___ ___ _____ _ 5, 435 - ---- --- ---- ------ Total, civil defense supplies and equipment ____ _________ ._ 212, 640,718 212, 878, 653 +237, 935 

-------- --- -~~~ - --------49 ·M achine tools: 1======1=======1===~== Morocco __ __ -----
Netherlands ____ _ 
Trinidad ____ ____ _ 364 -- - - --- -- - Defense Production Act __ _ ---------------------------------- 45,300 45,300 

89, 493, 8oo -------+28o;7oo 
Total_- ---- 130, 750 86, 580 13, 398 30,772 

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITI'EE ON 
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL 
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES-FED
ERAL STOCKPILE INVENTORIES 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-

dent, as chairman of the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures, I submit a report 
on Federal stockpile inventories as of 
April 1965. I ask unanimous consent 
to have the report printed in the REc
ORD, together with a statement by me. 

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

The report and statement are as 
follows: 
FEDERAL STOCKPILE INVENTORIES, APRIL 1965 

INTRODUCTION 
This is the 65th in a series of monthly re

ports on Federal stockpile inventories. It 1s 
for the month of April 1965. 

The report is compiled from official data 
on quantities and cost value of commodities 
in these stockpiles submitted to the Joint 
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures by the Departments of 
Agriculture, Defense, Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and Interior, and the General Serv
ices Administration. 

The cost value of materials ln inventories 
covered in this report, as of April 1, 1965, 
totaled $12,890,137,489 and as of April 30, 

National Industrial Reserve Act----------------------------- 89, 213, 100 
1----------1--------1·---------

Total, machine too~--- - -- -- -- - ---- - --------------- - ------- 89, 258,400 89, 539,100 +280, 700 
I========= I======== I======== 

Helium--------- - --------- - - - -------- - --------------------- ; - -- ~ - 68,356, 798 71, 928, 504 +3, 571,706 
I======= I========!=~==~ 

Total, all inventories _____ ---- ------------------------------ 12, 890, 137, 489 12,909, 403,600 +19, 266, 111 

1Cotton inventory valued at $128,409,100 withdrawn from the national stockpile and transferred to Commodity 
Credit Corporation for disposal, pursuant to Public Law 87-548, during August 1962. 

Detailed tables in thls report show each 
commodity, by the m a jor categories sum
marized above, in terms of quantity and cost 
value as of the beginning and end . of the 
month. Net change figures reflect acquisi
tions, disposals, and accounting and other 
adjustments during the month. 

The cost value figures represent generally 
the original acquisition cost of the com
modities delivered to permanent storage lo
cations, together with certain packaging, 
processing, upgrading, et cetera, costs as 
carried in agency inventory accounts. Quan
tities are stated in the designated stockpile 
unit of measure. 

Appendix A to this report, beginning on . 
page 16172, includes program descriptions and 
statutory citations pertinent to each stock
pile inventory within the major categories. 

The stockpile inventories covered by the 
report are tabulated in detail as follows: 

Table 1: Strategic and critical materials 
inventories (all grades), April 1965 (showing 
by commodity net changes during the month 
in terms of cost value and quantity, and 
excesses over stockpile objectives in terms 
of quantity as of the end of the month). 

Table 2: Agricultural commodities inven
tories, April 1965 (showing by commodity 

net changes during the month in terms of 
cost value and quantity). 

Table 3: Civil defense supplies and equip
ment inventories, April 1965 (showing by 
item net changes during the month in 
terms of cost value and quantity). 

Table 4: Machine tools inventories, April 
1965 (showing by item net changes during 
the month in terms of cost value and quan
tity). 

Table 5·: Helium inventories, April 1965 
(showing by item net changes during the 
month in terms of cost value and quantity). 

New stockpile objectives 
The Office of Emergency Planning is in 

the process of establishing new stockpile 
objectives for strategic and critlcaJ ma
terials. 

Table 1 of this report reflects the new 
objectives established between May 1963 and 
April 1964, based on essential needs in the 
event of a "conventional war emergency." 

Appendix B, beginning on page 16173, con
tains excerpts from Office of Emergency 
Planning statements setting forth the new 
policy and current studies with respect to 
objectives for strategic and critical ma
terials required for "conventional war emer
gency" and "nuclear war emergency." 

TABLE !.-Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), April 1965 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in 
terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over stockpile objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month) 

Cost value 

Commodity 
Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 
.. 

Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of 
measure 

Quantity 

Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Stockpile 
objective 1 

Excess over 
stockpile 
objective 

Aluminum, metal: 
National stockpile_------------------ $487, 680, 600 $487, 680, 600 - - -- - - - -- ----- Short ton_____ . 1, 128,988 1,128, 988 
Defense Production Act_-- - ----- ---- 396, 576,200 394,231,400 -$2, 344, 800 ___ __ do_________ 786,616 781,988 -4, 628 

I---------1---------·I--------I----------I-------
TotaL_________ __ _______ ___ _____ ___ 884,256,800 881,912,000 -2, 344,800 _____ do____ __ ___ 1, 915,604 1, 910, 976 -4,628 4.50, 000 1, 460, 976 

1=========1========1=========1=========1======= 
Aluminum oxide, abrasive grain: 

Supplemental-barter________ ________ 15,717,600 15,717, 600 - - -------- -- - - Short dry ton _ 
1========1========1========1 1========1=======,1=======1=======1======= 

50,905 50, 905 (2) 50, 905 

Aluminum oxide, fused, crude: 
National stockpile __ -- ------ ------ ---Supplemental-barter ________ ___ ___ _ _ 

TotaL-------------- _______ __ ------

See footnotes at end of table. 

21,735,100 
22,747,4.00 

44,482,500 

21,735, 100 --- -- -- -- - - - - - Short ton __ ___ 200,093 200, 093 
22, 747,400 ----·- -- - -- -- - - _____ do_______ __ 178,266 178, 266 

44, 482, 500 __ ______ - ~ - ___ __ ___ do __ ____ __ _ ::::::3:78:.:3:59: ;:::::3:7:8.:3:59::::-:-:--:-:--:-:- -:-:-:- -:::::::1:6:0:, 000=~- i~ · ----2-18-, -35-9 
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TABLE 1.-Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), April 1965. (showing by commodity net chan'ges during the month in 

terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over stockpile objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)-Continued 

Commodity 

Antimony: 

Cost value 

Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of 
measure 

Quantity 

Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Stockpile 
objective 1 

Excess over 
stockpile 
objective 

N ationalstockpile ___________________ $19,425,100 $19,001,600 -$423,500 Shortton... .. 28,773 28,168 -605 ------------- - ------------
Supplemental-barter_______________ 13,550,500 13,550,500 ---- --- ------- _____ do_________ 22,704 22,704. 

TotaL ______ ------ _______________ .. 
1
==32='=97=5=, 6=00=I=3=2=, 5=5=2=, 1=00=I===-=4=23='=5oo=

1
. __ .. do .•.• __ ---l===5=1=, =47=7=l===5=0==, 8=7=2 =I====-=60=5=I===-=25='=500=I====25='=37=2 

Asbestos, amosite: 
National stockpile_____________ __ ____ 2, 637,600 2, 637,600 ------------- - ___ __ do_________ 11,705 11,705 

42,066 ------+i;5iiii" ============== ====== == ==== 
Supplemental-barter________________ 10,170,698 10,538,212 +367, 514 _____ do_________ 40,467 

TotaL.------- ---- - ------ -- ---- ---- I==1~2,=80=8:::::, 2=9=8=l==13:::::, =17=5,~8=12=l===+=3=6:::::7,=5=14=l _____ do____ _____ 52,172 53,771 +1, 599 40,000 •13, 771 
Asbestos, chrysotile: l====l=====l=====l=====l==~ 

National stockpile._ ---------------- -
Defense Production Act ________ ____ _ 
Supplemental-barter-------- _______ _ 

Total.--------------------- ---- ----

3,356, 200 
2, 102,600 
4, 990,054 

.10, 448, 854 

3, 356,200 -------------- _____ do_________ 6, 224 6, 224 
2, 102,600 -------------- _____ do_________ 2, 348 2, 348 
4, 990,054 --------- ----- _____ do____ ____ _ 7, 576 7, 576 

l----------l----------l----------·l---------·l--------
10, 448,854 -------------- ____ _ do_____ ____ 16,148 16,148 -------------- 13,700 2, 448 

1=====1=======1======1========1===~= 
Asbestos, crocidolite: 

National stockpile___________________ 702,100 702,100 · - -- ----- --- --- _____ do_____ ____ 1, 567 1,567 

42, 585 --------+200" ============== ===== ======= 
Supplemental-barter________________ 11,009,241 11,034,900 +25, 659 ..... do_________ 42,335 

I--------I----------·I----------I----------1--------
TotaL _ ---------------------- ------l==1=1,=7=11=, 3=4=1=l==1.1=, 7=3=7=, OOO==I===+=25='=65=9=1 .. ___ do _________ l===43=, =90=2=l===4=4=, 1=5=2 =I====+=250=,I ==:::::(2~)== I' ==="':::::'=15=2 

Bauxite, metal grade, Jamaica type: 
National stockpile.------------------
Defense Production Act_ _____ __ ____ _ 
Supplemental-barter------ _________ _ 

TotaL ____ -------------------------

Bauxite, metal grade, Surinam type: 
National stockpile.------------------
Supplemental-barter ____ -----------

TotaL __________________ --- __ ----._ 

Bauxite, refractory grade: 
National stockpile.------------------

13,925,000 
18,168,000 
96,194,152 

128,287, 152 

78,552,500 
45,197,400 

123,749,900 

11,347,800 

13,925,000 -------------- Long dry ton~. 879, 740 879, 740 ------------- - ---- ----- ----- ---- ------ __ 
18,168,000 -------------- _____ do_____ ____ 1, 370,077 ·1, 370,077 __ 
97,848,194 +I, 654, o42 _____ do_________ 6, 261,221 6, 387,515 --- +i26:28s- ======== ===== = ============ 

l----------l----------·l----------·l----------l--------
129,941,194 +1,654,042 _____ do_____ ____ 8,511,044 8,637,332 +126,288 5,000,000 3,637,332 

1======1=======1=======1======1==~= 

78,552,500 -------------- _____ do_________ 4, 962,706 4, 962,706 
45,197,400 -------------- _____ do______ ___ 2, 927,260 2, 927,260 

l----------l----------l----------·l---------·l--------
123, 749,900 ----- -- -- - --- - _____ do_________ 7, 889,966 7, 889,966 ------------- - 5, 300,000 2, 589,966 

1=====1=======1=======1========1=~~ 

11,347,800 Long calcined 
ton. 

299,279 299,279 173,000 126,279 

Beryl: 
National stockpile.----------- --- --- - 9, 768,400 9, 768,400 ------------- - Short ton______ 23,230 23,230 
Defense Production Act_____________ 1, 425,600 1, 425,600 ______________ ....• do______ ___ 2, 542 2, 542 
Supplemental-barter______________ __ 23,055,800 23,056,400 +600 _____ do_____ ____ 12,275 12,275 

TotaL ..• -------------------------- 34,249,800 34,250,400 +600 _____ do_________ 38,047 38,047 ---- ---------- 28,000 10,047 
1======1========1======1 1========1=======1========1===~==1===~= 

Beryllium metal: 
Supplemental-barter ______________ _ 

Bismuth: 
National stockpile •• __ ------ - _______ _ 
Defense Production Act._-----------Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

TotaL __ ----- __ .. ------------------

Cadmium: 

18,703,500 

2, 674,300 
52,400 

5,536, 700 

8, 263,400 

National stockpile___________________ 15,148,200 
Supplemental-barter_________ _____ __ 12,326,600 

TotaL----------------------------- 27,474,800 

Castor oil: 

18,703,500 -------------- _____ do .•.• :.... 153 153 ------------- - (2) 
1=====1======1=====1=======1===== 

153 

2,674,300 ------- ----- -- Pound_______ _ 1,342,402 1,342,402 
52,400 -------------- _____ do_________ 22,901 22,901 

5, 536,700 -------------- __ __ _ do_________ 2, 506,493 2, 506,493 
l---------l---------l---------l---------l-------

8, 263,400 -------------- _____ do_________ 3, 871,796 3, 871,796 ----- ------- -- 3, 600,000 271,796 
1=======1========1========1========1====~ 

15,148,200 -------------- ____ .do ________ _ 
12,326,600 -------------- _____ do ________ _ 

7,699, 481 
7, 448,389 ~: ~~: ~ ----------=i- ===== ==== ===== ===== ===== == 

27,474,800 ---------~---- _____ do____ __ ___ 15,147,870 · 15,147,869 -1 5, 100,000 10,047,869 
1=======1========1========1===~===1==~~ 

National stockpile __ __ ______ _______ ___ : 44,619,800 44,551,300 -68, 500 ..•.. do_____ __ __ 175,361,414 175,087,734 . 
1=======1========1=======1 

-273,680 22, 000, 000 153, 087, 734 

Celestite: 
National stockpile •• -----------------Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

1,412,300 
935,173 

1, 412,300 -------------- Short ton. ___ _ 
947, 564 +12, 391 _____ do ________ _ 

29,017 
21,947 

29,017 

21,927 ---------=2o- ============== ============ 
50,944 TotaL ----------------------------- 2, 347,473 2, 359,864 +12, 391 ..•.. do_____ ____ 50,964 -20 10,300 40,644 

1=======1======1=====1 1=======1======1========1=======1==~= 
Chromite, chemical grade: 

National stockpile __________________ _ 
Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

TotaL-----.-----------------------

12,288,000 
21,993,100 

34,281,100 

12,288,000 ------------- - Short dry ton. 5li9, 452 5li9, 452 
21,993, 100 -------------- ___ __ do_________ 699,644 699,644 

l----------l----------l----------·l---------·1--------
34, 281, roo -------------- _____ do_________ 1, 259,096 1, 259,096 -- ------------ 600, ooo 659,096 

1========1========1========1========1====== 
Cbromlte, metallurgical grade: 

National stockpile__ __ _______________ 264,565,500 264,413,100 -152,400 _____ do_________ 3, 795,291 3, 790,961 -4,330 -------------- ------------
985,646 Defense Production AcL _ ----------- 35,879,900 35,879,900 -------------- _____ do_________ 985,646 

1, 562,643 ------+1;894" ============== ============ 
Supplemental-barter__________ _____ _ 227,250,892 227,447,934 +197, 042 __ ___ do_____ ___ _ 1, 560,749 

TotaL __ ____ ----------- ____________ 
1
=5=27='=69=6:::::, 29=2=l==52=7:::::, 7=4=0,=9=34=l===+~44~·=642=l·-- .. do _________ l==6,=34=1=, 68=6=l==6=, 3=3=9,=2=50=I===-=2='=436=I==2='=97=0=, OOO==I==3:::::'=3=69~, =250= 

Cbromite, refractory grade: 
National stockpile.------------------
Supplemental-barter ________ ___ ____ _ 

Total. _____ . _________ ------______ _ 

Cobalt: 
National stockpile .. ----------------· Defense Production Act _____ _______ _ 
Supplemental-barter-----------_----

Total. ____________________________ _ 

Coconut oil: National stockpile _________ _____ ____ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

25,149,300 
5,039,000 

30,188,300 

169,228,500 
52,075, 300 
2, 169,000 

223,472,800 

984,200 

25, 149,300 -------------- ....• dO--------- 1, 047, 159 1, 047,159 
5, 039,000 -------------- ....• dO--------- 179,775 179,775 

l----------l----------l----------l----------·1--------
30, 188,300 -------------- ....• dO--------- 1, 226,934 1, 226,934 1,425, 000 (3) 

1=========1========1=========11=========1======= 

169,228,500 -------------- Pound________ 76,068,771 76,068,771 
52,075,300 -------------- _____ do_________ 25,066,651 25,066,651 
2, 169,000 -------------- _____ do_________ 1, 065,398 1, 065,398 

l----------l----------l----------l----------·l--------
223, 472,800 -------------- _____ dO--------- 102,200,820 102,200,820 -------------- 42,000,000 60,200,820 

1=======1========1========1========1====== 

984,200 ------- ------- _____ d0------ - -- 6, 517,421 6, 517,421 (2) 6, 517,421 
1=======1========1========1=======1======= 
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TABLE !.-Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), April 1965 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in· 

term8 of cost value and quantity, and excesses over stockpile objectives in terms of quantity as of the. end of the month)-Continued 

Commodity 

Colemanite: 
Supplemental-barter----------------

Columbium: National stockpile __________________ _ 
Defense Production Act.-----------
Supplemental-barter----------------

Cost value Quantity 

Beginning End of Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of 
measure 

Beginning End of 
of month, month, of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

$2,636,400 

24,849,400 
50,238,900 

799,100 

$2,636,400 -------------- Long dry ton.. 67,636 
1========1 

67,636 

25,023,700 +$174,300 Pound________ 7,361,887 7,391,865 
50,238,900 -------------- _____ do_________ 7, 966,341 7, 966,341 

799,100 -------------- _____ do_________ 371,426 371,426 

Net change 
during 
month 

Stockpile · Excess over 
objective 1 stockpile 

objective 

(2) 67,636 

+29, 978 -------------- ------------

I----------I---------I·---------I----------1--------
Total______________________________ 75,887,400 76,061,700 +174, 300 _____ do_______ __ 15,699,654 15,729,632 +29, 978 1,176, 000 14,553,632 

1=======1========1========1 1========1=======:1=======1=======1======= 
Copper: National stockpile __________________ _ 

Defense Production Act.---- -------
Supplemental-barter----------------

524,568,100 
30,554,400 
8,252,100 

524,709,200 +141,100 Short ton.--- - 1, 008,304 1, 008,294 
28,402,400 -2,152,000 _____ do_________ 54,214 50,542 
8, 252,100 -------------- _____ do_________ 12,382 12,382 

-10 
-3,672 

I----------I---------I----------I----------1--------
Total------------------------------- 563, 374, 600 561,363, 700 -2, 010,900 _____ do_________ 1, 074,900 1, 071, 218 -3,682 775, 000 296, 218 

1==~====1=~~=1========:1=======1===~ 
Cordage fibers, abaca: 

National stockpile_------------------ 37,034,700 37,034,700 -------------- Pound________ 146,932, 241 146, 932, 241 -------------- 100,000,000 46, 932,241 
1====~=1=~~=1=======1==~~=1===~~ 

Cordage fibers, sisal: 
National stockpile. ------------------l==4=1,=7=50=, =500=I==41::::, =735='=, OOO==I===-=1=5,=500=I _____ do. _ ------ 308,700, 592 308,586,040 -114, 552 300, 000, 000 8,586,040 

Corundum: National stockpile ___ __ _____________ _ 393,100 393, 100 -------------- Short ton ___ --l===2.;,' =00=8=l====2;,' 00=8=I =-=·=--=·=--=·=--=·=--=-,I===2,;'=500~II=~(',;)== 
Cryolite: 

Defense Production Act_ ------------l==5='=1~=' 7=00=I==4=, 98=2'=, OOO==I==-=1=38='=700=I ___ :.._do __ ------l===18::::, =54=4=l===1=8'=, 04=2=l====-=50=2=l==~(2.;,)==l:===18,;'=04=2 
Diamond dies: 

National stockpile___________________ 612,800 608,100 -4,700 Piece__________ 19,621 19,442 -179 25,000 (') 
1=======1========1=======1 1====~=1:====~=1========1===~~=1=~~= 

Diamond, industrial, crushing bort: 
National stockpile_-----------------
Supplemental-barter_--------------

Total _______ ------------------ ____ _ 

Diamond, industrial, stones: National stockpile ____ ______________ _ 
Supplemental-barter ___ ------------

TotaL _______________ _ ---------_--_ 

Diamond tools: 

61,601,800 
15,800,500 

77,402,300 

100,509,400 
186, 341, 500 

286, 850, 900 

61,601,800 -------------- Carat_________ 31,109,411 31,109,411 
15,800, 500 -------------- _____ do._----- - 5, 550, 579 · 5, 550, 579 

l----------l---------l----------l----------1--------
77, 402,300 ------- - ------ _____ do __ ------ 36, 659,990 36, 659,990 ---- ---------- 24, 700,000 11,959,990 

1==~===1=~====1=======1==~~=1==~~ 

100,509,400 -------------- _____ do.------- 9, 319,183 \}, 319,183 
186,341,500 -------------- ____ _ do __ ------ 15, 425, 827 15,425,827 

l---------l--------l---------l---------l-------
286, 850, 900 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ do ______ --l==24,;'=7=45.;,, O=l=O=I==24,;, =7 4=5;,, O=IO=I=-=·=--=·=--=·=- -=·=--=-,l==1==6,;,;500,;,;,;,, ,;,ooo~ll=,;;8';,;24,;5;,;•,;01;;0 

National stockpile ___________________ 
1
-==1,=0=15='=400=I==1='=01=5=, 400==I,-=·=--=·=--=·=--=-=--=-I Piece__________ 64,178 64,178 -------- ------ (2) 64,178 

Feathers and down: ,_ 1====~=1====~=1========1===~~=1===~ 
Nationalstockpile___________________ 30,652,000 30,581,100 -70,900 Pound---~ ---- 7,398,509 7,381,409 -17,100 3,000,000 4,381,409 

1=======1=======11======1 1=======:1=='==='===1=======~1=~~=1:~~== 
Fluorspar, acid ~rrade: 

N atlonsl stockpile __ ----------------
Defense Production Act_------------Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

TotaL-----------------------------

Fluorspar, metallurgical gradE\: 
National stockpile _____ --------- ____ _ 
Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

TotaL _______________ ---_----- ____ _ 

Graphite, natural, Ceylon, amorphous 
lump: 

National stockpile __________________ _ 
Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

TotaL _______ _ ---------------------· 

Graphite, natural, Malagasy, crystalline: 
National stockpile __ -----------------Supplemental-barter ________ _______ _ 

Total ______ ____ ___________ ___ ____ _ _ 

Graphite, natural, other, crystalline: 
National stockpile __________________ _ 

26,167,500 
1,394, 400 

16,098,900 

43,660,800 

17,332,400 
18,940,300 

36,272,700 

937,900 
341,200 

1, 279,100 

6, 732,800 
232,500 

6, 965,300 

1,894,400 

26, 167, 500 -------------- Short dry ton_ 463, 049 463, 049 
1, 394,400 -------------- _____ do______ ___ 19,700 19,700 

16, 098, 900 -------------- _____ do_________ 323, 232 323, 232 
l---------l---------l---------l---------l-------

43, 660,800 -------------- __ ___ do_________ 805,981 so..~. 981 -------------- 540,000 265,981 
1====~=1===~=1========1====~=1====~ 

17,332,400 -------------- Pound________ 369,443 369,443 
18,940,300 - ------------- _____ do_________ 480,800 480,800 

l---------l--------l---------l---------l-------
36, 272, 700 -------------- _____ do _____ ----l===850~, 24=3 =l===8=50.;,• =243=l=- -=--=·=--=·=- -=·=--=-l==,;,8!i=O,;,, ooo;,;;,=l====24=3 

937,900 -------------- _____ do_________ 4, 455 4, 455 
341, 200 -----" -------- ---- -do _____ ----~-----1_, 428---1------1_, 428 __ +·--_--_-_--_-_--_-_----1-----_-_--_-_--_-_------1 i---_-_--_-_--_-_--_-

1. 279,100 -------------- _____ do_________ 5, 883 5, 883 -------------- 5,1'00 
1=======1===~=1=======:1====~=1====== 

383 

6, 732,800 -------------- _____ do_________ 32,678 32,678 
232, 500 -------------- ____ _ do_________ 1, 908 1, 9~ 

l----------l---------l----------l----------1--------
6, 965,300 -------------- _____ do_________ 34,586 34,586 -------------- 18,000 16.586 

1====~=1===~=1=======:1====~=1====== 

1, 894,400 -------------- _____ do_________ li, 481 5, 481 -------------- 2, 800 2, 681 
1========1:=======1========1========1===== 

HyoscinE~: 
National stockpile____________ _______ 31,200 31,200 -------------- Ounce_________ 2,140 2,140 ------------- · (~) 2.140 

Iodine: 1========1========1=======1 1====~==1:====~=1========1===~===1===== 
National s~ckpile____ _____ _ __ _______ 4, 082,000 4, 082,000 ----------- - -- Pound__ __ ____ 2, 956,713 2, 956,713 
Supplemental-barter_____ ____ _______ 1, 415,700 1, 415,600 -100 _____ do_________ 1, 333,563 1, 333,512 -51 

I----------I---------I----------I----------1--------
TotaL ___ _____ ____ __ ______ ___ ______ 

1
===5,=4=97=, 7=00=I==5=, 4=97=''=600==I====-=1=00=I- ____ do ______ - -- l==4=·=290==, 27=6=l==4,;,, 290=='::::::2=25=l====-=5=1=l===8,=000==, ooo==l===(l=) == 

Iridium: 
National stockpile_____________ ___ ___ 2; 525,800 2, 525,800 -------------- Troy ounce___ 13,937 13,937 -------------- 17,000 (I) 

1=======1========1========1 1========1======'===1=======1====~=1===~== 
1 ewel bearings: 

N atlonal stockpile _________ -------- --l==4='=57=8=, 6=00=I==4=, 7=5=5,=8=00=I===+=I=77='=200=I Piece. _____ ---l==52='=592==, 365==l==5=2,;,, 9=7=7,'=5=15=I===+=385=='=150=I==5=7,=500==, OOO==I===(I=) == 

Kyanite-mullite: 
National stockpile___ _____ _______ ____ 712,900 708,600 -4,300 Short dry ton_ 8, 246 8,196 -50 4, 800 3, 396 

LMd: 1=======1========1====='===1 1========1======'===1========1====~=1===~== 

National stockpile __ -----------------Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

TotaL---------------- ___ ----- ____ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

304, 207. 600 
78,398,500 

382, 606, 100 

304, 161, 800 -45, 800 Short ton_ _ _ _ _ 1, 000, 572 1, 000, 421 
78,398,500 - ------ ------- _____ do______ ___ 327, 998 327,998 

-151 

l----------l---------l----------l----------1--------
382, 560, 300 -45,800 _____ do_________ 1, 328, 570 1, 328, 419 -151 o 1, 328, 419 

1==~====1=~~=1=======:1=======1=~~ 



July 9, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- S~NA TE 16169 
TABI$ !.-Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), April 1965 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in 

terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over stockpile objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)-Continued 

Cost value 

Commodity 
Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

-

, Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of 
measure 

Quantity 

Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Stockpile 
objective 1 

Excess over 
stockpile 
objective 

Magnesium: 
National stockpile ___________________ $124,025,400 $123,989,000 $-36, 400 Short ton •.• _. 170, 8111 170, 765 -60 145, 000 25,765 

1========1========1========1===~===1====== 
Magnanese, battery grade, natural ore: 

National stockpile. __ ----------------Supplemental-barter _______________ _ 

Total •••• ___ •••.•.• ----------------

Manganese, battery grade, synthetic 
dioxide: 

National stockpile------------------
Defense Production Act.------------

TotaL. __ _ •. --.. --.----- ..•. -------

Manganese, chemical grade, type A: 
National stockpile------------------
Supplemental-barter_--------------

Total .• __ ----_.----_._.-_--•••• ----

Manganese. chemical grade, type B: 
National stockpile _-----------------
Supplemental-barter __ -------------

TotaL __ ._. ____ ._ ••.• __ .•.• _______ _ 

21,025,1500 
14,121,400 

3li, 146, 900 

3,095,500 
2, 524,700 

5,620,200 

2,133, 300 
7, 922,100 

10,055,400 

132,600 
6,669,800 

6,802,400 

21,025,500 -------------- Short dry ton. 
14,121,400 -------------- ..••• do ________ _ 

144,485 
142,245 

144,485 
142,245 

286, 73J 35,146,900 -------------- ••..• do_________ 286,700 -------------- 80,000 206,730 
1=========1========1========1===~===1====== 

3, 095,500 -------------- _____ do._------ 21,272 21,272 
2, 524,700 -------------- _____ do.------- 3, 779 3, 779 

l----------l----------l----------·l----------l--------
5, 620,200 -------------- _____ do.------- 25,051 25,051 -------------- 6, 700 18,351 

1=======1========1========1========1====== 
2, 133, 300 -------------- ...•• do __ ------ 29,307 29, 307 
7, 922,100 ------------- - _____ do________ 117,607 117,607 

l----------l----------l----------l---------·l--------
10, 055,400 -------------- _____ do.------- 146,914 146,914 -------------- 68,500 78,414 

1=======1========1========1========1====== 
132, 600 -------------- _____ do __ ------ 1, 822 1, 822 

6, 669,800 -------------- _____ do_------- 99,016 99,016 
l----------l----------l----------l----------l--------

6, 802, 400 -------------- _____ do __ ------ 100,838 100,838 - ------------ . 64. 000 36,838 
1=======1========1========1========1====== 

Manganese, metallurgical grade: 
National stockpile___________________ 248, 240, 900 248, 240, 900 -------------- _____ do._------ 5, 852, 191 5, 852, 191 -------------- -------------- ------------
Defense Production Act------------- 172,122,100 172,122,100 -------------- _____ do.------- 2, 980,257 2, 980,257 
Supplemental-barter_-------------- 268,570,259 271,001,688 +2, 431,429 _____ do________ 4, 011,302 4, 040,673 -----+29~371- : ============~ :=========== 

1----------1---------1 I----------I----------1----------I----------·I--------
Total______________________________ 688,933,259 691,364,688 +2, 431,4,29 _____ do.--·---- 12,843, 750 12,873,121 +29, 371 7, 900,000 

1=======1========1========1========1======= 
4, 973,121 

Mercury: National stockpile __ • _____________ • __ 
Supplemental-barter __ -------------

Total .• ---.-----.------------------

33,080,100 
3,446,200 

36,526,300 

33, 080, 100 - ------------- Flask.-------- 184,365 184, 365 
3, 446, 200 -------------- _____ do._-- ---- 16,000 16, 000 

l----------l----------l----------l---------·l--------
36, 526,300 -------------- _____ do __ ------ 200. 365 200, 365 200,000 365 

1=======1========1=========1========1======= 
Mica muscovite block: 

National stockpile ••• ---------------- 27,113,100 27,113,100 -------------- Pound________ 11,402,427 11,402,427 
Defense Production Act_____________ 40,689,700 40,689,700 ------------ -- do_________ 6, 432,569 6, 432,569 
Supplemental barter.---------------- 6, 679,444 6, 715,185 +35, 741 __ ___ do_________ 1, 950,831 ·1, 960,711 +9, 880 

I----------I---------·I----------I---~-----1--------

TotaL _____________________________ 
1
==7=4,=48=2=, 2=4=4=l==74=, =51=7'=, 9=85=l===+=35='=7=4l=l - ___ .do _________ l==1=9,=7=85=, 8=2=7=l==19=, =79=5=, 7=0=7 =I===+=9,=880=I==6,=000=, =oo=o==l==1=3,=7=95='=70=7 

Mica muscovite film: 
National stockpile._----------------- 9, 058,100 -------------- _____ do_________ 1, 719,183 1, 719,183 
Defense Production Act _______ ___ __ _ 

9, 058,100 
633,300 

1, 062,600 
633,300 -------------- _____ do_________ 102,681 102,681 

Supplemental barter _____ ___________ _ 

TotaL-----------------------------

Mica, muscovite splittings: 
National stockpile_.-----------------Supplemental barter ________________ _ 

TotaL __ .--~----------------------_ 

Mica, phlogopite block: 
National stockpile._-----------------

10,754,000 

40,598,300 
6,225,800 

46,824,100 

303,600 

1, 062,600 ---------·-··-- _____ do_________ 116,556 116,556 
l----------l---------·l----------l----------l--------

10, 754,000 -------------- _____ do_________ 1, 938,420 1, 938,420 -------------- 2, 000.000 (S) 
1========1========1========1========1======= 

40,598,300 -------------- Flask__________ 40,040, 169 40,040, 169 
6, 225,800 -------------- _____ do_________ 4, 826,257 4, 826,257 

l----------l----------l---------·l----------l--------
46, 824, 100 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ do _____ . ___ l==44='=866=='=42=6=l==44='=866=='=4=26=l=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--=-,l==2=2=, 2=00=,=ooo===l==22=, =66=6=, 42==6 

303,600 -------------- _____ do_________ 223,239 223,239 __ . ____ _______ 17,000 206,239 
1========1,=======1========1===~===1===='=== 

Mica pblogopite splittings: 
National stockpile._----------------- 2, 580, 500 2, 580, 500 -------------- ____ _ do_________ 3, 079, 062 3, 079, 062 
Supplemental-barter________________ 2, 501,800 2, 501,800 -------------- _____ do_________ 1, 986,902 1, 986,902 - -------- --- -- _____________ ·-- --- ------

1----------1----- I----------I----------I----------1----------I---------
Total. ----------------------------- 5, 082, 300 5, 082, 300 --- - ---------- _____ do_________ 5, 065, 964 5, 065, 964 ------------ - _ 1, 300, 000 3, 765, 964 

1=========1==========1=========1=========1======= 
Molybdenum: 

National stockpile •• _________ ___ _ ----I==7=2,=0=59='=50=I==7=1,=56=3=,=4=00=I====-=4=96=,=1=00=I - ____ do _________ l==6=9,=4=86='=85=9=l===6=9,=034,===2=53=l====-=4=5=2,=6=06= l==6=8=, 000=''=00=0 =l==1='=03=4=, =253= 

Nickel: 
National stockpile___________________ 181,636,200 181,612,300 -23,900 Short ton_____ 166,628 166,594 -34 
Defense Production Act.________ __ __ 91,108,000 86,687,300 -4,420,700 _____ do_________ 48,391 46,573 -1,818 

1----------1---------·1---------1 I----------I----------·I---------·1----------I-~-----
Total______________________________ 272,744,200 268,299, 600 -4,444,600 ___ __ do_________ 215,019 213,167 -1,852 50,000 163,167 

Opium: 1=======1========1========1========1==== 
National stockpile __ ----------·------ - 13, 661,700 13, 661,700 ---- ---------- Pound____ __ __ 196,364 196,364 -------------- 141,280 55, 084 

1=======1========,1========1 1========1========1=========1========1===~= 
Palladium: 

National stockpile ___ ------ ------- ---
Supplemental-barter----- __________ _ 

TotaL ____________ _______ _________ _ 

Palm oil: 

2, 079,000 
12, 170,200 

14,249,200 

2, 079,000 --- - ---------- Troy ounce___ 89,811 89,811 
12,170, 200 ------ ------- - ____ _ do_________ 648,124 648,124 

l----------l----------l---------·l----------l--------
14, 249, 200 ________ ___ __ _ _____ do_________ 737,935 737,935 ______________ 1, 300,000 (3) 

1=======1=========1==========1=~=======1==~= 

National stockpile_. ___ _____ _________ 
1
==1,=68=2=, =20=0=I===72=1=, 00=0 =I==-=9=6=1,=2=00=I Pound _____ __ _ l==9='=34=6=, 6=2=5=l==4=, 006='=08=5=l ==-=5=, 3=4=0,=54=0=I===(2=) ==l==4,=006=, =08=5 

Platinum: 
National stockpile __ --------- --------
Supplemental-barter----- ____ ----- __ 

Total_. ___________________________ _ 

Pyrethrum: 
National stockpile .• -----------------

See footnote. at end Of table. 

56,879,900 
4, 024,500 

60, 904,400 

415,600 

56,879, 900 --- ----- ------ Troy ounce___ 716,343 716,343 
4, 024, 500 --- - ----- --- -- _____ do_________ 49, 999 49,999 

l----------l----------·l-----~---l----------l--------
60, 904, 400 - _______________ ___ do _____ __ - - l===7=66='=3=42=l====7=66='=3=42=l=_=_=_ -=-=--=-=--=-=-=- -=l====4=5=0=. ooo===l ===,;,3=16,;'=34::;2 

415, 600 -------------- Pound________ 67, 044 67,044 -------------- 25, 000 42, 044 
1=======1========1========1==========1====== 



16170 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 9, 1965 

TABLE !.-Strategic and crt'tical materials inventories (all grades), April 1965 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in 
terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over stockpile objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)-Continued 

Commodity 

Quartz crystals: National stockpile __________________ _ 
Supplemental-barter __ -------------

Total. _____ ---------- _____________ _ 

Quinidine: National stockpile __________________ _ 

Quinine: 
National stockpile __ -----------------

Rare earths: · 
National stockpile __ -----------------
Supplemental-barter ___ -------- ___ _ 

Total ____ --------------------------

Rare earths residue: 

Cost value Quantity 

Beginning End of Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of 
measure 

Beginning End of 
of month, month, 

Net change 
during 
month 

Stockpile 
objective 1 

Excess over 
stockpile 
objective 

of month, month, 
Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 

$66, 934, 100 
3, 519,200 

70,453,300 

1,846, 000 

2, 617,000 

7, 134,900 
5,830, 900 

12,965,800 

$66,934, 100 -------------- Pound________ 5, 412,627 5, 412,627 
3, 519,200 -------------- _____ do_________ 232,352 232,352 

l---------l--------1·--~~---l---------l-------
70, 453,300 -------------- _____ do_________ 5, 644,979 5, 644,979 -------------- 650, 000 4, 994,979 

1=======1======1=======1====~=1===~ 

1, 846,000 -------------- Ounce._------ 1, 600,428 1, 600,428 -------------- 2, 000,000 (') 
1=======1======1========1==~~=1=~~== 

2, 617,000 -------------- _____ do_------- 4, 137,733 4, 137,733 -------------- 4,130, 000 7, 733 
1========1======1========1==~~=1===~ 

7, 134,900 - ------------- Short dry ton. 9, 969 9, 969 
5,830,900 -------------- _____ do________ 5, 810 5, 810 

l----------l----------·l---------·l---------·1--------
12, 965,800 -------------- _____ do________ 15,779 15,779 ---------- -- -- 3, 000 12, 779 

1========1======1========1====~=1===~ 

Defense Production Act_____________ 657,200 657,200 -------------- Pound........ 6, 079,961 6, 079,723 (2) 6, 079,723 
1=======1========1=======1 1=======1:====~=1========1===~===1=~~ 

-238 

Rhodium: 
National stockpile ___ ________________ I===78,;,'==200=I===78~·==200=I=-=--==-==-==--==-==--==-==--=-I Troy ounce ••• l====6==18=l======6==18=l=-==·=--=·=--=-==--==-==--==-=l====(~')===l====6;;1;;8 

Rubber: 
Nationalstockpile ___________________ 638,391,700 629,682,800 -$8,708,900 Longton____ 825,592 814,327 -11,265 130,000 684,327 

Ruthenium: l::::::::!::::===l======l========:l=======l===~ 

Supplemental-barter _______________ I====5==59=='==500=I===5==59,;,'==500=I=·=-·==·=-=--==-==--==-==--=-I Troy ounce.--l===15,;,, ==00==1=l=====15~,==00==1=l=-==- -==-==-==--==·=--==-==--=-:l====(~2)===l===1,;;5~, 00;;;;1 

Rutile: 
National stockpile___________________ 2, 070,100 2, 070,100 -------------- Short dry ton. 18,599 18,599 
Defense Production Act_____________ 2, 725,100 2, 725,100 -------------- _____ do________ 17,385 17,385 
Supplemental-barter __ ------------- 1, 061,300 1, 061,300 -------------- _____ do........ 11,632 11,632 

1---------1-·------- I--------·-I·---------1----------I---------I--------
TotaL ----------------------------- 5, 856,500 5, 856,500 -------------- _____ do________ 47,616 47,616 -------------- 51,000 (3) 

1=======1===~=1=======:1==~~~~=~~ 
Sapphire and ruby: 

National stockpile_ ------------------1-====1==90=='==ooo=l====1==90==,==00==0=l=-=--==-==-==--==-==--=-=--=- l Carat_________ 16,308,797 16,308,797 -------------- 18,000,000 (3) 
Selenium: ~- 1========1===~=1========1=~~=1=~~ 

National stockpile___________________ 757,100 757,100 -------------- Pound________ 97,100 97, 100 
Supplemental-barter_______________ 1, 659,094 1, 662,194 +3, 100 ..•.• do_________ 306,603 306,602 ---------·:.:r :::::::::::::: ============ 

1------~-1---------1---------1 1---------I·---------I---------I---------1·--------
Total .• ____________________________ 2, 416,194 2, 419,294 +3, 100 _____ do ___ _.____ 403,703 403,702 -1 475,000 (3) 

1=======1=======1=========1=====~=1==~== 
Shellac; 

National stockpile___________________ 8, 122,000 8, 085,400 -36,600 ..••• do_________ 16,200,661 16,126,724 -73,937 8, 300,000 7, 826,724 
1=======1=======1=======1 1=======1=~===1===~==1==~~=1=~~ 

Silicon carbide, crude; 
National stockpile .. ----------------
Supplemental-barter_--------------

Total. ___________ -------- ____ -----_ 

Silk noils and waste: 
National stockpile .. -----------------

Silk,raw: 
National stockpile __ -----------------

Sperm oil: 
National stockpile._-----------------

Talc, steatite block and lump: 
National stockpile.------------------

Talc, steatite ground: 
National stockpile_------------------

Tantalum: 
National stockpile._----------------
Defense Production Act.-----------
Supplemental~barter. __ ------------

Total _____________________________ _ 

Thorium: 
Supplemental-barter __ -------------

Thorium residue: 
Defense Production Act.------------

Tin: 
National stockpile_------------------
Supplemental-barter •••• __________ _ 

TotaL--------- --------------------

Titanium sponge: 
Defense Production Act. ___________ _ 
Supplemental-barter __ -------------

TotaL _____ _______________________ _ 

11,394,500 
26,803,600 

38,198,100 

1, 232,100 

486,600 

4, 775,400 

494,800 

231,200 

12,435,300 
9, 734,400 

21, 100 

22,190,800 

17,991,700 

42,000 

705, 258, 700 
16,404,000 

721, 662, 700 

175,871,900 
32,097,700 

207, 969, 600 

11,394,500 -------------- Short ton_____ 64,697 64,697 
26,803, 600 -------------- _____ do_________ 131,805 131,805 

l---------l--------l-----~--l---------1-------
38, 198, 100 ----- -- ---- -- - _____ do_________ 196,502 196, 502 -------------- 30, 000 166,502 

1====~:1====~=1======;1==~~=1=~~ 

1, 232,100 -------------· Pound________ 979,924 979,924 -------------- (2) 979,924 
1====~=1======1=======1==~===1==~~ 

486, 600 ----------- --- _____ do_________ 113, 515 113, 515 ______________ (2} 113, 515 
1=======1===~=1=======1==~===1===~ 

4, 775,400 ------------- - ••••• do_________ 23,442, 158 23,442, 158 -------------- 23,400, 000 42, 158 
1========1======1========1==~~=1===~ 

494,800 -------------- Short ton_____ 1, 269 1, 269 -------------· 200 1, 069 
1========1===~=1========1=======1===~ 

231,200 ----------- --- _____ do________ _ 3, 901 3, 901 -------------- (2) 3, 901 
1=======1===~=1========1==~===1===~ 

12, 481, 900 +46, 600 Pound __ ------ 3, 161, 550 3, 165, 936 
9, 734,400 -------------- _____ do. __ ----- 1, 536, 023 1, 536, 023 

21,100 ----------- --- _____ do________ 8, 036 8, 036 

+4, 386 ------------- - ------------

l---------l---------l·--------l---------l-------
22,237,400 +46,600 _____ do ________ 4,705,609 4,709,995 +4,386 3,400,000 1,309,995 

1====~=1=~~=1===~~=1==~~=1=~~ 

17,991,700 --------- ----- _____ do________ 3, 965,461 3, 965,461 ______________ 500,000 3, 465,461 
1=======1======1=======:1=======1===~ 

42, 000 -------------- _____ do._______ 848,354 848,354 -------------· (2) 848,354 
1======1====~1======:1==~===1==~~ 

699,458,900 -5,799,800 Long ton______ 290,045 287,671 
16,404,000 -------------- _____ do________ 7, 505 7, 505 

l---------l--------l---------l---------l-------

-2,374 -- ------------ ----- -------

715,862,900 -5,799,800 _____ do_______ _ 297,550 297,176 -2,374 200,000 97,176 ==== 1==========1=========:1 ==========1==========1========= 

175,871, 900 -------------- Short ton.___ _ 22,339 22,339 
32,097,700 -------------- _____ do______ __ 9, 021 9, 021 

207, 969, 600 ______ -------'- _____ do __ ___ __ ~ l------31-, -36-0-l------3-1,-3-60-l-_-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ ~_-l----2-0,-5-00-l-----1-0-, 8-6-0 

Tungsten: 
National stockpile___________________ 369,128,100 369,128,100 -------------- Pound________ 120,014,406 
Defense Production Act •••• --------- 314, 533, 200 314,536,700 +3, 500 _____ do________ 77, 111, 237 
Supplemental-barter_-------------- 18, 651,400 18, 651,400 -------------- ____ _ do.___ ____ 5, 774,827 

1---------I--------I---------I---------I-------
Total ______________________________ 

1 
=7==0==2,=3==12='==700==!=7==02=,==3==16=,==2==00=l===+=3,==5==00=l - ___ _ do ____ __ __ 

1
=20=2,==9=00='==47=0=I===2==0==2=, 9==0~1,==3==37=l====+=8=67=l :=4==4,;,, 000=;,' OOO===I=l=58,;'=9=01,;,, =33=7 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE !.-Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grq,des), April 1965 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in 

terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over stockpile objectives in terms of quantity ns of the end of the month)-Continued 

Cost value Quantity 

Commodity 
Beginning End of Unit of End of Net change Beginning Net change Stockpile Excess over 

11 of month, month, during measure of month, month, during objective stockpile 
Apr.1, 1965 Apr. 30, 1965 month Apr. 1, 1965 Apr. 30, 196L month objective] 

Vanaditim: National stockpile ___________________ $31, 567, 900 $31,567,900 -------------- Short ton. __ __ 7,865 7,865 -------------- 1,400 6,465 

Vegetable tannin extract, chestnut: 
National stockpile.--- ~ -------------- 9,840, 400 9,660, 700 -$179,700 Long ton ____ __ 35,270 34,626 -644 15, ()()() 19,626 

Vegetable tannin extract, quebracho: 
National stockpile ___________________ 48,858,500 48,858,500 -------------- ____ .do. __ ---- ~ 197,465 197,465 -------------- 86, ()()() 111,465 

Vegetable tannin extract, ·wattle: 
National stockpile._------ ----------- 9,826, 900 9, 826,900 -------------- _____ do. __ ----- 38,962 38,962 -------------- 15,000 23,962 

Zinc: 
National stockpile __ ---------------- - 342, 541, 400 342, 541, 400 -------------- Short ton _____ 1,180, 933 1,180,933 -------------- -------------- ------------
Supplemental-barter . __ ------------ 79,588,400 79, 588,400 -------------- _____ do. __ ----- 323,896 323,896 -------------- -------------- ------------

Total.- - -- ___ ______ ____ ------------ 422, 129, 800 422, 129, 800 

Zirconium ore, baddeleyite: 
National stockpile._-- --------------- 710,600 709,800 

Zirconium ore, zircon: 
National stockpile._----------------- 113,300 113,300 

Total: 
· Nat ional stockpile __ - ---------- 5, 494, 228,600 5, 477,738, 800 

Defense Production Act. ______ 1, 404, 230,000 1, 395,177,300 
Supplemental-barter ___ ------ 1, 403, 425, 507 1, 408, 152, 925 

Total, strategic and critical rna.: 8, 301, 884, 107 8, 281, 069, 025 
terials. 

--------------
-800 

--------------

-16, 489, 800 
-9,052,700 
+4, 727,418 

-20, 815, 082 

_____ do ___ ----- 1, 504,829 1, 504,829 -------------- 0 1, 504,829 

Short dry ton. 16,533 16, 514 -19 (2) 16,514 

____ _ do ___ ----- 1, 920 1,920 -------------- (2) 1,920 

1 Stockpile objectives for strategic and critical materials are determined pursuant to a Not in excess of stockpile objective. 
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S .C. 98-98h). The Office Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the General Services Administration 
of Emergency Planning is currently in the process of revising stockpile objectives. and the Department of Agriculture. 
(See app. B,) 

2 No present objective. 

T ABLE 2.-Agricultural commodities inventorie8, April 1965 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in terms of cost value 
and quantity) 

Commodity 

Price-support inventory: 
Basic commodities: Corn __ ______ ______ - ----- ______ ___ ___ ____ ________ _ 

Cotton, extra-long staple __ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ___ _ _ 
Cotton, upland. __ ____ _______ --- - -- -- ----- --- - - --
Peanuts, farmers' stock.----- ------------------- 
Peanuts , shelled __ - ---- - --------- -- -------- ------
Rice, milled . ___ __ __ - -- - -- - ------------- -- - ------
Rice, rough ____ _ ---- - ------ -- ---- ---- -- --- -- ___ _ _ 
Wheat ______ ---- -- --- - - - -- - --- - --- ------- --- ---- -
Wheat flour------ _______ ----- __ _____ ___ __ _ - - - __ --

Total, basic commodities ____ ____ ______ ____ ___ _ 

Designated nonbasic commodities: 
Barley ___ ____________ _ --- ---------- --- - -- --- --- - -
Grain sorghum. __ - ----------------- ------- -- - ---
Milk and butterfat: Butter ___ __ ______ ________ ________ ___ __ - ~ ______ _ _ 

Butter oiL •. _________ ---- __ -------- __ -- ____ - -
Cheese ___ __ ~ __ - - - -- --- -------- -- __ -___ --.-- --

Milk, dried __ ____ -------- - - - --- - -- - --- --- - - --- ---
Oats. __ ____ __ - -_-- -·-- ------ - - - ~ ------ --- -- - - - -- - -
R ye __ _ -- ----- --- -- ----------------- - - - -------- --
Tung oiL _____ _ -------- - - - --- - - ----- - ------------

Total, designated non basic commodities ____ __ _ 

Other non basic commodities: 
Beans, dry, edible_-- - --- -- - - ----~ -- -- - -- - ------
Cottonseed oil, refined, other __ --- - -- ----- - ------
Cottonseed oil, refined, salad oil ___ ________ _____ _ 
Flaxseed.---- --- --------- - --------- ------------- -
Linseed oiL ____ ------ ------ ------ --- - --- --------

Beginning of 
month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 

$852,714,529 
30,422,236 

1, 176, 246, 079 
6, 724 

4, 733,885 
134,252 

3, 367,968 
1, 323, 927, 364 

93,287 

Cost value 

End of month, 
Apr • .30, 1965 

$774,446,534 
29,233,208 

1, 148, 500, 808 
. 6,351 

5,191, 550 
6,188 

3, 367, 968 
~. 390, 639, 715 

535,031 

Net change 
during 
month 

-$78,267,995 
-1,189,028 

-27, 745, 271 
-373 

+457,665 
-128,064 

---------- --- ---
+66, 712, 351 

+441, 744 
1-----------1-----------1-----------1 

3, 391, 646, 324 3, 351,927,353 -39, 718, 971 
1==========11==========1=========1 

18,010,569 17,882,861 -127,708 
627, 491, 957 689, 489, 900 +61, 997, 943 

36,202,504 44,989,989 +8, 787,485 
5, 685,633 5, 564,003 -121,630 
3, 329,954 2, 582,692 -747,262 

33,822,460 41,386,403 +7,563, 948 
18,967,165 18,662,828 -304,337 

490,652 703,944 +213,292 
3, 531, 965 3, 531,539 -426 

1-----------1·-----------1-----------1 
74.7, 532, 859 824, 794, 164 +77. 261, 305 

1==========11==========1=========1 
407,000 276,159 -130,841 

2,073, 077 1, 864,991 -208,086 
3,638, 424 2, 973,156 -665,268 
7, 661,630 7,878, 900 +217, 270 
9,494,350 9, 494,350 ----- - --- ---- ---

Soybeat;s- - ----- -- -------- - ---- - -- ------ - --- ---- - ~----------l·---------l-----------l 12,880 6,308 -6,572 

Total, other nonbasic commodities ___ ____ ____ . __ 
I====~=== I======== I========= I 

Total; price support inventory ____ ____ ___ ____ _ _ 
1=========1========1=========1 

Inventory transferred from national stockpile: I .. 

ggug~: ~~~1~~~=:EgY.-t>iia.n= ~ ===== = === === = == = = = = = = == 

23,287,361 22,493,864 -793,497 

4, 162, 466, 544 4,199, 215, 381 +36, 748,837 

33,696,491 33, 240,288 -456,203 
21,834,431 21,532,649 -301,782 

1-----------1-----------1-~-------- 1 
Total, inventory transferred from national stock

pile. 
55,530,922 54,772, 937 -757,985 

Unit of measure 

BusheL _________ 
Bale.---- -- -----_ ___ . do ________ ___ 
Pound __ _______ _ 

_--- .do _______ ____ 
Hundredweight_ 

---_.do ____ __ -- ---
BusheL _____ __ __ 
Pound __ _______ _ 

- --- - -- --- ·------ · 

BusheL _____ ____ 
____ .do _____ __ ___ _ 

Pound ____ ______ 
__ ___ do _________ __ 
___ . . do __________ _ 
_____ do _______ ___ _ 
BusheL ___ _____ _ 

____ .do ______ ___ __ 
Pound ______ ____ 

- - --- - -------- - ---

Hundredweight. Pound _____ _____ 

- B"tis~~L~==== = }]{ 
Pound __ ---- --- -BusheL ___ ______ 

------------ ------
------- ----- -----... 

Bale ______ ______ 
___ __ do __ - --- - ~ --

____ _ dp_- -- - - - - :-· 

Quantity 

Beginning of 
month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 

693, 719, 120 
115,498 

7,118,645 
58,109 

27,805,552 
13,316 

654,131 
641,824,257 

1, 702,000 

----- - -- - -- - ---

20,926,618 
551, 372, 505 

61,880,129 
7, 357,139 
8,330, 038 

228, 579, 992 
31,154,591 

435,095 
14,738,424 

- --- -- -- --- -- ---

59,041 
18,468,863 
18. 884,728 
. 2, 579,896 
80,000,000 

10,453 

--------- - -- --- -

--------- ---- ---

39,886 
43,411 

83,297 
' 

End of month, 
Apr. 30, 1965 

629, 779, 776 
110,977 

6, 950, 778 
55,367 

31, 047,487 
531 

654,131 
688,282,374 

9, 998,400 

---- ----- -- - - ---

20,785,727 
. 604, 886, 260 

76,768,936 
7,199, 479 
6, 512,695 

280,817,954 
30,552,805 

633,406 
14,738,012 

-- ------ --- ---- -

38,547 
16,614,265 
15,419,157 
2, 655,929 

80,000,000 
8,855 

---- - -----------

----------------

39,346 
42,811 

82,157 

Net change 
during 
month 

-63, 939, 344 
-4,521 

-167,867 
-2,742 

+3,241, 935 
-12,785 

- -- -- -- ----- --
+46, 458,117 
+8,296,400 

---- --- -- ---- -

-140,891 
+53, 513,75 

+ 14, 888, 807 
-157,390 

-1,817,343 
-L52, 237, 962 

-601,786 
+198,311 

-412 

--- -----------

-20,494 
-1,854,598 
-3,465,571 

+76,033 
--------------

-1,598 

-- ------------
--------------

-540 
-600 

-1,140 

Total, agricUltural commodities. __ __ ___ _______ ::__ 4, 217, 997, 466 4, 253, 988, 318 · +35, 9 .. 0, 852 --- -------- -- ---- _ - - --- ----- ------ - - - ---- - -- ---- __ -------- --- ---

1 Transferred from General Services Administration pursuant to Public Law 85-96 
and Public Law 87-548. (See app. A.) 

Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the Department of Agriculture. 
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TABLE 3.-Civil defense supplies and equipment inventories, April 1965 (showing by item net changes during the month in terms of cost 
_ _ value and quantity) · _ · 

~! ' 

Item 
Beginning of 

month, 
Apr. 1, 1965 

Cost value 

I 

End of month, 
Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of measure 

Quantity 

Beginning of 
month, 

Apr. 1,1965 

End of month, Net change 
Apr. 30, 1965 during 

month 

45 
Civil defense stockpile, Department of Defense: 

Engineering equipment (engine generators, pumps, $10, .58, 641 $10, 057, 489 
chlorinators. purifiers, pipe, and fittings). 

-$1,152 10-mile units ___ _ 45 --------------

Chemical and biological equipment__________________ 1, 797,342 1, 797,342 (1) 
1------------1-----------1------------l 

TotaL--------------------- - --- -------------------- I==1=1=, 8=5=5=, 9=83=l==1=1,=8=54='=83=1=l====-=1=, 1=5=2l --------------"--- -------------·-- ------~--------- -------------

Civil defense medical stockpile, Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare: 

Medical bulk stocks, and associated items at civil 117,243,339 117,366,050 
defense mobilization warehouses. 

+122, 711 

Medical bulk stock at manufacturer locations__ ______ 5, 036,008 5, 036,008 (1) ---- - - ---------- ------ - --------- --------------
Each___ __ _______ 2,272 2,341 +00 Packaged disaster hospitals 2_________________________ 71,697,235 71,730,792 +33, 557 

Supply additions (for packaged disaster hospitals)___ 6, 808, 153 6, 890, 972 +82, 819 • (1) ---------------- ---------------- --------------
TotaL ___ ----------- _________ --------- _____________ l---200--, 7-8-4,_7_3_5 -l---2-0-1,-0-23-, -82_2_, _____ +_23--9,-08--c-7'1 ________ ------ ____ -------- _____________________________________ _ 

1========1==========1=========1 
Total, civil defense supplies and equipment___ _____ 212,640,718 212,878,653 +237,935 

1 Composite group of many difierent items. 
1 Reported as "Civil defense emergency hospitals," prior to February 1965. 

Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the Department of Defense and the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

TABLE 4.-Machine tools inventories, April 1965 (showing by item net changes during the month in terms of cost value and quantity) 

Item 

DefenS(' Pro<'luction Act: 
On loan _____________ --------------- ____ -------- _____ _ 

National Industrial Reserve Act: 

Beginning of 
month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 

$45,300 

Cost value 

End of month, 
Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of measure 

$41>. 300 ---------------- TooL---------- -

Quantity 

Beginning of 
month, 

Apr. 1, 1965 

End of month, Nt't change 
Apr. 30, 1965 during 

month 

In storae;e--------------------------------- ----------- 76,151,500 76,141,200 -$10,300 _____ do___________ 6, 685 6, f\80 -5 
On lease--------------------------------------------- 27,500 27, ~ ---------------- _____ do__________ 1 1 ------------ --
On loan to other agenciP..s____________________________ 14,000 14,000 ---------------- _____ do___________ 3 3 --------------
On loan to school programs •• ------------------------, __ 1_3,_0_19_._200_

1 
13,310,200 +291. 000 _____ do ___________ 

1 
____ 3_._0R3_

1 
______ 3._1_411_

1 
___ ....:• ____ -t6_2 

Total·--------------------------------------------- 89. 21a. 100 89,493,800 +280, 700 _____ do___________ 9, 772 9. ~ +li7 
1========1==========1==========1 1==========1==========1======== 

Total, machine tools------------------------------- 89, 21i8, 400 89,539, 100 +280, 700 _____ do______ _____ 9, 779 9, 836 +57 

Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the General Services Administration. 

TABLE 5.-Helium inventories, April1965 (showing by item net changes during the month in terms of cost value and quantity) 

Cost value Quantity 

Item 
End of month, Net change Beginning of 

·month, 
Apr. 1, 1965 

End of month, 
Apr. 30, 1965 

Net change 
during 
month 

Unit of measure 
Beginning of 

month, 
Apr. 1, 1965 

Apr. 30, 1965 during 
month 

Helium: 
Stored aboveground.------ - ---------------- --------- $251,266 $194, 112 -$()7, 154 Cubic foot.____ _ 22, 100,000 17, 000, 000 -5, 100,000 
Stored underground_--- ---- ----------------------- -- 68, 105, 532 71,734,392 +3, 628,860 ____ _ do __ -------- 6, 635,200, 000 6, 681,700, 000 +316, 500, 000 

1------------1-----------1------------1 
Total, helium ____________________ ·---------------- -- 68,356,798 71,928,504 · · +3, 571,706 _____ do.--------- 6, 387,300,000 6, 698,700,000 +311, 400,000 

Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the Department of the Interior. 

APPENDIX A 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS AND STATUTORY 

CITATIONS 

STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS 

National stockpile 
The Strategic and Critical Materials Stock 

Piling Act (50 u.s.c. 98-98h) provides for 
the establishment and maintenance of a na
tional stockpile of strategic and critical 
materials. The General Services Administra
tion is responsible for making purchases of 
strategic and critical materials and provid
ing for their storage, security, and mainte
nance. These functions are performed in 
accordance with directives issued by the Di
rector of the omce of Emergency Planning. 
The act also provides for the transfer from 
other Government agencies of strategic and 
critical materials which are excess to the 
needs. of such other agencies and are required 
to meet the stockpile objectives established 
by OEP. In addition, t_he General Services 

Administration 1s responsible for disposing 
of those strategic and critical materials 
which OEP determines to be no longer 
needed for stockpile purposes. 

General policies for strategic and critical 
materials stockpiling are contained in DMO 
V-7, issued by the Director of the omce of 
Emergency Planning and published in the 
Federal Register of December 19, 1959 (24 
F.R. 10309). Portions of this order relate 
also to Defense Production Act inventories. 

Defense Production Act 
Under section 303 of the Defense Produc

tion Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2093) -and 
Executive Order 10480, as amended, the Gen
eral Services Administration Is authorized to 
make purchases of. or commitments to pur
chase metals, minerals, and other mate
rials, for Government use or resale, in order 
to expand productive capacity and supply, 
and also to store the materials acquired as 
a l'esult of such purchases or commitments. 

Such functions are carried out in accord
ance with programs certified by the Direc
tor of the omce of Emergency Planning. 

Supplemental-barter 
As a result of a delegation of authority 

from OEP (32A C.F.R., ch. I, DMO V-4) the 
General Services Administration is responsi
ble for the maintenance and storage of ma
terials placed in the supplemental stockplle. 
Section 206 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 
(7 U.S.C. 1856) provides that strategic and 
other materials acquired by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation as a result of barter or 
exchange of agricultural products, unless 
acquired for the national stockpile or for 
other purposes, shall be transferred to the 
supplemental stockpile established by sec
tion 104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Devel
opment and Assistance Act of 1954- (7 U.S.C. 
1704 (b) ) . In addition to the materials which 
have been or may be so acquired, the mate
rials obtained under the programs estab-
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llshed pursuant to the Domestic Tungsten, 
Asbestos, Fluorspar, and Columbium-Tan
talum Production and Purchase Act of 1956 
(60 U.S.C. App. 2191-2195), which terminated 
December 31, 1958, have bef'n transferred to 
the supplemental stockpile, as authorized 
by the provisions of said Production and 
Purchase Act. 

AGRICULTUBAL COMMODITIES 

The price-support program 
Price-support operations are carried out 

under the charter powers (16 U.S.C. 714) of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, Depart
ment of Agriculture, in conformity with the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421), the 
Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1741), 
which includes the National Wool Act of 1954, 
the Agricultural Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1442), 
the Agricultural Act of 1958, and with re
spect to certain types of tobacco, 1n con
formity with the act of July 28, 1945, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1312). Under the Agri
cultural Act of 1949, price support is manda
tory for the basic commodities--corn, cotton, 
wheat, rice, peanuts, and tobacco--and spe
cific nonbasic commodities; namely, tung 
nuts, honey, milk, butterfat, and the prod
ucts of milk and butterfat. Under the Agri
cultural Act of 1958, as producers of com 
voted 1n favor of the new price-support pro
gram for corn authorized by that act, price 
support is mandatory for barley, oats, rye, 
and grain sorghums. Price support for wool 
and mohair is mandatory under the National 
Wool Act of 1954, through the marketing 
year ending March 31, 1966. Price support 
for other nonbasic agricultural commodities 
is discretionary except that, whenever the 
price of either cottonseed or soybeans is sup
ported, the price of the other must be sup
ported at such level as the Secretary deter
mines wlll cause. them to compete on equal 
terms on the market. This program may 
also include operations to remove and dis
pose of or aid 1n the removal or disposition 
of surplus agricultural commodities for the 
purpose of stab111zing prices at levels not in 
excess of permissible price-support levels. 

Price support is made available through 
loans, purchase agreements, purchases, and 
other operations and, in the case of wool and 
mohair, through incentive payments based 
on marketings. The producers' commodities 
serve as collateral for price-support loans. 
With limited exceptions, price-support loans 
are nonrecourse and the Corporation looks 
only to the pledged or mortgaged collateral 
for satisfaction of the loan. Purchase agree
ments generally are available during the same 
period that loans are avaUable. By signing a 
purchase agreement, a producer receives an 
option to sell to the Corporation any quan
tity of the commodity which he may elect 
within the maximum specified in the agree
ment. 

The major effect on budgetary expenditures 
is represented "!>Y the disbursement for price
support loans. The largest part of the com
modity acquisitions under the program result 
from the forfeiting of commodities pledged 
as loan collateral for which the expenditures 
occurred at tbe time of making the loan, 
rather than at the time of acquiring the 
commodities. 

Dispositions of commodities acquired by 
the Corporation in its price-support opera
tions are made in compliance with sections 
202, 407, and 416 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, and other applicable legislation, par
ticularly the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691), 
title I of the Agricultural Act of 1954, title II 
of the Agricultural Act of 1956, the Agricul
tural Act of 1958, the act of August 19, 19q8, 
in the case of cornmeal and wheat fiour, and 
the act of September 21, 1959, with regard to 
sales of livestock feed in emergency areas. 

INVENTORY TRANSFERRED J'ROM NATIONAL 
STOCKPILE ' . 

This inventory, all cotton, -was transferred 
to Commodity Credit Corporation .at no cost 
from the national stockpile pursuant to Pub
lic Law 85-96 and Public Law 87-548. The 
proceeds from sales, less costs Incurred by 
CCC, are covered into the Treasury as mis
cellaneous receipts; therefore, such proceeds 
and costs are not recorded 1n the operating 
accounts. The cost value as shown for this 
cotton has been computed on the basis of 
average per bale cost of each type of cotton 
when purchased by CCC for the national 
stockpile. 

CIVIL DEFENSE SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 

Civil defense stockpile 
The Department of Defense conducts this 

stockp111ng program pursuant to section 201 
(h) of Public Law 920, 81st Congress, as 
amended. The program is designed to pro
vide some of the most essential materials to 
minimize the effects upon the civilian popu
lation which would be caused by an attack 
upon the United States. Supplies and equip
ment normally unavailable, or lacking in 
quantity needed to cope with such condi
tions, are stockpiled at strategic locations in 
a nationwide warehouse system consisting of 
general storage facilities. 

Civil defense medical stockpile 
The Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare conducts the stockpiling program for 
medical supplies and equipment pursuant to 
section 201 (h) of Public Law 920, 81st Con
gress, as delegated by the President following 
the intent of Reorganization Plan No. 1, of 
1958. The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare plans and directs the procure
ment, storage, maintenance, inspection, sur
vey, distribution, and utilization of essential 
supplies and equipment for emergency 
health services. The medical stockpile in
cludes a program designed to pre-position as
sembled emergency hospitals and other medi
cal supplies and equipment into communities 
throughout the Nation. 

MACHINE TOOLS 

Defense Production Act 
Under section 303 of the Defense Produc

tion Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2093) and 
Executive Order 10480, as amended, the Gen
eral Services Administration has acquired 
machine tools in furtherance of expansion of 
productive capacity, in accordance with pro
grams certified by the Director of the Office 
of Emergency Planning. 

National industrial equipment reserve 
Under general policies established and di

rectives issued by the Secretary of Defense, 
the General Services Administration is re
sponsible for care, maintenance, utilization, 
transfer, leasing, lending to nonprofit 
schools, disposal, transportation, repair, res
toration, and renovation of national indus
trial reserve equipment transferred to GSA 
under the National Industrial Reserve Act of 
1948 (50 u.s.c. 451-462). 

HELIUM 

The helium conservation program is con
ducted by the Department of the Interior 
pursuant to the Helium Act, approved 
september 13, 1960 (Public Law 86-777; 74 
Stat. 918; 50 U.S.C. 167) and subsequent ap
propriations acts which have established 
fiscal limitations and provided borrowing 
authority for the program. Among other 
things, the Helium Act authorizes the Secre
tary CY! the Interior to produce helium in 
Government plants, to acquire helium from 
private plants, to sell helium to meet current 
demands, and to store for future use helium 
that is so produced or acquired in excess of 
that required to meet current demands. 
Sales of helium by the Seoretary of the Inte
rior shall be at prices established by him 

which shall be adequate to liquidate the 
costs of the program within 25 years, except 
that this period may be extended by the 
Secretary for not more than 10 years for 
funds borrowed for purposes other than the 
acquisition and construction of helium plants 
and fac111ties. 

This report covers helium that ls produced 
in Government . plants and acquired from 
private plants. Bellum in excess of current 
demands is stored in the Cliffside gasfteld 
near Amarillo, Tex. The unit of measure ls 
cubic foot at 14.7 pounds per square Inch 
absolute pressure and 70° F. 

APPENDIX B 

NEW STOCKPILE OBJECTIVES 

The Otllce of Emergency Planning is in 
the process of establishing new objectives 
for strategic and critical materials. Table 
1 of this report reflects the new objectives 
established between May 1963 and April 1964 
for 79 materials (including 3 removed from 
stockpile list), based on essential needs in 
the event of a "conventional war emer
gency." The new objective for each ma
terial has been noted in the reports, begin
ning with June 1963, for the months in 
which the respective objectives were estab
lished. 

The following excerpts from OEP state
ments dated July 11 and 19, 1963, February 
28, 1964, March 6, 13, 20, and 27, 1964, and 
April 3 and 10, 1964, set forth the new policy 
with respect to objectives for strategic and 
and critical materials: 

"The Office of Emergency Planning is now 
conducting supply-requirements studies for 
all stockpile materials which will reflect 
current military, industrial, and other es
sential needs in the event of a conventional 
war emergency. On the basis of recently 
completed supply-requirements studies for 
the foregoing materials, the new stockpile 
objectives were established with the advice 
and assistance of the Interdepartmental Ma
terials Advisory Committee, a group chaired 
by the Office of Emergency Planning and 
composed of representatives of the Depart
ments of State, Defense, the Interior, Agri
culture, Commerce, and Labor, and the 
General Services Administration, the Agency 
for International Development, and the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion. Representatives of the Bureau of the 
Budget, the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
the Small Business Administration partici
pate as observers. 

"These new objectives reflect a new policy 
to establish a single objective for each stock
pile material. They have been determined 
on the basis of criteria heretofore used in 
establishing maximum objectives, and reflect 
the approximate calculated emergency defi
cits for the materials for conventional war 
and do not have any arbitrary adjustments 
for possible increased requirements for other 
types of emergency. 

"Heretofore, there was a 'basic objective• 
and 'maximum objective' for each material. 
The basic objectives assumed some contin
ued reliance on foreign sources of supp-ly in 
an emergency. The former maximum objec
tives completely discounted foreign sources 
of supply beyond North America and com
parable accessible areas. 

"Previously, maximum objectives could not 
be less than 6. months' normal usage of the 
material by industry in the United States in 
periods of active demand. The 6-month rule 
has been eliminated in establishing the new 
calculated conventional war objectives. 

"The Office of Emergency Planning also 
.announced that the present Defense Mobili
zation Order V-7, dealing with general poli
cies for strategic and critical materials stock
p1ling, was now being revised to reflect these 
new policies. When finally prepared and 
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approved, the new order will be published 
in the Federal aegister. 

"New conven,tional war objectives for the 
remaining stockpile materials are being de
veloped as rapidly as,• new supply-require
ments data become available. They will be 
released as they are approved. 

"The 01fice ot .Emergency Planning is also 
making studies to determine stockpile needs 
to meet the requirements of general nuclear 
war and reconstruction. Stockpile objectives 
fo.r nuclear war . have not previously been 
developed. Some commodity objectives may 
be higher and others may be lower than 
the objectives established for conventional 
war. 

"After the nuclear war supply require
ments studies are completed, stockpile ob
jectives will be based upon calculated deficits 
for either conventional war or nuclear war, 
whichever need is larger. 

"The 01fice of Emergency Planning stressed 
that any long-range disposal programs under
taken prior to the development of objectives 
based on nuclear war assumptions would 
provide against disposing of quantities which 
might be needed to mee1; essential require
ments in the event of nuclear attack. While 
the disposal of surplus materials can produce 
many problems which have not heretofore 
arisen, every effort will be made to see that 
the interest of producers, processors, and 
consumers, and the international interests 
of the United States are carefully considered, 
both in the development and carrying out 
of disposal programs. · Before decisions are 
made regarding the adoption of a long-range 
disposal program for a particular item in the 
stockpile, there will be appropriate consulta
tions with industry in order to obtain the 
advice of interested parties." 

The OEP statement of April 17, 1964, con
tained the following excerpts: 

"Today's action completes supply-require
ments studies for all stockpile materials 
based on current military, industrial, and 
other essential needs in the event of a con
ventional war emergency. Objectives for 79 
materials in the stockpile were established 
With the advice and assistance of the Inter
departmental Materials Advisory Committee, 
a group chaired by OEP and composed of 
representatives of the Departments of State, 
Defense, the Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, 
and Labor, and the General Services Admin
istration, the Agency for International Devel
opment, and the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. Representatives of 
the Bureau of the Budget, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Small Business Admin
istration participate as observers. 

"These new objectives reflect a new policy 
which acco-rds with the recommendation of 
the Executive Stockpile Committee to estab
lish a single objective for each material in 
the national stockpile. These new objectives 
will be reviewed and revised as necessary 
each year. Because military requirements 
and estimated emergency supplies of stock
pile materials are constantly shifting, the 
supply-requirements balance for any mate
rial that is now or may become important 
to defense must be kept under continuing 
surveillance. Supply-requirements studies 
of the conventional war needs of approxi
mately 20 other strategic and critical mate
rials, which do not have stockpile objectives, 
are underway and are expected to be com
pleted in the next few weeks. At the same 
time, studies on supply requirements for 
nuclear war are going forward. No definite 
date for completion of these studies has been 
established as yet: 

"OEP stressed that long-range programs 
for disposal of identified surpluses would 
take into account the interests of producers, 
processors, and consumers, as well as the 
international interests of the Uni·ted States. 

Appropriate consultation With industry will 
precede all decisions for the adoption of 
every disposal program and the advice of in
terested parties . will be. ~ught." 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD OF VmGJ:NlA 
The cost value of Federal stockpile in

ventories as of April 30, 1965, totaled $12,909,-
403,600. This was a net increase of $19,266,-
111, as compared with the April 1 total of 
$12,890,137,489. Net changes during the 
month are summarized by major category 
as follows: 

Cost value, Aprill965 

Major category 
Total, end Net change 

during month of month 

Strategic and critical 
materials ___ ______ ------_ -$20, 815, 082 $8, 281, 069, 025 

Agricultural commodities_ +35, 990, 852 4, 253, 988, 318 
Civil defense supplies 

and equipment _____ _____ +237,935 212, 878, 653 
Machine tools ___ __________ +280, 700 89,539,100 
Helium ___ --------------- ·· +3, 571,706 71,928,504 

TotaL_------------- +19, 266,111 12, 909, 403, 600 

These figures are from the April 1965 re
port on Federal stockpile inventories com
piled from ofticial agency data by the Joint 
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures, showing detail with 
respect to quantity and cost value of each 

. commodity in the inventories covered. 
STRATEGIC AND CR"ITICAL MATERIALS 

So-called strategic and critical materials 
are stored by the Government in ( 1) the 
national stockpile, (2) the Defense Produc
tion Act inventory, and (3) the supple-
tnen tal-barter stockpile. 

Overall, there are now 94 materials stock
piled in the strategic and critical inven
tories. Stockpile objectives-in terms of 
volume--are presently fixed for 76 of these 
94 materials. Of the 76 materials having 
stockpile objectives, 64 were stockpiled "in 
excess of their objectives as of April 30, 
1965. 

Increases in cost value were reported in 
13 of the materials stockpiled in all stra
tegic and critical inventories, decreases were 
reported in ·20 materials, and 61 materials 
remained unchanged during April. 

National stockpile: The cost value of ma
terials in the national stockpile as of April 
30, 1965, totaled $5,477,738,800. , This was a 
net decrease of $16,489,800 during the month. 
The largest decreases were $8,708,900 in rub
ber and $5,799,800 in tin. 

Defense Production Act inventory: The 
cost value of materials in the Defense Pro
duction Act inventory as of April 30, 1965, 
totaled $1,395,177,300. This was a net de
crease of $9,052,700. The largest decreases 
were in nickel, aluminum, and copper. 

Supplemental barter: The cost value of 
materials in the supplemental barter stock
pile as of April 30, 1965, totaled $1,408,152,-
925. This was a net increase of $4,727,418. 
The largest increases were in manganese and 
bauxite. 

OTHER STOCKPILE INVENTORIES 
Among the other categories of stockpiled 

materials covered by the report, the largest 
"is $4.3 billion in agricultural commodities. 
Major increases in agricultural commodities 
during April were reported for wheat, grain 
sorghum, and milk and butterfat, partially 
offset by decreases in corn and cotton. 

Inventories of civil defense supplies and 
equipment showed a net increase; the ma
chine tools inventories showed a net in
crease; and the helium inventories showed 
a net increase during April . 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were intro
duced, read the first tjme, and, by unan
imous consent, the second time~ and re-
ferred a.S follows: ' 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by reci'~est): 
s. 2264. · A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Agriculture to accept a cash equalization 
of exchanges for lands under his jurisdic
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on AgricUlture and Forestry. 

By Mr. EASTLAND: 
S. 2265. A bill for the relief of Konstadyna 

Byni Deliroglou and her minor child, Alex
andros Deliroglou; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr . . FULBRIGHT (for himself, 
Mr. 8ALTONSTALL, and Mr. ANDER
SON); 

S. 2~66. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to transfer to the Smithsonian In
stitution title to certain objects of art; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. FuLBRIGHT when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) : 
S. 2267. A bill to extend the provisions of 

title XIII of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, relating to war risk insurance; and 

S. 2268. A bill to amend Title XIII: War 
Risk Insurance, of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958; to the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 
he introduced the above b1lls, whic'.h appear 
under separate headings.) 

ByMr.YARBOROUGH: 
S. 2269. A bill to extend preferential post

age rates to qualifying museums for the mail
ing of educational materials, loan exhibits, 
and other materials; to the Committee on 
Post 01fice and Civil Service. 

(See the remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate hearing.) 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
s. 2270. A bill for the relief of Dr. Tej Raj 

Singh Goel; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. CANNON: 
S. 2271. A bill to authorize the payment 

of an allowance of not to exceed $10 per day 
to employees assigned to duty at the Nevada 
Test Site of the U.S. Atomic Energy Com
mission; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CANNON when he 
introdUced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SMATHERS (for himself and 
Mr. RANDOLPH) : 

S. 2272. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to permit pension and 
profit-sharing plans to provide contributions 
or benefits on a nondiscriminatory bast.s for 
certain self-employed individuals without 
special limitations on the amount of con
tributions; to the Committee on Finance. · 

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia (for himself, 
Mr. JAVITS, and Mr. KENNEDY ·of 
Massachusetts) : -

S. 2273. A bill to render immune from sei
zure under judicial process certain objects of 
cultural significance imported into the 
United States for temporary display or exhi
bition, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COOPER: 
S.J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to designate 

the period beginning July 11, 1965, and end
ing July 17, 1965, as National Family Camp
ers' Week; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 
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(See the remarks of Mr. CooPER when he 

introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE 

ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE 
TO MAKE A STIJDY OF AND RE
PORT ON PROFIT-SHARING AND 
STOCKOWNERSHIP PLANS 
Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr. 

MuRPHY) submitted a concurrent reso
lution <S . Con. Res. 42) authorizing the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
to make a study of and report to the 
Senate on profit-sharing and stockown
ership plans, which was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

<See the above concurren.t resolution 
printed in .full when submitted by Mr. 
JAVITS, which appears under a sepa
rate heading.) 

TRANSFER TO THE SMITHSONIAN 
INSTITUTION TITLE TO CERTAIN 
OBJECTS OF ART 
Mr. FULBRffiHT. Mr. President, on 

behalf of myself, the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], and the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON], by request of the Board of Re
gents of the Smithsonian Institution, I 
introduce a bill to enable the Smith
sonian to obtain title to certain art ob
jects of the Von der Heydt collection. 

This collection is comprised of . 44 
stone, bronze, and jade objects of art 
currently on display in the Museum of 
Natural History. Eduard Von der 
Heydt, a Swiss national, loaned these 
objects to the Buffalo Museum of Science 
prior to and during World War II. By 
a vesting order dated August 21, 1951, 
the· Attorney Gei)eral vested these ob
jects as the property of an enemy as 
defined in the Trading With the Enemy 
Act. All legal remedies of Mr. Von der 
Heydt provided by the Trading With 
the Enemy Act have been exhausted, and 
now the Department of Justice is com
mencing action to dispose of these assets. 

The objects of art of this collection 
are of the highest quality. The di
rector of the Freer Gallery of Art
which possesses one of the finest collec
tions of oriental art in this hemisphere
has advised that 24 out of the 36 oriental 
objects in the collection would be con
sidered significant additions to the gal
lery and that seven of those would be 
considered acquisitions of major im
portance. The Curator of Archeology 
of the National Museum has advised 
that, of the seven objects from Central 
America, four would be feature attrac
tions in any museum and that these 
statues must be rated as among the finest 
in this country, if not in the world. 

On March 20, 1964, the Deputy Di
rector, Office of Alien Property, acting 
on behalf of the Assistant Attorney Gen
eral, Civil Division, requested the Buf
falo Museum of Science to relinquish 
custody of this collection and to transfer 
lt to the Institution, which has since 

been done. Under the Trading With 
the Enemy Act, vested alien property, 
such as the Von der Heydt collection, 
must be "liquidated, sold, or otherwise 
dealt with in the interest of and for the 
benefit of the United States." This 
language has been previously construed 
so as to prohibit the Attorney General 
from making donations of vested alien 
property. Thus, it is considered neces
sary for legislation to be enacted to au
thorize the transfer of title to this col
lection to the Smithsonian Institution, 
notwithstanding the existence of section 
4 of the act of May 17, 1938-20 U.S.C. 
76d-authorizing agencies to donate to 
the Smithsonian any works of art under 
their control. 

Enactment of this proposal would be 
in the interest of and for the benefit of 
the United States. Rather than dispos
ing of this collection by sale and thus 
dispersing these important objects into 
the hands of various museums, private 
collectors," and dealers throughout the 
world, the Attorney General could do
nate these objects to the Smithsonian In
stitution, where, as part of the national 
collections, they may be exhibited for 
the benefit of the millions of visitors who 
throng its museum halls each year and 
where a highly competent professional 
staff may study and publish manuscripts 
describing them for the benefit of schol
ars throughout the world. 

Enactment of this proposal would not 
result in an appropriation request for 
care of the Smithsonian's collections 
beyond current levels. 

The At1lorney General and the Bureau 
of the Budget advise that they have no 
objection to the enactment of this legis
lation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 2266) to authorize the 
Attorney General to transfer to the 
Smithsonian Institution title to certain 
objects of art, introduced by Mr. FuL
BRIGHT <for himself and other Senators) , 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

EXTENSION OF PROVISIONS OF 
TITLE XITI OF FEDERAL AVIATION 
ACT RELATING TO WAR RISK IN
SURANCE 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at 

the request of the Secretary of Com
merce, I introduce, for appropriate re
ference, a bill to extend the provisions 
of title XIII of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958, relating to war risk insurance. 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sec
retary's letter requesting the proposal be 
printed in the RECORD. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the let
ter will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (8. 2267) to extend the pro
visions of title XIII of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958, relatinf:f to war risk 
insurance, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, 
by requ~st, was received, read twice by 

its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON 
is as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., May 24, 1965. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Department of 
Commerce has prepared and submits here
with as a part of its legislative program for 
the 89th Congress, 1st session, a draft of a 
proposed bill "to extend the provisions of title 
XIII of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, re
lating to war risk insurance." 

This proposed legislation would extend the 
life of title XIII of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1542), relating to war risk 
insurance, until September 7, 1970. Section 
1312 of the act now provides for expiration 
of aviation war risk insurance authority on 
June 13, 1966. 

Title XIII of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 authorizes the Secretary of Commerce, 
with the approval of the President, to pro
vide war risk insurance for the protection of 
aircraft and persons and property transported 
thereon, and other liabll1ties pertaining to 
aircraft or the owner or operator of such 
aircraft of the nature customarily covered 
by insurance, when commercial insurance 
cannot be obtained on reasonable terms and 
conditions. At present, as at the time of 
original enactment of these provisions of 
Public Law 47, 82d Congress (65 Stat. 65), 
commercial policies covering aviation war 
risks are issued only subject to automatic 
termination clauses in the event of outbreak 
of war between any of the four Great Powers 
(France, Great Britain and/or any of the 
British Commonwealth of Nations, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the United 
States of America) . Even though the United 
States might not be involved immediately, 
American aircraft would be without protec
tion against loss by risks of war. Further
more, prompt mob111zation of the air trans
port facil1ties of the United States would be 
jeopardized without such insurance. 

The general order on aviation war risk 
insurance which was issued on November 1. 
1956, established an interim binder program 
for war risk insurance, war risk llabil1ty 
insurance, exclusive of cargo llabllity, and war 
risk carriers' llabUity to cargo insurance. 
Under a recent revision of this general order 
war risk insurance is. now being provided, 
without premium, to the Department of 
Defense for participants in the Civil Reserve 
Air Fleet (CRAF) program; for certain civil 
air carriers while providing international and 
overseas transportation regularly required by 
the Department of Defense, including emer
gency airlift requirements not sufficient to 
justify the activation of CRAF. The same 
insurance is available to the Department of 
State for American air carriers entering into 
certain agreements with that Department. 
The Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of State have agreed to indemnify the Sec
retary of Commerce against all losses covered 
by such insurance. 

If the provisions of title XIII are extended 
as proposed, it is anticipated that binder fees 
to be collected will more than cover ex
penses chargeable to the war risk insurance 
fund under peacetime operations. 

The Department of Commerce recommends 
the early enactment of this proposed legis- · 
lation. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises there 
is no objection to the submission of this · 
proposal from the standpoint of the admin
istration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN T. CONNOR, 

Secretary of Commerce. 



16176 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 9, 1965 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE XIIi OF THE 
FEDERAL AVIATION ACT RELA T
ING TO WAR RISK INSURANCE 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by 

request, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to amend title XIII-war 
risk insurance, of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958. I ask unanimous consent 
that a letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, requesting the proposed legisla
tion, be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the letter 
Will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2268) to amend title XIII
war risk insurance, of the Federal A via
tion Act of 1958, introduced by Mr. MAG
NUSON, by request, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON 
is as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., May 24, 1985. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Department of 
Commerce has prepared and submits here
with as a part of its legislative program for 
the 89th Congress, 1st session, a draft of a 
proposed bill: "To amend title XIII-war 
risk insurance, of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958." 

This proposal is a part of the legislative 
programs of the Department of Commerce 
and of the Department of Defense for the 
89th Congress. The Bureau of the Budget 
advises that, from the standpoint of the ad
ministration's program, there is no objection 
to the presentation of this proposal for the 
consideration of the Congress. 

Title XIII of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 authorizes the Secretary of Commerce, 
with the approval of the President, to pro
vide insurance against loss or damage arising 
out of "war risks." At the time this title 
was enacted, however, specific consideration 
was not given to the possibility that com
mercial insurance covering risks other than 
war risks might not be available to civil 
carriers during periods of emergency while 
performing air transportation services for the 
Department of Defense or other Government 
agencies. As the Department of Commerce 
has gained experience in implementing the 
war risk insurance program and as the De
partment of Defense has developed its pro
gram for the utilization of commercial aug
mentation capab111ties in emergency situa
tions, it has become clear that the com
mercial insurance industry in the United 
States may not be able to provide insurance 
protection against risks other than war risks 
to which civil aircraft might be exp'osed 
while performing services for the Depart
ment of Defense or other Government agen
cies in emergency situations. · 

Although U.S. air carriers can purchase 
commercial insurance for aircraft operations 
during peacetime under Department of De
fense contracts, the Department of Defense 
faces the real possib111ty that at precisely the 
time an emergency situation arises making 
the increased use of ci vll aircraft necessary, 
the insurance industry will cancel the com
mercial insurance covering those aircraft and 
the air carriers would then be faced with the 
alternative of (i) operating at their own 
risk without any normal insurance coverage, 
or (11) refusing to perform necessary Gov
ernment defense transportation services 
until insurance was made available. 

The U.S. commercial aviation insurance 
underwriters have indicated that upon acti-

vation of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) 
their commercial insurance coverage against 
all kinds of risks wlll terminate. In other 
words, upbn activation of the CRAF, the 
participating airlines would be covered by 
war risk insurance issued under title XIII of 
the Federal Aviation Act, but would not have 
any insurance whatsoever against any of the 
other types of risk, unrelated to hostile activ
ities. 

To provide assurance to the, air carriers 
participating in the Civil Reserve air fleet 
program against such gaps in their insur
ance coverage, the Department of Defense 
has been compelled to use the extraordinary 
contractual authority of Public Law 85-804 
to specify that, subject to the availabllity of 
appropriations, it would indemnify the air 
carrier against any loss occurring after 
activation of the Civil Reserve air fleet if 
that loss was not, in fact, covered by either 
commercial insurance or title XIII war risk 
insurance. This indemnification applies to 
all risks not covered by title XIII insurance, 
including risks which the commercial insur
ance industry is unwilling to insure during 
periods when the Civil Reserve air fleet has 
been activated. While this indemnification 
is limited under the present contra,ct terms 
to periods when the Civil Reserve air fleet has 
been activated, the indemnification would 
have to be extended to periods of lesser emer
gency if commercial insurance coverage was 
withdrawn during such lesser emergencies. 

The revision of title XIII proposed in the 
attached draft would enable the Department 
ments of Commerce and Defense to assure 
U.S. air carriers which have guaranteed to 
make their aircraft available to the Defense 
Department for transportation services in 
periods of emergency that if commercial in
surance coverage is canceled, title xm in
surance would be immediately available. 

The attached draft legislation would au
thorize a program of insurance which, with
out interjecting the Government into areas 
where commercial insurance coverage is 
available, would provide assurance of protec
tion to air carriers providing essential airlift 
in periods of emergency, a principal objec
tive of title XIII. 

The Departments of Commerce and De
fense would expect to apply the new author
ity by providing that any insurance provided 
under the provisions of title XIII pursuant 
to the request of the Secretary of Defense 
shall, to the extent that is appllcable to air 
transportation services performed in whole 
or in part outside the territory of the several 
States under the terms of a contract with 
the Department of Defense, attach upon the 
issuance of the pollcy, and provide insurance 
coverage with respect to all types of risks 
described in the policy: provided, that ( 1) 
the insured shall be compensated pursuant 
to this insurance for any loss, damage, or 
liab111ty only to the extent that the insured 
is not compensated by commercial bonds or 
insurance; (2) the amount of compensation 
to the insured, together with all compensa
tion from commercial bonds or insurance, 
for any loss, damage or liability shall not ex
ceed the amount which the insured would 
have received from its commercial bonds and 
insurance, and from any demonstrable pro
gram for self-insurance, for a similar loss, 
damage or liability arising from a risk other 
than a "war risk" and arising during a trans
portation operation unrelated to any Govern
ment contract; in addition, the amount of 
compensation in the case of total loss of an 
aircraft, together with all compensation from 
commercial bonds or insurance, shall not ex
ceed the amount determined as specified in 
section 1307(a) of title Xlli; (3) the insured 
shall not be entitled to any compensation 
for loss, damage, or liabiUty arising from 
any insured risk if the insured has beeJ:]. 
notified that the insurance against some or 
ali of the insured risks is obtainable on rea
sonable terms and conditions from one or 

more companies authorized to do an insur
ance business in a State of the United States, 
and if the insured, after receipt of such no
tice, has failed to act with reasonable prompt
ness to obtain such commercial insurance; 
and (4) the insured shall not be entitled to 
any compensation for loss, damage, or liabil
ity arising from any risk other than war 
risk unless the loss, damage, or 11ab111ty arose 
in time of (i) airlift emergency determined 
by the Secretary of Defense or his designee; 
(li) airlift emergency or national emergency 
determined by the President of the United 
States; or (iii) activation of the Civil Reserve 
Air Fleet; such determination or activation 
must have occurred subsequent to the en
actment of this statute and the insured must 
demonstrate that prior to the determination 
or activation he had commercial insurance 
with or without accompanying self-insurance 
against such risks, which commercial in
surance was canceled or ceased to be in ef
fect by reason of the determination or ac
tivation. 

The Department of Commerce, separate 
and apart from Department of Defense con
siderations, would also expect to apply the 
new authority under this draft legislation to 
comparable situations which might arise in
volving contractual relationship of other 
Government agencies with U.S. civil air 
carriers. 

The Department of Commerce recommends 
enactment of the attached draft legislation 
and the Department of Defense concurs in 
this recommendation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN T. CONNOR, 

Secretary of Commerce. 

EQUITABLE POSTAGE RATES FOR 
MUSEUMS 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to extend library postage rates to 
qualifying museums for the matllng of 
educational materials, loan exhibits, and 
other materials. 

The present law provides the low-li
brary postage rate for the ma111ng of 
certain specified articles when sent to or 
from schools, colleges, universities,· or 
public libraries, and to or from nonprofit 
religious, educational, scientific, philan
thropic, agricultural, labor, veterans, or 
fraternal organizations or associations. 
M:any museums are considered to be 
"educational" organizations within the 
present law, but exhibits and specimens 
are not included in the articles specified 
for low rates. 

This bill would specifically include mu
seums in the list of organizations and 
would amend the law to include museum 
materials, specimens, collections, teach
ing aids, and interpretive materials in
tended to inform and to further the edu
cational work and interests of museums 
in the list of articles eligible for prefer
ential rates. 

Museums are doing significant work in 
the educational process. Their travel
ing exhibits reach millions of children 
who never get to a museum, and such ex
hibits can often lend to regular course 
material that exciting touch of reality 
capable of transforming a child simply 
attending school into ·a student. Such 
a program is certainly worth encour
agip.g. Granting museums library postal 
rates would recognize these programs 
and give the malling of their materials 
the same status as other educational ma
terials. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

~ill be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 2269) to extend preferen
tial postage rates to qualifying museums 
for the mailing of educational materials, 
loan exhibits, and other materials, in
troduced by Mr. YARBOROUGH, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Post omce 
and Civil SerVice. 

TRAVEL ALLOWANCES FOR U.S. EM
PLOYEES UNDER CERTAIN HARD
SHIP CONDITIONS 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to reVise the statutory authority under 
which payment for services is made to 
U.S. employees. 

The impact of this bill would affect no 
more than approximately 50 Govern
ment workers at the U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission's Nevada test site. 

Many of these men are called upon 
daily to travel more than 200 miles round 
trip in order to perform their services for 
the Government. They work side by side 
with employees hired by private industry 
who do receive travel allowances. This 
inequity would be corrected by the bill 
I am offering. 

I ask unanimous. consent that the bill 
may be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bi11 will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2271) to authorize the 
payment of an allowance of not to ex
ceed $10 per day to employees assigned to 
duty at the Nevada test site of the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission, introduced 
by Mr. CANNON, was received, Tead twice 
by its title, referred to the Committee on 

~Government Operations, _and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assemb~ed, That the first 
section of the Act entitled "An Act to provide 
authority for the payment of certain amounts 
to offset certain expenses of Federal em
ployees assigned to duty on the California 
offshore islands, and for other purposes", 
approved August 31, 1964 (78 Stat. 745; 5 
U.S.C. 70c) , is amended by inserting after 
the word "islands" the words "or at the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission, Nevada Test 
Site, including the Nuclear Rocket Develop
ment Station,". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by this Act 
shall become effective on the first day of 
the first pay period which begins on or after 
the date of ena<:tment of this Act. 

NATIONAL FAMILY CAMPERS' WEEK 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
July 11, 1965, as National Family 
Campers' Week. 

More than 5,000 members of the Na
tional Campers and Hikers Association 
will pitch tents in a Kentucky park next 
week as tpey begin their annual con
vention. Representing a membership of 
more than , 12,000 families in the 50 
States, Canada, and Mexico, the assoc~-

tlon meets this year at Beach Bend Park 
in Bowling Green, Ky., to enjoy one of 
America's most popular outdoor activi
ties. 

The benefits of camping are increas
ingly apparent in our growing Nation, 
where the gap between man and nature 
becomes ever wider. The millions of 
Americans who do take advantage of our 
beautiful State and national parks and 
of our forests, and other natural wonders 
know and appreciate the natural beauty 
of this land. The National Campers and 
Hikers Association seeks to encourage 
more families to take up this sport, and 
teaches them how to help preserve our 
natural heritage. 

As wholesome recreation for families, 
camping also serves to bring Americans 
together in good fellowship. I believe it 
fitting that we recognize the value of 
this activity by calling the attention of 
Congress and the country to the annual 
convention of the National Campers and 
Hikers Association, and I hope this week 
can become an annually recognized 
observance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The joint resolution. <S.J. Res. 95) to 
designate the period beginning July 11, 
1965, and ending July 17, 1965, as Na
tional Family Campers' Week, introduced 
by Mr. CooPER, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred t 'o the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

PROVISION FOR STUDY TO BE MADE 
CONCERNING PROFIT-SHARING 
AND STOCKOWNERSHIP PLANS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I sub-

mit for appropriate reference, and ask 
that it be received and appropriately 
referred, a concurrent resolution de
signed to trigger a study by the Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee into the 
potentialities of more widespread profit
sharing, including stockownership, by 
employees. The study would be ordered 
completed by January 31, 1967, and the 
committee would be authorized to spend 
$50,000 for sta~ and consultants. 

The purpose of the resolution, which 
is similar to one that I submitted in the 
last Congress, is to bring up to date the 
only full examination of this important 
area, which was made in 1939 by a sub
committee of the Committee on Finance, 
chaired by the late Senator Arthur H. 
Vandenberg. In its report, that sub
committee concluded that profit-sharing 
is "essential to the ultimate maintenance 
of the capitalistic system." The 26 years 
since then have wrought revolutionary 
social and economic changes in Ameri
can life. The considerable experience 
gained by business and labor in an esti
mated 100,000 existing profit-sharing 
plans must be evaluated; the available 
incentive techniques must be reap
praised. 

Only since the 1939 survey, for ex
ample, has the use of incentive tax 
exemptions and rewards to stimulate 
specific forms of economic activity be
come widely accepted. Its most recent 
use was .in the 1962 incentive credit for 
investment in . plant and machinery. 

The use of such tax incentives to en
courage profit sharing deserves thorough 
reconsideration. As pointed out by the 
minority in the 1964 annual report of 
the Joint Economic Committee, existing 
law on restricted stock options has gen
erally not furthered stockholding among 
wage workers. 

The pressure of advancing automation 
and technological change requires a care
ful analysis of profit sharing. The po
tentialities of profit sharing for economic 
advance-by giving labor a stake in in
creased production and industrial peace 
in lieu of the constant escalation of wages 
and the constant shortening of the 
hours of work-make the study I pro
pose of the highest importance. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name may 
be added as a cosponsor to the concur
rent resolution. 

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

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
request of the Senator from New York 
is that the study be made by the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, or 
an appropriate subcommittee thereof, 
then, without objection, it is so ordered. 
The concurrent resolution will be re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 42) was referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives con<:urring) That the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, as author
ized by the Full Employment Act of 1946, as 
amended, is authorized and directed ( 1) to 
conduct a full and complete study and in
vestigation of any and all matters pertain
ing to profit sharing (including stockowner
ship) by employees with particular emphasis 
upon such matters as the types of profit
sharing plans available to employees, the 
means by which such employee profit sharing 
can be encouraged b~ the Federal Govern
ment, and the relationship between profit 
sharing and increased productivity; and (2) 
to report to the Senate at the earliest prac
ticable date, but not later than January 31, 
1967, the results of its study and investiga
tion together with such recommendations as 
it may deem desirable. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, or any duly authorized sub
committee thereof, is authorized through 
January 31, 1967 (1) to appoint and fix the 
compensation of such experts, consultants, 
or organizations thereof, and clerical and 
stenographic assistants as it deems necessary 
and advisable; and (2) to hold such hearings, 
to sit and act at such times and places, to 
require by subpena or otherwise, the at
tendance of such witnesses, and the produc
tion of such books, papers, and do<:uments, to 
administer such oaths, and take such testi
mony, and to make such expenditures, as it 
deems advisable. Subpenas shall be issued 
under the signature of the chairman of the 
committee or the chairman of the subcom
mittee and shall be served by any person 
designated by them. 

SEc. 3. The expenses of the committee 
under this resolution,. which shall not exceed 
$50,000 through January 31, 1967, shall be 
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate 
upon vouchers approved by the ·chalrman of 
the committee. 
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PROPOSED WILDLIFE AND RECREA
TION PROGRAM FOR RETffiED 
CROPLAND 

AMENDMENT NO. 339 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, . I sub
mit an amendment to title V of S. 1702, 
the farm bill introduced by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDERJ. One 
amendment would provide a federally 
funded and State-administered program 
of wildlife service payments for farmers 
who retire cropland for periods of .5 
years or more, manage it for wildlife pro
duction, and open it to the public for 
hunting and other recreation. The 
other would establish a permanent ad
visory committee to the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make recommendations 
annually on wildlife and recreation as
pects of the farm program. 

The long-term cropland adjustment 
program in title V offers a sound ap
proach to two pressing national prob
lems--the need for crop acreage cut
backs to reduce farm surpluses and the 
need for public use of some of our private 
lands for recreation, hunting, and for
estry. My · amendnients deal with the 
second problem. 

National farm policy should be offer
ing more in meeting the pressures on 
outdoor recreation resources. And now 
that we are considering financing the 
diversion of substantial acreage of pri
vate lands, we also should be insisting 
on assurances of substantial public ben
efits. 

It is true that the public areas desig
nated now for outdoor recreation in
clude one-eighth of the total land of the 
country. Millions of additional acres are 
used for recreation in one way or an
other. But this apparent abundance in 
many ways fails to provide an adequate 
supply of outdoor recreation opportuni
ties for the public. 
Th~ problem is not one of number of 

acres but of effective acres. For reasons 
of location or management, much of this 
vast acreage is not generally available 
for use. Most is in the mountains of the 
West and Alaska, for example, while 
most of the people in this country are 
east of the Mississippi. Much is in heavy 
timber, well managed but limited in op
portunity for the hunter, the camper, the 
hiker, or the bird watcher. 

The demand for recreational oppor
tunity, based on availability of all kinds 
of outdoor resources, is creating so much 
pressure that most of this increasing 
demand soon will have. to be met on 
private land. This is because of resist
ance to public land acquisition in many 
areas and the lack of sufficient public 
money to buy and manage the recrea
tion space that is needed. 

As for wildlife, the problem is equally 
as pressing. This is particularly true in 
the heavily farmed sections of this 
country, where reports of scarcity of 
many kinds of farm game are almost a 
seasonal occurrence. It involves quail 
and pheasants and cottontail rabbits, the 
most common targets for those who 
hunt, and pleasant sights for those who 
simply love the outdoors and many other 
kinds of game. 

The problem of small game scarcity is 
basically a problem of farming com-

munities. About four-fifths of the land 
in the United States is in privately 
owned farms and ranches and about that 
same proportion of the game hunted each 
year is produced on that acreage. 

A number of wildlife organizations 
have been insisting that changes in farm
ing are creating a pressing need for 
wildlife management · in rural areas. 
This growing concern is not prompted 
so much by the need for increasing hunt
ing opportunity as it is to conserve farm 
game populations in the face of increas
ingly· intensive farming practices. 

Normal land-use practices, they con
tend, are becoming unfavorable to wild
life in most parts of the United States, 
but particularly in the Midwest. Two of 
our best game birds, the quail and the 
pheasant, are most severely affected. 

The trend to more row crops such as 
corn and soybeans at the expense of 
small grains and hay is reducing the 
amount of these game birds nesting type 
covers. The same result comes from the 
shift in crop rotation patterns from corn
oats-hay to continuous corn on highly 
fertile soils. 

The amount of corn left standing or in 
shocks, as well as waste grain and weed 
seeds, has been sharply cut as a result 
of improvements in culture and har
vesting equipment. Cornpickers, for ex
ample, are being constantly improved to 
reduce dropped ears and shelled corn 
left in the field. 

Cover for all types of wildlife in most 
sections of the country also is reduced 
with destruction of woodlots and brushy 
fence rows, uncontrolled burning of 
marshland and other wild areas, drain
age, indiscriminate spraying of weed and 
brush killers on fence rows and road
sides, and heavier grazing. 

These wildlife organizations have a 
strong case. It appears that outdoors
men from the city will soon have to look 
to properly managed private lands if 
they are going to continue to have access 
to hunting. And if farmers are going to 
manage some of their land so as to en
courage wildlife and reverse this trend, 
some way will have to bt:: found to give 
these farmers an incentive. A few 
changes in this cropland retirement pro
gram can make that possible. 

The alarm over declining farm game 
populations · has led to careful studies 
documenting this problem. The findings 
are not encouraging. 

A 1963 study of population dynamics 
and habitat management of quail in 
prime range in Wisconsin showed pres
ent destruction of habitat, if continued 
at the present rate, will result in dis
appearance of this game bird in many 
parts of the State in another 10 years. 
The prime reason, the study concluded, 
has been the gradual reduction of hedge
row cover. 

Similar studies have been made in 
other States. The situation has been 
temporarily remedied, from the hunter's 
point of view, by having State fish and 
game agencies lease or buy public hunt
ing grounds, having hunting clubs lease 
similar areas, or having individual 
hunters make access agreements with 
individual farmers. None of these 
methods sumce and none make the kind 

of organized effort needed to manage 
private lands for wildlife production. 

Since large sections of farmland were 
retired and abandoned under the Soil 
Bank Act of 1956, we now have access to 
studies showing what happened to wild
life when farmland is idled without habi
tat development or management. 

A major quail study shows, for ex
ample, that habitat improved in the first 
few years after a farm was idled. The 
land soon became covered by weeds and 
shrubs and, when surrounded by inten
sively farmed areas, became ideal wild
life territory. But eventually weedy fal
low fields gave way to grass and trees 
and in the end became nearly foodless, 
semiforest type areas. As this change 
took place, quail and pheasant disap
peared. 

These studies show that stopping of 
cropping on farmland that is diverted or 
retired is not enough. Some wildlife 
management is essential. 

An analysis of title V by the Depart
ment of Agriculture shows that the pro
posed program would permit cost-sharing 
for extensive planting of trees, shrubs, 
and permanent, high-quality grasses and 
legumes ·on retired cropland so as to 
provide wildlife habitat. It also would 
permit the Government to consider 
higher land rental payments to farmers 
agreeing to open their land to public 
hunting and other specified recreational 
activities. 

This proposal to guarantee public ac
cess for portions of this retired cropland 
is commendable. But it is possible to do 
much more to meet these recreation 
needs with state participation and the 
outlay of a small additional amount of 
money. 

In addition. to providing public access 
as outlined in the present language of 
title V, we also should require farmers 
getting the extra payment to carry out 
some State-specified management prac
tices that improve wildlife habitat and 
to avoid some practices that are 
harmful. 

This amendment would guarantee that 
desirable practices are carried out and 
public access permitted ·on at least some 
of this diverted acreage in every State. 
It would do this by offering, through 
State fish and game agencies, a special 
incentive payment to farmers agreeing to 
adopt carefully planned wildlife habitat 
programs and to open their lands to the 
public. 

This State-supervised and federally 
financed payment would be called a 
"wildlife incentive payment" and would 
be in addition to the regular land rental 
payment now proposed by the Depart
ment of Agriculture and any ACP cost
sharing involved. The administration of 
this wildlife incentive payment program 
would be in the hands of the State 
agencies, which would submit State wild
life management and access plans to the 
Department of Agriculture for funding 
clearance. 

This would place responsibility for this 
wildlife management and the public ac
cess involved at the State level where it 
will be much more effective. It also 
would give State fish and game agencies 
an excellent opportunity to cooperate 
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with the Department of Agriculture in 
providing a great deal of new recrea
tional space in each State. 

The amendment would authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to transfer 
funds to State fish and game agencies 
for payment of these small wildlife 
service payments. These payments 
would be for farmers certified by the 
State agencies as wildlife cooperators in 
this important public land-use program. 

The wildlife cooperators, when certi
fied by the state fish and game agencies, 
would be paid for carrying out some 
practices and for avoiding others. Using 
brush ldlling spray on roadsides and 
fence rows might be avoided, for ex
ample, or early mowing might be banned. 
The State program of practices for co
operators would be determined by the 
type habitat developed and would be re
quired for maximum wildlife manage
ment in the State involved. 

In Wisconsin, for example, the co
operators might be required to refrain 
from cutting hedgerows in quail range 
or spraying them with brush killer. 
They probably would be required to ob
serve strict mowing regulations so as 1 

not to disturb nesting of game birds. 
They might have to plant grasses or leg
umes as a cover crop. And they prob
ably would have to provide some wildlife 
food patches to minimize winter stal-va
tion. 

The practices specified by fish and 
game agencies in Louisiana, or Vermont, 
or South Dakota would, of course, be dif
ferent. These refinements would be 
determined by the State fish and game 
agencies, which have experience with 
State problems and conditions and pri
mary responsibility for habitat develop
ment and maintenance. The agencies 
also would determine a fair level of in
centive payment for cooperators. 

The Federal Government would 
provide basic guidelines, require public 
access of wildlife cooperators in_ all in
stances, and finance the small service 
payments for cooperators. 

I ask unanimous consent that at this 
point the language of the amendment 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
MoNDALE] joins me in cosponsoring the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment (No. 339) was re
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, as follows: 

On page 43, line 9, immediately preceding 
the words "The Secretary" insert the follow
ing new sentence: "The rate or rates of an
nual adjustment payments as determined 
hereunder shall be increased by an amount 
determined by the Secretary to be appropriate 
as a wildlife service payment based upon 
the benefit of wildlife uses established on the 
land by producers who permit access to such 
land by the public during the contract period 
for hunting, trapping, fishing, and hiking 
under applicable State and Federal regula
tions." 

Insert on page 45, after line 16, a new 
subsection (d) as follows: 

"(d) The Secretary may, without regard to 
the civil service laws, appoint an Advisory 

Board on Wildlife to advise and consult on 
matters relating to his functions under this 
title as he deems appropriate. The Board 
shall consist of twelve persons chosen from 
members of wildlife organizations, farm orga
nizations, State game and fish agencies, and 
representatives of the general public. Mem
bers of such Advisory Board who are not 
regular full-time employees of the United 
States shall, while attending meetings or con
ferences of such Board or otherwise engaged 
on business of such Board, be entitled to 
receive compensation at a rate fixed by the 
Secretary, but not exceeding $100 per diem, 
including travel time, and, while so serving 
away from their homes or regular , places of 
business, they may be allowed travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsis
tence, as authorized by section 5 of the Ad
ministrative Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 
73b- 2) for persons in the Government serv
ice employed intermittently." 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE APPOINT
MENT OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
STANDARDS AND CONDUCT 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

wishes to make an announcement relat
ing to the business of the Senate. Pur
suant to Senate Resolution 338 of the 
88th Congress, 2d session, the Chair now 
appoints the following Senators to be 
members of the Senate Select Commit
tee on Standards and Conduct: 

The Senator from the State of Missis
sippi [Mr. STENNIS] 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MONRONEY]; 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY]; 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN
NETT]; 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
COOPER]; 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEAR
soN]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
appointments are very good. I congrat
ulate the Chair upon the appointments 
and the Members of the Senate ap
pointed for being willing to serve. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. May I join in that ex

pression? I believe that the appoint
ments are excellent. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana subsequently 
said: Mr. President, I yield myself 2 min
utes from the time for the bill. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I note that the Vice President has 
appointed the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY], the Sena
tor from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER], and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] 
as the six Senators to represent the Sen
ate on the so-called Ethics Committee. 

Mr. President, I did not vote for the 
committee when it was established. 
However, I am pleased that the Vice 
President has named these six Senators. 

I recall that when it was necessary to 
p'ass on the conduct of the late Senator 
Joseph McCarthy, -concerning a very 
controversial matter, the then majority 

leader, Senator Knowland, stood at his 
desk on the minority side and said that 
he would be willing to consent to having 
his life tried before those six men, three 
Democrats and three Republicans, as I 
recall. 

Those Senators did a magnificent job. 
They did their job responsibly and cou
rageously. They brought a recommen
dation to the Senate, which, for the most 
part, was agree<i to. It concerned a very 
controversial matter. At that time, I 
believe that the strong man on the com
mittee was the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS]. The Senator from Mis
sissippi showed great courage and for
titude in discharging the unpleasant re
sponsibility that was pressed upon him 
by the Senate. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
McCARTHY] is one of our most admired 
colleagues in the Senate. The Senator 
was a professor. He taught in the field 
of ethics and principles. He has written 
on the subject. He is well acquainted 
with it. As far as I personally. am con
cerned, I would be content to have the 
Senator from Minnesota pass on my con
duct. 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MONRONEY] is one of the most highly re
spected and esteemed Senators. 

Mr. President, as a Democrat, I do not 
feel that I have the right to pass on those 
on the Republican side. 

It has been my privilege to serve in the 
Senate with the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT]. I have always regarded him 
as one of the most highly regarded men 
in the Senate. He is sincere and honest 
in all his acts. His stature in that regard 
is outstanding in the field of morals and 
ethics. We greatly admire the Senator. 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
CooPER] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] are also to be greatly 
admired for the same qualities of char
acter as those possessed by the other 
Senators I have mentioned. The Sena
tor from Kentucky and the Senator from 
Kansas are two of our most esteemed 
and outstanding Senators. They are not 
men to quibble about minor things of no 
consequence. However, on big issues, in
volving great principles, these Senators, 
just as their colleagues, have never 
failed to live up to the highest standing 
and tradition of the Senate. 

I believe that the Senate as an insti
tution will be in good hands with these 
six Senators on the committee. 

Mr. SCOTT subsequently said: Mr. 
President, the leadership have nominated 
the membership, of three members from 
each party, of the new Committee on 
Ethics and Standards. I urged that 
this be done as long ago as last July. I 
am pleased that it has been done. At 
that time I said, and I repeat now, that 
the reports of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration have indicated how 
difficult it is for a majority to pursue 
duties similar to those that the mem
bers of the Rules Committee sought to 
pursue. 

I respootfully suggest now, as I did 
then, that the chairman of the new 
Committee on Ethics and Standards be 
chosen now and henceforth from the 
membership of the minority, because in 
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my judgment the minority-whichever 
party it may be--is in a better position 
to conduct investigations involving the 
integrity of the Senate itself than is the 
majority. I believe it would save the 
majority a great deal of embarrassment. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILLS 
AND AMENDMENTS 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, S. 1787, 
to amend title II of the Social Security 
Act authored by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], is the same as 
amendment No. 206 to H.R. 6675, the 
Social Security Amendments of 1965. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent 
that I may be added as a cosponsor of 
both S. 1787 and amendment 206 to H.R. 
6675 at the next printing. 

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as one who 
is vitally interested in the field of ocean
ography, because of its importance to the 
future of our Nation and to my State 
of Rhode Island, I am happy to become 
a cosponsor of Senate bill 2251, intro
duced by the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
MusKIEJ, to provide for the establish
ment of a Department of Marine and 
Atmospheric Affairs. 

It is my belief that our Nation must 
move actively and boldly into develop
ment of the marine sciences, because of 
the vast resources of oceans in minerals 
and fish and plantlife, and because of 
the need for such technology and ad
vancement involving our national de
fense. 

Much needs to be done in awakening 
an interest on the part of our leadership 
in this area and in educating the public, 
and in stimulating the cooperation and 
partnership of industry, research insti- · 
tutions, and government. I believe that 
a thrust is beginning to develop in this 
direction; but we are only at the thresh
hold. 

While supporting this hill, by joining in 
its sponsorship, I believe that at the same 
time we must advance this cause with 
deliberation and caution. This bill calls 
for the establishment of a department 
headed by a Secretary. It is a very 
broad bill. 

As such, the bill does much in serving 
the objectives I seek, in that it is a focal 
point, another catalyst, in the developing 
movement to bring about our eventual 
primacy in the development of the seas 
and their vast resources. 

I believe that our interests would best 
be served by the establishment in the Of
flee of the President of a Government
wide coordinating body for oceanogra
phy. This would be a self-liquidating 
study group. Its purpose would be to 
consider the national requirements of 
oceanography, and to recommend to the 
President a national oceanographic pro
gram. Such is necessary if we are to fully 
utilize and develop tlie potential of the 
seas for industrial and other peaceful 
uses of the future. 

Toward this end, the Muskie bill and 
other bills which have been introduced in 
Congress serve a very useful purpose. 
Congress is beginning to move, as well 

it should when such important work NOTICE OF . RECEIPT OF NOMINA-
needs to be done; and the public's inter- TIONS BY THE COMMITI'EE ON 
est and imagination are beginning to stir. FOREIGN RELATIONS 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON ADMIN
ISTRATION REQUESTS FOR BANK
ING AMENDMENTS 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 

should like to announce that the Sub
committee on Financial Institutions of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency will hold a hearing on a number 
of administration requests for changes 
in the banking laws. The hearing is 
scheduled to be held on Wednesday, July 
21, 1965, in room 5302, New Senate 
Office Building, at 10 a .m. 

At this hearing, the subcommittee will 
take testimony on the following bills: 

S. 1308, to authorize revised proce
dures for the destruction of unfit Federal 
Reserve notes; 

S. 1309, to authorize checks to be 
drawn in favor of banking organizations 
for the credit of a person's account; 

S. 1556, to authorize the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem to delegate certain of its functions; 

S. 1557, to enable Federal Reserve 
banks to invest in certain obligations of 
foreign governments; 

S. 1558, to amend section 22(g) of the 
Federal Reserve Act relating to loans by 
member banks to their executive officers; 
and 

S. 1559, to enable Federal Reserve 
banks to extend credit to member banks 
and others in accordance with current 
economic conditions. 

Any persons who wish to appear and 
testify in connection with any of these 
bills are requested to notify Matthew 
Hale, chief of staff, Senate Committee 
on Banking and Currency, room 5300, 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C., telephone 225-3921. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON NOMINA
TIONS OF JAMES F. GORDON, OF 
KENTUCKY, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE, WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
KENTUCKY, AND HffiAM R. CAN
CIO, OF PUERTO RICO; TO BE U.S. 
DISTRICT JUDGE, DISTRICT OF 
PUERTO RICO 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Commitee on the Judiciary, 
I desire to give notice that public hear
ings have been scheduled for Tuesday, 
July 20, 1965, beginning at 10:30 a.m., 
in room 2300 New Senate Office Building, 
on the following nominations: 

James F. Gordon, of Kentucky, to be 
U.S. district judge, western district of 
Kentucky, vice Roy M. Shelbourne, 
retired. · 

Hiram R. Cancio, of Puerto Rico, to be 
U.S. district judge, district of Puerto 
Rico, term of 8 years. 

At the indicated time and place persons 
interested in the hearings may make 
such representations as may be per
tinent. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA], and myself, as chairma.n. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, for 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
desire to announce the following nomina
tions were received today: 

Mr. David M. Bane, of Pennsylvania, a 
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of Amer
ica to the Gabon Republic; 

Mr. Edward Clark,· of Texas, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of Amer
ica to Australia; 

Mr. George J. Feldman, of New York, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Malta; 

Mr. Parker T. Hart, of Illinois a For
eign Service officer of the class of career 
minister, to be Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Turkey; 

Mr. John D. Jernegan, of California a 
Foreign Service officer of the class 'of 
career minister, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Demo
cratic and Popular Republic of Algeria; 

Mr. David D. Newsom, of California 
a Foreign Service officer of class 1, to b~ 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of Amer
ica to the Kingdom of Libya; 

Mr. William J. Porter, of Massachu
setts, of the class of career minister, to 
be Ambassador ExtraOrdinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of Amer
ica to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia; and 

Mr. Hugh H. Smythe, of New York, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of Amer
ica to the Syrian Arab Republic. 

HUMPHREY, AN INFORMED AND 
ACTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 

Mr. PRQXMIRE. Mr. President, few 
men have served in this body more vigor
ously or left his stamp more indelibly 
Upon it than HUBERT HUMPHREY. 

As Vice President he necessarily must 
remain in the shadows. When he speaks, 
he speaks for the President. And of 
course the President is-and should be
No.l. 

But Mr. President, to the credit of 
President Lyndon Johnson, he has made 
certain that Vice President HUBERT 
HUMPHREY has been kept fully informed. 
And the Vice President has taken full 
advantage of this opportunity. 

Secondly the President has made 
HUBERT HUMPHREY an active, responsible 
Vice President in a wide number of fields. 
In view of the rare abilities and ener~ of 
the Vice President, this is of real service 
to the country. 

I ask unanimous consent that a col
umn by Roscoe Drummond entitled "Re
port on HuMPHREY-Outlook Is Reassur- . 
ing," which documents how well in
formed and active the Vice President has 
be_!n, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 
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There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

REPORT ON HUMPHREY: OUTLOOK Is 
REASSURING 

(By Roscoe Drummond) 
Hardly a day passes that some commenta

tor does not give us a report on the State of 
L.B.J. In sophisticated Washington he is 
sometimes judged only by the style of his 
actions; in the country he is judged by the 
substance of his actions; history wlll judge 
him by the results of his actions. 

For the most part the reports are favor
able. The President is feeling well, he is do
ing well and is fl.lllng his omce to the brim 
and running over. 

What about the Vice President? How is 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY in the role for Which 
Lyndon Johnson carefully picked him? 

It . is a critical, crucial, dimcult role and 
Mr. Johnson chose him to be ready to become 
President if the necessity arose. The Presi
dent knew how suddenly that necessity could 
come. 

I am not attempting to appraise HuM
PHREY as a possible presidential nominee. 
There are too many imponderables in that 
equation to judge. But I want to report two 
aspects of the Vice Presidency that are im
mensely reassuring: 

1. The President is giving HUMPHREY the 
largest opportunities ever given a Vice Presi
dent to be ready to take up the Presidency. 

2. HuMPHREY is responding to these oppor
tunities in ways that reassure those who work 
with him. 

HuMPHREY is, of course, not making the 
policies nor the decisions of the Government. 
No Vice President ever does and no Johnson 
Vice President would ever think of it. But 
HuMPHREY is often a participant in policy 
formulation and is kept by the President at 
the center of decisionmaking. 

The President constantly uses HuMPHREY 
on a wide range of domestic and foreign pol
icy matters. HuMPHREY is a valuable legis
lative troubleshooter, he is active in super
vising the diverse space program and in co
ordinating the work of all Federal agencies 
in carrying out the civil rights laws. 

There is no one in Washington today
outside L.B.J. himself-who knows as much 
about all that the Government is doing, all 
that the President is thinking and planning 
and all he faces, as HUBERT HUMPHREY. 

This shows how completely intent Mr. 
Johnson is in protecting against the worst. 
It is mighty encouraging when you recall 
that when Vice President Truman suddenly 
had everything cra~:~h down upon him, he had 
never once been invited to the White House 
to talk things over with F D.R. 

But what is HuMPHREY doing with his op
portunities? Is he using them well in order 
to be ready if the need arises? My informa
tion is that on the things that count most he 
is using them exceedingly well. These are 
the vital matters: 

Intelllgence: The Vice President is not tak
ing it easy. He puts in an 18-hour day nearly 
7 days a week. The light at his bedside 
never goes out until he has finished studying 
every scrap of CIA and other intelllgence. 
When the next day starts HUBERT is up to 
date. 

Security: The Vice President has deliber
ately acquainted himself not only with the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff but with the second and 
third echelons of the armed services. He 
respects them. They respect him. They 
know he is neither soft nor appeasement
minded. 'l'hey know he knows the Nation's 
security requirements. 

The economy: The Vice President is a po
litical liberal whose views have often found 
the bitterest opposition in the business com
munity. But HuMPHREY's liberalism is tem
pered by experience and responsibiUty. He 

wm probably never be the hero of the busi
ness community, but businessmen now have 
reasons to know that HuMPHREY believes pro
foundly in competitive enterprise and the 
profit incentive, knows how important risk 
capital is to growth and jobs and wants no 
animus between Government and business. 

WEST VIRGINIA BENEFITS FROM 
NEW SERVICE INAUGURATED BY 
ALLEGHENY AffiLINES 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 

local service airlines have been much in 
the news recently with regard to their 
multimillion-dollar investments in jet
age equipment. Some observers view 
their efforts to acquire jet equipment as 
revealing ambitions to grow into regional 
trunk carriers. 

This is certainly not the case withAl
legheny Airlines. This successful local 
service carrier, while recognizing the 
necessity to maintain a healthy competi
tive position in its dense markets, is in
troducting its newest jetprop service on 
routes serving small and intermediate 
cities. 

Allegheny plans to begin using the 
Convair 580 aircra~t on its flights to 
Huntington and Parkersburg, W.Va., on 
August 1, linking these intermediate 
cities with jetprop service to Pittsburgh 
and Philadelphia. The 350 mile-per
hour Convair 580 is the fastest plane yet 
scheduled by any airline, trunk or local, 
at these two key West Virginia points, 
which at this time do not have jet 
service. 

A steady stream of improvements has 
been instituted by Allegheny. The com
pany has proved in the past a desire to 
provide the best possible schedules con
sistent with the ability of the communi
ties to support and expand their air 
service and subsidy funds provided and 
reviewed annually by the Congress. 

Transportation is a prime factor con
sidered by industry in locating in West 
Virginia or a given area. Good air trans
portation is a key in industrial develop
ment in our State. Allegheny welcomes 
the opportunity to aid in the industrial 
development of .growing communities, 
and has become a working partner in 
West Virginia's resurgence. 

Allegheny Airlines serves Huntington 
and Parkersburg with four departures 
daily to Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, 
with some flights continuing on to New 
York. With the introduction of the Con
vair 580 jet-prop, flying time will be re
duced by almost one third. In terms of 
travel time, these growing West Vir
ginia cities will be an hour or more 
closer to key markets. 

Allegheny introduced its jet-props in 
June of this year, linking two New Eng
land intermediate points-Hartford/ 
Springfield and Providence-with Wash
ington, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. It 
will place into service this fall the first 
of its $15 million :fleet of 10 jet-powered 
Fairchild F-27 aircraft which will be used 
principally to serve intermediate cities 
on local service routes. 

The company plans to begin operating 
the Douglas DC-9 fan jet in July of next 
year. This larger and faster aircraft 
will initially be scheduled in the air-

line's No. 1 market, Pittsburgh-Phila
delphia. · However, if the fan-jet proves 
to be as economical as studies indicate, it 
will also bring 560-mile-per-hour, pure
jet service to many intermediate cities 
which can support it. 

Allegheny is currently enjoying the 
most productive year in its history. Its 
relative dependence on Federal subsidy 
is going down. The airline officers be
lieve that the time is near when the 
traveling public will not be satisfied with 
less than fast, comfortable and safe air 
transportation. Its investment in 
American-built jet-powered aircraft will 
pay dividends in terms of return to Al
legheny's nearly 5,000 owners, and in 
improved community service. 

·Mr. President, West Virginians wel
come the program of progress by Al
legheny. This local service carrier has 
contributed significantly to the well
being of our citizens through increased 
convenience of both business and pleas
ure travel. 

BIG BROTHER: SCIENTIFIC 
ADVANCES 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent today's "big brother" item consists 
of two articles recently published in 
Science and Mechanics. One is entitled 
"Project: Brain Control," by Mr. James 
R. Berry; the other is entitled "The Fu
ture . of Brain Control," by Jorma 
Hyypia. 

Both of these articles make most in
structive reading as they outline the 
advance being made by scientists in un
derstanding brain control. This knowl
edge-and much more to come on the 
same subject-can be applied for most 
beneficial uses. 

However, the knowledge 'can also be 
put to most Machiavellian uses. 

We have seen invasions of privacy of 
all sorts. 

The amount of privacy left to an in
dividual is constantly dwindling. His 
last redoubt is his own thoughts, and 
even here we find invasions in the form 
of psychological testing, lie detectors, 
Government questionnaires, etcetera. 

We hear rumors that medical research 
is approaching direct mindreading or 
brain control. That is the subject of 
these articles. 

We can only hope that our control of 
"big brother" progresses as fast as medi
cal research in this field because "big 
brother" could really "go to town" with 
what medical science may unfold for us 
in this field in the not-too-distant 
future. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
two articles be printed in the RECORD. 

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

PROJEcr BRAIN CoNTROL 
(By James R. Berry) 

(NoTE.-Electronic and chemical stlmula· 
tion of the brain may lead to pushbutton 
control of humans.) 

In a small, sound-proofed chamber in the 
basement of Yale University School of Medi
cine, I recently witnessed the electronic 
manipulation of an animal's mind. 
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"Watch," said Dr. Jose Delgado, the physi

ologist who gave me the demonstration, as 
he reached to press a pushbutton. 

In an adjacent room a group of caged 
monkeys huddled together quietly grooming 
themselves. Swinging over them on · a 
trapeze was a ferocious male monkey who, 
by relentless bullying, had beaten the others 
into timid submission. The trapeze moved 
in short, quick swings as the dictator malev
olently eyed the colony. 

Delgado's finger touched the button and 
pressed it down. The despot suddenly 
stopped swinging, an expression of serene 
contentment flooding his face. He lowered 
himself to the floor, head cocked to one side, 
completely indifferent to the colony. 

After a minute or so, Delgado released the 
pushbutton. The boss monkey's head 
snapped up, eyes glowering. With a savage 
scream he flew at the others who had started 
to play in the cage. Within a few seconds 
of enraged fighting he reasserted complete 
domination over the cowed colony. 

Responsible for the boss monkey's behav
ior change was ESB--electrical stimulation 
of the brain. A hair-thin electrode had been 
imbedded in the animal's brain. When Del
gado pressed the button, a radio-controlled 
electric current--well below the animal's 
threshold of feeling--coursed through the 
electrode. The response: an immediate loss 
of aggressiveness. 

Such experiments with ESB and its com
panion technique OSB--chemical stimula
tion of the brain-signal a new era in the 
exploration of the brain. Still in their in
fancy, ESB and CSB have already reversed 
medical theories on the nature of emo
tions. They have handed researchers a pow
erful tool to study mental diseases and 
nervous disorders, and opened up new ave
nues for probing the mysteries of the mind. 
They have also made possible pushbutton 
control of human beings. 

Doctors have known for centuries that 
touching the brain's surface stimulated 
movements of arms and legs, sensory hal
lucinations, and long-forgotten memories. 
But probing below the surface to see what 
happened killed the patient. So, until re
cently, functions of inner brain areas-of 
animals as well as men-remained an in
triguing but unsolvable puzzle. 

In the 1930's a Swiss neurophysiologisrt, 
Dr. Walter Hess, developed a method of reach
ing areas deep inside animal brains. Hess 
drilled a small hole in the skull through 
which he implanted thin electrodes in var
ious part of the brain. The electrodes, in
sulated except at their tips, were connected 
to a bank of sockets-each electrode having 
its own socket hole. The socket bank was 
then cemented to the animal's skull. To 
stimulate a brain area at an electrode's tip, 
Hess plugged a lead into the appropriate hole, 
grounded the animal on a wire floor, and 
sent a current through the lead. 

Hess was especially interested in the hypo
thalamus, an area of the brain governing 
many defense reactions. Certain spots in 
the hypothalamus, he found, evoked rage 
when stimulated. Others affected rest, eat
ing, sleeping, digestion, and elimination. 
Stimulating a thirst center, for instance, 
caused at rat to gulp down water like a 
parched camel-several days' worth in an 
hour or two. When the animal had passed 
off some of the water, another ESB shock 
would send it scurrying back for another 
long drink. 

Hess' experiments proved that behavior 
was linked to specific brain sites, a feat that 
earned him a Nobel prize in 1949. But most 
neurophysiologists still believed that feelings 
like rapture, contentment, and emotional 
pain were due to stimulation of the entire 
brain, not a specific site. Then, in 1954, 

a young psychologist named James Olds 
working at Canada's McGill University, 
stumbled onto a discovery that rocked the 
field of brain physiology by proving that 
"higher" emotions could also be tagged to 
bundles of nerve fibers. 

Olds was using ESB to probe the sleep 
mechanisms of rats. In one animal, the 
electrodes missed the sleep area and lodged 
in a nearby site. Although the electrode 
wasn't where Olds wanted it, he decided to 
use the rat anyway to see what happened. 

In one experiment, Olds gave the rat a shot 
of ESB whenever it went to one corner of its 
cage. Usually animals avoided behavior re
sulting in ESB. But this rat returned to 
the corner for more. Olds found he could 
direct the rat to any part of the cage he 
wished by rewarding it with ESB. When, in 
other experiments, hungry rats passed up 
food in one cage corner for a shot of ESB in 
another, Olds knew he had accidentially 
found a reward center offering more pleas
ure than eating. 

Olds decided to see just how strong this 
and other pleasure oenters he pinpointed 
were. He rigged up a bar in the animal's 
cage that, when pressed, sent an ESB shock 
to a rat's brain. Once the animals connected 
the bar with ESB doses, they stuck there as 
though glued, forelegs thrashing wildly 
against it. Some rats stimulated themselves 
up to 8,000 times an hour; one animal gave 
himself 2,000 ESB shocks an hour for 24 
hours straight. When a rat dropped from 
exhaustion it napped briefly, took a sip of 
water, a bite of food, and scampered back for 
more ESB. 

Other sites Olds discovered were pain 
centers. A rat with an electrode in such an 
area would press the bar once. After that 
nothing would make the animal go near it 
again. 

Strangely, rats that spent weeks jabbing 
the ESB bar seemed healthier than others 
who had had all the rest, food, and sex they 
wanted. And they didn't become addicted 
to the pleasure. When the current was 
turned off the animals would press the bar a 
few times and walk away, apparently not 
missing their ESB shocks in the least. The 
exact nature of the blinding rapture flood
ing the rats' minds is a mystery. But the 
fact such a strong pleasure center exists 
has thrown open to question all conventional 
theories about basic animal drives and 
motivations. Just what function these pleas
ure centers serve in the daily life of animals 
and human beings is yet to be discovered. 

About the time Olds was experimenting 
with pain and pleasure centers, another ESB 
researcher-Dr. Jose Delgado, associate pro
fessor of physiology at Yale University
was investigating brain sites influencing co
operation, submissiveness, friendship, and 
other forms of social behavior. To do so, he 
perfected an important technique: tele
metric ESB stimulation. 

A small radio receiver was strapped to an 
animal's back and leads from it plugged into 
skull sockets. A radio signal broadcast from 
a nearby room, amplified by the animal's 
receiver, sent an ESB signal to its brain. 
Sometimes substituting for the radio pack 
were transistorized circuits about the size of 
a roll of film. These circuits were timed by 
modified wrist watches and generated ESB 
doses at regular intervals. 

Telemetric ESB allowed Delgado to stimu
late animals as they romped or fought with
out wires tangling or pul11ng loose. In one 
experiment testing the reaction of one cat to 
the aggressiveness of another, he planted an 
electrode in the aggressive center of a eat's 
brain. Then he put the mouser with a long
time friend and beamed a radio signal to the 
cage. 

The eat's back arched, fur bristling. With 
a yowl it attacked. While the two animals 

were rolled into a ball of flying fur, Delgado 
cut the radio signal. The fight stopped sud
denly, each cat as amazed as the other at the 
sudden skirmish. Each time Delgado broad
cast a signal the fight resumed, the attacked 
cat becoming more hostile after every bout. 
Soon the former friends were bitter enemies. 
Weeks later they stlll avoided each other. 

A more recently developed method of mind 
manipulation is chemical stimulation of the 
brain. Chemicals injected into brain sites 
through hollow electrodes have an effect 
lasting up to 24 hours. And some chemicals 
can single out brain cells responsible for one 
reaction and. leave others unaffected. 

In one case, Dr. Alan Fisher, CSB researcher 
at the University of Pittsburgh, injected 
testosterone, a male hormone, into brain 
areas of male rats controlling courtship, sex 
drive, and parental feelings. Fisher ex
pected the hormone. to stimulate sex action 
in the rats. Instead, the drug turned them 
into fussy mothers. Several males dragged 
females to a corner nest, then ignored them. 
When Fisher put baby rats and strips of 
paper in the cage, the males built nests and 
filled them with the brood. About 30 minutes 
later, when the drug had worn off, the male 
rats stopped their bizarre behavior and looked 
for females with other things than nest build
ing on their minds. 

When Fisher injected testosterone in near
by sites he did arouse normal male sex be
havior-even in females. In this case, the 
females swooped down on unsuspecting males 
like a pack of amazons. 

Next, Fisher injected the hormone in the 
middle of the two sex areas. Predictably, 
the drug provoked dual behavior and all the 
rats-male and female--became confused 
about their real sex. In several instances a 
male rat carrying a baby to a nest paused 
long enough to mount a female--with the 
squealing pup still between its teeth. In 
other experiments, Fisher found that differ
ent chemicals injected in the same sites 
evoked reactions like sleeping, eating, and 
drinking. 

Obviously, ESB and CSB are too risky for 
experimentation on normal human beings. 
But in an estimated 300 cases the techniques 
have been used on patients who had little 
to lose. At Yale University, for example, Del
gado used ESB on 30 severe epileptics to spot 
the precise brain areas causing the malady. 
Treatment was then centered on those sites. 
Elsewhere, ESB has determined the function 
of brain areas surrounding tumors, allow
ing surgeons to decide whether removal was 
practical. 

ESB has also been used experimentally to 
treat mental patients. At Tulane University 
in Louisiana, a select group of chronic men
tal cases were equipped . with self
stimulators. Buttons on a special belt 
activated electrodes in their brains. When
ever a patient felt depressed, he pushed the 
button. ESB, washing away anxiety, helped 
restore a more cheerful mood. In cases where 
patients had severe psychotic seizures, ESB 
turned uncontrollable rage into euphoria. 

In yet other instances, electrodes were 
placed in pleasure centers of people with 
terminal cancer. CSB doses to these sites 
wiped out the interminable pain with rap
ture--a tingling sensation throughout the 
body accompanied by emotional content
ment. 

As with most scientific advances, whlle 
ESB and CSB hold a promise they also pose 
a threat. On one hand they offer a way to 
answer age-old questions about the human 
mind. Yet the menace seems as great; regi
ments of human beings mechanically carry
ing out tasks assigned by a master who re
wards and punishes at the touch of a but
ton. 
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THE FuTURE OF BRAIN CONTROL 

(NoTE.-We may never be able to mate a 
human brain with a computer but we are 
close to creating an electronically controlled 
man.) 

(By Jorma Hyypia) 
Sixteen years ago, the late mathematics 

professor Norbert Wiener planted a new 
signpost--cybernetics-at the frontiers of 
science. Since then, virtually every scientific 
discipline-from medicine to electronics and 
psychology to astronautics-has been beat
ing pathways toward this crossroad of de
bate, controversy and far-out scientific con
jecture. 

Cybernetics, the science that attempts to 
relate animal and human nervous and brain 
systems with computer mechanisms, has led 
to such weird concepts as "thinking ma
chines" and their antitheses, "automated 
men." So fantastic are the potentials of 
combined brain and electronic computer 
research that scientists themselves are often 
hard put to delineate the boundaries that 
separate future scientific possibi11ties from 
science fiction. 

A great deal of nonsense has been dissemi
nated about so-called thinking machines
a popular description for computers that pos
sess a few characteristics that to some degree 
resemble the workings of a human brain. 
This term, usually a publicity gimmick, is a 
semantic pitfall that easily traps the unwary. 
It is very unlikely that science will ever 
create a machine that can really think like a 
brain; startling as it may seem, there is a 
better chance that an automated, electron
ically controlled human being will be devised 
before any bundles of wires and transistors 
gets close to out-thinking a human brain. 

Perhaps the only theoretical possibil1ty 
of crewting a true thinking machine would 
be to construct a hybrid bio-electronic brain 
consisting of a living hutnan brain con
nected directly to an electronic computer; 
this, at least, would combine the subleties 
of hutnan thought with the data process
ing and calculating speeds provided by 
computers. 

The elements necessary for the construc
tion of a hybrid bio-electronic computer 
seem to be near at hand. Remove, and keep 
alive, the brain of a just-deceased human 
being (no living person would want his 
brain peppered with electrical probes); add 
drugs to the brain to soup it up to peak 
performance; by radio communication, in
ject electrical signals to guide the brain's 
thought processes into desired directions; 
by means of microelectrodes implanted in 
the brain, feed the electrical thought sig
nals to an electronic computer for speedy 
processing and analysis. This, in theory, 
would be the ultimate superbrain. 

But will it work? Perhaps the simplest 
reason why this composite brain will prob
ably never be created is that such use of a 
human brain would surely create consider
able moral, ethical, and religious opposition. 
But assuming that some future society may 
have ethical concepts that would perinlt 
sudh experimentation, is the notion tech
nically feasible? 

Tapping the brain's electrical signals for 
the purpose of interpreting and ut111zing 
specific thoughts involves a great deal more 
than the measurement of so-called brain 
waves with an electroencephalograph 
(EEG) , a now familiar medical instru
ment. The EEG detects overall ·patterns 
of electrical activity (Alpha, Beta, and 
Delta waves) which can be correlated with 
the brai~'s biological activity; however, 
these waves provide no information about 
specific thoughts. 

A magnetic tape recorder provides a very 
rough analogy of the way EEG works. The 
magnetic tape might be thought of as a lim
ited capacity brain that is able to remember 
or store facts (speech, music, etc.) but is 
not capable of real thinking. When such 
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a tape is rewound rapidly, one hears a garble 
of incomprehensible sounds that indicate the 
presence of some sort of electromagnetic 
signals. In addition, one may detect that 
some signals are strong (loud), others are 
weak (soft), and that there are areas of in
sensitivity (silence). 

Only when the tape recorder is played at 
proper speed is it able to discriminate sep-

. arate, albeit continuous, signals to make 
speech or music comprehensible. Similarly, 
tapping the brain for real thought requires 
far more sensitive t~chniques than are pos
sible with an orthodox electroencephalo
graph. 

Thought tapping would require the pick
up of separate electrical signals emanating 
from individual neurons, the basic units of 
nervous tissue. This is more easily imagined 
than accomplished, despite the fact that it is 
already possible to insert small probes (Ling
Girard microelectrodes) into the brain to de
tect relatively uncomplicated electrical sig
nals. Presumably, it's possible to monitor 
the digitalized electrical information proc
essing that occurs in a brain volume of only 
one cubic micron (there are more than 16% 
trillion cubic microns in one cubic inch) . 

So far, so good. But the tapping of one 
neuron will not deliver a complete idea or 
memory; the memory of a single event may 
involve the coordinated activity of millions 
of nerve cells which, to complicate matters, 
may simultaneously hold traces pertaining to 
wholly different memories. 

To decipher the simplest of thoughts, the 
brain would have to be pincushioned with 
microelectrodes. Unfortunately, this require
ment imposes a new set of problems. A sin
gle microelectrode can damage the brain, as 
is evidenced by the eventual "silencing" of 
the probe area; moreover, other parts of the 
brain are also damaged by the microelec
trode shaft as it penetrates brain tissue to 
reach the desired neuron. Obviously, as the 
number of microelectrodes implanted is in
creased, brain damage is likewise increased. 
Some of the damaged neurons may be vital 
to the specific thought process being ana
lyzed. 

Neurophysiologists, it seems, face a prob
lem akin to one that has perplexed and ex
asperated physicists for a long time. This 
bothersome phenomenon-whicp physicists 
call the Heisenberg uncertainty principle
concerns the inescapable fact that exact 
measurment of one characteristic of a physi
cal system casts doubt onto the precision of 
some other simultaneous measurement. For 
example, it is impossible to simultaneously 
deterll!ine the exact position and velocity of 
an electron; if its position is known, there 
is doubt about its velocity, and vice versa. 
Similarly, the more microelectrodes that are 
implanted into the brain, in order to obtain 
more accurate data, the greater is the pos
sibility that some important signals are being 
distorted by the mere presence of the probes. 

.One might optimistically assume that some 
day neuron probing might be possible with
out the need of insert ing electrodes into the 
brain tissue. But that won't necessarily 
solve the problem because the brain's 
thought mechanism is not wholly electrical; 
chemical processes are known to be involved, 
and other phenomena-magnetism, for ex-
ample-may also play a part. ' 

Does all this mean that brain signals can 
never be tapped and fed into electronic de
vices for useful purposes? Not at all. 

Some of the very scientists who doubt the 
possib111ty of ever creating a bioelectronic 
superbrain say that it may someday be quite 
feasible to tap the brain's motor neurons 
(nerves that induce physical movement of 
the body) for signals that would electroni
cally control prosthetic devices such as arti
ficial arms and legs. Admittedly, even this 
would probably call for many brain connec
tions, but not so many that brain control of 
artificial limbs needs to be ruled out. 

This concept would be amazing enough. 
But the really far-out brain-computer ideas 
are being germinated by scientists actively 
involved in the development of space travel. 

For example, the National Aeronautics and 
S~~e Administration . (NASA) envisions 
miniature · sensor instruments attached to 
astronauts to gage their physical responses 
in space flight via telemetry. These devices 
would measure heartbeats, brain waves, 
blood pressure, breathing rates, and other 
bodily factors. Much of this is already being 
done .to obtain data about the biologic ef
fects of space flight; but someday in the 
future it may be possible to use such data 
to electronically control an astronaut's 
metabolic functions and/or to help guide 
the space vehicles in which they travel. 

One high-level NASA official is the leading 
proponent of research aimed at creating a 
"Photosynthetic man"-a living human 
being who, with the aid of cybernetic regula
tion, could subsist on photosynthesized food 
in much the same way that plants obtain 
nourishment. 

NASA has also awarded research contracts 
for the purpose of exploring the possibility 
of creating the "Cyborg man." The Cyborg
conceived by two doctors at New York's 
Rockland State Hospital-would be a human 
being whose bodily functions would be elec
t~onically controlled to adapt him to en
VIronmental changes experienced during 
space flights. 

We are, it seems, much closer to seeing 
some sort of flesh-and-blood benevolent 
Frankenstein soaring through space than a 
bioelectronic Einstein solving complex prob
lems in a laboratory. But before any of 
these fantastic things can be realized cy
bernetic research must proceed at inore 
down-to-earth levels. 

Brain research will surely do much to ad
vance the development of more efficient and 
versatile computers. The brain possesses a 
number of very desirable properties which, 
if duplicated in electronic systems, would 
greatly enhance the usefulness of computers. 

For example, the brain has a fantastic 
ability to store information, a system of 
rapid random retrieval, a self-organizing 
capability, and a high reliability (i.e., a ca
pacity for self-repair and the ability to trans
fer functions to other parts if some units 
should fail) . 

But in some respects, computers are al
ready becoming competitive with the brain. 
Information storage is a case in point. 
Scientific estimates of the human brain's 
ability to store information vary greatly; 
some experts say the brain can store 4 mil
lion bits of information while others main
tain that it can pack away 300 million or 
more bits. 

One new computer reportedly has a mem
ory c_apacity of some 20 million bits, and sys
tems with storage capacities of 1 b1llion bits 
are foreseen. 

Clearly, the presently recognizable ad
vantages of electronic computers, over the 
human brain, lie in potential memory storage 
capacities and the ability to perform com
plex calculations at incredibly high speeds 
( 1 ultra-high-speed computer element al
ready in existence can perform 10 million 
computer operations in about 1 second). 

The full potentials of cybernetics-like 
those of any other science-cannot be pre
dicted with any real certainty. There will 
be surprises-and disappointments. · But one 
thing is certain: the cybernetic crossroad is 
a gateway to some truly strange and fasci
nating scientific frontiers. 

WONDERFUL WYOMING-7·5TH 
YEAR OF STATEHOOD 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, Sat
urday, July 10, 1965, marks the 75th an
niversary of the date on which Wyoming 
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grew from territorial status to become 
the 44th member of the United States of 
America. A myriad of events has been 
planned for Wyoming tomorrow, events 
that will bring dignitaries and visitors 
from Wyoming and her neighboring 
States to the centers of activities for this 
diamond jubilee. 

Gov. Clifford Hansen will lead the 1965 
diamond jubilee parade-a reenactment 
of the parade and statehood ceremonies 
which originally ushered in Wyoming's 
entry into the Union. State officials and 
visiting dignitaries will ride in carriages 
provided by the Cheyenne Frontier Days 
Committee. The statehood program will 
move to the gold-domed State capitol 
where many descendants of those origi
nal Wyomingites will reenact the state
hood program. 

Mr. President, an excellent article by 
Rocky Mountain News writer, Al Nak
kula, describes the program of events, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The State of Wyoming is today both 
envied and emulated. We are a State 
with no bonded indebtedness, with a fine 
highway system and one of the finest 
universities in the world-a university 
which ranks in the top 10 percent of 
American schools. We are known as the 
land of high altitude and low multitude. 
As I told Senators KUCHEL and MURPHY 
during the Calaveras County, Calif., 
frog jumping contest several weeks ago: 
"Out in my neck of the woods the canary 
birds sing bass, the frogs croak falsetto, 
the men are men, the women are glad 

Merchants closed their shops, decorated 
their horse-drawn wagons with banners and 
items Of their trade, and joined a colorful 
parade to the capitol grounds to hear state
hood speakers. 

History records that Mrs. Horace (Theresa) 
Jenkins, a worker in the cause of women's 
suffrage, gave an oration at the time. 

Mrs. Esther Morris, regarded as the mother 
of women's suffrage for carrying the Wyoming 
movement throughout the country, presented 
a new State flag to Gov. Francis E. Warren on 
behalf of the women of Wyoming. 

The 1965 Diamond Jubilee will be a re
enactment of the parade and statehood cere
monies with participants dressed in costumes 
and riding in wagons and carriages of that 
era. 

LEADS PARADE 
Gov. Clifford Hansen will lead the parade 

and delegation of State officials and visiting 
dignitaries riding in carriages provided by 
the Cheyenne Frontier Days Committee 
which has the largest collection of carriages 
in the world. 

The Governor later will be ma-ster of cere
monies and narrate the statehood program 
at the State capitol. 

Participating in the parade and program 
will be many descendants of the original cast 
of pioneer dignitaries and families. 

Mrs. Betty Grosbeck, a direct descendant 
of Mrs. Jenkins, for example, will play the 
role of the suffragette. Miss Susan Dubois, 
Cheyenne Frontier Days Queen of 1964, will 
play the role of her great-grandmother, Mrs. 
Esther Morris. 

William Dinneen, Sr., pioneer Cheyenne 
autodealer, will play the role of Governor 
Warren; U.S. District Judge Ewing T. Kerr 
will portray Territorial Judge M. C. Brown, 
and Harry H. Henderson, Cheyenne atto;rney 
will enact the role of C. D. Clark, a territorial 
legislator from Evanston. 

of it, and seldom is heard a discouraging HisToRIAN 
word." Playing another major role will be Miss 

Mr. President, we of the Equality state Maurine Carley, pioneer resident and Wyom-
d to li . h t ll d ing historian. are prou veIn W a we ca won er- The invocation will be given by Dr. John 

ful Wyoming. We have a self-reliant M. Pattison, pastor of Cheyenne Presbyte
citizenry which has generally turned i..ts rian Church. The benediction will be given 
back on the paternalistic overtures of a by the Most Reverend Hubert M. Newell, 
virtually omnipotent Federal Govern- bishop of Cbeyenne Catholic diocese. 
ment. Our people and our place in the Band music will be held before and after 
Rocky Mountains, combine to make the · the ceremonies under the direction of Rex 
44th member of the American Nation Yokum, of East High School. 
truly wonderful Wyoming-and we are The concert will be performed by the 
75 years old tomorrow. massed bands participating in the preceding 

. . . . parade including the Cheyenne City Band, 
There bemg no obJeCtiOn, the article East High School Band central High School 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, Band, st. Mary's High School band, and the 
as follows: Cheyenne American Legion Drum and Bugle 

WYOMING JUBll.EE CAPS MONTHS OF Ton. Corps. 
(By Al Nakkula) The statehood ceremonies will begin im-

mediately following the parade which is 
CHEYENNE, July 5.-Dignitaries and visi- scheduled to start at 10 a.m., mountain 

tors from throughout Wyoming and her standard time. (For the benefit of Colo
neighboring States will converge here Sat- rado visitors, Wyoming is not on daylight 
urday to participate in the Equality State's saving time.) 
Diamond Jubilee. 

Local businessmen, civic leaders and towns
people have been toiling for months in prepa
ration for the celebration marking the 75th 
anniversary of statehood. 

Organized as a territory in 1868, Wyoming 
became the 44th State to join the Union on 
July 10, 1890. 

While still a territory, Territorial Gov. J. A. 
Campbell signed the Woman Su1frage Act on 
December 10, 1869, giving women the right 
to vote. The anniversary is observed as 
Wyoming Day. 

PLAYED BIG ROLE 
Because of the equality rights to women, 

the ladies played a major role in the cere
monies which followed Wyoming's admission 
to the Union 75 years ago. 

TO SIGNAL START 
Start of the parade will be signaled by the 

appearance on horseback of George Guy, 
Cheyenne attorney, costumed as President 
Teddy Roosevelt. 

President · Roosevelt is remembered here 
for his historic horseback ride from Laramie· 
to Cheyenne 1n 1903. 

The parade will follow from 24th Street 
and Central Avenue, near the State capitol, 
south on Central Street to 17th Street, one 
block to Capitol Avenne, where it will turn 
north for return to the capitol. 

Following the carriages carrying the cos
tumed Governor Hansen and other digni
taries will be a parade of floats provided by 
local merchants. rn many instances the 
floats will be exact copies of the ones 

which appeared in the original parade of 
1890. 

Participating in the parade will be rep
resentatives of the Union Pacific Railroad, 
which laid its rails through here in 1867-68, 
playing a major role in development of 
Cheyenne and Wyoming. 

other marching units will include service
men and families from Warren Air Force 
Base, the Wyoming National Guard, Reserve 
Officers Association, veterans organizations, 
service clubs, and civic groups. 

PARADE CHAIRMAN 
Mrs. Dazee Bristol is parade chairman and 

Mrs. J.D. Ziemer is parade cochairman. 
Mrs. Bristol 40 years ago presented the 

first floats to the first Cheyenne Frontier 
Days Parade. Her floats are still appearing 
in the annual Frontier Days Parade held the 
last full week in July. 

Some of these floats which wlll appear in 
the jubilee parade include the renowned 
Dazee Square Dancers, two floats depicting 
early Wyoming mining, the Harry Hynds 
Blacksmith Shop, and Hell's Half Acres, de
picting a famous pioneer-days saloon. 

Cheyenne Democratic women will re-create 
an original float carrying 44 girls dressed in 
Grecian costumes representing the 44 States 
in 1890. The girls on the 1965 float will be 
from every county in Wyoming. 

Cheyenne Republican women will enter an 
original float depicting the signing of the 
Wyoming statehood blll by Presidenrt Benja
min Harrison. 

The League of Women Voters will sponsor 
a float honoring Mrs. Nellie Tayloe Ross, 
first woman Governor of Wyoming in 1921>--27 
and later Director of the U.S. Mints for 20 
years. 

RECESS AT NOON 
Statehood ceremonies will recess at noon 

until 7 p.m., when a banquet wm be held at 
the Frontier Pavillion in Frontier Park, cat
ered by the Trail Cafe. 

Governor Hansen will again head a list of 
dignitaries and civic leadeTs, including Mrs. 
Alice Messick of Douglas, State chairman of 
the 75th anniversary celebration. 

Holding a place of honor will be Mrs. Annie 
Walsh who was born on Statehood Day 75 
years ago. 

Toastmaster of the banquet wlll be Charles 
E. Carey, noted Cheyenne businessman, 
grandson of Governor and Senator Joseph 
P. Carey and nephew of later Governor and 
Senator Robert B. Carey. 

TO GIVE INVOCATION 
The invocation wlll be given by the Rev

erend D. Warren Dirks, pastor of the First 
Methodist Church. 

A program of entertainment wm be pro
vided by the Mad Hatters from Pinedale, and 
the Flaming Mamies, a group of can-can girls 
from Douglas. 

Climaxing the celebration will be a fire
works display in the park at 9:30 p.m. pro
vided by the Cheyenne Jaycees. It will dupli
cate the colorful pyrotechnical display which 
ended the original statehood celebration on 
July 10, 1890. 

TRIDUTE TO JOSEPH P. MOLONY 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, the new international Vice 
president of the United Steelworkers of 
America is Joseph P. Molony, formerly 
of Buffalo, N.Y., whose able leadership 
paralleled the birth and development of 
this fine trade union. Prior to becom
ing vice president, Irish-born Mr. Molony 
was director of district 4 of USW A. 

He was one of the original founders of 
the steelworkers organizing commit
tee, predecessor of the United Steel-
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workers of America. And in the subse
quent 27 years, Mr. Molony has ably 
served as an organizer, negotiator and 
administrator. He is a member of local 
union 1743, the Republic Steel local in 
Buffalo. 

Mr. Molony has served effectively in 
numerous community activities. These 
include the Buffalo Urban League, of 
which he was a director, the Governor's 
workmen's compensation committee and 
the Niagara Frontier Port Authority. He 
is an Army veteran and has one son. 

With this impressive background, I am 
certain that Mr. Molony will serve capa
bly as international vice president of the 
steelworkers. 

ADDRESS BY BRIG. GEN. J. D . . HIT
TLE AT ANNUAL CONVENTION OF 
DEPARTMENT OF NEW HAMP
SHIRE VETERANS OF FOREIGN 
WARS 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, last 

month the New Hampshire Department 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars held its 
annual convention in Manchester, N.H. 
As members of the Senate are aware, the 
VFW is one of the largest and most con
structive organizations in our Nation. 

We inN ew Hampshire are deeply proud 
of our New Hampshire VFW and its 
ladies auxiliary, as we are of our other 
fine veterans organizations. They have 
contributed much, through patriotic and 
community-service activities, to the bet
terment of our State. 

One of the highlights of the conven
tion was the annual banquet, which was 
held in the Pulaski Hall, in Manchester. 
The banquet was attended by several 
hundred members of the VFW, its auxil
iary, their families, friends, and public 
officials. 

The principal speaker at the banquet 
was Brig. Gen. James D. Hittle, USMC, 
ret., who is well known to Members of 
the Senate as former legislative officer 
for the Marine Corps, and later as As
sistant for Legislative Affairs to the Sec
retary of Defense. Since his retirement, 
he has served as director of national se
curity and foreign affairs for the Veter
ans of Foreign Wars. 

Because of the importance of his 
speech, · which re:fiects the observations 
and information obtained by VFW Com
mander in Chief John A. Jenkins and the 
director of national security and foreign 
affairs, Brigadier General Hittle, during 
their recent visit to southeast Asia and 
South Vietnam, I ask unanimous consent 
to have General Hittle's VFW banquet 
address printed in the RECORD at the con
clusion of these remarks. 

I also wish to mention at this time 
new VFW officials for the State of New 
Hampshire, elected at the recent conven
tion. The newly elected commander of 
the Department of New Hampshire, 
VFW, is Orman A. Flynn, of Lancaster, 
who succeeds retiring Comdr. George P. 
Frost, of North Hampton; the senior vice 
commander is Edward McLavey, of Hud
son; the junior vice commander is Harry 
Manning, of West Swanzey; and the 
quartermaster is Daley E. Whipple, of 
Fitzwilliam. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM REMARKS OF BRIG. GEN. 

J. D. HITTLE, USMC (RETIRED). DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL SECURITY AND FOREIGN .AFFAmS, 
VFW, ANNUAL CONVENTION, DEPARTMENT 
OF NEW HAMPSHmE VETERANS OF FOREIGN 
WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, MANCHESTER, 
N.H., JUNE 11-13, 1965 
We had better recognize that what happens 

in South Vietnam directly affects the security 
of the United States and hence the preserva
tion and the survival of the United States. 

Why is this so? Because Vietnam is a 
strategic pivot in that portion of the world. 
The Reds know this and that is why they 
are so determined to take South Vietnam. 

They know that if Sourt;h Vietnam falls, the 
road is open to conquest of all southeast 
Asia. Communism would have Malaysia and 
its great port of Singapore. When it has 
this, communism will be in a position of con
trolling the Straits of Malacca between the 
Pacific and the Indian Ocean. This would 
deprive the Persian Gulf oil fields, East 
Africa, Pakistan, and India protection by our 
seapower from the Pacific. When this hap
pens communism will have succeeded in frag
menting the strategic integrity of the free 
world. 

But, it means something more: The loss 
of South Vietnam will carry communism 
southward where it can move from the main
land to the island stepping stones of Indo
nesia, which extend in a great arc to the 
northern shores of Australia. 

If South Vietnam goes to the Reds, the 
entire strategic position of the United States 
in the western Pacific w111 be outflanked. 

This is because today the U.S. outer defense 
line in the Pacific runs from Korea south
ward to Okinawa, then to Taiwan, the west
ern Philippines, and then to South Vietnam, 
which is the southern anchor of our defense 
line. 

The strategy of communism is simple, but 
sound. If communism can take South Viet
nam, the Reds wm have outflanked our de
fense line ' in the Pacific. The Philippines, 
free China, Korea, and Japan will be endan
gered from the south. 

If our outer defense line is outflanked, 
there are a couple of things we should do 
right away. High on the list of priority 
would be the fortification of Pearl Harbor, 
and the strengthening of the defense of the 
west coast of the United States. 

And so, we see that in being loyal to the 
cause of freedom in a distant corner of the 
world, we are also being loyal to our own 
freedom and the defense of our own Nation. 

But, there are some, as we said, who either 
don't know or don't care, and they are not 
all listed among the contributors to the 
high-priced ads calling for our surrender. 

There was a sizable representation of this 
kind in Washington a few weeks ago-on 
April 16. Close to 20,000 of them converged 
on our Capital City by well coordinated, and 
apparently well financed, caravan of buses. 
They hoisted their placards, they picketed 
the White House, they frolicked on the green 
lawn in the shadow of the Washington Mon
ument, ringed by the 50 flags representing 
our 50 States. 

It was, all in all, a discouraging and dis
gusting spectacle. The placards they so 
jauntily carried could aU be summarized un
der one word-disloyalty. Such a demon
stration takes advantage of the very freedom 
which other people, at that very moment, 
were dying to protect. I cannot help but 
think that they should have spent less time 
in painting placards call1ng for surrender, 
and devoted more time to reading something 
the generations who have gone be!ore so well 
knew and so deeply revered-the Constitu
tion of the United States. 

If these placard-carrying persons had 
taken the time to read the Constitution, 
they might have noted the often overlooked 
and brief section 3 of article III, which de
fines treason. Included in that definition, so 
carefully worded by our founding fathers, is 
"giving aid and comfort to the enemy." 

Wasn't it comforting to Moscow and Pel
ping to know that the White House was 
picketed by those demanding we stop our 
bombing in North Vietnam? Aren't the de
mands for our withdrawal from South Viet
nam helpful to the Communist .Propaganda. 
machine? Isn't an enemy aided by pictures. 
of bearded, but otherwise healthy looking, 
U.S. citizens carrying placards defiantly an
nouncing "I won't fight in Vietnam." 

As I watched this sorry spectacle, I remem
bered that these marchers certainly didn't 
represent all the youth of America. They 
certainly didn't represent those who have 
assumed the ultimate responsibility of citi
zenship, demonstrating the highest degree· 
o! loyalty, who as members of our armed. 
services are fighting the good fight for free
dom in Vietnam, in standing watch on the 
ramparts of freedom throughout the free: 
world. And while they are doing this for us, 
it is our responsibility to do all that we can to 
assure that, as a nation, we remain loyal to
the cause for which they are fighting and: 
those who are doing the fighting. 

I have just returned from being at battle 
fronts in South Vietnam with VFW Com
mander in Chief John A. Jenkins. The VFW, 
consisting entirely of overseas combat vet
erans, can take genuine satisfaction that 
our young men who are today's overseas com
bat fighting men know that the VFW re
members them and is concerned about them. 
They know this because the commander in 
chief of the VFW met with them and talked 
with them, and discussed their problems 
and accomplishments with them in the midst 
of Communist infested fighting areas. He 
flew to see them in the mountains along the 
Cambodian frontier, at the big airbase in 
Da Nang, at the Marines' beachhead at Chu 
Latin the sandy flatlands to the south. 

And so, in Vietnam, where the United 
States is fighting with our South Vietnamese 
allies a historic battle against Communist 
aggression, our boys, who are doing the fight
ing know that those who fought overseas 
ahead of them have not forgotten them~ 
They have this assurance-personal assur
ance-from the commander in chief of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Incidentally, you may ask, what do these" 
young men in Vietnam think about the. 
picketing and protesting back home. I can 
tell you they don't like it. I asked one young 
marine, about 20 years old, in embattled Chu 
Lai what he thought of those carrying post
ers "We won't fight in Vietnam." 

He said: "I wish I had one of those smart 
college boys· here. I'd like to take him with 
me on outpost duty tonight. 

"There's a VC (Vietcong) sniper who's been: 
trying to get me !or the last three nights. 
But I haven't been able to nail him yet." He 
paused and smiled. "I'd sure like to get him 
in my foxhole when that sniper starts work
ing on us. I want to see how much that. 
poster carrier will wave his cardboard then."· 

His speech finished, he trudged through 
the sand back to his platoon. In a few hour5 
he'd be back on outpost duty, trying to naiJ: 
the Communist Vietcong sniper before the 
sniper gets him. I was sorry he couldn't 
take along a White House picket. 

VFW Commander in Chief Jenkins and I 
visited our fighting men in the heavily 
forested mountains along the Cainbodian 
border. This is the country of the Mon
tagnards, the mountain tribesmen. 

The war here is one of ambushes and 
close quarter, small unit fire fights. I asked 
a sergeant in our Army's Special Forces, a 
veteran of some bloody patrol actions, what 
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he thought about the picket lines and teach
ins protesting lJ.S. policy in South Vietnam. 

He didn't have to po11der over a reply. 
He'd obviously been thinking a. lot about it. 

"We're in a war," he said. "What those 
people are doing helps the enemy. And I 
-don't think any American has the right to 
-do that." 

So far I haven't found a U.S. fighting man 
Jn South Vietnam who disagrees with him. 

The VFW has taken a lead among the or
ganizations of our Nation in supporting 
.strong action to defeat communism in Viet
nam. Events have proven this long
standing position of the VFW to be sound 
and correct. In supporting a policy of doing 
whatever is necessary to win in Vietnam, the 
VFW is continuing in its historic role of pa
triotic action, and doing things that really 
matter in helping preserve our country and 
its way of life. 

THE U.N.-WE NEED IT MORE THAN 
EVER 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in a 
time when world tensions are increas
ingly rising, the United Nations is com
ing under attack. There seems to be a 
lack of interest in a forum which should 
serve all the world. A chill is spread
ing over the greatest assembly of coun
tries the world has ever seen. 

But, Mr. Presidenrt, never has the 
world more needed a United Nations. 
In our times the future of the world is 
continuously in peril. We cannot re
mind ourselves often enough of the value 
of such a forum as the United Nations, 
where talk can replace shooting, where 
planning to aid the peoples of the world 
can be substituted for deVising ways to 
destroy them. 

The distinguished Deputy Prime Min
ister of Israel, Abba Eban, has written 
an article in Look magazine in which he 
telling1y po1nts out: 

If the U.N. dialog is broken off, we shall 
feel the icy blasts of the coldest of cold Wa4"5, 
while small nations will lose the only plfllt
form from which their voices can echo the 
hope of peace-loving mankind. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert the 
article in the RECORD. 

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

Do WE REALLY NEED THE U.N.? 
(By Abba Eban, Deputy Prime Minister of 

Israel and, for a decade, one of the leading 
figures of the United Nations) 
Every year, 114 governments survey the 

state of their nations and prescribe remedies 
of varying utility for human ills. But there 
is no authority with power to survey the 
state of the entire human nation in its full 
breadth and complexity. 

What would a president of the world re
sponsible for human destiny have to · report 
if he faced a universal parliament in the 
year 1965-the 20th anniversary of the 
founding of the United Nations? 

Sixty percent of the earth's land surface 
is arid or semiarid, and this area is capable 
of supporting only 5 percent of the world's 
population. 

The inhabitants of the earth now number 
3 billion and, at the present rate of increase, 
will number 6 billion by the end of the 2oth 
century. 

More than half of the world's present pop
ulation suffers from varying degrees of mal
nutrition. The increase of food production 
is not keeping pace with population growth. 

Life expectancy, which reaches an average 
of 70 years in developed countries, drops to 
30 years in parts of Asia and Mrica. Some 
500 million people are afilicted by water
borne diseases for which remedies or pre
ventive techniques exist. 

Some 700 million adults throughout the 
world are illiterate-including 80 percent of 
the population of Mrica and 60 to 65 percent 
of the population of Asia. 

In economic and cultural opportunity, the 
disparities are already vast and growing 
wider. Ninety-eight percent of the human 
race now lives in sovereign states, and for 
the first time in history, the nations of the 
human family are equal in political and 
juridical terms. But the most advanced 
countries are 3,000 percent more prosperous 
than the least advanced. The effects of sci
ence, technology, and industrial progress are 
still largely confined to the advanced coun
tries which contain less than a quarter of 
the human race. 

A great migration from villages to cities 
is going forward across the globe under 
conditions that increase the peril to health 
and social stability. 

Some of the world's natural resources are 
nearing depletion. 

The earth's atmosphere and many water 
sources are being poisoned by wholesale pol
lution. 

There has been no diminution of the arms 
race and little progress in evolving agreed 
forms o·f international security. 

The "state. of the world" message would 
not be composed entirely of these dark warn
ings. It would include a testimony to the 
healing power of science, which is the cen
tral common enterprise of man. It would 
tell of our new opportunities to fertilize soil, 
to harness water, to desalt the sea and 
irrigate the deserts, to diffuse the fruits of 
knowledge and to draw all men together in 
growing accessibility. It would portray 
towering feats of imagination and courage 
that have sent man beyond his earthly con
finement into the exploration of extraplane
tary vistas. It would include a new aware
ness of planetary interests and an unex
ampled mingling of experience across the 
frontiers of states. It might even make 
consoling reference to the pacifying effects 
of danger. 

In Winston Churchill's words: "It may well 
be that we shall, by a process of sublime 
irony, have reached a stage in this story 
where safety will be the sturdy child of 
terror, and survival the twin brother of an
nihilation." 

These consolations are real enough. But 
the main conclusion would be somber: 
Human welfare · is lagging far behind the 
pace of human opportunity. And the reason 
for the lag lies in an inadequate intensity 
of cooperation. There is also wanton viola
tion of rational priorities. A world that 
spends over $300 million a day on armaments 
cannot find $300 million a year to maintain 
an organization for the defense of peace. 
It is easier to budget funds to invade the 
Moon than to save the Earth for urgent 
human needs. 

How can issues of such scope be surveyed, 
still less solved, except in a global arena? 
The heads of governments are so preoccupied 
with regional crises of relatively limited ef
fect that the affairs of the human nation re
ceive only marginal attention. It is true 
that United Nations specialized agencies and 
conferences bring a universal vision to bear 
on the torment and hopes of mankind. But 
they have never yet discussed them at a level 
of authority capable of yielding decisive 
action, summit meetings still take a micro
scopic view of a few problems, instead of a 
panoramic view of the total human scene. 
Yet it is precisely through concern for supra
national interests that governments have a 
chance of tTanscending their rivalries and 

developing trustful attitudes that could, in 
time, transform their approach to the pro
vincial squabbles-the Vietnams and Congos 
of this troubled world. 

At the recent convocation in New York to 
discuss the Papal message "Peace on Earth," 
I suggested that the heads of national gov
ernments come together for a week to discuss 
the destiny of the planet--the population 
explosion, the development of resources, the 
spread of scientific knowledge and the struc
ture of the evolving world community. Not 
all the matters that now engage the time of 
our presidents and premiers are of greater 
import or dignity. 

It is because of planetary problems that 
the urgency of preserving the U.N. frame
work becomes acute. With all its imper
fections, the U.N. is the only incarnation of 
a planetary spirit. It alone presents a vision 
of man in his organic unity. It does not 
escape into a vague universalism by ignoring 
the claims of nationali-ty. 

A paradox of our times is that the prolif
eration of small nation-states goes hand in 
hand with a search for wider forms of inte
gration, as exemplified 1n the United Nations, 
the European Economic Community, the 
Organization of American States and the 
Organization of African Unity. The United 
Nations Charter strikes a delicate balance 
between national identity and universal 
solidarity . . The nation-state, after all, 1s 
still the plain source of distinctive culture. 
In some respects, all nations are like all 
others; and none can escape the overriding 
human destiny. But those qualities that a 
nation holds especially to itself, its memo
ries and dreams, may well be its gift to 
human culture. Nationalism's victories of 
the past two centuries have been won against 
tyranny and colonialism. Those who mourn 
the fragmentation of the political map and 
long for larger political units should recall 
how the explosion of nationalism came 
about. In an area of Europe where there 
were once two sovereignties-the Austro
Hungarian and the Ottoman Empires-there 
are now 11 states. In Mrica, where once im
perial Britain, France, and Belgium ruled, 
there are now 33 nations. 

The growth of nationalism has been, in 
the main, a story of liberation. National 
diversity can be a source of intense and 
positive vitality, provided that it is recon
ciled with the restraints and solidarities of 
an international order. 

It is the intellectual merit of the United 
Nations meetings that they involve sover
eign governments in issues outside their 
limited range of self-interest. To great na
tions, the U.N. teaches the humility of altru
istic concern. To small nations, it offers an 
escape from suffocating provincialism. When 
Latin delegates are called upon to discuss 
the Middle East, when Israel, Cyprus, and 
Iceland adjudicate African issues, they are 
all released from excessive self-preoccupa
tion into a world where detached inquiry 
enlarges understanding and deepens com
passion. Each nation becomes involved in 
the adventure of world community. Univer
salism, far from being the enemy of the 
nation, emerges by paradox, as its best friend, 
and quite possibly as its last one. 

It is hard to imagine what the decline of 
international political institutions would 
mean for great power relations. The dia
log maintained in a permanent diplomatic 
conference at U.N. headquarters has become 
so familiar to us for 20 years that we can
not accurately tell what its cessation would 
signify. It is reasonable to give the United 
Nations some credit for breaking up the rig~d 
bipolar confrontation of "East and West." 
In an effort to win the sympathy of disinter
ested peoples, even totalitarian regimes 
abandon their dogmatism, strike relatively 
moderate postures and seek alliances outside 
their own strict orthodoxies. If the U.N. 



July 9, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 16187 
dialog is broken off, it is logical to expect a 
return to the old rigidities. We shall feel 
the icy blasts of the coldest of cold wars, 
while small nations will lose the only plat
form from which their voices can echo the 
hope and pathos of peace-loving mankind. 
In the last 1930's, the disintegratiqn of the 
League of Nations was both a result and 
cause of the world's relapse into the anarchy 
of force. If the United Nations roof col
lapses over the heads of more than a hundred 
nations today, a chain reaction of aggra
vated tension will be the most probable 
result. 

There is one domain in whi-ch the existence 
·of an international tribunal has visibly 
helped to trensform our generation's life. 
The 51 member sta;tes that founded the 
United Nations in 1945 have now grown to 
114. The original membership roll com
prised 19 Latin American, 12 European, and 
3 African sovereignties. This could hardly 
be described as an accurate or egalitarian 
picture of the human map. Today, the 
community of sovereign African states al
ready numbers 33, and all but a fraction of 
the 290 million Africans have been freed from 
colonioal tutelage. In Asia, the process of 
emancipation is almost complete. 

The remarkable thing·is that much of this 
transition has been pacific. In former times, 
national movements might cultivate, . in 
Jefferson's words, "a decent respect for the 
opinion of mankind." But it was chiefly 
by in.culcating a decent respect for their ca
paci<ty to make violent trouble that they won 
and kept their freedom. Today, the liberty 
of nations is a matter of birthright, not of 
conquest. However strongly the colonial 
powers have chafed at the nagging persist
ence of the United Nations, they have never 
been free of its strong bias for orderly eman
cipation. No colonial problem has ever been 
submitted to U.N. inquiry or judgment with
out a solution of national independence 
emerging within a few years. And when the 
new state, often small and desperately poor, 
comes out into the light of freedom, its flag 
in the United Nations, above all else, is what 
symbolizes and excites its sense of identity. 

No one can claim that the transformation 
of the U.N.'s membership has had much 
effect on its procedures. A deep-rooted con
stitutional conservatism is one of the de
fects that a renascent org~S.D.ization would 
have to overcome. The failure to solve the 
problem of Chinese representation robs the 
U.N. of its crucial daim to universality. The 
member states must m·ake up their minds 
what they want the U.N. to be-an exclusive 
club for the like-minded and the virtuous, or 
a mirror reflecting the realities of power and 
opinion as they are, in all their rich and 
sometimes uncomfortable diversity. If the 
idea is to mirror an existing world, then it 
should not be impossible to apply this prin
ciple, in due time, both to the facts as they 
are on the Chinese mainland and on an in
dependent ·and separate Formosa. 

Similarly, there is a compelling case for 
altering the composition of the Security 
Council and the Economic and Social 
Council. Both still reflect the Western pre
dominance of the 1950's,. rather than the 
new balance of the 1960's. 

There is such a thing in physics as "fusion 
at high temperatures." In politics, too, it is 
in the heat of crisis that old patterns are 
ofrten broken up and new ones formed. The 
U.N. crisis may be a suitable occasion for re
viewing procedures that no longer conform 
to reason or dignity. A repetitive general 
debate with no limitation on utterance oc
cupies the General Assembly for several 
weeks, and is resumed each September before 
the echoes of the previous debate have died 
down. A sovereign right to speak surely in
cludes a sovereign right · to accept a half
hour limit. Similarly, there is need to review 
the farcical idea that a body of 114 members 
can be a "committee" so long as its members 

speak sitting down. More negotiations and 
less declamation; detailed committee work 
in small groups rather than mass discussion 
in public; a less encyclopedic agenda omit
ting items that recur by force of gravity year 
by year with no prospect of solution-these 
are reforms a national parliament would 
have adopted long ago. Today, they are 
urgently necessary in order to give the 
United Nations rationality, in keeping with 
the pragmatic temper of our age. 

But above all other considerations, reform 
of the structure of the United Nations is 
dictated by the need to preserve the U.N. 
idea. 

Social history reveals the constant enlarge
ment of the idea of community-from family 
to tribe; from tribe to village; from village 
to city-state; from city to nation. In each 
case, there was doubt that the larger units 
·could ever command the intimate and simple 
devotion enjoyed by the smaller. Yet, again 
and again, the smaller and the larger loyalty 
came to coexist and endure. Similarly, there 
is no chance that a world sentiment will 
supersede the deep-rooted impulse of na
tional sentiment. Nations will have to live 
their lives on two levels: on the intimate 
level of national distinctiveness and on the 
broader level of universal solidarity. Much 
of diplomacy today is a holding action to 
gain time until the unifying process of his
tory takes all mankind into its embrace. 
Modern statesmen must act in a double role: 
as spokesmen of their particular national 
interests and, at the same time, as repre
sentatives who combine a particular local 
responsibility with a broader national view. 
If the United Nations has not fulfilled man's 
hopes, it is largely because the immediate 
parochial concerns of nations have won 
priority over universal concerns that, though 
they appear to be long term and lacking in 
urgency, will ultimately determine human
ity's future. 

No less urgent than the solution of prob
lems in southeast Asia and the Caribbean is 
the early restoration of the U.N. as a func
tioning organization. The largest hopes of 
mankind accompany the committee of 33 
nations now seeking a solution of the U.N.'s 
financial and constitutional crisis. 

In the words of the French theologian
philosopher Teilhard de Chardin: 

"Everything that formerly made for war 
now makes for peace. Pressed against one 
another by the increase in their numbers 
and relationships, forced together by the 
growth of a common travail, the men of 
the future will in some sort form a single 
consciousness." 

This "single consciousness" is the central 
idea of the United Nations. If we cannot yet 
touch it with our hands, let us not lose it 
from our vision. 

STUDY OF CONTROL OF OBNOX
IOUS PLANTS 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as a 
cosponsor of Senator CAsE's bill S. 1380 
for the study of control of obnoxious 
plants, I call the attention of this body 
to the importance and urgency of this 
bill. I read from the lead sentence 
of an article published recently in .the 
Washington Daily News: 

The stench from a water weed called sea 
lettuce is driving the residents of Owings 
Beach, Md., from their homes. • 

Mr. President, the smell of sea lettuce 
is the smell of hydrogen sulfide, a smell 
that strongly resembles rotten eggs. It 
is unfortunate that in this day and age, 
people should be forced from their homes 
because we do not yet have the scientific 
knowledge to enable us to control such 

aquatic plants. I urge Senators to read 
this article and to support the proposed 
legislation introduced at this session. I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD, Cordelia 
Ruffin's article from the Washington 
Daily News. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Daily News, June 2, 

1965) 
A SMELL oF BAD EGGS: RoTTEN SEA LETTUCE 

Is RUINING BEACH 

(By Cordelia Ruffin) 
The stench from a water weed called sea 

lettuce is driving the residents of Owings 
Beach, Md., from their homes. 

Owings Beach was a pleasant little settle
ment of summer and winter cottages on the 
Chesapeake Bay until the sea lettuce began 
drifting in 3 years ago. Now it spreads a 
half a mile across the cove. Wherever it 
piles up it rots and produces large amounts 
of hydrogen sulfide, a gas that has the smell 
of rotten eggs. 

DANGER 

Harold Elser, biologist with the Maryland 
Department of Chesapeake Bay Affairs, told 
one resident that the gas is poisonous and 
in concentrated dosages could cause death. 

Owings Beach residents are full of stories 
of its ill effects. 

"You can't prove these things," said 
Charles Homer, head of the Owings Beach 
Association. "We had one death down there. 
Mrs. Roberts developed a cough. But she 
was in her eighties." 

John Hause, a bricklayer, whose home is 
closest to the pier and to the neatly painted 
signs, "Private Pier" and "Gentiles Only," 
has lung trouble. He hasn't been able to 
work for a year and recently spent a month 
in the hospital where, he said, they found 
black streaks on his lungs. 

"It's a shortness of breath," he said. "It 
seems like there's no place for the oxygen to 
go. I can't even walk around the block." 

Other residents complain of coughing at
tacks and nausea. They shut their windows 
tight at night, but still the gas seeps in 
through their air-conditioning units. 

The gas has other odd effects. It tarnishes 
silver and has speckled with black the fresh 
white trim on Mr. Hause's house. 

GAVE UP 

Last year the townspeople hired four labor
ers to rake the lettuce up, but the men gave 
up after an hour. 

"This year it would take an army," said 
Mr. Homer. "They'd have to wear gas 
masks." 

Earlier this month a delegation visited 
the Anne Arundel County Council and per
suaded members to pass a resolution recog
nizing Owings Beach's sea lettuce problem as 
a "serious menace" that couldn't be solved 
without State or Federal help. 

Mrs. John Arneson, ·pretty young brunet 
leader of the delegation, said, "The crux of 
the whole thing is we don't have the money." 
She estimates initial removal would cost over 
$1,000. Mr. Homer thinks a clam bucket and 
crane could do the job, but it would take 
5 days at $350 a day. 

One observer said the consistency of the 
rotting weed is such that there's no way to 
either rake it or shovel it. 

The county council forwarded the resolu
tion to the Governor, who turned it over to 
the Department of Chesapeake Bay Affairs 
and it is now in the hands of Mr. Elser. 

Ironically, Mr. Elser has just written a re
port on the "status of aquatic weed prob
lems in Tidewater, Md.," in which he dis
cusses sea lettuce and the fact that "there is 
no known control for problems created by 
sea lettuce. 
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"Mechanical removal of sea lettuce at its 

growing site seems out of the question be
cause of the vast area it covers, the depth 
a,t which it occurs, and its habit of growing 
in a scattered manner . . However it seems 
possible that some sort of machine might be 
developed that could remove the rotting 
sea lettuce from the bea,ches on which it col
lects. Chemical control might be possible 
but it would require treating about half of 
Chesapeake Bay." 

WORST 
The report also takes note of the fa,ct that 

the most serious sea lettuce problem is in 
Anne Arundel County, especially around 
Deale and Owings Bea,ch. (Owings Bea,ch 
residents say a jetty built by the Army En
gineers, keeps the weed trapped· in their 
cove.) 

Said Mr. Elser: 
"It's one of the darndest, unsolvable prob

lems. The question is whose bailiwick is it? 
We're supposed to work on oysters, crabs, 
fishing, boating. This particular problem 
doesn't come under our jurisdiction." 

But he plans to take a trip to Owings 
Beach soon, and take a scientist with him, 
to look the situation over. He said one sug
gest ion h as been to get the county prisoners 
to clean it up. 

"It would be a deterrent to crime," he said. 

A TRIBUTE TO A COURAGEOUS SEN
ATOR: ROBERT C. BYRD OF WEST 
VIRGINIA 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on June 

25, 1965, a distinguished commentator, 
Jesse Helms, of WRAL-TV, of Raleigh, 
N.C., made some well-merited comments 
concerning the fine service which our 
courageous and distinguished colleague, 
Senator RoBERT C. BYRD, is rendering to 
his State and our country. I ask unani
mous consent that such comments be 
printed at this point in the body of the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
ments were ·ordered printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
WRAL-TV VIEWPOINT: TRIBUTE TO HoN. RoB

ERT c. BYRD oF WEsT VmGINIA 
Back in 1958, the State of West Virginia 

sent to the Senate of the United States a 
gentleman named ROBERT C. BYRD. There 
was general approval from the camp of politi
cal "liberals." There were not a few jokes 
aiming barbs at the veteran Senator from 
Virginia, HARRY BYRD, whom liberals despise 
like the Devil hates holy water. There were 
cackles all around when they said: "Now 
we've got our BYRD." There was talk of the 
Senate having BYRDS "not of a feather." 

But there is today dismay in the liberal 
camp. Forsooth, the Sena,tor from West Vir
ginia has turned out to be an independent 
liberal. Moreover, he is a prodigious worker 
who studies his positions before he takes 
them. He refuses to be bullied, and he does 
not take orders from the liberal establish
ment. 

The Senator's independence and, if you 
please, his dedication have caused him to run 
afoul of many of the very people who 7 years 
ago were so delighted to welcome him to the 
Senate. Civil rights groups, supported by 
preachers and pressure groups, are holding 
giant rallies to condemn Sena.tor BYRD. He 
has been v1lifled, picketed, and bla,ckguarded 
from one end of Washington to the other. 
One preacher, at a rally of 700 people, de
scribed Senator BYRD as "a little man, hard
hearted, hardheaded, biased, and segregation 
oriented." 

We would, rut this point, emphasize again 
that the pre8!Cher was talking, not about 
Conservative Senator HARRY BYRD, of Virginia, 

but Liberal Senator ROBERT C. BYRD, of West 
Virginia. · 

And what is the cause of the West Virginia 
Senator's unpopularity with the welfare 
group and the liberal press? Why, it's all 
very simple. For the past 4 years he has 
been conducting virtually a one-man cam
paign against the flagrant a,bu.se of public 
welfare in the District of Columbia. He has 
cra,cked down on the distribution of welfare 
checks to people not eligible to receive money 
from the Government. He has spoken out 
on the problem of illegitimate children. He 
has disrupted the playhouses of hundreds of 
women who entertain processions of men in 
their bedrooms, and who then turn to the 
Government for money to support the result
ing offspring. 

Senator BYRD found it shocking, for ex
ample, to note that a group of 13 unwed 
mothers had given birth to a total of 130 
illegitiinate children. Another group of 14 
women had a total of 126 illegimate chil
dren. And then there were another 18 women 
who had 144-12 dozen-illegitimate chil
dren. 

"In the n ame of God," Senator BYRD said, 
"this has got to stop." And he went about 
the business of setting up restraints. As a 
result of his efforts, investigations of welfare 
applicants became a requirement. This set 
the preachers, the civil rights organizations, 
and other pressure groups afire. The liberal 
Senator from West Virginia became the tar
get of their wra,th. 

On April 17, a young Negro woman-a 
native of High Point, N.C., by the way-died 
in a Washington hospital as a result of a 
pulmonary embolism (a blood clot on the 
lungs). A month before she died, she had 
received a check for $190 from the welfare 
office. Three days before her death she re
ceived a check for $80. She and her children 
had been on welfare virtually ever since 
they came to Washington. Her husband had 
obtained 20 jobs and lost all 20 of them be
cause he wouldn't show up for work. 

This man's wife and children, we would 
reiterate, were on welfare constantly. They 
received checks up until the time of her 
death. But the ministers and civil rights 
groups promptly seized upon the woman's 
death and labeled Senator BYRD as her mur
derer" because of h is attempts to clean up 
the welfare situation in Washington. 

The protest rallies are still going on. 
There are threats now to picket the Senator's 
home. The liberal Washington Post glee
fully reports the minute details of all of the 
slanders aimed at the Senator. At one rally, 
a woman named Fannie J. Long, whom the 
Washington Post described as "a Texas-born 
white woman," spoke at length and showered 
Senator BYRD with epithets. 

Senator BYRD placed in the record a bit of 
officially documented information about this 
Mrs. Long. She is the mother of an illegiti
mate child-fathered by a Negro man who 
was himself married to another woman at the 
time. 

It is often true that a m an can be proud 
of the criticism that is directed at him. We 
suspect that this is certainly true in the 
case of the Senator from West Virginia. 

HUMPHREY DESCRIBES HOW TO 
MAKE CITIES FOR PEOPLE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, next 
week we will consider the administra
tion's omnit>us housing bill. Later in the 
year we may consider the proposal to 
provide for a Departm.ent of Urban Af
fairs. 

Vice President HUBERT HUMPHREY has 
written a superlative article on the seri
ous problems facing our cities and what 
is more important he has concisely pro
posed what we can do about them in an 

excellent article in the July 3 issue of 
the Saturday Review of Literature. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article entitled "Making Cities Fit For 
People" be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

MAKING CITIES FIT FOR PEOPLE 
(By Vice President HUBERT H. HUMPHREY) 

Robert Herrick said in the 17th century 
that great cities seldom rest: if there· be 
none to invade from afar, they will find 
worse foes at home. We know those foes 
today. They are slums, crime, a lack of 
playgrounds and parks, overburdened 
schools, inadequate transportation, crowd
ing, lack of clean air; and inequality of op
portunity. 

It was only 45 years ago that people in 
American cities first began to outnumber 
people on our farms. By 1960 only 11 States 
had more rural than urban population. 

But most of these States will not remain 
that way very long. The urban population 
of North Dakota, 0\11' "most rural" State in 
1960, jumped 35 percent in the 1950's. 
Alaska's urban population increased 150 
percent, and three other States-Arizona, 
Florida, and Nevada-more than doubled 
their urban population during this period. 

By 1970 we can expect that three-fourths 
of our people will be living in towns, cities, 
and suburbs, compared to 70 percent in 
1960. Most of our people will be concen
trated in metropolitan areas. At the end of 
1964, two-thirds of our population lived in 
219 such areas, an increase from 59 percent 
in 1950. By 1980 that proportion will in
crease to three-fourths and by the year 2000 
to four-fifths. 

There have been several patterns of metro
politan growth. One has been mass Inigra
tion from farm to city. One has been mass 
migration of Negroes out of the South-vir
tually all of it to central cities. Another 
has been mass migration of middle- and 
upper-income people from the core city to 
the suburb. And great growth has come 
from a higher birth rate and from longer life 
expectancy. 

This growth has imposed new and un
precedented burdens on local government 
for schools, housing, streets and highways, 
commercial expansion, transit, and welfare 
programs. 

In the past 10 years, State and local debt 
has more than doubled, while Federal debt 
has risen only 15 percent. 

State and local government employment 
jumped from 4,600,000 in 1953 to more than 
7 million employees in 1963. During the 
same decade, State and local public expendi
tm-es more than doubled, increasing by 132 
percent to $65 billion in 1963. Major among 
these were expenditures on transportation, 
education, highways, sanitation, and parks 
and recreation, with increases from 140 to 
165 percent during the 10 years. Interest 
on State and local public dept jumped by 
258 percent. 

Along with these sharp rises in costs of 
public services and facilities, the growth of 
these urban areas has also created explosive 
ra-cial and economic pressures. 

I remember during my two terms as mayor 
of Minneapolis, at the close of World War II, 
the strains placed on our city by changing 
population patterns. Those strains were 
small compared to those today. Example: 
In the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan 
area, nearly three-fourths of the people lived 
in 1950 within the city limits. Today, those 
cities' populations remain constant, while 
population in their suburbs has more than 
doubled. The same pattern is common to 
nearly all our major metropolitan areas. 
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The picture is clear: There has been a 

shift of middle and higher income groups 
into the suburbs, out of the taxing jurisdic
tions of the inner city, while too many of 
the poor and disadvantaged have remained 
behind or moved in from the poorer rural 
areas. 

Although the suburbs have provided 
cheaper land and lower cost housing for 
many middle income families, as well as for 
the mOil'e prosperous, they have been popu
lated largely by those able to afford better 
housing. Those at or near the poverty level 
have remained concentrated in the slums 
and poorer sections of the central city. 
Faced with deterioration and decay, the 
inner city has found itself with greater tasks 
to undertake and with fewer ready sources 
of money. At the same time, the suburban
ites have had their hands full creating pub
lic facilities and services in communities 
that were open grass fields a few years ago. 

Behind the statistics and population pat
terns have been thousands of personal and 
community tragedies, many of them created 
by those of good intention. There are the 
impersonal housing projects that in many 
cases have displaced families and destroyed 
the traditional fabric of neighborhood life. 
There are the freeways that have torn 
through people's homes and businesses, cut 
through parkland, and done no more than 
add to the noise in our streets and poison in 
our air. There are the shortsighted zoning 
decisions that have blighted neighborhoods 
and reduced property values. 

Because of these discouraging experiences, 
it would be easy to say that many of our 
metropolitan problems stem from apathetic 
or inept local government. In a few places 
this is true. But in most it is not. 

I have been working, at President John
son's request, with the Nation's mayors, 
county officials, and city managers. Almost 
without exception I have found these men 
and women to be dedicated, competent, and 
deeply concerned with the problems pressing 
on their constituencies. Most of them have 
long since initiated constructive programs of 
their own in an attempt to keep pace with 
the urgencies facing their cities. But they 
have been fighting massive problems with 
dwindling resources. And they have not had 
any single place to turn for counsel and 
assistance. 

One of their major difficulties, they tell me, 
is that no one Federal department or agency 
has had either authority or responsibility to 
work with mayors and county officials 1n 
areas where they need most help. Our mayors 
and county officials have not, in many in
stances, been able to get advice or a rapid 
answer in Washington-much less Federal 
funds. 

In 1963 the Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations identified over 40 
separate programs of aid for urban develop
ment, administered by some 13 Federal de
partments and agencies. Small wonder that 
the committee reported that "the effect of 
inconsistencies is felt most keenly in urban 
areas where programs of all kinds at all levels 
of government most frequently come to
gether." 

It cited particularly inconsistency and con
flict between policies, or lack of them, in 
relocating people displaced by public activ
ities. While a community plans for the re
location of people displaced from a renewal 
area, not infrequently still another public 
project, undertaken with Federal help, dis
places additional numbers with no rehousing 
plan-and may even eliminate some of the 
housing urgently needed to meet the problem. 

Jet airports may be announced in residen
tial growth areas, driving down values of 
homes financed with Federal mortgage in
surance or guarantees. A right-of-way for 
a federally aided highway may be purchased, 
cutting through an area that another agency 

is seeking to acquire and preserve as public 
parkland. 

One test of democratic government is its 
ability to respond rapidly to changing condi
tions. 

In 1953 the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare was created to provide top
level Federal policy and direction ~n meeting 
the human and social needs of our citizens. 
HEW treats, to a large degree, the symptoms 
of urban disease. 

But until recently there has been no 
similar recognition of the need for a top-level 
Federal department to help meet the physical 
and environmental problems of metropolis
in many cases the causes of ur:ban disease. 

Today most of the key programs having to 
do with urban development, improvement, 
and housing are lodged at a secondary level 
of government, in the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. This independent agency 
was created in 1947, under President Truman, 
to administer the housing programs of the 
FHA and the Public Housing Administration 
as continuing peacetime activities. 

Since that time all manner of programs 
have been added to HHFA's responsibilities, 
including urban renewal, urban planning, 
mort gage supports, public works, college 
housing, mass transportation, open space, 
and housing for the elderly. Its broad major 
r esponsibilities now cover at least 10 dis
tinct and definable areas of activity. If you 
add the many special programs administered 
under the agency, the number would more 
than double. Its programs today involve 
some t ype of Federal support for more than 
$70 billl!on in private and public investment 
in housing and ur'ban development. 

About 77 percent of this-more than $54 
billion-is private housing mortgage invest
ment insured by the FHA. Public housing 
accounts for about 10 percent--$7 billion-in 
capital investment by local public bodies, 
secured by annual contributions pledged by 
the Federal Government. Federal grants re
served or committed for renewal of our urban 
areas total about $4.5 billion, and loans for 
college housing nearly $3 billion. Lesser 
amounts include loan or grant commitments 
for such programs as housing for the elderly, 
public works planning and construction, 
open space acquisition, urban planning as
sistance, mass transportation, and mortgage 
financing support for GI home loans. 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency 
was never intended to fill its present job. It 
is a loosely knit instrument. According to 
law, three of its officials are appointed by the 
President and report directly to him. In a 
legislative sense, at least, there is no one 
official in command. 

When the President meets . with his 
Cabinet he cannot find out what or how 
the Federal Government is doing overall 
in assisting towns, cities, and metropolitan 
areas. The agency most concerned with 
these areas is not even represented at the 
Cabinet table. 

In the past several years much has been 
done through executive cooperation and co
ordination to mesh various urban-related 
problems throughout Government. Glaring 
conflicts have been avoided. But this has 
been done the hard way, through bits and 
pieces of agreements and consultations 
among officials and staff at many levels, in 
many agencies. 

Ad hoc committees and interstaff memo
randums are no substitute for executive deci
sion and direction. 

In 1961 President Kennedy became the first 
President to propose creation of a Cabinet
level Department of Urban Affairs. Commit
tees of both the Senate and the House of 
Representatives reported the bill favorably, 
but it did not reach the fioor in time for 
action at that session of Congress. When the 
proposal was resubmitted in 1962 as a reor
ganization plan, it failed to receive House 
approval. Much of the opposition expressed, 

as the record shows, was based on misconcep
tion of what the plan would do or considera
tions unrelated to the merit of the proposal. 

Today the reasons advanced for opposing a 
new Department are: that it would be too 
costly; that it would mean Federal domina
tion over local communities and States; that 
it would benefit only the large cities; that 
the Government is already too big, and this 
Department would make it bigger. 

I disagree with these contentions. 
The Department bill would authorize no 

increase in expenditures; instead, it would 
simply mean that the Government's money 
would be better spent. It would add no au
thority to the Federal Government it does 
not now exercise. It is important to the 
larger cities but, if anything, even more so 
to the smaller communities less able to cope 
with their growth problems-indeed, the 
great proportion of communities using these 
programs are small towns, down to the vil
lage level. And the argument against "big 
government" gives no consideration to the 
fact that the country and its urban needs 
and problems are far bigger than we were 
able to foresee even a decade ago. 

The needs of our urban areas have not 
diminished; they have become more press
ing. President Johnson's proposal for a De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment must be considered in this knowledge. 

The President seeks from Congress the au
thority to bring good management to Federal 
responsibilities in our metropolitan areas. 
He asks for coordinated direction of these 
activities by a single Government Depart
ment. And he asks for a place at the Cabi
net table for the head of that Department. 

The bill itself says in part that the De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment shall undertake "maximum coordina
tion of the various Federal activities which 
have a major effect upon urban, suburban, or 
metropolitan development," and "the solu
tion of problems of housing and urban de
velopment through State, county, town, 
village, or other local and private action, 
including promotion of interstate, regional, 
and metropolitan cooperation." 

Are our metropolitan areas important 
enough to merit top-level consideration in 
the Federal Government? 

The answer is certainly yes. 
We have long since given Cabinet status 

to our national concern for our natural 
resources, our agriculture, our trade and 
commerce, our labor force, and the social 
health and educational needs of our citizens. 

Surely our cities and metropolitan areas
where three-quarters of us live-are worthy 
of the same attention. 

APPLICABILITY OF CIVIL RIGHTS 
ACT OF 1964 TO COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES WITH FRATERNI
TIES WHICH PRACTICE DE FACTO 
SEGREGATION 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, for the 

RECORD of July 1, I submitted statements 
and public comments on the Office of 
Education interpretation of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, as it applies to 
fraternity discrimination based on race, 
color, or creed. My purpose in submit
ting the official correspondence and pub
lic comments and statements was to 
balance comments submitted for the 
RECORD on June 25. 

In keeping witb this objectivity, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD two letters I have received 
from alumni of Sigma Chi and two 
editorials. They are samples of each 
point of view, concerning my defense of 
the Stanford chapter's right to pledge 
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anyone of its choosing, regardless of race, 
color, or creed. 

It should be noted that one letter is 
from Harry V. Wade, immediate past 
grand consul of Sigma Chi. He asks that 
I be "as zealous in circulating this in
formation" as I have been "in promulgat
ing your views on the subject." 

The second letter is a sample of cor
respondence I have been receiving from 
many young Sigma Chi's. 

The edttorials-one, from the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch; and the other, reprinted 
from the Richmond News-Leader, in the 
June 24 issue of the Nashville, Tenn., 
Banner-speak for themselves. 

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

SIGMA CHI FRATERNITY, 
Indianapolis, Ind., June 30,1965. 

Hon. LEE METCALF, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR METCALF: Your telegram Of 
June 17 arrived at Denver during a time 
when I was quite busy with the grand chap
ter. Hence my delay in replying. 

One of the most delightful aspects of being 
a past grand consul of the Sigma Chi Fra
ternity is that one is no longer spokesman 
for the fraternity as that is the preroga
tive of the grand consul. Under the cir
cumstances, the following remarks must be 
considered as strictly personal. 

I think that you should know that a com
mittee composed largely of lawyers but also 
augmented by lay alumni delegates and un
dergraduate chapter delegates held a 5-hour 
hearing on the Stanford situation following 
a 3-hour so-called pretrial conference be
tween the two Sigma Chi's representing the 
Stanford chapter and attorneys on .the com
mittee. This committee recommended 
unanimously that the executive committee's 
action in suspending the charter be upheld. 
Likewise, they found that the suspension had 
nothing to do with any membership question 
involving the chapter. This report was ac
cepted by the grand chapter by a 5-to-1 ma
jority. In addition, I am told that the 
chapter adinitted under cross-examination 
that they had pledged the Negro boy after 
they had received my notice of suspension. 
Inasmuch as I did not attend any of the 
hearings all of the foregoing is hearsay ex
cept those actions that came before the 
grand chapter for report and act ion. 

I trust that you will ·be zealou s in cir
culating this informat ion as you have been 
in promulgat ing your views on the subject 
when you did not have full information at 
your disposal. My blood pressure is quite low 
on the whole m atter and I think it only 
fair to advise you that the Sigma Chi 's in 
your State are now quietly organizing a 
campaign to defeat you for renomination, 
if they can possibly do so. Whether this 
attempt will amount to anything is some
thing on which your guess is as good as mine, 
but I can assure you that I hold no personal 
antagonism toward you although I think 
you have done the Sigma Chi Fraternity a 
tremendous disservice acting on incomplete 
and fragmentary knowledge. 

All of the foregoing, I repeat, is personal 
opinion. 

Respectfully, 
HARRY v. WADE. 

LIMESTONE, MAINE, 
June 26, 1965. 

DEAR SENATOR METCALF: Allow me to offer 
my congratulations on your recent effort at 
the Sigma Chi National Convention. As a 
undergraduate I was constantly disgusted, 
often to the point of resignation, by the 
pledge forms, pictures, and other instruments 

of discrimination used by the fraternity. My 
chapter at the University of Rochester gen
erally opposed this discrimination and I am 
quite certain that they supported the pro
posal for autonomous pledging procedures. 
I am only sorry that they lacked the courage 
of conviction shown by the Stanford chapter. 

It is indeed encouraging to see that the 
issue has finally been brought to the sur
face and if the fraternity can ever purge it
self of the superbigots in leadership posi
tions, I am convinced that Sigma Chi can 
become a truly significant partner in 
education. 

Again, congratulations and good luck. 
In hoc, 

·JAMES ARcHER, Jr., 
2d Lieutenant, U.S. Air Force, Gamma 

Pi-University of Rochester, Class of 
1964. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
June 21-27, 1965] 

SANCTIONS AGAINST CAMPUS RACISM 
Perhaps the most effective measure taken 

so far to end racism in college fraternities is 
the announcement by Francis Keppel, U.S. 
Commissioner of Education, that he will 
move to withhold Federal aid from a school 
which tolerates such an offending chapter 
on its campus. 

Chapter VI of the Civil Rights Act, Mr. 
Keppel points out, forbids racial discrim
ination "in adinission practices or any other 
practices relating to the t reatment of stu
dents." So in the case Qf a fraternity prac
ticing discrimination, he would question the 
"assurance of compliance" filed by the school 
under the act. It would then be up to the 
school to change the practice of the frater
nity or to remove it. 

Mr. Keppel m ade this known in a letter to 
Senator LEE METCALF, of Montana, who had 
interested himself in the suspension of the 
Stanford chapter of Sigma Chi by the na
tional organization, allegedly because it ad
mitted a Negro. The national fraternity has 
denied that this was the reason for the sus
pension. But whatever may be the case in 
this or any other specific instance, it is now 
clear that college administrators must make 
sure that there is no discrimination in fact, 
or face the heavy sanction of a denial of 
Federal funds. This ought to be enough to 
put an end to a practice which is on the wane 
and which always was unworthy of demo
cratic educational institutions. 

[From the Nashville (Tenn.) Banner, June 
24, 1965] 

WHAT OTHERS SAY-MR. KEPPEL AND 
FRATERNITY ROW 

The grasp of the United States Office of 
Education has never seemed bigger than in 
the last few months. For some time, the 
Office has been dealing out the terms on 
which the Nation's schools and colleges 
might continue receiving Federal aid under 
the throttling restrictions of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act. Last week, the Office reached 
out again. As is its wont, the Education 
Office clutched a big wad of Federal money 
in one hand and with the other, it pointed 
the accusing finger. This time, it reached a 
bit further into what was once considered a 
private area of American life. The target? 
College fraternities. 

U.S. Commissioner of Education Francis 
Keppel gave the word, and it was as clear 
as the figures on a cash register tally: Col
leges must end discrimination by individ
ual fraternity chapters on their campuses
or face loss of their Federal grants-in-aid. 
Mr. Keppel's latest bit of econoinic blackball
ing came in a letter he sent to Senator LEE 
METCALF of Montana. Senator METCALF, an 
alumnus of Stanford University, had asked 
the Office of Education about its policy re
garding a recent fraternity incident at the 
California school. 

In his reply, Mr. Keppel said that if his 
office found that a fraternity was practicing 
what was felt to be discriinination, the Office 
could then question the "assurances of com
pliance" filed by schools under title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act. The schools would 
either be required by the Education Office 
to end such discrimination or to remove the 
offending fraternity from the campus. An 
alternative measure would be for the Office 
of Education to shut off all Federal funds 
to any college where the fraternity had 
chapters in operation. In either case, the 
individual fraternity would be brought to 
heel. 

A spokesman for the Office of Education 
in Washington, reached by telephone on 
Friday, was vague about how the Office 
would deterinine whether such discrimina
tion, in fact, did exist. Apparently, the 
Office's policy is that if a university officially 
recognizes a fraternity in any way-particu
larly by providing special dormitory space
and if a fraternity is subject to university 
regulations, as most on-campus fraternities 
are, the question of discrimination comes 
under the provisions of the Civil Rights Act. 
The act requires schools to give assurances 
that there is no racial or any other practices 
of the institution relating to the treatment 
of students. 

One can imagine the choice of a college 
president or administrator faced with the de
cision of giving up Federal aid or fraternity 
row. In higher education of 1965, the odds 
weigh heavily on the Federal side of the 
scale. The brothers at the local house must 
console themselves with the education they 
are getting: They are learning a revolution
ary new doctrine that promises little liberty, 
more equality, and no fraternity. 

' 'OUR RIGHTS AND DUTIES UNDER 
THE CONSTITUTION"-ORATION 
BY JOHN R. HORN 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, a 

young Kansas high school student-John 
R. Horn, of Galena-delivered to a re
cent Americanism seminar sponsored by 
the Francis Rolland Romack Post, of 
Baxter Springs, Kans., an oration which 
I believe is worthy of our recognition 
today. This young man not only re
ceived the American Legion Post's 
Americanism Award, but also received 
a special citation from the Freedom's 
Foundation, at Valley Forge, Pa. I ask 
unanimous consent that John Horn's ora
tion or essay, entitled "Our Rights and 
Duties Under the Constitution," be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the oration 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

OUR RIGHTS AND DUTIES UNDER THE 
CONSTITUTION 

(By John R. Horn) 
It has been said that our American way of 

life-our democracy--our great and time
proven laws, our rich economic standards, 
our glorious past and promising future in this 
indeed great and favored land all hinge upon 
the American's rights and freedoms. Truly, 
the American, more than any other person 
of any other country, does enjoy rights, free
doms, and privileges far exceeding those of 
his fellow human brothers. Under our cap
italistic system, the promise of personal gain 
is indeed great. The individual's right to 
climb the ladder of success-to receive back 
as much from life as he puts into it-is un
questionable here in America. Here, we also 
enjoy a great religious freedom, and, in gen
eral, we in the United States may do almost 
as we please as long as we do not interfere 
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with the rights of others. These liberties 
prompt the individual's will to work and 
build and are truly the soul of our inven
tive spirit. It is important to realize the 
virtue of liberty. But this is a limited scope 
of attitude. The purview of the situation 
must necessarily take on a broader defini
tion. It must embrace all within the bound
aries of our country's functionings. For, as 
it is the American's right to be free, it is dou
bly his duty to be bound. He must conscien
tiously bind himself to his country in an 
unceasing effort of vigorous defense of all 
of its rights and laws, and in unrelenting 
oppression of all that would mar our heritage 
if this system · is to endure. The legacy 
handed down to us by our forefathers is in
deed a proud one signed in the blood of 
countless heroes and martyrs who underwent 
utmost persecutions and ill fortunes of all 
degrees, and certainly not for themselves; for, 
indeed, some gave up their very lives in the 
purchase. Rather, this magnanomy was un
dergone for us, their posterity. The shadows 
of these giants loom high above us and oft
times, we feel that we are lost in their foot
steps. Are we then to take this legacy for 
granted in our lives? Is it indeed to be given 
in vain? Is the fruit of all their toils to be 
a lotusberry? And is all the accumulated 
good done in their life-whiles to be wasted in 
ensuing generations of slackening and 
lethargy? 

This question approaches us with harsh 
reality. As we examine our lives, can we say 
that we have done and are doing all we can 
to insure the lasting promise of the American 
way? Or, do we find, upon examination, the 
bony clutches and cold breath or past indif
ferences close upon our necks? Today, we 
find ourselves living in a country, unsur
passed in luxuries and conveniences. As a 
result, Americans have, for the most part, 
become slothful, negligent, lazy. It is griev
ous to witness the moral decline of our people. 
Americans will not admit they are in such 
a state; yet we see our analysts growing fat 
and prosperous while our preachers remain 
lean. True patriots and conservatives are 
looked upon as outmoded and cynical trouble 
brewers. 

Our country's greatness was won by blood. 
Her history is written likewise. Do we, 
the present populace, think that our en
emies h ave so reformed that we do not 
face the selfsame trial? Indeed, by all 
the evil that hovers over us, they have not. 
Instead they have grown and spread and 
multiplied while we were asleep until their 
boundaries are greater than our own. This 
is the time for awakening. This· is the time 
for standing-for marching. Let us seek 
our Divine Father, our aid in times past 
and let us supplicate to him for strength, 
wisdom, and courage in the battle before 
us. Let us raise the cross in one hand and 
Old Glory in the other, and, united, let 
us fight for God and country. 

But let us learn one thing from our en
emies. Victory is not won by standing with 
our h ands in our pockets. A complete, un
ceasing mobilization of efforts must comE; 
about. Let us ·not merely send but go. 
Go with our legacy behind us, our dreams 
before us, our feet on the ground and our 
hopes on the stars. Let us not be afraid if 
we are to see our own blood nor faint under 
the bludgeonings of the test, for what 
prouder offering can we be~r for our coun
try than a life of service ana a death of 
faith? What has made our fiag's red stripes 
so red save the blood of patriots? 

The battle nears. It is eventually in
evitable. So let us prepare. Let our first 
move be on the offensive rather than the de
fensive. Until a physical battle approaches, 
if it does, for we hope it will not, let us 
engage in the battles of principles, of 
ethics, morals, philosophy, and truth. 

CXI--1023 

The principle of Americanism which we 
must fight to protect is the combination of 
three distinct guides for which we must 
strive: They are Christianity, democracy, and 
capitalism. These are ·the great roots of our 
country's blossoming promise; and they must 
be upheld if we· are to remain great. 

First, let us remember why our Founding 
Fathers and Mothers braved the hardships of 
this early and untamed land. They consid
ered physical pain more to be desired than 
living where they could not worship as they 
were spiritually led. Today, we must not 
allow liberalistic attitudes to rob us of this 
great God-bestowed privilege. We must 
strictly adhere to our faith and to our Consti
tution to insure the lasting benefits of this 
gift. The second great principle of our land 
is democracy, the voice of the people: a Gov
ernment founded upon the belief that man 
must rule himself if he is to most effectively 
survive. Its virtues have been time tested. 
It has been proven a workable system. Of 
course, we know we are indebted to the 
ancient Romans for the principles of democ
racy, but making it a workable system, we 
owe to God. 

The third component of Americanism is 
capitalism. Now, capitalism is a system of 
economy in which private wealth may be 
acquired through free competition in which 
the wealth lies in the control of the indi
vidual. What a stark difference we see with 
this system as opposed to socialism. Under 
capitalism, invention, speculation, and in
vestment are more lively as they are prompted 
by the promise of personal gain, thus stimu
lating a livelier economy and promoting bet
ter standards for all. The communistic 
threat of burial is still very much with us, 
and is a ctirect insult to all Americans. If it 
is not accomplished, it will certainly be no 
fault of the Communists for they have given 
all to the cause. If, however, it is accom
plished, we would forfeit all three of these 
basic American principles. 

So, with this challenge to lead us, let us 
be admonished by the seed of patriotism im
planted within us all by our great fathers 
that, as sons of America, this time-eternal
blessed land, let us cast off the fetters of in
different lethargy. May we rise 'with hearts of 
fire and zeal to conquer. Let us go to battle 
with this motto: "ad bellum et gloria": "to 
war and glory." And may we give the full 
measure of ourselves in a common, united 
effort to keep secure our principal rights and 
laws in this indeed great and favored land. 

THE 109TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
HONOLULU ADVERTISER 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, on July 2, 
1965, the Honolulu Advertiser, a news
paper which has played a vital role in 
the progress and growth of Hawaii, ob
served its 109th birthday. The Adver
tiser began as the Pacific & Commercial 
Advertiser, a weekly in the English and 
Hawaiian languages, on July 2, 1856. It 
set forth its aims in these words: 

To second the government in all its hon
est efforts to improve physically and men
tally the condition of the body politic-to 
frown with imperious scorn on every attempt 
to infringe popular rights and on every act 
that tends to violate the confidence reposed 
by the nation in those elevated to author· 
tty-this is what we shall aim at--to give a 
truthful record of the present, and to point 
out the errors of the past, that they may 
afford experience for the future. 

For more than a century, the Hono
lulu Advertiser has striven to live up to 
its goals, and has eminently succeeded. 
It has covered the news from the days of 
the monarchy, through Hawaii's transi-

tion as a republic, as an American Ter
ritory, and, finally, as the 50th State of 
the Union. In the finest tradition of the 
fourth estate, without fear or favor, it 
has kept the people of Hawaii informed 
on local, national, and international 
news. 

Through its editorial columns, the 
Honolulu Advertiser has been an effec
tive force for good-fair, forthright, and 
forward looking. It has exhorted the 
people of Hawaii to broaden their hori
zons, and to expand their role in Pacific 
and Asian affairs, as they are doing so 
magnificently. 

On this anniversary, I extend my 
warmest congratulations to the Honolu
lu Advertiser; and I commend the able 
and dedicated men and women who have 
been associated with the newspaper in 
the past and now. To the Advertiser's 
energetic president and publisher, 
Thurston Twigg-Smith; to its outstand
ing editor, George Chaplin; and to his 
hardworking executive associates and 
staff, I express best wishes for the con
tinued success of their newspaper and 
for many more years of notable journal
istic enterprise. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD an 
article entitled "A Brief History" pub
lished in the Honolulu Advertiser. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE HONOLULU ADVERTISER: A BRIEF HISTORY 

The Honolulu Advertiser has seen and cov
ered the transition of Hawaii from monarchy 
to Territory to State. 

It has written of the whaling ship and of 
the nuclear submarine; of the evening star 
on a velvet sky and of the manmade satel
lites in orbit. 

It has reported and, journalistically, helped 
to accelerate the growth of Honolulu from 
sleepy town to bustling city. On July 2, 
1965, Jt will be 109 years old, but it is young 
in spirit, in outlook and in action. 

When Thurston TWigg-Smith became pub
lisher and president of the newspaper on 
March 22, 1961-after 15 years in the edi
torial, advertising, circulation and business 
department--he said: 

"There is no ceiling on Hawaii's future, 
save only the ceiling we place upon our
selves. Hawaii's destiny can be as luminous 
as our polyracial citizenry-:-with the vigor, 
the talent and the strength which lies in 
such wonderful diversity--seeks to make it. 

"The Advertiser • • • is a paper of all 
the people. 

"I pledge that it shall continue to be so 
but with the determination • • • to be 
ever more helpful, ever more constructive, 
ever more vigilant in working for the ad
vancement of our State, our Nation, and our 
world." 

The Advertiser's editorial policy is de
scribed by Editor George Chaplin as "inde
pendent and hard hitting." 

First exposed to Hawaii in World War II 
as editor and officer in charge of the Stars 
and Stripes, Midpac, published in the Adver
tiser building, Chaplin returned to the is
lands in 1958 after 10 years as editor of the 
New Orleans Item. In Honolulu he has won 
a Headliner Medal and an Overseas Press 
Club Award. In 1940-41 he was a Nieman 
Fellow at Harvard. 

He is proud of the caliber of his executive 
associates including Buck Buchwach, man
aging editor; John Griffin, associate editor; 
Ed Wall, Sunday editor; Gerry Lopez, news 
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editor; Sandy Zalburg, city editor; Mrs. Drue 
Lytle, women's ~ditor; Hal Wood, sports 
editor, and of the staff which, he said, "has 
a high sense of craftsmanship." 

Publisher Twigg-Smith is himself an alum
nus of the newsroom, having worked his 
way from reporter to managing editor. He 
has a close relationship with the editorial 
department, because of his intimate knowl
edge of its function and his in sistence on 
high standards of performan ce. 

The Advertiser traces its history back to 
1856. 

In that year Henry M. Whitney, 32, pulled 
the first copy of his new Pacific Commercial 
Advertiser from an old press brought from 
Boston for the new venture. 

Alexander Liholiho had ascended the 
throne 18 months before as Kamehameha IV 
and the big story of Whitney's first issue was 
the 2-week-old news of the king's marriage. 

The Advertiser was preceded by Hawaiian 
lan guage publications and the government
sponsored weekly, the Polynesian, then in 
its 16th year. But Whitney declared that 
"the necessity for a reliable domestic news
paper devoted to interisland commerce, 
agriculture, and whaling interests in the 
Pacific, and independent of government con
trol and patronage, has long existed." 

Whitney, of a missionary family, had 
learned the printer's trade on the mainland, 
worked on the New York Commercial Ad
vertiser and at Harper & Bros. before return
ing to the islands in 1849. 

The paper began with a substantial list 
of regular advertisers and its first rate card 
bluntly noted that charges for ads were 
"payable always in, advance, otherwise not 
inserted." 

Those were the whaling days and before 
long a major feature of the Pacific Com
mercial Advertisers was detailed information 
on some. 300 ships. 

Then, as now, the paper was a crusader, 
but the causes were somewhat different. 
Whitney, for example, hated the hula and 
attacked it as a remnant of paganism and 
as an economic evil which lured Hawaiian 
workers away from their jobs. 

In 1870 the paper was sold to the firm of 
Black & Auld and then in the early 1880's 
presumably to W. G. Irwin & Co., but 
actually, it appears, to Claus Spreckels, San 
Francisco financier who had dreams of be
coming the islands' "eugar king." In 1888 
the Hawaiiain Gazette Co. purchased the 
Advertiser and returned Whitney to the edi
tor's chair. He remained as editor or man
ager until 1894. 

Whitney and associates asked Lorrin 
Andrews Thurston, maternal grandfather of 
the present publisher, to join the firm in 
1885 as secretary. In 1898, the Castle family, 
then controlling stockholders, asked Mr. 
Thurston to take over the control and from 
1898 until his death in 1931 he was president 
and publisher. Thurston was a writer of 
fiery editorials and a great public leader. 
He served in the legislature, in the royal 
Cabinet, then for 2 years in Washington as 
minister from the Republic of Hawaii and 
actively worked for U.S. annexation. 

Henry Northrop castle worked with Whit
ney as editor until 1894. In 1894, Wallace 
R. Farrington (later Star-Bulletin publisher) 
assumed the post for 3 years, when Whitney 
returned briefly, to be followed by a half 
dozen edi·tors between then and 1922, when 
Raymond S. Coil began 37 years as editor. 
He became editor emeritus early in 1959 and 
was succeeded by Chaplin. 

Upon publisher Lorrin A. Thurston's death 
in 1931, his son, Lorrin P. Thurston, suc
ceeded him and served until 1961. He was 
chairman of the Hawaii Statehood Commis
sion, a founder of the Pacific Area Travel As
sociation, and head of the Hawall Visitors 
Bureau. 

Present publisher Twigg-Smith, a fifth
generation descendant of missionary fami
lies, is first vice president of the Hawaii Visi
tors Bureau, a trustee of Punahou School, a 
member of the Honolulu Pollee Commission, 
an adviser to the Library of Hawall, a direc
tor of the Honolulu Symphony, a former di
rector of the chamber of commerce. In 
World War II he was an artillery officer and 
saw action in France, Belgium, Holland, and 
Germany. 

SALUTE TO THE NATION 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I am 

certainly happy to be able to take this 
occasion to commend the editors and 
staff of the Nation on 100 years of out
standing achievement in the journalistic 
field. The publication of its first issue on 
July 6, 1865, makes the Nation our Na
tion's oldest continuously published 
journal of opinion. It is most note
worthy that in one century this :nne 
magazine has never once failed to pro
duce its weekly issue. I feel a partic
ularly close connection with the Nation, 
in that one of our very able colleagues, 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN
ING], served for a time as an editor of the 
magazine. 

More important than the age and the 
regularity of publication of the Nation 
is the remarkable consistency found in 
its editorial policy. E. L. Godkin, the 
founding editor, envisaged the establish
ment of a radically new type of opinion 
journal--one that would revitalize 
anemic American journalism. This 
journal was to search out truth, what
ever it might be, and regardless of the 
consequences of its exposure. This was 
essentially a bar-no-holds approach 
to journalism. The magazine. was to de
fend what it considered most moral or 
virtuous, and to withstand the criticism 
of any antagonized and powerful in
terests. The Nation has relentlessly 
followed, for 100 years, Mr. Godkin's 
idealistic editorial policy. 

A magazine that ignores established 
interests, in its search for the truth must 
face the ostracism of the nonconfo~mist. 

For the Nation, this has meant a rela
tively small circulation and continual op
eration at a deficit. It is a monument to 
the honesty of its policy that the maga
zine has always found a few individuals 
cognizant enough of its journalistic 
worth to contribute what was necessary 
to its continuing publication. The Na
tion by its very nature appeals to ami
nority of citizens. As Charles Eliot Nor
ton, one of its founders, once observed, 
the magazine's function is "to quicken 
the conscience of the thoughtful part of 
the community in regard to every im
portant political question of the time." 

The Nation has stood free of ideologi
cal bonds. It follows no set program of 
social reform. This has allowed a flex
ibility in its approach to social problems. 
Its early editorial policy reflected the eco
nomic liberalism of John Stuart Mill; 
yet it was, during those days, also a con
sistent supporter of Negro rights. One 
of its editors in chief, Oswald Garrison 
Villard, was a founder of the NAACP. 
The magazine has supported, at different 

times, Republicans, Democrats, and So
cialists for election to the American 
Presid_ency. 

The broad spectrum of positions taken 
by the Nation on important American 
political problems reflects an honesty of 
purpose and a unique thoughtfulness 
that are to be heartily saluted this 
month on the occasion of its lOOth anni
versary. 

AMALGAMATION OF USIA OFFICERS 
INTO THE FOREIGN SERVICE 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in connec
tion with the pending amalgamation of 
760 USIA officers into the Foreign Serv
ice, I rise to say that I believe a President 
should be given the freest possible choice 
in his selection of appointees and in his 
handling and administration of executive 
personnel. My view is that his choice 
should be confirmed, unless we in the 
Senate have individual adverse views 
concerning the probity or character of 
the particular nominees involved. 

However, I do question the judgment 
of this act. Since World War II, the un
fortunate Foreign Service has been or
ganized and reorganized, diluted, un
diluted, and rediluted. I recall that a 
score of years ago, when the excellent 
Manpower Act of 1946 was passed, real 
efforts were made to achieve by lateral 
entry the infusion of qualified personnel 
into the middle and upper echelons of the 
Foreign Service. This was necessitated 
by the adversities of wartime years, when 
there had been virtually no additions to 
it. At the lowest echelons of the Service, 
special examinations were conducted for 
veterans. However, at the middle and 
upper echelons, the Foreign Service ad
ministration sat on its hands at that 
time; and the provisions for war man
power lateral entry were very sparsely 
used. The result of that inaction was 
the Wristonization program a few years 
later, when the pendulum was swung too 
hard, and when many people were willy
nilly brought into the Foreign Service, al
though they should not have been. I am 
happy to see, however, that now, some . 
years later, efforts are being made to 
unscramble that particular omelet. 
Those who were originally doing per
fectly fine work in staff, citizenship, visa, 
and Department jobs and who became 
Foreign Service officers, because they had 
little alternative, are now being per
suaded to return to the Staff Corps. In 
retrospect, to my mind, it would have 
been simpler if they had never been 
forced to go through the exercise of being 
made Foreign Service officers. 

In regard to the propaganda activities 
of the State Department, I well recall the 
time, after World War II, when it was 
believed that the information services of 
the Government should be as one, under 
the direction of the Secretary of State, 
and manned basically by Foreign Service 
people. This was the swing of the pen
dulum that occurred in reaction to the 
sometimes alleged overly independent 
endeavors of Elmer Davis' "Voice of 
America." For a while in those early 
postwar years of propaganda amalgama
tion, many of the functions presently 
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performed by the USIA were performed 
by regular Foreign Service people. It 
was some time later decided that infor
mation activities and propaganda could 
function better outside the State Depart
ment, the argument being made that the 
most effective advertising agency is one 
that is independent of the product it 
sells. The information activities were 
then separated as they had been during 
the war years. 

Now, some years later, it is decided 
once again that the pendulum shall swing 
again and the information activities be 
brought back under the Foreign Service 
and the State Department umbrella. 
The argument advanced for doing this 
is, not necessarily that all the officers 
concerned should be Foreign Service of
fleers, but that 'the jobs concerned should 
be Foreign Service jobs. Yet, the effect 
of this action will be to increase the For
eign Service jobs by roughly 20 percent. 
In itself, I submit that information prop
aganda activities should not absorb this 
large a portion of the regular Foreign 
Service energy and jobs. 

To my amazement, too, I learned that 
some of these officers who are being amal
gamated into the highest echelons of 
the Foreign Service know no other 
language but English. It is inconceiv
able to me that an individual could be 
in any echelon of our Foreign Service, 
much less in class I, and know no other 
language than our own. 

My own view is that every Foreign 
Service officer should be fluent in at 
least two foreign languages. 

I believe this, not only because of the 
necessity of knowing foreign languages 
in order to do the job, but also because 
the very process of learning a foreign 
language brings along with it the knowl
edge and understanding of other peoples, 
countries, and cultures that are so nec
essary for the proper performance of 
Foreign Service work. I understand, 
though, that, in this respect, those who 
in the past have been brought by lateral 
entry into the Foreign Service, have ap
proximately the same ratio of ignorance 
of foreign languages as ·do the USIA 
officers whose nominations are before us 
today. At this point, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD, 
at the end of my statement, an excellent 
letter from Under Secretary of State 
William J. Crockett, setting forth these 
language statistics. I add here that my 
admiration for him is great; and I know 
that his objectives and mine are exactly 
the same: ar.. ever better Foreign Service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the statement will be 
printed in the RECORD, as requested. 

CSee exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I submit 

that the way to achieve this ever better 
Foreign Service is to leave it alone for 
a while, to develop its own esprit de 
corps. I also believe that the . Foreign 
Service itself should be small and im
mensely able and competent. My 
thought is that there should be a central 
core of highly skilled, articulate, and 
educated Foreign Service officers who 
would be assisted in their work by spe
cialists in various categories-informa
tion, aid, economic, and labor reporting, 
administration, and certain specialized 
visa and citizenship functions. I believe 
that men and women should be able to 
make careers in these specialties and to 
achieve promotion, responsibility, and 
good pay right up through the equiva
lent of class I. They should be free at 
any time to take the lateral entry ex
amination, and, if the examination re
sults show them particularly able and 
competent, to join the regular Foreign 
Service. But I would hope there would 
be no more wholesale injection of people 
into the Foreign Service, because the 
effect on Foreign Service morale is 
profound. 

It is all well and good to say that many 
of these new, but not fully qualified, 
Foreign Service officers may be selected 
out; but this still means several years of 
promotional constipation for those in 
these middle and junior echelons. 

I would strongly hope that all future 
admissions to the Foreign Service would 
be made at the bottom. If people are 
needed at higher echelon~. I would like 
to see us emphasize the original concept 
of FSR-or Foreign Service Reserve. 
This concept provided that if an indi
vidual came in for a special job, he did 
it, and got out at the end of his tour 
of duty, unless there were some adequate 
reasons to the contrary. If the Foreign 
Service Reserve officer involved is par
ticularly able, and wished to become a 
regular Foreign Service officer, he could 
always take the lateral entry examina
tion, and could try for the regular For
eign Service. If that failed, he would 
still have the option of moving into the 
Staff Corps, with the emphasis on service 
abroad, or into the Civil Service. But, 
to my mind, Foreign Service Reserve im
plies just what it says-reserve duty or 
duty temporary in nature. 

I trust there will be no further dilution 
of the Foreign Service or further scram
bling of omelets. 

ExHmiT 1 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY 

OF STATE FOR .ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.O., June 8, 1965. 

Hon. CLAmORNE PELL, 
U.S. Senate 

DEAR SENATOR PELL: In your letter of May 
25, 1965, you requested that I give you an 
indication of those of the group of 760 USIA 
officers proposed for integration into the 
Foreign Service who have competence in a 
language other than English. 

Of the 760 officers, 634 (or 83.4 percent) 
have competence in one or more foreign lan
guages. (For mote detailed information, 
please see the attached tables.) A compari
son with language proficiency data main
tained by the Department shows that there is 
no significant difference between the percent
age of language-competent officers among the 
760 USIA officers and the Department's For
eign Service officers. The assignment and 
language training policies of USIA are de
signed to improve language competence 
among its officers. Officers assigned to USIA 
positions, where language proficiency is es
sential, must be at the 8-2 proficiency level. 
If an officer does not have an 8-2 rating, he is 
given language training prior to his departure 
to the post. 

You also requested to have some estimate 
of the number or percentage of the 760 of
ficers who have had generalized experience 
rather than specialized experience. Of the 
760 officers, 750 (or 98.8 percent) have served 
or are now serving in public affairs, cultural 
affairs, information, or program executive 
positions. The remaining 10 officers have 
served primarily as radio, motion picture, ex
hibits, or research officers. However, as part 
of the career reserve examination, these of
ficers, through written and oral examinations 
and review Of their performance overseas, 
satisfied the Joint State-USIA Board of Ex
aminers that they would be useful in more 
than one line of work in the public affairs 
function. It has been USIA's decision that 
it was in the best interests of the Agency's 
mission to continue to assign these officers rto 
positions in the field of their greatest com
petence. They are considered to be qualified 
for assignment to public affairs functions 
other than their primary skill and may be 
given such assignments in the future. , 

USIA does employ program specialists such 
as English-teaching officers, radio script writ
ers, producers and announcers (foreign 
language) , and motion picture production 
officers. As a matter of Agency policy, such 
employees are appointed Foreign Service staff 
and none of them are among the 760 officers 
nominated for appointment as Foreign Serv
ice officer's. 

I hope that .this information will be help
ful. If I can be of further assistance, please 
let me know. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. CROCKETT. 

Career Reserve officers nominated for FSO appointment, by class, with 1 or more foreign languages at the S-2 level or better 

Class 

l ___ --------------------------------------
2 __ - ------- __ .:-- ------ --------------------
3_- ---------------------------------------
4_- -- - ~ - ----------------------------------
5 __ ------------------ ---------------------

Number with Percent with 
Number language language 

nominated proficiency proficiency 
at S-2 or at S-2 or 

better better 

36 27 75.0 
112 85 75.9 
202 166 82.2 
185 160 86.5 
74 64 86.5 

Number with Percent with 

Class 
Number language language 

nominated proficiency proficiency 
at S-2 or at S-2 or 

better better 

6 __ -- ---------------------------------- --- 35 30 85.7 
7----------------------------------------- 92 83 90.2 
8-- ---- ----------·------------------------ 24 19 79.2 

TotaL ________ ------------_-_------ 760 634 83.4 
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Career Reserve officers nominated for FSO appointment by class and number of foreign languages with S-2 or better proficiency 

Number 
with 
lan

guage 
pro

ficiency 

Number of languages in which proficient Number 
with 
lari

guage 
pro

ficiency 

Number of languages in which proficient 

Class 
Number 

nomi
nated 

2 
4 or 

more 

Class 
Number 

nomi
nated 

2 
4 or 

more 

______ ._, _________ --------- --------1---- ----------------
1_ ___ -----------------
2 ____ - --- ~ -- ----------
3 _____ ----------------
4 _____ --------- - -- - ---
5 ___ ------------ ------

36 
112 
202 
185 
74 

27 
85 

166 
160 
64 

15 
41 
77 
87 
32 

6 
23 
56 
47 
23 

4 
14 
25 
19 
6 

2 6--------------------- 35 30 15 10 4 1 
7 7-------- - ------------ 92 83 64 14 3 2 
8 8_____________________ 24 19 15 4 0 0 

~ TotaL----- ---- ----:roo·~ ---s46 ~ ---7-5 -~---3-0 

Career Reserve officers nominated for FSO appointment by foreign language and level of proficiency 

Level of spoken proficiency Level of spoken proficiency 
Language Language 

S-2 S-3 S-4 S-5 Total! S-2 8-3 S-4 S-5 Total! 
---------------1---1--------- --- ------------
Afrikaans ________ _________ ______ __ __ ____ _ -
Arabic. _____ ___ _____ _____ __ ___ __________ _ _ 
Armenian ____ ____________ - - ------- - - ---- -
Bambara ___ - --- - --------- --- ____ _____ . ___ _ 

~~~::Han-.~~=== = ==== ==== = = == = == = == ======= = Burmese __ _____ ____ _______ _____ --_-_ -- __ - -
Cambodian. __________ ____________ _______ _ 
Chinese ___ ________ __ _____ __ __ ___ _________ _ 
Czech ______ ____ ____ ------------ - -- ______ _ 
Danish ___ --- - - - ------------ --- -- - ------- -Dutch_-------------- ____________________ _ 
Finnish __________________________________ _ 
French ___ --------------_-------- ________ _ 
German ______ --- ------ ______ ____________ _ 
Greek __ ------------------------ ----------GujaratL ________________________________ _ 
Haitian Creole ___________________________ _ 

HindL _ ----------------------------------Hungarian ____________________ ___________ -_ 

Icelandic ___ ------- -----------------------Indonesian _______________ ________________ _ 
Italian __ ---- ____ ---- ________ ___ __ ---------Japanese _______ __________________________ _ 

Korean._ ---------------------------------

0 
11 
1 
1 
1 
0 
3 
2 

11 
1 
5 
2 
2 

103 
41 
0 
0 
1 
8 
3 
0 
5 

23 
11 
3 

1 
3 
1 
0 
3 
1 
1 
1 

16 
0 
2 
2 
0 

122 
61 

5 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
7 

28 
14 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
4 
2 
1 
1 

46 
47 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 

20 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
9 

24 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 

1 Laotian ________________________ -------- __ _ 
15 Malay ____ --------------------------------
3 Norwegian ___ -----------------------------1 Persian ____________________ -------- ______ _ 
4 Polish. __ ---------------------------------
1 Portuguese. __ ------- ---------------------
4 R aday ------------------------------- -----3 Rumanian _________ ______________________ _ 

31 Russian . __ ---- -- ------- -- - -- - --- ----- ----
6 Serbo-Croation __ -------- - -- - ------- ------

11 Slovak ____ ______ _______ _ - - -"- - --------- ---
5 Slovenian ___ __ _____ _ ------ ---- -- -------- --
4 Spanish __ _____ _ ----_- -- --- - ----- -- ---- - ---

280 Swahili. - --- - - - - ------~---- - ----- -- - - -- --
173 Swedish ___ --- ---------- -- - ---------- --- --

6 TamiL- - --- -- ----- -----------------------
1 Telugu __ ---------------------------------
2 Thai ______ -------_---------------------- --

12 Turkish __ ------------------------- -------
7 Ukrainian __ ------------------------ - -----
1 Urdu_------------------------------------

14 Vietnamese_--------- __ --------- ____ ._ ___ --
76 
26 TotaL------------------------------
5 

0 
1 
2 
1 
5 

12 
0 
2 

12 
11 
2 
1 

60 
0 
2 
1 
1 

10 
6 
1 
7 
2 

---
377 

1 0 0 1 
0 0 0 1 
6 3 1 12 
3 1 0 5 
3 0 0 8 

12 13 2 39 
1 0 0 1 
2 0 1 5 
9 3 1 25 

11 2 0 24 
1 0 0 3 
0 0 0 1 

75 46 17 198 
3 0 0 3 
3 5 0 10 
0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 1 
6 0 0 16 
4 1 0 11 
1 1 0 3 
1 0 0 8 
0 0 0 2 

------------
420 205 68 1,070 

I Total number of language proficiencies (1,070) exceeds total number of officers nominated (760) because many officers are proficient in more than 1 foreign language. 

DEFINITIONS OF LEVEL OF PROFICIENCY 

s-2: Able to satisfy routine social de
mands and limited office requirements. 

8-3: Able to speak the language with suf
ficient structural accuracy and vocabulary to 
satisfy representation requirements and 
handle professional discussions within a spe
cial field. 

8-4: Able to use the language fluently and 
accurately on all levels normally pertinent 
to professional needs. 

S-5: Speaking proficiency equivalent to 
that of an educated native speaker. 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 
COMMITTEE STATEMENTS ON 
VIETNAM 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 

received from the committee for critical 
support, at Cornell University, a state
ment of the committee's philosophy and 
a Statement of Support for U.S. Policy 
in Vietnam, signed by 610 Cornell Uni
versity students, alumni, day visitors, 
and professors, together with a refer
ence list and an extensive bibliography 
on Vietnam, published by the commit
tee. The members of the committee are 
to be commended for their efforts to 
contribute to a wider understanding of 
the struggle for freedom in this area of 
the world. It should serve to put in 
better focus the academic and college 
campus position on this critical issue; 
namely, that in the universities there is 
also a decided body of opinion backing 
our policy in Vietnam. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the statement of 
the committee's philosophy and the 
statement of support. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE COMMITTEE. FOR CRITICAL SUPPORT OF THE 

U.S. POLICY IN VIETNAM-THE COMMITTEE'S 
PHILOSOPHY 

The Committee for Critical Support of the 
U.S. Policy in Vietnam has been established 
to provide an organization whose position, 
as of now, is that U.S. policy in Vietnam is 
more right than wrong; the committee will 
support this policy. 

In support of this position, responsible and 
dignified action will be engaged in by this 
committee. 

We are political moderates in this issue, 
and we reject the extremes of right and left. 
We believe that a substantial part of the 
Cornell community is in accord with us. 

We enthusiastically endorse the right of 
everyone to voice his opinions, and we hope 
that people who differ from us will accord 
us similiar courtesy. 

The members of the committee are united 
on one principle: that the U.S. policy in 
Vietnam is more right than wrong. Some 
members are critical of certain aspects of 
that policy, some of other aspects; we grant 
general support for different reasons. There
fore no member is to be considered as repre
sentative of committee opinion in discus
sions of particulars of the policy. 

In the interest of all concerned, we are 
preparing a "critical reference list," a com
prehensive compilation of pertinent histori
cal and current references. This list is com
piled with the objective of providing facts 
and insight; it is not partisan. 

THE . COMMITTEE FOR CRITICAL SUPPORT 

OF THE U.S. POLICY IN VIETNAM. 

BEVERLEY A. BEISNER, 1967 Cochairman. 
ROBERT D. MATSON, 1965 Cochairman. 
GERALD L. KESTENBAUM, 1965 Records. 

A STATEMENT OF SUPPORT 

We the undersigned, members of the Cor
nell community, declare that, although we 
may have certain criticisms of it, we are 
in general agreement with the U.S. Govern
ment's current policy on Vietnam. 

We call upon the Government to provide, 
and the general public to seek, as full infor
mation as possible concerning the situation 
in southeast Asia. 

PRESIDENT JOHNSON HAS AP
POINTED OUTSTANDING MARI
TIME LEADERS 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this 

Nation is exporting and importing goods 
and services in the amolint of $63 billion 
a year-an amount equal to 10 percent 
of our gross national product. Virtually 
all of the goods are transported on ships; 
and, as a result, ocean shipping rates 
represent a very vital element in our 
economic performance. As an illustra
tion, in the case of some steel .commodi
ties and oils, ocean shipping costs exceed 
20 percent of the gross export value. It 
is, therefore, a source of grave concern 
to me that our exporters are handi
capped by unreasonably high shipping 
rates, and, for this reason, transact less 
business overseas than they would under 
a more rational and equitable system. 

For 2 years, at the Joint Economic 
Committee, it has been my privilege to 
chair an investigation into the matter 
of ocean freight rates and their effect 
on our exports and our balance of pay
ments. Beyond any doubt, we have es
tablished that unfavorable differentials 
exist in ocean shipping rates, and that 
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these differentials are not based on any 
reasonable economic considerations. We 
know that in many instances the reverse 
is true; in spite of the fact that imports 
exceed exports on certain routes, the ex
port freight rates are considerably higher 
than the incoming rates. We do not 
know, as yet, the answer to the key ques
tion of the extent to which adverse 
ocean freight rate differences affect our 
balance of payments ; but we are making 
progress in finding out. We are also 
making progress on another related 
front: the prices paid by the U.S. Gov
ernment for the extensive oversea ship
ping that it must conduct. The Depart
ment of Defense, in particular, is to be 
congratulated for making, in recent 
months more vigorous efforts to assure 
lower shipping costs to the U.S. Govern
ment and to avoid paying unwarranted 
high rates to U.S. carriers. 

It is a source of considerable encour
agement to those of us who are engaged 
in a campaign to provide U.S. business
men with a fairer rate system, to note 
that President Johnson has provided this 
Nation with a group of maritime officials 
who are dedicated and competent. They 
are doing a good job, in the face of diffi
culties and the inertia of many years; 
and they are to be commended for it. 

The President's recent reappointment 
of Rear Adm. John Harllee as Chairman 
of the Federal Maritime Commission as
sures continuation of the Commission's 
efforts over the past 2 years to guarantee 
fair and reasonable shipping rates to 
American exporters. Admiral Harllee 
has brought unusual energy and vision to 
his post; and we can continue to expect 
positive results under his chairmanship. 

The President's earlier appointment 
of Nicholas Johnson as Administrator 
of the Maritime Administration has 
brought into that vital post an able and 
articulate young man who, in a recent 
speech, has aptly described the proper 
g0als of maritime policy. He said: 

The justification and contribution of the 
subsidized American merchant marine is to 
provide an economic force to encourage bet
ter shipping service at increasingly lower 
rates to enable an expanding number of 
American businessmen to engage in world 
t.rade to the economic benefit of our Nation. 

The Department of Defense is to be 
credited for efforts to assure more com
petitive ocean freight rates to the 
U.S. Government. In particular, Vice 
Adm. Glynn R. Donaho, Commander, 
Military Sea Transportation Service of 
the Navy Department, is to be commend
ed for his energetic efforts in pursuit of 
this objective. I urge him to continue 
with all speed. 

Secretary John T. Connor and his as
sociates in the Department of Commerce 
also deserve commendation. Under Sec
retary for Transportation Alan S. Boyd, 
Assistant Secretary for Economic Af
fairs Andrew F. Brimmer, and Deputy 
Under Secretary for Transportation 
Lowell K. Bridwell have devoted their 
energies to providing much needed in
formation on discriminatory ocean 
freight rates and their relation to the 
balance of trade. We had a most edi
fying hearing on June 30, at which time 
the committee received an up-to-date 

account of the inquiries now being con
ducted by the Department; and we were 
impressed by the high caliber and pro
fessional competence shown. It is very 
much in the public interest that they 
continue these studies. 

For the first time in many years, it 
appears that our maritime policymakers 
are actively dedicated to the objective 
of obtaining fair shipping rates for this 
country and promoting American trade 
in accordance with the Trade Expansion 
Act, as well as assuring fair rates to the 
Government for its shipments. As a 
result, the Ameri~an people will receive 
a greater measure of return for the sub
sidy dollars that their Government has 
so generously given to the maritime in
dustry. 

DEMOCRATIC PARTY MIDWEST 
CONFERENCE OPPOSES ROTTEN 
BOROUGH AMENDMENTS 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, those 

of us who are fighting to preserve fair 
representation in the State legislatures 
were greatly encouraged by the recent 
resolution in opposition to the "rotten 
borough" amendments-in particular, 
Senate Joint Resolution 2, now before the 
Judiciary Committee. 

At their June 26 meeting in Chicago, 
the representatives of the Democratic 
Party from 13 Midwestern States spe
cifically acclaimed the Reynolds against 
Sims decision of the Supreme Court, and 
decried the obvious effect of Senate Joint 
Resolution 2 to discriminate against 
groups of voters, such as Negroes and the 
poor, thereby endangering the gains of 
the Voting Rights Act. 

I ask that this resolution of the con
ference be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION AT THE DEMOCRATIC MIDWEST 

CONFERENCE, SHERMAN HOTEL, CHICAGO, ILL., 
JUNE 26, 1965 
Whereas the democratic principle of equal 

representation in State legislative bodies has 
been eloquently affirmed by the Supreme 
Court in the case of Reynolds v. Sims, in 
which it said that "to the extent that a citi
zen's right to vote is debased, he is that much 
less a citizen," and 

Whereas the vast migration of our popula
tion has transformed our Nation from a pre
dominantly rural to a largely suburban and 
urban character, which has brought with it 
new and different kinds of challenges to our 
legislative process; and 

Whereas the adamant refusal of many State 
legislatures to reapportion themselves in the 
face of constitutional mandates has created 
an indifference to the problems of urban 
areas and the atrophy of strong State gov
ernment and state init1ative in solving urban 
problems; and 

Whereas the provision of Senate Joint 
Resolution 2 that factors other than popula
tion may be used to apportion one house of 
a State legislature is vague and opens the 
door to discrimination agains·t groups of 
voters such as Negroes and the poor, and con
sequently endangers the gains promised by 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965: Therefore be u ' 

Resolved by the Midwest Democratic Con
ference, meeting in Chicago on June 25, 1965, 
That we oppose any effort to negate the su
preme Court decision on State legislative 
apportionment and urge an Midwest Con-

gressmen and Senators to oppose and vote 
against any measure designed to dilute or 
overturn this historic affirmation of the 
democratic principle of fair representation. 

"ONE MAN, ONE VOTE, ONE NA
TION"-ADDRESS BY REPRESENT
ATIVE JAMES A. MACKAY 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, Rep

resentative JAMES A. MACKAY, of the 
Fourth District of Georgia, recently de
livered a timely and truly moving address 
in defense of the fair apportionment of 
our State legislatures. His speech to .the 
Norfolk, Va., Committee for Fair Rep
resentation, at its banquet, should be 
widely read, because he struck the theme 
that through the realization of full citi
zenship for all Americans, this Nation 
will be united and strong in the defense 
of freedom and the individual worth of 
each man, woman, and child. 

Representative MACKAY argued per
suasively that the effort to attain fairly 
apportioned legislatures is neither sec
tional nor partisan, but simply is basic. 
to making the idea of representative gov
ernment under law work. This is one of 
the most heartening and hopeful mes
sages I have read on the question of 
State legislative apportionment; and I 
commend "it to all Senators and to the 
country. 

I ask unanimous consent that Repre
sentative MACKAY's address be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

ONE MAN, ONE VOTE, ONE NATION 
(An address by U.S. Representative JAMES A. 

MACKAY, Fourth District, Georgia, deliv
ered to the Norfolk Committee for Fair 
Representation banquet, June 29, 1965, 
Norfolk, Va.) 
Mrs. Harrison, Dr. Whitehurst, Mr. Jordan, 

Mayor Smith, Senator Breeden, Delegate 
Howell, special guests of honor, and ladies 
and gentlemen, I found it easy to accept the 
invitation to join in this celebration, be
cause most of my adult life we have held re
apportionment "wakes" instead of "celebra
tions." I vividly recall attending a meet
ing in Macon, Ga., at which we viewed Ed 
Murrow's great CBS movie, "The Beat Ma
jority." Time after time I have attended 
meetings in which good citizens talked about 
their inability to be effective citizens, be
cause of obsolete laws and political struc
tures. I rejoice with you that we can "cele
brate." 

It is a pleasure to be here this evening to 
honor the participants who represented Nor
folk in the case of Mann v. Davis and Wilkins 
v. Davis which were decided by the Supreme
Court of the United States last June. 

I salute each of you-parties plaintiff, the 
lawyers, and all who supported this effort~ 
this peacetime fight, to achieve fair repre
sentation in the hands of your State and Na
tional Legislatures. 

There are many 1llustrious names in the 
history of Virginia. Perhaps no other State 
can boast of more patriots, in the best sense 
of that word, but I am satisfied that future 
generations will look back with appreciation 
for those of you who were willing to stand 
up and be counted in this midcentury strug
gle to restore fair representation to the peo
ple of this State. and Nation. 

Norvell P. Tyler, Lewis Jett, Jr., Paul M. 
Lipkin, Charles L. Glanville, William L. Shep
heard, Sr., and Jack R. Wilkins were th& 
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plaintiffs and counsel were Henry E. Howell, 
Jr., Sidney H. Kelsey and Leonard B. Sachs. 
These were the parties and counsel of rec
ord, but there were hundreds who partici
pated in one way or the other and in spirit. 

And you and I know that every citizen of 
Virginia was a party at interest, because it 
was in the interest of every citizen of this 
great Common wealth that a halt be brought 
to the drift away from our tradition of rep
resentative government. 

Virginia is going to be a better State to 
live in because of your victory in this suit 
and our Nation is going to he a stronger and 
better Nation because of your fight for fair 
representation for Norfolk and for all Vir-
ginians. · 

Tonight I am glad to have the opportunity 
to talk to you on the theme of, "One Man, 
One Vote, One Nation" because for 6 months 
I have kept my peace in the Congress of the 
United States. It becomes a freshman in 
any legislative body to keep his peace for 
quite a while-as a matter of fact, it is a ne
-cessity that you keep quiet until you get your 
bearings. Then it becomes a necessity for 
you to speak up and out because, as Speaker 
McCoRMACK likes to point out, each man in 
the Congress regardless of his seniority, or 
"'juniority", is the only spokesman for the 
nearly half million American citizens he rep
resents during the Congress to which he was 
elected. 

So here goes. In the House I have heard 
little but denunciation of the Supreme Court 
for its decision of last year declaring in your 
case that in a bicameral legislature both 
houses must be based on population. On the 
Senate side I have observed the contradictory 
behavior of the author of the Dirksen amend
ment who, as Herblock has so brilliantly 
pointed out, is for voting rights in theory 
but not in practice. Here you see a man . 
carrying the flag for the voting rights bill 
and at the same time adroitly opening up a 
way for the votes of urban citizens to become 
nullified and virtually meaningless. 

Let me hasten to add that I have not come 
to Norfolk to make a partisan speech. I 
have noticed with interest and satisfaction 
that we are here to honor Republicans and 
Democrats alike because representatives of 
both parties supported the fight for fair rep
resentation here in Norfolk as they did in 
Georgia. 

The issue we are involved with, that of 
fair representation, transcends political par
ties. The issue goes to the very heart and 
soul of ·our free political institutions. 

I noted with dismay the column in yester
day's Washington Post by William L. White. 
In it he attacked the one man one vote posi
tion as "liberal" whatever that threadbare 
word means, and I suppose he would argue 
that conversely to favor something different 
from one man one vote would be conserva
tive. 

Well, I'm glad to have this opportunity to 
offer rebuttal to the DmKsENs, the Whites, 
and to anyone else who would like to join 
in the debate. 

I make the flat assertion that the idea of 
one man, one vote, one nation is the great 
conservative fight of this 89th Congress and 
<>f this time, and that its outcome may well 
determine whether we save the Federal sys
tem and strengthen it. The outcome of this 
fight will affect the political status of every 
American citizen. On the outcome of this 
fight will depend whether or not to say, "I 
am an American," will mean that all of us 
are to be first-class Americans or Americans 
ranging from first class on down to a possible 
50th class. 

It is the easiest thing in the world to hang 
a label on a position with which you dis
agree, or to hurl an epithet. To win this 

· fight, and it is going to be a fight right down 
to the wire, we are going to have to do better 
than hurl labels and epithets. We are going 
to have to draw on man's experience in his 

long search for political freedom. We are 
going to be conservatives in the very best 
sense of that word. We are going to have to 
educate our people to the issues involved 
and we are going to have to destroy some 
myths. 

Political tyranny, my friends, is the oldest 
form of government on the face of the earth, 
and today it holds more of mankind in its 
vise-like grip than any other form of gov
ernment. Strip communism of all of its 
verbiage and you find raw tyranny-the 
determination of a relatively small number 
of men to rule by brute force. One problem 
we have in Vietnam--one reason Hanoi and 
Vietnam can't negotiate and don't want to 
negotiate-is the fact that they know in ad
vance one of our conditions of settlement 
would be to insist on the Wilsonian prin
ciple of self-determination and free elec
tions. 

The idea of representative government 
under law is the new political idea on the 
face of the earth. Except for the Greek city 
states with their citizen-slave society, you 
cannot find the idea of representative gov
ernment under law dating back for as much 
as 1,000 of man's 5,000-year recorded history. 

We look to mother England as the great 
source of the common law and a re~presenta
tive legislature. Even England has had the 
same difficulties with malapportionment 
which we have experienced. 

In the sweep of history, you and I are 
fighting for a new political idea-an idea 
which could be destroyed by external forces 
or through internal neglect. 

Last Saturday I journeyed to Jamestown, 
not far from here, and was stirred by the 
experience of standing where the first repre
sentative legislative body met and deliber
ated on this continent in 1619-less than 350 
years ago. Those Englishmen who came to 
these then uncivilized shores knew that the 
rule of law was an essential ingredient in 
their survival. We need to remind ourselves 
today that the rule of law is essential to our 
survival. 

I might say · at this point that although 
we have already celebrated the 350th anni
versary of the founding of Jamestown, I 
would like to see another 350th anniversary 
celebration in 1969 to mark the 350th anni
versary of legislative government. 

As a professional legislator I often think 
as I participate in the legislative process that 
what we are doing ~n our lawmaking is to 
substitute a civilized alternative to the rule 
of force. 

Back to Jamestown and the long story 
of man's achievement of representative 
legislatures. We know that our colonial 
legislative bodies became more and more 
frustrated because important laws were be
ing made in Parliament where the colonists 
did not have representation. Our forebears 
simply would not submit to the yoke of 
laws which they considered to be unjust 
and which were made by a body which they 
did not help select. 

There are five vital points I wish to dis
cuss with you this evening-five things we 
must do if we are to win. 

First, we can learn much from English 
history. Senator TYDINGs in his maiden 
speech has put together the best discus
sion of the development of malapportion
ment I have seen. Let me repeat in part 
what he had to say on the first of this 
month. 

"Simultaneous with the establishment of 
representative institutions in this country, 
there was developing a constitutional crisis 
over th,e rotten borough system in England. 

"As early as 1690, the great political theo
rist John Locke scathingly denounced the 
rotten boroughs: Locke said, 'To what gross 
absurdities the following of custom may lead. 
When we see the bare name of a town of 
which there remains not so much as a ruins; 

where scarce so much as a sheepcoate or 
more inhabitants than a shepherd is to be 
found, sends as many representatives to 
the grand assembly of lawmakers as a whole 
country numerous in people and powerful 
in richs'. 

"Locke's words were not immediately 
heeded in England, and the situation 
steadily deteriorated. At the time he wrote 
these words, four-fifths of England was 
agricultural. Within 100 years, the indus
trial revolution produced a dramatic shift 
in population to the north, where coal and 
waterpower were availruble. By 1821, the 12 
coastal counties of southern England con
tained less than one-third of the popula
tion, but returned more than half the rep
resentatives. Populous boroughs such as 
Leeds and Manchester had no representa
tion at all, while Old Sarum, with no inhab
itants and Boroughbridge with 86, sent 2 
members each to the House of Commons. 

"The rotten boroughs were undemocratic 
in more ways than one. There was no uni
form electoral law, so that in some boroughs 
representatives were named by the town cor
poratipn or a few owners of real property. 
Many boroughs were entirely dominated by 
influential persons called borough mongers. 
By 1820, it was estimated that less than 500 
individuals, most of them members of the 
House of Lords, really designated a majority 
of the House of Commons. This power in 
the hands of a few people invited corruption, 
nepotism, bribery, and abuses of all kinds. 

"England did not manage to throw off th.e 
yoke of the rotten borough until 1832, when 
riots in the streets and the real threat of 
insurrection and revolution persuaded the 
King to threaten to pack the House of Lords 
unless it approved the Reform Act." 

The English Parliament found itself in 
deep trouble until it adopted the Reform 
Act of 1832. 

It is my considered opinion that the de
cision of the Court in the case of Baker v. 
Carr, and in the cases you participated in, 
will be noted i~ American history as our 
equivalent of the Reform Act of 1832. 

Second, we can learn much from our own 
colonial history and from early American 
history. There is a myth bandied about that 
factors other than population once deter
mined the makeup of colonial and early State 
legislatures. This is simply false. The p:r:ime 
consideration in the structuring of our early 
legislatures was people. In the Northwest 
Ordinance it was decided by Congress that 
territorial legislaJtures should be made repre
sentative on the basis of population. If you 

. will examine the structures of our State leg
islative bodies during the 19th century you 
will find that most of them were fairly rep
resentative. Malapportionment in the United 
States is a phenomenon of the 20th century. 

Third, we can learn from our own experi
ence with malapportioned legislatures. They 
have weakened and endangered our Federal 
system. During the early part of this cen
tury our legislatures became more and more 
dominated by rural interests at the same 
time our population became more and more 
urban. These legislatures became increas
ingly unresponsive to the mounting urban 
problems. As a result our people turned to 
the Federal Government to help them with 
strictly local problems. Our State govern
ments atrophied. 

Fourth, in the short span since Baker v. 
Carr was decided we have learned that leg
islatures made representative, attack local 
problems with fresh vigor. Georgia is a good 
example of new vitality in State govern
ment. Let me tell you the Georgia story. 

Before Baker v. Carr you could get elected 
Governor of Georgia by standing for prac
tically nothing. All you had to do was to 
denounce the newspapers, the Negroes, labor 
unions, big city businessmen, Wall Street, 
the Supreme Court, and many other such 
subjects. 
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Since the decision in Baker v. Carr the 

county unit system has gone down the drain 
and Georgia politicians are now trying to 
develop programs which will benefit all 
Georgians. If nothing else has changed, the 
quality of political oratory has improved. 

Both houses of our legislature have been 
made representative and the leaders in the 
leigsla ture are tackling the long neglected 
urban problems of our State. On June 16, 
we elected a representative lower house-
including some 8 Negro citizens and 17 
Republicans. 

There has been a peaceful revolution and 
there is a genuine rebirth of interest in local 
government. 

Our congressional districts which had not 
been. adjusted for more than 30 years have 
been fairly apportioned. We who represent 
rapidly growing areas can speak for our 
needs in Congress. 

Fifth. We can see that the thicket Mr. 
Justice Frankfurter worried about is not 
so bad after all. The jungle of malappor
tionment was much worse. 

At the time of the decision, 48 legislatures 
were m alapportioned to some extent. Since 
Baker v. Carr 35 legislatures have acted to 
correct their malapportionment and in most 
of the remaining States some action is be
ing taken. 

The courts have not yet determined how 
much deviation will be permitted from the 
population norm, nor have the courts finally 
determined whether they will permit multi
representative districts or weighted voting. 

As I see it, one of the most wholesome 
things going on in American Government to
day is this critical examination of the basis 
for representation in our legislative bodies. 

Finally, my friends, although we are here 
tonight to celebrate a real victory tor Vir
ginia, there is some unfinished business.· 
We must oppose with all of our skill and 
might the efforts now being made in Con
gress to defeat the great principle set forth 
in Baker v. Carr. 

The Dirksen amendment would permit one 
·house of the State legislature to be based on 
factors other than population, without de
fining what those factors are. The other ap
proach would be to withdraw jurisdiction of 
the court in reapportionment cases. The 
Dirksen amendment has been favorably re
ported out of subcommittee in the Senate, 
and hearings are being conducted in the 
House on a variety of proposals. Ninety-six 
Members of the House have offered 106 meas
ures to reverse the decision in your case. 
The Patman amendment in the House is. 
the same as the Dirksen amendment in the 
Senate--119 Members of the House have 
signed a discharge petition. Only 99 more 
signatures are required to bring it to the 
floor. There is a real possibility that one 
or the other measure could pass this Con
gress, although the contest will be close. 

In my opinion the Dirksen amendment 
which would require a referendum in each 
State has a better chanee than has the 
other approach of withdrawing jurisdiction 
from the Court. When the issue is finally 
submitted to the people I believe, in their 
wisdom, they wHl reject it. Those of us 
who are alert to what is at stake have a 
duty to wage the fight-to conse·rve, if 
you please, the idea of fair representation for 
every citizen in legislative bodies. 

As a dying gasp, a number of malappor
tioned State legislatures have applied to 
Congress to call a constitutional convention. 
This could, as many point out, open a Pan
dora's box. 

Yes, my theme tonight is "One Man, One 
Vote, One Nation, One Man." This is the 
concept which distinguishes our democracy. 
The rights, the character, the judgment, the 
behavior of each individual are important. 
The decisions and actions of individual men 
have won us our freedom. 

It takes a certain amount of courage to be 
a party plaintiff in a case such as the one 
you here· have successfully prosecuted. 
Many individuals just won't get on the firing 
line where a basic but controversial issue 
such as your case presented is involved. 

One of the plaintiffs in the Georgia reap
portionment case came to me before he de
cided to be a plaintiff. He is an actuary, a 
fine man, and the father of seven children. 
He sought my counsel as a lawyer and friend. 
He told me that he wanted very much to be 
a plaintiff in such a case but, he said, "I 
am doing a good bit of work for an insurance 
company headed by a man who is a chief 
beneficiary of our malapportioned legisla
ture. What might be the consequences?" he 
asked. 

I told him what most of us learn in poll
tics. I said, "You have to assume that your 
head will be bloodied." 

"In that case, 1f you put it that way," he 
replied, "I have no alternative but to serve as 
a plaintiff." 

That was one man and there are, thank 
God, many such men and women in America. 
These plaintiffs, these lawyers, and all of 
you who are willing to stand up for the basic 
principles on which this country was founded 
are such individuals. 

One vote: How can we deal in fractions 
when we talk about a man's vote? This 
one vote, this meaningful vote, is what dis
tinguishes a freeman-an effective, respon
sible citizen. 

The Supreme Court has stated a great prin
ciple--that every citizen shall be entitled to 
judicial relief if he can show that he is ex
periencing invidious discrimination in the 
structure of a legislative body. And in the 
Wesberry case the Court has said that dis
tricts must be as nearly the same in popula
tion as practicable. 

One vote can be decisive in a popular elec
tion. One vote can be decisive in a 
legislature. 

One man, one vote: If we are to build our 
Nation on a rock, what stronger rock could 
there be than this principle? One man, one 
vote 

And finally, let us have one nation, indi
visible, under God, with liberty and justice 
for all 

Nearly two centuries ago Virginians played 
a dominant role in the shaping of our Fed
er~! system. They contributed to the fed
eralist papers which so eloquently argued the 
case for one nation with its Federal-State
local approach to political problems and 
with its ingenious and time-tested system 
of checks and balances. 

A century ago Americans resolved on the 
field of battle that every man, woman, and 
child should enjoy full citiZenship. 

And now we are approaching and entering 
our third century as a nation. To survive in 
this dangerous world we must be united as 
never before, and the idea that can unite us 
and which can make us invincible is to let 
the effective ballot of each citizen be the 
symbol of our political freedom. 

When the Federal system was started we 
thought more of the movement of goods. 
Now we see as equally important the move
ment of people. Each American has a stake 
in the vitality of the ballot everywhere in 
our 50 States. Who knows? You and I may 
move to Seattle or Minneapolis. Or Geor
gians move to Virginia-or Virginians to 
Georgia. 

In order to form a more perfect Union we 
need to establish the principle ot one man, 
one vote. If we succeed then we will have 
one united nation. 

Twenty-one years ago this past April, in 
the climactic months of World War II, I 
sailed out of this Norfolk harbor on the 
destroyer escort Menges in company with 
some 80 ships bound for the Mediterranean. 
One of those ships was the Alexander Hamil
ton laden with 10,000 tons of TNT and 498 

American servicemen. A German torpedo 
plane from southern France attacked our 
convoy and that ship was hit. On a lovely 
spring night, 498 American boys were incin
erated in a pillar o.f flame which I can recall 
in my mind's eye as clearly as if this ex
perience had occurred last night. 

Shortly thereafter our ship was hit and 31 
of my shipmates were killed. My executive 
officer and I viewed the bodies of our ship
mates and sought to understand the mean
ing of their deaths. 

The only meaning for us was the fact that 
these fine young men died so that you and 
I could have another chance to try and make 
the idea of representative government under 
law work. We are in their debt tonight as 
we sit here in this climate o;f freedom, in 
this comfortable hotel, in this prosperous 
city. And you and I have our work cut out 
for us. 

The other night I walked up the s'teps to 
the Lincoln Memorial with visitors from 
Holland-a man and wife. The husband had 
experienced tl).e cruelty of Hitler's occupa
tion of his country. 

We didn't have to say much. We got the 
message of Lincoln and of this country. Our 
.form of government is the last best hope on 
earth. And we, the living, must see to it 
that there is a new birth of freedom in this 
country. 

As I see it, this is the issue which. we up
hold when we work for fair representation 
in our State and National Legislatures. 

I salute all of you in the Norfolk Com
mitte.e for Fair Representation, and I urge 
you to keep up your good work. Let us de
feat the effort to reverse the decision in your 
cases. 

Let us uphold the idea o.f one man, one 
vote, one nation, with liberty and justice for 
all. 

McGILL ON VIETNAM 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Ralph 

McGill, the distinguished publisher of 
the Atlanta Constitution, has written an 
excellent article entitled "Vietnam Con
ditions Make Total Victory Impossible." 
The article was published recently in 
many newspapers. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
McGill's article, as published in the 
Lewiston, Idaho, Morning Tribune, be 
printed at this point in the REOORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
VIETNAM CONDITIONS MAKE TOTAL VICTORY 

IMPOSSmLE 
(EDITOR'S NOTE.-Ralph McGill is publisher 

of the Atlanta Constitution.) 
(By Ralph McGill) 

Republican voices demanding "total vic
tory" in Vietnam arise out of intellectual 
and political dishonesty or willful ignorance 
of conditions that confronted the Eisen
hower and Kennedy administrations and 
that now are the problem of President John
son. Very few fathers and mothers in this 
country would prefer "fighting on to total 
victory in Vietnam" to a negotiated agree
ment. Former President Eisenhower sup
ports the President and asks there be no 
criticism of his policy. But Senator Gold
water and his claque are increasingly critical. 
They want more troops committed and a 
campaign fought through the jungles to the 
capital of North Vietnam. Mr. Goldwater 
does not want the President to have a voice. 
He demands the generals take charge. 

To put a half mlllion or more men in Viet
nam and commit them to a long battle 
through the jungle and hill terrain to the 
northern border of Vietnam would be a form 
of madness. 
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It would be madness because, in a very 
real sense, there are no borders to Vietnam. 
The entire peninsula is the battleground. 
If all Vietnam were occupied there would 
then be guerrilla forces in Cambodia · and 
Thailand and a larger number in Laos. There 
nuw is some guerrilla activity in north 
Thailand. Laos has been a battleground 
for years. Cambodia also is a potential 
storehouse for guerrilla activity. 

"VICTORY" MEANINGLESS 
Therefore, to "fight to victory" in Viet

nam would be meaningless. The generals 
know this. 

The Defense Department and the Chiefs 
of Staffs alone know what the plans are. An 
observer may only speculate. There are two 
major speculative conclusions. 

One is that the Chinese, and the Vietcong 
already know that if Chinese troops are com
mitted, as they were in Korea, this coun
try will not then fight a ground war, as in 
Korea, but will, of necessity, use whatever 
strategic nuclear weapons are necessary. 

The second speculation is that there is a 
chance for negotiation and an agreement 
about neutralizing the southeast Asian 
peninsula. (We badly need a viable United 
Nations to assist in bringing off such a plan.) 

The Soviets, one would assume, also know 
of our alternative should the Chinese come 
in. A further speculation, therefore, is that 
the Soviets have not exerted pressures on Ho 
Chi Minh to consider negotiations, and will 
not, until they can determine to their satis
faction what the political effect of such pres
sure would be in other Communist countries. 
The Chinese have been trying to goad the 
Russians into direct and open aid to the Viet
cong. But European Communist parties will 
not so wish. 

DELAY UNDERSTANDABLE 
Russian delay is understandable. It is not 

possible to believe they would like to see a 
nuclear war grow out of the Vietnam crisis. 
Ho Chi Minh, the Soviet-trained Communist 
leader of the Vietcong, can hardly wish the 
Chinese to destroy him and his hold on North 
Vietnam by pushing the conflict to the point 
where the United States cannot do other 
than employ the alternative weapon. The 
Soviets, one can assume, wait for a nego
tiated peace pressure to grow before exert
ing pressure. 

American public opinion will want nego
tiations rather than the astonishingly bloody 
demand of the Republican right wing that 
we fight into and occupy North Vietnam for 
a "total victory." Vietnam is but one slender 
slice of a peninsula problem. No:r are Ame·r
icans ready to abolish the American Constitu
tion which established civilian control and 
makes the President of the Nation the Com
mander in Chief. 

It is not surprising that reliable polls 
register strong public support of President 
Johnson's position and his decisions. 

Vietnam is an ugly, distressing business. 
No one is comfortable about it. There is no 
ready answer. Total war assuredly is not it. 

TRIDUTE TO JOHN W. MACY BY THE 
NEW YORK TIMES 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as I 
have noted before on the floor of the 
Senate, President Johnson has done an 
excellent job in finding qualified per
sons to fill high Federal positions, both 
from within the governmental service 
and from the outside. The highly able 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commis
sion, John W. Macy Jr., has been very 
helpful to President Johnson in his talent 
hunt. Recently, the New York Times 
published an article, written by Charles 
Mohr, which gave a good account of Mr. 

Macy's activities and abilities. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From th New York (N.Y.) Times, June 28, 

1965] 
CIVIL SERVICE CHIEF WIELDS POWER AS 

JOHNSON'S TALENT SCOUT 
(By Charles Mohr) 

WASHINGTON, June 27.-Historically, the 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission 
has not been notably impoctant in the Wash
ington power structure. 

But unaer Lyndon B. Johnson the current 
Chairman, John W. Macy, Jr., has become a 
major power at the White House. He has 
the large responsibility of helping Mr. John
son fill such sensitive posts as the chairman
ship of the Federal Power Commission, from 
which Joseph C. Swidler has announced he 
is resigning. · 

Since last November Mr. Macy has served 
as President Johnson's chief talent scout 
for major appointments. The President has 
also given him increasing responsibility to 
help him in improving the whole structure 
of Federal employment and administration. 

It seems ironic to some that Mr. Johnson, 
a ·consummate politician, has caused a de
cline ln the patronage power of the 
Democratic National Committee, and of 
politicians in general, and has turned in
creasingly to the apolitical sort of men Mr. 
Macy favors. 

Together the two men have given the 
administration a distinctive coloration. It 
is one of primarily merit appointments, 
almost half of . them promotions from the 
ranks of civil servants. There has been a 
conscious effort to exalt Government serv
ice as a lifetime profession and to look first 
among career men when a major job is 
open. 

THE BLUE NOTEBOOK 
Mr. Johnson is acutely aware that he will 

be judged as a President partly by the 
appointments he makes. 

The President has Mr. Macy keep up to 
date a blue-covered notebook detailing all of 
the major appointments Mr. Johnson has 
made since November 23, 1963, the first full 
day or his Presidency. 

It shows that Mr. Johnson has made more 
than 280 major appointments, including 
34 to the Federal bench. A total of 183 of 
these were to full-time, nonjudicial jobs. 
Some of the others went to posts on impor
tant but not full-time commissions and 
committees. 

If judges are excluded, 48 percent of the 
appointees were chosen from the ranks of 
Government service. The other appoint
ments were shared almost equally among 
three groups-lawyers, labor and industry, 
and uni verst ties. 

Mr. Macy has helped the President make 
most of these appointments. In most cases, 
he has, in the end, given the President three 
or four suggested names for a job, along with 
an evaluation of each man. Mr. Johnson 
does the choosing, but he is the first to say 
that Mr. Macy has considerable influence. 

"I am fond of him as a person," says Mr. 
Johnson. 

The Macy-Johnson friendship began when 
Mr. Johnson, as Vice President, was Chair
man of the Committee on Equal Opportu
nity in Federal Hiring. It is apparent that, 
at a time when Mr. Johnson often felt 
slighted by some officials of the Kennedy ad
ministration, he got courteous and friendly 
help from Mr. Macy. 

"Nobody gives a damn about the Vice 
President," Mr. Johnson says wryly, "but 
John Macy worked very conscientiously with 

me on the Equal Opportunity Committee. 
He even worked at night." 

Mr. Macy, 48 years old, has an almost boy
ishly youthful air despite a head of gray 
hair clipped into a crew cut. In Govern
ment since 1938, he served as a personnel 
expert for both the Atomic Energy Commis
sion and the Department of the Army before 
becoming Executive Director-the top career 
post-in the Civil Service Commisson in 
1953. 

From 1958 until1961 he was executive vice 
president of Wesleyan University, his alma 
mater. 

AN ORGANIZED MIND 
Mr. Macy has a precise and highly or

ganized mind and applies himself to his ex
tracurricular White House duties in a precise 
way. He has put together a file of about 
20,000 names of persons who have expressed 
interest in Government service or have been 
recommended by a wide range of figures in 
private life. 

The file often puts Mr. Macy on the track 
of men to fill a job vacancy. But the search 
really begins with a studious examination of 
the vacant job itself. 

Mr. Macy usually writes a "job profile, .. 
outlining the qualities and experience needed 
or most desirable in the job. This profile. 
which is also studied by Mr. Johnson in 
many cases, makes the search easier by 
making clear what it is they are looking for. 
Finally, as the search narrows, Mr. Macy han
dles all details. 

If warranted, he checks with the Demo
cratic National Committee on political as
pects of the appointment (but the impor
tance of this has clearly waned), gathers 
opinion on candidates and finally gives the 
President concise evaluations of the reputP-~ 
tions of the con tenders. 

SELECTION OF ENVOYS 
Mr. Macy sits in on State Department 

meetings regarding ambassadorial appoint
ments, and plays a role in this field. Be
cause Mr. Johnson believes in executive 
compatability, Ca;binet secretaries have great 
latitude in picking assistant and deputy 
secretaries, but Mr. Macy is also in on this. 

A job like this never ends. Mr. Macy be
lieves there will always be a minimum of 
about a half-dozen vacancies. At present 
there are no more than that. 

The Treasury Department needs a gen
eral counsel, the Community Relations Serv
ice needs a director, and one assistant sec
retary slot is open at the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. Several ap
pointments to Government agencies expire 
this month, giving Mr. Johnson the option of 
reappointing men or looking for new ones. 

The most important of these cases was 
that of Mr. Swidler, whose term officially 
ended last Tuesday. 

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 
In addition to screening and suggesting 

appointees, Mr. Macy is engaged 'n even 
more fundamental tasks. He has already 
codified and clarified directives on standards 
of ethical conduot for Government employees 
and will be the depositor for financial state
ments by top policymakers and a sort of 
court of appeal on ethics and oonfiict-of
interes·t cases. 

He is making the first full-scale study and 
inventory of some 500 to 600 middle-level 
policymaking jobs in Government. He is 
perhaps the most important administration 
adviser on such questions as Federal pay 
scales, personnel use, and like matters. 

President Johnson recently remarked th.ait 
he had accepted about 90 percent of Mr. 
Macy's suggestions in the job field and sent 
about 10 percent back for further study and 
reexamination, ultimately accepting some of 
them. 

In the game of advising Presidents that's 
an impressive batting average indeed. 
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SALUTE TO THE NATION 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this year 
marks the lOOth anniversary of the Na
tion magazine, a journal of ·social and 
political comment that has somehow 
survived since 1865, despite a marked 
disinclination to cater to advertisers or 
to respect the tenets of conventional edi
torial wisdom. 

The Nation has achieved the remark
able ability to take issues seriously, with
out taking itself too seriously. Any pub
lication that marks a centennial anni
versary must be naturally inclined to
ward self-congratulation. 

But the one virtue in which the Nation 
has taken the greatest pride is honesty; 
and the best proof of this honesty, curi
ously enough, can be found in the mate
rial the magazine has sent around, to 
mark its own birthday. 

For example, the handout unpompous
ly notes the remark of its editor after the 
first issue was put to bed: 

No. 1 is afloat; and the tranqu1111ty that 
still reigns in this city, under the circum
stances, I confess amazes me. 

The release notes that after the third 
issue, the elated editor declared: 

We have so much money, that I don't 
think we can fail, unless by stupendous mis
management. 

The release then wryly reported that 
a few months later the magazine was 
"broke." 

Included in the anniversary press kit 
is a series of comments on the magazine 
written by prominent Americans. One 
would naturally expect that all of them 
would be carefully chosen for their ad
miring tone. 

But included right in the middle of the 
testimonials is a statement by President 
Theodore Roosevelt, who is dutifully 
quoted as saying: 

It is always possible that what The Nation 
says is true; but there is never any inherent 
probability of it, and I think it is the most 
unsafe guide in American politics that there 
is. 

This, let us understand, is in printed 
material put out by the magazine in 
question. 

But here is another quotation from one 
of The Nation's editorials, and one that 
delights me most: "Our criticisms may 
be ill-founded or ill-judged," it says, "but 
are always honest." I submit that the 
first half of that sentence proves the last 
half. 

Sometimes I rather suspect that some 
publications that I know of would rather 
admit to dishonesty than to bad judg
ment. 

But all this is proof that even when it 
speaks of itself. The Nation is pains
takingly honest. In my opinion, the 
most trustworthy publication possible is 
one with the ability to smile at itself on 
occasion. The same could be said of 
public officials, too. 

So I congratulate the Nation on its 
birthday. I have enjoyed reading it. 
On one occasion, I even contributed an 
article to it, although I hesitate to men
tion that fact, because during their cele
bration, I do not like to create doubt 
about the editors' judgment. 

Seriously, however, I do not think the 
editors have a great deal to be modest 
about. 

The Nation has often put itself out on 
a limb, on a number of issues: civil 
rights, McCarthyism, imperialism, polit
ical machines, and others. 

But, in each case, if you waited around 
long enough, you found the limb getting 
pretty crowded. 

PROJECT HEAD START 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have 

pointed out before that children living in 
poverty often show learning difficulties 
as they approach school age. They fre
quently are handicapped in their ability 
to communicate--especially through 
speech. Moreover, they may see people 
outside the family as strange and threat
ening. By the time they reach school 
age, they may have experienced repeated 
failures and may feel a lack of confi
dence. 

It is apparent that efforts aimed at 
meeting these problems are necessary. 
Project HBad Start has been established 
to assist in the development of programs 
for preschool children, to prepare them 
to meet the problems of school. This 
summer, Project Head Start will support 
training centers for preschool children 
in communities throughout the Nation, 
including Aberdeen, Coeur d'Alene, 
Plummer, Idaho Falls, and Nampa, in 
my own State. 

During a recent radio broadcast, Ed
ward P. Morgan made a number of ob
servations about the Head Start program 
that I wish to call to the attention of 
Senators. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of his broadcast of June 28 be 
printed in the RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the broad
cast was ordered to · be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

A lot of people are suffeTing hangovers in 
the wake of the ~Oth anniversary festivities 
of the United Nations in San Francisco but 
the cause was no·t overcelebration. Given 
the current condition of the planet there was 
not much· to celebrate. The fact is that the 
progress of the world toward sanity is pain
fully slow. Despite their professed desires 
for cooperation, stability and peace, the 
present adult populations of the growing 
family of nations and their leaders are per
haps too "set" in their ways to provide much 
hope for more rapid progress. Some of them, 
however have sense enough to realize that 
the real solution lies in education of the gen
erations to come. 

How many catastrophes of history might 
have been avoided if the protagonists had 
been better equipped with knowledge--not 
just battle intelligence but a broader, deeper 
understanding of people and their prejudices, 
and the ignorance from which many of these 
prejudices spring. 

In San Francisco at the UN meeting last 
Friday, President Johnson proposed to esca
late the war on poverty into an international 
campaign. That is a noble proposition but 
it will be meaningless if it is not accom
panied by a war on ignorance. Fortunately, 
a pattern for such a parallel effort is being 
drawn in one aspect of the U.S. antipoverty 
program, an operation called Project Head 
start. 

As one project official put it, "Head Start 
is designed to help children from poor fami
lies fulfill their greatest growth potentiall-

ties." Their physical, mental, and emotional 
growth have been cruelly stunted by the ac
cident of being poor. The concept is to give 
them food for their minds as well as their 
bodies in preschool courses this summer so 
they may be able to catch up with children 
in happier economic circumstances and en
able them to enter kindergarten or first grade 
in SeptembeT on a basis nearer to par in their 
respective preparations. Hence the te!I"m 
Head Start. 

The initial response has been little short 
of exciting. There are already 13,433 Head 
Start child development centers being es
tablished across the country. Supporting 
legislation to expand the war on poverty, 
Sargent Shriver, Directo·r of the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity, testified before a Senate 
Labor and Public Welfare subcommittee to
day that more than half a million children 
will be in these centers this summer. He 
added that several university and other re
search centers will measure the effectiveness 
of the program. "Some payoffs * * * will 
not show up for * * * years * * *," Shriver 
said, "but as early as next January we will 
know how the Head Start children are doing 
in first grade compared to other pupils." 

Miracles will not be wrought but, belatedly, 
the appalling emptiness of the world these 
children from deprived homes live in will 
begin to be filled with some meaning. Oper
ation Overtake might be a better name for 
the project, they've got so far to go. One 
of a series of attractive teaching manuals for 
instructo!I"s illustrates this: 

"Children from disadvantaged families 
often seem to feel uncertain of who they are, 
what they look like, and how they fit into 
their world • • •," one manual says. 

"A young child becomes himself as he 
discovers, shapes, and sharpens his identity, 
as he see himself reflected back by the peo
ple who care for him. 

"Mirrors are useful in school. They can 
show children, who may never have seen it 
before, their own physical likeness. Polaroid 
snapshots of Fred's block building can prove 
a most thrilling experience for him and his 
family." 

If psychologists are right in concluding 
that most of a person's character is shaped 
by the time he or she reaches 7, then it fol
lows that their p~eschool education of privi
leged as well as underprivileged children 
needs more thought. But the economically 
neglected ones have been so outrageously 
neglected that the greatest effort must be 
concentrated on them. The framers of the 
revolutionary education bill enacted last 
spring had this in mind. They too provided 
for kindergarten and other special preschool 
training for deprived boys and girls. 

A potential boondoggle of duplication and 
waste loomed here between the efforts of 
Shriver's Office and the Office of Education, 
headed by Francis Keppel. But instead of 
rivals, Shriver and Keppel became collabora
tors. A letter jointly signed by them is in 
the wmks urging the thousands of county 
boards of education in 50 States to start plan
ning now to extend Head Start centers into 
the fall on a regular basis. Conceivably 
these could be financed by funds provided by 
both the education and poverty acts. What 
about waste? Little danger, insists a Shriver 
spokesman, because both Education and 
antipoverty general headquarters will clue 
each other in on the merits of respective ap
plications. 

If this thing works, it will dignify the true 
mission of education, which is enlighten
ment. There is a certain contagion about 
enlightenment, and if other nations catch 
it, the U.N. may be able to toast a more hope
ful future when its 40th anniversary rolls 
around. 

This 1s Edward P. Morgan saying good
night from Washington. 
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A LATIN AMERICAN STATESMAN 
SPEAKS ON THE CRISIS IN LATIN 
AMERICA AND IN RELATION TO 
THE POPULATION EXPLOSION 
THERE 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 

Subcommittee on Foreign Expenditures, 
of the Committee on Government Oper
ations was privileged, in connection with 
its he~rings on Senate bill 1676, to hear 
the moving testimony of one of the out
standing figures in Latin America. He 
is Alberto Lleras Camargo, former Pres
ident of Colombia. 

Among the many striking commen
taries in the course of his remarks was 
his statement that at the current inor
dinate rate of population growth, the 
population has gone beyond manageable 
proportions, and that it is beyond the 
capacities of Latin Americans to cope 
with it; and he added the alarming 
warning that in Latin America it is 
breeding revolutionary pressures, famine, 
and many other disastrous problems, in 
proportions that exceed our imagination, 
even in the age of thermonuclear war. 

That graphic presentation of the crisis 
in Latin America, from one of its fore
most statesmen, deserves the widest pos
sible attention. Therefore, I ask unan
imous consent that his statement, to
gether with a biographical summary of 
Dr. Alberto Lleras Camargo, be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and the summary were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
THE POPULATION CRISIS IN LATIN AMERICA

STATEMENT BY ALBERTO LLERAS CAMARGO 

There is a crisis today, brought on by the 
population explosion that is going on mainly 
in the racially mixed, tropical, extremely poor 
belt that circles the globe and that separates 
the two white zones of the earth-the indus
trial, rich region of the north and that of the 
far south. Perhaps it is the emergence of 
this crisis that has converted development 
from a mere problem into an unrelenting 
obsession of the poor countries. This is also 
why it is such a baffling task for the indus
trial nations to find an acceptable way of 
living together with two-thirds of a world 
hard pressed by deep dissatisfactions and 
extreme social tensions. 

Until the beginning of this century, the 
world population had grown relatively slowly, 
and the in-crease in the mortality rate in the 
developed countries was followed almost 
automatically by a drop in the birth rate. 
But this did not happen when the new won
der drugs were introduced on a mass scale 
in the backward regions. Suddenly, tradi
tional diseases of the tropical zone began to 
disappear-such as yellow fever, the bubonic 
plague, and malaria. Others, which were 
once lethal-like tuberculosis, intestinal in
fections, typhus, typhoid fever and venereal 
diseases-could now be cured. When water 
treatment plants started rising and sanitary 
conditions began to improve in the cities, 
infant mortality dropped sharply. Inter
nationally organized publ1c health campaigns 
on a vast scale made life possible in large 
areas which until then had been considered 
deadly for human beings. Nutrition also 
improved. 

But wt the same time, the birth rate
instead or dropping as. it had in the north 
and the far south-increased. The result 
has been a population growth, particularly 
in the less developed regions, that has been 
justly described as explosive. 

The number of people in the world jumped 
from 2¥2 billion in 1950 to 2,920 million in 
1960, and by 1970 is expected to reach 3¥2 bil
lion. This means a 1 billion increase in 20 
years. It is estimated that at the time of 
Christ there were 250 million people in the 
world. It took 16 centuries to increase the 
total to 500 million. Then, suddenly, the 
figure shot up, and today we are caught up in 
the speeding spiral. If the population of the 
world were to grow at the rate prevailing in 
Latin America, it would double in 23¥2 years. 
A century from now it would reach the 
figure of 70,300 million. 

As we know, the amount of goods and 
services that were available or being produced 
in the developing countries prior to this 
burst of fertility has not grown at the same 
or even comparable rate. Thus, countries 
that were making solid and in some cases 
surprisingly good progress, like the great 
majority of the Latin American Republics, 
suddenly discovered new problexns. There 
were not enough schools or hospitals, not 
enough land, insufficient food supplies, in
adequate law enforcement, and even not 
enough cemeteries to take care of the rising 
population. The spectacular urban progress 
that had got underway in the closing years 
of the last century and that produced 
European-style cities in Latin America
like Mexico, Buenos Aires, Santiago, Mon
tevideo, Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro
stopped. Instead, the cities became breeders 
of hitherto unknown problems. Water sup
plies, ele-ctric power, sewage systems and tele
phone services-all were inadequate. 

A new and terrible kind of leprosy-the 
slum-began to disfigure once comfortable 
and lovely urban centers. The drift of peo
ple from the countryside and the small towns 
to the cities turned into a desperate flight, 
for unemployment stalked the rural areas, 
and there was no change in the hard life 
that had always been the lot of the peasants: 
low salaries, boredom, gloom, and substand
ard schools. Rural migrants began to gather 
in the slums, living in hurriedly built shacks 
under the same bad or even worse conditions 
and amid the same primitiveness that had 
caused them to leave the countryside. Some 
of the toughest gangsters and more than one 
extremist political movement have their 
origin in these sad agglomerations ot des
perate humanity. 

For a long time leaders of the backward 
countries failed to see that the- population 
problem was the source of most of the evils 
they were trying to wipe out, and of the 
stagnation in their nation's development. 
Thus, the economists explained the migra
tion of the peasants in terms of the attrac
tion of urban salary levels. 

But the most discouraging aspect of the 
population explosion is that it is occurring 
at precisely the time when other economic 
factors add to the seriousness of its impact. 
The gradual mechanization of agriculture is 
putting millions of peasants out of regular 
jobs. In its wake we find a bedraggled army 
of nomads who earn their precarious living 
through part-time work in the harvest sea
son. These farm workers have no more feel
ing for the land than the factory worker has 
for his plant--but factories at least work the 
year round. 

On the other hand, industry, which was 
expected to create enough jobs to absorb the 
rural influx and to cope with the surging 
population growth, becomes more heavily 
automated every day. If automation is a 
serious problem in highly developed coun
tries, it is a matter of life or death in the 
backward nations. Worse yet, its message 
seexns to be that economic development is 
not achieving its human purpose-to create 
jobs. Even so, the population keeps expand
ing. Improved drugs keep lengthening the 
life span, and the result is the coexistance 
of more old people with the burgeoning new 
generations. 

The unemployment problem is mushroom
ing at a fantastic rate in Latin America. 
Only part of it is reflected in the statistics. 
Underemployment is the other part--jobs 
which yield substandard wages and condemn 
people to a life of permanent poverty. It 
begins to look as though the slums in and 
around the cities of Latin America are out
growing the cities proper. In quite a few 
cases, efforts of governments to solve the 
housing problem, which have made good 
headway in many places, have led to stepped
up rates of migration from the countryside 
to those cities where these housing programs 
are underway. In other words, the rural 
population is attracted to the cities by news 
of progress in homebuilding, with the result 
that the progress is quickly neutralized. 

The population problem varies in intensity 
throughout Latin America. From the sta
tistical point of view, the southernmost 
region of the hemisphere, and within that 
zone particularly Argentina and Uruguay, 
shows a relatively moderate growth rate. On 
the other hand, Chile's population is mount
ing rapidly. In general, the formation of 
top-heavy concentrations of people continues 
to pose serious problems everywhere. For 
example, the province of Buenos Aires ap
pears to be growing at approximately the rate 
that has prevailed in Colombia in recent 
years. This is due chiefly to migration from 
other parts of Argentina. Thus unemploy
ment, overcrowding and inadequacy of pub
lic services are just as critical in the metro
politan area of Buenos Aires as in the rapidly 
growing cities of Caracas, Lima, Bogota or 
Mexico. 

A first and superficial look at the map of 
Latin America could lead to the conclusion 
that the region is not overpopulated. If 
deserts, snow-capped mountains and tropical 
·rainforests were suitable for human settle
ment, the 600 million people who are expected 
to inhabit Latin America by the end of the 
century would fit comfortably into the area. 
In fact, based on a straight calculation of 
population density per square mile, the Latin 
American figure would be lower than the 
comparable ratio tor Europe. But this kind 
of analysis does not go to the heart of the 
problem. What has caused the crisis is the 
speed at which Latin America's population 
has been growing. If the population increase 
were not proceeding at such an inordinate 
rate, the problem would be manageable. But 
at the current rate, it is beyond manage
able proportions, and certainly beyond the 
capacities of the Latin Americans to cope 
with it. Latin America is breeding misery, 
revolutionary pressures, famine, and many 
other potentially disastrous problexns in pro
portions that exceed our imagination even 
in the age of thermonuclear war. 

The only way to solve these problexns is 
through population control. Today this can 
and must mean reducing the rate of growth. 
In the future, it might well be in order to 
step it up again, if the effects of the reduc
tion should turn out to be excessive or un
healthy. But, as Huxley has said, since man 
has made it his business to control death
and in large part he has succeeded-he can
not escape the need to control birth. 

Because I believe this, I also believe that 
any legislation that seeks to develop practical 
approaches to population control is beneficial. 
And the results of research in the vast field 
of demographic studies, as well as any prac
tical applications that · emerge from these 
studies should be made available to any na
tion that asks for assistance in this matter. 

THE CAREER OF FORMER PRESIDENT LLERAS 
CAMARGO, OF COLOMBIA 

Last year Harvard University conferred 
upon Dr. Lleras an honorary doctor of laws 
degree, with the citation: "The vision of 
Bolivar finds contemporary expression in the 
life of this able son of the New World." 
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Liberator might seem to be an exaggeration, 
but in Dr. Lleras' case, Harvard's words were 
well chosen. As journalist, educator, and 
statesman, Dr. Lleras has devoted his im
posing intellect to a lifetime of service to 
freedom, democracy, and hemisphere peace 
and unity. 

While still in his twenties, Dr. Lleras al
ready had distinguished himself in two 
separate fields of endeavor-journalism and 
government. At the age of 24, he became 
editor of Bogota.'s prestigious newspaper, 
El Tiempo. At 25, he was elected secretary
general of Colombia's Liberal Party. The 
following year he was elected a member of 
the Chamber of Deputies where he served as 
speaker. 

Subsequently, Dr. Lleras has held an array 
of responsible national posts, among them: 
Minister of Interior, Minister of Education, 
Minister of Government, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, Ambassador to Washington, and 
twice President of his nation. Along the 
way he founded and edited the newspaper, 
El Liberal and Semana, a weekly news
magazine. 

Fortunately for the hemisphere, Dr. 
Lleras' talents were not reserved for his own 
country. In 1933 he attended the Seventh 
Inter-American Conference in Montevideo 
as secretary of the Colombia delegation. (It 
so happened that I was there as the adviser 
to the U.S. delegation). Two years later 
he was a delegate to the Inter-American 
Conference for the Maintenance of Peace in 
Buenos Aires. In 1945, he headed the Co
lombian delegation to the Chapultepec Con
ference in Mexico and the United Nations 
Conference in San Francisco. From 1947 
to 1954 Dr. Lleras served as head of the Pan 
American Union. During this period, almost 
singlehandedly, ihe transformed the largely 
ineffectual Pan American Union into the 
Organization of American States, whose 
charter he largely wrote. Although Dr. 
Lleras returned to Colombia in 1954, where 
he proceeded to lead the battle against the 
entrenched dictatorship of Gen. Rojas 
Pinilla, his interest in hemisphere peace and 
prosperity remained keen. When the Alli
ance for Progress seemed to be faltering in 
1962, the American Republics called upon 
Dr. Lleras to diagnose its troubles and rec
ommend remedies. 

Today, Dr. Lleras is back to his first love, 
journalism, as chairman of Visi6n, Latin 
America's largest newsmagazine. He brings 
to that position over three decades of inti
mate knowledge of Latin American political 
and economic developments. Hence, it is 
with deep respect that I read his views on 
Latin America's population growth and dis
covered that Dr. Lleras shares my concern 
about the effects of unbridled human re
production on the future of the region. 

In a Visi6n editorial on May 29, 1964, Dr. 
Lleras wrote: 

"We are having plenty of trouble even now 
trying to develop our countries with our 
present population level, and the figures 
showing current economic growth virtually 
melt away when they are divided by popula
tion growth. This being the case, the steadi
ly rising deficiencies in employment, hous
ing, and other essential needs (such as pure 
water systems and public health fac111ties) 
will create a crisis of unimaginable propor
tions 36 ye;:trs hence. 

"No one with governmental responsibility, 
and very few without such respons1b11ity," 
wrote Dr. Lleras in his editorial-"have 
paused to examine this problem with the 
intention of suggesting solutions. No one 
has declared that it is impossible for us to 
advance to 600 million human beings blindly, 
when there is as yet no possib111ty to feed 
them, clothe them, shelter them, take care 
of their sicknesses, and spare them misery." 

THE OPPOSITION TO ESCALATION 
IN VIETNAM 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, there 
is some speculation that the American 
people, without much dissent, are pre
pared to accept a major American war 
on the Asian mainland. I do not believe 
that this is the case. A large portion 
of the American people do not believe 
that a major war on the Asian mainland 
would serve our national interests. An 
even larger proportion wish to preserve 
the right of free discussion of alterna
tives open to us in the Vietnam crisis. 

These points are made in excellent 
editorials written by Lewis E. Hower, and 
published in the Emmett, Idaho Messen
ger-Index on June 10; by Drury Brown, 
in the Blackfoot, Idaho, News of June 3; 
and by Lee Ester, in the Idaho State 
Journal on June 11. As Mr. Hower 
noted: 

There is a moral right in honoring a com
mitment made in good faith. There is a 
moral right in defending a people who want 
to be defended. But there is no moral right 
in deliberately expanding a war of doubtful 
virtue for no other reason than that we lack 
the guts, the patience, and the. stamina to 
climb the more difficult and frustrating path 
of peace. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
editorials be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials are ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Emmett (Idaho) Messenger-Index, 

June 10, 1965] 
ESCALATION 

American troops yesterday assumed a new 
role in Vietnam as combatants, under cer
tain conditions, rather than mere advisers 
to the Vietnamese Government troops. 

And thus comes one more step in the es
calation of a bloody, futile war which so far 
slants toward one of two unacceptable con
clusions: the humiliating retreat of American 
force and influence, abandoning southeast 
Asia to Communist piracy; or the eventual 
destruction of 20th century civilization by 
the ultimate exchange of nuclear holocaust. 

The United States is dabbling at changing 
the universally understood :;.wes of a very 
risky game. We are listening too much, or 
else not enough to the belligerents among 
us who demand a military conclusion, now, to 
the mess in Vietnam. We lack the resolve 
to commit the massive, all-out military force 
necessary for a quick military conclusion, 
and we are lacking the patience, forebear
ance, and delicate diplomatic sk1lls without 
which no real victory is possible. 

Victory in Vietnam cannot possibly be any
thing less, or more, than a stable, strong, in
digenous government able to stand on its own 
feet and solve its own problems. 

A quick, decisive deployment of massive 
military force could stop the fighting-and 
create more insoluble problems. 

But we are being neither decisive nor pa
tient. We are dabbling in escalation. 

First by extending our bombing strikes 
into North Vietnam, and now by assigning 
our troops to a oombatant role, we invite and 
soon wm experience a counterforce sup
ported by other powerful and interested na
tions. 

And then, it 1s presumed, we will meet 
the counterforce by necessary step by step 
small increments in our own commitment 
of force. This is the essence of escalation. 
It slowly accelerates until the commitment 
on both sides becomes irreversible. It even-

tually evokes the total, all-out clash, the 
deperate destruction of powerful nations at 
war. 

In Vietnam, it is the United States which 
is changing the rules. We are adding the in
crements. We are escalating the war. 

Vivid is the memory of a trip just a little 
over 2 years ago when General Smith, Direc
tor of Intelligence for our Strategic Air Com
mand, turned the controls of his plane over 
to the copilot and came back in the cabin 
to talk through a long, starry night. 

The question then was whether nuclear 
war could be waged in a tit-for-tat fashion. 
You wipe out one of our cities, so we rocket 
a bomb over and wipe out one of yours. The 
exchange goes back and forth, bomb for 
bomb, tit for tat, until both sides have 
had time to reflect upon the unbearable con
sequences, and both conclude that they must 
back down. 

No, GeneTal Smith believed, that is not the 
way it could be. One of the most incontro
vertible lessons of history is that once com
mitment is made in war, nations do not 
back down until they are clearly beaten and 
exhausted, unable to carry on the struggle 
effectively. 

The first nuclear bomb flung in deliberate 
anger, the general concluded, is the certain 
signal for total full-scale response. The 
object in nuclear war is to wipe out every 
possible fraction of the enemy's capability 
immediately so as to diminish his nuclear 
response. After the first bomb, no one can 
afford to wait and see if there wlll be a 
second; there will be hundreds of them all 
at once. 

Who can say what relevance this has to 
Vietnam? 

If step-by-step escalation of our own mak
ing ultimately leads to the commitment of 
massive Chinese land forces on the other 
side, we are automatically in a war that . 
cannot be won without nuclear weaponry 
on one side that is unavailable to the other. 
Then what? Do we incinerate Red China? 
Do we find out, in whatever brief moment 
might remain, whether Russia really would 
respond in kind? 

Or do we tuck our tail between our legs 
and tell China the . Pacific is hers? 

There is a moral right in honoring a com
mitment made in good faith. There is moral 
right in defending a people who want to be 
defended. But there is no moral right in 
deliberately expanding a war of doubtful 
virtue for no other reason than that we lack 
the guts, the patience, and the stamina to 
climb the more difficult and frustrating paths 
of peace. 

But 1f indeed it is essential that we must 
escalate the war, as the stupid duplicity of 
a recent white paper would have us believe, 
then it is suicide to do it little by little, 
always waiting to see 1f the next bomb wlll 
come from the other side. 

It will. 

[From the Blackfoot (Idaho) News, June 3, 
1965] 

DISSENT BEFORE IT'S Too LATE 
In these days when it appears that the 

foreign policy line being pursued by Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson might have been taken 
from the 1964 campaign speeches of Senator 
Barry Goldwater, it might be appropriate to 
emphasize some of the legitimate fears 
aroused by this policy. 

A statement of those fears, that is a case 
in point, was raised by the Drew Pearson re
port carried Wednesday morning in the 
Blackfoot News. 

Pearson says that present American policy 
with regard to the war in Vietnam is cal
culated to bring us into head-on collision 
with the Soviet Union. 

He points out that in Russia there exists 
the same extreme rlghtwing in reverse that 
exists in the United States. 
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cracy and in the Red army have the same 
feeling of the inevitability of war between 
the Soviet Union and the United States, and 
tne sooner it is gotten to the better, that 
is held by the war hawks of the United 
States. 

Conduct of foreign policy in the United 
States, says Pearson, and the response to it 
in Russia resembles that of two small boys 
spoiling for a fight, with each piling chips 
on their shoulders and defying the other to 
knock them off. 

In the background hover the missiles 
pointed at the cities of the Soviet Union 
and those pointed at the population centers 
of the United States. 

Where can the escalation to the ultimate 
be reversed? 

Pearson points out that our policy of 
bombing North Vietnam is not paying off. 
And reports from the battlefront verify his 
conclusion. 

Ground fire knocked out two of our 
bombers yesterday. The rainy season is 
approaching where our overwhelming air 
superiority will be nullified. Meanwhile, the 
revolutionaries in North and South Vietnam . 
show much more stomach for continuation 
of the jungle fighting than the South Viet
nam cadres of troops. 

What reason do we have to feel the revolu
tionary urge of the masses of people in 
southeast Asia can be quelled? 

Pearson compares the situation in south
east Asia at the present time with the situ
ation of the North · American Colonies in 
1776 with regard to Great Britain. 

With the success of the American Revo
lution, the revolutionaries of the day have 
in the history books become glamorized. 

They appear to us to be nicer fellows than 
the current crop now in ferment in Asia. 

The sourcebooks, however, tell another 
story. We don't read in the school textbooks 
how the Tories of that day fared at the hands 
of the American patriots. They fail to men
tion how those loyal to the establishment 
of King George and his law and order were 
murdered, tarred and feathered, saw their 
homes and barns go up in flames, and were 
finally harried out of the 13 Colonies into 
Canada. 

There was nothing pretty about the French 
Revolution that toppled the old regime. 

Both revolutions had the common result 
of overthrowing governments that had be
come unpopular, So now we gloss over the 
turmoil and pain caused the ruling order 
that preceded them. 

The days of white supremacy and the im
position of order imposed by the white race 
over the two~thirds population of the world 
that is colored would appear to be doomed. 
This basic fact leads me to wonder how we 
get out of the mess in Vietnam. 

This expression of thought may be un
popular to many who read it. 

Maybe I'm wrong, but I think it should be 
said. 

The time may be approaching when dis
sent from what appears to be the official and 
popular position will be impossible. 

D.B. 

[From the Idaho State Journal, June 11, 
1965] 

To EXPLORE ALTERNATIVES 
Many thoughtful and loyal Americans 

have voiced outspoken opposition to this 
country's policies in South Vietnam and in 
the Dominican Republic. While they support 
the President because they feel it is their 
duty, others harbor grave doubts about esca
lating the war in southeast Asia and about 
intervening in internal affairs of a Latin 
American nation, and they remain silent. 
Still others wholeheartedly support what
ever measures are necessary in both strife
torn lands to subdue aggressive and rebel
lious elements, thus to protect American in-

terests. Whatever their views, the holders 
of these opinions remain Americans, free to 
agree or disagree among themselves and free 
to voice their approval or disapproval of 
U.S. policies, all in good faith. 

It is distressing, then, to hear a U.S. Sena
tor label as "defeatists" and "appeasers" those 
who disagree with the policy of extending 
the war in Vietnam. In a speech yesterday, 
Senator THOMAS J. DODD, Democrat, of Con
necticut, attacked a "noisy minority" tha~ 
is clamoring for U.S. withdrawal. "They 
probably number somewhat less than 10 per
cent of the total population," he said. "But 
this minority of defeatists and appeasers, by 
din of their incessant clamor, their seem
ingly boundless energy, their hundreds of 
newspaper advertisements, and the apparent
ly limitless funds which fanaticism always 
generates, have had an impact that is out of 
all proportions to their actual numbers." 

The Senator is thus implying that any
one who favors an alternative to all-out war 
wants to sell out our interests and those of 
a nation to which we have made commit
ments. He implies also that opponents of 
U.S. foreign policy want to play into Com
munist hands. Without doubt, there has 
been Communist influence in some of the 
"teach-ins" and the protests around the 
country, but the Senator from Connecticut 
would be hard pressed to prove that respon
sible voices in Congress, including that of 
Senator FRANK CHURCH of Idaho, and in 
universities and elsewhere are in the least 
inspired by communism. 

Indeed, the teach-in movement and the de
bates on foreign policy may be inspired by 
the uneasy feeling that there is what the 
New Statesman, a British publication, calls 
a "vacuum of ideas" in the higher levels of 
U.S. policy planning. Recalling that Presi
dent Kennedy "invariably consulted with a 
wide variety of advisers within his entou
rage--men skilled in the calculation, not only 
of the direct military and political risks, but 
in the effect of America's actions on the 
movement of opinion and the clash of ideas," 
the New Statesman contends that now, "the 
'civilizing' element no longer have full ac
cess to the White House * * • Both in Viet
nam and in the Dominican Republic, Presi
dent Johnson and his advisers have resorted 
to excessive military methods because they 
lack the will or the ability to devise the (ad
mittedly complex) diplomatic solutions 
which these problems require." As a result, 
the New Statesman noted, "the intellectual 
debate over the use of force in American 
policy has moved outside the White House 
and into Congress and the newspapers. It 
says much for the resilience of American 
democracy that, although the Nation is now 
committed to hostilities in two theaters, 
many Congressmen, journalists and leaders 
of public opinion, openly and fiercely con
test the wisdom of President Johnson's ac
tions." 

While he may disagree with those who 
disagree with the President, Senator DoDD 
has no cause whatever to impute .unpatriotic 
motives to those who take issue with policy 
and with prevailing opinion. For the great 
debate is to explore and possibly to pursue 
alternatives, and not to sell out.-L.E. 

CONTINUED DECLINE OF THE U.S. 
MERCHANT MARINE 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the lead 
editorial in the Washington Evening 
Star of Tuesday, July 6, calls attention 
to the continued decline of the U.S. 
merchant marine. 

The editorial points out that even 
'with substantial Federal subsidies for 
ship construction costs and seamen's 
wages, our labor costs are pricing us out 
of the world market. The title of the 

editorial-"Killing the Golden Goose"
is particularly appropriate in this case. 

Incessant wage demands and strikes 
in this industry will result in the virtual 
disappearance of American commercial 
shipping from the high seas. I may 
add, Mr. President, that this trend is 
not confined to the merchant marine. 

Proposals before this Congress would, 
if adopted, in effect legislate further 
wage increases throughout major seg
ments of the economy, and thus might 
have the effect of reducing jobs. These 
proposals deserve the most careful 
study, in view of the burden already 
placed on our economy to maintain 
stability and continued growth without 
inflation. 

I commend this editorial, and ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD, for the wider distribution 
it deserves. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Evening Star, July 6, 

1965] 
KILLING THE GoLDEN GOOSE 

It doesn't take a great deal of acumen to 
perceive that the United States merchant 
marine is on the skids. In 1949 we had 3,421 
ships in our merchant fleet. By last year 
the number had declined to 2,529, despite a 
variety of Government subsidies in construc
tion and operations adding up to $380 mil
lion annually. 

America, originator of some of the most 
admired commercial vessels in history, in
cluding the nuclear ship Savannah, the war
time mass-produced Victory and Liberty class 
ships, and the beautiful 19th century clip
pers, now is fifth-rate in merchantmen. Even 
Norway has more tons of shipping afloat. 

One doesn't have · to look far for the rea
sons. Labor costs are pricing us out of 
the world market, despite Federal outlays 
that pay 55 percent of original ship con
struction costs and 72 percent of a subsidized 
seaman's wage. 

With that kind of background, one would 
think the seafaring unions might cast a look 
into the future now and then, wondering 
if their fierce resistance to automation and 
their incessant wage demands would reduce 
jobs even further. One would think that 
this would be the case. But in New York 
City the Marine Engineers Beneficial Asso
ciation seems to be doing its best to dispel 
such notions. 

Because of its current strike against five 
leading American steamship lines, departures 
of major passenger liners have been can
celed, including that pride of the fleet, the 
United States. The 3,000 travelers with 
reservations are heading for foreign ships or 
airlines. And at least one union colleague, 
Joseph Curran of the National Maritime 
Union, has pointed out that allowing these 
vessels to sail would have in no way ham
pered the strike or negotiations. 

"A kick in the face," Mr. Curran calls the 
tieup of passenger vessels. It is worse than 
that, it is an outrage. With the tourist 
season now at its height, the scramble of 
these passengers to foreign carriers will not 
only sow 111 will for future years but also 
will aggravate the balance-of-payments 
problem. 

In his state of the Union message Presi
dent Johnson pledged a "new policy for our 
merchant marine." That has yet to appear. 
And it becomes increasingly hard to fathom 
just what Uncle Sam could do in the way 
of new subsidies or automated ships that 
will rescue the merchant fleet if the in
transigent seamen's unions continue to 
whipsaw the industry with senseless strikes. 
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THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT FILM 

"PHOTOSCENIC AMERICA" 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 

Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Stewart 
Udall, has again demonstrated his bias 
against the South, this time with the 
scissors, in editing the South out of the 
Interior Department's new film entitled 
"Photoscenic America." I call to the at
tention of Senators an article, from the 
News & Courier, of Charleston, S.C., 
dated July 8, 1965, and entitled "South 
Slighted in Tourism Film." The article 
points out that the film, which is de
signed to promote tourism in America, in 
accord with the President's recent plea 
with Americans to travel here, rather 
than abroad, because of the gold out
flow problem, was originally 65 minutes 
long, and was cut to 24 minutes. A Udall 
aid is quoted in the story as stating it 
"just happened" that it was the South 
that wound up on the cutting..:.room floor. 

Mr. President, many of the best tourist 
attractions in this country can be found 
in our Southland. The State of South 
Carolina abounds with beautiful tourist 
attractions, as do the States of Florida, 
Virginia-in fact, all of the Southern 
States. 

Mr. Udall went out of his way, a few 
years ago, to try to bar the Fouke Fur 
Co., of Greenville, S.C., from its long
time contract with the Interior Depart
ment for processing Alaskan sealskin 
furs simply because this firm decided 
that it would prefer to operate in Green
ville, S.C., rather than in St. Louis, Mo. 
Thanks to the General Accounting Office, 
we were able to get Mr. Udall reversed 
on that prejudicial decision against the 
St ate of South Carolina and the South. 

During the past 2 weeks, I have twice 
called to the attention of the Senate 
an attempt by Mr. Udall to try to block 
a private enterprise venture in South 
Carolina , which would bring $700 mil
lion into the construction of a power
generating complex in an area of our 
State which has been tabbed by the 
Johnson administration as poverty 
stricken. 

Mr. Udall keeps crying about prejudice 
and bias. It is time, Mr. President, that 
he wipe the mote out of his own eye, and 
try to help step up the South, rather 
than cont inue to step on the South. I 
ask unanimous consent that an article 
on this subject, from the News & Courier, 
and another one, from the Washington 
Daily News, be printed at this point in 
the RECORD, in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follow: 
[From the Charleston (S.C.) News & Courier, 

July 8 , 19651 
SOUTH SLIGHTED IN TOURISM FILM 

(By Roulhac Hamilton) 
WASHINGToN.-President Johnson's invita

tion to American citizens to visit the United 
States apparently doesn't include the old 
Southland-at least not as far as Interior 
Secretary Stwart L. Udall is concerned. 

If one is to be guided by a film sponsored 
by · the Interior Department to encourage 
"see America First" tourism, there isn't any 
South, except for a couple of places called 
Miami Beach and San Antonio, Tex. 

The film , called "Photoscenic America" is 
being shown five times daily in departmental 

auditorium here for the specified purpose of 
getting people to heed the President's bid
ding that they stay out of Europe and see 
their own homeland to help cure the balance 
of payments. 

The strip plainly bears the stamp of Udall, 
a former Arizona congressman . who notori
ously detests the South. Except for Miami 
Beach and San Antonio, mention of any 
spot south of the Mason-Dixon line is con
spicuously absent in the Interior Department 
film. 

There are shots of Niagara Falls, Death 
Valley, New York, Boston, Washington, Phila
dephia and the Liberty Bell. The narrator 
takes you westward to Chicago, briefly south
ward to San Antonio and the Alamo, then 
west again to San Francisco's cable cars and 
Chinatown, and to Disneyland. Inexplicably, 
the narrator jumps across the continent to 
"lush Miami Beach," and then back to the 
N8ition's northernmost and westernmost ex
tremes, Alaska and Hawaii. 

But no mention of Virginia's historic 
landmarks, not even George Washington's 
Mount Vernon, nor Thomas Jefferson's 
Monticello, nor Robert E. Lee's Arlington. 
No mention of historic Charleston, now a 

· great naval bastion, nor of New Orleans. No 
· mention of the beautiful and timeless Great 
Smokies, nor of famous Cape Hatteras. No 
mention of booming Atlanta, the metropolis 
of the South-nor of Cape Kennedy, the 
launching platform for the Nation's space 
spectaculars. 

Mention of Harvard, in "old and charming 
Boston," there is. But there is no mention 
of the oldes·t State universities-Georgia and 
North Carolina-nor of William & Mary, the 
Nation's second oldest college, nor of the 
College of Charleston, the oldest municipal 
institution of higher learning. 

But there was "no intent at all" to slight 
the South, a Udall aid insisted. The aid 
piously expla in ed that the film, produced by 
Eastman Kodak Co., originally ran 65 min
utes and had to be cut to 24 minutes. It 
"just h appened," he surmised, that it was 
the South which wound up on the cutting 
room floor. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News, 
July 7, 19651 

0NL Y MIAMI BEACH AND SAN ANTONIO: "SEE 
AMERICA" FILM SKIPS OVER SOUTH 

(By Cordelia Ruffin) 
President Johnson's invitation to Ameri

can citizens to visit the U.S.A. apparently 
doesn't include the old Southland. 

At least not if one is to be guided by a 
film strip produced by Eastman Kodak, 
sponsored by the Interior Department and 

. being given five showings daily at the De
partmental Auditorium through July and 
August. 

The film is called "Photoscenic America," 
and conspicuously absent is any mention 
of any spot south of the Mason Dixon line, 
except for Miami Beach, and San Antonio, 
Tex. 

The film opens with shots of some of 
America's scenic wonders-Niagara Falls, 
Death Valley-and then moves to New York. 
From there the narrat or takes us to "old 
and charming Boston", then Washington, 
"nerve center" of America, and Philadelphia 
and the Liberty Bell, "reminder of our 
heritage". The narrator then veers west-

. ward to "Carl Sandburg's Chicago • • • 
hog butcher of the world. ·· He steers briefly 
southward to San Antonio and the Alamo, 
and then west again t,o San Francisco, its 
cable cars and Chinatown, Disneyland, and 
back east to "lush Miami." We wind up 
with a trip to Alaska and Hawaii. 

No mention of Virginia and its historic 
landmarks, Williamsburg and Jamestown. 
Not even Mount Vernon. No mention of 
Jefferson's beautiful Monticello, or his 
University of Virginia or William & Mary, 
second oldest college in the land . And 

what about Civil War battlefields-Manassas 
and Bull Run? 

What about Charleston and New Orleans 
and the Great Smokies? 

There was "no intent at all" to slight the 
South, a surprised Interior Department aid 
said, when the subject came up. The film, 
originally 65 minutes long, had to be cut to 
24 minutes, and lots of cities got left out, he 
said. 

A representative of the Virginia State 
Travel Association here seemed mildly put 
out when she heard about it. There were 
more Virginians art the "See America first" 
promotion meetings than any other Ameri
cans, she said. Her association has a 15-
minute film on Virginia and her suggestion 
was to use it to "supplement" Photoscenic 
America. 

"Everybody knows Williamsburg is the 
main attraction in the East," she said. 

·one can understand the Government's 
reluctance to promote travel to trouble 
spots such as Selma, Ala., or Philadelphia, 
Miss. But then there's trouble everywhere. 
Who's in the mood for Geneva on the Lake? 

BUGABOOS, BPA, AND THE FACTS 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on the 

subject of the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration, misinformation seems to grow 
like weeds, while the facts trail behind, 
like a one-legged man with a rusty hoe. 
Recently, the Ogden Standard-Exam
iner summarized in one editorial all the 
misinformation attempting to prove that 
southern Idaho should not have the ac
cess to Federal power afforded the rest 
of the Northwest. The editorial was 
cogently answered in a letter to the edi
tor by Charles F. Luce, BPA Adminis
trator. · 

In the interest of setting the record 
straight about a question of great im
portance to Idaho, I ask unanimous con
sent to have· printed at this point in the 
RECORD the pertinent portions of the 
Ogden Standard-Examiner editorial of 
June 6 and the letter of reply from Mr. 
Luce. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the editorial and the letter were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION TRIES 

SOUTH IDAHO ATTACK AGAIN 
During the last 7 fiscal years, the Bonneville 

Power Admin istration has shown an operat
ing loss of more than $67 million. 

This deficit h as been made up 'from the 
Public Treasury. 

This means that the BPA has been sub
sidized by t axpayers to the tune of nearly 
$10 million a year since 1958. 

But has this red ink operation phased the 
public power advocartes? 

It has not. They are still pushing Con
gress for authority to extend the Bonneville 
Power empire into southeastern Idaho--an 
extension that would mean even more losses 
to be m ade up from more taxes. 

Accordingly, we believe the people of Utah 
should understand the full p icture-and the 
reasons why "cheap" power, lil{e BPA wants 
to peddle in south Idaho, isn't cheap for the 
taxpayers that have to foot this agency's 
bills. · · 

Specifically at issue is a request by BPA 
for $1 million to survey and design a h igh
voltage powerline. It would begin at McNary 
Dam in Oregon and terminate at Alexander, 
in southeastern Idaho. 

Total cost to build the line, with associated 
switching stations and other installations, 
would be $132 million, engineers estimate. 



16204 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 9, 1965 
The $1 m111ion request was turned down 

last year by the House Appropriations Com
mittee, which suggested that BPA work out 
"wheeling" arrangements with private power 
companies instead of building its own expen
sive line. 

Such "wheeling" contracts are already in 
wide usage in many sections of the country. 
Power generated at Flaming Gorge Dam, 
north of Vernal, is delivered to so-called pref
erence customers-municipal power setups 
and rural electrification systems---over Utah 
Power & Light Co. lines for a fixed, nomina.l 
fee. 

Several communities in the Golden Spike 
empire obtain their power supplies through 
such an arrangement. 

But attempts by the Idaho Power Co. and 
Utah Power & Light Co., the private utilities 
operating in southern Idaho, to work out 
"wheeling" deals with Bonneville Power Ad
ministration have failed. 

So the BP A asked Congress again this year 
for the $1 mlllion to prepare its plans on the 
$132 mlllion Oregon-Idaho line. 

Hearings have been conducted in Washing
ton by subcommittees in the House and Sen
ate. Neither subcommittee has made a rec
ommendation yet. 

During the Senate hearing, spokesmen for 
both Utah Power and Idaho Power explained 
the diiDculties in getting together with BPA 
on the "wheeling" arrangement. 

Vice President E. A. Hunter, of Utah Power, 
said his company could not "accept a re
quirement for wheeling power to any of our 
industrial customers that might be taken 
over by Bonneville Power. We do not want 
to give BPA a hunting license • • •." 

Vice President Robert F. Ball, of Idaho 
Power, told the Congressman that there is 
"not a single unserved customer" in south 
Idaho. 

BPA, Mr. Ball charged, was intent on 
"pirating" the industrial customers of the 
privately owned utilities by providing tax
free power that was produced and distributed 
at a loss. 

The utility men cited a contract offered 
by BPA to Monsanto Chemical at Soda 
Springs. A huge block of power would have 
been delivered at a rate of 2.2 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, if the Government had built 
its lines. Private rates admittedly are high
er-taxes alone paid by the companies 
amount to about 3 mills per kilowatt. 

To charges that Monsanto could not ex
pand without public power, the U.P. & L. 
spokesman cited a recent agreement which 
he said was favorable enough to permit the 
chemical firm to start construction on a new 
phosphate unit and plan another future ex
pansion. 

At the hearings this year and in 1964, 
Bonnevllle Power claimed the 500-mile line 
was needed to assure the future power needs 
of existing preference customers and to en
courage more rapid development of the 
south Idaho phosphate resources. 

The private companies, in turn, said they 
would contract with BPA to deliver all 
power needed by existing preference cus
tomers for the next 20 years. But they 
would not be bound to deliver public power 
to non-preference industrial users who to 
buy from BPA would have to discontinue 
service from either Idaho Power or Utah 
Power. 

Against the $132 million cost of the BPA 
line, the two utilities said they would "wheel" 
all the power needed by preference customers 
for $1.7 million a year, averaged over the next 
20 years. 

BPA esti!Ilated its line construction and 
operating costs during those same 20 years 
at $123 million-$89 million more than under 
the private companies' proposal. The pri
vate utilities' plan would result in a savings 
equal to $89 for every man, woman and child 
in Utah. 

In addition, the two investor-owned utili
ties would be paying taxes of their own. 

An extensive analysis of the background 
and developments of the Bonneville Power 
Administration's attempt to invade south 
Idaho has just been published by the Coun
cil of State Chambers of Commerce in Wash
ington. 

The council's research director, Eugene 
F. Rinta, described the proposed BPA Ore
gon-Idaho line was "completely unneces
sary and wasteful." 

We argee that it would not only dupli
catte private company facilities with Federal 
lines, but would waste economic resources 
through higher cost power transmission than 
is available through existing, taxpaying 
sources. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 

Portland, Oreg., June 16, 1965. 
EDITOR, OGDEN STANDARD-ExAMINER, 
Ogden, Utah. 

DEAR Sm: Your editorial of June 6, "Bon
nevllle Power Administration Tries South 
Idaho Attack Again," has just come to our 
atrt;ention. We believe that it contains seri
ous errors of fact. 

Briefly, these are the facts: 
1. BP A does not cost the taxpayers a sin

gle penny. On the contrary, it represents 
a wise and prudent investment of public 
funds that has brought large returns in 
strengthening national defense, conserving 
resources and building the economy of the 
region and the Nation. From the beginning 
of our operations in 1938 we have returned to 
the Treasury more than $1 billion. BP A is 
still ahead of schedule in repaying, with in
terest, the Federal investment in Northwest 
power facilities. Our annual deficits in the 
past few years have not eliminated our over
all surplus position. 

2. We are not requesting funds for a line 
to southern Idaho for the purpose of serving 
industries. The House Appropriations Com
mittee of Congress has specifically directed 
us to serve "preference customers only" in 
that area. We have honored this directive 
in all our negotiations with the Idaho and 
Utah power companies. 

3. The estimated cost of the line is $73 mil
lion, not $132 million as your editorial stated. 

4. We have diligently sought a wheeling 
agreement with the Idaho Power Co. which 
would eliminate the need for a Federal line 
to southern Idaho. Inab111ty to reach 
agreement on one crucial point-that of 
service to future preference customers-has 
forced us to seek funds for a Federal line. 
The company insists that even if citizens of 
a municipality in southern Idaho by major
ity vote decide to acquire a municipal elec
tric system they cannot buy power from the 
Federal Government. We have offered to 
sign the same kind of wheeling contract 
Utah Power & Light Co. signed about 2 years 
ago with the Bureau of Reclamation for 
wheeling upper Colorado power. That con
tract provided wheeling service not only for 
preference customers presently served by the 
Bureau, but future preference customers as 
well. 

5. We have offered to build a 500,000-volt 
line jointly with the Idaho and Utah com
panies. We would build to Anaconda, 
Mont., where we already have a 230,000-volt 
line and substation. The companies would 
build the rest of the way into southern 
Idaho and lease to us about half the capac
ity in their section of the line. Thus there 
would be no Federal line in either company's 
service area. 

6. Such a line is needed. Your editorial 
suggested that the proposed Federal line 
would duplicate private company facil1ties. 
This is not so. While we have sufficient 
power on our main system to meet the grow
ing needs of the preference customers in 
southern Idaho, adequate transmission ca-

pacity is lacking. Either the private com
panies must build it, and lease capacity to 
us, or we must build it. The need for a 
500,000-volt line in the area was further 
established by the Federal Power Commis
sion's National Power Survey, participated 
in by all segments of the electric ut111ty 
industry, including the private power com
panies. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES F. LUCE, 

Administrator. 

SUPPORT OF THE ADMINISTRA
TION'S EFFORTS TO ABOLISH THE 
NATIONAL ORIGINS QUOTA SYS
TEM 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Sun

day, July 4, issue of the Louisville Cour
ier-Journal included an inspiring edito
rial in support of the administration's 
efforts finally to abolish the national 
origins quota system. 

It was, indeed, an appropriate subject 
for editorializing throughout the land 
on our Independence Day, for we are a 
nation of immigrants, and it is long past 
the hour for this biased and narrow sys
tem to be abolished. 

I am hopeful, Mr. President, that the 
Judiciary Committees of the two Houses 
will complete their work on the bill 
which Representative CELLER, myself, 
and many of our colleagues have intro
duced, so that the President can sign this 
historic measure as one of the many 
outstanding accomplishments of the first 
session of the 89th Congress. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
[From the LouisvUle Courier-Journatl, July 

4, 1965) 
How To PICK NEW CITIZENS FOR AMERICA 
What is the best basis for admitting immi

grants to the United States? Should we give 
preference to people simply on the grounds 
of the nation they come from? Or should 
we open the way to two special groups, those 
with skills that are needed in this country, 
and those with close relatives already living 
here? 

The old system of national origins has been 
used since the immigration bill of 1924. It 
set quotas for each nation based on the 
proportion of people from that country who 
had already come here. 

We thus assume that a man is desirable 
because he comes from a certain country, 
regardless of his other qualifications, and 
undesirable because he comes from another 
land. Quotas from Ireland, Great Britain, 
and Germany are never filled. Meanwhile, 
people from Spain, Italy, and Greece can 
only put their names on an endless waiting 
list. 

The administration in Washington wants 
to substitute a more reasonable formula. It 
would use all present 158,000 quota places 
each year, plus perhaps 8,000 more, but ap
ply them to people with special qualifica
tions. Doctors, nurses, and skilled techni
cians in many fields would get high consid
eration, since they are in short supply here. 
Parents of people who have already migrated 
here would also be favored. All the present 
standards of health and political accepta
bility would still be kept. 

An immigration bill is being hammered out 
in a committee of the House. Some of the 
details are still to be deterinined. The first 
principle will be, however, to get rid of the 
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antiquated national origins system, and put 
in its place a system that rests on the current 
needs of our society. The reform is long 
overdue. 

FREE ELECTIONS IN VIETNAM 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in a 

speech which I delivered in the Senate 
on June 24, I called for free elections to 
be held in South Vietnam. I was pleased 
to see that the idea of holding free elec:.. 
tions in Vietnam was discussed in an 
article published in the current issue of 
the Saturday Evening Post. The article 
was written by the well-known columnist, 
Stewart Alsop. Mr. Alsop correctly con
cluded: 

The risks are real. Even so, there is one 
very good reason for accepting them. A pro
posal for internationally supervised free elec
tions in Vietnam would reaffirm the old 
American notion that the people of a country 
have a right to decide what kind of country 
they want to live in~ 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed at · this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
asfollows: · 

VIETNAM: FREE ELECTIONS? 
(By Stewart Alsop) 

WASHINGTON.-What WOuld happen if 
really free and secret elections were ·held in 
Vietnam today? Would the Communists 
win? · 

These questions may seem academic, as 
the nasty little war in Vietnam gets nastier. 
And yet, as this is written, the possibility of 
proposing internationally supervised free 
elections, either in all of Vietnam or in South 
Vietnam alone, is being seriously pondered 
at the highest administration levels. Some 
such proposal may have been made even 

· before these words are published. Or in the 
end nothing may come of all the pondering. 
But the fact that the possibility of propos
ing free elections is being seriously consid
ered is significant in two ways. 

It means, in the first place, that the ad
ministration policymakers really believe what 
they say-that the Oommunists, at least in 
South Vietnam, have the support of only a 
small minority of the people. In the words 
of William Bundy, Assistant Secretary of 
State for the Far East: "It is clear that • • • 
the great mass of people of South Vietnam 
do not wish to be ruled by communism or 
from Hanoi." Secretary of State Rusk and 
other administration spokesmen have said 
much the same thing. 

It means, in the second place, that the 
more thoughtful policymakers are belatedly 
worried-and with reason-by the harsh fact 
that in a very important segment of the 
American population the Vietnamese war is 
the least understood and the most unpopular 
war of modern times. 

The President likes to carry public-opinion 
polls in his pocket, the way another man 
might carry a rabbit's foot. Often he pulls 
the polls out of his pocket to prove the wide
spread public support for his Vietnamese 
policy. And, of course, the polls are accurate 
enough. The students and professors who 
are leading the campus revolt against the 
Vietnamese war are a minority even on the 
campus. 

Yet these people, plus the off-oampus lib
eral-intellectuals, are influential out of all 
proportion to their numbers. As the United 
States gets more deeply involved in the ugly 
war, their influence is likely to multiply. 
And it is highly significant that this liberal
intellectual-academic revolt is the first seri-

ous revolt since before the Marshall plan era 
against the consistent postwar American pol
icy of containing communism. There was 
nothing comparable at the time of the Berlin 

. blockade and the airlift; or the Korean war; 
or the second Berlin crisis and the Cuban 
missile crisis, in both of which President 
Kennedy made clear his intention to risk 
nuclear war if necessary. 

Then why has the effort to contain com
munism in Vietnam aroused such a wide
spread and deep-rooted rebellion in liberal
intellectual-academic circles, There are var
ious obvious reasons. Nasty little wars are 
never popular. There are Communists and 
fellow-travelers on the campuses, and there 
are credulous and misinformed academic 
dunderheads too. 

But it is not enough to dismiss the angry 
students and professors as fellow-travelers 
and dunderheads. The revolt goes a lot 
deeper than that. No doubt Lyndon John
son's personal style has something to do with 
it-the President has never cottoned to intel
lectual and academic types, nor they to him. 
And the Dominican crisis reinforced the to
tally inaccurate notion that the President 
(who is by nature more cautious than his 
predecessor) is an impulsive gunslinging, 
Texas version of Colonel Blimp. 

But this does not really explain the revolt 
either. The real taproot of the campus re
volt is this: The United States seems to be 
opposed to the reunification of all Vietnam, 
and thus to the self-determination of small 
countries; and to free elections in Vietnam, 
and thus to democracy itself. Therefore, it is 
easy for the angry professors at the teach
ins to portray the Johnson administration's 
policy in Vietnam as a betrayal of the most 
basic American traditions. 

In terms of the grim realities of the Viet
namese war, such rna tters as free voting and 
self-determination may be so much moon
shine. But Americans-young ones, espe
cially, and especially in foreign affairs
need a bit of moonshine, need to feel on the 
side of the angels. In the teach-ins the 
angry professors can always count on anti
administration boos when they charge the 
United States with conniving to prevent the 
free elections to unify the country, which 
were promised in the 1954 Geneva accords. 

In fact, this is a phony debating point. 
Given the population balance and the areas 
under · Communist control, a free election 
without adequate supervision, as proposed 
at Geneva by the French, would have in
sured Communist victory-one reason why 
the United States refused to become a party 
to the Geneva accords. The French offer was 
really a bribe for the Communists, to let the 
French off the hook in Vietnam. 

Yet the fact remains that there fs a sharp 
seeming contrast between American policy 
in Vietnam and traditional American for
eign-policy objectives. The United States 
has consistently stood for free elections to 
unify the two other divided countries, Ger
many and Korea. There has never been a 
chance that the Communists would permit 
free elections in East Germany or North Ko
rea, but at least the United States is on the 
side of the angels. 

Obviously, this country and South VIet
nam would propose elections in Vietnam only 
on certain conditions: a general cease-fire 
and a supervised end to military infiltration 
from North Vietnam; freedom of movement, 
communications, and political debate; really 
effective international inspection and control 
to insure a free and secret ballot. 

No Communist state has ever risked a gen
uinely free political contest, for free debate 
strikes at the roots of ''the dictatorship of 
the proletariat" and threatens destruction of 
the regime. The Communists would agree to 
a genuinely free election-especially with 
"imperialist" American troops still in the 
country-only if they were virtually certain 
they could win. 

No one can guarantee that they might not 
win. Conditions in North Vietnam are mis
erable, and Bundy is no doubt right that the 
"great mass" of the South Vietnamese are 
anti-Communist. But the Vietcong in the 
South and the Vietminh in the North are 
the only disciplined political organizations 

· in the country; and _to many peasants there 
is no easily visible difference between a Com
munist and a nationalist. 

The risks are real. Even so, there is one 
very good reason for accepting them. A pro
posal for internationally supervised free elec
tionss in Vietnam would reaffirm the old 
American notion that the people of a coun
try have a right to decide what kind of 
country they want to live in. 

FEDERAL FUNDS BEING WITHHELD 
FROM SOUTH CAROLINA MENTAL 
INSTITUTIONS 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

call to the attention of Senators an arti
cle and also an editorial from the 
News & Courier, of Charleston, S.C., on 
the subject of cutting off Federal funds 
for mental hospital facilities for South 
Carolina. What is involved here, Mr. 
President, is the fact that the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
has reversed an earlier decision, and now 
refuses to allocate $700,000 to expand 
mental health facilities in South Caro
lina for adult Negro mental patients and 
for mentally retarded Negro children. 

Mr. President, this action on the part 
of HEW is indicative of the lack of rea
son which prevails in this Department 
in connection with the administration of 
title VI of the so-called Civil Rights Act 
of 1964. Those of us who last year op
posed that legislation made the point, at 
the time, that it constituted the delega
tion of too much authority to Federal bu
reaucrats who would be seeking to ex
ploit every ounce of authority contained 
in the legislation. 

Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare officials are "insisting that men
tal health facilities in South Carolina 
be completely racially integrated, even 
at the expense of the Negro facilities. 
With the State of South Carolina making 
every possible effort to improve these fa
cilities, the Federal Government now 
comes along, and, by this action, virtually 
blocks these efforts at progress in pro
viding care for Negro mental health 
patients. 

The entire question of integration in 
the South constitutes an emotional and 
delicate matter. I would imagine, Mr. 
President, that it would be particularly 
delicate with regard to the mixing of the 
races among persons who are already 
emotionally disturbed. Here is one area 
which one would think should require 
the application of judgment and reason; 
but these two important elements of con
sideration seem to be entirely lacking 
in connection with the recent decisions 
by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD, 
an article from the News & Cou
rier, of Charleston, S.C., dated July 3, 
1965, and entitled "Federal Funds With
held From Palmetto Hospital: HEW Re
verses Earlier Decision"; and an editorial, 
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from the News & Courier of the same 
date, entitled "Shameful Decision." 

There being no objection, the article 
and the editorial were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
FEDERAL FUNDS WITHHELD FROM PALMETTO 

HOSPITAL-HEW REVERSES EARLIER DECI-

SION 
(By Hugh E. Gibson) 

CoLUMBIA.-The Federal Government yes
terday clipped $700,000 from funds allotted to 
expand State mental health facilities--the 
second such action in as many days. 

At the same time Dr. WilliamS. Hall, State 
mental health commissioner, revealed the 
five doctors training as psychiatrists at the 
South Carolina State Hospital have quit be
cause that institution will lose its accredita
tion next year. 

The twin setbacks came on the heeis of 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel
fare (HEW) refusal Thursday to release $77,-
000 for construction of a dormitory at the 
Pineland Training School for retarded Negro 
children. 

Dr. Hall said the $700,000 grant was HEW's 
share of a $2.3 million medical-surgical com
plex already about 15 percent completed at 
the Palmetto State Hospital for Negro mental 
patients. 

Notification that HEW had reversed its 
earlier action of approving the contract and 
awarding the funds came in a telephone call 
from Washington, Dr. Hall said. He quoted 
the HEW spokesman as saying a mistake had 
been made in awarding the contract. 

Actually, the mental health commissioner 
said the mistake lay in the fact that the 
funds should not have been approved in the 
absence of Federal approval of Palmetto's 
compliance with the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 

A desegregation plan is ot;L file in Washing
ton, Dr. Hall said, but so far none of the de
partment of mental health facilities has been 
ruled in compliance. 

Despite the HEW action, Dr. Hall said the 
State will apply for one-fourth of the $700,-
000 when the Palmetto construction is 25 
percent complete-late in September. He 
said he was hopeful that by then the inte
gration plan will be accepted. 

If HEW remains adamant, the only re
course will be to ask the legislature to make 
up the deficit, Dr. Hall said. He admitted, 
however, that this would be a "long shot." 

Construction of the Pineland dormitory 
had not begun, but Dr. Hall revealed that 75 
percent of the architect's fees-about $27,-
000-must be paid. 

The lost $77,000 was to have been part of 
the Federal Government's $305,000 match
ing contribution to build the dormitory. 
But the remaining $228,000. even if obtained 
later, also will be denied Pineland because 
it has lost it s t op priority, Dr. Hall said. 

This would force a complete revision of 
the plans in order to build a much smaller 
dormitory with the $455,000 put up by the 
State to m a tch the expected Federal grant, 
Dr. Hall said. 

SHAMEFUL DECISION 

Denial of $77,000 in Federal funds ear
marked for a dormitory to house retarded 
Negro children is an act of racial discrimina
tion that ought to hang heavily on the John
son administration. The decision was not 
made, we are confident, by the President 
himself. It is small, in comparison to the 
huge sums usually associated with the U.S. 
Government. But the principle of discrim
ination is there. It should be examined at 
the highest level. 

South Carolina for years has endeavored 
to look after the needs of its citizens within 
relatively limited means. It has m aintained 
homes for children who need the State's 
care. One of them is Whitten Village. His
torically white children have gone there. It 

is always filled to overflowing, with a long 
waiting list. Another home is called Pine
land Training School. It 1s crowded with 
retarded Negro children. 

Because of pressure to mix the two--for 
what good purpose, we cannot imagine--the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel
fare has cancelled allotment of $77,000 to the 
Negro school. The outcome is a loss for 
Negroes. 

The complaint of discrimination due to 
separate homes came from an all-Negro cit
izens committee in Richland County. Gov. 
Robert E. McNair, who has been working 
valiantly to unravel this bureaucratic snarl, 
called HEW's decision a complete failure on 
the part of this Federal agency to compre
hend a local need. 

The News and Courier for years has op
posed dependence on Washington for local 
needs. The majority in our country feels 
otherwise, and has voted for candidates who 
insist on concentrating services in the Na
tional Capital. Since national policy sends 
money into the States--paid for by the tax
payers-we feel justified in complaining over 
discrimination in handling it. If anyone 
needs a classic example here is one for the 
record. We call it a shame. 

THE SINGING K'S FROM IDAHO 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, "busi

ness as usual" is hardly an appropriate 
phrase in Burley, Idaho, these days. 
Some of the most prominent business
men of Burley have been traveling to the 
World's Fair as singing ambassadors 
from Idaho; and they came to Washing
ton, to sing in the rotunda of the Senate 
Office Building at noon today. 

These men are members of the Sing
ing K's, Idaho's official representatives to 
the World's Fair, and one of the most 
popular singing groups in the Gem 
State. All of them are members of the 
Burley Kiwanis Club. 

In an editorial published on June 18, 
the Burley Herald-Bulletin emphasized 
the debt Idahoans owe to all the citizens 
of Burley who made possible the trip of 
the Singing K's. I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

OVER THE TOP 

It certainly was welcome news to the Sing
ing K's, the Burley Kiwanis Club, and the 
general public when it was learned the re
cent barbecue staged by the popular singing 
group h ad put the drive for funds to pay 
expenses to New York over the top. 

It was Welcome news for the Singing K's 
because it eliminated any anxiety that a lack 
of funds might becloud their trip for the 
many engagements lined up for them at the 
World's Fair, Madison Square Garden, the 
National Capitol, and spots along the way. 
It was welcome news for members of the 
Burley Kiwanis Club because it marked the 
end of a long and trying campaign to raise 
the funds and the club can put down on its 
records another good job well done. And it 
was welcome news for the public because, 
while the response to each of the club's 
projects was most generous, the monotony 
was beginning to tell. 

All in all, it was another typical Burley 
enterprise that ended in another typical 
bang-up victory. It was, in the first place, 
a tremendous project for the Singing K's-a 
relatively new organization-to undertake. 
But the opportunities of spreading the n ame 
and fame of Burley were too great to resist. 
The fine singing group, composed of many of 

the civic and business leaders of the com
munity, will be the official Idaho ambassadors 
to the World's Fair. And, even if they 
weren't such good singers, Idaho never had 
better envoys. 

In fact, their singing is only a part of their 
mission. They make a fine appearance and 
they will be loaded with Idaho and Burley 
products and brochures for distribution all 
through their long trip. 

All of them are knowledgeable men, accus
tomed to meeting the public, and all of them 
are dyed-in-the-wool Burley and Idaho 
boosters. 

Now that the last obstacle in the many that 
faced them at the outset of the project has 
been overcome, Burley can sit back and await 
the certain returns that come with success. 

Moreover, Burley can sit back with a feel
ing of pride. During the last few months, 
almost everybody in the area has-in some 
way-contributed to this project. Once 
again, the community has proven that it 
lacks nothing in puolic spirit and commu
nity pride. Once again, it has faced a big 
community effort and once again it has 
proven its mettle. 

The Singing K's and the Kiwanis Club de
serve all the credit in the world for the ac
complishment. But they wouldn't have been 
able to make it as far as Malta without the 
wonderful cooperation of a wonderful com
munity. 

RETIREMENT OF COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL JOSEPH CAMPBELL 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
find myself in full agreement with an 
excellent editorial, from the Washing
ton Daily News of July 7, 1965, entitled 
"Blow to the Taxpayers." The editorial 
pays great tribute to the retiring Comp
troller General of the United States, the 
Honorable Joseph Campbell. Mr. Camp
bell has served in this important posi
tion of trust and responsibility in a most 
distinguished, objective, and effective 
manner. Running the General Account
ing Office is, indeed, a <iifficult task, and 
requires a man of courage and ability 
who does not mind "calling the shots as 
he sees them." 

Mr. Campbell and his coworkers at 
the GAO have been responsible for sav
ing many millions of dollars for the 
American taxpayers, and have exposed 
to Congress and to the public many ac
tions of waste, inefficiency, and corrup
tion on the part of agencies and indi
viduals within the executive branch of 
the National Government. 

I particularly recall, Mr. President, a 
GAO investigation, which I asked Mr. 
Campbell to conduct, on the question of 
the Interior Department's aw.ard of the 
contract on the processing of Alaskan 
sealskin furs. That contract award was 
made by the Secretary of Interior, Mr. 
Stewart Udall, to a newly established 
corporation, which had never processed 
any sealskin furs, and which was finally 
revealed to be nothing more than a cor
poration on paper. Mr. Udall awarded 
the contract to that concern in an ef
fort to punish the Fouke Fur Co., of 
Greenville, S.C., because it had moved 
from St. Louis, Mo., to Greenville. The 
Fouke Fur Co., was without any ques
tion the superior sealskin processing 
firm in the world, and had been doing 
that work for the Government for many, 
many years, much to the advantage of 
the Government. 
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Mr. Campbell took on the investiga

tion, which he knew would be contro
versial; and he called Mr. Udall's hand, 
and forced him to rescind the contract 
award and, subsequently, to reinstitute 
his contractual relationship with Fouke. 

Mr. President, I join the Washington 
Daily News in expressing the hope that 
the President will select another man of 
the dedication, character, and stature of 
Mr. Joseph Campbell to fill this most im
portant position in our Government. 
Also, I wish for Mr. Campbell much hap
piness in his retirement, and extend to 
him best wishes for a speedy recovery 
from the ill health which has prompted 
his retirement. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed at this point in the REc
ORD, in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Daily News, July 7, 

1965] 
BLOW TO THE TAXPAYERS 

It is a crying shame that ill health is re
quiring Comptroller General Joseph Camp
bell to leave his job. 

Mr. Campbell is head of the General Ac
counting Office and if it were not for the 
GAO the waste of money in the Government 
would be horrendous. With the GAO ever
lastingly on the job, the waste is merely 
staggering. 

Mr. Campbell has been on the job since 
1954. He heads a staff of around 4,3000 which 
audits, investigates, and analyzes Govern• 
ment spending. In the 1964 fiscal year, it was 
estimated the Government saved more than 
$321 million because of the GAO. The GAO 
probably saves the taxpayers a good deal 
more than this, because just the possibility 
that Mr. Campbell may pounce on a spending 
project is a useful deterrent. 

The GAO is accountable only to the Con
gress, and · the Comptroller General is ap
pointed for a 15-year term. Which gives the 
agency a high degree of independence. Mr. 
Campbell has asserted that independence to 
the utmost. 

Even GAO can't keep track of everything. 
The Government is too big, too widespread, 
too involved in too many things. 

"You'd have to put together 200 or so of 
the largest corporations to even approach it," 
Mr. Campbell once said. 

So GAO operates more or less on a scatter
shot basis. It follows up suggestions from 
Congressmen and pokes into anything its 
nose indicates might be fruitful-and GAO 
has been enormously fruitful. 

Mr. Campbell's successor will be appointed 
by President Johnson, subject to approval of 
Congress. If L.B.J. can find another like 
Mr. Campbell-tough, inquisitive, independ
ent--that's the man to name. This is no job 
for a hack, or a pliable politician. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY AT 
11 A.M. 

_Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I now move pursuant to 
the order previously entered, that the 
Senate stand in adjournment until 11 
o'clock on Monday morning next. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
8 o'clock and 23 minutes p.m.) the 
Senate adjourned, under the previous 
order, until Monday, July 12, 1965, at 
11 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 9 (legislative day of July 
8)' 1965: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Henry Cabot Lodge, of Massachusetts to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to the 
Republic of Vietnam. 

David M. Bane, of Pennsylvania, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Gabon 
Republic. 

Edward Clark, of Texas, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Australia. 

George J. Feldman, of New York, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to 
Malta. 

Parker T. Hart, of Illinois, a Foreign Serv
ice officer of the class of career minister, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo
tentiary of the United States of America to 
Turkey. 

John D. Jernegan, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Democratic and Popular Republic of 
Algeria. 

David D. Newsom, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Kingdom of 
Libya. 

William J. Porter, of Massachusetts, a For
eign Service officer of the class of career min
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. 

Hugh H. Smythe, of New York, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Syrian 
Arab Republic. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FRIDAY, JULY 9, 1965 
The House met at 11 o'clock a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., used · this Scripture to preface his 
prayer: 

Luke 6: 46: Why call ye me, Lord, 
Lord, and do not the things which I say? 

0 Lord, Thou art ever near unto us 
but we are so slow to recognize the 
gentle ways of Thy presence and so dim 
of vision and dull to hear the music and 
melody of Thy voice. 

Give us the will to make the adventure 
to become what we pray to be and the 
strength and courage to live more 
nearly as we pray and with the faith 
that makes us faithful in the hard way 
of duty and drudgery. 

For our character and conduct give 
us the conscience of Jesus as our com
pass by which we may discover and 
determine the directions and dimensions · 
of our life in its relations to Thee and 
our fellow men. 

Help us to lay hold of Him more 
firmly for ourselves and seek to make 
Him real and luminous to others in the 
building of a new humanity. 

Hear us in our prayer to become 
comrades with Him in his holy mission. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Dlinois makes the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 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: 

Ashley 
Baring 
Bonner 
Bow 
Clark 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 

[Roll No. 174] 
Harvey, Ind. 
Holifield 
Hosmer 
Keogh 
May 
Moorhead 
Morton 

Passman 
Powell 
Purcell 
Resnick 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 413 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 
Mr. CELLER. 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. 6400) to en
force the 15th amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States. 

The motion was agreed to . 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H.R. 6400, 
with Mr. BOLLING in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on yesterday, there was pend
ing the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH] as a 
substitute for the committee amendment. 

It was agreed that all time for debate 
on the so-called McCulloch substitute 
and all amendments thereto would be 
limited to 2 hours, such time to be equally 
divided and controlled by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER] and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH]. 
Under the unanimous-consent agree
ment, the Chair recognizes the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH] in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the substitute known 
throughout the general debate as the 
Ford-McCulloch bill. The provisions of 
that bill were described accurately and 
in great detail by the minority during 
the 10 hours of general debate before the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. I shall therefore 
only briefty review some of the more im
portant provisions of the Ford-McCul
loch bill. 
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In the first place, I should like to say 

that our objection to the approach taken 
by the Celler-committee bill can be ex
emplified by an analysis of the many se
rious deficiencies in the committee-Celler 
bill. 

The very first matter I wish to discuss, 
Mr. Chairman, is the lack in the com
mittee-Celler bill of a provision for pro
visional voting and for impounding the 
vote. 

In reviewing what was done in that 
mighty battle that was fought in 1960, 
Mr. Chairman, I was pleased, indeed, to 
note that the chairman of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary of the House sup
ported the amendment which I offered 
for provisional voting and impounding of 
the ballots. At that time I was pleased 
to note that that lovable character, that 
inimitable fellow, my good friend from 
Chicago, the gentleman from Illinois, 
BARRATT O'HARA, improved and SUP
ported the amendment which I offered. 

That amendment was adopted by the 
House and approved by the other body, 
and, insofar as the legislation is con
cerned, it is the law of the land. 

In general debate I said that under the 
committee-Celler bill a person could be 
registered to vote and, although properly 
challenged, he could vote and his vote 
would be counted and used to determine 
the outcome of a close election even if, 
after that were done, his vote was de
cided by the hearing examiner, by a 
three-judge Federal court, or by the Su
preme Court of the United States to 
have been illegally cast. 

Mr. Chairman, no place in the history 
of America is there any substantial evi
dence that any State has permitted such 
type of voting or permitted such votes to 
be used in determining the outcome of 
elections. In these days of emotion, it is 
possible that only a few votes may deter
mine the outcome of an election of the 
President of the United States. Within 
my time a Senatorship in the great State 
of Texas was decided by less than 100 
votes. 

Mr. Chairman, I said that in this pro
vision of the committee-Celler bill lies 
the seeds of possible revolution. 

Second, the triggering provision of the 
committee-Celler bill is one of pure fan
tasy. It is a presumption upon a pre
sumption, and there is not a single able 
lawyer in all the House who does not 
know that a presumption based upon a 
presumption is not sufficient evidence to 
prove any kind of a case. My colleague, 
the able gentleman from Minnesota, so 
fully and so ably covered that matter 
yesterday that I shall not take further 
time on it today. 

Furthermore, in accordance with what 
has long been thought to be the law of 
the land, States have determined the 
qualifications of voters, and most, if not 
all, good constitution lawyers now believe 
that the qualifications fixed by States
unless those qualifications are used for or 
result in discrimination which denies or 
abridges the right to vote by reason of 
race or color--should stand. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill attempts to 
carry out that fine State-National rela
tionship. The Ford-McCulloch bill 
adopts the provision which was so 

strongly urged by the Attorney General 
in 1963 and 1964, so ably supported by 
the chairman of the committee, and so 
overwhelmingly adopted by the House-
that is, that a sixth-grade education is a 
presumption of literacy. 

Mr. Chairman, if an applicant cannot 
meet that test in any one of the States, 
he may be given a literacy test so long 
as it is in writing. 

I repeat, that is the test which we 
adopted, and that is the test which is the 
law of the land today. Yet there have 
been only a comparatively small number 
of months since that provision became 
the law of the land, and the Department 
of Justice--able and devoted and dedi
cated Department of Government that it 
is and has been, in these important fields, 
has filed only approximately 70 or less. 
cases under the law of 1964. 

Yesterday, my colleague, the gentle
man from Florida, discussed the prohibi
tion of and the proscription against 
fraudulent and illegal voting. He de
scribed the Williams-Cramer amend
ment, the amendment which was adopted 
in the other body by an overwheming 
vote--if I recall correctly, 80 to 0. 

While there are some weak and 
watered-down provisions in the commit
tee-Celler bill in this field, they just do 
not begin to have the teeth or the cover
age of the Ford-McCUlloch bill. 

Then, Mr. Chairman, there is a pro
vision in the Celler-administration bill 
requiring seven States and political sub
divisions thereof to come to the Central 
Government to have validated laws and 
ordinances respecting any voting quali
fication or prerequisite to voting or 
standard practice or procedure with re
spect to voting different from that in 
force or effect on November 1, 1964. 
Mr. Chairman, I call upon any member . 
of the Committee to furnish to the Com
mittee the precedent forcing New York, 
or Ohio, if you please, or Alaska, if you 
please, to come to Washington with hat 
in hand and begging the Attorney Gen
eral, please validate the law or a Federal 
court in the District of Columbia or ordi
nance we have passed, or the rule or reg
ulation in any way affecting voting which 
we have promulgated. I see many 
friends on both sides of the aisle who are 
on the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce. If the Congress writes 
the Celler-administration bill into law, 
how long will it be before the States must 
come to Washington to have their laws 
and ordinances validated in faraway 
Washington? Mr. Chairman, I particu
larly address this question to my col
leagues on the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, but I could ad
dress it to almost every Member of the 
House. 

How long will it be until every sov
ereign State of America and the politi
cal subdivisions thereaf will be able to 
enact legislation and pass ordinances 
without first ooming to Washington, hat 
in hand, to have such acts validated? 

Mr. Chairman, I have read and heard 
much about a coalition. I would like to 
let you in on a secret. I have joined a 
ooalition with a great southerner
Thomas Jefferson. You know he had 
something to say about the validation 

of Colonial and State laws. I read 
from that great document, the Decla
ration of Independence: 

The hi&tory of the present King of Great 
Britain is a history of repeated injuries and 
usurpations, all having in direct object the 
establishment of an absolute tyranny over 
these States. 

You see the parallel? 
To prove this, let facts be submitted to a 

candid world. 

I want to submit these facts to the 
Members af this Committee. 

Continuing on, it says: 
He has refused his assent to laws--

And I repeat this is from the Declara
tion of Independence, written by that 
southern gentleman with whom I am in 
coalition-
the mos.t wholesome and necessary for the 
public good. He has forbidden his Gov
ernors to pass laws of immediate and press
ing import;lance unless suspended in their 
operations until his assent should be ob
tained, and when so suspended,. he has utterly 
neglected to wttend to them. 

I would quote, and thereby repeat, if 
I had the time the words spoken yes
terday by my able colleague on the 
Commi·ttee on the Judiciary, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. Downy]. See 
page 1·6003 Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

In this connection, there was a newspaper 
article by John Henshaw, in April in this 
year, reporting that President Johnson had 
some comments about this section of the 
bill which provides that a Strute oannot 
change its existing voting laws, or pass new 
voting laws, without the approval of the U.S. 
District Oourt of the District of Columbia. 
The article quotes him as saying: 

"Aft er reading the sect ion aga.in, I can't 
believe it is constitutional. That provision 
is very discriminatory. If a state wants to 
regulate its own voting registration on the 
grounds that it has been free of discrimina
tion, it must go to Washington to seek a 
judgment there. That has never been re
quired before": 

And further: 
"If that is going to be in the bill I a.m. sure 

glad the bill is not going to be known as the 
Johnson bill." 

Now, our triggering device is simple 
and comprehensive and reaches every 
pocket of discrimination in all of the 50 
States of America. 

We do not point a finger of shame at 
New York or at Florida or at any one 
of the other States. We say wherever 
there is discrimination by reason of race 
or color that denies or abridges the right 
to vote, and 25 people in a political sub
division say it is there and make the 
statement to the Attorney General in 
private, when the Attorney General de
termines that these are meritorious cases 
he must, under the mandatory provisions 
of the Ford-McCulloch bill, request the 
appointment of examiners who proceed 
to register the voters. And when the 
25 cases have been determined to be 
meritorious the pattern or practice is 
found to be established and thereupon 
the operation of the law begins. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I shall comment 
no further on that subject by reason 
of the very clear coverage had yester-
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day. Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to say this. The conclusions to be 
drawn from the language of the bill, 
the conclusions to be drawn from the 
presentations that have been made by 
the able members of the Committee on 
the Judiciary concerning the two bills, 
are clear. The Ford-McCulloch bill is 
a measure that will immediately and 
effectively promote the ends we seek in 
any political subdivision where voter 
discrimination can be found. It will 
assure relief now and in the future with 
firmness, with uniformity, and with fair
ness to all the people, providing a single 
standard to all of the 50 States. And 
upon inspection by future generations, 
when the emotions of today have passed, 
it will reflect upon us, even as the Dec
laration of Independence will forever 
reflect upon that great Southern Demo
crat and Virginian, Thomas Jefferson
it will reflect upon us as wise lawgivers 
who in the finest traditions of the Con
gress of the United States in answer to 
a pressing present need met the prob
lems with conviction, with speed, and 
with vision to see beyond the confines 
of our times. 

Mr. Chairman, I suppose the lovable 
chairman of the Committee on the Judi
ciary will again give us his quotation on 
consistency. It is a good quotation until 
one has had his 39th birthday. After 
one has had his 39th birthday we should 
come to some consistent conclusions, 
especially with respect to the verities 
of life. And that is what I hope the 
chairman will do. I first call upon my
self and I call upon every Member of the 
Committee not to steer their course today 
by the light of each pa.ssing ship, but to 
steer our course by the stars. I urge 
every person interested in good govern
ment, interested in legislation in accord
ance with accepted standards of more 
than a century and a half, to join with 
us in accepting the substitute and doing 
the job that we are capable of doing. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MATTHEWS]. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, 

· some 16 months ago I stood in the well of 
this House pleading with the member
ship to be guided by first principles in 
accordance with our constitutional oath 
of office. As I observed then, this is in
deed a solemn oath. By it, each and 
every Member of this House declares be
fore God and the Nation that he will 
ever repair to and be guided by the fun
damental principles embodied in the 
Constitution in the performance of his 
legislative tasks. It obligates us in the 
first instance to take every precaution to 
insure that the legal cloth we cut con
forms in precise detail to the pattern 
embraced in our organic charter. We 
cannot-we dare not-distort the pat
tern to accommodate legislation for any 
purpose whatsoever. To tinker with a 
part is to jeopardize the whole. In the 

words of the Supreme Court in Ex parte 
Milligan (4 Wall. 2 <1866)) : 

The Constitution of the United States is 
a law for rulers and people, equally in war and 
in peace, and covers with the shield of its 
protection all classes of men, at all times, 
and under all circumstances. No doctrine, 
involving more pernicious consequences, was 
ever invented by the wit of man than that 
any of its provisions can be suspended dur
ing any of the great exigencies of govern
ment. Such a doctrine leads directly to 
anarchy or depotism, but the theory of ne
cessity on which it is based is false. 

In light of the serious issues raised by 
the pending proposal, I again appeal for 
a return to fundamental principles. 
These issues far and away exceed our 
own personal feeling on racial matters. 
They go to the very heart of the Consti
tution itself. The Constitution-"the 
most wonderful work ever struck off at a 
given time by the brain and purpose of 
man"-transcends individual feelings of 
right and wrong. In resorting to first 
principles, it•is important initially to re
call the grand design of the framers as 
well as existing statutory and judicial 
precedents. That grand design is em
bodied in such constitutional doctrines 
as the doctrine of federalism, the doc
trine of the separation of powers, the 
doctrine of government of laws and not 
of men, and the doctrine of due process 
of law and attendant conceptions of lib
erty. The restraint on governmental 
action secured by these doctrines will 
be effectively and irretrievably loosened 
by the enactment of the pending legisla
tion. This amendment is less punitive 
than H.R. 6400 and I shall support it. 

I realize full well that in opposing en
actment of this bill, H.R. 6400, I am go
ing against the current opinion in 
various quarters of the Nation. How
ever, neither popular opinion nor public 
clamor is a fit standard by which to 
measure matters of serious constitu
tional moment. Let none forget that "a 
court or legislature which should allow 
a change in public sentiment to influ
ence it in giving to a written constitu
tion a construction not warranted by the 
intention of the founders would be justly 
chargeable with reckless disregard of of
ficial oath and public duty," Cooley, 
''Constitutional Limitations," sixth edi
tion, page 69. 

Slightly less unreliable as a basis for 
legislation is the prevailing practice of 
constitutional pulse taking. Practition
ers of this technique would have us be
lieve that the Constitution does not mean 
what it says, but what a majority of cor
responding law professors say that it 
means. In one of his more celebrated 
passages, Thomas M. Cooley, one of the 
truly great constitutional authorities in 
the history of our Nation, inveighed 
against similar transitory standards of 
constitutional construction. He said: 

A constitution is not to be made to mean 
one thing at one time, and another at some 
subsequent time when the circumstances 
may have so changed as perhaps to make a 
different rule * * * seem desirable. A prin
cipal share of the benefit expected from 
written constitutions would be lost if the 
rules they established were so flexible as to 
bend to circumstances or be modified by 
public opinion. It is with special reference 
to the varying moods of public opinion and 

with a view to putting the fundamentals of 
government beyond their control, that these 
instruments are framed. 

If past experience is any guide, Mr. 
Chairman, some proponents of this legis
lation will interpret these remarks as so 
many legal niceties. Without offering 
any apologies to such persons, I would 
remind them that "the constitutionality 
of a measure depends not on the degree 
of its exercise, but on its principle," The 
Providence Bank v. Billings, 29 U.S. 514 
(1830). 

Other less generous critics will doubt
less impugn our motives by snide remarks 
about currying favor with the folks back 
home. There is no way short of sur
rendering one's convictions to convince 
such persons of the sincerity that moti
vates the opposition. So, I shall simply 
say that we are not divided on the prin
ciple of voting rights for all American 
citizens, but on the means employed to 
enforce them. This is not only my view, 
but the view of every Floridian, we hav
ing nothing either to fear or hide in this 
area or any other area for that matter. 
The pending proposal would have only 
a minimal eff.ect, if any, upon local con
ditions. Look for a moment, if you will, 
at the bill passed by Members of the 
Senate. By virtue of an amendment to 
the leadership substitute version, the bill 
would permit a Spanish-speaking citizen 
to vote despite the absence of literacy in 
the English language. Florida proudly 
boasts countless thousands of Spanish
speaking citizens whose shortcomings in 
English have not deprived them of their 
right to vote. Whatever its effects in 
other parts of the Nation, this provision 
conforms to the practice in my State. 
Similarly, our election processes will not 
be undermined in any way by the pro
posed abolition of the poll tax as a con
dition for voting in State and local elec
tion. No such requirement exists in 
my State. In brief, I have no personal 
interest to safeguard-no individual ax 
to grind-save the interest shared by all 
Americans which is to safeguard the 
Federal nature of our Government. 

That this legislation is inimical to that 
interest is clear beyond peradventure. 
Contrary to well-settled principles of 
law, this bill would interfere with the 
right of a State to establish voter quali
fications by suspending literacy tests and 
other hitherto legal.voter tests; it would 
ban payment of taxes as a condition 
for voting; it would place the onerous 
burdens on the State of both proving 
nondiscrimination and disproving dis
crimination; it would punish private in
dividuals for violations perpetuated in 
connection with the conduct of State and 
local elections; it would make past ac
tions-innocent when done-the basis 
for the impositions of present reprisals; 
it would condemn a handful of States, 
and parts of others, without a trial. 

It is inconceivable to me, Mr. Chair
man, that anyone could in all seriousness 
suggest a more patently unconstitutional 
package. Despite proponents' assur
ances on three separate occasions-1957, 
1960, and 1964-that the adoption of 
legislation then proposed would suffice, 
we are now advised that these statutes 
are too slow and cumbersome. 
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Certainly, Congress may enact appro
priate legislation to enforce the protec
tion afforded by the 15th amendment, 
but it cannot drive the remainder of the 
Constitution into the ground in the 
process. 

In United Btates v. Miller, 107 F. 913 
(1901), the Court, in discussing the p()wer 
of the States to prescribe qualifications 
of voters prior to the adoption of the 
15th amendment, stated: 

Before the adoption of the 15th amend
ment, it was within the power of the State 
to exclude citizens of the United States on 
account of race, age, property, education, or 
on any other ground, however arbitrary 
or whimsical. The Constitution of the 
United States, before the adoption of the 
15th amendment, in no wise interfered with 
this absolute power of the State to control 
the right of suffrage in accordance with its 
own views of expediency or propriety. It 
simply secured the right to vote for Members 
of Congress to a definite class of voters of 
the StaJte, consisting of those who were 
eligible to vote for members of the most 
numerous branch of the State legislature. 
Further than this, no power was given by 
the Constitution, before the adoption of the 
15th amendment to secure the right of suf
frage to anyone. 

The adoption of that amendment did 
not confer the right of suffrage upon 
anyone, nor did it limit the State's ac
knowledged absolute power except inso
far as it touched upon race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude. It did 
not vest in the Congress the power to 
prescribe and regulate voting qualifica
tions. 

The language of that amendment is 
negative, not affirmative, and it carries 
no mandate for particular measures of 
reform. Thus in his discussion on the 
amendment, Mr. Justice Story, in his 
volume on the Constitution-2 Story 
on the Constitution 719 (1891)-said: 

There was no thought at this time of cor
recting at once and by a single act the in
equalities and all the injustice that might 
exist in the suffrage laws of the several 
States. There was no thought or purpose of 
regulating by amendment, or of conferring 
upon Congress the authority to regulate, or 
to prescribe qualifications for the privilege of 
the ballot. 

This view has been consistently upheld 
by the courts. In the case of United 
States v. Reese, 92 U.S. 214 (1876), the 
Supreme Court said: 

The 15th amendment does not confer the 
right of suffrage upon any one. It prevents 
the States, or the United States, however, 
from giving preference, in this particular, to 
one citizen of the United States over another 
on account of race, color, or previous condi
tion of servitude. Before its adoption, this 
could be done. It was as much within the 
power of a State to exclude citizens of the 
Uni~d States from voting on account of 
race, and so forth, as it was on account of 
age, property, or education. Now it is not. 
If citizens of one race having certain quali
fications are permitted by law to vote, those 
of another having the same qualifications 
must be. Previous to this amendment, there 
was no constitutional guaranty against this 
discrimination: now there is. It follows 
that the amendment has invested the citi
zens of the United States with a new con
stitutional right which is within the pro
tecting power of Congress. That right is ex
emption from discrimination in the exercise 
of the elective franchise on account of race, 

color, or previous condition of servitude. 
This, under the express provisions of the 
second section of the amendment, Congress 
may enforce by appropriate legislation. 

In United States v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 
542 0876), the Court stated: 

In Minor v. Happersett, 21 Wall. 178, we 
decided that the Constitution of the United 
States has not conferred the right of suf
frage upon any one, and that the United 
St81tes have no voters of their own crea
tion in the States. In United States v. 
Reese et al., supra, p. 214, we hold tha;t the 
15th amendment has invested the citizens 
of the United States with a new constitu
tional right, which is, exemption from dis
crimin81tion in the exercise of the elective 
franchise on account of race, color, or pre
vious condition of servitude. From this Lt 
appears that the right of suffrage is not a 
necessary aJttri·bute of national citizenship; 
but that exemption from discrimination in 
the exercise of th-at right on 81Ccount of race, 
and so forth, is. The right to vote in the 
States comes from the StaJtes; but the right 
of exemption from the prohibited discrimi
nation com·es from the United States. The 
first has not been granted or secured by the 
Constitution of the United States; but the 
last has been. 

The power of Congress under the 15th 
amendment and the power of the States 
under article I, section 2, was examined 
by the Court in United States v. Miller, 
107 F. 913. The Court concluded that: 

The 15th amendment does not in direct 
terms confer the right of suffra ge upon any
one. It secures to the colored man the same 
rights as that possessed by the white man, 
by prohibiting any discrimin81tion ag.ainst 
him on acoount of r81Ce, color, or previous 
condition of servitude. subject to that limi
tation, the States still possess uncontrol1a;ble 
authority to regulate the right of suffrage 
according to their own views of expedi·ency. 

And again in Pope v. Williams, 193 U.S. 
621, the Supreme Court stated: 

The privilege to vote in any State is not 
given by the Federal Constitution, or by any 
of its amendments. It is not a privilege 
springing from citizenship of the United 
States. Minor v. Happersett, 21 Wall. 162. 
It may not be refused on account of race, 
color or previous condition of servitude, but 
it does not follow from mere citizenship of 
the United States. In other words, the 
privilege to vote in a State is within the 
jurisdiction of the State itself, to be exercised 
as the State may direct, and upon such terms 
as to it m ay seem proper, provided, of course, 
no discrimination is made between individ
uals in violation of the Federal Constitution. 

After noting examples of qualifications 
that States could and did impose, the 
Court said: 

The Federal Constitution does not confer 
the right of suffrage upon anyone, and the 
conditions under which the right is to be 
exercised are matters for the States alone to 
prescribe, subject to the conditions of the 
Federal Constitution, already stated; al
though, it may be observed that the right to 
vote for a Member of Congress is not derived 
exclusively from the State law • • • . But 
the elector must be one entitled to vote un
der the State statute • • • , The question 
whether the conditions prescribed by the 
State might be regarded by others as rea
sonable or unreasonable is not a Federal 
one • • •. The right of a State to legislate 
upon the subject of the elective franchise as 
to it may seem good, subject to the condi
tions already stated, being, as we believe, un
assailable, we think it plain that the statute 
in question violates no right protected by the 
Federal Constitution. 

The reasons which may have impelled the 
State legislature to enact the statute in ques
tion were matters entirely for its own con
sideration, and this Court has no concern 
with them. 

In Guinn v. United States, 238 U.S. 
347, the Supreme Court examined the 
15th amendment and its effect on lit
eracy tests, disposing of the issue almost 
summarily. It said: 

Beyond doubt the amendment does not 
take away from the State governments in a 
general sense the power over suffrage which 
has belonged to those governments from the 
beginning and without the possession of 
which power the· whole fabric upon which 
the division of State and National authority 
under the Constitution and the organiza
tions of both Governments rest would be 
without support and both the authority of 
the Nation and the State would fall to 
the ground. In fact, the very command of 
the amendment recognizes the general power 
by the State, since the amendment seeks to 
regulate its exercise as to the particular 
subject with which it deals (id. at 362). 

No time need be spent on the question 
of the validity of the literacy test con
sidered alone since as we have seen its 
establishment was but the exercise by the 
State of a lawful power vested in it not 
subject to our supervision, and indeed, its 
validity is admitted (id. at 366). 

The principle of the Guinn case was 
reaffirmed in the unanimous opinion of 
the court in Lassiter v. Northhampton 
County Board of Elections, 360 U.S. 45 
0959). It held: 

The States have long been held to have 
broad powers to determine conditions under 
which the right of suffrage may be exer
cised, Pope v. Williams, 193 U.S. 621, 633; 
Mason v. M i ssouri, 179 U.S. 328, 335, absent 
of course the discrimination which the Con
stitution condemns. Article I, section 2 of 
the Constitution in its provision for the 
election of Members of the House of Repre
sentatives and the 17th amendment in its 
provision for the election of Senators pro
vide that officials will be chosen "by the 
people." Each provision goes on to state 
that "the electors in each State shall have 
the qualifications requisite for electors of 
the most numerous branch of the State 
legislature." So while the right of suffrage 
is established and guaranteed by the Con
stitution (Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U.S. 651, 
663-665; Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 649, 
661-662) it is subject to the imposition of 
State standards which are not discrimina
tory and which do not contravene any 
restriction that Congress, acting pursuant 
to its constitutional powers, has imposed. 
See United States v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299, 
315. While section 2 of the 14th amend
ment, which provides for apportionment of 
Representatives among the States according 
to their respective numbers counting the 
whole number of persons in each State 
(except Indians not taxed) , speaks of "the 
right to vote," the right protected "refers to 
the right to vote as established by the laws 
and constitution of the State." McPherson 
v. Blacker, 146 U.S. 1, 39. 

As to the constitutional authority of 
States to require literacy tests as a pre
requisite to voting, the Court said: 

We do not suggest that any standards 
which a State desires to adopt may be re
quired of voters. But there is wide scope 
for exercise of its jurisdiction. Residence re
quirements, age, previous criminal record 
(Davis v. Beason, 133 u.s. 333, 345-347) are 
obvious examples indicating factors which a 
State may take into consideration in deter
mining the qualifications of voters. The 
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ability to read and write likewise has some 
relation to standards designed to promote 
intelligent use of the ballot. Literacy and 
illiteracy are neutral on race, creed, color, 
and sex, as reports around the world show. 
Literacy and intelligence .are obviously not 
synonymous. Illiterate people may be intel
ligent voters. Yet in our society where 
newspapers, periodicals, books, and other 
printed matter canvass and debate cam
paign issues, a State might conclude that 
only those who are literate should exercise 
the franchise. Cf. Franklin v. Harper (205 
Ga. 779, 55 ·s.E. 2d 221, appeal dismissed 339 
U.S. 946) . It was said last century in Massa
chusetts that a literacy test was designed to 
insure an "independent and intelligent" ex
ercise of the right of suffrage. Stone v. 
Smith (159 Mass. 413-414, 34 N.E. 521). 
North Carolina agrees. We do not sit in 
judgment on the wisdom of that policy. We 
cannot say, however, that it is not an 
allowable one measured by constitutional 
standards. 

The most recent decision on this 
point is Camacho v. Rogers (199 Fed. 
Supp. 155 (1961) ) , wherein the Court 
held that the requirement of literacy in 
the English language as a prerequisite to 
voting is a proper exercise of the · States' 
power. It said: 

This brings us then to the hub of this case, 
which is whether a State may adopt a re
quirement that in order for a citizen to be 
eligible to vote he must read and write the 
English language. The establishment of 
standards for voting has been recognized as 
within the power of States and not subject 
to Federal supervision. (Guinn v. U.S., 1915, 
238 U.S. 347, 366, 35 S. Ct. 926, 59 L. Ed. 
1340), save as such legislation might con
travene the 14th and 15th amendments 
(Breedlove v. Suttles, 1937, 302 U.S. 277, 58 
s. Ct. 205, 82 L. Ed. 252). States are free 
to establish standards of eligibility to vote 
which do not contravene a constitutional 
prohibition. The following State require
ments have been held to be constitutionally 
valid if equally applied to all who reside 
within the State: absence of criminal con
duct, Davis v. Beacon, 1890, 133 U.S. 333, 10 
S. Ct. 299, 33 L. Ed. 637; residency within 
the State for a designated period, Pope v. 
Williams, 1904, 193 U.S. 621, 24 S. Ct. 573, 48 
L. Ed. 817; successful passing of a literacy 
test, Lassiter v. Northampton Oo. Board of 
Elections, 1959, 360 u.s. 45, 79 S. Ct. 985, 3 L. 
Ed. 2d 1072; Trudeau v. Barnes, 5 cir., 1933, 
65 F. 2d 563; Guinn v. U.S., supra, payment 
of a poll tax. Breedlove v. Suttles, supra. 

It is apparent from these cases that 
the 15th amendment does not confer the 
right to vote upon anyone. That amend
ment presupposes that the prospective 
voter is able to pass all legitimate tests 
required by the States in which he seeks 
to register and vote. Its sole purpose is 
to prevent the States from giving prefer
ence to one citizen over another on ac
count of race, color, or previous condi
tion of servitude. Since literacy is in no 
way limited to race, their suspension is 
not appropriate legislation under the 
15th amendment. 

The case against the statutory aboli
tion of the poll tax rests on equally firm 
grounds. In this connection let us recall 
that we recently enacted and ratified the 
24th amendment abolishing use of the 
poll tax as a qualification in Federal elec
tions. If Congress is vested with the 
power to eliminate the poll tax as a re
quirement, why in heaven's name did we 
resort to the amendment process to ef
fect a partial elimination of such qualifi-

cation? Further reinforcing the conclu
sion that recourse to the amendment 
process was unavoidable is the fact that 
the Supreme Court has consistently re
jected all contentions or challenges to 
the validity of the poll tax as a State im
posed voting requirement. See, for ex
ample, Williams v. Mississippi, 170 U.S. 
213 (1898); Breedlove v. Suttles, 302 U.S. 
277 (1937), and Butler v. Thompson, 97 
F. Supp. 17 (1951), affirmed without 
opinion 341 U.S. 937 (1951). In Breed
love against Suttles the Court said: 

Exaction of payment before registration 
undoubtedly serves to aid collection from 
electors desiring to vote, but, that use of the 
State's power is not prevented by the Fed
eral Constitution. 

To make payment of poll taxes a prereq
uisite of voting is not to deny any privi
lege or immunity protected by the 14th 
amendment. Privilege of voting is not de
rived from the United States, but is con
ferred by the State and, save as restrained 
by the 14th and 19th amendments and other 
provisions of the Federal Constitution, the 
State may condition suffrage as it deems 
appropriate. 

The payment of poll taxes as a prerequisite 
to voting is a familiar and reasonable regu
lation long enforced in many States. 

I now turn for a moment, Mr. Chair~. 
man to the criminal provisions of the bill. 
The bill would punish private individuals 
as well as officials who interfere with the 
right to vote on account of race or color. 
That the 15th amendment erected no 
shield against merely private conduct, 
however discriminatory or wrongful, was 
at one time a matter of common knowl~ 
edge. The cases on the point are legion: 
Terry v. Adams, 345 U.S. 461 (1953), re
hearing denied 345 U.S. 1003; James v. 
Bowman, 190 U.S. 136 (1903) ; Browner 
v. Irvin, 169 F. 964 (1909) ; United 
States v. Amsden, 6 F. 819 (1881); United 
States v. Raines, 172 F. Supp. 552, re• 
versed on other grounds 362 U.S. 17; 
United States v. Morris, 125 F. 322 
(1903) ; Karem v. United States, 121 F. 
250 (1963). In the words of the district 
court in the recent case of United States 
v. McElveen, 177 F. Supp. 355 (1959) : 

To be appropriate under the 15th amend
ment, legislation must be directed against 
persons acting under color of law, State or 
Federal, and it must relate to the denial, by 
such persons of citizens' rights to vote be
cause of race. Any congressional action 
which does not contain these two elements 
cannot be supported by the 15th amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of these prec
edents, one is constrained to imagine a 
more ultra vires piece of legislation than 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. As has 
been suggested, this bill does not au
·thorize voting rights; it commands voting 
wrongs. I do not question the sincere 
desire of proponents to do good. But 
zeal and good motives are not enough. 
As Mr. Justice Brandeis has observed: 

The greatest dangers to liberty lurk in in
sidious encroachment by mean of zeal, wen
meaning but without understanding, Olm
stead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438 (1928.) 
(dissenting opinion). 

I am for voting rights, but not at the 
expense of the Constitution. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DAVIS]. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the RE.coRn. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair

man, first, let me say that in the district 
which I have the honor to represent-
namely, the Seventh District of the State 
of Georgia--there is not the slightest 
degree of discrimination on account of 
race or color against persons desiring to 
register and vote and there has been 
none now for almost 20 years. In fact, 
before that time there was none in gen
eral elections though i·t used to be true 
that primary elections were limited to 
white persons. 

I further wish to point out that there 
is no poll tax nor has there been since 
the adoption of Georgia's new constitu
tion in 1945 at which time, incidentally, 
the voting age was lowered in Georgia to 
18 years. 

· As has been noted earlier in this 
debate, article I of the Constitution 
provides that .the States have the right to 
fix the qualifications of voters. The 14th 
amendment provides, in substance, that 
there can be no discrimination with 
respect to the right to vote. The 15th 
amendment provides that the right of 
citizens to vote cannot be denied on the 
grounds of race or color. 

I recognize my duty as a citizen of the 
Uni-ted States and as a Member of the 
House of Representatives to uphold the 
Constitution and to. adopt legislative 
positions which comport with its provi
sions. 

If this bill did no more than to im
plement the constitutional provisions to 
which I have referred, then I should be 
happy to give it my wholehearted sup
port. If it simply in good faith sought 
to erect safeguards so that it would be 
effective in all 50 States and would 
protect citizens in all of the States 
equally against discrimination, then one 
of my strongest objections to the bill 
would be removed. 

As the bill stands, however, it is delib
erately designed and worded so that it 
will have application in only six States, to 
wit, Georgia, Alabama, Louisiana, Mis
sissippi, Virginia, and South Carolina. 

However laudable the purpose of this 
bill may be, the means it provides for 
reaching its ends must be constitutional 
themselves before any Member of the 
House can honorably support it. 

There are a number of provisions 
which in my opinion violate fundamental 
constitutional rights of the several States 
affected and also of the citizens of such 
States. . 

One of the most flagrant of these pro
visions is that which would require a 

. citizen or a public official who desires to 
have his day in court with respect to this 
bill to come all the way to the District 
of Columbia and lay his case before a 
Federal district judge in the Nation's 
Capital. 

If litigation should present a jury ques
tion, under this bill, the jury would be 
made up of citizens of the District of Co
lumbia even though the case might have 
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arisen in southern Louisiana or in any 
part of the six S'taltes affected. · 

This particular provision recalls the 
vengeful spirit of Thaddeus Stevens in 
the days of Reconstruction. It is puni
tive legislation-not remedial legislation. 
It "Balkanizes" Virginia, South Carolina, 
Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Lou
isiana. It says to the citizens of those 
States, "You have no right to have your 
day in court before a judge whom you 
elected or even before a judge who was 
reared in the same State with you. You 
must go to a particular jurisdiction many 
miles a way from your home if you desire 
your day in court." 

It says to all of the Federal judges who 
hold office in the six &ffected States, 
"Your usual right and your normal func
tion of sitting upon cases involving Fed
eral questions arising in your jurisdic
tion is in the case abrogated and can
celed.'' 

It has been wisely said that the great
est virtue is to possess power without 
abusing it. 

In this instance the temptation is for 
the Representatives here from 44 States 
to visit punitive and in some respect ex 
post facto legislation upon a minority of 
six States. I beg of you not to support 
the bill unless it is amended as to remove 
the objections I have named as well as 
those others which have been enumer
ated by my distinguished colleagues 
from the States which are affected. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, storms 
of discrimination are raging in some 
parts of our land. This substitute would 
be like trying to su'bdue a tempest with 
a whisper. It fails to realize properly the 
harsh conditions that exist in certain 
parts of our Nation against the Negro 
trying to exercise his inherent consti
tutional right to vote. Stern measures · 
are needed, not the palliatives, the 
plasters of the substitute. 

I say to my very dear and valued 
friend from Ohio, we. would not have 
asked, for example, any State to come to 
a Washington court to be excused if 
those States were not previously in viola
tion of the 15th amendment for almost 
100 years. And while he was quoting 
from our President, he might also have 
added the following quotation from 
President Johnson: 

To those who seek to avoid action by a na
tional government in.their home community, 
who want to and who seek to maintain pure
ly local control over elections, the answer is 
simple. 

Open your polling places to all your peo
ple, allow men and women to register and 
vote whatever the color of their skin. 

Indeed, the substitute would continue 
numerous besetting evils. It would per
petuate the disparity between the Negro 
and the whi'te registrations in the Deep 
South. In those States there are large 
numbers of Negro and white citizens who 
have not completed six grades of educa
tion, and in the substitute tests are only 
lifted if six grades of education are com
pleted. They apply if the applicant does 
not have six grades. But almost all 
whites of voting age, whether educated 
or not, literate or illiterate, have all been 
permanently registered-for life-with-

out having been subject to any sort of 
literacy test or lack of any literacy test. 

The substitute retains the literacy 
test for most of the colored people, but 
not for the whites. This substitute 
would continue to emphasize a gr.ave dis
parity that exists between the blacks and 
whites, and instead of shortening that 
gap that exists between the two, it would 
widen the gap. 

In other words, these tests, which are 
the engines of discrimination, are em
bedded in the substitute. They are not 
eliminated from the substitute. They 
are the core of the mischief. 

The courts today give far more relief 
than the substitute would give to those 
seeking relief. The substitute would 
freeze in the effects of past violations of 
the 15th amendment. The Supreme 
Court has just said that in the case of 
. United States against Louisiana. 

I read from line 3, page 3 of the sub
stitute, as follows: 

Congress further finds that literacy tests 
have been and are being used in various 
States and political subdivisions as a means 
of discrimination on account of race or color. 

That is the pontifical declaration con
tained in the substitute. Despite this 
declaration, the tests are still continued 
in the substitute. In other words, we 
have a noble gesture by words, but no 
fulfillment. 

The gentleman speaks of inconsistency. 
Even though there may be hundreds, 
even though there may be thousands of 
white persons on the voting rolls who did 
not complete sixth grade, and would be 
totally unable to pass State literacy tests, 
this substitute would force the Federal 
registrar or examiner to apply that test 
strictly to the Negro who had not com
pleted the sixth grade. Meanwhile, State 
registrars would be free of all restraint-
to give the whites the break. A double 
standard would continue. And the irony 
is that Federal officials would be the 
instruments of such results. Think of 
it. A Federal officer would be compelled 
to become a coconspirator to violate the 
15th amendment. 

Under the substitute the States are 
free to increase even further the degree 
of harshness or severity of their literacy 
test requirements so as to make it impos
sible for anyone to pass these tests, par
ticularly those below the sixth grade 
whose color of skin may be different from 
mine. There is no preclearance by Court 
of new voting laws or standards as re
quired by the Celler bill in certain areas. 

Mississippi has passed law after law 
to circumvent orders of the Court and 
action of this Congress. 

The House committee bill, the Celler 
bill, avoids all these pitfals by suspending 
all tests, new and old, in the areas 
affected. 

Many of the State provisions pre-
. served by the substitute are not suscep
tible of any kind of fair administration 
by anyone-by any Federal or State 
official. 

A Mississippi test requires the appli
cant to give a satisfactory interpreta
tion of any one of 285 provisions of the 
Constitution. This is a subjective test, 
susceptible of all kinds of capricious 

denials. This provision is now being 
challenged in the court. 

In Alabama, applicants are required 
to know to which public official one must 
apply to obtain a gun permit. Most of 
us ourselves in our own States could not 
answer a similar question. Yet, those 
questions would be applied to the lowly 
Negro who seeks to register. 

In Louisiana, one must compute his 
age to the exact year, month and day,. 
failing which he cannot register. 

Under the substitute, if a listed person 
is challenged-and this is highly impor
tant--he is allowed to vote only pro
visionally. His ballot may be impounded 
pending final determination of his eligi
bility by the examiner or the court. 
The effect is likely to make it impossible 
to determine the outcome for a consid
erable period of time . 

Any proposal which contemplates tlie 
impounding of ballots of Negroes means 
what? Just what does it mean? It 
means segregation of Negro ballots. 
This, in turn, creates a serious risk that 
such ballots, once segregated and iden
tified, will not be counted or not counted 
fairly. The secrecy of the ballot will be 
lost. 

The possibility that the effectiveness 
of the ballots cast by Negroes might be 
delayed would invite all kinds of spe
cious challenges which, if done on a 
sufficiently extensive scale, could seri
ously jeopardize the object of the bill 
and create chaos. 

Look at the prospect of a Negro voting 
for the first time. 

The substitut9 requires that 9(a) pro
cedures by examiners must comply with 
State law while at the same time these 
procedures shall conform to the basic 
act, the substitute. 

How can it be consistent with both? 
We are not told what would happen in 
case of a conflict between the basic act 
and the State law. 

The substitute provides that only Fed
eral employees and residents of the 
State may become examiners. They 
shall receive no compensation for acting 
as examiners. 

Thus, for example, an FBI man or a. 
forest ranger or an immigration clerk 
or a food and drug inspector or customs 
agent might conceivably become an ex
aminer. He receives no compensation. 
Would his heart be in his work? I doubt 
it. 

Further, since the Federal employee, 
now the examiner, must be a resident 
of the State where he operates, under 
the substitute he will operate in the same 
environmental atmosphere and sur
roundings that envelop the prejudiced 
State officials whose prejudices and dis
criminations are the causes and the rea
son for this legislative body considering 
the pending bill which is now before 
us. 

Indeed, this substitute is just a scab
bard without a sword. It is a lamp with
out oil. It should be defeated as it was 
soundly defeated in the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York has consumed 10 min
utes. 
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Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may require. 
Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the 

Committee on the Judiciary is a great 
lawyer, a good lawyer. I think before 
his time has expired in justice to him
self and in justice to the Members of 
this body, he should describe those Su
preme Court decisions that come from 
Louisiana and Mississippi. 

I want to read just a few lines from the 
committee report so that they will be 
unmistakable in their exact wording and 
meaning. I am speaking about the Ford
McCulloch bill, or the substitute, which 
we are offering. We say the bill's ap
plication of the test to those below the 
sixth grade standard presupposes a valid 
form of test which is being validly ap
plied. 

Existing provisions of law remain 
whereby the Attorney General may bring 
an action against the State to set aside 
a test either because it is invalid on its 
face or because it has been discrimina
torily applied <United States v. Missis
sippi, 380 U.S. 128 0965); Louisiana v. 
United States, 380 U.S. 145 <1965)). 

The first of those cases was decided 
this year, Mr. Chairman, and the latter 
was decided in 1965. 

Thus, in bringing immediate relief, the 
bill does not cast aside the present body 
of the law, the full effect of which has 
yet to be felt on the problems it was de
signed to remedy, in favor of new and 
untested schemes, such as the triggering 
device. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield such time 
as he may desire to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GERALD R. FORD]. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, the Constitution of the United 
States forthrightly guarantees to every 
American the right to vote. By implica
tion if not directly the Constitution of 
the United States-! have a copy here
assumes that all elections will be honest, 
that there will be no fraudulent activity 
concerning the counting of the votes or 
the way in which elections are conducted. 
I believe, however, that the record is 
clear-it is perfectly true that there has 
been over the years discrimination in 
voting based on race and color. It is 
likewise true that there have been too 
many instances in this country where 
there have been fraudulent elections. 

However, all Americans can say that 
in the last decade there has been a grow
ing conscience so far as our fellow citi
zens are concerned. The American peo
ple in the past 10 years have determined 
that something must be done to eradi
cate discrimination based on race or 
color so far as the right to vote is con
cerned. On the other hand, the Ameri
can people have been equally concerned 
about dishonest elections. 

This is typical of our people. They be
lieve in honesty. They believe in equity. 
They have a high moral standard. 

As a consequence, in this last decade 
the Congress has taken steps, legislative
ly speaking three times, to meet the 
problem which existed in this country. 

We had the Civil Rights Act of 1957. 
We had the Civil Rights Act of 1960. We 
had additional legislation in 1964. I be
lieve it was the feeling on each occasion 

that a substantial step forward had been 
taken. On the other hand, most of those 
who believed that the legislation was 
sound realized that new laws will notal
ways solve the problem, that adequate 
and strong action in the executive branch 
of the Government would not necessarily 
solve the problem. 

Good will among our people in every 
State is a major ingredient to insure that 
everybody has the right to register and 
to vote, that there will be no discrimina
tion in voting based on race or color~ 

Most Americans would agree that it 
takes in large measure the conscience of 
America to determine that there be hon
esty in our elections, that fraud not exist 
in the counting of those votes which have 
been cast. 

So looking at this problem today in its 
broadest context-the achievement of 
good legislation and the achiPvement of 
good will in every one of our States-it 
seems to me that the McCulloch sub
stitute is by far the best vehicle. 

It is broad in application. It will ap
ply without discrimination to every vot
ing district in every State. No area o:f 
our country will be left out as far as this 
legislative tool is concerned. It is not ex 
post facto in its application. It looks 
prospectively at the problem, and this is 
the way this legislative body today should 
look at this problem, or at any other 
problem. 

The McCulloch substitute does not de
grade a State or a smaller governmental 
body in a State to the problem of coming 
to the Nation's Capital and putting itself 
at the foot of the Federal judiciary in 
the District of Columbia. The McCul
loch substitute does not, as the gentleman 
from Ohio has so well stated, plant the 
seeds for elections being decided by peo
ple who are unqualified to vote. 

In contrast, the committee bill, as I see 
it, has many reasons why it does not 
match up to the qualifications of the Mc
Culloch substitute. The committee bill 
is harsh in its application. The gentle
man from New York, the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju
diciary, conceded that it is harsh in its 
application. On the other httnd, it is a 
patchwork job. In my judgment it is ill 
conceived. It is a combination of some 
new ideas that could not stand on their 
own. If any one of these new ideas, new 
provisions, came to the floor of this body 
on their own, they could not receive ap
proval by the committee. 

Also on the other hand, the committee 
bill picks up, in effect, provisions that are 
in existing law, with some minor modifi
cation, to try to give the committee bill a 
broader application. It is fair to state 
that the original proposal that was spon
sored by the Democratic administration, 
which I assume was the bill introduced 
on March 17, 1965, by the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, in effect has 
been abandoned by everybody. It has 11 
pages. The committee majority, aban
doning the recommendations from the 
administration, has added 17 or 18 new 
pages. Their action wiped out the origi
nal proposal. 

They were wise because the original 
bill introduced by the distinguished 
chairman of the committee was ex-

tremely limited in its application. The 
automatic triggering device, as we all 
know applied only to six or seven States
no more. It ignored those areas of dis
crimination based on race or color in all 
of the other States. 

The original recommendation from 
the White House did nothing, about hon
est elections. The committee bill does 
not effectively tackle this problem. 

The original recommendation from the 
Democratic administration did nothing 
about the poll tax, the problem that 
bothers so many today. 

Now to bolster this inadequate, dis
criminatory, unfair approach, we now 
have a revised H.R. 6400. What did they 
do, really, to bolster it? They took the 
1960 and the 1964 legislation; they mere
ly added the triggering devices that are 
already law, triggering devices which 
could be used today by the executive 
branch of the Government if it really 
wanted to do the job that it contends 
must be done. 

The revised H.R. 6400 contains the 
basic deficiency mentioned so ably 
pointed out by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. McCULLOCH]. It is almost unthfnk
able that this provision would be con
tained in any proposal submitted to this 
body. Let me read for a moment from 
the testimony that was given before the 
committee. 

The chairman of this distinguished 
committee was asking the Attorney Gen
eral questions before the Committee on 
the Judiciary. The chairman said: 

In other words, the vote could be counted 
though it may be found later that he did not 
have the right to vote? 

Mr. KATZENBACH. Yes, that is true. 

It is unthinkable that such a provision 
would be in a bill before this body. I am 
glad to say that the McCulloch substitute 
does not contain such a provision. 

So, in conclusion, concerning the com
mittee bill, let me say again, it is a 
patchwork combination of many provi
sions, some old ideas that could be used 
today, I repeat today, by the executive 
branch of the Government, some new 
ideas that cannot stand on their own 
merit, and some new provisions that are 
really unthinkable. 

So I most sincerely hope we make a 
change in the Committee of the Whole 
today and substitute the McCulloch pro
posal. 

First let me say a word concerning the 
author of the McCulloch substitute. 
Without hesitation or qualification I am 
honored to be associated with the gen
tleman ;from Ohio in the sponsorship of 
this proposal. He is an eminent and 
successful lawyer. He has been and al
ways will be a staunch supporter of 
sound, constructive, civil rights legisla
tion. It is most unfortunate that some 
of the people he has helped over the 
years, some of the organizations that he 
has supported, are now casting indirect
ly if not directly adverse reflection on 
him because of his coauthorship of this 
legislation. I want the Members of this 
body to know that there is no better 
champion of civil rights and voting 
rights legislation than the gentleman 
from Ohio. Shame on those who are 
critical of him in this controversy. 
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The McCulloch substitute approaches 

this problem constructively. It is broad 
in its coverage, It is applicable to every 
State and every political subdivision of 
a State. It provides for expeditious 
handling of bona fide contentions on 
the part of people that they have been 
discriminated against in registration and 
voting because of race or color. 

Some people have raised the question 
that it would be difficult to get 25 peo
ple to sign a petition that they have been 
discriminated against on the right to 
vote because of race or color. Let me 
make this crystal clear. Under the Mc
Culloch substitute 25 people submit their 
petition to the Attorney General. There 
is no public disclosure of the petitioners 
at this t ime. As a result, there is no 
opportunity for coercion or intimida
tion. I must say that some of the peo
ple who have been critical of the Mc
Culloch substitute in effect are nitpick
ing and thereby being critical of a man 
who has stood in the well of this House 
and defended the cause of civil rights, 
not last year alone, but every time over 
the last 10 years that this basic is'sue 
has been before us. 

The McCulloch substitute attacks di
rectly and forcefully the problem of hon
est elections. If the McCUlloch substi
tute is approved the Attorney General 
will have the tool to prevent fraudulent 
elections. The committee bill ducks the 
issue thereby condoning dishonest elec
tions. 

Let me say a word or two about the 
poll tax provision that is in the McCul
loch bill. It is precisely what the At
torney General of the United States in 
this Democratic administration recom
mended in 1965. I suspect it was drafted 
by him. He is the author and the spon
sor. It is the provision that was ap
proved in the other body. It will pro
vide an expeditious consideration by the 
Federal courts of . this ·country as to 
whether or not poll taxes in State and 
local elections are unconstitutional. 

Let me couple the last statement with 
this comment. The poll tax provision in 
the committee bill will be challenged in 
the courts. There will not be as quick a 
resolution of the problem of poll taxes 
under the committe bill as there will be 
under the McCulloch substitute. 

Both will · be litigated. I venture to 
say that the Supreme Court of this land 
would come to a quicker decision on this 
basic issue under the McCulloch sub
stitute than it would under the commit
tee provision. 

I want everybody on both sides of the 
· aisle to know crystal clear, and others, 
too, I do not believe in a poll tax for any 
election. I am in full accord that we 
should do anything and everything we 
can to bring about expeditious considera
tion and determination of the constitu
tionality of poll taxes in State and local 
elections. But it is my honest judgment 
from reading both provisions that the 
provision in the McCulloch substitute 
will bring about a more expeditious deter
mination of the issue. I think those who 
contend the other is better are in effect 
drawing a red herring across the path. 
. Mr. Chairman, as I conclude, let me 

. add this one comment: All of us, Dem-

ocrats and Republicans alike, recognize 
there has been discrimination in regis
tration and voting because · of race or 
color. We recognize there have been dis
honest elections, we recognize there must 
be new tools given to solve both prob
lems. It is my honest judgment--and I 
say this as forthrightly and as unquali
fiedly as I can-the McCulloch substitute 
is a sound legislative proposal; it will be 
the best vehicle to accomplish those ob
jectives which all Americans seek to 
achieve. 

Mr. GELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to our distinguished major-
ity leader [Mr. ALBERT]. . 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all let me say that I am sure Members of 

. the House share the opinion of the diS
tinguished minority leader that under 
the Constitution all citizens are en
titled to vote. I think we also all share 
'the view that in some areas many citi
zens are not allowed to vote. If we did 
not share these convictions we would not 
be here today. 

I rise to oppose this substitute because 
I do not believe the substitute approach 
is on the right track. If those who ad
vocate this proposal are successful it 
seems to me that their efforts will seri
ously complicate tne problem of resolving 
this matter within a reasonable period 
of time. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the greatest 
Americans of all time said: 

If we could know where we are, and 
whither we are t ending, we could better 
know what to do and how to do it. 

Where are we in the 1st session of the 
89th Congress in the consideration and 
in the advancement of voting rights leg
islation? The Senate has passed a bill 
and, while the Senate bill is more re-· 
strictive than the Geller amendment, it 
has the same running gears. It will be 
infinitely simpler and more effective to 
weld to those running gears the provi
sions of the Geller bill than to try to 
weld to it the provisions of the Ford
McCulloch substitute, a bill which ap
proaches this problem from an entirely 
different direction from that which is 
contained in the already passed Senate 
bill. 

This it seems to me is a very practical 
reason for opposing the substitute at this 
time. But, Mr. Chairman, my principal 
objection to this substitute is that I do 
not believe it will do the job that we are 
here trying to do. Both the bill, H.R. 
6400, and the Ford-McCulloch substitute 
are concerned with the abuses in the ad
ministration of literacy tests. But tbere 
is a fundamental difference in the way 
in which these abuses are to be remedied 
under these two bills. The bill reported 
out by the committee simply suspends 
literacy tests and similar devices and 
does. not permit them to be applied by 
anyone in areas where under the for
mula of the bill discrimination is deemed 
to exist. This suspension continues un
til it is shown that the discrimination 
has ended. This, I submit, is a reason
able yet effective method of dealing with 
the problem. 

The Ford-McCulloch substitute, on the 
other hand, does not provide for the sus-

:Pension of literacy tests at all. The sub
stitute bill merely directs that in certain 
areas tests and devices need not be com
plied with if the applicant for registra
tion has a sixth-grade education. But 
what about those who do not have a 
sixth-grade education? What will be 
the effect of this provision upon this 
group? 

In the places which would primarily 
be affected by the Voting Rights Act of 
1965 almost all white citizens of voting 
age, whether literate or not, whether 
educated or not, have been permanently 
registered. Their names are already on 
the books. Most of them have never been 
subjected to any sort of literacy test. 
Thousands of them have never completed 
the sixth grade. Under this substitute 
all of these persons would, of course~ re
main registered to vote. At the same 
time Negroes who did not complete the 
sixth grade could never become regis
tered without passing complicated and 
often discriminatory literacy tests. In 
other words, insofar as persons with less 
than a sixth-grade education are con
cerned, the Ford-McCulloch substitute 
bill permits-indeed contemplates-no 
effective relief against the effects of past 
racial discrimination. 

This is not the end of the matter. 
The substitute insures that the dispar
ity in testing Negroes and whites will 
continue to exist for the foreseeable 
future. While Negroes would be tested 
by Federal examiners on the completion 
of six grades or the ability to pass the 
Sta~e literacy test, whites would be ap
plying to the State registrar who, no 
doubt, would simply continue to qualify 
all comers, provided they are white. 
There will be no equality in the fran
chise. Instead there will be a built-in 
perpetuation of discrimination as be
tween voters who do not have a sixth
grade education. 

Now a word about the poll tax. The 
distinguished minority leader contends 
we will reach a decision-a judicial de
termination--on the constitutionality of 
the poll tax question sooner under the 
McCulloch substitute. The point here, 
as I see it, is that under the committee 
bill we will not only reach a decision of 
the constitutionality of the · poll tax 
under the 15th amendment, but the· 
court will have placed before it also the 
other important issue-whether the · 
Congress of the United States has the 
authority under the Constitution to out
law the poll tax. 

It seems to me that is a very vital and 
important distinction between the two 
bills. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not blame those 
who oppose any legislation in this area 
fot supporting the Ford-McCulloch sub
stitute. Some of them have labeled it 
the lesser of two evils. To those who 
feel that the time to eliminate discrimi
nation in voting is at hand, that is 
hardly an acceptable alternative. It is 
certainly not an acceptable reason. No 
one can legitimately defend the prac
tices which have come to our attention 
and which are matters ·of common 
knowledge across the land. We must 
put an end to these practices eft'ectively 
and decisively. 
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We must put an end to these practices 

now. I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, 
that of the two measures before the 
House, only the bill reported by the 
Committee on the Judiciary will do the 
job. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. RoosE
VELT]. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 
am sorry that the introduction of a sub
stitute bill has served as a seeming device 
to attempt to sidetrack some of us who 
have been and, I believe, still are deter
mined to redress a serious grievance of 
a large group of citizens of these United 
States. This matter is particularly 
grevious in light of the fact that ours 
is a form of government which claims 
to be "instituted among men, deriving 
their 'just' powers from the consent of 
the governed." 

The Declaration of Independence-the 
189th birthday of which we just cele
brated on July 4-states: 

Whenever any form of government be
comes destructive of these ends, it is the 
right of the people to alter it * * * in such 
form, as to them shall seem most likely to 
affect their safety and happiness. 

Indeed, the Declaration of Independ
ence goes on to say that it is the right 
and the duty of the people "to provide 
new guards for their future security." · 

I cannot help but think that our dis
tinguished friends on the other side of 
the aisle have been misled into a posi
tion which, no matter how sincerely 
taken, cannot help but be misinterpreted 
from their point of view and, of course, 
vigorously opposed from my point of view 
as including features which would 
weaken the right to vote and which ap
peared so attractive that they. are even 
attracting the support of those who ob
viously and frankly declare that they are 
against not only all civil rights measures, 
but even this one to protect the right to 
vote. 

The administration's bill does not 
create the right to vote, but intends only 
to enforce the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution. 

Despite the carefully stated language 
of the substitute bill, it does not provide 
the needed relief. I should like to set 
out my principal objections to the sub
stitute bill. 

I. DETERMINATION OF PA'l"l'ERN OF 
DISCRIMINATION 

H.R. 7896, the substitute amendment, 
provides that there is a presumption of 
a pattern or practice of denial of the 
right to register or to vote on account 
of race or color when the Attorney Gen
eral certifies to the Civil Service Commis
sion that he ·has received 25 or more 
written complaints from residents of a 
voting district, and provides that the At
torney General if he believes such com
plaints to be meritorious will apply to 
the Commission for appointment of an 
examiner for such voting district. The 
written complaint must allege the com
plainant can satisfy the voting qualifica
tions of the district and that the com
plainant has been denied the right to 
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register or vote within 90 days prior to 
filing of the complaint. 

Under provisions of H.R. 7896, 25 
Negroes must subject themselves to the 
''hazards" of attempting to register with 
local officials. Under provisions of H.R. 
6400 the Attorney General and the Di
rector of the Census may determine 
whether or not voter discrimination 
exists in a State if less than 50 percent 
of the persons of voting age residing 
therein were registered on November 1, 
1964, or that less than 50 percent of such 
persons voted in the presidential elec
tion of November 1964. 

II. VOTER QUALIFICATIONS 

H.R. 7896 retains the requirement of 
written literacy tests in section 4(c), pro
viding only a presumption of literacy if 
a registrant can prove completion of at 
least a sixth-grade education. 

H.R. 6400 automatically prohibits lit
eracy tests in States and political sub
divisions covered by the 50-percent 
formula--section 4. 

It is believed that retention of literacy 
tests in a State such as Mississippi will 
probably ·mean that about half of all 
Negroes attempting to register will be 
required to take such a test. The re
sults will tend to maintain the status 
quo as regards the number of Negroes 
registered to the number of white persons 
registered to vote in such States. Be
cause, as long as economic discrimina
tion is practiced against Negroes, large 
numbers of Negroes will not be able to 
remain in school long enough to obtain 
the sixth-grade education necessary to 
avoid the literacy tests required by H.R. 
7896. 

III. REGISTRATION TESTS 

H.R. 7896 specifies that only the re
quirements of good moral character and 
vouchers of registered voters or mem
bers of any other class are to be abol
ished. No provision is made for protec
tion from new tests which could be 
equally effective in preventing Negroes 
from registering. 

H.R. 6400 provides the needed protec
tion by requiring that any new tests es
tablished after November 1964 must be 
approved by the District Court of the 
District of Columbia or be accepted with
out objection by the Attorney General. 

IV. CHALLENGES 

H.R. 7896 provides that requests for 
changes in voting qualifications in 
States which practice voter discrimina
tion, or requests for injunctions or de
claratory judgments against enforce
ment of the act will be brought to the 
local district court. 

Empowering such local district courts · 
in most of the discriminatory Southern 
States to grant injunctions or to permit 
changes in voting qualifications only in
vites biased decisions, as they have al
ready done in litigation involving the 
Civil Rights Act. 

H.R. 6400 provides that such requests 
be brought directly to the District Court 
of the District of Columbia. This pro
vides the best assurance that there will 
be no unnecessary delays in the imple
mentation of the bill's protections be
cause, hopefully, here there will be fair
minded decisions issued. 

V. FEDERAL EXAMINERS 

H.R. 7896 provides that the Civil Serv
ice Commission will appoint one exam
iner per voting district from· which 25 
written complaints are sent to the At
torney General. These examiners are 
to be existing Federal employees or offi
cials residing in the State involved. 

H.R. 6400 provides for the appointment 
of sufficient numbers of examiners for 
the area involved, first, after the court 
so directs, or second, after the Attorney 
General receives 20 or more written' com
plaintS of denial of the right to vote, or 
he has reason to believe the 15th amend
ment is being violated. 

H.R. 7896 does not provide the latitude 
needed if there is no assurance of find
ing enough non-biased residents to serve 
as examiners. The effect may be that 
the Federal-examiner system will be most 
severely curtailed in those States which 
have shown themselves to be most con
sistently committed to racial discrimina
tion. 

VI . TERMINATION OF FEDERAL EXAMINERS 

H.R. 7896 provides that when fewer 
than 25 persons in a voting district are 
placed on t}le eligible list by a Federal 
examiner within a 12-month period, 
services of the examiner shall terminate. 

H.R. 6400 provides that when the At
torney General certifies that all persons 
listed by Federal examiners are on local 
voter registration rolls and he believes 
there will be no further denial of the 
right to vote on account of race or color, 
the court may order termination. Also, 
voting districts may petition the Attor
ney General to begin proceedings toter
minate Federal examiners. 

H.R. 7896 does not give sufficient con
sideration to the fact that threats · of 
physi·cal or economic coercion may cause 
less than 25 Negroes to present them
selves to register. In effect, those dis
tricts in which threats against Negro ap
plicants are most effective will be re
warded by the earliest departure of Fed
eral examiners. 
VII. A'l"l'EMPTED REGISTRATION WITH STATE/LOCAL 

OFFICIALS 

H.R. 7896 does not require the appli
cant to attempt to register with State or 
local officials if the applicant states on 
oath his belief that he would have been 
acting futilely, or that such an attempt 
would have subjected himself or his fam
ily to reprisals. 

H.R. 6400 permits persons wanting to 
register to go directly to the Federal ex
aminer, without first attempting to reg
ister with State or local election offi
cials. The applicant need only allege 
he is not registered. 

VIII. APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE 

H.R. 7896 specifically states in section 
9 (a) that "the times, places, and proce
dures for application and listing" must 
be "consistent with State law as long as 
there are--section 8(0-at least 45 days 
prior to the election." 

It is conceivable that there could be 
a lengthy time lapse between registering 
and voting. It is conceivable that State 
laws could specify a place of voting 
which in itself would tend to intimidate 
Negroes in certain sections of the coun
try. 
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H.R. 6400 simply _r.efers to the list of 

those registered by a Federal examiner, 
stating that "any person whose name ap
pear~ -on such a list shall be entitled to 
vote·~ as long as there are "at least 45 
days between registering and voting." 
No mention is made of State law. 

IX. ENFORCEMENT 

H.R. 7896 (section 13 <a> ) provides a 
person illegally prevented from voting 
has only 24 hours to report to the Fed
eral examiner. The examiner then noti
fies the U.S. attorney for the judicial dis
trict who "may" then apply to the district 
court "for a temporary or permanent 
injunction, restraining order, or other 
order." No specific power is given to 
void the election-section 13. 

H.R. 6400-section 12 (e) -provides a 
person must notify a Federal examiner 
within 48 hours of illegal procedures used 
to prevent him from voting. The exam
iner must report "immediately" to the 
Attorney General who may apply forth
with to a district court for an order re
straining the issuance of election certifi
cates. 

The question raised is does the 24-hour 
provision of H.R. 7896 provide sufficient 
time for discovery of illegal procedures 
in rural areas where the vote might not 
be recorded for 24 hours? 

Also, directing the Federal examiner to 
report to the U.S. attorney for the ju
dicial district puts great responsibility 
in the hands of a local official who may 
be subjected to local bias and pressures. 

H:R. 6400 provides for observers to be 
sent to view any election held in an area 
covered · by Federal examiners. H.R. 
7896 has no such provision. 

X. PENALTIES FOR INTERFERENCE WITH 
ELECTIONS 

H.R. 7896 in section 14 (e) limits the 
legal sanctions for tampering with the 
electoral process to Federal elections. 
Apparently this bill takes no recognition 
of the fact that it is the local elections 
that determine the power structure of 
any State and corruption must be elimi
nated at this level if Negroes are to gain 
a place in the political structure of their 
own States artd political subdivisions. 

H.R. 6400-section 15-does apply the 
punitive measures of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, to State and local as well as to 
Federal elections. 

XI. POLL TAX 

H.R. 7896 merely directs the Attorney 
General to 'bring suit for declaratory 
judgment or injunction against enforce
ment of poll taxes when used to deny or 
abridge voters' rights-section 15. 

H.R. 6400 provides that failure to pay 
poll taxes is no bar to registration or vot
ing-section 10. 

Whereas great delays have been used 
to avoid yielding to the constitutional 
mandate that all citizens be permitted to 
exercise their right to vote, the admin
istration's bill is designed to fulfill this 
commitment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to reaffirm 
my support . of H.R. 6400 and urge the 
defeat of the Ford-McCUlloch substitute 
amendment. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. WILLIS]. 

·Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
never failed to take an affirmative posi
tion on the floor of the House in connec
tion with any and all civil rights and 
voting rights bills. 

When we considered the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, I said this: 

If the only thing this bill did was to pro
tect the right to vote, I woUld be all for it. 

In taking a position in opposition to 
the Celler bill, H.R. 6400, during general 
debate on the floor 3 days ago, I made 
the following statement, among other 
arguments: 

I emphasize at the outset that the views 
I now express on the voting rights b111, H.R. 
6400, are not based on racial considerations. 

• • • 
The people of my congressional district 

believe in the right of all qualified persons to 
vote. They are against the application of 
different standards to different people-and 
they practice what they preach. 

• • 
If the only thing this bill did woUld be 

to prohibit discrimination under the 14th 
amendment, and to prevent the denial of 
all qualified persons throughout the United · 
States of their right to vote under the 15th 
amendment, it would carry out and give 
effect to the three constitutional provisions 
under consideration; it would be clearly con
stitutional and I would vote for it. 

• • • • • 
I could catalog further instances, at 

greater length, but the foregoing amply dem
onstrates that this bill goes too far, cuts 
too deep and goes beyond its asserted purpose 
to protect the right to vote. 

And I concluded my argument against 
the Celler bill as follows: 

I realize the force of the argument that 
some areas of the country or some counties 
or parishes within such areas have not made 
enough effort to accord all the people the 
right to vote, and to the extent that the lack 
of effort is due to a plan to deprive any quali
:fled person of his right to vote, I agree that 
this is wrong. It is as wrong as the enact., 
ment of the provisions I have described, and 
others . . I have always been taught, however, 
that two wrongs don't make a right and that 
the end does not justify the means. I can 
only say that the people I represent do not 
participate in discrimination and that they 
want no" part of recrimination. 

And now what about the pending Mc
Culloch substitute, which is a full-fledged 
blll, H.R. 7896? 

As a member of the Judiciary Com
mittee, I have always taken the position 
that so-called "Whereas" clauses were 
appropriate to private agreements or 
contracts but seldom, if ever, justified in 
a bill; and I have also taken the posi
tion that so-called "findings" were ap
propriate for the courts but seldom, if 
ever, justified by the legislative branch 
of the Government. · · 

The McCulloch bill now under con
sideration contains a long list of so-called 
congressional "findings" as follows: 

FINDINGS 

SEC. S (a) Congress hereby finds that large 
numbers of United States citizens have been 
and are being denied the right to register or 
to vote in various States on account of race 

or color in violation of the fifteenth amend
ment. 

(b) Congress further finds that literacy 
tests have been and are being used in vari
ous States and political subdivisions as a 
means of discrimination on account of race 
or color. Congress further finds that persons 
with a sixth-grade education possess rea
sonable literacy, comprehension, and intel
ligence and that, in fact, persons possessing 
such educational achievement have been and 
are being denied or deprived of the right to 
register or to vote for failure to satisfy 
literacy test requirements solely or primarily 
because of discrimination on account of race 
or color. 

(c) Congress further finds that the pre
requisites for voting or registration for vot
ing ( 1) that a person possess good moral 
character unrelated to the commissior... of a 
felony, or (2) that a person prove qualifica
tions by the voucher of registered voters or 
members of any other class, have been and 
are being used as a means of discrimination 
on account of race or color. 

{d) Congress further finds that in any vot
ing district where twenty-five or more per
sons have been denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote on account of 
race or color and who are qualified to reg
ister and vote, there exists in such district 
a pattern or practice of denial of the right 
to register or to vote on account of race or 
color in violation of the fifteenth amend
ment. 

Under the Civil Rights Act of 1960, 
separate suits must be filed in the Fed
eral courts in every area involved and 
it must be alleged and proven to the 
satisfaction of the Federal judges in 
every case that ''a pattern or practice" 
of denial of the right to vote exists be
fore Federal voting referees or examiners 
can be appointed. 

But I repeat that under the McCulloch 
bill: 

Congress fUrther finds that in any voting 
district where twenty-five or more persons 
have been denied or deprived of the right to 
register or to vote on account of race or color 
and who are qualified to register and vote, 
there exists in such district a pattern or 
practice of denial of the right to register or 
to vote on account of race or color in viola
tion of the :fifteenth amendment. 

And then the McCulloch bill goes on 
to say that whenever the Attorney Gen
eral certifies to the Civil Service Com
mission that he has received complaints 
in Writing alleging that the complainant 
can satisfy the voting qualifications of 
the voting district and has been denied 
or deprived of the right to register or 
vote, and that the Attorney General be
lieves such complaints to be meritorious, 
"the Civil Service Commission shall 
promptly appoint an examiner for such 
voting district who shall be responsible 
to the Commission." 

Moreover, the McCulloch bill provides 
that "a certification by the Attorney 
General shall be final and effective upon 
publication in the Federal Register." 

Having opposed the Civil Rights Act 
of 1960, which at least requires proof to 
the satisfaction of a Federal court of the 
existence of a so-called pattem or prac
tice before voting referees can be in
stalled, I cannot support the McCulloch 
bill, which makes a congressional find
ing that a "pattern or practice" exists 
when 25 or more persons have been 
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denied the right to register or vote and 
directs the Civil Service Commission to 
appoint examiners when the Attorney 
General certifies that ·25 meritorious 
complaints have been filed with him. 

It is no wonder then that an article in 
today's Washington Post-July 9, 1965-
commenting on a so-called Republican 
and southern coalition contains the fol
lowing excerpt: 

McCULLOCH, an architect of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, said, "I do not agree at 
all." He and FoRD told reporters that south
em Democratic support did not affect their 
position-that the Celler b111 is seriously de
ficient and wm not guarantee voting rights 
as quickly and effectively as their measure. 

For the foregoing reasons, to which I 
could add others, my position is this: 

I have been here long enough to know 
that unless a miracle happens, neither 
the McCulloch bill nor the Celler bill can 
be amended in such a way as to make 
them acceptable, although I will support 
whatever amendments we can muster 
enough votes to pass. Unless a miracle 
does happen, however, I will vote against 
the McCulloch bill, and if it is defeated 
I will then vote against the Celler bill. 
My guess is that the McCulloch bill will 
be defeated and then we will see a coali
tion between Congressman EMANUEL 
CELLER and his forces and Congressman 
WILLIAM McCULLOCH and his forces in 
support of the Celler bill. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, like many 

who have addressed the Committee in the 
last 3 days, I shall vote for the McCulloch 
substitute in the Committee of the Whole 
and in the House on a motion to recom
mit the committee bill. Unlike some, 
however, I recognize the need for legis
lation, I honor fully the first section of 
the 15th amendment which guarantees 
the franchise against racial discrimina
tion, I honor fully the 2d section of 
the 15th amendment which grants the 
Congress specific power to enact appro
priate legislation implementing that 
guarantee, I regard the McCulloch sub
stitute as appropriate legislation and if 
the McCUlloch substitute prevails either 
as an amendment in the Committee of 
the Whole or as a motion to recommit, 
I shall vote for passage of the M·cCulloch 
substitute. 

A government of the people cannot 
function for the people unless it is a gov
ernment by the people. There is no such 
thing as self-government if those subject 
to the law do not participate in the proc
ess by which those laws are made. Only 
a few are privileged to participate in the 
physical mechanics of the lawmaking 
process and these are those chosen as 
representatives by their fellows. For the 
latter, the opportunity for participation', 
and therefore the essence of the concept 
of self-government, is the right to cast a 
ballot to choose those who make the 
laws. If this opportunity is denied any 

qualified citizen, then he is not self
governed. 

The 15th amendment to the Constitu
tion says: 

The right of citizens of the United States 
to vote shall not be den1ed or abridged by the 
United States or by any State on account of 
race, color, or previous condition of servitude. 

That is pretty plain language. It is 
the supreme law of the land. It applies 
to citizens of the United States. It ap
plies to action by the United States. And 
it applies to action by "any State." 
Moreover, the 2d section of the 15th 
amendment says: 

The Congress shall have power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 

There may be some dispute about what 
legislation is "appropriate," but there can 
be no valid dispute about the power of 
Congress to legislate. 

Now, the 15th amendment does not say 
that States cannot write laws fixing voter 
qualifications and deny the vote to those 
who do not meet those qualifications. 
Indeed, article 1, section 2 specifically 
assigns that power to the States and the 
17th amendment reaffirms it. However, 
those voter-qualification laws must ex
tend equally to all citizens, and State 
officials cannot discriminate among citi
zens in the application of those laws. 

I repeat, I regard the McCulloch bill, 
while subject to certain infirmities and 
objectionable in some of its parts, as "ap
propriate legislation" within the defini
tion of those words as used in the second 
section of the 15th amendment. I shall 
not undertake to inventory all of the 
parts of the Celler bill which I consider 
to be unconstitutional and which, if left 
in the bill, make it impossible for me to 
support. Rather, I will attempt to make 
a brief, definitive comparison of the Cel
ler bill and the McCulloch bill: 

First. The Celler bill is sectionally dis
criminatory. Its "automatic trigger"
less than 50 percent registered . or vot
ing-is aimed at six Southern States. 
Its "pocket trigger" vests the Attorney 
General with broad discretionary power 
to select his own geographical targets for 
court action. 

The McCulloch bill is sectionally uni
form, applying equally North a~d South 
anywhere discrimination in voting is 
practiced and only where it is practiced. 

Second. The Celler bill "escape clause" 
is a deception. A State trapped by the 
automatic trigger can escape coverage 
only by journeying to Washington, filing 
a suit against the United States in the 
District Court of the District of Colum
bia and proving its innocence for the last 
5 years. This not only reverses the tradi
tional presumption ' of innocence but 
abandons the doctrine that trial court 
cases should be heard in the jurisdiction 
where the accusation was made or the 
cause of action arose. 

The McCulloch bill has no such provi
sion. Administrative and court appeals 
are heard locally. 

Third. In the Celler bill, State literacy 
tests are suspended in covered States. 

In the McCulloch bill, State literacy 
tests are honored, except that a sixth 

grade -education is deemed to constitute 
literacy. 

Fourth. Under the Celler bill, no State 
or locality covered by the automatic trig
ger can hereafter make any enforceable 
.change in any of its voting laws without 
the prior approval of the Attorney Gen
eral or the District Court of the District 
of Columbia. 

The McCulloch bill has no such anti
States rights provision; rather, it pre
serves the right of States to legislate and 
fix voter qualifications in harmony with 
the Constitution. 

Fifth. The Celler bill nullifies both Poll 
taxes and all other payments prerequisite 
to voting in State and local elections and 
referendums. 

The McCulloch bill simply expedites 
court testing of the constitutionality of 
poll taxes. 

Sixth. The _Celler bill grants the right 
to vote to those registered by Federal ex
aminers and allows the counting of their 
votes and the certification of election re
sults, even though challenges of their 
qualifications, unresolved on election day, 
may later be upheld. 

The McCulloch bill grants the right to 
vote to those registered at least 45 days 
before election day, but their votes are 
not counted until any challenges against 
them are decided. 

Seventh. The Celler bill has no resl .. 
dence requirement for Federal examiners. 

The McCulloch bill requires that Fed
eral examiners be residents of the States 
in which they are appointed to serve. 

Eighth. The Celler bill makes all of the 
Federal elections titles of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 applicable to State and local 
elections as well. 

The McCulloch bill has no such provi
sion. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
now yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tilinois [Mr. McCLORY]. 

AME~DMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'CLORY 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. McCLORY to the sub

stitute for the Committee amendment: On 
page 16, line 9, strike "To assure", and .strike 
lines 10 through 17. Insert in lieu thereof 
the following language: 

"(b) No State or political subdivision 
thereof shall deny any person the right to 
register or to vote because of his failure to 
pay a poll tax or any other such tax." 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. McCLORY] is recog
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York will state his parliamen
tary inquiry. 

Mr. CELLER. Under unanimous
consent request, can a Member offer aD: 
amendment and speak without the con
sent of either Mr. McCULLOCH or myself? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH] yielded the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MCCLORY.] 
5minutes. 
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Mr. CELLER. Oh, I did not know 
that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS] 
has not already put to rest the subject 
of an alleged coalition between the Re
publicans and the southern Democrats, 
certainly this amendment will because I 
am in strong support of the Ford-Mc
Culloch bill; At the same time I support 
this amendment, which simply does one 
thing. It abolishes the poll tax as a 
condition or a qualification for voting 
in any Sta:te or local election. 

The committee report shows that I 
subscribed to the ·Republican view and 
supported the Ford-McCulloch bill with 
this one exception. I do not like the pro
vision relating to the poll tax. I should 
add that in the committee I voted with 
the majority of the committee in sup
port of outlawing the· poll tax as con
tained in the Celler bill. To be consist
ent, I must offer and support a similar 
provision in the Ford-McCulloch bill. 
Indeed, the language of the amendment 
I am offering is virtually identical with 
that contained in the Celler bill. As the 
Ford-McCulloch bill, itself, states: 

The right to vote of la.rge numbers of citi
zens • • • is denied or abridged on account 
of race or color in some States by the require
ment of the payment of a poll tax as a pre
requisite to voting in State or local elections. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill goes further 
by providing that the Attorney General 
shall institute actions for declaratory 
judgment or injunction for relief against 
enforcement of any poll tax. So does 
the bill passed in the other body. In
deed that is the position of the Attorney 
General and was the original provision 
in the Celler bill before its amendment 
in the committee. All of these measures 
declare in so many words that the poll 
tax has been employed to deny the right 
to vote on account of race or color. 
And we know that the poll tax has been 
employed widely as a device for discrim
inating against the voting rights of 
Negroes. 

We are called on here to implement by 
legislation the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution. It appears to be generally 
recognized that this Congress has broad 
authority under that amendment to end 
discrimination in voting on account of 
race or color. If we have authority to 
enact any legislation whatever, we cer
tainly have authority to outlaw the poll 
tax. The committee report refers to the 
use of the poll tax in Texas as a means 
of depriving Negroes from voting. De
cisions are cited which show that the 
distinctions are made on account of race 
or color in collection of the poll tax in 
Mississippi. 

The House of Representatives has 
acted five times since 1939 to abolish the 
poll tax by legislation. On each of these 
five occasions, the abolition of the poll 
tax was defeated in the other body by 
reason of a filibuster or the threat of a 
filibuster. Indeed it appears that the 
24th amendment to the Constitution, 
outlawing the poll tax in Federal elec
tions, was a compromise and not an ad
mission that this Congress lacked any 

.legislative authority over the poll tax as 
a condition of voting. 

And let me make this clear. The pur
pose of this amendment banning the poll 
tax as a condition to voting is intended 
to apply to elections, State and local. 
It is not intended and should not be 
construed to invalidate any local laws 
affecting ownership of property as a con
dition to vote upon local bond issues in 
school and other such elections. 

Even those who recognize that literacy 
tests are a valid condition to voting must 
concede that payment of a poll tax has 
nothing whatever to do with the subject 
of voter qualifications. 

In the 79th Congress, the House passed 
H.R. 7 making it unlawful to require pay
ment of a poll tax as a prerequisite to 
voting in a primary or other election for 
national officers. The final vote was 251 
to 105 with the Republican Members 
voting 131 to 19 in favor of the measure. 

In the 80th Congress, the House passed 
H.R. 29 which was a similar bill to out
law the poll tax. The vote was 290 to 
112 with the Republicans voting in favor 
of the measure by a margin of 216 to 14. 

Again, in the 81st Congress the House 
passed H.R. 3199, which was a similar bill, 
by a vote of 273 to 116 with Republicans 
voting 121 to 24 in favor of the bill. 

In the 79th, 80th, and 81st Congresses, 
these bills passed by the House were lost 
in the other body through the staging of 
a filibuster or the threat of a filibuster. 

The Republican record in favor of 
sound voting rights and civil rights legis
lation is one of which the Republicans 
throughout the Nation should be very 
proud. 

The Republican record in opposition to 
the poll tax as a condition or qualifica
tion for the right to vote is written clear
ly in the annals of this House and in the 
history of this great and free Nation. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill is a valid and 
comprehensive bill. It will be more com
prehensive and have broader general ap
plication without the burden of enforcing 
and collecting a poll tax. 

I urge adoption of this amendment to 
the substitute Ford-McCulloch bill. 

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
accept the gentleman's amendment be
cause it is practically the same language 
as the provision of the Celler bill. 

Mr. McCLORY. I am delighted to 
have the gentleman's acceptance of it. 
However, I do not know that it is ac
ceptable to the author of the substitute; 

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, in 

the interest of saving time I would like 
to assure my good friend from Illinois 
that, speaking as an individual, I do not 
accept the amendment. You know, Mr. 
Chairman, I am a part of the Southern 
coalition, one of whom comes from the 
great State of Texas and who is now 
President of the United States. Further
more the Attorney General appears to 
be opposed to your amendment. I am 

pleased to have him agree with me on 
this matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
amendment. I stand with Mr. Katzen
bach and with Senator MANSFIELD . and 
Senator DIRKSEN. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
conclude by saying that I do support 
the Ford-McCulloch bill with this 
amendment. This makes the Ford-Mc
Culloch bill a better bill. I urge the 
adoption of the amendment and, as 
amended, I urge support for the Ford
McCulloch bill. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GERALD R. FORD]. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I want it clearly understood that I 
am personally totally opposed to the poll 
tax in local, State, or Federal elections. 
And I might add that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH] feels exact
ly the same way. Actually the basic dif
ference between the committee provision 
and the provision in the McCulloch sub
stitute is not significant. Both will re
sult in litigation, and there will be a de
termination by, and only by, the Supreme 
Court of the United States as to whether 
or not poll taxes in State and local elec
tions are constitutional. 

Some might say that the provisions are 
like tweedledum and tweedledee, as far as 
the net result is concerned. · 

I say to my Republican friends if they 
in their own conscience prefer the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois I can perfectly understand 
the reasons for their choice. But it is 
my own personal conviction that from an 
expeditious consideration of the issues 
the provision in the McCulloch substi
tute is preferable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

The question was taken, and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. McCULLOCH) 
there were--ayes 82, noes 33. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

4 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. RoDINo]. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all might I say that I am categorically 
opposed to the Ford-McCulloch substi
tute. We saw a moment ago a clear 
demonstration when the vote was taken 
on the poll tax amendment which was 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
why the Ford-McCulloch substitute is 
deficient and does not meet the issue. 

What is the objective which all of us 
are trying to reach here today? What 
are we trying to accomplish? Now I 
understand full well that the gentleman 
from Ohio, my esteemed colleague on 
the Committee on the Judiciary, who 
has made such valuable contributions in 
the field of civil rights, was sincerely and 
honestly motivated when he offered the 
substitute. So are we sincerely moti
vated in supporting H.R. 6400 and reject
ing H.R. 7896. We seek to erase massive 
discrimination in voting rights in cer
tain areas. 

How do we intend to accomplish this 
objective? We on the majority side 
seek to accomplish this objective under 
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the Celler bill>with the least delay, and 
in the most expeditious and most effec
tive way possible. This is why we em
ploy the automatic trigger-to do the 
job quickly, effectively, and fairly. 

Someone arguing for the Ford-Mc
Culloch substitute said· that we have 
employed harshness in making use of 
the automatic trigger device. There 1s 
no harshness in the provisions that we 
use to set off the automatic triggering 
device. The only harshness that is em
ployed is the harshness being used by 
those who are denying the Negro the 
right to vote on account of color. We 
are seeking to insure that under the 
mandate of the 15th amendment we 
give to the Negro and every qualified 
citizen the right to vote which he has 
been denied. 

We do it by legitimate means, by ap
propriate means, by a device which I am 
sure will not be lacking in constitution
ality, and I believe we meet the test of 
constitutionality when we employ the 
proper power of Congress as is granted 
under section 2 of the 15th amendment. 

It was Chief Justice Marshall, in the 
case of McCulloch against Maryland, 
who said: 

So let the end be legitimate, let it be with
in the scope of the Constitution and all 
means which are appropriate, which are 
plainly adapted to that end, which are not 
prohibited, but consistent with the letter 
and the spirit of the Constitution, are con
stitutional. 

Let me add one other thing. As I said 
before, I do not question the sincerity 
of the gentlemen who offer this substi..: 
tute. But I do wonder why, and I find it 
passing strange to reconcile that the 
gentlemen who are so sincerely inter
ested in insisting that the right to vote 
is guaranteed by the Ford-McCulloch 
substitute are supported in this effort 
by gentlemen who are and have been op
posed to the passage of any civil rights 
legislation-gentlemen who say in their 
support of . the Ford-McCulloch substi
tute that it is far more preferable to the 
Celler bill. Why? The answer is simple, 
Mr. Chairman. If we were to adopt the 
Ford-McCulloch substitute we would 
firid ourselves in an impossible situation 
if we sought through a conference to 
reconcile the many differences which 
exist between the Ford-McCulloch sub
stitute and the recently adopted Senate 
bill on voting rights. We would find as a 
matter of practical consideration that 
we would be in an irreconcilable stale
mate. Surely this is not what those who 
are genuinely interested in insuring vot
ing rights are seeking. 

Furthermore, the Ford-McCulloch 
substitute does not provide the auto
matic coverage which is necessary to do 
the job. It fails to ·provide for complete 
suspension of tests and devices even in 
those areas where such tests cannot be 
administered fairly. Thus the substi
tute gives less relief than was afforded by 
the Supreme Court in United States 
against Louisiana. 

Literacy tests would continue to be 
applied to those who had not completed 
the sixth grade. Even if some of these 
tests can be administered fairly, after 
decades of discrimination, when most. 

whites are permanently registered, the 
McCulloch bill would simply freeze the 
present registration disparity created by 
past vi.olations of the 15th amendment. 
This is not acceptable relief. It falls far 
short of what the courts already have 
afforded. H.R. 6400 avoids these defects 
by suspending tests and devices in the 
areas affected. 

The McCulloch bili does not provide 
for any preclearance of new voting laws 
or st.andards. In those areas where vot
ing discrimination has been the norm, 
States and localities would be free to 
further increase the difficulty of Negroes 
registering to vote. It would require 
existing judicial remedies to be used to 
eliminate further discrimination enact
ments. The evidence amply shows that 
such relief is inadequate to meet the 
problem. 

H.R. 7896 is fatally deficient in another 
area. It does not abolish the poll tax. 
It merely authorizes a suit by the At
torney General and, curiously, confines 
the Attorney General's constitutional 
attack on the poll tax to 15th amend
ment grounds. H.R. 6400, on the other 
hand, emphatically states that the right 
to vote cannot be conditioned upon the 
payment of a poll tax-and H.R. 6400 
founds its argument for the abolition 
of the poll tax on 14th as well as 15th 
amendment grounds. 

For these and for many other reasons 
which others will advance, the Ford
McCulloch substitute should be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are to carry out 
the clea-r mandate of the 15th amend
ment, if we want to insure and guaran
tee to our citizens the right to vote re
gardless of race or color, if we want to 
act responsibly-effectively and fairly 
and without delay in this area-let us 
vote down H.R. 7896. 

Only· in this way, Mr. Chairman-by 
enacting H.R. 6400 will we be able to meet 
our responsibilities and live up to the 
democratic concepts of our Constitution. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
now yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LINDSAY]. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, it is not 
easy for me under any circumstances to 
differ with my distinguished colleague 
and friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. McCuLLOCH], and most especially 
on a subject of this kind. We have been 
together during my term of office here, 
7 years, on the question of voting 
rights and civil rights in general. The 
gentleman from Ohio is a selfless and 
great leader in my judgment in this most 
important area to every American. He 
is joined in that by the distinguished 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. GERALD R. FORDJ. But we 
differ on this bill here today. 

The substitute that is here proposed 
is a good bill. It is an extension of what 
was done in 1957, 1960, and 1964, which 
bills, in the area of voting, for the first 
time in 85 years attempted to do what 
was right and what was commanded by 
the 15th amendment of the Constitution. 
It represents in essence an extension of 
what was done then. But being an ex
tension it represents, in relative terms, 
an inching forward rather than the giant 

step that is ~ailed for in 1965. Here we 
are in 1965, 100 years after the country 
thought it had settled this issue. · From 
there on we have chipped at the edges of 
the problem but avoided attacking it at 
the center. It is time to dispose of the 
outrage of voting discrimination where
ever it may occur. 

The question is-Which bill is the most 
effective to do the job that has to be 
done? I have reservations even as to 
H.R. 6400. I would have preferred a 
different kind of administrative machin
ery to carry out the task, as commanded 
by us, of wiping away the barriers· against 
voting on the grounds of race. I think 
the committee has greatly improved the 
bill as we received it from the adminis
tration. We certainly improved it by 
the addition of the poll tax elimination 
by statute and I shall speak on that at 
greater length later. I have a high re
gard for the Attorney General who is 
the President's agent in this matter. I 
have known him for many years. But 
on this question, he is just plain 
wrong. Therefore the committee bill 
was strengthened~ I think, as is now the 
substitute by the elimination of the poll 
tax. 

The committee bill has a very impor
tant improvement, which was contained 
in my own bill, for Federal observers in 
connection with the actual process of 
voting. What good does it do for a per
son to be registered if he cannot cast his 
ballot? I hope to improve the bill even 
more when additional amendments are 
in order. I will offer an amendment to 
the committee bill, when the time comes, 
to add a provision for protection of free
dom of speech, press, and assemblage in 
connection with voting. In specifics, I 
support the committee bill for the fol
lowing reasons: First, the committee bill 
is speedier and more effective. It is, let 
us face it, less cumbersome in spite of 
the fact that the substitute bill is an 
advance forward and on the whole a good 
bill. 

Second, in hard core areas, the com
mittee bill provides that Negroes will not 
have to appear before local registrars. 
That is most important. 

Third, and this is a vital provision, 
the committee bill provides for observers 
to watch the actual business of voting 
is provided in the committee bill. 

Members of the Committee, Congress 
is given great powers by the 15th amend
ment and is indeed commanded by sec
tion 2 of the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution to do what is necessary to 
sweep away all barriers to the right to 
vote based on race or color. I do not 
understand why Congress should be 
timid or why Congress has been timid 
for upward of a century in the exercise 
of those powers. 

The command to the Congress that it 
act to secure voting rights was made 100 
years ago by the American people in the 
adoption of the 15th amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution. It is time we obeyed. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chariman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HERLONG]. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of the 
committee for yielding time to me. 
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Mr. Chairman, I voted for the rule to 
consider this bill. I hope that, at least, 
gives evidence of my good faith in ap
proving the idea that every qualified citi
zen should have the right to register and 
vote and that none should be subjected 
to a double standard. 

I would hope that the majority of the 
House would not permit themselves to be 
caught up in a whirlwind of "South hat
ing" just to curry favor with certain pro
fessional civil rights workers. 

The day before yesterday the gentle
man from California [Mr. CoRMAN] sug
gested to the Republicans that they 
should follow the philosophy of the 
founder of their party, Abraham Lincoln, 
in respect to this bill. I am afraid that 
the gentleman has his personalities con
fused. It was not Abraham Lincoln who 
was vindictive and punitive in his ac
tions. It was Thaddeus Stevens, and I 
beg of the cooler and wiser heads in this 
House, those who can and will look into 
this problem objectively, to support such 
legislation as is necessary to make it pos
sible for all citizens to register and vote, 
but do not, for heaven's sake and for the 
sake of our beloved country, try to drive 
a wedge between sections of our country 
and lower yourselves to the level of a 
Thaddeus Stevens. Just do a little self
appraising. Do a little soul searching. 
Ask yourselves in all candor, Do you want 
voting rights or are you seeking revenge? 

·-I hasten to concede that double stand
ards have been practiced in certain areas 
of ouF-country as far as voting rights are 
concerned, but certainly not to the extent 
of the ·ugly story cited as true yesterday 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CoRMAN] about requiring a Negro appli
cant for registration to read a Chinese 
newspaper. When a Member of Congress 
makes a statement like this and says that 
it is, in his words, "too true" it gives re
sponsible, albeit uninformed, people 
grounds to believe that such things have 
actually happened when any informed 
person knows that it is a rank and rash 
exaggeration. 

Again, I concede that some sections of 
our country have not been faultless but 
these conditions have been and are being 
corrected. If further legislation is 
deemed necessary, I myself will support 
it. But, who are we to virtually read 
some States out of the Union? 

I have said that I will support neces
sary legislation in this field, and if a 
proper substitute is adopted, or if proper 
changes are made in this bill, I believe a 
substantial number of Members of Con
gress from Southern States will vote for 
it. To me this would be the greatest 
possible accomplishment in the whole 
area of civil rights. It would give the 
entire country a new image, and may I 
say a truer image, than they have had 
presented to them in the past. 

I am afraid that there are some peo
ple who do not want to see that image 
changed. I have talked to Members of 
this House who privately confess that 
they feel that way about it. They ·want 
a bill so tough and so vindictive and so 
vengeful that well-meaning people- who 
are trying to bring peace .:and ,order out 
of chaos cannot possibly vote for it. 
Then these people can and will still say, 

although it will not be the truth, that 
many of us do not want any changes· 
made, and that we are content with what 
has happened in some areas in the past. 
They feel they must have a strawman. 

I have seen evidences in elections in 
certain sections of the country w:here the 
candidates do not run against each oth.er 
but seem to engage in a contest of which 
one hates the South more. I am afraid 
that the people who engage in that type 
of campaign are the ones who are the 
"Thaddeus Stevenses" of the 20th cen
tury; who would like to see another pe
riod of reconstruction; who would hate 
to have the South taken away from them 
as a whipping boy because then they 
would have to run for office on their own 
records and against their opponents 
rather than against the South. 

I know there are some who are saying, 
"If people like SYD HERLONG can vote for 
the substitute then it must be too weak." 
I frankly cannot understand that kind 
of logic. You have been urging us 
through the years to change, and now 
when some of us do, you question our 
motives. I would hope that you would 
accord to .us credit for the same sincer
ity of purpose that you expect others to 
give you. 

Think about this, please, when you 
vote. Ask yourselves again the ques
tion, What are you seeking-voting 
rights or revenge? If you seek voting 
rights, I will join you in trying to obtain 
them. If you seek vengeance, I want no 
part of it. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman; I yield 
such time as he may conswne to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. McCAR
THY]. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, this 
august Chamber has been the scene of 
some of our most treasured historic 
events. But none need take second place 
in significance to the debate and vote 
on H.R. 6400. 

For passage of this measure will repre
sent the payment of a moral debt. It was 
95 years ago that the 15th amendment 
was affixed to the Constitution of the 
United States. That amendment was a 
promise~a promise of dignity and equal
ity to the Negro people who were then, 
nearly a century ago, emerging from the 
humiliation of enslavement. 

Section I of the 15th amendment stated 
clearly that the right to vote ''shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of race, 
color, or previous condition of servitude." 

But today, in the 1960's, we find that in 
some areas of our country the ability to 
vote, the most basic right of a citizen in 
a democracy;is flagrantly denied to some 
people for such an outrageously uncon
stitutional reason as tlie color of their 
skin. 

The discriminatory devices used in 
some States to keep Negroes from voting 
have been many. · Over the years our 
courts have struck down some of the 
most offensive of these. But in 1965 we 
still have with us two weapons, used with 
unfortunate success, aimed at keeping 
the Negro in an inferior place in society 
by preventing him from obtaining the 
power and self-respect possessed by all 
freemen through the right to vote. 

These two remaining weapons are the 
poll tax ·and the discriminatory use of 
a literacy test. 

As long as these or any obstacles stand 
in the way of full participation in our 
governmental process by every citizen, 
the promise represented by the 15th 
amendment is ignored, the promise of 
freedom upon which our Nation was 
founded remains unfulfilled. 

Now this House has the opportunity
perhaps more truly the obligation-to re
move the mark of shame that far too long 
has stained our national conscience and 
reputation. 

Section II of the 15th amendment 
reads: 

The Congress shall have the power to en
force this article 'by appropriate legislation. 

Today we must consider this clause 
not a mere authorization of power, but 
rather a directive to act when we are 
confronted with gross inequities and 
blatant disregard for the letter and the 
spirit of the Constitution. 

It will always· be a source of deep satis
faction and pride to me that I was here 
to vote for this historic piece of legisla
tion. When it becomes law all Americans 
will be able to exercise their rights as 
citizens and take part in the democratic 
process. The promise made 95 years 
ago will be kept. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, '! yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. CoRMAN]. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
really do not PUrPort to be an authority 
on much, but I have for 19 years been 
a southerner by marriage. I had not, 
until today, detected any widespread 
agreement with Abraham Lincoln south 
of the Mason-Dixon line, but it is re
freshing to hear it now. 

I must say, for those who have ques
tioned the enthusiasm of the President 
for t~e committee bill, I have not made 
any secret of my support of it, and I 
have not had my arm twisted to oppose 
it. So far as I can detect, he supports 
the committee bill. 

The distinguished minority leader 
made reference to the author of the bill 
[Mr. McCuLLocH]. I would like to say 
that I endorse every word that has been 
said by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. LINDSAY], concerning Mr. McCUL
LOCH. I hope the prediction made a few 
minutes ago by another Member-that 
before this day is over we will see a re
turn of the Celler-McCulloch partner
ship-will come to pass because I believe 
that we will pass a better bill because of 
it. 

But I must say the thing that makes 
it most difficult for me to understand 
this substitute is Mr. McCULLOCH's au
thorship of it, and the only thing that 
explains it to me is it is really coau
thored, it is the Ford-McCulloch sub
stitute. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield to me at 
this point? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I do wish 
that you would refrain from refer
rjng to the coauthorship of the McCulloch 
amendffient' by a Mr: FORD. There ·is 
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some confusion in my constituency with 
respect to the name Ford and to this 
measure that has the name Ford attached 
to it. I would like the RECORD ·to show 
that I am in no way associated with the 
amendment now being discussed and, in 
fact, I would not touch it with a 10-foot 
"tax poll." 

Mr. CORMAN. Some point was made 
yesterday_ by the minority leader about 
the fact that Texas is not covered in this 
bill. I think a little more careful reading 
of the bill will indicate that Texas is cov
ered in every section of this bill. It is true 
under the automatic trigger, where we 
suspend tests and devices, that if a State 
has no test or device, we do not try to 
suspend it. But there is a provision for 
the appointment of examiners. There is 
a repeal of the poll tax and there is a 
prohibition against coercion or intimida
tion. All of this bill applies to Texas 
and the other 49 States. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. In View of the 
fact that my very good friend and · col
league referred to me and indicated I said 
something that I did not, perhaps, un
derstand correctly, I want to correct the 
RECORD. Did my good friend [Mr. 
CoRMAN] say that I said that Texas was 
not covered by the administration
Celler bill? 

Mr. CORMAN. No, sir. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. I appreciate the 

correction of the statement. 
Mr. CORMAN. Now, about this au

tomatic triggering and the so-called hor
rible indictment of all these .States, and 
that it does not really have anything to 
do with racial discrfmination. Nothing 
could be further from an accurate read
ing of the bill. ·The automatic trigger 
merely says if two conditions exist, it 
raises a presumption of racial discrim
ination. There -is ample and easy op
portunity to rebut that presumption. As 
a matter of fact, unless the Attorney 
General has evidence of racial discrim
ination, we direct him in the legislation 
to enter a consent degree to that effect. 
So the State would not be under the 
automatic trigger. Throughout the 
Celler bill, there must be racial discrim
ination before any part of the bill takes 
effect. 

I was delighted that we took care of 
the poll tax ban by the McClory amend
ment. Should we be saddled with the 
substitute, it will be .better because of it. 

Now about the moratorium on State 
legislation. Much has been said about 
coming to the Central Government and 
we have heard a lot from the Declaration 
of Independence. -I would like to say that 
I have absolutely no difficulty in distin
guishing the British Crown of the 18th 
century from the U.S. Government of the 
20th century. I do not think the analogy 
is very well put. 

There-is a simple reason for requiring 
a moratorium on State legislation. If one 
wants to know what is happening today 
in Mississippi, I would think it is a rea
sonable interpretation of the efforts in 
that legislative body of that sovereign 
State- that they are attempting 'to pass 

~ r'· j • . 

laws which will take them out from under 
this bill. -

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield the gentleman 
2 additional minutes. 

Mr. CORMAN. It is my own opinion,. 
if there is no moratorium on State action, 
there may be no application of this law 
in Mississippi and possibly none in Ala
bama and Louisiana. 

It is said that the substitute bill does 
not sow the seeds of revolution because 
it is so moderate and so flexible. I sug
gest to you its real problem is that it does 
not remove the weed of racial discrimina
tion because it is so moderate and so flex
ible. It offers a remedy where there is no 
problem, but it offers a sham and a delu
sion where there is a problem. 

The chronology of the committee's ac
tion is this: The President delivered his 
message on March 15. The Celler bill 
was introduced on March 17. We held 
hearings from March 18 to April 9 and 
considered the bill in subcommittee for a 
considerable number of days after that. 
It went to the full committee on Aprill3, 
and on May 5 along came the Ford
McCulloch substitute. There was no op
portunity to take evidence on it, but it 
was carefully considered by the full com
mittee and was defeated substantially in 
that committee. - . 

I suggest to you that if you really want 
to see that demonstrations in the streets 
are ended, that every American has the 
opportunity to remedy his problems at 
the ballot box, vote down the Ford-Mc
Culloch substitute and pass the commit
tee bill. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. -Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentreman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. WAGGONNERJ. , 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chai:J:"man, 
we have a choice here now to make. I 
come from the State of Louisiana, which 
has been much maligned during the 
course of this debate. I doubt there are 
many who sit here in this House of Rep
resentatives today who would take a posi
tion much different from the one I takt:r 
if your State were treated as Louisiana 
is being treated by this proposed legisla
tion. In fact, many of you have told me 
so personally. I cannot cast a vote here 
in this House of Representatives which 
will discriminate against Louisiana and 
its people. This legislation does dis
criminate against Louisiana. It is a 
matter of record that, for example, the 
Wall -Street Journal and the Washington 
Post have in their editorials, criticized 
this bill for discriminating against the 
South and have said that the least this 
Congress can do is pass legislation which 
has equal application to every section of 
the country, North, East, South, and 
West. And, I agree. Before we adjourn, 
this Congress will enact some voting pro
posal. Believing that this is the case, I 
think it is incumbent upon me to do the 
very best I can to see that whatever pro
posal is enacted into law will be as fair 
as possible to every individual in the 
United States. 

I am opposed to the so-called Ford
McCuJloch substitute, but in spite of the 
objections that I have to it, it does have 
universal appiicat1on. It will treat · m~ 

people in Louisiana as the people in the 
o"iher 49 states will be treated: Know
ing that some proposal will be enacted 
into law I am going to do the very best 
that I can to insure that my people are 
treated as your people will be treated-. 
And if you represented a State which has 
been maligned as mine has you would 
take exactly the same position. I am 
against the Ford-McCulloch substitute, 
and I support it only because it has uni
versal application. I add, however, that 
if it is adopted I will vote against it on 
final passage. If it is not adopted, I wiJ.l 
vote against the committee bill. 

I am against discrimination, but equal
ly I am against preferential treatment. 

I make no pretense that there has not 
been any discrimination in Louisiana or 
anywhere else. But we cannot justify 
this discriminatory legislation under the 
guise of erasing discrimination. 

The end does not justify the means. 
Gentlemen, let us not rend asunder 

the Constitution of the United States. 
Let us forget sectionalism. Let us for

get emotionalism. Let us forget poli-
tics. -

Let us, instead, uphold the Constitu
tion we took an oath to defend. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Lou
isiana; our distinguished whip [Mr. 
BoGGS]. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not intended to talk at this stage of the 
debate. I am constrained to do so now 
only because of the remarks made just 
a moment ago by my dis_tinguished col
league and dear friend, the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNERJ. I 
love the State of Louisiana. It has been 
good to me beyond my due. And I love 
the South. I know it as well as any 
man in this body knows it. I am part 
and parcel of it, born and reared there; 
born ·in the -great State of Mi~;~sissippi 
and proud of it. I do not ha~ve to estab
lish my southern background or -an
cestry. For whatever it may .be worth, 
my great uncle-God rest his soul-sur
rendered the last Confederate Army in 
the field 6 weeks after Robert E. Lee 
surrendered at Appomattox. And my 
grandfather served on the staff of Gen. 
Robert E. Lee throughout that bloody 
War Between the States. 

I wish I could stand here as a man 
who loves my State, born and reared in 
the South, who has spent every year of 
his life in -Louisiana since he was 5 
years old, and say that there has not 
been discrimination, and agree with the 
gentleman from Louisiana. But unfor
tunately it is not so. _ In some areas of 
Louisiana, when a man has presented 
hiinself for the inviolate right to vote, 
he has been received as a fellow Amer
ican and he has been registered to vote 
as he properly should be registered to 
vote, because to deny that right on the 
basis of race or creed is to deny a fun
damental right of ~ American. 

But there are other areas of Louisi
ana; there is one directly south of the 
great cosmopolitan, metropolitan city 
of New Orleans where out-of about 3,000 
Negro Americans less than 100 are regis
tered to· vote as American 'Citizens. · 

') I ... .- J 
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There are other areas where less than 
2 or 3 percent of the nonwhites are reg
istered to vote. Can we say there has 
been no discrimination? Can we hon
estly say that from our hearts? I ask 
the gentleman that question. He knows 
it is not so. 

In my congressional district--and God 
bless the people there--I have one par
ish, one county, if you will, in which 
over 90 percent of the Negro citizens are 
registered to vote, and the Negro citi
zenry constitutes a large percentage of 
the entire population. I have said to my 
fellow Louisianians · in that parish: 
"Has this reduced the quality of govern
ment? Have the Negro citizens been 
less responsive than the white citizens? 
Have you had a harder time?" They 
have come back and they have said to 
me: "Congressman, we have · crossed 
over that divide. We encouraged all of 
our citizens to vote and to register." 

I am not being critical of anyone. 1 
cannot be critical of my colleague from 
Louisiana whom I admire and who is 
my friend. Being born and reared a 
southerner, I know what these problems 
have been. I sympathize with them. I 
know what they are. I have lived with 
them. And I know that in the minds of 
many good, sincere people there has been 
a fear that if we made suffrage uni
versal, as it most properly should be, 
there would be a decline in the caliber 
of our government. That fear has dom
inated the minds of good, God-fear
ing, decent Christian people. But that 
fear has been dissipated by experience. 
There are counties all over the South, in 
Georgia there are 37, in South Carolina 
there are at least 10 or more, in Ala
bama there are 4 or 5 where all are reg
istered without any discrimination. As 
a matter of fact, Alabama is a good ex
ample. Take the county of Macon, in 
which the city of Tuskegee is located. 
There you have a situation where for 
some time the Negro citzens were not 
registered. There was stress and strain 
and, if my memory serves me correctly, 
there was talk about gerrymandering 
the boundaries of the city of Tuskegee, 
and even abandoning the county of 
Macon. The legislature in its wisdom 
did not do that. The Negro citizens 
were registered, and there has not been 
this great and terrible upheaval so many 
people feared. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I take this rostrum 
really more out of sadness than anything 
else. I love my State. I love the South 
with every part of me, and I. love my 
country. 

I shall support this bill because I be
lieve the fundamental right to vote must 
be a part of this great experiment .in 
human progress under freedom which is 
America. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
EDWARDS] 3 minutes. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
·Chairman, I have read with some care 
the McCulloch-Ford voting rights bill 
which we are being asked to substitute 
for the committee bill, and with all due 
respect to its distinguished author, I 
must urge its defeat. 

The McCulloch bill simply will not do. 
It will not result in full enfranchisement 

of our Americans of Negro descent who 
have been denied the right to vote. It is 
not nearly the effective and fair instru
ment that is H.R. 6400, the Celler
committee bill. 

First of all, let us sink once and for 
all time the claim made by opponents 
of the committee bill that it will result 
in Federal registrars in areas where 
there is no voting discrimination. This 
is simply not true. Not in Mississippi, 
or Alabama, or Louisiana, or Georgia. 
The Attorney General has discretion as 
to whether or not Federal registrars are 
required. None will be appointed where 
voting discrimination is not practiced. 
If a section does not want to have Fed
eral registrars, just let them allow 
their Negro citizens to register and vote. 

The McCulloch bill, however, does not 
have this useful triggering mechanism, 
where the Attorney General can author
ize registrars in these certain designated 
areas where less than 50 percent voted in 
1964 or were registered and where a lit
eracy test was in effect. 

The McCulloch bill's machinery for 
the appointment of Federal registraFs 
is burdensome and unworkable. It re
quires that 25 or more persons complain 
that they have been denied the right to 
vote on account of race or color. I ask 
you, my colleagues, is this not an unrea
sonable requirement to ask of the Negro
American who ha.S been victimized out of 
his vote for decades by intimidation or 
worse. Now we say you still cannot reg
ister. You must go once more to the 
white State registrar in the courthouse, 
at the desk next to the sheriff. And you 
must be turned down together with 24 
of your friends. And only then does the 
McCulloch bill set the ponderous ma
chinery into motion that may eventually 
result in his enfranchisement. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the first great fault 
in the McCulloch bill is the cumbersome 
and unwieldy machinery to trigger the 
Federal registrars, as compared with the 
easy and fair machinery of the Celler 
bill that authorizes the Attorney Gen
eral to trigger the appointment of the 
registrars where there is in his judgment 
examiners are required to enforce the 
15th amendment. 

Another great difference in the two 
bills. The committee bill abolishes 
literacy tests as a requirement of vot
ing. The McCulloch bill keeps literacy 
tests for citizens who have not com
pleted the sixth grade. Think how un
fair this is in certain areas in the South 
where most whites are already per
manently registered and where perhaps 
three of four Negroes are registered. The 
whites are already permanently reg
istered, regardless of their literacy. But 
now the McCulloch bill says that all those 
unregistered, meaning mostly Negroes, 
must take a literacy test if they have not 
completed the sixth grade. 

The Celler bill wisely provides that in 
these areas of discrimination the State 
voting laws can not be changed unless 
approved by the Attorney General or by 
consent of a three-court judg~ District 
Court in the District of Columbia. His
tory has proven a thousand times that 
this is a necessary requirement. The 
McCulloch bill does not have this safe-

guard. In those areas where voting dis
crimination has been the custom, these 
State and local governments can con
tinue to pass frivilous laws to further 
keep Negroes from voting. The McCul
loch bill offers only the inadequate exist
ing judicial remedies, which history has 
proven are inadequate. 

The Celler bill provides civil and 
criminal law to protect registrants, 
voters and· those aiding and urging vot
ing. The Celler provisions protect peo
ple regardless of how they became reg
istered, whether by Federal or State 
registrar. The McCulloch bill protects 
only those registered pursuant to the act. 
This means that the Negro who is in
timidated at the polls is only protected 
by the Republican bill if he originally 
registered with a Federal registrar. 
Suppose he is registered previously or by 
a State registrar. The Celler bill wisely 
protects him regardless of how he be
came registered. 

I am especially concerned with section 
IX of the McCullough bill that provides 
for provisional voting. Under this provi
sion, if a Negro is registered by a Federal 
registrar and is challenged at the polls, 
he is allowed to vote only provisionally 
and his ballot is impounded pending a 
final termination of its status by a hear
ing officer and by a court of appeals. On 
the other hand, the committee provision 
on voting if far superior. It provides 
quick and fair machinery for dealing 
with the challenge and permits the vote 
to be counted in the election. 

The McCulloch bill could result in de
lays for months. The decision of the 
hearing officer is subject to review by 
the court of appeals and an election 
could be held in abeyance for several 
months. 

Second, the McCulloch bill and its 
impounding procedure is only really talk
ing about impounding the ballots cast 
by Negroes. It would result in the seg
regation and identification of ballots 
cast by Negroes. The secrecy of the 
ballot would be lost and the public would 
know for whom the Negro cast his vote. 

Third, if ballots cast by Negroes can 
be segregated and identified it is quite 
possible that they would not be counted 
or counted fairly. Picture the polling 
place with the challenging ballots of 
Negroes segregated into a single pile. 

I find specious the fears that candi
dates may be elected by the votes of un
qualified electors. As a practical mat
ter, under the committee bill, a Federal 
examiner and a hearing officer appoint
ed by the Civil Service Commission will 
already have determined the eligibility 
of a challenged voter before he votes. 
Negroes registered by Federal registrars 
under the committee bill are entitled to 
vote only if the list on which their names 
appear is certified and transmitted to 
the State election officials 45 days prior 
to the election. There is a period of 10 
days after the names are published when 
the challenge must be initiated. The 
hearing officer must determine the chal
lenge within 15 days after it is filed. 
Thus the challenge will be determined 
by a hearing officer at the very latest 20 
days before the election. 

And lastly, Mr. Chairman, the Ford
McCulloch bill is totally 1rreconcUable 
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with the voting rights blll passed al
ready by the Senate. If our bill is en
tirely different from the Senate's, as is 
the McCulloch bill, the end could well 
be a stalemate in the conference com
mittee. The possibility of this deadend 
should have no appeal to those who 
genuinely desire an effective bill. 

I strongly urge the defeat of this 
motion. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. WIDNALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, the 
fundamental right underlying our form 
of government is the right of the in
dividual to take part, through the process 
of elections, in the selection of his or 
her government. Even the rights of free 
speech and assembly, under the first 
amendment, can lose their effectiveness 
if there is no way for an individual or 
group of individuals to translate the en
joyment of these rights into action in 
the voting booth. 

It cannot be denied that disenfran
chisement of American citizens because 
of race or color has occurred all too fre
quently in our history. I would suggest 
that this very denial of peaceful methods 
to protect individual rights and privileges 
under the Constitution have encouraged 
the use of other methods. These are 
often deplored by the very persons who 
through action or acquiescence to dis
criminatory voting devices have given 
rise to their use. Had all our citizens 
had an equal opportunity to make use of 
their voting rights, the involvement of 
the Federal Government in the affairs of 
the States and localities denying these 
rights could, in many instances, have 
been avoided. 

While we can be confident of the need 
for voting rights legislation, however, 
this does not free us from our respon
sibility, as representatives of the people, 
to choose wisely as to the content of 
that legislation. Our choice should be 
the fairest, broadest, and most effective 
that can be obtained. It should be the 
fairest, because ours is a land where due 
process of law is second in stature only 
to the law itself. It would be sadly ironic 
if we should choose methods to correct 
one unfairness, that are not as fair 
themselves as they could be. And this 
legislation must be broad and effective 
because the existence of voter discrim
ination is wrong, however small its scope 
geographically. 

The Republican-sponsored bill meets 
these criteria. It does so, in my opinion, 
despite the unfortunate impression left 
by the constant reference to an auto
matic triggering device in the committee 
bill, which, like a particular brand of 
aspirin, is supposed to work twice as fast 
as the Republican combination of in
gredients to cure this national headache. 

As I read the two bills, the difference 
between them does not rest with the dif
ference between an automatic triggering 
device and some slower trigger. The dif
ference lies in the applicability of either 
trigger. The Committee bill has an au
tomatic qualifying device, by which cer
tain States or subdivisions having a 
literacy test and less than 50 percent of 
its electorate registering or voting in the 
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1964 elections, could be placed under the 
jurisdiction of Federal registrars. The 
Republican bill has no such limitation 
in the employment of Federal registrars. 

The key to understanding the real 
difference between these two bills, as I 
read them, is the fact that the committee 
criteria only qualifies a State or political 
subdivision for Federal registrars. In 
order to have these registrars appointed 
and sent into action, the Attorney Gen
eral must certify to the Civil Service 
Commission that he has received com
plaints from 20 citizens that they have 
been denied the right to vote because 
of race or color and that he believes 
enough in the validity of the complaints · 
to see the need for Federal voting regis
trars. The Republican bill, without the 
limiting qualification, would provide 
Federal registrars in any political sub
division when the Attorney General re
ceives 25 complaints of voter discrimina
tion, and an examiner determines that 
they are valid. Both bills require com
plaints; both bills require some finding 
that they are valid before Federal voting 
registrars are appointed. The Republi
can bill spells out the procedure for mak
ing the finding, the committee bill leaves 
it to the discretion, apparently, of the 
Attorney General. The major substan
tive difference is the broader, fairer, 
more effective coverage in the Republi
can bill. 

Protecting the right to vote, in my 
opinion, also means that you must see 
that the vote is fully and fairly counted. 
The Republican clean elections amend
ment does just that, in contrast to the 
rather vague attempts to meet this prob
lem in the committee bill. Similarly, 
the Republican bill would impound votes 
cast that have been challenged while a 
court action is pending, while the com
mittee bill would allow them to be count
ed immediately. 

Finally, it is my belief that the poll tax, 
which has been used in a discriminatory 
manner, should be eliminated. I am 
aware that the abolition of the poll tax 
as it applied to Federal elections was 
submitted as a constitutional amend
ment to the people for their approval. 
I think it should be pointed out, how
ever, that the use of the constitutional 
amendment process is not confined solely 
to times when the Congress is positive it 
cannot accomplish the same end by 
legislation. It may be used at a time 
when there is some question, not only 
over congressional authority, but over 
the acceptance of this approach by the 
American people. 

We have no ability to conduct a bind
ing national referendum on a specific 
topic other than ,through the means of 
the constitutional amendment process. 
The desire of the people to outlaw the 
poll tax on Federal elections has been 
shown, and it is a logical step to outlaw 
it at State and local levels as well. For 
those who question its constitutionality 
as a legislative prohibition, I would sug
gest that the courts provide a sufficient 
avenue to test that question. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to work today 
for the most effective bill possible, and 
I intend to vote for final approval of 
voting rights legislation by this House. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. HALL]. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, today the 
House of Representatives will make a 
fateful decision on legislation that af
fects the basic right of citizens to vote. 
The question is not whether we shall 
pass legislation, for i't is all too clear 
that some citizens are being denied the 
right to vote; not because they lack the 
legal qualifications to do so, but, rather, 
because of the color of their skin and 
.traditional phobias and doubts based on 
sociopolitical fears. 

The question is rather, Shall we adopt 
good legislation that can stand the test 
of time and the test of law, or shall we 
adopt bad legislation which, in seeking 
to correct an injustice, violates the Con
stitution, and indeed draws the assump
tion of guilt. 

I submit that the substitute bill, of
fered by the minority leader and the 
ranking Republican on the House Judi
ciary Committee, is the measure which 
this House should adopt, and it is the 
measure which I shall support. · 

The expectations of many of us for 
fair and sound implementation of this 
basic principle were frustrated by the 
initial administration bill, and our hopes 
and expectations remain unfilled as a 
result of the bill reported by the Judi
ciary Committee for the administration. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill, on the other 
hand, is a bill of uniform, nationwide 
application; a bill that directs its remedy 
at 15th amendment discrimination, 
wherever found. It does not seek to im
pose punitive action on six States, and 
at the same time ignore voting violations 
which may be present in others. 

It is a bill, comprehensive in scope, 
yet uncomplicated and flexible in opera
tion. Its provisions are understandable 
to the citizen whose rights it assures, 
unmistakable to those whose conduct it 
proscribes, and, in the opinion of most 
able lawyers, clearly in accordance with 
the Constitution. 

It is a bill which honors the rights of 
the States to fix and enforce nondiscrim
inatory voter qualifications. It enlists 
and encourages good faith compliance 
with its terms, and proper intent by 
those it affects. It is a bill which ad
dresses itself to the present, and looks 
to the future. Without penalizing areas 
which have done no wrong, it applies 
firm, considered standards that will con
tinue in their validity for future times, 
when massive discrimination has ended. 
It is a bill of constitutional integrity, in 
the finest tradition of sound, responsive 
and responsible legislation. It .meets my 
earlier statement favoring such action 
if the President's basic message was 
"perfected." 

The Ford-McCulloch bill has a single 
simple "trigger" whereby citizens in a 
voting district, who have been denied the 
right to register and vote on account of 
race or color may invoke the Federal 
remedy to remove the practices and pat
terns of discrimination by which their 
right to vote is denied. As amended in 
the Committee of the Whole House, it 
eliminated a poll tax. 
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The key to the Ford-McCulloch bill is 
that it insures the right of the States, a 
right guaranteed by the Constitution, by 
an amendment antedating the 15th, 
namely the lOth, to establish qualifica
tions for voting. But it insures that no 
State shall apply 'those qualifications dif
ferently to citizens because of their race 
or color. It protects both the majority 
as well as the minority, and is not puni
tive. 

The Celler bill on the other hand, elim
inates voter qualification requirements 
altogether, in six specific States. It 
would permit ballots to be counted which 
might later-too late, that is, after candi
date is sworn into office-be proven to be 
disqualified on legitimate grounds hav
ing no relation to a person's race. It 
precludes judicial review of a decision 
affecting our people by an appointive 
officer. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill maintains 
court jurisdiction in the appellate divi
sion in which the infraction occurs, a . 
basic tenet of American jurisprudence, 
with the right of appeal to the Supreme 

· Court. The Celler bill would require 
every State to bring its case to the Fed
eral court in the District of Columbia. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill provides that 
when complaints are received, that lit
eracy tests are being unfairly applied, 
Federal examiners will intervene to as
sure that such tests are fairly given. The 
Celler bill eliminates them altogether in 
certain States, but does not eliminate 
them in others; surely an obvious exam
ple of unequal treatment under the law. 

It is no more fair to apply the same law 
differently in these United States than 
it is to establish different Federal tax 
codes for different States. 

Let us not be so hasty in our effort to 
correct wrongdoing that we permit this 
House to be swayed by a label. Let us 
look behind that label at the bills which 
are proposed, and let us adopt legislation 
which puts our house in order without 
destroying the house itself. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr.. Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [MACGREGOR]. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Charrman, I 
am sure that all in this Chamber who 
believe deeply in equal rights for all 
Americans were stirred by the words of 
the majority whip. It is indeed encour
aging when a man of his stature, a man 
who voted against the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, now declares his support for broad 
voting rights legislation in 1965. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened during the 
debate today to the opinions of the dis
tinguished majority leader and of the 
learned chairman of the Committee of 
the Judiciary, in commenting specifically 
on section 4 of the McCulloch substitute. 

It was suggested by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLERJ that under 
section 4 of the McCulloch bill, Federal 
registrars would be obliged to be in a 
conspiracy against the registration of 
Negroes lacking a sixth-grade education. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Oklahoma said that Negroes who do not 
have a sixth-grade education under the 
McCulloch bill would be required to pass 
a complicated and discriminatory test. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma went 
further in stating that the McCulloch bill 
wourd permit and indeed that it contem
plates a continuation of these compli
cated tests. He must have been refer
ring to "constitutional interpretation" 
requirements. 

Then the gentleman from Oklahoma 
concluded by saying that in the McCul
loch bill there is a built-in perpetuation 
of discrimination for those who do not 
have a sixth-grade education. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the highest re
gard for the gentleman from Oklahoma 
and the gentleman from New York, but 
they are not correct in their opinions. 
If you will only look at the language of 
section 4 of the McCulloch bill, and if 
you are familiar with the decisions of 
the Supreme Court this year, you will 
readily agree with me that the distin
guished gentlemen from Oklahoma and 
New York are mistaken. 

Federal registrars under the McCulloch 
bill would be obliged to administer only 
simple literacy tests for Negroes who do 
not possess a sixth-grade education. 
They would administer-and this is the 
key point-applicable State law. "Ap
plicable" obviously means State law not 
inconsistent with the law of the land. 

What is the effect, then, in the case 
of Louisiana, with respect to interpre
tive tests? Federal registrars would not 
administer or require any such test in 
Louisiana. The law of the land has 
said those interpretive tests are discrim
inatory, and their use has been enjoined. 

I refer you to the case decided March 
8, 1965, in the Supreme Court of the 
United States, entitled Louisiana against 
the United States. In that case the 
Court cited the fact that Louisiana in 
1921 adopted a constitution requiring 
that an applicant for registration be able 
to "give a reasonable interpretation" of 
any clause in the Louisiana constitu
tion or in the Constitution of the United 
States. The Supreme Court has struck 
down that requirement, and the Federal 
registrars in Louisiana under the Mc
Culloch bill would not be administer
ing that test. 

I can tell you what they would be ad
ministering. They would be administer
ing only a simple literacy test, such as 
the ability to read and write; this was 
specifically approved by the Supreme 
Court in the Lassiter case in 1959 in North 
Carolina. 

I have referred to Louisiana, but let 
me add the same will hold true in the 
States of Alabama and Mississippi. 
These are the three real offenders-Ala
bama, Louisiana, and Mississippi-which 
are of greatest concern to those of us 
who are greatly interested in ending the 
denial of 15th amendment rights in a 
manner consistent with law and our Fed
eral system. 

There are cases pending in Alabama 
and Mississippi, where there are more 
stringent interpretive tests than in Loui
siana. Surely those tests will be stricken 
down by the Court, and thus would not 
be applied by the Federal registrars 
should the McCulloch substitute become 
law. 

Mr. ALBERT. - Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

· Mr. MAcGREGOR. I am delighted to 
yield to the distiiiguished gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I respect the gentleman 
as one of the distinguished lawyers of 
the House. 

The bill does state: 
If applicable State law requires a literacy 

test, those persons possessing less than a 
sixth-grade education shall be administered 
such test. 

But it seems to me that the gentleman 
is overlooking the important point. The 
important point is that Negroes will be 
required to take literacy tests from the 
Federal officials, or otherwise, and white 
voters will not be required to do so. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. All will be re
quired, may I say to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. All who claim discrimi
nation. 

Mr. ALBERT. But in the event that 
there is no discrimination, as against 
white applicants, no literacy tests will 
be required on the part of the white 
applicants. It seems to me that is the 
important point here. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Now the gentle
man from Oklahoma has brought up 
what is at the very heart of our debate 
here. The issue is not, I submit to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma, what he or 
I would like to do. ·· It is what we, being 
a part of a Government of laws and not 
of men, can do. The law of the land, 
as enuniciated by the Supreme Court in 
1959, says that a simple literacy test is 
proper. I think it is important at this 
point that we look at the following lan
guage of the Lassiter opinion: 

It was said last century in Massachusetts 
that a literacy test was designed to insure 
an independent and intelligent exercise ot 
the right of suffrage. North Carolina 
agrees. We do not sit in judgment on the 
wisdom of .that policy. We cannot say, 
however, that lt is not an allowable one 
measured :by constitutional standards. 

It is the undeniable right of all States 
to require that voters be able to read 
and write any section of the Constitu
tion provided that such a test is ad
ministered in a racially nondiscrimina
tory fashion. That is precisely the 
"applicable State law" pertaining to 
literacy tests which would be uniformly 
administered by registrars under the 
Ford-McCulloch bill. 

The argument of the majority leader 
suggests that illiterate whites have been 
registered in droves in the South, with 
local voting registrars ignoring literacy 
tests as to these whites. If this were the 
case, you would expect to find almost 
100 percent of the whites registered in 
the so-called hard core States. ·But 
this is not the case. The official 1964 
figures show white registration in Ala
bama at 66.2 percent of the white voting 
age population, in Georgia 57.2 percent, 
in Louisiana 76.6 percent, and in Mis
sissippi 66.1 percent. Contrast these 
figures with the 77 percent actual voter 
turnout. not the higher registration 
figure, in my own State of Minnesota. 
We have never had a literacy test in 
my State, Mr. Chairman, nor any dis
crimination on the basis of race or color. 
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Mr. ROGERS ·of Colorado. _ Mr. 

Chairman, I recognize the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RYAN] and yield to 
him such time as he may desire. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the substitute bill. This 
is no time to temporize. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Ford-McCulloch substitute. 
The Republican leadership bill fails to 
meet the problem head on. This is no 
time to temporize on voting discrimina
tion. The substitute leaves open too 
many loopholes through which those 
States which already discriminate can 
maintain their patterns of discrimina
tion. These loopholes are attractive to 
those who are fighting a last ditch effort 
against an effective voting rights bill. 

In H.R. 6400, appointment of Federal 
examiners is automatic in "test or de
vise" States. which qualify under the 50-
percent formula of section 4. In addi
tion, examiners may be appointed in 
other parts of the country by the district 
court, under the conditions provided in 
section 3. On the other hand, the Re
publican substitute does not become op
erative until 25 written complaints from 
persons, who assert they have been 
denied the right to register or vote, are 
received by the Attorney General and an 
inquiry is completed. It is well known 
that economic and physical intimidation 
and reprisals prevent Negroes from reg
istering. Prospective registrants should 
not be required to go to the local court
house first. The automatic trigger of 
H.R. 6400 will encourage registration 
through the examiner procedure. 

In H.R. 6400 literacy tests are abolished 
in those States and districts covered 
by the bill's 50-percent ·formula, whereas 
the substitute retains the literacy test 
unless the applicant has completed at 
least a sixth-grade education. In Mis
sissippi, where the median number of 
school years completed by Negroes is ex
actly 6.0, half the State's Negroes would 
be subjected to a literacy test. And we 
know the ingenuity with which literacy 
tests can be devised for Negroes. We 
can expect that whites, regardless of 
literacy, will not find the tests more dif
ficult than in the past. The possibility 
of continuing the double standard in 
literacy tests is all too obvious. Fur
thermore, we cannot forget that, as long 
as economic discrimination against Ne
groes remains prevalent in our land, 
especially in the affected States, large 
numbers of Negroes will be unable to re
main in school long enough to obtain a 
sixth-grade education. 

As far as other registration barriers 
are concerned, the substitute specifically 
abolishes only the requirements of good 
moral character and vouchers. No pro
vision is made for pi·otection from new 
tests, which can be equally ingenious in 
preventing Negroes from registering. 
Extensive property requirements may be 
instituted. Minor offenses such as pa
rading without a permit or disturbing 
the peace--which are often used to 
thwart civil rights demonstrations-can 
be made into felonies. H.R. 6400, on 
the other hand, provides safeguards by 
requiring any new tests established after 

November 1, 1964, in affected areas, to be Mr. Chairman, the procedures follow
approved by the District Court of the ing a violation of voting rights also vary. 
District of Columbia or to be accepted The Republican substitute is clearly in
without objection by the Attorney Gen- ferior. H.R. 6400 permits the complaint 
eral. That it is the District Court for to go directly to the Attorney General; 
the District of Columbia, and not just the Ford-McCulloch bill requires com
any .court, is significant, for in this way plaints to go to the local district attar
segregationist judges like Judge Harold ney. We all know that local public oftl
Cox may be avoided. cials are often the foremost perpetrators 

H.R. 6400 abolishes the poll tax as a of voting discrimination. Finally, H.R. 
requirement for registering or voting in 6400 permits the withholding of election 
any election, whereas the Republican certificates until the violations have been 
substitute continues the poll tax unless corrected. True to form, the Ford-Me
the Attorney General institutes a suit. Culloch substitute does not even men
The poll tax has been outlawed in Fed- tion withholding election certificates. 
eral elections. It must be outlawed in Mr. Chairman, another failure of the 
State and local elections. The poll tax substitute is the lack of provision for 
is clearly regressive, operating most election observers. This omission ne
harshly among the poorest members of gates much of the benefit of Federal ex
a community. In Mississippi the median aminers. If citizens, who are at least 
income for Negroes over the age of 14 is registered, are prevented from actually 
less than 40 percent of the median in- casting their ballots, it would be ironic. 
come for whites of a similar age. The Section 8 of H.R. 6400 provides for neces
poll tax is often equivalent to a day or sary observers. 
two's pay. Furthermore, the require- Again the substitute does not provide 
ment of two or more consecutive years' for preventive action by the Attorney 
payment of the tax before an individual General. H.R. 6400 specifically provides 
may become eligible to vote, which is cur- in section 12, that the Attorney General 
rently in effect in Alabama, Mississippi, may institute "an action for preventive 
and Virginia, enables a State to continue relief" whenever there are "reasonable 
discrimination for several more years and grounds" to believe that such action is 
to have a formidable time barrier against necessary. If the Attorney General had 
Negro voting. Mr. Chairman, why must had such authority in the past, many 
there be a price tag on constitutional 
rights? we must abolish itr-completely. fraudulent practices might have been 

The substitute terminates Federal reg- forestalled. 
Mr. Chairman, I have elaborated how 

istration whenever less than 25 individ- the Ford-McCulloch substitute falls far 
uals have been registered by the Federal 
examiner within a 12-month period. short of fulfilling the needs of the prob-
This says in effect, "If you bring discrim- lem at hand. It would allow States to 
ination down to a safe level, there will be circumvent the law. It would not be as 
no Federal action." Why should we have effective as H.R. 6400 in dealing with all 
such a limit? Furthermore, threats of the flagrant · violations of the 14th and 
physical or economic coercion may well 15th amendments which presently exist. 
be the reason for less than 25 applicants. We need meaningful legislation. We 
This provision would reward those dis- must get to the very roots of the prob
tricts in which deterrents against poten- lem, and not merely cover it up. Let us 
tial Negro voters have been most effec- end the long and tragic tales of injustice. 
tive. Let us recognize the Republican substi-

The substitute requires Federal ex- tute for what it is: a child's attempt at 
aminers to be residents of the state in a man's job. 
which they are assigned. In areas where Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
discrimination is highest there may not man, I yield such time to the gentleman 
be enough nonbiased qualified residents. from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHANJ as he may de
Certainly policemen should not be re- sire. 
cruited from among those who need to Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, every 
be policed. citizen, regardless of his economic status, 

H.R. 6400 does not require examiners his color or his race, should be permitted 
to comply with State restrictions on the to exercise the right of franchise. The 
place of registration or the State-re- Congress of the United States should ex
quired time lapse between the time of press itself clearly on this vital issue. I 
registration and the time of voting. The applaud the high motives of my very able 
Republican substitute, however, exacts and distinguished colleagues, my good 
continued compliance with such State friends, Mr. FoRD and Mr. McCULLOCH, 
requirements. It is quite conceivable for their arduous efforts to bring forth 
that a State could legislate a lengthy what they believe to be the best vehicle 
time lapse between registration and vot- to attain the necessary goal of the unin
ing, a time lapse that would only delay · hibited right of franchise of all American 
the long overdue fulfillment of constitu- citizens. It is difficult to write perfect 
tional rights. Mississippi already re- legislation. However, in my opinion, the 
quires a 4-month lapse; it could be easily committee bill best adapts itself to 
extended. Another method might be for achieve the right of franchise and to ad
a State to demand registration by Fed- here to the constitutional rights of every 
eral examiners at a specified place, such citizen. 
as the county · ooiu-thouse. Because of 
the quite justified fear of attending I support the committee bill and shall 
county courthouses, this could greatly vote for it. · I hope to have the oppor
reduce the number of Negroes attempting tunity to vote for it on final passage. 
to register, frustrating the objectives of Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
a Voting Rights Act. man, I yield such time as he may desire 
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to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDMONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
support the Voting Rights Act of 1965 
and urge its approval by this body. 

In the times of challenge which con
front democratic governments and con
stitutions around the world, it is impera
tive that this great citadel of freedom 
in America put an end for all time to 
the unfair and unlawful barriers that 
deny the right to vote to some Ameri
cans. 

H.R. 6400, incorporating the major 
provisions of President Johnson's rec
ommendations for legislation to insure 
that right to vote to all Americans is a 
bill which should be adopted by an over
whelming vote in the Congress. I hope 
and trust it will. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
REUSS]. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the committee bill and in op
position to the McCulloch-Ford amend
ment. It is time that Congress vindi
cated the right of every American to vote, 
as guaranteed him by the 15th amend
ment. We must do this without any ifs, 
ands, or buts. 

Just 100 years ago, President Abraham 
Lincoln sent Carl Schurz, of Wisconsin, 
and later of Missouri, to the South to 
make a study of the problem of the 
Negro. In his report, made after Lin
coln's assassination, Carl Schurz wrote 
that the right to vote was the heart of the 
matter: 

Practical liberty is a good school. It is idle 
to say that it wm be time to speak of Negro 
suffrage when the whole colored race wm be 
educated, for the ballot is necessary to se
cure his education. 

It is now 100 years since Carl Schurz 
said it. Today, in July 1965, the Con
gress of the United States is going to 
do it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
GEORGE W. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr. 
Chairman, the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, upon 
which the current Federal proposal to 
alter voting rights is based, provides that: 

The right of citizens of the United States 
to vote shall not be denied or abridged by the 
United States or by any State on account of 
race, color, or previous condition of servi
tude. 

Neither in this amendment nor else
where in the Constitution is there any 
limitation upon the right of the States to 
determine the qualifications of voters, so 
long as they do not discriminate on ac
count of "race, color, or previoJis condi
tion of servitude"-15th amendment
nor on account of "sex"-19th amend
ment-nor on account of failure to pay 
any poll tax or other tax in the case of 
Federal elections-24th amendment. 

On the contrary, the Constitution ex
pressly provides that the qualifications of 
voters shall be determined by the States, 
subject, of course, to the provisons of the 
15th, 19th, and 24th amendments above. 

Furthermore under the lOth amend
ment: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by 
it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. 

As a result the States have various re
quirements for voting, such as length of 
residence within the State, age limita
tions, ability to read and write, and so 
forth. Twenty States, I understand, 
have some sort of literacy test. 

Under the current proposal, all of these 
requirements in certain States may be 
swept aside by the Federal Government 
and Federal voting examiners appointed 
by it to register people in Federal, State 
and local elections, with no literacy or 
other test permitted. 

This, I submit, is a clear violation of 
the Constitution which the Members of 
Congress have taken an oath to support. 

In the case of Lassiter v. Northampton 
County Board of Elections, decided June 
8, 1959, 360 U.S. 45, the Supreme Court 
of the United States quoting from the 
opinion of the Court in the earlier case of 
Guinn v. United States, 238 U.S. 347, at 
366, decided in 1915, said-page 50: 

No time need be spent on the question of 
the validity of the literacy test, considered 
alone, since, as we have seen its establish
ment was but the exercise by the State of a 
lawful power vested in it not subject to our 
supervision, and indeed, its validity is ad
mitted. 

If the Federal Government has the 
power to abolish all voting requirements, 
why was it necessary to adopt the 15th 
amendment, or the 19th amendment, or 
the 24th amendment abolishing the re
quirement that a poll tax or any other 
tax be paid ln the case of Federal elec
tions? The amending process is a slow 
one, requiring a two-thirds vote of both 
Houses of Congress and ratification by 
the legislatures of !"hree-fourths of the 
States. 

If the current proposal is passed it 
must mean that the Congress no longer 
intends to be bound by the Constitution, 
the foundation on which this Republic 
is built-an instrument declared by 
Gladstone to be "the most wonderful 
work ever struck off at a given time by 
the brain and purpose of man." 

Back in the 1930's, Sinclair Lewis, the 
novelist, wrote a book entitled "It Can't 
Happen Here." Well, it is happening 
here in America. In conditions of emo
tional frenzy and contempt for the law of 
the land comparable with Nazi Germany, 
the administration has all but pointed a 
gun at Congress in calling for a voter 
registration law that is completely un
constitutional. 

Article I, section 2, of the U.S. Con
stitution clearly gives to the States the 
right to determine the qualifications of 
voters. This has been the American 
way since the Constitution was ratified 
by the States. But if the administra
tion's registration bill is enacted into 
law, the Constitution will have been 
breached. The American system will 
have undergone a totalitarian change. 
Six States will have been deprived of 
one of the foundations of republican 
government and will be in a reconstruc-

tion era identical with the military. occu
pation of 1865. 

The administration's voter bill is an 
appalling piece of legislation. Contrary 
to all American traditions of justice, six 
States will be presumed guilty . . If in 
1964 not more than 50 percent of the 
persons of voting age noted in the 1960 
census actually voted, then the Federal 
Government automatically assumes that 
people were discriminated against and 
deprived of the vote. This is a cruel, 
wicked, and un-American assumption. 
There are places where voting has been 
discouraged. But. there also are vast 
areas-entire States-where voter regis
tration proceeds with absolute fairness 
and equal application of the laws. 
These areas and States are to be slapped 
down by the Federal power, and the 
Federal registrars are to usurp States 
rights. 

The administration's voter law is 
grossly discriminatory in another way. 
It is legislation aimed at a particular sec
tion of the country. Nothing in the bill 
is aimed at dealing with corrupt voting 
practices elsewhere in the Nation. Yet 
Americans know full well that big city 
machines in the metropolitan centers of 
the North are a synonym for voter cor
ruption and manipulation. Yet the ad
ministration feeds . on these machines 
and does nothing about them. 

What the administration has proposed 
is not democracy; it is mobocracy. By 
endeavoring to shatter all qualifications 
for voting, they use a crowbar to break 
down standards erected for the purpose 
of promoting good government in this 
land. The administration would turn 
over the government of towns and cities, 
counties and States, to that element in 
our population which is least qualified to 
understand the public business and most 
poorly qualified to make decisions re
garding the community's well being. 

The suspicion is naturally aroused that, 
in bowing to the street and highway agi
tators, the administration hopes that 
powerful new political engines will be 
created in the South so as to turn the 
Southern States into captive communi
ties for its reelection. 

The founders of the Republic feared 
the rise of dictatorship, and therefore 
they created the judicial branch of the 
U.S. Government. But the night that the 
President spoke to Congress, the mem
bers of the Supreme Court were present 
in the Legislative Chamber, clapped 
loudly, and showed their approval of his 
revolutionary demands. And the Ameri
can people can only hope that any legis
lation produced in a time of frenzy and 
emotionalism will be subjected to judicial 
second thoughts. If the Justices of the 
Supreme Court close their eyes to the 
law, then there can be no hope for re
dress until such time as the court of 
last resort-the American people-takes 
action. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. RoGERS]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS 
OF TEXAS 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Rogers o! 

Texas: Page 1, line 5 strike out all o! se.ction 
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2, section 3, section 4, section 5, section . 6, 
section 7, section 8, section 9, section 10, sec
tion 11, section 12, section 13; and on page 
14, line 21, immediately after the word "law'• 
and before the semicolon, add the following: 
", and which person has subscribed to the 
following oath: 

"I, , do solemnly swear (or affirm) 
that I wm support and defend the Constitu
tion of the United States against all enemies 
foreign and domestic, that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; that I am 
not a member of or affiliated with any group 
or organization advocating the violent over
throw of the Government of this country by 
force and arms; that I take this obligation 
freely without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion. So help me God." 

And on page 15, line 19, strike out all of 
subsection (d) and (e) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

" (d) Any person violating any of the pro
visions of subsection (a), (b), or (c), and 
any person subscribing to the oath set forth 
in subsection (a), falsely or with intent to 
deceive, shall be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned not more than five years, or 
both. Subscription to the said oath set forth 
in subsection (·a), either by swearing or by 
affirmance by any person holding member
ship in the Communist Party, or in any orga
nization affiliated with the Communist Party, 
shall be prima facie evidence of falsification 
and intent to deceive on the part of the 
person taking said oath." 

And on page 16, line 4, strike out all of 
section 15. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I regret the short time that we 
have to explain this amendment, but I 
think if you will get the McCulloch bill 
and this amendment and study them 
together, you will find that section 14 
of the McCulloch bill is the section that 
has direct effect on the voting rights of 
the people of this country. This amend
ment, if adopted, would preserve in all 
particulars the voting rights of every 
citizen of the United States regardless 
of race, color, or creed, or previous con
dition of servitude, or anything else ex
cept that it would require him to take 
an oath that he was a citizen of the 
United States and believed in the Con
stitution of this country. That is the 
identical oath that you take when you 
are sworn in as a Member of the Con
gress of the United States, except that 
I have added the provision that the voter 
swear that he is not a member of any 
organization advocating the violent 
overthrow of the Government under 
which he is asking to be allowed to vote. 
It provides a penalty for violation of 
this section; anyone infringing upon the 
absolute right to vote is subject to crim
inal penalties. 

It also provides a criminal penalty for 
any man to falsify in taking that oath, 
or for signing the oath with intent to 
deceive. In order to make it possible to 
get to the root of the evil. that is chal
lenging this Government every day, I 
have put in a provision that if a member 
of the Communist party or a:fllliated 
organization takes the oath, it will be 
prima facie proof of his guilt. This is 
a most potent weapon against commu
nism and especially agair..st participation 
of Communists in elections in this 
countrY. 

I ask respectfully all Members of this 
Congress vote aye on this amendment. 

Who, may I ask, could, in good con
science, oppose such an amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ROGERS]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. ROGERS of 
Texas) there were--ayes 65, noes 183. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WATSON 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Preferential motion offered by Mr. WATSON: 
"Mr. WATSON, of South Carolina, moves that 

the Committee now rise and report the b111 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be striken out." 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is quite elementary that all of us 
should face up to the fact that the pas
sage of either the substitute or the Celler 
bill is not going to satisfy the professional 
civil rights troublemakers. It sort of re
minds me of a story that was told of the 
little boy who was complaining and pout
ing at breakfast one morning. His 
mother said, "What can I do for you, 
son?" He said, "I want two eggs; I want 
one scrambled and I want one fried over 
light." His mother complied with his 
request and brought in the two eggs. 
The boy screamed again. The mother 
again asked, "What is wrong, son?" And 
he said, "Mother, you scrambled the 
wrong egg." 

That is about the way it is going to be 
in this particular area. You do this to
day and you are going to be faced with 
similar legislation next year, and the 
year after and on and on. 

I am not standing up here speaking 
in behalf of either the substitute or of the 
Celler bill. There is no need for either, 
and neither will satisfy the civil rights 
agitators. But I would remind the House 
of what one of the proponents of this 
measure, the honorable gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL] said in one of 
the reports and said further on the :floor 
of the House; and he is an advocate of 
this measure. He said: 

We are, however, in my judgment, estab
lishing a dangerous precedent and may find 
ourselves in the future regretting what is 
being done as an expedient. 

This gentleman went on further to 
say: 

To change the venue to a more favorable 
forum while desirable and perhaps even 
necessary in a given case, establishes a prece
dent which may yet come back to haunt us. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. WATSON. Not at this moment. 
Mr. CAHll.JL. The gentleman has 

mentioned my name. Will he yield so 
that I may clarify what he has just 
said about me? 

Mr. WATSON. I shall yield, but in a 
moment. 

The real reason I got this time was to 
take exception to a last-minute desper
ate effort made by one of the champions 
of the civil rights movement to influ
ence this House on this legislation, who 
would like to subvert and abort our 
wishes. I got a telegram, and I dare 
say many of you did, from one Martin 

Luther King, Jr., saying, "I urge you to 
defeat the McCulloch amendment." He 
did not ask us to consider it. but in es
sence demanded its defeat. His final 
statement was, "defeat the McCulloch 
amendment." 

This is the man who was referred to by 
J. Edgar Hoover as a notorious liar. 

He is the man who now, while our boys 
are fighting and dying in Vietnam, is 
critical of the United States of America 
for our policy over there. 

This is the man who said "Let us de
feat the Ford-McCulloch amendment," 
the substitute. 

I am not worried about voter discrimi
nation in my State of South Carolina. 
Even NAACP leader Roy Wilkins said, 
back in 1963, at an NAACP meeting in 
South Carolina: 

The only thing tha.t is necessary for Ne
groes to vote i:tl South Carolina is to present 
himself and be qualified. 

How can you reconcile in your minds 
that you are not going to have any lit
eracy tests whatsoever in some States to 
vote, while at the same time you ask the 
men to pass a literacy test in order to go 
out and fight and die for their country? 
Passage of this legislation will mean that 
you do not have to be intelligent to vote 
for your representative, to possess any 
degree of literacy to vote for those who 
then send our men out to die on foreign 
battlefields. Yet you have to have a lit
eracy test in order to :fight for your coun
try. 

This issue is very simple here. I am 
appealing to every one of you, regardless 
of the section of the country you come 
from. This is a moment of decision as 
to whether or not you are going to have 
the courage, yes, the guts, of our fore
fathers of 189 years ago, when they dared 
to say "I am independent of the King." 
This is your opportunity, wherever you 
come from, to say that you are inde
pendent of "the King" in the United 
States. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the preferential motion. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy in 
a way that the gentleman from South 
Carolina spoke, because by his speech he 
pointed out I think more dramatically 
than anything I could say or anything 
anyone else could say the courage that 
was demonstrated by another gentleman 
from the South today, the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. BOGGS]. 

I disagreed with the gentleman from 
South Carolina in the field of civil rights 
when he was on that side of the aisle, 
and I disagree with him on this side of 
the aisle. 

The gentleman referred to my speech 
on the floor. He referred to what I said 
in the committee report. What he said 
was correct, but regretfully he did not 
say it all, and his quotes were taken out 
of the whole context. I said on the floor 
that I did have reservations about both 
of these bills, and I said on the floor I 
had participated in and did write a mi
nority report. But I also said I was for 
the bill, and I also told you the reasons 
why I was for the bill. I also pointed out 
to this committee that the time had come 
for some leader of the South to recognize 
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~nd acknowledge at long last the exist
ence of voter discrimination in that area 
of our country. 

I pointed out to .all the members of 
the committee a recent report of the 
Civil Rights Commission, which I hope 
the gentleman from South Carolina will 
read. That report tells the story of what 
has happened in Mississippi. I point to 
my friend Mr. BoGGS, a native son of 
Mississippi-and I hope he read it-be
cause anybody who read the report of 
the Civil Rights Commission dated in 
May 1965, and who can say with honesty 
that there is not a requirement for the 
Congress of the United States to enact 
the mandate of the 15th amendment, it 
seems to me is not speaking the truth. 

Now let me say this, I have been wait
ing since I have been in this Congress for 
some leader of the South-some Gov
ernor, some Senator, some Congressman, 
some mayor-to come out and admit the 
facts as they exist. And today I heard 
it. This is what the South needs. They 
need to be told the truth. They know 
the truth but they want a leader-they 
want somebody with the guts to come 
out and say, "Yes, we have been wrong. 
But who has not been wrong? All of us 
have made the same mistake. Every 
State in the Union has made it. It has 
just taken some of our States longer
maybe because they sufiered more." 
But I think the day has come when the 
voices of other leaders of Louisiana-and 
I trust the voices of leaders in Mississippi 
and leaders in Alabama will speak with 
equal courage-will speak with equal 
force and will speak with equal honesty. 
When that day comes then you can be 
sure that the majority of all the people 
of all the Southern States will follow 
that leadership. Then the time will 
have come when no American citizen is 
disfranchised and then we in the Con
gress will at last complete our work in 
the field of civil rights. 
. The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion ofiered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, may I 

ask how much time remains on this side? 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 

from New York has 4 minutes remaining 
and the gentleman from Ohio 1 minute. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Ohio yield the 1 minute 
he has remaining so that we can close 
debate on this side? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will state the parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 
since the debate at this time is on the 
substitute amendment, pursuant to the 
rule, would not the privilege of closing 
debate come to this side of the aisle? 

T:O.e CHAffiMAN. The closing of de
bate, the Chair will inform the gentle
man from Ohio, would be in · the hands 
of the manager of the bill. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot yield. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the final deci
sion . will be made upon the merits, of 
what is in the respective bills and as it 

was presented to the committee on Tues
day, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. 
I urge you all to vote for the substitute. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of the time remaining on this 
side to another distinguished member 
of the New Jersey delegation [Mr. 
THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, in opening my remarks I 
would like to say to the Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, I command 
my friend and distinguished colleague 
from New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL] for a very 
stirring speech. Especially am I appre
ciative of the fact that he knows the dif
ference between a scrambled egg and a 
fried egg. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the Ford-Mc
Culloch substitute amendment because it 
does not reach down into the heart of 
problems we are trying to eliminate. 

It is no fiction that "tests and devices,'' 
a key phrase in voting and registration 
legislation, are being used to restrict the 
franchise. 

A serious defect of the Republican 
leadership substitute is in its requirement 
that Federal examiners administer tests 
to applicants with less than six grades of 
education. · 

This requirement would serve to con
tinue into the present and the future a 
double standard of testing-the very evil 
we are attempting to eliminate. Negroes 
would be tested by the examiners on the 
basis of the standard set forth in the sub
stitute amendment-completion of six 
grades or passing of the State literacy 
test. At the same time, whites would be 
applying for registration to the State or 
local registrar, who would presumably do 
what he has always done-register 
whites on the basis of their white skin 
rather than on the basis of any educa
tional achievement or passage of any 
test. 

The Ford-McCulloch amendment thus 
invites the registration of relatively 
poorly educated whites while preventing 
the registration of Negroes with similar 
education or literacy. Indeed, under 
that amendment the States are free to 
increase even further the degree of diffi
culty of their literacy test requirements 
so as to make it impossible for anyone to 
pass these tests. Any Negro with less 
than a sixth grade education who ap
plied to a Federal examiner would thus 
be promptly rejected for his failure to 
pass the State literacy test while illiter
ate whites would miraculously pass the 
same test when it is administered by 
the local registrar. 

On the other hand, those State regis
trars who took their duties seriously and 
applied the letter of the State law would 
test all who came to them on the basis of 
the complicated provisions of State law, 
while Federal examiners, at the same 
time and in the same place, would reg
ister those with a sixth-grade education 
without subjecting them to any interpre
tation, understanding, or literacy exam
ination. The resulting confusion could 
be avoided only if all persons-white and 
Negro-abandoned the State machinery 
and made exclusive use instead of the 
Federal examiner system. This is a re-

suit hardly to be desired either by those 
who profess an abiding concern for the 
strengthening of States rights or by 
those who wish to promote State re
sponsibility for the fair and equitable 
administration of their election and reg
istration laws. 

In short, the Ford-McCulloch amend
ment would operate unfairly both in 
places where State registrars continue 
to use color as the test for registering 
and in places where they objectively ap
ply the law. In the former case, Negroes 
will inevitably be subjected by Federal 
examiners to standards which are far 
stricter than those applied to whites by 
State registrars. In the latter case, the 
result will at best be confusion and at 
worst the permanent, total debilitation 
of the State and local registration ma
chinery. 

H.R. 6400 avoids all of these pitfalls 
by suspending literacy tests in the areas 
of discrimination and prohibiting their 
use by either Federal or State officials. 
I need not repeat here the case which 
has been made so often and so well in 
support of the rationality and consti.: 
tutionality of this approach. The sta
tistical, factual, and legal materials be
fore the Congress fully demonstrate the 
reasonableness of the suspension 
formula. 

But beyond that-and this, too, is 
amply documented in the record of 
hearings of the Committee on the 
Judiciary-it is clear that in many 
places the complex literacy and con
stitutional interpretation and under
standing tests have had no purpose 
other than to provide a tool for dis
crimination against Negroes. Given 
that background, it is hardly surprising 
to find that many of these tests are not 
susceptible of fair administration by 
anyone, including a Federal examiner. 

For example, some States use the 
application form itself as a literacy 
test. They require the applicant to fill 
out a long, complex, and confusing form 
without assistance and without errors or 
omissions. In Alabama, applicants 
cannot vote unless they know such 
matters as to which public official one 
must apply for a gun permit. 

Such tests and knowledge require
ments are utterly unreasonable. They 
are simply a part of the obstacle course 
erected in those areas to prevent Negroes 
from reaching their goal of full citizen
ship. I say such tests could not be 
applied fairly by an examiner. I say 
they should not have to be applied by 
a Federal official appointed to rectify 
voting discrimination. Yet, under the 
Ford-McCulloch substitute, the Federal 
examiners would ha..ve to do just that. 

Let us not enact unsound practices. 
Instead let us reject the substitute
which has had no hearings and no sup
port from the leadership conference 
on civil rights-and get on with pas
sage of H.R. 6400, a sound attack on the 
problem. 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of New Je.rsey. I 
yield briefly to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 
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Mr. MAcGREGOR. Does the gentle-, 

man not recognize that the Supreme 
Court decision in the Louisiana case, 
throwing out the interpretive tests, is in 
fact the law of the land, and makes that 
law in Louisiana inapplicable? 

·Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. That 
particular law, and not others. The 
gentleman from New Jersey recognizes 
more than anything else the resource
fulness of those who would contrive tests 
even under existing decisions in order to 
disenfranchise the Negro. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I might 
point out that in the decision referred to 
so often, the Supreme Court in the North 
Carolina case said: 

Of course a literacy test, fair on its face, 
may be employed to perpetuate that dis
crimination which the 15th amendment was 
designed to uproot. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman, I conclude by saying 
that these tests under this double stand
ard are completely and absolutely un
reasonable. 

I do not question at all the motives of 
the gentleman on the other side, whom 
I respect and admire. . I question in this 
case, however, their judgment. 

I ask for a complete and enthusiastic 
rejection of the substitute. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of this bill. The Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 has received the careful at
tention of the House as befits a measure 
that will make legislative history. I 
have· been impressed with the quality of 
the debate on this bill and with the de
termination the House has shown in 
deliberating in detail all the legal aspects 
and ramifications of the bill. This legis
lation has been drawn from many 
sources. It was inspired by a devotion to 
the highest ideals of our democracy and 
it has been forged on the anvil of a long 
and painful experience of our history. 
That we should heed that history was 
made obvious earlier this year. And the 
national conce-rn over the denial of con
stitutional rights to many of our citizens 
has been reflected in this House by the 
introduction of no less than 122 bills on 
voting rights this year. I am glad to 
support the legislation that is now before 
us. 

It is tragic that the right to vote must 
still be subject to abuse in this Nation. 
It is tragic that this right has been sub
ject to debate and equivocation for so 
long a time in our history-that it should 
require 103 years after the Emancipation 
Proclamation and 95 years after the rati
fication of the. 15th amendment to insure 
the rights which were promised and 
written into our Constitution. Today 

the national conscience summons us to 
remove this stain on our history. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 is a 
product of that conscience, which at long 
last has instructed us that our laws have 
been inadequate to our national ideals. 
The bill would redress that inadequacy. 
It was not porn easily, as we are well 
aware. It came to us out of the agony 
of men and women- who attempted to 
exercise their birthright by registering 
to vote and who were crudely and even 
brutally rejected in their attempts. Can 
we endure another year, another decade, 
another century, of prostituting the law 
of the land? Can we continue to ignore 
the right of citizens to cast a ballot 
regardless of their race? The answer is 
a clear and resounding no. Our answer 
is the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

We are now 4 months removed from 
the agony of Selma and from those first 
moving hours of decision to make the 
right to vote available to all Americans 
as promptly as possible. We have had 
time to reflect, to study, to write an<i re
write, to debate and amend, and we are 
finally at the hour of action. It has been 
an arduous but productive journey. 

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that this bill 
will not eliminate discrimination in our 
Nation. But it will do a great deal to
ward erasing discrimination at the ballot 
box, and in this it will provide Negro 
citizens with the most effective tool of 
their social revolution. The ballot is the 
most fundamental and the most formi
dable weapon in the arsenal of democ
racy. 

That weapon has not been available to 
large numbers of Negro voters in the 
Southern States. Because of their in
ability to participate in the basic proc
esses of democracy, they have been con
fined to second-class citizenship. As a 
result of their failure to secure this par
ticipation-which is guaranteed by the 
Constitution and taken for granted by 
nearly everyone in this society-they 
have been forced to seek other avenues 
of petition for their grievances. Negroes, 
like all other Americans, seek the bless
ings of democracy. They are subject to 
the laws of the land, yet they have in too 
many instances lacked the opportunity to 
participate in the election of those who 
make and administer these laws. They 
want no more, no less, than is their just 
birthright under the Constitution: the 
right to engage in the election of candi
dates for public office. 

This right was set forth in the 15th 
amendment, which sought to eliminate 
distinctions on the grounds of race or 
color in the right to vote. Yet since 
the amendment was ratified in 1870, it 
has been circumvented by various means, 
some simple and some sophisticated. 
The literacy test and the poll tax are 
notorious examples of such discrimina
tion. To a degree, the Civil Rights Acts 
of 1957, 1960, and 1964 sought to counter 
these devious abuses. But neither Con
gress, the· Executive, nor the courts have 
been able to accomplish enforcement of 
the 15th amendment without defined ad
ministrative procedures to insure rapid 
and widespread registration of persons 
who have been denied the right to vote on 

account of their race. President John
son testified to this dilemma in his 
memorable address on voting rights 
when he said: 

Experience has clearly shown that the 
existing process of law cannot overcome 
systematic and ingenious discrimination. 

In the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the 
Congress is not only reaffirming the 15th 
amendment but is providing effective 
machinery to enforce it. It makes a 
forthright frontal assault on literacy 
tests and other devices where they are 
used to deny the right to vote on ac
count of race or color. The bill .author
izes appointment of Federal examiners 
in these areas to register persons who are 
qualified under State law to vote in all 
elections. It empowers the Federal 
courts to appoint Federal examiners in 
actions instituted by the Attorney Gen
eral to enforce the provisions of the 15th 
amendment. It provides criminal pen
alties for intimidating, threatening; or 
coercing any person for voting or at
tempting to vote or for urging or aiding 
any person to vote or to attempt to vote. 

In this h~gisla~ion, the machinery of 
the courts, and of the Federal Govern
ment, through the Department of Jus
tice and the Civil Service Commission, 
are assigned definitive roles in enforcing 
compliance with the act. 

I am hopeful that the administrative 
courses outlined in this bill will secure 
the intended effect of enforcing the right 
to vote. I have appreciated the careful 
reexamination of how the 15th amend
ment might best be enforced, and I be
lieve the results are apparent in this bill. 

However, I would remind the Members 
of the House that in the event the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 is thwarted by "sys
tematic and ingenious discrimination," 
another source is readily available for 
legislative action. I refer to the second 
section of the 14th amendment to the 
Constitution. This amendment would 
reduce the representation of a State in 
Congress in proportion to the number of 
voters who are denied a ballot. I have 
introduced a bill to implement this sec
tion-H.R. 6264-and I believe it could 
be an effective supplement to the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. 

I suggest that even if the present bill 
successfully removes all formal barriers . 
to the right to vote, we cannot expect a 
dramatic increase in Negro registration 
in some parts of the South. Many Ne
groes have become apathetic about vot
ing after a century of intimidation. The 
enforcement of section II, with its threat 
of reduced representation in Congress; 
could inspire State and local officials to 
conduct positive registration campaigns 
to register Negro voters. At the very 
least, it would persuade these officials 
from harassing prospective voters. 

I believe that it would be wise for the 
Cpngress to consider this avenue as a 
supplementary means of insuring the 
right to vote. · 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Ohio, as 
amended. · 
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Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. McCULLOCH 
and Mr. CELLER. 

The Committee divided, and the tell
ers reported that there were--ayes 166, 
noes 215. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 11, line 19: That this Act shall be 

known as the "Voting Rights Act of 1965". 
"SEC. 2. No voting qualification or prereq

uisite to voting, or standard, practice, or 
procedure shall be imposed or applied by any 
State or political subdivision to deny or 
abridge the right of any citizen of the 
United States to vote on account of race or 
color." 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF TEXAS 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RoGERS of 

Texas: Beginning on page 11, line 21, strike 
out all of section 2 and insert the following 
in lieu thereof: 

"SEc. 2. (a) Any citizen of the United 
States presenting himself to vote in a State 
or political subdivision in which he is qual
ified by residence to vote and who subscribes 
to the following oath: 

"'I,--------· do solemnly swear (or affirm) 
that I will support and defend the Constitu
tion of the United States against all enemies 
foreign and domestic, that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; that I am 
not a member of or affiliated with any group 
or organization advocating the violent over
throw of the Government of this country by 
force and arms; that I take this obligation 
freely without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion. So help me God.' 
shall be permitted to vote and no voting 
qualification or prerequisite to voting or 
standard practice or procedure shall be im
posed or applied by any State or political 
subdivision to deny or abridge the right of 
any citizen of the United States to vote on 
account of race or color. 

"(b) Whoever violates or conspires to vi
olate the provisions of subsection (a) of this 
section, or who falsely or with intent to de
ceive, subscribes to the oath prescribed in 
subsection (a), shall be fined not more than 
$10,000 or imprisoned not more than ten 
years, or both. 

"(c) Subscription to the oath set forth in 
subsection (a), either by swearing or by 
affirmance, by any person holding member
ship in the Communist Party, or in any orga
nization affiliated with the Communist Party, 
shall be prima facie evidence of falsification 
and intent to deceive on the part of the 
person taking said oath.'' 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, this is a very similar amendment to 
the amendment that I offered previously 
to the McCulloch substitute. However, 
this amendment as offered does not 
change H.R. 6400 in any respect except 
to add to the provisions of the bill that 
every person who votes in this country 
must take the oath, the same oath that 
you take as a Member of Congress with 
the further statement in it that the voter 
does not belong to an organization ad
vocating the violent overthrow of this 
Government. 

It adds one other thing besides that. 
It adds the provision if a person is a 
member of the Communist Party or any 
organization affiliated with the Commu
nist Party, that such membership is 

prima facie evidence of his intent to de
ceive and his intent to falsify. 

As I said in the discussion a few mo
ments ago in regard to the McCulloch 
substitute, I do not see how anyone can 
oppose this amendment conscientiously 
because the amendment that I have of
fered contains the very wording that was 
contained in section 2 of the bill as in
troduced by the chairman of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

If you will read the amendment you 
will see that it simply changes section 2 
by adding the two items I referred to 
heretofore. 

There is no effective way in this coun
try today to deal with communism at the 
polls in this country. I have heard a 
number of Members, many who stood up 
against the amendment when it was 
offered to the McCulloch substitute, peo
ple who have stated unequivocally on the 
floor of the House that they were opposed 
to communism in Vietnam, they were 
opposed to the Vietcong, they were op
posed to communism in Korea and in the 
Philippines, in the Near East and in 
Africa and every other place. Members 
who voted for spending billions of dol
lars to curb communism all -over the 
world. I ask y.ou, are you against com- · 
munism everywhere in the world except 
at the polling places in this country? 

You can answer that question by vot
ing "yea" on this amendment, and 
putting into the law of this land a weap
on that will be effective in dealing with 
the most sinister menace this Govern
ment has ever been confronted with. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. POOL. Would the gentleman tell 
the House again the oath that he is ask
ing them to take? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I am asking 
that they take the same identical oath, 
the people who want to vote in elections 
who elect you and the President of the 
United States, the same oath you are 
required to take when you come to be 
sworn in as a Member of the Congress 
of the United States, with one additional 
proviso: That is, that the person seek
ing to vote is not a member of any orga
nization advocating the violent over
throw of this Nation or Government, I 
think this same proviso should be added 
to the oath we take. 

Mr. POOL. I want to say the gentle
man is certainly right, and there is noth
ing wrong with this kind of provision, 
in my opinion. I support the amend
ment 100 percent. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. JOELSON. Would the gentle
man's amendment include members of 
the Ku Klux Klan? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. If the Klan 
advocates the violent overthrow of the 
Government, a Klansman taking the 

oath would be in violation the same as a 
member of the Communist Party. 

Mr. JOELSON. I hope none of them 
ever took the oath of office here. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The gentle
man is more familiar with the Ku Klux 
Klan than I am. I have no information 
on the matter. 

Mr. JOELSON. I would like to know, 
if a man is a member of the Ku Klux 
Klan, and so states, whether he would be 
forbidden the right to vote? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. If his or
ganization was advocating the violent 
overthrow of this Nation, and he took the 
oath, he would be prima facie guilty of 
a crime, and he could be subjected to the 
criminal penalties provided. The same 
rule would apply to a Communist. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. FINO. Does the gentleman's pro
posal have in mind elimination of any 
literacy requirement? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The amend
ment has nothing to do with literacy 
requirements, as spelled out in the Mc
Culloch bill. It does not require a liter
acy test. It requires only a patriotism 
test. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro
ceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
constrained to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ROGERS]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. ROGERS) there 
were--ayes 89, noes 152. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair 
appointed as tellers Mr. RoGERS of Texas 
and Mr. RoGERS of Colorado. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were--ayes 
88, noes 148. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 3 (a) Whenever the Attorney GeneTal 

institutes a proceeding under any statute to 
enforce the guarantees of the fifteenth 
amendment in any State or political sub
division the court shall authorize the ap
pointment of Federal examiners by the 
United States Civil Service Commission in 
accordance with section 6 to serve for such 
period of time and for such political subdi
visions as the court shall detennine is appro
priate to enforce the guarantees of the fif
teenth amendment ( 1) as part of any inter
locutory order if the court detennines that 
the appointment of such examiners is neces
sary to enforce such guarantees or (2) as part 
of any final judgment if the court finds that 
violations of the fifteenth amendment justi
fying equitable relief have occurred in such 
State or subdivision: Provided, That the 
court need not authorize the appointment 
of examiners if it finds by a prepondeTance 
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of· evidence that any incidents of denial or 
abridgment of the right to vote on account 
of race or color (1) have been few in num
ber and have been promptly and effectively 
corrected by State or local action, (2) the 
continuing effect of such incidents has been 
eliminated, and (3) there is no reasonable 
probab111ty of their recurrence in the future. 

(b) If in a proceeding instituted by the 
Attorney General under any statute to en
force the guarantees of the fifteenth amend
ment in any State or political subdivision 
the court finds that a test or device has been 
used for the purpose or with the effect of 
denying or abridging the right of any citi
zen of the United States to vote on account 
of race or color, it shall suspend the use of 
such test or device in such State or political 
subdivisions as the court shall determine is 
appropriate and for such period as it deems 
necessary. 

(c) If in any proceeding instituted by the 
Attorney General under any statute to en
force the guarantees of the fifteenth amend
ment in any State or political subdivision 
the court finds that violations of the fif
teenth amendment justifying equitable re
lief have occurred within the territory orf 
such State or political subdivision, the court, 
in addition to such relief as it may grant, 
shall retain jurisdiction for such period as it 
may deem appropriate and during such 
period no voting qualification or prerequisite 
to voting, or standard, practice, or procedure 
with respect to voting different from that in 
force or effect at the time the proceeding was 
commenced shall be enforced unless and un
til the court finds that such qualification, 
prerequisite, standard, practice, or procedure 
does not have the purpose and will not have 
the effect of denying or abridging the right 
to vote on account of race or color: Provided, 
That such qualification, prerequisite, stand
ard, practice, or procedure may be enforced 
if the qualification, prerequisite, standard, 
practice, or procedure has been submitted 
by the chief legal officer or other appro
priate official of such State or subdivision 
to the Attorney General and the Attor
ney General has not interposed an objec
tion within sixty days after such submis
sion, except that the Attorney General's fail
ure to object shall not bar a subsequent 
action to enjoin enforcement of such quali
fication, prerequisite, standard, practice, or 
procedure. 

SEC. 4. (a) To assure that the right of 
citizens of the United States to vote is not 
denied or abridged on account of race or 
color, no citizen shall be denied the right to 
vote in any Federal, State, or local election 
because of his failure to comply with any 
test or device in any State with respect to 
which the determinations have been made 
under subseotion (b) or in any political sub
division with respect to which such deter
minations have been made as a separate unit, 
unless the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia in an action for a 
declaratory judgment brought by such State 
or subdivision against the United States has 
determined that no such test or device has 
been used during the five years preceding the 
filing of the action for the purpose and with 
the effect of denying or abridging the right 
to vote on account of race or color: ProVided, 
That no such declaratory judgment shall 
issue with respect to any plaintiff for a period 
of five years after the entry of a final judg
ment of any court of the United States, other 
than the denial of a declaratory judgment 
under this section, whether entered prior to 
or after the enactment of this Act, determin
ing that denials or abridgments of the right 
to vote on account of race or color through 
the use of such tests or devices have occurred 
anywhere in the territory of such plaintiff. 

An action pursuant to this subsection shall 
be heard and determined by a court of three 
judges in accordance with the provisions of 

section 2284 of title 28 of the United States 
Code and any appeal shall lie to the su
preme Court. The court shall retain juris
diction of any action pursuant to this sub
section for five years after judgment and 
shall reopen the action upon motion of the 
Attorney General alleging that a test or 
device has been used for the purpose or with 
the effeqt of denying or abridging the right to 
vote on account of race or color. 

If the Attorney General determines that he 
has no reason to believe that any such test 
or device has been used during the five years 
preceding the filing of the action for the 
purpose or with the effect of denying or 
abridging the right to vote an account of 
race or color, he shall consent to the entry 
of such judgment. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
apply in any State or in any political sub
division of a State which ( 1) the Attorney 
General determines maintained on November 
1, 1964, any test or device, and with respect 
to which (2) the Director of the Census de
termines that less than 50 per .centum of the 
persons of voting age residing therein were 
registered on November 1, 1964, or that less 
than 50 per centum of such persons voted in 
the presidential election of November 1964. 

A determination or certification of the At
torney General or of the Director of the 
Census under this section or under section 6 
shall not be reviewable in any court and 
shall be effective upon publication in the 
Federal Register. 

(c) The phrase "test or device" shall mean 
any requirement that a person as a prereq
uisite for voting or registration for voting 
(1) demonstrate the ability to read, write, 
understand, or interpret any matter, (2) 
demonstrate any educational achievement or 
his knowledge of any particular subject, (3) 
possess good moral character, or ( 4) prove 
his qualifications by the voucher of regis
tered voters or members of any other class. 

(d) For purposes of this section no State 
or political subdivision shall be determined 
to have engaged in the use of tests or devices 
for the purpose or with the effect of denying 
or abridging the right to vote on account of 
race or color if ( 1) incidents of such use 
have been few in number and have been 
promptly a.nd effectively corrected by State 
or local action, (2) the continuing effect of 
such incidents has been eliminated, and (3) 
there is no reasonable probability of their 
recurrence in the future. 

SEc. 5. Whenever a State or political sub
division with respect to which the prohibi
tions set forth in section 4(a) are in effect 
shall enact or seek to administer any voting 
qualification or prerequisite to voting, or 
standard, practice, or procedure with respect 
to voting different from that in force or effect 
on November 1, 1964, it may institute an ac
tion in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia for a declaratory 
judgment that such qualification, prereq
quisite, standard, practice, or procedure does 
not have the purpose and will not have the 
effect of denying or abridging the right to 
vote on account of .race or color, and unless 
and until the court enters such judgment no 
person shall be denied the right to vote for 
failure to comply with such qualification, 
prerequisite, standard, practice, or procedure: 
Provided, That such qualification, prereq
uisite, standard, practice, or procedure may 
be enforced without such proceeding if the 
qualification, prerequisite, standard, practice, 
or procedure has been submitted by the chief 
legal officer or other appropriate official of 
such State or subdivision to the Attorney 

· General and the Attorney General has not 
interposed an objection within sixty days 
after such submission, except that the At
torney General's failure to object shall not 
bar a subsequent action to enjoin enforce
ment of . such qualification, prerequisite, 

standard, practice, or procedure. Any action 
under this section shall be heard and deter
mined by a court of three judges in accord
ance with the provisions of section 2284 of 
title 28 of the United States Code and any 
appeal shall lie to the Supreme Court. 

SEc. 6. Whenever (a) a court has author
ized the appointment of examiners pursuant 
to the provisions of section 3(a), or (b) the 
Attorney General certifies with respect to any 
political subdivision named in, or included 
within the scope of, determinations made 
under section 4(b) that (1) he has received 
complaints in writing from twenty or more 
residents of such political subdivision al
leging that they have been denied the right 
to vote under color of law on account ot race 
or color, and that he believes such complaints 
to be meritorious, or (2) that in his judg
ment (considering, among other factors, 
whether the ratio of nonwhite persons to 
white persons registered to vote within such 
subdivision appears to him to be reasonably 
attributable to violations of the fifteenth 
amendment or whether substantial evidence 
exists that bona fide efforts are being made 
within such subdivision to comply with the 
fifteenth amendment), the appointment of 
examiners is otherwise necessary to enforce 
the guarantees of the fifteenth amendment, 
the Civil service Commission shall appoint as 
many examiners for such subdivision as it 
may deem appropriate to prepare and main
tain lists of persons eligible to vote in 
Federal, State, and local elections. Such 
examiners, hearing officers provided for in 
section 9 (a) , and other persons deemed nec
essary by the Commission to carry out the 
provisions and purposes of this Act shall be 
appointed, compensated, and separated with
out regard to the provisions of any statute 
administered by the Civil Service Commis
sion, and service under this Act shall not be 
considered employment for the purposes of 
any statute administered by the Civil Service 
Commission, except the provisions o.f section 
9 of the Act of August 2, 1939, as amended (5 
U.S.C. 118i), prohibiting partisan political 
activity: Provided, That the Commission is 
authorized, after consulting the head of the 
appropriate department or agency, to desig
nate suitable persons in the official service of 
the United States, with their consent, to 
serve in these positions. Examiners and 
hearing officers shall have the power to ad
minister oaths. 

SEc. 7. (a) The examiners for each political 
subdivision shall examine applicants con
cerning their qualifications for voting. An 
application to an examiner shall be in such 
form as the Commission may require and 
shall contain allegations that the applicant 
is not otherwise registered to vote. 

(b) Any person whom the examiner finds 
to have the qualifications prescribed by 
State law in accordance with instructions 
received under section 9(b) shall promptly 
be placed on a list of eligible voters. A chal
lenge to such listing may be made in ac
cordance with section 9(a) and shall not be 
the basis for a prosecution under section 12 
of this Act. The examiner shall certify and 
transmit such list, and any supplements as 
appropriate, at least once a month, to the 
offices of the appropriate election officials, 
with copies to the Attorney General and the 
attorney general of the State, and any such 
lists and supplements thereto transmitted 
during the month shall be available for pub
lic inspection on the last business day of the 
month and in any event not later than the 
forty-fifth day prior to any election. Any 
person whose name appears on such a list 
shall be entitled and allowed to vote in the 
election district of his residence unless and 
until the appropriate election officials shall 
have been notified that such person has been 
removed from such list in accordance with 
subsection (d): Provided, That no person 
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shall be entitl~d to vote in any election by 
virtue of this Act unless his name shall have 
been certified and transmitted on such a 
list to the offices of the appropirate election 
officials at least forty-five days prior to such 
election. · 

(c) The examiner shall issue to each per
son whose name appears on such a list a 
certificate evidencing his eligibility to vote. 

(d) A person whose name appears on such 
a list shall be removed therefrom by an ex
aminer if ( 1) such person has been success
fully challenged in accordance with the pro
cedure prescribed in section 9, or (2) he has 
been determined by an examiner to have lost 
his eligibility to vote under State law not 
inconsistent with the Constitution and the 
laws of the United States. 

Sec. 8. The Civil S-ervice Commission, at 
the request o~ the Attorney General, is au-

. thorized to send observers to any election 
held in any political subdivision for which 
an examiner has been appointed under this 
Act. Such observers shall observe all as
pects of the vote in all elections conducted 
by State and local officials within such polit
ical subdivision, including the casting and 
counting of ballots. Observers shall report 
to an examiner appointed for such political 
subdivision, to the Attorney General, and if 
the appointment of examiners has been au
thorized pursuant to section 3 (a), to the 
court. 

SEc. 9. (a) Any challenge to a listing on, 
an eligibility list shall be heard and deter
mined by a hearing officer appointed by and 
responsible to the Civil Service Commission 
and under such rules as the Commission 
shall by regulation prescribe. Such chal
lenge shall be entertained only if filed at such 
office within the State as the Civil Service 
Commission shall by regulation designate, 
and within ten days after the listing of the 
challenged person is made available for pub
lic inspection, and if supported by ( 1) the 
affidavits of at least two persons having per
sonal knowledge of the facts constituting 
grounds for the challenge, and (2) a certifi
cation that a copy of the challenge and affi
davits have been served by mail or in person 
upon the person challenged at his place of 
residence set out in the application. Such 
challenge shall be determined within fifteen 
days after it has been filed. A petition for 
review of the decision of the hearing officer 
may be filed in the United States court of 
appeals for the circuit in _which the person 
challenged resides within fifteen days after 
service of such decision by mail on the per
son petitioning for review but no decision 
of a hearing officer shall be reversed unless 
clearly erroneous. Any person listed shall 
be entitled and allowed to vote pending 
final determination by the hearing ofrl.cer 
and by the court. 

(b) The times, places, and procedures for 
application and listing pursuant to this Act 
and removals from the eligibility lists shall 
be prescribed by regulations promulgated 
by the Civil Service Commission and the 
Commission shall, after consultation with 
the Attorney General, instruct examiners 
concerning (1) the qualifications required 
for listing, and (2) loss of eligibility to vote. 

(c) The Civil Service Commission shall 
have the power to require by subpena the 
attendance and testimony of witnesses and 
the production of documentary evidence re
lating to any matter pending before it under 
the authority of this section. In case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey a subpena, any 
district court of the. United States or the 
United State~ court of any territory or pos
session, or the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, within 
the jurisdiction of which said person guilty 
of contumacy or refusal to obey is fou~d 
or resides or is domiciled or transacts busi- · 
ness, or has appointed an agent for receipt 
of service of process, upon application by 
the Attorney General of the United States 

shall have jurisdiction to issue to such person 
an order requiring such person to appear be
fore the Commission or a hearing ·· officer, 
there to produce pertinent, relevant, and 
nonprivileged documentary evidence if so 
ordered, or there to give testimony touching 
the matter under investigation; and any 
failure to obey such order of the court may 
be punished by said court as a contempt 
thereof. 

SEc. 10. (a) The Congress hereby finds 
that the requirement of the payment of a 
poll tax as a prerequisite to voting has his
torically been one of the methods used to 
circumvent the guarantees of the fourteenth 
and fifteenth amendments to the Constitu
tion, and was adopted in some areas for the 
purpose, in whole or in part, of denying 
persons the right to vote because of race 
or color; and that under such circumstances 
the requirement of the payment of a poll 
tax as a condition upon or a prerequisite 
to voting is not a bona fide qualification of 
an elector, but an arbitrary and unreasonable 
restriction upon the right to vote in violation 
of the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments. 

(b) No S~ate or political subdivision there
of shall deny any person the right to register 
or to vote because of his failure to pay a poll 
tax or any other tax. 

SEc. 11. (a) No person acting under color 
of law shall fail or refuse to permit any per
son to vo,te who is entitled to vote under 
any provision of this Act or is otherwise 
qualified to vote, or willfully fail or refuse 
to tabulate, count, and report such person's 
vote. 

(b) No person, whether acting under color 
of law or otherwise, shall intimidate, 
threaten, or coerce, or attempt to intimi
date, threaten, or coerce any person for vot
ing or attempting to vote, or for urging or 
aiding any person to vote or attempt to 
vote, or initimidate, threaten, or coerce any 
person for exercising any powers or duties 
under section .. 3(a), 6, 8, 9, 10, or 12(e). 

SEc. 12. (a) Whoever shall deprive or at
tempt to deprive any person of any right 
secured by section 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, or 10 or shall 
violate section 11, shall be fined not more 
than $5,000, or imprisoned not more than 
five years, or •both. 

(b) Whoever, within a year following an 
election in a political subdivision in which 
an examiner has been appointed (1) de
stroys, defaces, mutilates, or otherwise alters 
the marking of a paper ballot which has been 
cast in such election, .or (2) alters any rec
ord of voting in such election made by a 
voting machine or otherwise, shall be fined 
not more than $5,000, or imprisoned not 
more than five years, or both. 

(c) Whoever conspires to violate the pro
visions of subsection (a) or (b) of this sec
tion, or interferes with any right secured by 
Section 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, or 11 shall be fined 
not more than $5,000, or imprisoned not 
more than five years, or both. 

(d) Whenever any . person has engaged or 
there are reasonable grounds to believe-that 
any person is about to engage in any act or 
practice prohibited by section 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 
10, 11, or subsection (b) of this section, the 
Attorney peneral may institute for the 
United States, or in the name of the United 
States, an action for preventive relief, in
cluding an application for a temporary or 
permanent injunction, restraining order, or 
other order, and including an order directed 
to the State and State or local election offi
cials to requ~e them . ( 1) to permit persons 
listed under this Act to vote and (2) to 
count such votes. · 

(e) Whenever in any political subdivision 
in which there are examiners appointed pur
~uant to this Act any person all~ges to such 
an examiner within forty-eight hours after 
the closing of the polls that notwithstand
ing ( 1) his listing under this Act or regis
tration by an appropriate election official 
and (2) his eligibility to vote, he has not 

been pa-mltted to vote in such election, the 
examiner shall forthwith notify the Attor
ney General 1! such allegations in his opin
ion appear to be well founded. Upon receipt 
of such notification, the Attorney General 
may forthwith apply to the district court 
for an order declaring that the results of 
such election are not final and temporarily 
restraining the issuance of any certificates of 
election, and the court shall issue such an 
order pending a hearing on the merits. In 
the event the court determines that persons 
who are entitled to vote were not permitted 
to vote in such election, it shall provide for 
the marking, casting, and counting of their 
ballots and require the inclusion of their 
votes in the total vote before the results of 
such election shall be deemed final and any 
force or effect given thereto. The district 
court shall hear and determine such matters 
immediately after the filing of such applica
tion. The remedy provided in this subsec
tion shall not preclude any remedy . avail
able under State _or Federal law. 

(f) The district courts of the United States 
shall have jurisdiction of proceedings insti
tuted .pursuant to this section and shall 
exercise the same without regard to whether 
a person asserting rights under the provi
sions of this Act shall have exhausted any 
administrative or other remedies that may 
be provided by law. 

SEc. 13. Listing procedures shall be termi
nated in any political subdivision of any 
State (a) with l'espect to examiners appoint
ed pursuant to clause (b) of section 6 when
ever the Attorney G-eneral notifies the Civil 
Service Commission ( 1) that all persons list
ed by an examiner for such subdivision have 
been placed on the appropriate voting regis
tration roll, and (2) that there is no longer 
reasonable ·cause to believe that persons will 
be deprived of or denied the right to vote on 
account of race or color in such subdivision. 
and (b), with respect to examiners appointed 
pursuant to section 3(a), upon order of the 
authorizing court. A political subdivision 
may petition the Attorney General for the 
termination of listing procedures under 
clause (a) of this section. 

SEC. 14. (a) All cases of criminal contempt 
arising under the provisions of this Act shall 
be governed by section 151 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 ( 42 u.s.c. 199·5). 

(b) No court other than the District Court 
for . the District of Columbia shall have juris
diction to issue any declaratory judgment or 
any restraining order or temporary or perma
nent injunction against the execution or en
forcement of any provision of this Act or any 
action of any Federal officer or employee pur
suant hereto. 

(c) (1) The term "vote" shall include all 
action necessary to make a vote effective in 
any primary, special, or general election, in
cluding, but not limited to, registration, list
ing pursuant to this Act, or other action re
quired by law prerequisite to voting, casting 
a ballot, and having such ballot counted 
properly and included in the appropriate 
totals of votes cast with respect to candidates 
for public or party office and propositions for 
which votes are received in an election. 

(2) The term "political subdivision" shall 
mean any county or parish, except that where 
registration for voting is not conducted un
der the superyision of a county or parish, 
the term shall include any other subdivision 
of a State which conducts registration for 
voting. . -

(d) Whoever, in any matter within the 
j_:uri~iction of an examiner or hearing offi
cer knowingly and willfully falsifies or con
ceals a material fact, or makes any false, fic
titious, or fraudulent statements or repre
sentations, or makes or uses any false writing 
or document knowing the SaD;le to contain 
any .false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement 
or entry, slian' b_e fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned not more -than five years, or 
both. 
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SEc: 15. Section 2004 of the Revised Stat

utes (42 U.S.C. 1971), as amended- by section 
131 of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 (71 Stat. 
637), and amended by section 601 of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 90), and as fur
ther amended by section 101 of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 241), is further 
amended as follows: 

(a) Delete the word "Federal" wherever it 
appears in subsections (a) and (c); · 

(b) Repeal subsection (f) and designate 
the present subsections (g) and (h) . as (f) 
and (g), respectively. 

SEC. 16. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to deny, impair, or otherwise adversely 
a.1fect the right to vote of any person regis
tered to vote under the law of any State or 
political subdivision. 

SEC. 17. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as are necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 18. If any provision of this Act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum
stances is held invalid, the remainder of the 
Act and the appllcation qt the provision to 
other persons not similarly situated or to 
other circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 

Mt. CELLER <interrupting the read
ing) . Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the remainder of the com
mittee amendment be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
AMENQMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITENER 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WHITENER: On 

page 14 after line 6 strike all of section 4 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 4. (a) To assure that the right of 
citizens of the United States to vote is not 
denied or abridged on account of race or 
color, no citizen shall be denied the right to 
vote in any election because of his failure 
to comply with any test or device in any State 
with respect to which determinations have 
been made by a court of competent jurisdic
tion that such tests or devices have been used 
for the purpose of denying or abridging the 
right of an individual to vote on account of 
race or color. Any politlcal subdivision or 
State may bring an action in the United 
States District Court in any Federal district 
in such State against the United States for 
the purpose of having the Court determine 
whether such test or device has been used 
for the purpose and with the effect of deny
ing or abridging the right to vote of any in
dividual on account of race or color: Pro
vided, That no such declaratory judgment 
shall issue with respect to any plaintiff for 
a period of two years after the entry of a 
final judgment of any such court of the 
United States. 

"An action pursuant to this section may be 
heard and determined by a court of three 
judges in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 22-84 of Title 28 of the United States 
Code, and any appeal shall lie to the Supreme 
Court. 

"If the Attorney General determines that 
he has no reason to believe that such t.est or 
device has been used during the two years 
immediately preceding the filing of the ac
tion for the purpose or with the effect of 
denying or abridging the right to vote in 
any election on account of race or color, he 
shall consent to the entry of a judgment to 
that effect. 

''(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
apply to every State and political subdivision 
thereof in the United States. 

" (c) The phrase "test or device" shall mean 
any requirement that a person as a pre-: 
requisite for voting or registration for voting 
(1) demonstrate the ab111ty to read, write, 
understand, or interpret any matter, (2) 
demonstrate any educational achievement or 
his knowledge of any particular subject, or 
(3) prove his qualifications by the voucher of 
registered voters or members of any other 
class. 

"(d) For the purposes of this section no 
State or political subdivision shall be deter
mined to have engaged in the use of tests or 
devices for the purpose or with the effect 
of denying or abridging the right to vote on 
account of race or color if ( 1) incidents of 
such use have been few in number and have 
been promptly and effectively corrected by 
State or local action, (2) the continuing 
effect of such incidents has been eliminated, 
and (3) there is no reasonable probability of 
their recurrence in the future." 

Mr. CEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
g·entleman yield for a unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. WHITENER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto end in 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. CELLER. · Mr. Chairman, I move 

that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto end in 10 min
utes. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair will 
have to advise the gentleman that no 
such motion is in order until the gen
tleman from North Carolina has been 
heard on his amendment. The gentle
man from North Carolina is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no intention or desire to delay the 
consideration of this amendment. This 
amendment would rewrite section 4 as it 
now appears in H.R. 6400. 

I think we can summarize the amend
ment with two or three sentences. In 
subsection (a) we provide that a political 
subdivision or a State may bring an 
action in the .U.S. district court in any 
Federal district in the involved State. 
This differs from section 4, subsection 
(a) of H.R. 6400 in that you do not 
have that latitude offered in the States 
and the accused subdivisions in the 
present section 4. 

Another feature of the amendment is 
that whereas in section 4 of H.R. 6400, 
a 5-year period is provided for the con
tinuation of the closing of the door of 
the court to a State, this amendment 
would only close the door for 2 years. 
The reason I f.elt 2 years to be adequate 
was that this period would embrace an 
election period because congressional 
elections must come every 2 years and 
local elections generally come every 2 
years. I am sure there are none of us 
who are so antilocal government that 
we would want to recommend that they 
not have a -right to have their case heard 
within 2 years. 

I think the key change which this 
amendment would provide is one which 
many of our friends have supported al
ready when they voted for the so-called 
McCulloch substitute. I know many of 

those who did not vote for the McCulloch 
substitute have said to us that they felt 
that· this bill, if enacted; should apply 
to all States in an equal way. So this 
amendment would rewrite subsection <b) 
to provide that the provisions of section 
4, and I quote, "shall apply to every State 
and political subdivision thereof in the 
United States." 

So you see that this would merely 
bring about a condition which I think 
should prevail when we legislate; that 
is, there should not be one law for Mas
sachusetts ·and another law for Connecti
cut, one law for North Carolina and an
other law for South Carolina. 

So it seems to me that those of us who 
believe that discrimination is bad, wheth
er it be in one area of the country or 
another, should readily support this 
amendment which would make the law 
of equal force and effect in all of the 
States. 

Another change that this amendment 
would bring about in section 4 as written 
in H.R. 6400 would be that it omits, as 
one of the factors in deter~ning wheth
er a test or device is used, the one which 
is designated in the bill as No. 3, which 
reads "possess good moral character." 

There has be_en a great deal of feeling 
expressed that as this bill is written it 
may be difficult to preclude a felon from 
voting in a local election once that sub
division or State has been brought under 
the influence, or the regulatory effect, of 
this proposed legislation. One gentle
man sent out a memorandum in which 
he pointed out that provision would af
fect, I believe it is, the State of Idaho, or 
one county. It seems to me that none of 
us are willing to contend that the State 
laws should be stricken down in that 
respect. 

I urge all of you to support this amend
ment which I believe will improve the 
bill. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and ail amendmen-ts 
thereto close in 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto close in 5 min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded .by Mr. LENNON) there 
were--ayes 100, noes 49. 

So the motion-was agreed to. · 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. LENNON]. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman; early 
in this debate we had an eloquent appeal 
by our distinguished whip of the Demo
cratic-Party telling about and·confessing 
and admitting to conditions that he said 
existed in his State with respect to voter 
discrimination. We had an eloquent and 
articulate appeal from the gentleman 
from South Carolina who took ar( oppo
site view. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am from the State 

of North Carolina, another Southern 
State. Is there any man or woman, how
ever, in this body today, including mem
bers of the Committee on the Judiciary 
w})o have any evidence whatever, any 
complaint whatever, that voter discrim
ination has existed in the State of North 
Carolina in the last quarter of a century? 
If that is so, I would like the members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary who 
have examined this measure over a period 
of months and even years, to stand up 
and say now that there has been a claim 
on the part of any citizen of our State 
of North Carolina, or the Civil Rights 
Commission, or any other body, that 
voter discrimination has taken place in 
North Carolina. · 

Someone said a few minutes ago or 
early in the debate that this was not a 
harsh bill, that this was not a discrim
inatory bill. Let me say to the ladies 
and gentlemen of the Committee that 
there are 34 counties in North Carolina 
which come under the ban of this bill 
on a statistical presumption of guilt of 
voter discrimination without any evi
dence, without any claim, without any 
charge in the last quarter of a century 
that any registrar or any judge of elec
tion in those 34 counties has at any time 
in the past quarter of a century done 
anything to impede or hinder or delay 
any citizen of our State from registering 
or voting, as every citizen of this coun
try should have the right to do if he 
possesses the qualifications of that cer
tain State. 

Now, hear me. In North Carolina 
there are four counties--Craven, Cum
berland, Onslow, and Wayne--where 50 
percent of our citizenry did not vote in 
the presidential election; that is, the 
potential of those 21 years or older. 
Why? Because in those counties in North 
Carolina, and all of them come under 
this bill, there are the largest military 
reservations in the United States, and in 
thP. 1960 census most of the military per
sonnel and their dependents were in
cluded in that census. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GELLER]. 

Mr. GELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman from North Carolina 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman I would 
make it crystal clear that no qualified 
voter in the United States should be 
denied the right to participate in every 
election-municipal, county, State, or 
National. However, I ·believe that all 
fairminded and knowledgeable persons 
must agree that registration and voting 
requirements should be the same in every 
county or political subdivision of every 
State. 

The bill, H.R. 6400, asserts a statistical 
presumption of voter discrimination 
simply because political subdivisions
including 34 counties in North Caro
lina-among those Bladen, CUmberland, 
Hoke, Robeson, and Scotland-did not 
vote 50 percent of the persons of alleged 
voting age in the presidential election of 
November 1964. This presumption of 
guilt of discrimination is made even 
though there has been no complaint, 

or any evidence whatsoever, of alleged 
registration or voter discrimination. 

This is the first time in the history of 
our free country that legislation is being 
advocated that would abolish the his
torical concept of "presumption of inno
cence'' and would establish the presump
tion of guilt in our judicial system. Un
der the bill, a political subdivision will be 
forced to bring suit in the Federal court 
of the District of Columbia, Washington, 
D.C., and would be required to establish 
conclusively that no individual acting 
under color of law had discriminated 
against any person who had attempted 
to register and vote for a period of 5 
years prior to the institution of legal ac
tion. Also, should the Court determine 
that in the period of 5 years preceding 
the institution of the action there has 
been discrimination on the part of any 
individual, then for an additional 5-year 
period the presumption of guilt would 
continue. 

Under the proposed law, 34 counties in 
North Carolina would have no registra
tion requirements other than age and 
residence while 66 countles-even ad
joining counties-would have literacy 
tests and other prerequisites for voter 
participation. In addition, these 34 
counties would very likely have Fed
eral examiners or registrars with power 
to supervise all elections. 

In four counties of North Carolina
Craven, Cumberland, Onslow, and 
Wayne--50 percent of the citizenry 21 
years of age and older did not participate 
in the presidential election of Novem
ber 1964. Within these counties are lo
cated some of the largest military reser
vations in the country. In the 1960 De
cennial Census the military personnel 
and dependents assigned to these in
stallations were counted as part of the 
county population. This is the only 
reason why less than 50 percent of the 
persons of voting age residing in those 
counties did not participate in the gen
eral presidential election. 

Under H.R. 6400, the District of Co
lumbia Federal Court, Washington, D.C., 
would have sole jurisdiction in the field 
of injunctive relief from the harsh and 
even dictatorial provisions of this bill. 
Federal district judges of the South and 
other sections would be barred on the 
assumption that they would not perform 
their sworn duty under the law and 
the Constitution. This is an insult to the 
intelligence and integrity of the Federal 
district judges of the Nation. 

The Constitution of the United States 
gives the States certain reasonable pow
ers to set nondiscriminatory standards 
for voting. The proposed bill sweeps 
away State literacy tests to determine 
qualifications for voters in all elections. 
This test is not a device in North Caro
lina to deny voting on the basis of race. 
It is interesting to note on this point 
that as late as July 24, 1963, the then 
Attorney General Robert Kennedy testi
fied before the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary as follows : 

I think there is no question that lt is the 
power of the State to establish the qualifi
cations of its voters, and the States does 
have the authority to establish a literacy 
test. As late as 1958 in Lassiter v. North-

ampton Election Board (360 U.S. 45), the 
Supreme Court validated a requirement in 
North Carolina, that a prospective voter 
must be able to read and write any section 
of the Constitution of North Carolina, in the 
English language. 

The proposed voting bill raises con
stitutional questions and problems which 
must be weighed judiciously. I trust 
that out of the floor debate will come 
action to effect nondiscriminatory and 
uniform voting privileges for all quali
fied citizens. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLER]. 

Mr. GELLER. Mr. Chairman, I oppose 
the pending amendment. The purpose of 
the amendment is to take the guts out of 
the bill. It would destroy section 4, 
which is the trigger provision. It would 
disembowel the entire bill and its pur
pose. It throws the issue back to the 
courts where it is today, adding addi
tional delay. The amendment would re
move the administrative procedure, it 
would eliminate the prompt and speedy 
remedy the bill is intended to provide. 
If you want to disenfranchise the Negro, 
vote for this amendment. If you want 
to give the Negro a vote, vote down this 
amendment. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be reread. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk reread the Whitener amend

ment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. WHITENER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILBERT 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GILBERT: On 

page 16, line 25, insert a new subection (e) 
to read as follows: 

"(e) No person who demonstrates that he 
has successfully completed the sixth pri
mary grade in a public school in, or a private 
school accredited by, any State or territory, 
the District of Columbia, or the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico in which the pre
dominant classroom language was other 
than English, shall be denied the right to vote 
in any Federal, State, or local election be
cause of his 1n8ib1lity to read, write, under
stand, or interpret any matter in the Engllsh 
language, except that in States in which 
State law provides that a different level of 
education 1s presumptive of literacy, he shall 
demonstrate that he has sucessfully com
pleted an equivalent level of education in a 
publlc school, or in a private school accred
ited by, any State or territory, the District of 
Columbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico in which the predominant classroom 
language was other than English." 

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

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CELLER. We would be glad to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. GILBERT. I thank the chair
man. 
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Mr. Chairman, my amendment is de

signed to correct an inequity that exists 
in my own State of New York and par
ticularly in New York City, my home. We 
have in New York an estimated 750,000 
Americans of Puerto Rican birth, of 
which an estimated two-thirds are of 
voting age. But of those eligible to vote, 
we know that only a fraction were regis
tered in 1964. The principal reason was 
that the State of New York requires that 
its voters be literate in English. This lit
e racy must be demonstrated by a test 
in reading comprehension, but it is 
waived if any applicant to vote can sub
mit proof of an eighth grade edu~ 
cation in an accredited English
language school. 

My amendment, which the other Body 
approved overwhelmingly on the recom
mendation of both Senators from New 
York, provides that any American who 
has successfully completed the sixth 
grade in an accredited school under the 
jurisdiction of the American flag-and 
this includes Spanish-language schools 
in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico-
will not be denied the right to ·vote by a 
literacy - test in English. The amend
ment makes execption for States, such 
as New York itself, which currently have 
a standard other than the sixth grade 
for presumption of literacy. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is 
designed to rectify an injustice tha-t 
s t ems from a provision of the New York 
State cons-titution of 1922. Our research 
indicates that it does not affect any other 
Staite. New York's provision was en
acted at a moment when immigration 
f r om Europe was attaining a new peak 
a n d when the English language, which 
had so long served as an essential in
gr edient of the American melting pot, 
seemed particularly threatened. My 
amendment would not change the re
quirement that persons educated out
side the United States, under the flag of 
another country, prove their literacy in 
English. It is designed only to correct 
t he discrimination practiced against 
Americans of Puerto Rican origin whose 
legal language is Spanish. 

Mr. Chairman, Puerto Ricans are, by 
the terms of the treaty of 1898 which 
ended the Spanish-American War, citi
zen s of the United States like you and 
me. We have called upon Puerto Ricans 
to fulfill such obligations of citizenship 
as military service and, I might note, 
they have fought heroically in every one 
of our wars in this country. But we 
have never asked them to imitate our 
English-language culture, since they 
have an old and honorable culture of 
their own. On the contrary, we here in 
Congress have fostered through legisla
tion and resolution the policy of cultural 
autonomy for Puerto Rico. I think, 
therefore, that it is an anomaly for us 
to encourage the perpetuation of Puerto 
Rico's Spanish-language culture and at 
the same time to do nothing to protect 
the rights of citizenship of Puerto 
Ricans who move to other sootions of 
the country. 

You may ask why New York dpes not 
itself correct this situation. My answer 
is that New York is burde-ned with a 

constitution~! anachronism, designed 
for one situation and currently being ap
plied to another. Were it not so onerous 
a process to amend the constitution, New 
York might long ago have made the 
change. - But if discrimination exists, 
however innocuous the intent and the 
circumstances, I cannot justify it. I, 
therefore, regard it as important that 
the amendment currently before us be 
approved. 

Let me point out that Puerto Ricans 
in New York need not read English to 
be a well-informed electorate. There 
are three Spanish-language newspapers 
and a Spanish-language radio station in 
our city. Puerto Ricans have articulate 
spokesmen on public issues. They have 
access to adequate information and a 
variety of opinion before they cast their 
votes. 

I think it is pertinent to point out that 
Hawaii does not require literacy in Eng
lish for its citizens who use the native 
Hawaiian tongue, that New Mexico 
prints its ballot in Spanish as well as 
English to accommodate its Spanish
speaking citizens, that Louisiana pro
vides interpreters for registrants and 
voters whose mother tongue is the an
cient Acadian French. But do not mis
understand me; I am not speaking in 
behalf of a multilingual society. I think 
it is right for New York to ask those born 
and raised under a foreign flag to read 
English as a condition of voting. But 
Puerto Ricans are American citizens by 
birth, educated under the American flag. 
They must not be denied the right to 
vote because the accredited schools they 
attended were, with the encouragement 
of 9ongress, conducted in Spanish. 

Opponents of this legislation have 
argued that the courts have already dis
posed of the matter in the Camacho case, 
in which an American of Puerto Rican 
birth and education sued in a New York 
State court on the contention that the 
literacy requirement deprived him ille
gally of his vote. He lost his case in 
New York and an appeal to a three-judge 
Federal court. But, in my view, regard
ing the Camacho case as final is a seri
ous misreading of the decision. First, 
the Supreme Court did not rule on the 
constitutionality of applying New York's 
literacy test to Puerto Ricans. A lower 
Federal court simply sustained a State 
court ruling. That hardly constitutes 
law. Furthermore, the decision did not 
take into account the weight of a con
gressional finding of discrimination, 
which we are today seeking to establish. 
The Camacho decision contained no im
plication that my amendment is uncon
stitutional. On the contrary, the top 
constitutional scholars maintain that the 
proposal is constitutional under the equal 
rights clause of the 14th amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have worked closely 
on this amendment with the former At
torney General of the United States, 
Senator RoBERT KENNEDY, and the pres
ent Attorney General, Mr. Nicholas 
Katzenbach. Senator KENNEDY has 
called upon the most respected experts 
of the Harvard and Yale Law Schools to 
comment on the constitutionality of this 
proposal. Having won acceptance of 

this amendment in the other body, he has 
passed their answers on to me, and I 
insert in the RECORD at this point the 
opinions of tlie distinguished ;professors 
Paul A. Freund _and Mark DeWolfe Howe, 
of Harvard, and Boris Bittker, of Yale. I 
think my colleagues will agree that their 
arguments are most persuasive and that 
little doubt exists that this amendment 
is both reasonable and constitutional: 

LAW SCHOOL OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
Cambridge, Mass., May 17, 1965. 

Han. ROBERT F. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am glad to re
spond to your request for an opinion on the 
constitutionality of a provision that would 
assure the right to vote, so far as literacy 
is concerned, to persons who have completed 
at least six grades of education in an Amer
ican-flag school. The purpose of such provi
sion is, as I understand, to put graduates of 
Puerto Rican schools on the same footing as 
graduates of English-language schools with 
respect to eligibility for the suffrage. 

In my judgment a measure of this kind 
would be within the power of the Congress 
under the enforcement clauses of the 14th 
and 15th amendments. 

The authority of the States to require lit
eracy as a condition of voting is not in 
question. What is involved is the question 
whether an arbitrary discrimination is pro- · 
duced when literacy in English is required 
over literacy in Spanish for citizens who 
can derive their knowledge of public issues 
and public candidates through the printed 
media in the Spanish language and through 
broadcasts and telecasts in either language. 
The requirement of literacy should have 
some relation to its purpose in the context of 
voting; and if that purpose does not necessi
tate proficiency in written English, given the 
linguistic environment of a class of our cit
izens, the requirement of training in written 
English may be deemed an unreasonable 
classification of citizens. 

The authority of the Congress in the field 
of voting ·qualifications does not rest solely 
on the 15th an.endment. It would be agreed, 
for example, that if a State were to deny the 
franchise to Catholics or to a group of :Prot
estants, the classification could be struck 
down by Congress or the courts under the 
14th amendment's guarantee of equal pr-o
tection of the laws. The courts do not have 
sole responsibility in this area. Just as 
Congress may give a lead to the courts under 
the commerce clause in prohibiting certain 
kinds of State regulation or taxation, and 
just as Congress may expressly prohibit cer
tain forms of taxation of Federal instrumen
talities, whether or not the courts have done 
so of their own accord, so in implementing 
the 14th and 15th amendments Congress may 
legislate through a declaration that certain 
forms of classification are unreasonable for 
purposes of the voting franchise . 

I trust that this opinion is responsive to 
your inquiry. 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL A. FREuND. 

YALE LAW ScHooL, 
New Haven, Conn., April19, 1965. 

Senator RoBERT KENNEDY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

[The question is] the propriety of a con
gressional requirement that States employ
ing a literacy test in registering voters must 
allow applicants to take the test in Spanish. 
Since the United States officially sponsors the 
study and use of Spanish in Puerto Rico, I 
think that a State's refusal to allow Puerto 
RiQans to take a voter literacy test in Spanish 
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raises a serious issue under the equal pro
tection clause of the 14th amendment. In 
effect, their right to vote is impaired by our 
national policy of encouraging the cultural 
autonomy-of Puerto Rico, a policy that stems 
in part from the hope of making Puerto 
Rico a showcase for the underdeveloped 
countries of South America and elsewhere. 
Because we have deliberately fostered-the use 
of Spanish by Puerto Ricans, their status 
under the equal protection clause is quite 
different from that of immigrants from for
eign countries, whose language limitations 
are not of our making. 

Whether or not a court in a case involving 
a particular individual would hold that the 
equal protection clause was violated by a 
State's refusal to allow Puerto Rican citizens 
to take its literacy test in Spanish, I do not 
know; but the pending voter regis,tration blll 
rests on the theory that the power of Con
gress to act under section 5 of the 14th 
amendment is not restricted to abuses that 
would - be corrected by the courts without 
congressional authorization. In my opinion, 
the power conferred on Congress by section 
5 "to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the 
provisions of this article" is broad enough 
to warrant a congressional requirement that 
voter literacy tests be administered in 
Spanish. · 

Sincerely yours, 
BORIS BITTKER. 

LAW ScHOOL OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
Cambridge, Mass., April 9, 1965. 

Senator ROBERT F. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: Peter Edelman indi
cated to me that you would be glad to receive 
such comments as I might care to make on 
the constitutionality of a suggested congres
sional statute outlawing State requirements 
of literate voters that they be able to speak 
the English language. Because the attitude 
which I bring to that question is deepiy af
fected by views which I have sent on to 
Senator EDWARD KENNEDY with respect tore
lated problems, I am taking the liberty' of 
enclosing a copy of the letter that I have 
sent to him. I shall not, accordingly, restate 
opinions developed there at some length. 

In my judgment, the Congress is empow
ered· to vitalize and make effective the 14th 
amend·ment's assurance of equal protection 
of the laws. It seems to me clear, accord
ingly, that if the Congress is persuaded that 
there is an undesirable inequality in a 
State's exclusion from the suffrage of liter
ate citizens who do not speak English, the 
Congress may constitutionally outlaw the 
discrimination. The fact that the 14th 
amendment, of its own force, does not create 
a barrier to such a State requirement, in my 
judgment, does not mean that the Congress 
is powerless to define and enforce what must 
be acknowledged to be a wholly rational 
principle of equality. It is important to 
remember, I think, that no special sanctity 
safeguards State powers to fix the qualifica
tion of electors under article I, section 2. 
Those powers deserve political and consti
tutional respect, of course, but they have no 
greater claim to deference than any other 
State power that must bend to the author
ity conferred upon the Congress in the Civil 
War amendments. Were the suggested stat
ute to be given effect in a community where 
Spanish-speaking Puerto Ricans, enjoying 
American citizenship, would be its benefi
ciaries, I should suppose that the Nation's 
responsibility to secure tranquil and under
standi:ng relationships with the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico would provide a spe
cial justification for the congressional in
sistence upon a higher degree of political 
equality than has been attainable while 
State discriminations against literate citi
zens who do not speak English have been in 
force. 

Among the possib111ties under considera
tion may be a statute qualifying literate 
citizens who do not speak English to vote in 
Federal elections. I should suppose that 
such a statute would not only find its justi
fication in the congressional ".power to 
enforce the equal protection clause· but in its 
authority to define and secure privileges of 
U.S. citizenship. I myself would see no con
stitutional reason to deny the Congress to 
confer voting rights in State elections on 
American citizens. Those who believe that 
constitutional barriers to such drastic legis
lation exist, would not find it easy, I think, 
to deny the Congress the power to establish 
uniform standards for participation in Fed
eral electoral processes. 

I am afraid that these reflections may be 
of small use to you. I like to think, however, 
that the broader basis of principle that I 
have outlined in the enclosed letter may use
fully amplify this brief comment. 

Very sincerely yours, · 
MARK DEW. HOWE. 

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

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, as debate 
opened on H.R. 6400 on Tuesday, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary [Mr. CELLER] assured 
me he would accept this very im
portant amendment. 

The amendment before us is an es
sential part of any voting rights bill. It 
will enfranchise many citizens of Puerto 
Rican origin, educated in Puerto Rico 
where the classes are conducted in Span
ish. The New York State English lan
guage literacy test is a real barrier to 
voting. Only by showing proof of an 
eighth-grade education in a school con
ducted in English can a prospective vot
er escape this test. 

As a result of this requirement, thou
sands of Spanish-speaking Americans 
are unable to register. When he intro
duced the same amendment in the oth
er body, which overwhelmingly adopted 
it, Senator ROBERT KENNEDY of New York 
estimated that of the almost 480,000 
Puerto Ricans of voting age in New 
York, only 150,000 are registered to vote. 
Of course, I do not say that all the re
maining 330,000 would register were we 
to pass this amendment, but there can 
be little doubt that a very substantial 
number would. 

The amendment is simple. It provides 
that anyone who has completed the sixth 
grade or another grade level if the State 
so determines-in any public or ac
credited private school in any State or 
territory, the District of Columbia, or 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, will 
not be denied the right to vote because 
of an inability to read, write or under
stand English language. 

We must remember that the New 
Yorker of Puerto Rican origin has every 
opportunity to be as well-informed a 
voter as his English-speaking ne1ghbor. 
He reads the fine Spanish-language 
press. There are Spanish-language pro
grams on both television and radio. 
There are many Spanish-language peri
O<iicals. The schools he ·attended in 
Puerto Rico teach civics a.nd American 
history. 

The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is 
a showplace for all Latin America. Its 
cultural autonomy, including school in-

struction -in Spanish, serves as a bridge 
between the States and Latin America. 

Individuals born in Puerto Rico are 
citizens of the United States; we en
courage migration between the island 
and the mainland. It is unjust to erect 
barriers to the right to vote. 

The English-language literacy test is 
an arbitrary violation of the 14th 
and 15th amendments. The 14th 
amendment provides that no State shall 
"deny to any person within its jurisdic
tion the equal protection of the laws." 
There is no question but that in New 
York thousands of American citizens 
have been denied this equal protection 
of the laws. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time for the Con
gress to put an end to this arbitrary 
standard. It is time for the Congress 
to end this blatant form of voting dis
crimination in New York City. I have 
fought consistently against the literacy 
test, and I am delighted that we are 
taking this step which will enfranchize 
so many American citizens. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GILBERT] 
for yielding at this point and rise in sup
port of his amendment. I also wish to 
commend him for having offered this 
provision, the passage of which is very 
important insofar as many citizens of 
my congressional district in Brooklyn are 
concerned. 

In our efforts here tlrls week to be of 
assistance to our Negro citizens in guar
anteeing their right to vote, this House 
should also take the necessary steps to 
correct the disenfranchisement of many 
foreign language speaking citizens now 
brought about by the English literacy 
test, such as is required in the State of 
New York. This test prevents many con
stituents of the 14th Congressional Dis
trict of New York, which I have the 
honor to represent, from voting, not be
cause they are not informed on political 
issues and candidates, but simply because 
they were educated in schools and 
brought up in families where the lan
guage taught and spoken was other than 
English. As the result of this require
ment thousands of American citizens of 
Puerto Rican origin in New York do not 
presently register to vote. But they are 
American citizens and entitled to vote the 
same as every other citizen. 

Mr. Chairman, I trust the amendment 
of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILBERT] will be adopted as it was by the 
other body, and by an overwhelming 
vote. I again thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I support very enthusias
tically the gentleman's amendment. I 
am extremely appreciative to the gentle
man for offering this amendment. I 
have had considerable experience in the 
area of registration and disenfranchise
ment because of the so-called language 
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barrler. The ·gentleman is to be com
mended for offering this very much 
needed provision. 
. Mr. GILBERT. I thank the distin
guished gentleman from New Jersey. 

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

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to go on record as supporting this amend
ment that would in effect say, "No 
American citizen can have the right to 
vote denied· by virtue of a non-English
speaking background." 

The non-English-speaking constitu
ents of my district in New Jersey have 
always been an important segment of our 
community. And I proudly vote to 
support this amendment that will guar
antee that nowhere in this Nation will 
anyone's vote be negated because of 
language. This protection would apply 
to the Spanish-speaking in the cities of 
the East and any other non-English
speaking people within the borders of our 
country. 

Our great Nation has gained much 
since the earliest days of our history. 
The roles of our early-day explorers are 
in fact replete with non-English names. 
A great contribution was most certainly 
made by those with Spanish surnames. 
Who can forget the brave Spanish ex
plorers who came into the Southeast and 
established early governments in Florida, 
and the same Spanish explorers discover
ing the wonders of our great Southwest. 

Even to this day the Southwest con
tinues to enrich its culture by the pres
ence of Spanish-speaking Americans of 
Mexican ancestry. The adoption of this 
amendment would serve as a commit
ment by Congress in recognition of the 
contributions of these people to our 
multi-ethnic Nation. 

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

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from New York. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the amendment of the gentleman 
from New York. 

I believe in the broadest possible fran
chise. It seems to me that when more 
people take part in the democratic proc
ess, democracy is strengthened, not 
weakened. While it is true that the po
litical dialog in this country is pre
dominantly in English, in certain areas 
where there are larger concentrations of 
people speaking other languages it also 
takes place in those languages. The 
facts and issues upon which voting de
cisions are made are discussed in those 
languages as well. The large number of 
Spanish-speaking Americans in New 
York, for example, have three excellent 
Spanish language newspapers-which is 
two more newspapers than many Ameri
can cities have. There are also anum
ber of Spanish language radio stations. 
And so from the point of view of an in
formed electorate, I can see no reason 
why this amendment should not carry. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from California. 

Mr. BURTON of California. I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 

New York for proposing this very 
thoughtful and useful addition to the 
pending bill. I fully support it and coni
mend its adoption to my colleagues. 

Mr. GILBERT. I thank the gentle
man from California. 

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

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. FINO. I want to thank the gen
tleman from New York, my good and 
dear friend, for yielding to me at this 
time. The gentleman from New York is 
a very distinguished lawyer and certainly 
is capable of handling himself on the 
:floor of the House in debate. 

I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question. Does he realize that under 
his amendment, if it is adopted, a per
son who is illiterate in English, and this 
is what it will do-will be qualified to 
vote? It will permit persons who are 
illiterate in English to qualify to vote. 
Does he nort realize that such a person 
who is illiterate in English in New York 
would be able to qualify as a juror. Is 
the gentleman prepared to try legal cases 
in the courts of New York with a jury 
composed of persons illiterate in the 
English language? 

Mr. GILBERT. As my distinguished 
colleague from New York certainly 
knows, this amendment refers to a quali
fication for voting. Such a person cer
tainly would be disqualified if he or she 
could not understand English so far as 
serving on a jury in a court in the State 
of New York. 

Mr. FINO. The gentleman fully 
realizes that in most of our State elec
tions and city elections, we have proposi
tions and constitutional amendments 
that come before the voters. Is the gen
tleman saying to this body that in o1Ier
ing such amendments and propositions 
that we are to have them written in Eng
lish or in Spanish or is he suggesting . 
that we have Spanish interpreters at 
every polling place? 

Mr. GILBERT. My colleague is ask
ing about a proposition appearing on 
the voting machines and I would say to 
the gentleman the same principle would 
apply whether it has to do with proposi
tions or whether it is voting for individ
uals for a particular office. The Puerto 
Rican community particularly, which 
this bill is aimed at, is very conversant 
so far as the political sciences are con
cerned. These people are quite adept. 
They have gone to school in Puerto Rico 
and qualified to participate in all a1Iairs 
of government. 

Mr. FINO. The gentleman is not 
answering my question. 

Mr. GILBERT. I am answering the 
gentleman's question. There are a suffi
cient number of newspapers printed in 
Spanish in the city of New York as well 
as television and radio stations within 
the city of New York which certainly 
would give these people all the knowl
edge that is necessary on the proposi
tions or any other matter that the voters 
have to vote upon. 

Mr. FINO. The gentleman has not 
answered the question. These proposi
tions and amendments will be printed 
in English on the machines. Now how 
are these people to know what part of 

the machine contains these constitu
tional propositions or amendments and 
what lever to move and what button~to 
press? 

Mr. GILBERT. As the gentleman 
knows, all these propositions and amend-
ments are in English. They are num
bered. When the person goes to the polls 
he certainly will know whether he wants 
to vote "yes" or "no" for a particular 
number, since he would be conversant 
with that particular amendment or prop
osition, as any other American citizen. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GILBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. FINO. As the gentleman well 
knows, under the amendment Puerto 
Ricans who are illiterate in English are 
to be given the privilege of voting, yet 
Jews, Italians, Germans, Poles, and all 
other ethnic groups who are naturalized 
American citizens could not vote even 
though they had shown some knowledge 
of English when applying for naturaliza
tion papers. 

Mr. GILBERT. That is correct. The 
people who come from these foreign 
countries to our shores should be con
versant with the English language in 
order to become citizens, whereas with 
respect to the Puerto Ricans it is en
tirely di1Ierent. They are American 
citizens by birth. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the REcoRD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

wholeheartedly favor this amendment 
giving the precious privilege and right 
of the vote to American citizens edu
cated in Puerto Rican schools. 

The Members here assembled have 
the responsibility of discharging, once 
:~.nd for all, our clear duty under the 
15th amendment to the Constitution to 
enact appropriate legislation to secure 
the right to vote for all citizens without 
regard to race, color, or previous condi
tion of servitude. 

Three times in the past decade we 
have legislated appropriately but not 
fully on the subject of voting rights. 
On each of these occasions we have 
stopped short of the full exercise of our 
constitutionally conferred powers in the 
expectation of universal accession to the 
spirit as well as the letter of the 1957, 
1960, and 1964 civil rights enactments. 
Time and events amply demonstrate 
that our restraint and hopeful expecta
tions have not been justified. 

In testimony before the Judiciary 
Committee in March of this year, Attor
ney General Katzenbach laid bare the 
record of noncompliance in selected 
areas of the Nation. 

In Alabama, the number of Negr-oeS 
registered to vote between 1958 and 1964 
has increased by 5.2 percentage points 
to a total of 19.4 percent of those eligi
ble by age and residence. This com
pares with 69.2 percent of the ,eligible 
whites. 
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In Mississippi, the increase in the 

number of Negroes registered to vote ~ 
even less encouraging. In 1954, about 
4.4 percent of the eligible Negroes in this 
State were registered; todaf the figure 
is estimated at 6.4 percent. Approxi-

. mately 80.5 percent of the eligible whites 
are registered to vote. 

In Louisiana, the Attorney General 
testified, Negro registration has shown 
no discernable increase. Thirty-one 
and seven-tenths percent of the eligible 
Negroes were registered in 1956. As of 
January 1, 1965, after almost a decade, 
the figure had increased by one-tenth of 
1 percent to 31.8 percent. The per
centage of eligible whites registered is 
80.5 percent. 

In light of these shocking statistics, 
the Attorney General's conclusion ap
pears inescapable. Our legislative ef
forts in 1957, 1960, and 1964 have had 
only minimal effect. They have been 
too slow. 

Mr. Chairman, these figures offer in
controvertible support for the adminis
tration voting rights proposal as rein
forced by the Judiciary Committee. I 
strongly support this legislation, and 
urge its prompt passage. But I also be
lieve it can be improved. For this rea
son, I urge adoption of an amendment 
similar to the one overwhelmingly ap
proved by the Senate on May 20 provid
ing that those citizens educated in 
American-flag schools in which the pre
dominant classroom language was other 
than English shall not be denied the 
right to vote because of an inability to 
read, write, or interpret any matter in 
the English language. 

The amendment, firmly grounded in 
the 14th amendment authority to safe
guard due process and the equal protec
tion of the laws, contains two major sub
sections. The first part provides that in 
order to secure these rights in the case 
of citizens educated in American-flag 
schools in a tongue other than English, 
a State may not condition their right to 
vote on ability to read, right, interpret, 
or understand any matter in the Eng
lish languaage. In effect, it prohibits 
discrimination in the exercise of the 
franchise against the American-flag edu
cated person who does not speak English. 

The second part of the amendment 
provides that no person who has com
pleted the sixth grade, or whatever other 
grade the State requires, in a public 
school in, or a private school accredited 
by, any State or territory, the District of 
Columbia, or the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, in which the predominant 
classroom language was other than Eng
lish, shall be denied the right to vote in 
any election because of his inability to 
read, write, interpret, or understand any 
matter in the English language. 

In other words, the completion of the 
sixth grade in an American-flag school, 
language differences to the contrary not
withstanding, is sufficient evidence of 
literacy for voting purposes anywhere in 
the United States or its possessions. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment is to accord equal treatment 
with respect to eligibility for voting to 
American citizens educated in Puerto 
Rican schools. 

This amendment, while applicable in 
all States, would cure the present disen
franchisement of Puerto Ricans in my 
own State becaUse they cannot read or 
write English. That the New York lit
eracy requirement is responsible for 
wholesale disenfranchisement of Puerto 
Ricans is evidenced by the low electoral 
participation of this population group. 
In all, there are 730,000 Puerto Ricans 
living in New York City. Although 
480,000 are of voting age, less than one
third of these, or only 150,000, are 
registered to vote. 

Under New York law, a person desiring 
to vote may either take the literacy test 
or prove his literacy by showing an 
eighth grade education in a school con
ducted in English. This requirement, 
whatever its origins, is an unreasoJ:?.able 
qualification for the three-quarter mil
lion Puerto Ricans who have come to our 
shores in recent years. It hampers, dis
courages, and frustrates the full and 
equal participation of these g09d citizens 
in the mainstream of American political 
life. 

A great many of these citizens of 
Puerto Rican origin received their edu
cation in Commonwealth schools where 
the principal language used is Spanish. 
This practice is authorized and sanc
tioned by the Federal Government. We 
could, if we so desired, provide for bilin
gual instruction or the exclusive use of 
English in· the Commonwealth class
rooms. Instead, because of our policy 
of cultural autonomy and self-determi
nation, we have fostered the present 
system which allows instruction in the 
Spanish language. Despite language 
differences, the Commonwealth system 
of education is patterned after our own. 

The requirement of literacy in the 
English language is made even more un
necessary and unreasonable by the exist
ence in New York of many and varied 
avenues of information which keep 
Puerto Ricans informed on public af
fairs in the Spanish language. New 
York has no less than three Spanish 
language newspapers and a radio station, 
providing abundant information on pub
lic issues. 

Mr. Chairman, no purpose is served 
by requiring proficiency in English as a 
precedent to registration where citizens 
are otherwise literate and have every 
necessary means to inform themselves 
sufficiently on current political issues to 
vote intelligently. 

I submit that in the existing context, 
the English requirement operates as an 
unreasonable classification of -our citi
zens. In testimony before the commit
tee, the Attorney General stated as 
much. He said: 

I think that the use of the English lan
guage test in New York with respect to 
Puerto Ricans serves to disenfranchise a 
great number of intelligent and able people. 
I think that is all wrong and I have never 
understood why the State of New York had 
it and why they didn't do something about 
getting rid of it. I would think that if this 
Congress wanted to get rid of that provision, 
it would be possible to do so. I think that 
if it did so, it should base that provision on 
the 14th amendment and be considered really 
a problem of due process, and I think that 
this Congress has the power to do it. 

I think it is sounder constitutionally to 
put that problem on a 14th amendment 
basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I would have preferred 
that New York deal fairly and effectively 
with this matter. Since it has not, I 
think that Congress should. I therefore 
strongly urge that this bill be changed 
to safeguard the voting rights of Spanish
speaking Americans. In this way, the 
bill would do equally in the various States 
what it has been designed to do solely 
in the South. 

The time has come to close the chapter 
of American history entitled "Voting 
Rights for All Americans." We can dis
charge this responsibility completely by 
insuring that the right to vote is fully 
shared by all Americans. We can insure 
this result by amending the pending b111 
to place American-flag education-re
gardless of language differences-on a 
level of equality with education within 
the United States itself, and thus giving 
the priceless privilege of the vote equally 
to all literate American citizens. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the necessary number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CEL
LER] if this may be construed as New 
York's amendment? 

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman has a 
perfect right to construe this in any way 
he sees fit. 

Mr. GROSS. I am asking the gentle
man if this is the New York amendment. 
He ought to know. 

Up to this point I have been pretty well 
propagandized with the idea that the 
Judiciary Committee was omnipotent in 
all things pertaining to voting rights, 
that this was supposed to be a perfect 
bill. Now we find that on one of the 
first amendments offered to the Com
mittee bill the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLERJ yields With the greatest of 
ease and accepts an amendment which 
would change the election laws of New 
York State. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the distinguished gentle
man yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Not at this point. I will 
yield to the gentleman later. 

I am wondering whether the omnip
otent Judiciary Committee gave any 
consideration to the pending amendment 
in committee. The majority on the com
mittee has turned down every other 
amendment which has been offered up 
to this point, so far as I know, but on this 
amendment, dealing with New York, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLERJ, 
very quickly yields and accepts it. 

What has happened? Was this 
amendment not considered in the Judi
ciary Committee when the bill was under 
consideration? 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the distinguished gen
tleman from Iowa yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I should like to have a 
response from the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLERJ rather than the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. RooNEY]. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I shall 
be glad to answer the distinguished gen
tleman from Iowa. 
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Mr. GROSS. I will get to the gentle

man from New York [Mr. RooNEY] in a 
minute, if I can get an answer from the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Of course, the gentle
man from Iowa knows that the Judiciary 
Committee is not going to make any 
reports or give any judgments for light 
and transient reasons. We did consider 
the Puerto Rican amendment. We had 
voluminous testimony on it, and no ac
tion was taken in the Judiciary Commit
tee. 

A. Member has a perfect right to offer 
an amendment concerning this situa
tion. An amendment has been offered. 

Mr. GROSS. Did the chairman of 
the committee support this amendment 
when it was offered in the committee? 

Mr. CELLER. I certainly do support 
it. 

Mr. GROSS. Did you support it ln 
committee? 

Mr. CELLER. The matter was not 
offered in the committee. Does that 
satisfy the gentleman? 

Mr. GROSS. No. Was it offered in 
1964? 

Mr. CELLER. Is the gentleman disap
pointed with that answer? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I am. Was it of
fered in 1964? 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the distinguished gentle
man from Iowa now please yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Does not 
the gentleman realize that this amend
ment was contained in the voting rights 
bill as passed by the other body and, 
furthermore, that this very amendment 
was a substantial part of the McCulloch 
substitute, which was voted upon and 
defeated here this afternoon? 

Mr. GROSS. I say to the gentleman, 
first, that the gentleman from Iowa is 
not always as enamored of the work of 
the other body as apparently the gen
tleman is. I am not concerned primarily 
about what the Senate put in its bill. I 
am concerned with the bill we have 
before us today. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. But the 
gentleman from Iowa voted for this pro
vision here awhile ago on the teller vote 
on the McCulloch substitute. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I voted for the 
McCulloch substitute, but the pending 
amendment was not included in the 
substitute. 

Apparently the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLER] is now ready to yield 
on all amendments that come before the 
committee. It will be interesting to 
watch developments from here out this 
afternoon, whether other special privi
lege amendments are as readily accepted. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. The matter is quite 
simple. This provision is contained in 
the so-called Mansfield-Dirksen proposal. 
It is contained in the McCulloch-Ford 
proposal. I do not know what more the 
gentleman wishes. It has now been of
fered, and it should be accepted. It is 

. a biparti~an proposition. 

· Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the 
point I am trying . to make is that this 
amendment is a direct invasion of the 
legislative power of the State of New 
York. It is my understanding that the 
gentleman opposed this move when the 
bill was under consideration in his com
mittee, yet today he readily accepts · it 
while opposing other attempts to improve 
what is patently a bad bill. I say that 
in the absence of any evidence that the 
voter qualification laws of New York are 
bad, we have no business here today 
usurping the authority of the legislature 
of that State.. · 

This so-called voting rights bill-the 
committee bill-is a delegation of power, 
an unconstitutional delegation of power 
to the executive branch of the Federal 
Government and to the U.S. Attorney 
General which I cannot support. 

I want · every citizen who can qualify 
to have and to exercise the privilege of 
voting. To that end, I supported the 
McCulloch substitute bill. I cannot and 
will not vote for the committee bill if 
that is the choice I must make, and if 
the chairman of the Judiciary Commit
tee continues to oppose amendments 
which would make acceptable the legis
lation he proposes. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed for an additional 5 
minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New York is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I am op
posed to this amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York because - it 
strikes down New York State's require
ment that voters have an eighth grade 
education in an English language school 
or demonstrate the ability to read and 
write in English. 

I object to both the procedure and 
substance of this proposed amendment 
because this proposal is unjustifiable on 
both counts as an amendment to the 
voting rights bill. 

The voting rights bill properly aims at 
safeguarding Negro voting rights against 
denial for reasons of race or color which 
denial is contrary to the 15th amend
ment. It is the 15th amendment we are 
seeking to enforce with this bill. It is 
the 15th amendment with which we jus
tify this bill. This politically inspired 
amendment has nothing, I repeat, abso
lutely nothing to do with denial of vot
ing rights on account of race or color. 

This voting rights bill, now before us, 
must not become the vehicle of a mul
titude of irrelevant and improperly as
sociated attempts to undermme the le
gitimate exercise of State po·\\·er to de
termine local voter qualificatians. 

No one--and I repeat that--no one 
has said that New York's English lan
guage literacy requirement has any ra
cial overtones that would justify its de
struction by a bill aimed at establish
ing Negro voting rights under the 15th 
amendment. 

This proposed amendment, offered by 
the. gentleman from New York, which 
would permit an individual who is il
literate in English to vote if he could 
furnish proof that he had completed six 
grades in a school anywhere in the 
United States including Puerto Rico, 
without regard to the language in which 
instruction was carried on, does not 
belong in this bill. 

Let me read to you some pertinent 
parts of an editorial that appeared in 
May 22 issue of the New York Times. 

Many of you gentlemen on the other 
side of the aisle follow that New York 
Times religiously. Let me read to you 
what they had to say on it. I quote: 

Ever since 1922, the New York State con
stitution has required that . voters in this 
State must be able to read and write English. 
Since most political campaigns are con
ducted in English and the affairs of the 
State are transacted in English, this is a 
perfectly reasonable requirement. A voter 
who spoke or read no English would have 
great dimculty in knowing whom or what 
he was voting for. 

The editorial continues and concludes 
by saying: 

Literacy tests have been misused in some 
Southern States in the past to keep quali
fied Negroes from voting. To prevent such 
misuse, Congress wrote into the civil rights 
bill a year ago a presumption of. literacy for 
anyone with a sixth-grade education in Eng
lish. This was a sensible and needed move. 
But the requirement to read and write 
English imposed by New York State has been 
fairly and impartially administered. It 
should not be destroyed by Federal law. 

The U.S. Attorney General Katzenbach 
has already expressed opposition to this 
proposed amendment because he feels
and rightfully so-that since discrim
ination against Negro voting rights is the 
particular target of this bill, it should 
confine itself to that issue. 

This type of amendment is quite dis
tinct and separate and should be con
sidered carefully and very carefully, on 
its own individual merits. 

I believe, however, that this amend
ment has no individual merit to stand 
on and for that reason the sponsor is 
trying to get it through on the back of 
needed voting rights legislation. 

Let me ask you: What is wrong with a 
State law that requires voters to have a 
certain reasonable minimum knowledge 
of the English language? I think that 
an English language literacy require
ment is a perfectly valid and fair State 
restriction on the franchise-so long 
as it is not used to deny the right to 
vote on account of race or color. 

Let me make one point crystal clear. 
We, in Congress, have no right to grant 
any citizen the right to vote; we have 
no power or authority or right to con- · 
trol, supervise, regulate or interfere with 
the right of any State to establish the 
requirements and qualifications of_ a 
voter unless there is reason to believe 
that these requirements and qualifica
tions are being used to deny the right 
to vote on account of race or_ color. 

As far as I am concerned, it is no more 
discriminatory to keep people who are 
illiterate in English from voting, than it 
is to keep 17-year-old college students 
from exercising voting privileges. The 
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English literacy requirement 'in New York 
makes no distinction between Jews, Ital
ians, Germans, Poles, Chinese or Puerto 
Ricans. The standard in New York 
State is fair-it is reasonable and it is 
uniform. It simply states that you must 
be literate in English _ and if you . are 
you can vote. 

This proposed amendment is more 
than unwise-it is blatantly discrimina
tory. It is the type of self -serving dis
crimination so often and so loudly urged 
by those who make the most noise about 
other varieties of discrimination. 

This amendment is clearly and defi
nitely - anti-Yiddish, anti-Italian, anti
Greek, anti-German, and so forth right 
on down the line. It is, in my opinion, the 
most discriminatory proposal ever of
fered in this House in my 13 years as a 
Member. 

This amendment discriminates in fa
vor of Spanish-speaking citizens who are 
illiterate in English and against all other 
citizens who are illiterate in English. 

Why single out Puerto Ricans? What 
about Jews, Italians, Germans and other 
ethnic groups who are naturalized citi
zens but still cannot pass an English lit
eracy test? If anything, they are more 
entitled to vote because as a condition of 
their naturalization they demonstrated 
some ·familiarity with both the English 
language and the obligations of citizen
ship. They have also demonstrated their 
positive- chQice of this Nation as their 
homeland. · 

There is a good reason for the New 
York State English literacy requirement. 
It is difficult for anyone not literate in 
English to vote intelligently on the nu
merous propositions and amendments on 
the ballot. As a matter of fact, our high
est court, the State court of appeals as 
recently as May 27 of th1s year upheld 
our State English language literacy re-
quirement. · 
· I have said that this amendment repre
sents pure political opportunism. I also 
think that it represents pure political and 
social' hypocrisy. I do not have to tell 
anyone here that the Puerto Ricans to be 
affected by this amendment-those who 
are illiterate in English-live in the 
poorest depressed sections of . the New 
York metropolitan are~. Many of them 
are persons who have long clustered to-. 
gether in ethnic ghettos. The English 
language is the veh1cle of their potential 
cultural and economic assimilation into 
full New York life. Other immigrant 
groups have profitably had to learn Eng
lish to walk the tenement trail out of the 
ethnic ghettos. 

Today, we are placing more emphasis 
than ever before on absorption of and 
help for deprived social groups, and 
rightfully so. Thus, it is paradoxical to 
me that we can even talk of catering to 
the forces of social reaction by disestab
li3hing the English language in favor of 
the Spanish-speaking inertia of the 
slums. ~ 

English has been a vehicle of ethpic 
progress in New York. Past generations 
of Jews, Italians, Irish, Germans and 
others have shed the speech of the old 
country .in favor of the speech of the new 
world. · English has truly been a ladder 
to Americanism, an hicentive to assimi-

lation and a beacon light- to the path 
leading out of. the slums to the tree-lined 
streets beyond. · 

I strongly believe it would be socially 
self-defeating to undermine the cultural 
position of the English language in New 
York. It is no instrument of privilege; 
it ·is a ladder to equality, and climbing 
it ·teaches us an unmatchable lesson in 
citizenship. 

We hear much these days of making 
things up -to socially deprived groups. 
We are urged to support all kinds of 
programs to aid those who society has 
supposedly until recentlY. ignored. I 
support these programs, but I insist that 
they have interwoven among them the 
strong fabric of self-help, and this in
cludes the process of linguistic assimi
lation which has characterized the long, 
hard-won success story of our many im
migrant groups whose sons sit by the 
scores, by the hundreds in th1s House 
today. 

It will be said that the Spanish-speak
ing poor in New York will profit from 
their· increased political strength. I 
rather think that it will be unscrupulous 
political leaders who will profit. This is 
the group that has profited from easily 
led, semiliterate voting blocs in the past. 
New York does not need this. It is not 
true social progress. 
_ I urge the _retention of English in its 
tried. af\d true position-as an incentive 
to ethnic self-help and a ladder to full
fledged Americanism. I think that the 
amendment before us today represents 
social hypocrisy, political opportunism, 
legal irrelevancy and a host of other fail
ings. 

There is no discrimination, no 
abridgemen't "of privileges or immuni
ties of citizens" in keeping people who 
are illiterate in English from voting. 
This literacy requirement makes good 
sense and the -amendment before us 
should be defeated. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MULTER]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FINO] apparently either ignores the 
language or failed to read the amend
ment as offered. There is nothing in it 
that will discriminate against anyone 
who is literate only in a language other 
than English. It merely protects those 
attending American schools which teach 
a language other than the English lan
guage. It refers only to schools in the 
United States and the District of Colum
bia and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico which, of course, is part of the 
United States. 
_ He also overlooks· the fact that noth
ing as now contained in the law of the 
State of New York or any other State 
as· to a;n 8-year requirement instead of a 
6.-:Year ·require~Emt will be a:ff~t~. 
They are all excepted by the very lan
guage of the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. CONTE]. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, we are 
nearing the end of our discussion on_ what 
certainly ranks with the most significant 
legislative acts ever undertaken py the 
Congress with respect to the constitu
tional rights of our citizens. Through
out the debate, which has at - times 
brushed against some of the most explo
sive issues of our time, I have been struck 
by the singlliarly h1gh plane of our dis-
cussion. . 

We have debated for the most part 
between two versions of a proposal which 
seek to accomplish virtually the same 
goal-protection and implementation of 
voting rights for every citizen of the 
United States regardless of race. The 
arguments against the principle em
bodied in both these bills have lacked 
the fiery conviction and rocklike stub
bornness of former debates over other 
types of civil rights legislation. And I 
suggest that the remarkable tenor of our 
debate may very likely be the single most 
significant accomplishment of this pro
posal. . Perhaps we are, indeed, on the 
threshold of a solution to the problem 
that has defied the best statesmen of 
this Nation for more than 100 years. 

Like others in this body, I introduced 
a proposal of my own on voting rights 
earlier in this sessiorr. I introduced H.R. 
4549 on February,_8: · My bill included 
many of the provisions--or very similar 
ones-which are contained in both the 
so-called administration bill, H.R. 6400, 
and the Ford-McCulloch Republican 
substitute, H.R. 7896. 

I have been able, as we all have, to 
find strengths and weaknesses in both 
bills. Just as there are similar pro
visions in both bills to my own bill, there 
are also conflicting provisions. 

However, on the balance I must con
cede that the committee bill, H.R. 6400, 
is the better- bill and I intend to vote 
for it. 

The principal differences which, in my 
opinion, make the committee bill better, 
involve the poll tax abolition, the so
called trigger clause, and the presump
tion of literacy test. 

Wh1le it may seem a more reasonable 
sort of trigger mechanism whereby the 
provisions of the act would be invoked 
if 25 persons complained of a loss or de
nial of voting privileges, it overlooks one · 
very fundamental fact-the very real 
and demonstrated fact of intimidation. 
Voting rights could be denied to a thou
sand Negroes-as, indeed, they have been 
in many southern communities-but if 
these Negroes are threatened and intimi
dated-again, as they have been .accord
ing to the record of the Judicicary Com
mittee hearings-you can never come up 
with the requisite number of complaints. 

It is far more realistic, far more 
efficient, far more effective, to have the 
automatic trigger mechanisms proposed 
in the committee bill, whereby Federal 
examiners will move into areas that have 
such devices written into local law and 
in area.S where the Attorney General can 
show evidence .of discriminatory prac-
tices. __ . - -

A presumption ~of- literacy bas~d pn 
completion of six grades of elementary 
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school education is also unrealistic. The 
simple fact is that few of the Negroes 
in the South ever reach the sixth grade, 
whether they are able to read and write 
or not. The right to vote must not be 
predicated on any test of literacy or edu
cational achievement any more than the 
obligation to pay taxes can be predicated 
on such tests. 

On the third key point, the poll tax 
issue, I must support full and complete 
abolition of this device. My conscience 
simply will not allow me to compromise 
on this question of the poll tax. It is 
unfair, discriminatory, and no matter 
how it is explained or excused or ration
alized, it has no other purpose but to 
abridge the constitutional right to vote. 

No m.aJtter what other provision may be 
contained in the bill we enact here, it 
cannot reasonably be expected to solve 
the basic problem so long as the poll tax 
remains a fact of life. 

It is not enough to permit these taxes 
to exist subject only to the change re
straint of due process. They can never 
be justified on any grounds because if 
you deny their use as a discriminatory 
device, you deny the only practical rea
son for them to exist. 

Of course, I agree that the committee 
bill can and should be improved. I agree 
thast it should be amended to include 
the title· III safeguards for guarantees 
under the first amendment to the Con
stitution which were proposed first in 
1957. I intend to support the amend
ment which will secure these vital safe
guards which will be introduced by the 
gentleman from New York. 

This amendment goes directly to the 
heart of this business of intimidation. 
As we 'have recalled this week, this body 
included such a provision in the impor
tant civil rights legislation of 1957. It 
was subsequently knocked out of the 
final bill and we have seen the conse
quences. We can 111 afford to overlook 
this important point any longer. 

Mr. Cha'irman, I would like to under
score the remarks made here yesterday 
by my good friend and colleague from 
Massachusetts with whom I was pleased 
to travel to Alabama in March along with 
other Representatives of the Massachu
setts delegation. As my colleague 
pointed out so graphically in his remarks, 
we saw with our own eyes how many of 
the precise devices we are now talking 
about were being used by State and local 
officials to d(my and frustrate Negro 
voter registration. 

We witnessed the drawn-out proce
dures, the lines of applicants, the mean
ingless trumped up requirements which 
these people had to meet in o:rder to reg
ister to vote. They were not illegal de
vices, of course, because no law specifi
cally ruled them out--that is what we 
are trying to accomplish right now. 
They were simple, devilish stumbling 
blocks intended to so frustrate and so 
confuse the registrant that he would 
eventually gi:ve up in disgust and despair. 

We visited Montgomery and Selma on 
March 15 and we saw the procedures 
then being used to register Negro voters. 
They had to stand in line for hours just 
to receive a number. On the first and 
third Mondays of each month, a block of 
numbers was called and the registrant 

had to go stand in line again to be inter
viewed and to take a qualification exami
nation. :rf he failed to respond when his 
number was called, he was canceled and, 
in order to register, had to start all 
over again in line waiting for a new 
number. 

In addition to the exam results, a reg
istrant was required to have a so-called 
sponsor vouch for him. The sponsor had 
to be a registered voter, of course, and 
in that area this almost automatically 
meant it had to be a white person. We 
learned that prior to the registration 
drive then underway in Selma, there 
were only 320 registered Negro voters in 
all of Dallas County out of a total non
white voting age population of 15,115. 

These are the delaying tactics, the 
:flagrant injustices which we can and 
must eliminate with the legislation now 
before us. We must take this further 
step toward full constitutional equality 
for all our citizens. 

My conscience and my conviction, both 
of which have been strongly influenced 
by events and deeds which I have seen 
with my own eyes, compel me to support 
H.R. 6400. I have seen the delaying tac
tics and the redtape spun out like a spi
der web in the path of these people. I 
feel H.R. 6400 will best cut down that 
redtape and it is my hope that H.R. 6400 
will prevail. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. O'NEILL]. 

Mr. O'NEllL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and· extend my remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'NEILL of MasSachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. This is not only a New 
York bill, this would affect the Spanish
speaking population in the city of Bos
ton, which is rising yearly. 

I 'believe that this straightens out an 
inequity in the present bill. We have 
had through the years of 1957, 1960, 1964 
and 1965 a voting rights bill. We will 
have voting rights bills in the future. 

While this bill was being heard by the 
Rules Committee they spoke about the 
right to vote, and the progress of there
quirements for voting through the years. 
I have prepared a record of these rights 
through the years. I know that the right 
to vote has not come easy to many peo
ples or to many races. 

THE RIGHT TO VOTE 

Mr. Chairman, as of today, all discus
sions seem to center around civil rights 
and its twin, the right to vote, all based 
on the one man--one vote doctrine. 

You read about sit-ins, economic boy
cotts, teach-ins, and freedom marches as 
well as the fight for liberty. The rights 
of the Negro must be protected. All lov
ers of freedom and liberty have been 
alerted. All the shackles which have 
hampered the Negroes' right to vote must 
be struck down. 

With all these contentions, I am in 
complete agreement. However, the right 

to vote freely did not come easily. At 
this time, it might be both helpful and 
informative for a native of Massachusetts 
to set forth some of the historical facts 
relative to the formation of a freedom
loving society in the State that has led 
the parade in the promotion, advocacy, 
and establishment of those laws, regula
tions and statutes that have blazed the 
way. Most of the firsts in progressive 
legislation, from time immemorial, have 
come packaged and marked "made in 
Massachusetts. 

As a native son of Massachusetts, I 
am proud of the record produced by the 
Old Bay State and will be most happy in 
recalling the outstanding record of 
achievement accomplished in colonial 
times by the pioneer people of the Old 
Bay Colony of Massachusetts, and in 
later days by the enlightened electorate 
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
we in Massachusetts, in the course of 
history, have gone through the experi
ence of having a property qualification 
for the right to vote; a poll tax provision 
which necessitated that the tax had to be 
paid and a receipted tax bill presented 
before the person assessed a poll tax was 
allowed to register and vote-this pro
vision was in effect up to 50 years ago 
and the poll tax itself of $2 was only 
repealed 2 years ago--residence require
ments have always and still have to be 
met before registering to vote; and the 
requirements that each person desiring 
to register to vote in Massachusetts must 
be able to write his own name in the 
voting register, and furthermore, the 
applicant must be able to read intelli
gently at least five lines of our State 
Constitution, printed on strips which are 
then drawn by the applicant from a 
barrel or box as if from a lottery. Let 
us run down some of the election proce
dures from the period when the Province 
of Massachusetts was governed by its 
charter of 1691 to the year 1780 when 
Massachusetts adopted its written con
stitution which is the oldest written con
stitution still in effect in the Western 
Hemisphere if not in the entire world. 

VOTING REQUIREMENTS IN COLONIAL TIMES 

In 1691-Charter of 1691 governed the 
Massachusetts Bay Colony. This char
ter required that a voter possess a 40 
shilling freehold; that is real estate that 
rented for 40 shillings a year, or any 
property, other than real estate, that was 
worth 40 pounds sterling, approximately 
54 pounds in colonial money. 

In 1692-A law passed in 1692, ap
portioning the number of representa
tives, referred to voters as freeholders. 
As a matter of fact, the phrases "quali
fied voters," "families" and "freeholders" 
were used interchangeably in the election 
laws and in references to elections. 

In 1726--Another change occurred in 
1726 when the words "qualified voters" 
were struck out and word "families" was 
inserted in place of "qualified voters." 
The assumption was that most men were 
heads of families as well as voters. 

In 1731-A law passed in 1731 used 
the terms "qualified voters" and "fam
ilies," interchangeably. Town petitions 
asking for legislation often used the 
word, "families" whenit obviously meant 
"voters." 
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In 1763, when Gov. Francis Ber
nard was in office, he used the word, 
"freeholders" when the meant "qualified 
voters." In other words, there were no 
other requirements, literacy, and so forth, 
for a freeholder. A freeholder was a 
voter, ipso facto (Mass. Acts and Resolves 
IV, 623-639, Apr. 30, 1763). 

In 1763, an interesting sidelight ap
pears as of this date. There was a dis
puted province election in Stockbridge 
in western Massachusetts. The contest 
was between the Indians and white voters 
for the control of the local political 
machinery. The Indians lost the elec
tion by a vote of 32 to 29. The Indians 
charged improper voting by unqualified 
whites. A committee of the general 
court went to Stockbridge and decided 
that the whites had won but recom
mended that the whites and Indians vote 
separately in the future. Probably the 
first real segregation test in America. Lo, 
the poor Indian lost out. However, it 
should be pointed out that in colonial 
Massachusetts the Indians had definite 
election rights as individuals, while the 
U.S. Constitution, article 14, section 2, 
still provides: 

Representatives shall be apportioned 
among the several States according to their 
respective numbers, counting the whole 
number of persons in each State, excluding 
Indians not taxed. 

THE RIGHT TO VOTE IN COLONIAL 

MASSACHUSETTS 

In the colonial period of Massachusetts, 
just prior to the American Revolution in 
1775 and the adoption of the Massachu
setts constitution in 1780, there were 
thre-e persons appointed by King James II 
of England to be Governor of the Prov
ince of the Massachusetts Bay. They 
were Gov. William Shirley who served 
from 1741 to 1749 and again from 1753 
to 1756; Gov. Francis Bernard whose 
terms ran from 1760 to 1769; and Gov. 
Thomas Hutchinson appointed in 1769 
and served until May 17, 1774, when the 
last English Governor of the Massachu
setts Bay Colony appeared in the person 
of Gen. Thomas Gage. 

Probably the very best way to interpret 
the feeling of the Massachusetts colonists 
of their resentment against British rule 
and their own personal desire to rule 
themselves by their own right to vote. 
The New England Quarterly in Septem
ber of 1952 made such an interpretation. 
It stated: 

In adcLition to using statistics for deter
ming colonial democracy, we can find out 
what the people themselves thought at the 
time. Men are often motivated by what 
they believe to be true, not necessarily what 
is true. So we need to know two things: 
( 1) Did colonials believe that most of the 
people could vote, and (2) did the political 
machine operate in their interests once they 
had voted, or was political control in the 
hands of a colonial aristocracy? 

We would be just as mistaken about that 
period as we would be about our own if we 
assumed that the actual vote represented the 
potential vote. As Thomas Paine said, a man 
who fails to vote can blame only himself for 
the consequences. Actually, as Boston rec
ords show, the people turned out when they 
thought there was an issue and stayed at 
home when there was none. Only 192 voted· 
in Boston in 1729, but when paper money 
became the issue in 1732, the vote jumped 

to 655. From 334 in 1761, the vote went to 
1,089 in 1763; when Samuel Adatns' control 
was at stake in 1772, 723 voted, but only 272 
bothered to ballot in 1776. 

GOVERNOR SHIRLEY'S VIEWS. 

From the following evidence, Governor 
Shirley obviously believed Boston was par
ticularly democratic. British efforts to im
press seamen in Boston brought on a riot 
which the militia, sympathizing with the 
rioters, refused to suppress. The Governor 
blamed the democratic constitution of Bos
ton, for he said that any 10 persons could 
petition a town meeting where the poorest 
inhabitants, by their constant ~ttendance, 
were generally the majority and outvoted the 
gentlemen, merchants, traders, and better 
part of the inhabitants. 

Undoubtedly Shirley's experience with 
Boston democracy influenced the advice he 
gave the British on ways to check democracy 
in a proposed new government for Nova Sco
tia. He recommended triennial instead of 
annual elections because he said the repre
sentatives curried the voters' favor by oppos
ing the Governor, especially just before an 
election. He also advocated limitations on 
the number of representatives and council
ors and preservation of the balance between 
them-a balance which he said had already 
been destroyed in Massachusetts. Above all, 
the King should control the incorporation of 
towns. Experience had demonstrated the 
pernicious influence of Boston on other 
towns and their representatives, he conclud
ed, for in Boston, all points were carried "by 
the mobbish factious spirit of the populace" 
in their town meetings. If there was gov
erning merchant aristocracy in Boston, Shir
ley was not aware of it. 

Popular opinion also prevented Gov. Wil
liam Shirley from getting the legislature to 
vote him a fixed salary instead of annual 
grants. He told the Lords of Trade that the 
people generally had such a strong aversion 
to a fixed salary that even those representa
tives who favored it dared not support it, for 
they were elected annually and were extreme
ly dependent on their constituents. So de
mocracy opera ted in economic as well as po
litical spheres. 

GOVERNOR BERNARD'S VIEWPOINT 

By 1766, Governor Bernard, declaring that 
the issue was now subjection to Great Brit· 
ain, said royal government in the colony 
could never recover its authority without 
British aid, for the people had felt their 
strength and would not submit to anything 
they disliked. The Colony was democratic in 
all respects except the appointment of a Gov
ernor, and was especially democratic in the 
appointment of a council. 

Bernard was quite right: as fast as a coun
cilor or representative showed his colors as 
pro-British, out he went. Speaking of the 
election of 1769, Bernard wrote: "The fac
tion had previously declared that they would 
clear the council of Tories: by this denomi
nation they signify all those who are disposed 
to support the King's government, to ac
knowledge the authority of Parliament, and 
to preserve the people from a democratical 
despotism. (Councilors Flucker, Roper, 
Paine, and Worthington) were flung out by 
such large majorities, and the others, except
ing the new ones and one or two more, elect
ed so nearly unanimously, that it afforded 
a strong instance of the absoluteness of the 
faction as well as their disposition to abuse 
their power. A similar fate had befallen 
Tory representatives. 

GOVERNOR HUTCHINSON'S OPINIONS 

In 1767, Hutchinson summarized his view 
of Massachusetts democracy as follows: 
"every town is of course a distinct corpora
tion with powers of making bylaws, raising 
money, etc., and hold their meetings when 
and as often as they please. All matters are 
determined by the majority of voices and 

although the province law provides that a 
man who does not pay a small tax shall not 
be deemed a qualified voter yet it is not 
1 time in 20 that any scrutiny is made 
500 or 600 are upon the floor together upon 
a level to all intents and purposes one only 
excepted who pro hac vice only is raised 
above the rest to put to vote such questions 
as are called for. The town of Boston is an 
absolute democracy and I am mistaken if 
some of the inhabitants don't wish for · an 
independence upon province authority as 
much as they wish to see the province inde
pendent of the authority of Parliament. 
Every man in the Government being a legis
lator in his town thinks it hard to be obliged 
to submit to laws which he does not like 
and which were made by a house of repre
sentatives consisting of 100 men for one or 
two only of which he could give his vote 
and it is harder that a council who are still 
in a more distant relation to him should have 
a share in these laws and harder still that 
a governor in whose appointment he had 
no voice should control or restrain both 
council and house • • • ." As later events 
demonstrated, the people of Massachusetts 
were hardly the anarchists Hutchinson de
picted them to be. 

One episode which aroused intense interest 
and showed both the nature and workings 
of Massachusetts democracy was the Land 
Bank or manufactory scheme of 1740. 
Thomas Hutchinson, Boston merchant
politican who opposed the bank, said the 
700 or 800 partners were "some few of rank 
and good estate, but generally of low condi
tion among the plebians (sic) and of small 
estate and many of them perhaps insolvent." 
"The needy part of the province in general 
favored the scheme,'' he continued, but "one 
of their votes will go as far in popular elec
tions as one of the most opulent." 

Thomas Hutchinson also had a taste of 
Boston democracy. Having made himself 
unpopular by favoring hard money instead 
of paper money, Hutchinson wrote plaintively 
to his friend Israel Williatns of Hatfield after 
the election of 1749: "You have heard my 
fate. I could make but about 200 votes in 
near 700. They were the principal inhabi
tants but you know we are governered not 
by weight but by numbers." 

Still other witnesses lend their weight to 
the view that colonial Massachusetts was 
democratic. John Adatns said that all an 
artful man had to do to win the votes of the 
"rabble" which frequented the taverns was 
to win the favor of the tavernkeeper. The 
rabble, he continued, comprise "a very large, 
perhaps the largest number of voters" in 
many towns. Governor Bernard complained 
to the British that it was unfortunate for 
the council to be elected annually by the 
people's representatives, for this made the 
council much too popular to serve as medi
ator between Crown and people. Councilors 
were greatly influenced by the desire to be 
reelected-a fact well known to everyone
and he considered it "highly indecent" that 
councilors should be publicly threatened 
with defeat for what they did in the council. 
Today we consider this the very essence of 
democratic government. British ministers 
condemned the popularly elected house of 
representatives for refusing to obey the 
King's instruction or to provide adequately 
for the Governor, and on all occasions affect
ing "too great an independence on their 
mother kingdom." Continued the minis
ters: "The assembly is generally filled with 
people of small fortunes and mean capaci
ties, who are easily led into any measures, 
that seem to enlarge their liberties and priv
ileges, how detrimental soever the same may 
be to Great Britain, or to Your Majesty's 
royal prerogative." 

Time and again Governor Hutchinson la
mented both the dominance of democracy 
and the absurdity of democratic idea.a. Be 
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declared that the disturbances had brought 
"not only into the house but the council the 
lower orders of people," and he expressed 
the hope that the next election would return 
a better house. As things stood, he said, 
"government has but few supporters, and 
they will not attend when they are most 
wanted." He urged these supporters to at
tend the meetings of the legislature, and 
hoped that the "good" towns :would send 
two delegates. "But," he warned his corre
spondent, "remember you don't live in the 
commonwealth of Plato but m· the dregs of 
Romulus." "Can anything be more absurd," 
he asked of former Gov. Thomas Pownall, 
" than for the representatives of a people 
to declare that all power is to be ex
ercised for the good of the people and they 
are to judge when it is so exercised and 
submit or not submit · accordingly?" 
There seems to };lave been little doubt in 
Hutchinson's mind that without the check 
of the British Government, democracy 
would have reigned supreme in MasSachu
setts, and that it was doing pretty well 
anyway. 

A few more examples will suffice to show 
that whatever present day historians may 
think about early Massachusetts, men at the 
time at least considered it democratic. There 
is the statement by Benjamin Franklin that 
in New England every man was a freeholder 
and had a vote in public affairs. There is 
also the quoted interview of a veteran of the 
Revolution: "Young man, what we meant in 
going for those redcoa~ts, was this: we always 
had governed ourselves and we always meant 
to." 

If there be those who still think colonial 
Massachusetts was undemocratic and gov
erned by a merchant aristocracy, let them 
read the following letter which Hutchinson 
sent to Hillsborough. He said he was send
ing a copy of the Boston Gazette containing 
the proceedings at the election and Boston's 
instructions to its representatives. These 
were criminal, he declared, but were looked 
upon as a matter of course, "the meetings of 
that town being constituted of the lowest 
class of the people under the inft.uenc.e of a 
few of a higher class but of intemperate and 
furious dispositions and desperate fortunes. 
Men 6f property and of the best character 
have deserted these meetings where they are 
sure of being affronted. By the Constitution 
40 pounds sterl-which they say may be 
in cloaths household furniture or any sort 
of property is a qualification and even into 
that there is scarce ever any inquiry and 
anything with the appearance of a man is 
admitted without scrutiny." 

What else could one ask in the name of 
democracy? 

As far as Massachusetts is concerned, 
colonial society and the American Revolu
tion must be interpreted in terms of some
thing very close to a complete democracy 
with the exception of British restraints. 
There were doubtless a few men who could 
not vote, but they must have been few in
deed. Obviously the common man had come 
into his own in Massachusetts long before 
the time of Andrew Jackson. 

NOW COMES THE REVOLUTION 

The Boston Tea Party, the Boston mas
sacre, the Battle of Lexington and Con
cord, the Battle of Bunker Hill, and the 
evacuation of the British troops from 
Dorchester Heights on March 17, 1776, 
all presaged the dawn of the American 
Revolution and the formal breaking of 
political ties with England. Success 
crowned the American efforts to achieve 
the objectives of the American Declara
tion of Independence proclaimed July 4, 
1775, which stated: 

That they (men) are endowed by their 
Creator with certain inalienable rights, that 

among them are life, liberty, and the p~uit 
of happiness. That to secure these rights, 
governments are instituted among men, de
riving their just powers from the consent of 
the governed. 

With the surrender of the British un
der General Cornwallis at Yorktown, 
peace came to the American Colonists. 

MASSACHUSETTS CONSTITUTION OF 1780 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
immediately drew up its constitution. 

Today the Massachusetts constitution 
of 1780 is the oldest written constitution 
in effect in this hemisphere, and perhaps 
in the world. It has survived for three 
reasons. A man of genius, John Adams, 
made the first draft. It is based four
square on the doctrine of natural rights, 
and demonstrates this by putting its 
"Declaration of Rights" in front of the 
organizational chapters of its "Frame of 
Government." Most important, it is 
based on a faith in democracy. 

Our constitution has been a model for 
others. Its drafter, John Adams, said 
with much truth: "I made a constitu
tion for Massachusetts which finally 
made the Constitution of the United 
States," as will be seen by comparing our 
constitution with its 7 years younger sis
ter, the Federal Constitution of 1787. 
Our declaration of rights is a model for 
the Federal Bill of Rights, the first 10 
amendments, which were added at the 
express suggestion of the Massachusetts 
Ratifying Convention of 1788, the first 
offlcial suggestion to come from one of 
the States. The words of article XXX 
of our declaration of rights are consid
ered the embodiment of the American 
doctrine of the separation of the powers. 
Indeed, a president of the American His
torical Association, Andrew J. McLaugh
lin, in 1914 stated that the formation of 
the Massachusetts Constitution was the 
most significant single event of the Amer
ican Revolution, because it "answered, in 
itself, the problem of how men could 
make a government of their own free 
will." 

THE COMING OF THE UNITED STATES 
CONSTITUTION 

When the American Colonies declared 
their independence from England in 
1776, they represented a truly rural and 
agricultural Nation. Three percent of 
the colonists lived in nonrural communi
ties. There were not more than 24 in
corporated municipalties in all the 
Thirteen Original States. 

The radicals of the day dominated the 
Nation's politics during the writing of 
the Articles of Confederation and the 
Declaration of Independence (both 
17"76) . They saw to it that they were 
adopted by "delegates of the States" and 
that the States severally entered "into a 
firm league . of friendship with each 
other." Each State retained its "sov
ereignty, freedom and independence." 
The radicals feared and hated strong 
government-they were fully convinced 
that the unwise and arrogant policies of 
the British Government was the primary 
cause of the Revolution itself. 

Four years after the fighting had · 
ceased, conservative businessmen of the 
North and planters of the South were 
still trying to devise some sort of con-

stitutional reform that would meet the 
needs of the Colonies and make the Con
federation of States a going concern. 

In 1787, the Constitutional Conven
tion met in Philadelphia. It was domi
nated by the Nationalists or Fed
eralists of that day. They demanded 
a strengthened central government. 
That is what they got. The new U.S. 
Constitution went into effect in 1787. 

U.S. CONSTITUTION 

We, the people of the United States, in 
order to form a more perfect union, estab
lish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, pro
vide for the common defence, promote the 
general welfare, and secure the blessings of 
liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do 
ordain and establish this Constitution for 
the United States of America. 

The fighting preamble to the new U.S. 
Constitution satisfied only partially the 
electorate of the United States. It pre
saged a long political battle on States 
rights, slavery, Federal control in dero
gation of States rights, the 14th amend
ment on citizenship and congressional 
apportionment, the 15th amendment on 
the right to vote which is the big. politi
cal issue of 1965. 

The Federalists were in control of the 
Presidency from 1787 until 1801 when 
Thomas Jefferson became President. 
The House of Congress and the State 
governments remained in the hands of 
Decentralists, opposed to Federalism, 
first known as Anti-Federalists, then as 
Republicans, later as Democratic-Re
publicans, and finally by the 1820's as 
Democrats. 

The Federalists were a class party of 
commerce, industry, and plantations. 
Thomas Jefferson made his appeal to the 
great mass of mechanics, shopkeepers, 
small farmers, skilled tradesmen, and 
other workers. He gradually · molded 
them into a party of the common people, 
a political development that was to reach 
its complete fruition, three decades later 
in the age of Andrew Jackson. 

GOVERNMENTAL TRENDS 

The State legislatures which had 
championed the Colonists against the 
royal governors representing the British 
Government, became the dominant agen
cies in government. The governors, on 
the other hands, had to bear the burden 
of the unfavorable image of the execu
tive created when their prerevolutionarY 
counterparts sided against the resident 
population. The legislature chose the 
other State offlcials, including the gov
ernor, who was limited to 1-year terms, 
had no veto except in Massachusetts, and 
could not succeed himself. It also se
lected the judiciary. 

In the cities, same pattern-the coun
cil possessed virtually all authority. It 
was headed by the mayor, who had no 
veto power and practically no executive 
power. He presided over the council and 
was a ceremonial mayor only. 

Almost all of the new States omitted 
property qualifications for suffrage from 
their constitutions. In the 1820's and 
1830's, the older States dropped their 
property requirements for voting-re
quirements that might otherwise have 
had important connotations for the ex
panding urban proletariat. 
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POLITICAL STATUS OF THE NEGRO 

The American Negro has been a for
midable part of the American scene for . 
more than 200 years. He was brought 
here as a slave. His forbears toiled on 
southern plantations. City life was not 
to their liking. But the great Civil War 
changed this picture. When the big 
southern plantations were broken up, 
most Negroes became sharecroppers in 
the South. 

A study of the percentage figures of the 
Negroes as compared to the whites in the 
United States shows some startling con
trasts. At the very beginning of the 
United States of America, in the 1790 
census, 20 percent of the population were 
Negroes. 

However, the low economic standard 
of the Negro plus a higher death rate, 
combined with a very heavy all-white 
immigration into the Southern States 
subsequent to the American Revolution, 
resulted in the drop of the Negro popu
lation down to 14 percent in 1860 and 
then slipped steadily dow~ to 10 percent 
1n 1930. This last figure of 10 percent 
has remained fairly stationary since that 
time on the national population basis. 

The Hoover depression in the early 
thirties temporarily stopped the move
ment of the Negro from the South to the 
great northern industrial cities. 

The end of World War I and 11 years 
of unprecedented prosperity that fol
lowed it, had caused a shortage of hard
manual laborers which sent thousands 
of Negroes to northern industrial centers. 
This movement of Negroes was accentu
ated by the shutting off of European 
immigration by the Immigration Act of 
1924. Nevertheless, at the end of World 
War n in 1945, the subsequent extraor
dinary prosperity that followed it, has 
caused a tremendous influx of Negroes 
to certain areas of the North. As of 
1957, census figures show that 1 of every 
4 persons in Detroit was a Negro, while 
the percentage in Chicago was 1 Negro 
for every 5 persons. 

The tendency of Negroes to :tnove into 
the so-called ghettos or blighted areas 
of the North has produced a situation 
that will show drastic political changes 
in such cities as Detroit, Chicago, Cleve
land, St. Louis, and Boston in coming 
campaigns. This Negro concentration in 
the northern core cities and the higher 
birthrate, will inevitably create a situa
tion whereby the Negro will become the 
dominant racial group in many U.S. 
metropolitan areas in the years ahead . . 

GROWTH OJ' FEDERALISM IN UNITED STATES 

The story of the centralization of 
power in the Federal Government is a 
most interesting one. It starts with ele
vation of John Marshall to the office of 
Chief Justice of the United States by 
President J Jhn Adams and continues 
right down through American history to 
our present-day voting in Congress on 
the right to vote law. 

The stream of decisions from Chief 
Justice Marshall frittered away the 
powers of the States and turned them 
into the Federal Government. No jurist 
has left so deep an imprint on the law 
and government of his country as did 

John Marshall, Chief Justice of the 
United States from 1801 to 1835. 

Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137 
(1803) must be acknowledged as the 
most fundamental, for here was estab
lished, once and for all so far as Amer
ican history was concerned, the right of 
the Federal courts to pass on the validity 
of congressional legislation. This power 
of judicial review was the foundat10n on 
which all the remainder of the Marshall 
court's constitutional doctrine rested. 
But once this power was established, it 
remained to assert the principle that the 
Federal Government could exercise not 
only those functions specifically author
ized by the Constitution but those im
plicitly suggested by the language of that 
document as well. It has seldom since 
been forgotten by the Court that, as 
Marshall put it "It is a Constitution we 
are expounding." 

McCulloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 
316, 407 0819). The McCulloch case, 
supra, was a momentous decision. The 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled that Mary
land-hence any other State-could not 
charter nor tax a Federal bank. The 
doctrine of implied powers stemmed from 
this decision. State laws which stood in 
the way of Federal jurisdiction were null 
and void. 

The inability of the American people 
to solve the question of slavery, led in
evitably to the Civil War. At the end of 
the war, the 14th amendment was added 
to the U.S. Constitution on July 23, 1866. 
Section 2 of the amendment provided: 
Representatives of each State in the 
House shall be in proportion to the num
ber of persons in each State, excluding 
Indians not taxed, and specifically pro
vided for the reduction of representa
tion of any State that deprives any male 
inhabitant from voting-unless convicted 
of rebellion or other crime. 

The final clincher for federalism came 
in the decision in the case of Texas 
against White in 1869 which stated that 
the "United States was an indestructible 
Union of indestructible States." 

Then came the adoption of the 15th 
amendment to our U.S. Constitution 
which is called the right to vote amend
ment. This was adopted on March 30, 
1870.. It provided: 

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be den ied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State 
on account of race, color, or previoun con
dition of servitude. 

SEc. 2. The Congress shall have the pow
er to enforce this article by appropriate leg
islation. 

This amendment is practically a sub
stitute for section 2 of article 14 adopted 
in 1866. 

The Federal tide was running strong
ly and very little resistance was offered 
to it. For example, in 1927, a law was 
passed in Texas to ban Negroes from 
voting. No great stir against this kind 
of legislation arose in Texas but on ap
peal to the Supreme Court of the Unit
ed States the Court threw it out. 

Nixon v. Hernden, U.S. Supreme Court, 
1927. The ·1929 financial crash followed 
by 10 to 15 years of depression and dis
turbing financial conditions produced a 
deadlock on social legislation. 

THE GREAT AWAKENING 
World War II had 'come and gone, and 

84 years had come and gone since the 
15th article of amendment had been 
adopted and no legislation to carry out 
its obvious intent had been enacted by 
Congress. A rather innocuous suit of 
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 
347 U.S. 483 0954) was being heard by 
the U.S. Supreme Court. 

It was cl~arly an integration issue. 
States rights once again became a part 
of the arsenal of those who in the South 
opposed the integration of schools be
fore and after the U.S. Supreme Court 
decided in favor of a single national 
policy on this delicate but basic question. 
The U.S. Supreme Court threw down the 
gauntlet and ordered desegregation on a 
national scale. This was an earth
quaking decision. 

ONE MAN, ONE VOTE 

In 1962 in the Baker v. Carr case, 369 
U.S. 186, the U.S. Supreme Court de
parted quite radically from its previous 
position on apportionment of congres
sional districts as well as those of the 
senate and house on the State level. 
The 14th article of amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution was the law of the land 
and the districts should all conform rea
sonably to equality of voting or popula
tion strength. It stated that its yard
stick on apportionment was "one man, 
one vote" and moved immediately to set 
aside improper apportionments and set 

· up constitutional ones in their stead. 
In 1964, in the case of Reynolds v. 

Sims, 374 U.S. 802, the U.S. Supreme 
Court moved still further on the Federal
ist trail in ordering all hindrances to 
voting by Negroes to be struck down. 
This included poll taxes in several South
em States and literacy tests in all States 
wherein the conditions indicate that the 
Negro is not receiving equal rights. 

PRESIDENTIAL POINTS 

I feel that President Johnson, in his 
tremendous address before the Houses 
of Congress on Tuesday, March 16, 1965, 
stated the need for corrective voting 
rights in the United States when he said: 

It is wrong, morally wrong, to deny any of 
your fellow Americans the right to vote ln 
this country. 

The dignity of man and the destiny of 
democracy are at stake. 

Democracy delayed 1s democracy denied. 
Every American citizen must have an equal 

right to vote. There 1s no reason which 
can excuse the denial of that right. There 
is no duty which weighs more heavily on 
us than the duty to lnsure that right. 

No law we now have on the books can 
insure the right to vote when local oftlclals 
are determined to deny it. 

There is no issue of State rights, or na
tional rights. There 1s only the struggle for 
human rights. 

There is no moral issue. It is wrong to 
deny any American the right to vote. 

We cannot refuse to protect the right of 
Americans to vote. 

The President of the United States is 
my leader and I shall follow his chal
lenge and successful leadership. 

LESSONS TO BE LEARNED 

Now that the right to vote has become 
a national issue, let us all resolve to do 
our utmost to insure the greatest pos-
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sible number of registered voters in the 
history of the United States of America. 
I do hope that the voting rights bill wtll 
provide for three salient things: 

First. Universal suffrage based on ' a 
6 months' requirement of residence. 

Second. Registration to be made avail
able to all eligibles at all registration 
places during business hours, except for 
periods of 30 days before primaries and 
elections in order to provide adequate 
time to prepare voting lists by the elec
tion officials. 

Third. Officials in charge of registra
tion shall provide, without charge, lists 
of all unregistered voters in their area 
to all duly organized political committees 
and ali political candidates upon their 
request for same. , 

MASSACHUSETTS' SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM 

In Massachusetts, we have been draft
ing, filing, speaking in behalf of, and 
finally have succeeded in passing enough 
registration bills so as to make our situa
tion here from the point of registration a 
great success. This work covers a period 
of 40 years. For the record, I would like 
to give to this House some suggestions 
that might be very helpful nationally. 

In 1922 all towns under 5,000 popula
tion were not obligated to publish or dis
tribute street lists of all persons 20 years 
of age or older. Street lists in the larger 
towns and cities were not compiled uni
formly. Some would be arranged by 
streets while others would have the per
sons listed in alphabetical order. Many 
times the lists would be separate for the 
men and women. . 

There was no requirement in 1922 that 
street lists should be available to political 
committees and candidates, free of cost. 
City and town clerks could ignore Demo
cratic requests for street lists completely. 
Or they could charge a fee for such lists. 
The names of aliens were not specially 
designated and the names of registered 
voters on the street lists were not starred 
or noted by an asterisk. 

Without street ·lists, there couldrbe no 
concerted registration drive. 

VOTING LIST DIFFICULTIES 

There was no uniformity or coordinf,t
tion in the preparation and arrangement 
of the voting lists. The pattern of prepa
ration for the police or street lists in the 
cities and towns, many times was the ex
act reverse to the makeup of their vot
ing lists. For example, street lists might 
be alphabetically arranged while the vot
ing lists appeared by streets. Oftentimes 
a punitive charge by the city or town 
clerk, in order to slow down Democratic 
registration, would be requested. The 
asking price ranged from $1 to $15 per 
voting list. In the 1922 Gaston-Fitz
gerald campaign, the cost for a partial 
roundup of this vital registration ma
terial exceeded $1,500. Sometimes, no 
price could produce a voting list for a 
Democrat. 

BASIC REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT 

Every person in Massachusetts who de
sires to register as a voter must be police 
or street listed. So street lists are a 
must, and in 1922, voting lists had to be 
procured for each ward and precinct in 
all the cities and towns. 

AUTOMATION " COMES TO REGISTRATION 

'By persistent, ' continuous legislative 
efforts, our registration laws have been 
made uniform and the work of registra
tion has been simplified as well as am
plified by the following procedures: 

First. Towns of 5,000 and under were 
put under general law. Street lists were 
required. 

Second. Law passed requiring street 
lists and voting lists to be similarly ar
ranged. 

Third. Law requiring street lists to be 
printed annually in all cities and towns 
not later than July 15 of each year. 

Fourth. Comparison law providing 
that voting lists shall be ready in all 
cities and towns not iater than July 15 
of each year. 

Fifth. Statute providing that both 
street lists and voting lists should be 
available and distributed, free of expense 
to all political committees and political 
candidates upon request. 

Sixth. Bill passed, requiring registra
tion in every ward of every city before 
each election following pattern of pre
cinct registration in all towns. 

Seventh. Requirement enacted that 
street lists should contain information 
as to the nationality of all aliens. 

Eighth. Law to provide that registra
tion should take place in all city and town 
clerks' offices during office hours. 

Ninth. Factory and mill registration 
bill that req'!lires a mandatory registra
tion session in a factory or mill, upon 
petition of 10 persons 45 days prior to 
primary and election day, 

Tenth. The last and best piece of reg
istration legislation is the law that the 
street and police lists in all cities and 
towns shall carry a star or asterisk op
posite the name of each registered voter. 
This means that the expensive and labo
rious checkoff system has been elimi
nated and with its elimination, the party 
workers know on July 15 that the residue 
of persons listed on the street lists that 
do not carry a star or a designation as an 
alien, are the eligible and potential new 
voters to be registered. And this infor
mation is available while there is still 
plenty of time · to take advantage of 2 
vital months of harvest this all-impor
tant registration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOWDY]. 

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, 1 min
ute is about all I would expect to use at 
this time even if I had been recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

I made the statement earlier that this 
bill is a local bill, and should be con
sidered as such. 

If the delegation from New York con
siders the State legislature of New York 
is incompetent to legislate on this mat
ter, and if they want the Members of 
Congress from New York to do so, our 
New York colleagues ought to get togeth
er and write it into the bill the way they 
think it ought to be, as applicable only 
to New York. That is the way local bills 
are written, and is the way they should 
be written. · 

The same applies to Massachusetts. 
If the State Legislature of Massachusetts 
is incompetent to legislate, let the Mem-

bers of this Congress from Massachu
setts come in here and let us write it in
to a bill for them. That is the way it 
should be· handled. This is a local bill, 
and shotlld be considered and handled as 
such; consider the wishes of the people 
from the various States affected as to 
what they think ought to be done in ref
erence to each individual situation and 
each individual State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
PUCINSKI]. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this amendment, but I 
would like the author to clarify one 
point. 

We, in Dlinois, have a requirement 
that a voter must be 21 years of age and 
he must be a legal resident of the State. 
There is no minimum academic require
ment in the law in Illinois. 

Am I correct in assuming this amend
ment does not impose upon a State a 
minimum academic requirement? 

Mr. GILBERT. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILBERT]. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, Ire
fer my remarks to my distinguished col
league from New York [Mr. Fmo]. I 
would like to draw to his attention the 
fact that the senior Senator from the 
State of New York, Senator JAVITS, is 
one of the sponsors of this amendment 
in the other ·body, and also that the 
standard bearer of the Republican Party 
and other parties in the city of New York 
sponsoring· this legislation just com
mended me for the introduction of this 
amendment. 

This continues to indicate the divisive
ness of the Republican Party on this is
sue as on other issues affecting the rights 
of the people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The que·stion is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILBERT]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. FINo), there 
were-ayes 110, noes 74. · 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
tellers. 

TeHers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. GILBERT 
and Mr. FINO. 

The Committee again divided, and 
the tellers reported that there were-ayes 
125, noes 94. 

So tbe amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAMER 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment o1fered by Mr. CRAMER of 

Florida: On page 24, after line 15, insert a. 
new subsection to read as follows: 

" (c) Whoever knowingly or willfUlly gives 
false information as to his name, address; or 
period of residence in the voting district for 
the purpose of establishing his eligibil1ty to 
register or vote, or conspires with another in
dividual for the purpose of encouraging his 
false registration or illegal voting, or pays or 
offers to pay or apcepts payment either for 
registration or for voting shall be fined not 
more than $IO;ooo or imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both: Provided, however, 
th~tt this provislon.shall be a.ppl.lca.ble only to 



16246 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 9, 1965 
general, special, or primary elections held 
solely or in part for the purpose o.f selecting 
or electing any candidate for the office of 
President, Vice President, presidential elec
tor, Member of the United States Senate, 
Member of the United States House of Repre
sentatives, or Delegates or Commissioners 
from the Territories or possessions." 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. CORMAN. I do not understand 
how comprehensive the coverage is to 
be. I wonder if the gentleman, in his 
remarks, will let us know whether this 
covers everyone who seeks to vote, or 
only those who might come under the 
provisions ·of the bill? 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I in
tend to cover that subject. I believe that 
those interested in broadening the bill by 
putting the Puerto Ricans under the 
bill will be interested in and not dis
turbed by broadening the bill by pro
tecting everybody in America as to the 
stealing of votes. 

That is what this amendment will 
cover. It will prevent the stealing of 
votes. It will prevent the buying of 
votes. 

This amendment was adopted unan
imously in the other body, by a vote 
of 86 to nothing. It is in language 
quite similar to the Williams amend
ment, which the other body adopted by 
a vote of 86 to nothing. 

This was done, I might add, after a 
quite lengthy debate over a 3-day period. 
Those who have read the debate, relat
ing to fraud, relating to the stealing of 
votes, and relating to the buying of 
votes-and I am sure every Member of 
this body recalls what happended in 
1960 and recalls many of the vote-fraud 
cases and the evidence which has been 
made available-will agree that a vote 
fraud amendment of this nature can 
prevent the stealing of votes and the 
buying of votes and is absolutely essen
tial. 

So if you want clean · elections in 
America, if you want to clean up the 
elections throughout this country, sup
port this amendment. It will apply uni
versally to the entire Nation. If you 
want those people who will be registered, 
as minorities, to have their votes mean 
something, then you will support this 
amendment, because you will not want 
their votes "watered down" by the steal
ing of other votes. 

You can register all of the minorities 
you want, but if you turn around and 
permit other people to come in and 
register tombstones, to come in and 
provide false and fallacious and illegal 
absentee ballots, to come in and buy 
and procure votes, to come in to float 
voters from one voting precinct to an
other or from one county to another 
county-who do so intentionally, know
ingly, willfully and purposefully to affect 
an election result-then you will just 
not give much of a remedy to these 
people to whom we are attempting to 
give voting rights today. 

This applies to everybody. This pro
vides for relief for everyone as it relates 
to preventing fraudulent voting. Now 

you have an opportunity once and for 
all to go on record as the greatest delib
erative body in the world, the U.S. Con
gress and this House of Representatives, 
and to put the world on notice that we 
intend in this Nation to have clean elec
tions, and not fraudulent elections, and 
not bought votes, and not procured votes, 
and not fraudulent votes, and not tomb
scone voting, but clean elections. If we 
do not do that, then voting rights in our 
very democratic system on which this 
Republic is based could be destroyed. 

The committee report discusses this. 
The McCulloch-Ford substitute bill had 
this amendment in it. The Ford-McCul
loch bill had this amendment in it. This 
was included in the Ford-McCulloch sub
stitute on page 25. It was the same 
language. Anyone who supported that 
should support this amendment. Any
one who did not support it and intends 
to support the committee bill should sup
port this amendment if they intend to 
do what they say, which is to give every
body an equal right to vote. If you do 
not support this amendment, you can 
register all of the minority votes you 
want to, but their vote can be stolen the 
next day or in the next election through 
these devices which have been used 
throughout this Nation in many places 
in elections. The RECORD of the debate 
in the Senate in 1965, on pages 8813 and 
the pages that follow shows the extent 
of fraudulent voting in this Nation. 

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

Mr. CRAMER. Yes, I yield , to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SENNER. Under your amend
ment, would it be possible for the Demo
cratic Party or the Republican Party to 
spend sums of money to encourage peo
ple to register and encourage people to 
vote? By your amendment you would 
prohihit this lawful activity and make it 
a crime, do you not? 

Mr. CRAMER. No, it would not. It 
was debated in the other body and it was 
shown that it would not prevent spend
ing money to encourage properly voting. 
It is not the intention or the purpose and 
it would not be a crime. 

Mr. SENNER. But that is what your 
language says. 

Mr. CRAMER. It is precisely the Sen
ate language on this point. It was 
adopted unanimously in the other body. 
Is everyone in the other body wrong? 
This same issue was raised there. I do 
not yield any further. 

In our committee report the minority 
views relating to the substitute version, 
here is what it says on page 50-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. Mr. 
Chairman, I take this time to call the at
tention of the House to another area that 
I believe has been neglected in regard to 
voting discrimination. In every election 
we have many millions of the citizens 
of our country who lose their right to 
vote because of moving from one location 

to another. If someone moves from my 
State of Michigan to another State, he 
may not be eligible to vote in a Federal 
election. For the last several Congresses 
I have introduced legislation which pro
poses an amendment to the Constitution 
to take care of this matter. I urge the 
chairman of the Committee on the Judi
ciary to give this his serious considera
tion after this legislation is taken care of. 

What I want to ask the chairman is 
this question: Is an amendment to the 
Constitution necessary in this area in 
order to protect the rights of these citi
zens who now lose their rights to vote in 
a Federal election because of their mov
ing from one State to another in view of 
the fact that we have just passed an 
amendment which I assume the chair
man feels is constitutional giving the 
Spanish-speaking citizens the right to 
vote regardless of State laws requiring 
they be able to read and write English. 
As I understand it, in the State of New 
York, the existing law now says that you 
must be able to read or write the English 
language. The amendment we have 
adopted is that this is no longer neces
sary for Spanish-speaking citizens. So 
the State law is then negated. Now, 
could we, by an amendment to this legis
lation, do it in a constitutional manner 
and provide that the citizen who moves, 
let us say, from my State of Michigan 
and is no longer a resident there, but 
has moved to the gentleman's State of 
New York, but does not satisfy the 
State's requirements for voting in a Fed
eral election or a State election--could 
he, by other than an amendment to the 
Constitution, be given this right by 
amending the legisiation we are con
sidering today? 

Mr. CELLER. The residence require
ment in New York has, however, not been 
found to deny equal protection of the 
law. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Is there any way 
we can amend this bill other than by 
going through the laborious process of 
amending the U.S. Constitution so as to 
give these people the right to vote in the 
State in which they reside at the time 
that the election takes place in national 
or Federal elections? 

Mr. CELLER. We would probably 
have to go through the route of a consti
tutional amendment on that score. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I would urge the 
chairman of the committee to give seri
ous consideration to a constitutional 
amendment in this area, because the sta
tistics indicate that there are 3 to 5 mil
lion people who are denied the right to 
vote in Federal elections because they 
have moved from one State to another. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I call attention of the 
committee to the fact that the commit
tee bill does prohibit and punish willful 
falsification in subparagraph (d), page 
28. It covers all elections. It covers any
one who seeks the help of a Federal 
examiner. It is as comprehensive as this 
bill. The additional language is vague. 
It would probably lend itself to frustrat
ing voter registration efforts of the civil 
rights groups in the South. I suspect 
that is its purpose, and I urge its defeat. 
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Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, we have had a great 

deal of experience in the State of Illinois 
and particularly in the city of Chicago 
with regard to voting frauds. As the 
gentleman has indicated who offered this 
amendment, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CRAMER], the results of the election 
in 1960 were very close and the final out
come was in question partly because of 
the close election in Illinois and because 
of vote frauds that occurred there. The 
situation which developed in Cook Coun
ty was that an election contest proceed
ing was filed in the county court. The 
Democratic judge, Thaddeus Adesko, 
disqualified himself and it was necessary 
to go away down to the southern part of 
the State in order to find another judge 
who was a Democrat to substitute in that 
court. 

There were 672 precincts, I believe, 
where there were discrepancies in the 
election. The discrepancies with regard 
to the elections were all rejected by this 
judge who came in from outside of the 
county. The situation was very :flagrant. 
It has been documented. As a matter 
of fact a Democratic special State's at
torney was appointed, Morris J. Wexler, 
for the purpose of prosecution. This spe
cial assistant State's attorney demon
strated in his report that the voting 
frauds there were deep rooted, that they 
were general throughout the area. Those 
vote frauds are a very sad commentary 
on election procedures in the State of 
Illinois and the city of Chicago. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this 
further. If this amendment will do 
something about that situation, and I 
believe it will, it would do great credit 
to this Congress and contribute sub
stantially to this legislation that may be 
passed. I am hopeful that the Members 
on both sides of the aisle will support an 
amendment which promises to produce 
cleaner and better and more honest elec
tions and which vests greater enforce
ment authority in the Federal field with 
regard to State and local elections, just 
as we are trying today to assure voting 
rights to all Americans in such State 
and local elections. · 

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the · gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
started to read just a few minutes ago, 
but was prevented from doing so because 
of objection to my proceeding for a few 
more minutes, from page 50 of the com
mittee report, the minority views. 

The reason for this amendment is 
stated quite pointedly and unequivocally. 
The objective is to get the right of every 
American, and so forth, to be assured of 
a clean election. That means whether 
there has been an examiner appointed 
or not. That means all America. And 
there are not going to be any examiners, 
or very few, if any, appointed in any of 
the 43 States outside of the 7 States, the 
so-called massive-resistance States, be
cause that has been the experience. 

Only the triggering device under that 
section 3 <a) relates to these 4:3 States. It 
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is a pattern or practice procedure. There 
have only been 70 of them filed in the 
last 4 years. There are not going to be 
hardly any examiners anywhere outside 
of the seven States. If this amendment 
is not adopted there is not going to be 
any relief so far as fraudulent and false 
voting is concerned. 

That is what the committee report 
says. The committee btll does not touch 
the question of ballot destruction or al
teration for the districts in which an 
examiner has not been appointed nor 
does it address itself to the giving of false 
information to election officials for the 
purpose of establishing eligibility to reg
ister and vote. Only falsifications be
fore examiners and hearing officers are 
prohibited. 

siinilarly, the vice of paying or accept
ing payment for voting is not even 
mentioned in the majority bill, in the 
committee-Celler bill. 

So 1 say you can do all you want to 
do with regard to registering these people 
which this bill is supposed to correct, but 
you are going to turn around and let the 
vote be watered down and stolen from 
them by these corrupt practices. If you 
think that way, then vote for this 
amendment. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the pending 
amendment. 

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

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATEs]. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. McCLORY] respecting the 
eleotion of 1960. President Truman, 
was once asked by a visitor whether the 
people where he came from said, "A hen 
lays or a hen lies." Without hesitation, 
Mr. Truman replied, "The people where 
I come from don't say either. They 
pick up the hen to see." 

What are the facts here, Mr. Chair
man? The facts are that in 1960 hold
ing office in the city of Chicago was a 
Republican district attorney, Robert 
Tieken. Holding office in the city of 
Chicago at the same time was a Repub
lican states attorney, Benjamin ~da
mowski. 

The Republicans set up such a howl 
about vote frauds that each of these 
gentlemen conducted an investigation 
with the full power of their offices to dig 
up the facts. After investigating, each 
of them came to the same conclusion; 
namely, . that there was no fraud. 

The speech of the gentleman from 
Illinois, Mr. Chairman, is a typical sour 
grapes speech that Republican Repre
sentatives from downstate often make 
about the city of Chicago. They cannot 
win elections on the basis of the issues, 
so they try to justify their losses on the 
basis of lies. But, Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Illinois is not fooling 
anybody. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, 
the colloquy which we just heard indi
cates why this amendment is not good. 
This is a contentious matter. The Judi-

ciary Committee did not go into vote
fraud cases in Chicago in 1960, or go into 
the subject at all. As far as the scope 
of the bill is concerned, the scope of the 
bill is designed to enforce the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. It has nothing to do 
with general voting problems. The 
speech by the gentleman from Michigan 
with respect to residence requirements 
indicates we have many voting problems. 
There is nothing in this bill relating to 
the one-man, one-vote proposition, one 
of the contentious voting problems con
fronting the Republic. This is a bill 
solely for the purpose of enforcing the 
right to vote under the 15th amendment, 
except as to the poll tax, to which is 
added the 14th amendment. That is 
why it is not in the bill, and does not 
deserve to be in the bill. 

I urge that the amendment be 
defeated. 

Mr. McCULLOCH rose. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that all debate on the pending amend
ment and all amendments thereto close 
in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. GRoss) there 
were--ayes 113, noes 60. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Does the 10 
minutes start following the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH]? 

The ·CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio will be recognized for 5 min
utes prior the limitation. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc
CuLLocH:] is recognized. 

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

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. CRAMER. I think the statement 
the gentleman just made should be clari
fied because his statement is not correct. 
This bill goes far beyond the enforce
ment of rights under the 15th amend
ment. I am sure the gentleman realizes 
it goes far beyond that. For instance, 
under section 8 under the observer sec
tion, that relates their activities to every
body and not only in case of those who 
have been discriminated against because 
of race or color. The observers observe 
relating to everybody's vote be they white 
or colored. I say we should have pro
tection for everybody against vote buy
ing and stealing just as we have observer 
protection for whites or Negroes in all 
areas of the country. Likewise as to sec
tion 11(b) it says: 

No person, whether acting under color 
of law or otherwise, shall intimidate, threat
en, or coerce. 

That goes far beyond the 15th amend
ment. 

The third example has to do with sec
tion 12 (e) . These are all examples 
where it goes far beyond the question of 
the 15th amendment. Therefore, if 
there is any question about it, it should 
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be raised as a question of germaneness to 
the bill-which question was not raised. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Cramer amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to 
the committee that all the tumult and 
the shouting and all the passing of legis
lation that will insure nondiscrimination 
means nothing whatsoever unless the 
vote is honestly counted, tabulated, and 
announced. 

I am sure that all of those who have 
exhibited an interest in seeing that peo
ple have the right to vote know that 
before the literacy tests were u~ in the 
South, and before the poll taxes were 
used in the South, that widespread cor
ruption was the method by which the 
Negro was disenfranchised. 

Mr. Chairman, there can be no greater 
disillusionment-there can be no greater 
frustration-than to lead a citizen who 
long has sought the right to vote, to be
lieve that he now has that right to vote 
and later for him to discover that that 
sacred right and that that sacred privi
lege has been corrupted and dishonestly 
used. 

I call upon you to search your con
science before you vote on this amend
ment. What harm can it do? Then 
measure that against the great good that 
will come from it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA of illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I regret that my distinguished and 
esteemed colleague from Dlinois [Mr. 
McCLORY], after spending all day in 
flirtation with his friends from Dixie
land, when the bells rang down the cur
tain on his and their cause, took out his 
distemper on the State of Illinois. I 
have profound respect for my southern 
colleagues and their loyalty to what they 
seem to feel is a southern cause. I wish 
that my good friend from Illinois could 
have shown the same loyalty to his 
State, and my State, Dlinois. 

There is not a State in the Union 
where there is a greater integrity at the 
ballot box than in the State of Dlinois. 
This has been the finding of a commis
sion of the highest standing that re
cently completed a study in depth of na
tional voting habits and practices. 

Irresponsible statements were made, 
with political motivation, to cover up the 
Nixon defeat of 1960, and a thorough 
investigation by a bipartisan group that 
enjoyed the complete confidence of the 
public showed that there was not one 
iota of evidence to uphold the allegation. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud of the State 
of Illinois, proud of its good name, proud 
of its good deeds, proud that in Dlinois 
no one is barred from voting because of 
race, or the color of his skin. From the 
bottom of my heart I deplore what I 
have witnessed today-a dragging in the 
mud of the good name of Dlinois, appar
ently in a vain effort to justify condi
tions in some other States where men 
and women of good will and of patriotic 
hearts are not, as in illinois, permitted 
to vote for the candidates and causes of 
their choice. 

I had thought the debate on the voting 
bill, revolving around an issue so emo-

tiona!, had been conducted on a high 
plane and in the best traditions of this 
historic Chamber. It must be distress
ing to most of my colleagues, as it is to 
me, that in the closing stages of this 
debate there was resort to a name calling 
so far below the high character of the 
debate that preceded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
DERWINSKI]. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
find it necessary to disagree with my 
distinguished colleague. As a Repre
sentative from Illinois, it is a great shame 
and humiliation to be subjected from 
time to time to discussion on fraudulent 
voting procedures in the State of llli
nois, since my early political career was 
conducted in the city of Chicago, where 
it is especially difficult f.or Republicans 
to survive, not merely on the basis of 
political philosophy but because of the 
method in which campaigns and- elec
tions are conducted. We went to elim
inate vote frauds and if we want to 
give everybody an opportunity to see 
that his vote is cast properly, there are 
things in Chicago that should be cor
rected. 

Much depends on one's definition of 
fraud. If coercion is a fraud, it exists 
in Chicago. If . bribery is a fraud, it 
exists in Chicago. 

I see no reason why my colleagues on 
the Democrat side of the aisle, who have 
such great respect for the mayor of 
Chicago, their leader, would wish him 
to be reelected again and again and 
again under the cloud of vote fraud. 
Why not permit this provision to apply? 
Why not have clean elections in Chicago, 
and in all of our 50 States? 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
WRIGHT]. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, last 
week we celebrated the 189th anniver
sary of the Declaration of Independence 
of the United States. 

That document contains a catalog of 
abuses which, committed by the English 
Crown, were found intolerable by those 
who created our system of government. 

Near the heart of the Declaration, one 
passage appears to state the essence of 
the grievance. Referring to the ''tyr
anny" exercised by the Sovereign, the 
authors of the Declaration of Independ
ence made the following indictment: 

He has refused to pass other laws for the 
accommodation of large districts of people, 
unless those people would relinquish the 
right of representation in the legislature, a 
right inestimable to them and formidable to 
tyrants only. 

Is this not precisely the identical abuse 
which this bill seeks to end? 

In 1856, less than 4 years prior to the 
outbreak of the Civil War, Robert E. Lee 
bared his soul and inmost thoughts in a 
letter to his wife. He wrote: 

In this enlightened age, there are few I 
believe but what will acknowledge that slav
ery as an institution is a moral and political 
evil in any country. • • • The doctrines 
and miracles of our Savior have required 
nearly 2,000 years to convert but a small part 
of the human race, and even among Chris
tian nations what gross errors stlll exist. Is 
it not strange that the descendants of those 

Pilgrim Fathers that crossed the Atlantic to 
preserve their own freedom of opinion have 
proved themselves intolerant of the spiritual 
liberty of others? 

The question today is whether or not 
this Nation is ready to let all of our peo
ple vote, whether or not it has attained a 
sufficient state of common enlighten
ment to do away with the superficial 
tests, devices, and artful subterfuges 
which have demonstrably required 
rather large segments of our citizenry to 
"relinquish the right of representa
tion"-a right which the drafters of the 
Declaration of Independence called "in
estimable to them and formidable to 
tyrants only." 

Coming from a state of the Old Con
federacy and steeped in the traditions 
and customs of the changing Southland, 
I believe that we are ready to let all the 
people vote. I have no fear of the re
sult. 

Either to promulgate or condone de
liberate restrictions designed to prevent 
the exercise by any group of Americans 
of this most basic and fundamental right 
of freedom would be to confess a shock
ing lack of faith both in democracy itself 
and in our state of general public en
lightenment. 

It has been 100 years since slavery was 
abolished and American Negroes were 
recognized as citizens entitled to precise
ly the same rights and prerogatives of 
citizenship that accrue to every other 
American. For the South to contend 
that today, after the passage of an en
tire century, descendants of slaves still 
are not prepared to assume this ele
mental right of voting, would be for the 
South to indict itself. 

I say we are ready to take this next 
step up the path of democratic progress. 
The most inspiring moments in our Na
tion's history have been those moments 
in which we have declared ourselves 
ready to take yet another step in trust
ing the people. 

Our Declaration of Independence itself 
was an act of faith in the average Amer
ican to establish and maintain a viable 
government. It set in motion through
out the world a chain reaction which still 
is bemg felt as other new nations emerge, 
almost hysterical in their quest for lib
erty but humble in the quest for dignity. 

Thomas Jefferson believed in universal 
manhood suffrage, and in his day this 
alone was a powerful act of faith. Many 
wanted to confine this right to the elite 
propertied classes. They feared the av
erage man. But Jefferson was vindi
cated, and other men in other lands took 
heart. 

In a later generation, we in the United 
States blazed the trail for the political 
and economic emancipation of women. 
This, too, was an act of faith. Some ac
tually feared the result, but most of the 
world has followed this example, and to
day it is a rare and exceedingly back
ward nation which denies to women the 
fundamental right of voting. 

The 17th amendment, allowing the di
rect election of U.S. Senators, was an act 
of faith in the intelligence of the people 
and in their capacity to choose for them
selves those whom they would have to 
represent them. There were some in 
that day who cringed in fear that this 
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reform would mean the end of constitu
tional government. But their fears have 
been proven to be unfounded. 

Twenty years have passed since the 
U.S. Supreme Court abolished the then 
common practice of the "white primary," 
which in many of our States was for 
every practical purpose the actual and 
decisive election. During those 20 years, 
neither my State or any other which had 
engaged in this practice has found any 
real reason for lamenting its abolition. 

The record is clear, and there can be 
no denying the fact that in some of our 
States today arbitrary and hypertechni
cal devices have been employed as a de
liberate subterfuge to prevent Americans 
with dark skins from voting. The courts 
have so determined in 48 separate cases. 
The records of inquiry conducted by the 
Civil Rights Commission are replete with 
proofs and examples. This is not only 
a denial of simple justice; it constitutes 
in some cases a calculated evasion of the 
spirit of the laws of the land and even 
of the laws of the individual States. 

The right to vote is a sacred right. If 
we value it for ourselves, we will not will
fully deny it to others. 

Since the time of Moses, the cry of men 
and women to be set free from bondage 
echoes through the long corridors of 3 7 
centuries of upward human struggle. 

If America today is in truth the mature 
and enlightened Nation which we believe 
it to be and capable still of presenting re
newed inspiration to mankind in each 
succeeding generation, we cannot in good 
conscience or in true fidelity to our own 
historic past do other than support this 
bill. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GROSS]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to commend the gentleman from Florida 
for his amendment, and I wish to say 
that it is difficult, if not impossible, to 
understand the apparent refusal of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLERJ 
to accept this amendment with the same 
dexterity with which he accepted the 
previous amendment. I cannot conceive 
of his opposition to an amendment which 
would provide for the outlawing of fraud 
and dishonesty in elections. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOWDY]. 

Mr. DOWDY. I thank the chairman. 
I should like to ask the author of the 

amendment, the gentleman from Flor
ida, a question. 

Do I correctly understand that the 
amendment covers the 50 States, rather 
than 5, 6, or 7? 

Mr. CRAMER. It is not discrimina
tory in nature, I say to the gentleman. 
It will give everybody relief, in all the 
States. 

Mr. DOWDY. I was hoping that was 
true. I wonder a little whether the 
amendment will succeed. 

Last year, during the debate on the 
civil rights bill of 1964, as Members will 
recall, I offered an amendment which 
became known as the tombstone amend
ment. The House, as composed at that 
time, did not want to prevent dead peo
ple from being voted. From the sound 
of things today, the House, as presently 

constituted, probably feels the same way 
as the one of last year. I trust I am in 
error about this, as I am a strong ex
ponent of honest elections. If we are 
going to invade the States and take over 
the election machinery in one respect in 
a few of the States, then, using the same 
reasoning, it seems to me we should do 
what we can to eliminate fraud, dishon
esty, tombstone voting, and the other 
means used to steal elections. 

I urge the adoption of the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
McCLORY]. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to assure my friend here in the House 
that I did not win any friends from Dix
ieland today either by kissing them or by 
offering my amendment which would 
outlaw and abolish the poll tax, which is 
something some of our friends in Dixie 
seem to revere rather highly. 

I should like to say, concerning vote 
frauds in Chicago, that I have seen them. 
I have worked there in the polling place, 
in the first ward in Chicago, and I have 
seen them buy votes in the polling place. 

That was a long time ago, but it is 
still going on there.. 

I have in my hand here a document 
which says, "Let the Record Show." It 
is prepared by Morris J. Wexler, a special 
State's attorney for Cook County, about 
the 1960 election. He was a Democrat. 
He reported on the voting frauds. 

He reported that where 75 votes were 
cast in one precinct for Mr. Nixon, they 
were counted as 7. He also pointed out 
some of the judges who were used in the 
election could not even count. They 
threw out all of the cases in 672 pre
cincts. A Democratic judge threw them 
all out so that they could not have an 
opportunity for a recount. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr . 
PUCINSKI]. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly resent the unjustified insults 
being hurled against Chicago by the 
previous speaker. The gentleman from 
illinois reminds me of the pot calling 
the kettle black. He has been so busy 
watching the voting in Chicago that we 
have a right to wonder ·who has been 
watching the store in his district. 

If the people of Illinois ever got a fair 
count, an honest count, in our heavy 
Republican areas, Illinois would be 
solidly Democratic for generations to 
come. 

The fact of the matter is that in 
1956-and our Republican friends do not 
like to talk about this-they stole the 
Illinois governorship. President Eisen
hower carried Illinois by more than 
850,000 votes, and the Republican gov
ernor was reelected by a scant 34,000 
votes, only after they held up the votes 
for more than 48 hours in one entire 
Republican county, because they wanted 
to see how far behind they were and how 
much they needed on the Republican 
side. 

Do not let our Republican colleagues 
kid you here in this chamber. They do 
a lot of shouting about dishonest elec
tions in Chicago because they don't want 
the spotlight turned on their own Re-

publican skullduggery throughout the 
State. Why in some parts of Illinois, 
Republican officials don't even require 
their voters to come to the polls. They 
merely call them on the phone and ad
vise them they're casting their vote for 
them. 

We in Chicago have conducted honest 
elections and the Republicans know this 
better than anyone else because they 
certainly have enough watchers in tra
ditionally Democratic strongholds. In 
the last election, even though there were 
thousands of Republican watchers 
throughout Chicago, there was not a 
single complaint about dishonesty. They 
didn't complain because they knew they 
couldn't make such complaints stick. 

Mayor Daley has done an outstanding 
job in restoring honesty to Chicago elec
tions after the heyday of Big Bill 
Thompson, a Republican, who made an 
art of vote thievery. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I resent the 
attacks on the election judges in my dis
trict which covers the entire northwest 
corner of Chicago. I have 484 precincts 
in my congressional district staffed by 
election judges who would never think of 
any illegal voting act. They are the 
most honest women in the world and my 
colleague insults their honesty and in
tegrity by suggesting any irregularities 
in Chicago. I defy anyone to show me 
a scintilla of evidence which would even 
hint at any wrongdoing in my district. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, regarding this 
amendment. It is now a Federal offense 
to buy votes under our bribery statutes 
of the Federal code. Adoption of this 
amendment would deny the right of in
terested groups to wage intensive regis
tration drives in the seven Southern 
States covered by this act. I'm afraid 
that adoption of this amendment would 
defeat the purpose of this entire act. I 
do not believe this amendment is neces-

. sary since all the offenses already are 
covered by Federal law. I don't need 
to apologize to anyone for my record 
to promote honest elec~ions. It was my 
privilege in 1948 to lead the campaign 
for installation of voting machines in 
Chicago to prevent vote frauds. I believe 
present Federal law makes vote frauds 
a Federal offense and I support such 
laws. 

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I support the committee bill 
to protect the right of all citizens to vote. 

This legislation is designed to assure 
this right where flagrant and blatant 
methods have been used to refuse the 
vote to some of our citizens. The Vot
ing Rights Act of 1965 has become nec
essary because some State and local offi
cials have refused to carry out the man
date of our constitution. States' rights 
carry with them States' responsibilities. 
Not all State governments, however, are 
accepting the responsibility of insuring 
that local elections will be handled in an 
honest and above board manner. 
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Much has been said about the denial 
of voting rights in Southern States, but 
too little has been said about efforts in 
Northern States to thwart the will of the 
majority by unethical and illegal prac
tices in election contests. 

In my own congressional district of 
Pennsylvania, we have recent examples 
of such practices which have ·been com
pletely ignored by local and State author
ities. I refer to the handling and vot
ing of absentee ballots and the many 

. abuses which can determine the outcome 
of the election in close contests. 

Control of the· county government in 
Northumberland County in 1963 was de
cided by questionable absentee ballots. 
It was charged that absentee ballots 
were illegally peddled in institutions and 
hospitals. The result of this balloting 
in one county institution was a 60-to-0 
vote for an incumbent commissioner over 
his opponent. 

This bill will insure the right to vote 
where it is now denied but it will not 
prevent instances such as the one I just 
mentioned. 

Another flagrant example of unethical 
and illegal voting practices is evident at 
the present time in Schuylkill County 
which is also in my congressional dis
trict. 

As yet the official tabulation of the 
votes cast in November 1964 for Presi
dent, U.S. Senator and Representative 
in Congress has not been completed. The 
election of a State senator still hangs 1n 
the balance. The outcome of this State 
contest is of importance to the people of 
this senatorial district . who are being 
denied representation in the State legis
lature. 

But equally important is the need of 
a probe of voting practices in the case 
of absentee ballots which have been 
peddled in various hospitals and insti
tutions. Regardless of the outcome of 
the State senatorial contest, steps are 
essential in protecting the majority de
cision from being reversed by dishonest 
election practices. No ·action has been 
taken by the State attorney general or 
the Governor of Pennsylvania to inves
tigate and expose these evils and to take 
necessary steps to prevent a reoccur
rence. 

Mr. Chairman, I quote from a letter 
written by Attorney Ralph M. Bashore 
to John Scotzin, political writer for the 
Harrisburg Patriot, which illustrates 
these evils in more detail. 

Mr. Bashore is a prominent and re
spected attorney in Schuylkill County. 
The following excerpts from his letter 
point to the seriousness of this problem 
in Pennsylvania: 

I have read with a great deal of interest 
your article in Sunday's Patriot News of 
May 30 concerning the senatorship from 
Schuylk111 and Lebanon Counties involving 
Wagner, Republican, and Nagle, Democrat. 

I have been engaged in this contest since 
November 18, 1964 when the counting of 
absentee ballots began. I am sure your 
voters would be interested in knowing what 
this contest is all about. For some reason, 
no news media has really publicized the big 
question here involved. The real questions 
here are the fraud practiced, the 111egal vot
ing committed, the conspiracy of election 
officials, and the violations of every section 
of the absentee voting law. 

Do you know that there are over 1,600 
pages of testimony taken at the hearings, 
which testimony is on file in the court of 
common pleas of Schuylk111 County. This 
testimony in detail lays out the many il
legal and fraudulent acts committed, and 
this testimony is available for any one to 
read and to verify the truth of my state
ments. 

For some reason, best known to t hemselves, 
t he public officials of PeillliSylva.nia-the 
Governor, the attorney general, and the leg
islative committee set up to investigwte ab
sentee voting, and the Republican district 
attorney of Schuylkill County h ave not taken 
t he trouble to make an inves·tigation o!f wha t 
took place in Schuylkill County. The record 
and the testimony is here for these officials 
to see and read and to act if t hey want to. 
To m y knowledge, no one in authority, the 
d istrict attorney, the at torney general, or the 
legislative oommittee has taken time to in
vestigate the re.cord or to interrogate t h e 
m any attorneys and watche·rs involved in 
this oontesrt. I frankly say that the testi
mony is an indictment o!f illegal absentee 
voting in Sohuylkill county. 

Mr. Wagner would like all of the illegal 
ballots counted in Schuylkill County even 
though his own lawyers agreed that the 
violations involving about 80 absentee ba l
lots cast from the county home known as 
Rest Haven and from the Dunlap Hames, a 
home for the aged, were so evident tha t 
they agreed to the challenges made by the 
attorneys for Mr. Nagle, and these violations 
were sustained by the county board. 

I would like to invite you and to challenge 
other reporters to make a real investigation 
of the acts complained of so that the people 
would know the real basis for the contest 
here in Schuylkill County. 

You should know t hat in the whole of 
Philadelphia, there were only 8,000 absentee 
ballots cast yet here in Schuylkill County 
there were 3,100 absentee ballots cast in the 
November election. You should know that 
Nagle carried the county by over 6,500 votes, 
but the civilian absentee ballots vote went 
against him 2 to 1. This does not make any 
sense. 

You should know that even the hospitals 
were canvassed and some 80 emergency ab
sentee ballots were cast by patients under
going critical treatment and operations at 
the hospitals. 

You should know of these further viola
tions of the absentee ballot act. 

In over 100 cases, no certificate, as re
quired by the act, was signed by the attend
ing physician on the declaration. 

There were many cases where electors, not 
residents of the voting precinct, signed the 
declaration in violation of the act. 

There were many cases where no elector 
or attending physician signed the declara
tion as required by the act. 

The county home known as Rest Haven 
in the testimony shows many violations of 
the voter registration law, and the absentee 
ballot law. Inmates of the county home 
were registered at the courthouse but the 
inmates were not present. Their affidavits 
were taken although they were not present. 
Many of these inmates were confined to their 
bed or to wheelchairs and could not have 
traveled to the courthouse. The signatures 
were obtained-not in the presence of the 
registrar. An examination of the applica
tions and declarations purporting to be made 
by the absentee inmates at Rest Haven were 
either filled out in writing or filled out in 
printing, and the writing and the printing 
are in the same handwriting, and made by 
the same individual-not the inmate. These 
violations have been shown, the attorneys 
for Wagner agreed that the challenges to 
these votes should be sustained. 

At Locust Mountain Hospital, three absen
tee voters swore that they did not vote their 
absentee ballots. There were many affidavits 

made-not in the presence of the absentee 
voter. The ballots mailed to Locust Moun
tain Hospital were intercepted in violation 
of Federal law. 

Many nonresident voters cast absentee 
ballots. 

Assistance was given wholesale to voters in 
violation of the act. 

Names of persons were added to the ap
plications after they were filed at the court
house. 

In Valley View, Pa., applications of many 
absentee voters were all filled out in the 
same handwriting and the supporting dec
larations whether signed by a Mr. Under
koffler or a Mrs. Underkoffler, are in the same 
handwriting. Mr. Underkoffler is a superin
tended of highways in Schuylkill County. 

There are many cases where the signature 
on the application and the signature on the 
declaration do not agree, and further many 
cases where the signatures do not agree with 
the registration signatures. 

In one case, the ballot was filed before the 
application. 

There are many cases where absentee bal
lots were cast without a Federal certi:flcate 
showing that the absentee voter was a Fed
eral employee as required by the act. 

There are many cases where affidavits were 
added to the applications after they were 
filed. 

These are some of the reasons there is a 
contest for Senator in Schuylkill County, 
and I believe it to be important that the 
people in Pennsylvania know what this con
test is about. 

Mr. Chairman, the Sunbury Daily 
Item published an excellent editorial re
cently pointing to this evil in Northum
berland County. 

This editorial which I include with my 
remarks follows: 

MISUSE OF ABSENTEE BALLOT 

Absentee ballots serve a useful purpose 
but their misuse must be considered no less 
a violation of the election code than tamper
ing with ballot boxes, altering official re
turns, and other irregularities. 

While only 300 applications for absentee 
ballots had been received in the offices cf 
the Northumberland County commissioners 
at last report, the belief was expressed that 
before the May 11 deadline the total wlll 
exceed the 1,700 mark set in the general elec
tion of November 1963. On that occasion 
the close contest for the third county com
missionership was decided on the basis of the 
absentee vote with the balance of power 
wielded by guests and employees at the Coun
ty Institution District Home and patients 
and personnel of the Shamokin State Hospi
tal as well as countless citizens whose physi
cal disability or absence from home on elec
tion day were not properly certified. 

The absentee ballot law was enacted for 
the accommodation of qualified voters physi
cally unable to go to the polls or unavoida
bly away from home on election day. Its 
misuse as a means of delivering captive votes 
for handpicked candidates is not only 1llegal 
but nauseating and it goes without saying 
that a repeat performance in the May pri
mary will have explosive repercussions. 

There is no reason to question the sound
ness of the law providing for absentee vot
ing. It is in the public interest to halt for 
all time abuse of this statute to further the 
ends of scheming politicians. 

This legislation before us deals with 
the 15th amendment, which is designed 
to correct injustices 1n States which 
deny citizens the right to vote for rea
sons of race or color. 

It seems, however, that Federal action 
may be necessary in cases such as I have 
mentioned when local and State officers 
ignore these illegal practices. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve that the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PuciNSKI] has just made one of 
the strongest statements I have ever 
heard in support of my amendment and 
in this regard. It surely should con
vince many people on his side of the 
aisle that if they want fair elections they 
should vote for this amendment. If the 
gentleman has any complaint, this is 
one way he can get something done about 
it. If he believes that a lot more Demo
crats will be elected in Tilinois under fair 
election procedures, the Democrats ought 
to go down the line, and every Democrat 
ought to vote for this amendment, be
cause that is what the amendment in
tends to do--to get a clean and pure 
election. 

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

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. I come from a down
state area, so I do not always know what 
goes on in Chicago. I do know what 
was said by one of my good constituents 
on one occasion, when I visited with 
him after he had spent several years 
working in Chicago. 

I asked him, "Did you register in Chi-
cago and vote?" 

And he replied, "Yes, I registered." 
I then asked, "Did you vote?" 
He answered, "When I once went to 

the polling place early in the forenoon 
and was asked-What do you want? 
Where do you live?-! told them I wanted 
to vote. They hastily looked through 
some files and said, 'Man, you voted 
an hour ago.' " 

I do not think you could call that an 
honest election. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELL.ERJ to close the debate. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, the language 
of this amendment is vague and uncer
tain. It is a criminal provision and very 
narrowly construed. As I read it, any 
drive for registration, any demonstra
tion to get out the vote, might be banned 
by the amendment of the gentleman 
from Florida. We have sufficient pro
vision in section 14(d) to take care of 
any irregularities that have been men
tioned here. Th·e gentleman from 
Florida has repeatedly offered this 
amendment and it has been repeatedly 
refused. I admire his persistence but 
deplore the merit of the amendment in 
this bill, although it has good signifi
cance in general. This is not a general 
fraud bill. It is a bill to ban racial 
discrimination. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
that the amendment be defeated. 

.The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. All time has 
expired. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the g.entleman from 
Florida. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. CRAMER 
and Mr. RODINO. 

The Committee divided and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 136, noes 
132. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'CULLOCH 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
· offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCULLOCH: 

On page 22, line 10, after "erroneous", to 
strike the remainder of the line, strike lines 
11 and 12, and insert in lieu thereof: 

"Any person listed, whose eligibilty is chal
lenged pursuant to this section, shall be 
entitled and allowed to vote provisionally 
and in any case in which the number of bal
lots cast provisionally is sufficient to affect 
the results of any election, the U.S. court of 
appeals for the circuit in which the challenge 
is pend.ing shall make appropriate provision 
to impound such ballots until the issue of 
eligibility has been finally determined." 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge the committee to adopt this amend
ment. This is the amendment which has 
been spoken of on at least two occasions 
which, under the Celler-administration 
bill, would permit an applicant to be reg
istered, listed, voted, have the vote 
counted, determine the election, even 
though during that process a challenge 
had been made and later it would have 
been determined that the voter cast an 
illegal ballot. 

Mr. Chairman, so that the committee 
will not conclude that it is my conclusion 
alone I want to read for the RECORD 
again from the hearings of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary when the Attorney 
General of the United States was on the 
stand and when the chairman of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary was 
doing the examining of the Attorney 
General. 

The chairman asked Mr. Katzenbach: 
Is it true that an individual registered by 

a Federal examiner can vote and have his 
vote counted even if after the election, (a) 
this act is found to be inapplicable to the 
State or pelitical subdivision in an action 
instituted under section 3(c), page 2, or (b), 
the individual is found to be ineligible to 
vote under section 6 (a) ? 

Mr. Katzenbach answered, ''Yes.'' 
Mr. Chairman, I now say to the mem

bers of the committee under this provi
sion a President of the United States 
could be selected by illegal votes, and not 
only that, but Senators and Representa-

. tives and other elected officers from 
Governor down to the last man on the 
ballot might be so elected by illegal bal
lot. That is contrary to honest use of 
the election franchise; that is contrary to 
our representative system of govern
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1960 we provided for 
provisional voting, and impounding the 
ballots, and I am happy again to say that 
my fine friend from Chicago, BARRATT 
O'HARA, ably and effectively supported 
me. So did the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLER]. That remains the law of 
the land. 

I call upon you to be, in the harsh lan
guage of a great poet, "Be not like dumb, 
driven cattle. Be a hero in the fight." 

Support this amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, by such omission in 

the Celler-administration bill, without 
precedent in any State of the Union, 
may be found the seeds for possible rev
olution. 

I urge you to support the amendment. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen

tleman from Florida. 
Mr. CRAMER. It is true that in the 

previous act provisional voting is pro
vided. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. In the 1960 act .it 
was provided. 

Mr. CRAMER. Under the bill as 
passed, the Celler bill, a person can vote 
even though it is found that the person 
was not registered properly, that is that 
he was not discriminated against, in the 
first place? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. And an election could 

be affected even though those registered 
are found later, after a challenge to be 
improperly registered. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. And can be deter
mined on that basis. Of course the gen
tleman is right. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have discussed this 
before, but to set the record straight I 
do not believe that the 1964 act provides 
for provisional voting. My memory is we 
considered and rejected it in the 1964 act. 

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

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. The gentleman 
does not imply I said the 1964 act had 
provisional voting, does he? 

Mr. CORMAN. The gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CRAMER] said that. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I referred to the 
1960 act. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. CRAMER said 1960 
and 1964. We considered and objected 
to provisional voting in 1964. 

There are some inherent dangers in 
this proposal. First of all the gentleman 
is concerned about people voting who 
are not qualified. Let us see what hap
pens to this Negro who wants to register 
and vote. He comes to a Federal exam:.. 
iner, he has to establish to that Federal 
examiner he is qualified. A determina
tion is made. That decision is made 
public. Any one may challenge that de
cision within 10 days. If they do, that 
adversary proceeding goes to a hearing 
officer appointed by the Civil Service 
Commission. Then the Negro must 
prove in an adversary proceeding he is 
qualified to vote. The matter is deter
mined a second time, and that decision 
must be reached within 15 days. The 
person doing the challenging has an ad
ditional 20 days to convince a Federal 
court that the individual is disqualified. 

Now the second possibility is that the 
Federal examiner himself might be held 
to be disqualified because of the inappli
cability of the law. But as the Attorney 
General pointed out, on that issue we are 
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not deciding the qualification of the 
voter. We are deciding the validity of 
the appointment of the examiner him
self. There is no reason to deny a quali
fied voter the right to vote just because 
at a subsequent proceeding the examiner 
himself is held to be not constitutionally 
appointed. 

I suggest to you that there are two 
possibilities. One is that a person who is 
not qualified to vote may somehow slip 
through all of these tedious proceedings 
and vote. The other possibility under 
provisional voting is that on election day 
every Negro who comes down to vote 
will be challenged and then his ballot 
cannot go into the box. But it must have 
his name on it and go upon the shelf. 
He will not be permitted to participate 
in that election on that day. 

If enough ballots are set aside so that 
they would affect the outcome of an elec
tion, then the election is held up. But 
unless there are a sufficient number of 
challenges, then they are never counted. 

I suggest to you that in some areas in 
this Nation it takes a fair amount of 
bravery for a person to go through the 
process necessary to get up to that ballot 
box. And if he has done thaJt much, if 
he has survived the scrutiny of an exam
iner and the challenge before a hearing 
officer, we ought to let him vote and we 
should count his vote. 

I suggest if you take the law of Michi
gan and the law of Alabama, you will 
find that challenged votes are counted 
and we are not aware of any revolutions 
taking place in any of those sovereign 
States. I suggest to you that if there are 
any seeds of revolution, it is not because 
of the possibility that somebody who is 
disqualified may vote but rather because 
tens of thousands of qualified voters are 
denied access to the ballot box. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of this 
amendment. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, · 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. If the gentleman 
is indicating that he has made a careful 
search of the law of Alabama and has 
concluded that an Alabama voter may 
vote after his vote has been challenged, 
and before the challenge has been de
cided and his vote is counted, then I did 
not read the Alabama law correctly. 

It is my information, subject to the 
correction of the Members from Ala
bama, that the challenges in Alabama in 
State elections are decided on the day 
of the election. If the challenge is re
jected the vote is counted. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, I say this 
to my very good friend who is such a hard 
worker on the committee, that if the 
Attorney General does his duty seldom, 
if ever, will a challenge come to a board 
of elections on election day. The chal
lenge will have to have been made long 
before that time. 

Mr. CORMAN. I will say to the gen
tleman that I have not researched the 
law, but was repeating what was told to 
me by a Representative from the State 
of Alabama. I will research the point 
and put it in the RECORD. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I fully ex
pect that my beloved colleague from 
Michigan, the distinguished minority 
leader, will join me in opposing this 
amendment because it would do violence 
to a long standing rule of law or tradi
tion in the State that we both represent. 
For in the State of Michigan and other 
States having similar laws concern
ing challenges, a person challenged for 
reasons covered by this legislation would 
become a second-class voting citizen. 
For example, if I challenge the right of 
a person at the polls in Michigan to vote 
on the ground that he is not in fact a 
resident of Michigan or does not have 
any of the other qualifications, his vote 
nevertheless is counted in that election 
and it does determine the outcome of the 
election. His ballot is identified for pos
sible later attack in the event of a 
recount. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to state that 
even in Alabama, one of the so-called 
hard core States, there is no impound
ing of the ballot. An oath is taken when 
a voter is challenged and then the voter 
is allowed to cast his ballot. Perhaps the 
most important reason why provisional 
voting and impounding is unnecessary is 
that since the bill would abolish those 
qualifications upon which any serious 
dispute will arise, there is an extremely 
small likelihood that any but an insig
nificant nu'mber of ineligible applicants 
will be registered, if any. 

Practically the only remaining quali
fications which an examiner would ap
ply are residence, age, nonconviction of 
a crime, and mental competency. 

These are objective factors and not 
subjective factors. They are hardly ever 
questioned. But the subjective factors 
now in use in affected areas such as 
mental competency and the like would 
all be suspended by the bill. There is 
every reason to believe the number of 
actually unqualified pe·rsons to come up 
and inadvertently register, if any, would 
be so small that it would not be expected 
to affect the outcome of any election. 

But beyond that, under the amend
ment if a listed person is challenged and 
allowed to vote only provisionally, his 
ballot may be impounded pending the 
determination of his eligibility by the 
court . . The effect is likely to make it im
possible to determine the outcome of an 
election for a considerable period of time. 

Any proposal which contemplates the 
impounding of ballots of Negroes means 
just what? It means segregation of 
Negro ballots. 

This in turn creates the serious risk 
that such ballots, once segregated and 
identified, will not be counted or not be 
fairly counted. The secrecy of the ballot 
will be lost. 

The possibility that the effectiveness of 
the ballots cast by Negroes might be de
layed would invite all kinds of specious 
challenges which, if done on a sufficiently 

extensive scale, could seriously jeopardize 
the object of the bill and create chaos. 

In addition, we can see what the pros
pects would be for a Negro voting for the 
first time. There would be fear and 
trepidation that his ballot would be im
pounded, that he could not vote; and 
that he would be left high and dry. 

For these reasons I hope--and ·I say 
this reluctantly because of the affection
ate regard I have for the gentleman from 
Ohio--the amendment will not be agreed 
to. For these reasons I must, perforce, 
ask for rejection of the amendment. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for an· observa
tion and a question? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Is it not true that 
in Alabama, when a challenge is made, 
it is decided on election day and does not 
go over thereafter? Does not the ballot 
count, if it is decided under oath that it 
has been properly cast? 

Mr. CELLER. The information I have 
here came from the Libra.ry of Congress, 
with respect to Alabama. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I believe I have 
the same information. 

Mr. CELLER. It requires an oath 
only. After the oath is taken, then the 
ballot by the person seeking to vote is 
received and dePOsited. That is what the 
Library of Congress tells us. There is no 
impounding. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Will the gentle
man yield for an observation? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. In addition to 

what the Chairman has said, the voter 
must prove his identity and he must 
prove his residence in the State and 
county and precinct in which he offers 
to vote. I should like to call to the at
tention of the House that was the very 
thing of which Senator JOHN WILLIAMS 
complained, as to which he laid the facts 
on the record with respect to double 
and triple voting in his State. 

Mr. CELLER. I say to the gentleman 
that the examiners determine those very 
factors something like 45 days in ad
vance of election. And hearing officers 
will complete their review of the exam
iners' decision 20 days before the election. 

The fact remains that there is no im
pounding of the ballot in Alabama, one 
of the hard-core States. Why should 
we put this in the bill? 

The gentleman had his amendment in 
the so-called Ford-McCulloch substitute, 
which we turned down. We turned it 
down then, and we should turn it down 
now. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, in 
response to what the chairman of the 
committee has just said, he apparently 
did not get the impact of my statement 
to what our research indicated the Ala
bama law to be. I said that the challenge 
was made the day of the election and 
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the decision was made on that day. 
Then the vote either was cast, or it con
stituted an illegal attempt to register and 
no vote was cast or counted. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman spoke of 
the small numbers who might be caught 
by our provision. Numerous people 
have been elected to public office by one 
vote. 

For the benefit of those who might not 
have been present before, in the great 
State of Texas, a Seriator was once de
clared to be elected by less than 100 
votes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not concerned 
about loss of secrecy· on the impounding 
of ballots. We have absentee-voter-bal
lot legislation in Ohio. It is not unusual 
to have 25,000 to 75,000 people vote by 
absent-voter ballot in Ohio. When they 
vote by absent-voter ballot the ballot, of 
course, by reason of curious men and 
women, the ballot is not apt to remain a 
secret ballot. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not believe that any of us can predict 
how the Celler administration bill is go
ing to operate if it becomes the law. We 
know that section 7(a) of the Celler bill 
indicates that the Federal examiners are 
going to register every person who claims 
to be qualified, and who applies to them, 
and who alleges that he is not already 
registered. In my opinion there is a 
serious question as to whether there will 
be election contests over 111egal votes. 
This is a question which will have to be 
determined at some later time. 

We have all had experience in our 
States, I am certain, with respect to chal
lenged votes, with respect to people who 
apply for ballots and whose votes are 
challenged. 

This will not invade the secrecy of the 
ballot in any way. A challenged ballot 
will be placed in an envelope or folder 
and put among challenged ballots. Then 
the challenged ballots will be removed 
from the folder and will be recorded 
separately. The identity of the voter 
will not be disclosed under any circum
stances, so the integri:ty of the ballot wm 
not be involved in this amendment in 
any way at all. 

It does seem to me that we should 
support this amendment and provide 
for this contingency of illegal votes, 
especially under the operation of section 
4 of the Celler administration bill which 
may result in wholesale registrR~tions, I 
imagine, by the Federal examiners with
out inquiring too carefully into facts 
other than the fact that the person is not 
already registered; and also because of 
the fact that literacy and other tests are 
being swept aside, so that this subject 
of whether the person does actually vote 
legally or illegally should be one pro
vided for in the law. 

I just want to make the further point 
thR~t we should not sanction by law the 
counting of illegal ballots. We just 
adopted an amendment which wiU out
law illegally cast ballots. In fact, we 
want to be sure that the votes cast in all 
elections are legal votes. 

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield. to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELCHER. When the gentleman 
says sometimes a few ballots makes no 
difference, I can testify from personal 
experience in a county race, one of the 
first I was ever in, where I tied, that it 
did. The county election board flipped a 
half dollar and I had the wrong side 
of the half dollar. 

In another race in which over 20,000 
votes were cast, I won by 12. So a few 
votes do count a lot in these elections. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. Mr. 
Chairman, I believe this amendment 
would only subvert the purposes of this 
bill. We are attempting through this 
legislation to guarantee and insure the 
right of the citizen who is qualift.ed to 
vote, and to vote without unnecessary 
delay. It would seem to me that the im
pounding of the ballot, whether provi
sional or not, would only give cause for 
further delay. It would be necessary to 
segregate the ballot and identify the per
son who had cast the ballot. This would 
only serve to put the Negro voter under 
an unnecessary scrutiny. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, I think 
that this provision would violate the 
secrecy of the ballot--there is the likeli
hood of foul play with the identification 
and segregation of ballots cast by 
Negroes. 

This provision would be an open in
vitation to specious challenges-to un
due delay and to protracted litigation. 
This is what we want to avoid. The 
procedure provided for in H.R. 6400 
insures that persons listed could vote 
without further delay, without the fear 
of protracted litigation in order to have 
a vote tabulated and it would do this 
without endangering the integrity of the 
electoral process. 

For all of these reasons I oppose this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. On two occasions I 
heard the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
McCLORY] say that a Federal examiner 
is going to register everyone who is not 
already registered. It is my View that 
we can find people who will obey the law 
and serve as examiners. This statute 
makes it very clear that we should 
register only people qualified under State 
law and the only exclusion of that State 
law would be a literacy test or other 
device used for the purpose of racial dis
crimination. There is actually no pos
sibility that a Federal examiner will 
register people on a wholesale basis 
regardless of their qualifications. I 
think it would be unfortunate if we could 
not find Federal examiners better than 
that. 

Mr. CRAMER. ·Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. Mr. 
Chairman and Members of the House, 
I will say very briefly the need for this 
amendment is that without the amend
ment there can be numerous people reg
istered through the examiner system and 

purposely, for the intent of their vot
ing in that election, shortly before the 
election without any regard as to wheth
er a discrimination is later proved. It 
would not make any difference. The vote 
would have been cast, whether that par
ticular voter was challenged or his reg
istration challenged successfully or not. 
Even if the local officials challenge a 
person registered by a examiner and it 
is successful the vote counts. Through 
the court and otherwise, that party's 
vote will already have been cast. The 
result of the casting of the vote, unless 
it is impounded, could affect the result 
of the election. If you want to set up 
procedure whereby illegal voting can take 
place, where somebody who is not prop
erly qualified and proven subsequently 
not to be properly qualified can still vote 
and have that vote counted, and even a 
challenge by a local official would not 
have any effect on it, that is what you 
will do if you do not adopt this amend
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. McCULLOCH 
and Mr. RoDINo. 

The Committee divided and t.he tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 115, noes 
166. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOGGS 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BOGGS: On 

page 26, delete lines 23 through 25. 
On page 27, delete lines 1 through 10, and 

insert in lieu thereof a new section 13, to 
read as follows: 

"SEc. 13. Listing procedures shall be ter
minated in any political subdivision of any 
State (a) with respect to examiners ap
pointed pursuant to clause (b) of section 
6 whenever the Attorney General notifies the 
Civll Service Commission, or whenever the 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
determines in an action for declaratory judg
ment brought by any political subdivision 
with respect to which the Director of the 
Census has determined that more than 50 
per centum of the nonwhite persons of 
voting age residing therein are registered to 
vote (1) that all persons listed by the ex
aminer for such subdivision have been placed 
on the appropriate voting registration roll, 
(2) that there is no longer reasonable cause 
to believe that persons will be deprived of 
or denied the right to vote on account of 
race or color in such subdivision; and (b) 
with respect to ·examiners appointed pur
suant to section 3(a), upon order of the 
authorizing court. A political subdivision 
may petition the Attorney General for the 
termination of listing procedures under 
clause (a) of this section and may petition 
the Attorney General to request the Director 
of the Census to take such survey or census 
as may be appropriate for the making of 
the determination provided for in this sec
tion. The District Court for the District 
of Columbia shall have jurisdiction to re
quire such survey or census to be made by 
the Director of the Census and it shall 
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require him to do so if it deems the At
torney General's refusal to request such 
survey or census to be arbitrary or unreason
able." 

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

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. Do I understand this 
is the so-called Long amendment that 
was accepted in the Senate? 

Mr. BOGGS. That is correct. If my 
information is correct, it was submitted 
in a different form by my colleague, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILLrsJ. 
It was accepted unanimously in the U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. CELLER. I understand also the 
following: The amendment provides that 
the examiner procedure shall be termi
nated, among other things, whenever in 
an action brought by a county or parish 
with more than 50 percent of the Negroes 
of voting age registered, the district 
court for the District of Columbia de
termines (1) that the persons listed by 
the examiner have been placed on the 
State voting roll, and (2) there is no 
longer reasonable cause to believe that 
there will be discrimination. Those sec
tions are presently contained in the so
called Celler bill, H.R. 6400. It is not 
unreasonable to permit a county in 
which the majority of the Negro citizens 
of voting age are registered to bring suit 
to remove the Federal examiner. Pre
sumably, the Civil Service Commission 
would very rarely appoint an examiner 
in such a community, and when one has 
been appointed and there is no likeli
hood of a recurrence of discrimination, 
the examiner may safely be removed. 

I take it that there is no violation of 
the principles involved in the Celler bill; 
as a matter of fact, it carries out the 
aims and the purposes of the Celler bill. 
For those reasons I will gladly accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. The majority 

whip has furnished us with a copy of the 
amendment. I was pleased to note that 
in many parishes in Louisiana there were 
far more than 50 percent of the Negroes 
of voting age who voted and in a few 
counties in Georgia the record was above 
90 percent. 

I have no objection to the amendment. 
It does not penalize people who have 
committed no sin. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman 
very much. May I point out to the gen
tleman and to my colleagues that this ap
plies equally to many other places in the 
South. For instance, there are counties 
1n Georgia and I will name one or two of 
them-Appling County has 97 percent of 
the total Negro population of voting age 
registered. White County has 100 per
cent. There are many places. Dodge 
County has 93 percent. Candler County 
has 83 percent. There are others in Ala
bama, South Carolina, and a great many 
in Virginia. 

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

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. Wn.LIS. I support my colleague's 

· amendment, which carries out in essence 
the purpose of one that I had introduced 
in committee and which was at one time 
agreed to. 

Mr. Chairman, as my colleague, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. BoGGS], 
has properly stated, his amendment is 
essentially the same as the one I offered 
in the full Judiciary Committee and 
which the committee agreed to and then 
rejected. In other words, the Boggs 
amendment reinstates the Willis amend
ment into the House bill. Incidentally, 
this same Willis amendment was intro
duced into the Senate bill by Senator 
LoNG and it was agreed to in that body 
and now is in the Senate bill. 

Under the dragnet approach of the bill, 
a county or parish which is in any of the 
six Southern States to which the formula 
of the bill applies, has no avenue of es
cape from the bill, regardless of how com
pletely such subdivision may be in com
pliance with the law, so far as race or 
color is concerned. 

As I pointed out during the general 
debate 3 days ago, the people of the Third 
Congressional District of Louisiana be
lieve in the right of all qualified persons 
to vote. They are against the applica
tion of different standards to different 
people--and they practice what they 
preach. Thus, in my congressional dis
trict, 57 percent of all colored people of 
voting age are registered. Yet, under the 
Oeller bill as it now stands all the par
ishes in my congressional district would 
be covered and would have no escape 
valve to get out of the bill, just because 
other areas of the State are not according 
similar rights to colored people. 

The Willis-Long-Boggs proposal fol
lows a county-by-county or parish-by
parish approach and permits counties 
and parishes to be completely exempted 
upon persuading a court that at least 
50 percent of colored people of voting 
age are registered and that there is no 
reason to believe that discrimination 
will be practiced in the future. 

I might point out that another one 
of my amendments, which was approved 
by the full Judiciary Committee and 
which is already contained in the Celler 
bill before us, provides that in making 
a judgment on whether a voting referee 
should be appointed in any particular 
political subdivision, the Attorney Gen
eral shall consider "whether substan
tial evidence exists that bona fide ef
forts are being made within such sub
division to comply with the 15th amend
ment." 

In explaining this amendment the 
committee report states: 

The committee recognizes that is some 
areas in which tests or devices are sus
pended, the appointment of examiners may 
not be necessary to effectuate the guaran
tees of the 15th amendment. This could 
be the case where local election officials and 
entire communities have demonstrated 
determination to assure full voting rights 
to all irrespective of race or color. Accord
ingly, the bill expressly directs the Attor
ney General, before certifying the need for 
Federal examiners in a particular area, to 
consider, among other factors, whether sub
stantial evidence exists that bona fide ef-

forts are being made to comply with the 
15th amendment. The committee contem
plates that where such substantial evidence 
is found to exist, the Attorney General wm 
not certify the existence of a need therefor. 

In short, this amendment and the com
mittee's explanation of it assure that un
der conditions obtaining in the Third and 
Seventh Congressional Districts of 
Louisiana, Federal voting examiners will 
not be appointed. To be sure, so-called 
literacy tests will not be employed for the 
reason that the entire State of Louisiana, 
as such, is brought under the force of the 
formula of the bill. But the point is that 
under my amendment, which is now part 
of the bill, local registrars will . continue 
to do the job of registering all qualified 
voters, and Federal voting examiners will 
not be installed in these areas. This, at 
least, is as it should be because Federal 
voting examiners are unnecessary and 
unneeded in such areas. 

I have referred to the Third and 
Seventh Congressional Districts of Loui
siana only because I am personally famil
iar with them, but my amendment will 
apply to other areas, counties or parishes, 
to which the local community and its 
elected officials are similarly determined 
that the voting rights of all will be pro
tected irrespective of race or color. 

In other words, under the present pro
visions of the bill, pursuant to my amend
ment adopted in the full Judiciary Com
mittee, it is intended that the Attorney 
General will not appoint voting exami
ners when substantial evidence exists 
that bona fide efforts are being made to 
comply with the 15th amendment, even 
when less than 50 percent of the col
ored people of voting age are registered; 
and now, under the Willis-Long-Boggs 
amendment, counties or parishes will 
have the right to take the initiative and 
set in motion procedures to have a Fed
eral judge determine that voting exami
ners shall not be installed, or those in
stalled shall be removed when at least 
50 percent of the colored people of voting 
age are registered and produce evidence 
to satisfy the judge that no discrimina
tion will be practiced in the future. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, wili 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CELLER. I want to take this 
opportunity to offer the greatest praise 
to the gentleman from Louisiana who is 
now addressing us from the well of the 
House for his most statesmanlike pro
nouncement which he gave us in the 
early part of the day. 

I would be derelict if I did not make 
favorable comment on what he said. 
That speech, to my mind, will go ringing 
through the ages because it sounded the 
tocsin of uttermost fairness, equity, 
liberty and freedom. I thank the gentle
man for having uttered it. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman 
very sincerely for his kind statement. 

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

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CABELL. May I take the pleasure 
of associating myself with you, sir, on 
this amendment. May I also say that 
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since there have been several derogatory 
references made about voting practices 
in the State of Texas in the last few 
days, it is a matter of record that in my 
State of Texas there are 3 percent more 
Negroes registered, and this is with the 
provision for a poll tax, in proportion to 
their population than there are whites 
registered. We are proud of the fact 
that we have under no condition ever 
interfered with the right to vote. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, all this amendment 
seeks to do is to say that where there has 
been compliance, in the sptrlt of thJs 
proposal and the proposal of the gentle
man from Ohio and in the spirit of the 
President's address last March, that 
these people shall be praised rather than 
to have a burden placed upon them. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with some difll
dence that I must differ with the opinion 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary and with 
my leader on the minority side of the 
committee as to this amendment when 
they say it is a good amendment because 
I think it is a weakening amendment. 

I think this amendment very definitely 
vitiates the thrust and strength of this 
bill. It could establish a double stand
ard in the communities where it would 
strike home. A community that had 
virtually 100 percent of white voters 
registered, but barely 50 percent of Ne
groes registered, would be coming into 
the courts and cluttering up the dockets 
to get out from under the provisions of 
the bill. I think it could be a provision 
which establishes a double standard and 
I must oppose it and oppose it strenu
ously. I think it very definitely impairs 
the effectiveness of this bill. The auto
matic trigger of the committee bill is 
inoperative in the sector from 100 per
cent to 50 percent of possible Negro 
registration. This amendment defuses 
the bill in the same sector and robs Ne
groes in the 51st percentile of the pro
tection given the 49th percentile. 

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

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. LINDSAY. I think it has to be 
clearly understood before we vote, that 
this is a real sleeper amendment and 
could undo much of what has already 
been done. We defeated this amend
ment in committee. It was defeated on 
the grounds that it would gut the bill. 
The amendment, I assure you, will sub
stantially weaken the committee bill and 
I urge Members to vote against it. 

Mr. Chairman, we have debated this 
bill for 3 days. We have gone up a tall 
mountain. We are trying to put to
gether a good bill. Even Members who 
disagree with the concept of this bill 
should at least join in trying to make it 
effective. Therefore, I would again 
strongly urge the Members to vote 
against this amendment. 

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

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

CXI--1027 

Mr. McCLORY. There is no question 
but what the thrust of this legislation, 
whether it is the Ford.;.McCulloch blll or 
the Celler-administration bill, is going 
to be directed at a number of Southern 
States. However, I cannot help but feel 
that this amendment is definitely in 
favor of the Southern States against 
which we are trying to direct the legisla
tive thrust. Regardless of the merits of 
the amendment, there cannot be any 
question but that it favors the very area 
that the legislation is intended to operate 
and where the conditions are such that 
the legislation is going to correct them. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the gentle
man. 

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

. Mr. MATHIAS. I am delighted to 
yield to the distinguished chairman. 

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman misin
terprets this, and so does the gentleman 
from New York, when he says that this 
amendment is a "sleeper." That is an 
ill-advised word to use. The gentleman 
knows that the District Court in the 
District of Columbia must make the 
determination. The court must deter
mine first that at least 50 percent of all 
eligible Negroes are registered. That is 
the minimum. 

In addition, there is something which 
is far more important. That is the fact 
that the court must find compliance with 
two other provisions already in the bill 
before it orders the termination of the 
listing procedures under the act: First, 
that "all persons listed by the examiner 
for such subdivison have been placed on 
the appropriate voting registration roll"; 
and second, "that there is no longer 
reasonable cause to believe that persons 
will be deprived of or denied the right 
to vote on account of race or color in 
such subdivision." The court must de
termine these facts. That is the impor
tant point. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I would remind my 
distinguished chairman that this very 
amendment was discussed in the Judi
ciary Committee and it was rejected in 
the Judiciary Committee on the theory 
that it would "gut" the bill. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

I rise only to ask the chairman what 
effect this amendment Will have? I 
understand that if the criteria are met-
that 50 percent of the Negroes are regis
tered and there is a showing that there 
will not be further discrimination-that 
will terminate the appointment of an 
examiner. Does this make it possible to 
reinstate the tests or devices which may 
have been suspended for the whole state? 

Mr. BOGGS. No. 
Mr. CELLER. No; i•t does not. 
Mr. CORMAN. The gentleman as

sures me it does not, and the law will be 
uniform in the whole State as to tests 
and devices. I shall support the amend
ment. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I ask 
whether the chairman of the committee 

is satisfied if only half of the Negroes are 
registered in any voting district? 

Mr. CELLER. At least 50 percent. It 
is a minimum amount. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. But you are 
satisfied with 50 percent? 

Mr. CELLER. The court must deter
mine first that these other criteria which· 
are in the bill are satisfied. In addition, 
if there are 50 percent of the Negroes 
eligible who are registered, then the court 
could make the finding. 

Mr. CORMAN. The gentleman <Md 
not ask me, but I would not be satisfied 
if only half of the Negroes were regis
tered. I would be satisfied if the court 
found there was no discrim.ina,tion or 
threat of future discrim.inaJtion and if the 
tests and devices continued to be sus
pended, then I believe we could trust the 
State machinery. 

I believe it is safe. 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle

man from New Jersey. 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 

should like a further explanation of the 
50-percent provision. Is that 50 percent 
of the total population of Negroes or .50 
percent of the eligible Negroes of voting 
age? 

Mr. CELLER. It is 50 percent of those 
who are of eligible voting age. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
I should like to point out that in the 

Celler bill there are procedures set up 
under section 13 to terminate at any time 
the Federal registrar system. Whenever 
the Attorney General notifies the Civil 
Service Commission that all persons 
listed by the examiner have been placed 
on the appropriate voting roll and that 
there is no longer reasonable cause to 
believe that people will be deprived of or 
denied the right to vote, then the Attor
ney General can remove the area from 
the effect of the act. 

This was discussed in detail in the 
Judiciary Committee, and a proposal 
nearly identical to the one here today 
was turned down. It is a weakening 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not about to play 
the numbers game with the constitu
tional rights of American citizens. The 
proposed amendment would permit polit
ical subdivisions to seek the removal of 
Federal examiners when the nonwhite 
potential vote reaches 50 percent. Why 
50 percent? Is the colored citizen a 50-
percent citizen? Is the one-man, one
vote concept to be watered down to one
half vote if the voter is a Negro? How 
can we be satisfied with a registration 
figure of 50 perc·ent of Negro voters in 
any political subdivision when the record 
made on this floor shows that in some 
areas whites are registered in excess of 
100 percent of the eligible voting popu
lation? 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
correct the abuses in the electoral process 
that have persisted for over 100 years. 
This will not be accomplished if we allow 
ourselves to be satisfied with a registra
tion :figure of 50 percent, 40 percent, 60 
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percent, or any other arbitrary figure. It 
will be accomplished when all citizens 
are permitted to register free of discrim
ination because of race or color. This 
legislation in its present form holds out 
the potential that this objective can be 
reached. Let us not water it down by 
withdrawing Federal support for poten~ 
tial voters when 50 percent of their fel~ 
low citizens are fortunate enough to get 
on the registration lists. 

I shall vote for 100-percent citizenship 
for Negro voters and against the amend
ment. 

Mr. wn...LIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIS. The gentleman misses 
the point when he says every examiner 
will be removed just because 50 percent 
or more have been registered. That is 
only half of the amendment. The other 
proof before a Federal judge must be, 
not only that over 50 percent are regis
tered, but the Federal judge must find 
there is no reasonable ground to expect 
that there will be any discrimination of 
any kind in the future as to the others. 
This is a judicial proceeding. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I ap
preciate the point of my distinguished 
friend from Louisiana but I point out 
again in section 13 of the Celler bill it 
provides adequate measures for eliminat
ing the Federal registrar system. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, after a 
week of debate on the voting rights bill 
a general consensus has been reached 
that effective legislation must be enacted 
to secure the fundamental right to vote. 
As I have said during the debate, H.R. 
6400, although I would have preferred 
a different approach, is the strongest bill 
we have had before us on the floor. 

rt should not be weakened. The pend
ing amendment would terminate Federal 
examiners when the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia finds that 
more than 50 percent of eligible non
white persons residing in the political 
subdivision are registered. In other 
words, once a county, parish, or other 
subdivision, registers 50.1 percent of its 
nonwhites, it may ask for removal of 
the Federal examiners. 

The purpose of Federal examiners is 
to safeguard human rights. The need is 
clear. This amendment would have 
them removed as soon as a political sub
division registers over half of its non
whites. Then future applicants would 
have to pursue the same old system, ap
plying to local registrars and encounter
ing many of the obstacles which have 
brought Congress to the point of enact
ing this bill. 

This amendment really says that dis
crimination should not be practiced 
against more than half of the popula
tion. This is contrary to the whole spirit 
of the bill. We are not trying to do a 
halfway job. We are trying to end vot
ing discrimination for all time, for all 
citizens. 

If 50 percent of Mississippi's Negroes 
are registered, are the others to be for
gotten? Does not the 14th amendment 
guarantee the full protection of the laws? 

I say that, even if 50 percent are reg
istered, if one person, just one person, is 
discriminated against, that is one too 
many. 

The other body, no doubt debate
weary, agreed to the proposed amend
ment. The House should not fall into 
the same trap. I am opposed to this 
amendment. 

H.R. 6400 provides in section 13 a pro
cedure for terminating Federal exam
iners. An effort to weaken that pro
cedure was defeated in committee, and 
it should be defeated now. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate now 
cease on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. BoGGS]. 

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

Mr. MATHIAS. I object. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that all debate on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
BoGGS] now cease. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. MATHIAS) there 
were-ayes 116, noes 83. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered and the Chairman 
appointed as tellers Mr. SENNER and Mr. 
MATHIAS. 

The Committee again divided, and 
the tellers reported that there were
ayes 142, noes 104. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Chairman, on that I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. BoGGS and 
Mr. MATHIAS. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that th~re were-ayes 123, noes 
77. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. WHITENER 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a series of amendments, and ask 
unanimous consent that they be consid
ered en bloc, and also I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for an additional 10 
minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. WHITENER: On 

page 17, commencing with line 1 and con~ 
tinuing through page 18, line 4, strike all of 
section 5, and renumber each succeeding sec
tion of the bill accordingly. 

On page 18, commencing with line 5 and 
continuing through page 19, line 16, strike 
all of section 6 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"SEc. 6. (a) Whenever a court of compe
tent jurisdiction has authorized the appoint
ment of examiners pursuant to the provi
sions of section 3 (a) , and the court has 
found as a fact that persons within a po~ 
Utical subdivision or a State have been de
nied the right to vote on account of race 

or color and that the appointment of ex
aminers is necessary to enforce the guar
antees of the fifteenth amendment, the said 
court shall appoint a reasonable number 
of examiners for such subdivision to prepare 
and maintain lists of persons eligible to vote 
in Federal elections. 

"Such examiners appointed by the court 
shall be compensated without regard to the 
provisions of any statute administered by 
the Civil Service Commission, and service 
under this act shall not be considered em
ployment for the purposes of any statute 
administered by the Civil Service Commis
sion, except the provisions of section 9 of 
the Act of August 2, 1939, as amended 
(5 U.S.C. 118i) prohibiting partisan political 
activity, provided, that the compensation of 
such examiners as fixed by the court shall 
be subject to the approval of the Administra
tive Office of the Courts of the United States. 
Such examiners shall have the power to ad
minister oaths and any false statement or 
any material fact made by any person under 
such oath to such examiner shall be punish
able as perjury." 

On page 19, line 20, strike out the word, 
"Commission,'' and insert in lieu thereof 
the word "Court". · 

On page 19, line 17, through and including 
page 21, line 4, strike out all of section 7 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEC. 7. (a) The examiners for each po
litical subdivision shall examine applicants 
concerning their qualifications for voting. 
An application to an examiner shall be in 
such form as the court may require and 
shall contain allegations that the applicant 
is not otherwise registered to vote. Such 
examination of applicant shall be conducted 
by the examiner after administering an oath 
to such applicant. 

" (b) Any person whom the examiner finds 
to have the qualifications prescribed by 
State law in accordance with instructions 
received from the court shall promptly be 
placed on a list of eligible voters. A chal
lenge to such listing may b~ made in ac
cordance with section 9 (a) and shall not be 
the basis for a prosecution under section 12 
of this Act. The examiner shall certify and 
transmit such list, and any supplements 
thereto, at least once a month, to the offices 
of the appropriate election officials, with 
copies to the Court and to the Attorney 
General. Notwithstanding the action of the 
examiner in certifying and transmi ttlng the 
name of any applicant as hereinabove pro
vided, such applicant shall still be subject 
to challenge as to his vote, and no vote cast 
by said applicant may be counted in any 
election unless the court has overruled the 
challenge asserted against the applicant. 
Any person whose name appears on such a 
list shall not be entitled to cast a vote un
less the appropriate election officials of the 
State or political subdivision involved have 
been served with such list at least forty-five 
days prior to the election in which the ap
plicant seeks to vote. 

" (c) Any person whose name appears on 
such a list of eligible voters as hereinabove 
provided shall be removed therefrom by an 
examiner or by the court if ( 1) such person 
has been successfully challenged in accord
ance with the procedure herein prescribed, 
or (2) he has been determined by an ex
aminer or by the court to have lost his 
eligib11ity to vote under State law not in
consistent with the Constitution of the 
United States." 

On page 21, after line 4 strike all of lines 5 
through 14, the same being the entire sec
tion 8 of the bill, and renumber each suc
ceeding section accordingly. 

On page 21, line 15, through page 23, line 
13, strike all of section 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"SEc. 9. (a) Any challenge to a 'listing on 
an ellgibil1ty list shall be heard and deter-
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mined by a hearing omcer appointed by a 
court of competent jurisdiction under such 
rules as the court shall prescribe. Such 
challenge shall be entertained only if filed 
with the hearing omcer or in the omce of 
the Clerk of the United States district court 
of the district in which the applicant resides 
within ten days after the listing of the chal
lenged person is made available for public 
inspection, and if supported by ( 1) the am
davits of at least two persons having per
sonal knowledge of the facts constituting 
grounds for the challenge, and (2) a certi
fication that a copy of the challenge and 
amdavits have been served by mail or in 
person upon the person challenged at his 
last known place o:t residence or the place 
o:f residence set out in the application. Such 
challenge shall be determined by the hearing 
omcer within fifteen days after it is filed. 
A petition for review Of the decision of the 
hearing omcer may be filed in the United 
States court which appointed said hearing 
omcer within fifteen days after service o:f 
such decision by mail on the person peti
tioning for review. Any person listed shall 
be entitled to vote provisionally pending final 
determination by the hearing omcer and by 
the court, but said vote shall not be counted 
or recorded in any election unless the chal
lenge to the person so listed shall have been 
denied. 

"(b) The hearing omcer appointed by the 
court shall have the power, if authorized by 
the court, to require by subpoena the attend
ance and testimony of witnesses and the 
production of documentary evidence relating 
to any matter pending before such hearing 
omcer. In case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpena, any court of the United 
States within the jurisdiction o:f which said 
person guilty of contumacy or refusal to 
obey is found, or resides or is domiciled, or 
transacts business, or has appointed an agent 
:for the receipt of service of process, shall have 
jurisdiction to issue to such person an order 
requiring such person to appear before the 
court or the duly appointed hearing omcer, 
there to produce pertinent, relevant, and 
nonprivileged documentary evidence if so 
ordered, or there to give testimony touching 
the matter under investigation; and any fail
ure to obey such order of the court may be 
punished by said court as a contempt 
thereof." 

On page 23, after line 13, strike all o:f sec
tion .10, the same being lines 14 through 25 
on page 23 and lines 1 through 3 on page 
24, and renumber each succeeding section 
accordingly. 

On page 24, after line S, strike all o:f sec
tion 11 and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

"SEC. 11. (a) No person acting under color 
of law shall willfully fail or refuse to permit 
any person to vote whose name has been 
duly certified by the court, or an examiner 
appointed by the court under the provisions 
of this Act, as being qualified to vote nor 
shall any person willfully fail or refuse to 
tabulate, count, and report such person's 
vote. 

"(b) No person shallintim1date, threaten, 
or coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten, 
or coerce, any person from exercising any 
rights or duties or powers provided for in 
this Act"; and renumber each succeeding 
section accordingly. 

On page 24, line 16, after the word "shall" 
insert the words "fraudulently, maliciously, 
or willfully". 

On page 25, lines 10 and 11, strike out the 
words "by sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 11, or sub
section (b) of this section," and insert in 
lieu thereof the words "this Act". 

On page 26, line 7, immediately following . 
the word "merits", strike out the period ancr 
insert the following: "if the court finds that 
the vote of such person or persons would be 
likely to change the results of said election." 

On page 26, line 9, immediately :following 
the comma insert the words "if the court 
finds that the vote of such person or persons 
would be likely to change the results of said 
election." 

On page 27, line 1, strike out the words 
"Civil Service Commission and insert in lieu 
thereof the word "Court". 

On page 27, line 9, strike out the words 
"Attorney General" and insert in lieu thereof 
the word "Court". 

On page 27, line 11, strike out all of sec
tion 14 (a) , and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: "All cases of criminal contempt 
arising under the provisions of this act shall 
be tried by a jury in the district court of 
the United States in the jurisdiction in which 
said contempt is alleged to have occurred, 
if either party requests such a jury trial." 

On page 27, lines 14 through 19, strike out 
all of subsection (b) of section 14 and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: "Exclusive 
jurisdiction shall reside in the United States 
courts for the State or subdivision involved 
to issue any declaratory judgment or any 
restraining order or temporary or permanent 
injunction against the execution or enforce
ment of any provision of this act or any 
action of any Federal omcer or employee pur
suant hereto." 

On page 28 strike out all of section 15 and 
renumber each succeeding section accord
ingly. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard a great deal here this after
noon about cleaning up Illinois and had 
an amendment to that effect. Then we 
were going to clean up Michigan for a 
while, I believe. Then we were going to 
clean up some other things. 

Now that we come toward the end of 
the day, I have offered some amendments 
which I think will clean up this pack
age of legislation. I think if these 
amendments are adopted we will have 
a bill which will see that justice is done 
to all of the people of the country and 
you will have it done without promoting 
discrimination but, rather, will be elim
inating discrimination. I say that be
cause the burden of these amendments, 
among other main burdens, is that of 
equal application throughout the coun
try. I am sure that notwithstanding 
some of the unfortunate remarks that 
we have heard here today where some
one has been accused of kissing Dixie, 
and they did not say just where Dixie 
got kissed-some of you are probably in 
the mood of kicking Dixie-still we do 
not believe that many of you are in that 
mood. 

These amendments which I have pre
pared, while they may have seemed 
lengthy to you, are not really lengthy in 
their meaning and in their purpose. In 
addition to promoting fairness and 
equality of application of the law among 
the States, they promote the admin
istration of justice along the lines which 
have been typically American since the 
beginning of the country in that they 
put the responsibility for adjudi~ating 
the law in the courts. That question 
lies with the courts rather than with a 
bureaucratic official of the Government. 

These amendments also have another 
main focus, that is, they recognize and 
cause the Congress to recognize the va
lidity of the statements of our Supreme 
Court in the Lassiter case, and in in
numerable other cases, in which it has 
been unequivocally held that the deter-

-mination of the qualifications of voters is 
properly and constitutionally within the 
province of the several States. 

So that is the main purpose of the 
amendments which I have offered. They 
have some side purposes, one of which 
has been discussed earlier today. One 
of them is that a vote should not be 
counted unless it is a legal vote. 

One of these amendments would pro
vide that there must be an adjudication 
by the court upon the validity of the in
dividual vote before that vote would be 
counted. And, yes, they go beyond that. 
One of the amendments would say that 
you would not suspend the certification 
of the results of an election unless the 
court found that those votes in ques
tion are likely to change the outcome of 
the election. 

Now how silly can we get? Under the 
language of the bill, H.R. 6400, you can 
visualize the situation where it is ap
parent to the court and everyone else 
that a candidate has won the election by 
30,000 votes. Yet, if there is one of these 
challenged votes lying around, there can 
be some question raised as to whether 
the candidate has been elected until they 
have been passed upon one challenged 
vote. This proposed amendment would 
get us away from that type of situa~ 
tion. 

Another significant provision in one of 
the amendments is this: You will note in 
the bill, H.R. 6400, that the language 
merely take us back to previous civil 
rights bills when they deal with the trial 
of persons charged with criminal con
tempt. · That is for the purpose of get
ting around the jury trial right of the 
accused. One of the amendments I have 
offered, amendment No. 15, provides that 
in all cases of criminal contempt which 
arise under this act that they shall be 
tried by jury in the district court in the 
jurisdiction where the contempt is al
leged to have occurred if either party re
quests a jury trial. 

We have been uphill and downhill on 
this jury trial business and the people 
who stand here normally and inveigh 
against the concept of the jury trial in 
civil rights legislation are the ones who 
contend for it loudest in every other type 
of legislation. 

Those of us who ask for it in this 
type of legislation are consistent in our 
feeling that the right to a jury trial is 
something sacred and something which 
should be preserved. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many other 
provisions in these amendments which 
we could discuss. I know that you have 
noted already tha.t one of them would 
strike out the entire reference to the 
poll tax situation. I have mentioned this 
before in comments; I have mentioned it 
in the minority report written in the 
committee. And, I say again, that not
withstanding the alleged finding in this 
bill, to the contrary there is no evidence 
in the record before the Judiciary Com
mittee which would sustain the finding 
by the Congress that the poll tax re
quirement has been used to discriminate 
between the races. 

No one has ·ever testified that any 
man, whether he was colored or white, 
who wanted to pay a poll tax was denied 
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that privilege by any tax collector any
where. So, there is no reasonable re
lationship between the poll tax require
ment, which we do not have in our State, 
North Carolina, and this question of 
discrimination between the races. No 
one has yet testified, including the At
torney General, thait any man who want
ed to pay his poll tax has been denied 
that privilege anywhere. 

The poll tax is a necessary part of the 
laws of several of the States. In North 
Carolina, while it is not a prerequisite 
to voting, it is required that each male 
citizen between certain ages pay a poll 
tax, and this is in no way connected with 
discrimination. 

The poll tax originated as a device 
through which the county governments 
derived funds with which to carry on 
their elections, just as in the old days in 
my State there was a requirement that 
every able-bodied man give 1 day a year 
to his local county to work the public 
roads, or if he did not want to do that, 
he could pay $5 and not work. So there 
is no discrimination about it. It is a 
creature of the law which is quite an
cient, and you find the poll tax in many 
States today where it is not connected in 
any way with voting. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that the hour 
is late and that there is not much sym
pathy on the part of many for thinking 
about what we are doing here in a very 
serious way, because many have said 
that they have confidence in the great 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

As a member of that committee I cer
tainly am not here to criticize it. But 
I will say this to you, that sometimes 
in our zeal, all of us--in our zeal to 
accomplish what we consider to be a 
worthwhile purpose, do not always exer
cise the same sound and solid judgment 
that we do when we are looking at things 
more objectively. All of us are alike 
in that respect. 

Sometimes when we think we are legis
lating in a way that affects somebody 
away off from us we may be inclined to 
be a little careless and not as attentive 
to what we are doing. But I say to 
you that, trying to be as objective as I 
can about this, and certainly without 
one scintilla of prejudice against any 
race or any human being, I believe that 
the amendments which I have drafted 
and offered to you today will improve 
the legislation we have before us. I 
would not stand here and urge you to 
follow me blindly. I would urge you 
to at least think with me upon ·these 
thoughts which I have expressed in a 
rather quick manner, because of the late
ness of the hour. 

This is a serious- thing we are about. 
We are not just punishing somebody. 
We are today dealing with constitutional 
government. 

All of us who have served here any 
length of time have seen bad laws which 
the Congress has written before held up 
here to us again as justification for our 
doing it once more. 

Some of these principles that we are 
putting in this legislation will be de
structive of more rights than they pro
tect in their overall language. 

I hope you will give thought to this 
subject. I urge you, if you can possibly 

do so, to join with us in adopting these 
amendments, which are numerous. but 
not too lengthy, because they will make 
this a piece of legislation we can live 
with, and that people throughout the 
Nation can vote for and support and be 
proud of. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendments offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina EMr. 
WHITENER] and urge their passage. You 
will note, Mr. Chairman, that section 10 
of H.R. 6400 states: 

The Congress hereby finds that the require
ment of the payment of a poll tax as a pre
requisite to voting has historically been one 
of the methods used to circumvent the guar
antees of the 14th and 15th amendments to 
the Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, contrary to what this 
section states as its premise, I have been 
unable to locate testimony of a substan
tial nature given in either the House of 
Representatives or the Senate that the 
poll tax has been used to discriminate 
against citizens who desire to register and 
vote. When the Attorney General of the 
United States was testifying before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee he had this 
to say on the subject: 

My difil.culty on this, on the elimination of 
poll taxes, is that I do not believe that I have 
the facts to make a record that poll taxes 
have been abused in violation of the 15th 
amendment. 

I would like to remind the Members of 
the House that a legislative declaration 
is not a casual thing, and Congress should 
act on facts and on facts alone. This 
very proposition, a legislative finding that 
the poll tax has been applied in violation 
of the prohibition of the 15th amend
ment, was rejected by the Attorney Gen
eral as not supported by the evidence. 
Consequently, such a declaration should 
not be included in the legislation we have 
before us today. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, it was only re
cently that an amendment to the Con
stitution was passed by the Congress, 
submitted to and ratified by three
fourths of the States, that prohibited the 
States from making the poll tax a pre
requisite to voting in Federal elections. 
Congress fully recognized at that time 
that the power of the Federal Govern
ment over the poll tax was limited to 
constitutional action, and Congress and 
the States acted accordingly. 

I submit that if it was necessary yes
terday to have a constitutional amend
ment to abolish the poll tax in Federal 
elections, why is it unnecessary to follow 
the same procedure today? In the same 
connection, if Congress has the power to 
abolish by simple statute the poll tax in 
State and local elections, as the chair
man of the House Judiciary Committee 
says it has, why was it necessary for Con
gress to pass the 24th amendment? 

Mr. Chairman, it is perfectly obvious 
that an attempt is being made in this 
legislation to accomplish by a majority 
vote what both the Congress and the 
courts have always considered requires a 
constitutional amendment. The adop
tion of the amendments offered by the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
WHITENER], among other important and 
constructive changes, will eliminate sec-

tlon 10 of H.R. 6400. I urge their favor
able consideration. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, it 

is reprehensible and indefensible to de
prive any qualified citizen of his right 
and obligation to vote. Any citizen and 
every citizen, regardless of his race, his 
color, sex, or political suasion, should be 
guaranteed the choice to register and to 
vote-if he or she meets valid and equi
table qualifications such as age, resi
dence, and other requirements, applied 
equally and indiscriminately. 

The voting privilege and responsibility 
should be available to 100 percent of our 
qualified citizenry~not 50 percent, not 
99 percent. Although I feel that every 
person should exercise his voting fran
chise in an informed and intelligent man
ner, I feel ~lso that in a free, democratic 
society a citizen has the right not to vote 
if he so chooses and should not be com
'pelled to vote against his wishes and 
desires. 

It is my privilege to represent a con
gressional district in North Carolina that 
is completely devoid of any vestige of 
disc."liminatiori in the voting process. 

However, under the weird and compli
cated 50 percent formula basis of H.R. 
6400, my home county of Guilford comes 
dangerously close . to being placed under 
the supervision of Federal vote ex
aminers. 

Using the figures presented in sub
committee hearings, Guilford County, 
N.C., has 144,040 persons of voting age--
21 or older-in November 1964-based 
on the 1960 census report. The hear
ing report reveals that 75,604 votes were 
cast in the 1964 general election. This 
represents but 52.5 percent of the voting 
age population. I want to point out 
that the offi.cial figures supplied to me 
by the Guilford County Board of Elec
tions show that 77,160 persons voted 
last November, a much higher figure 
than that supplied the subcommittee, 
but still only 53.1 percent, a shocking 
percentage. But, although this poor 
record at the polling place was in no 
wise related to racial discrimination, my 
home county was in jeopardy of having 
the Federal Government take over our 
local voting procedures. In fact, a mili
tant civil rights leader in my home 
county has stated publicly that "there 
has been no discrimination whatsoever." 

Yet, if a few more had cared less last 
November, then Guilford County would 
have been penalized-under this pro
posed law. Because a number of our 
registered voters--white and nonwhite
were apathetic or were not enthusiastic 
enough to go to the polls and vote, Guil
ford County would have come under the 
aegis of Federal vote control-even 
though there is not a scintilla of evi
dence that voting discrimination was 
practiced. If this had occurred, we 
would have to bear the trouble and ex
pense of coming to Washington and 
prove in the District court here that we 
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are innocent. We would not be allowed 
to file a suit in the Federal District 
Court in Greensboro, the jurisdiction 
where the cause of action allegedly 
arose. I can thin~ of no other law 
which requires the accused first to file a 
law suit to declare his innocence and 
secondly to remove the jurisdiction to a 
foreign court. 

Speaking of the figures supplied to the 
subcommittee in their hearings, it occurs 
that they could be misleading if not fal
lacious. At the least, they are certainly 
interesting. For example, a county in 
Wyoming last November cast more votes 
than it had people of voting ·age. The 
record shows that 113.38 percent of the 
voting age population went to the polls 
there. Another county, in New York, had 
109.4 percent. Curious. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400, in addition 
to being a measure which would insure 
equal justice by the half measure--or 50 
percent, is not a national law, one which 
would apply equally throughout our 50 
States. Does it not seem ironic that a 
measure which was conceived to abolish 
discrimination is in itself discriminatory 
in nature? · 

The law offered to us today would over
look and thereby permit discrimination in 
some States and in some counties but not 
in others. Why is it considered equal 
justice to apply the measure to 7 States 
and 34 counties in the State of North 
Carolina and exempt some of our other 
sister States, even though they voted less 
than 50 percent in the last election? 

I am proud that my home county is 
not alone in my congressional district of 
North Carolina in administering rights 
and privileges to all, equally. The other 
three counties in my district also diS
pense justice in the same amount from 
the same spoon to all its citizens. In the 
4 counties of the 6th district, there 
are 222,977 registered voters. Of this 
amount, 162,655 voted in the last general 
election-not good, but enough to escape 
from the provisions of the proposed law. 
I cannot tell you the breakdown of the 
total Negro and white voters in my dis
trict, for the simple reason that one of 
the four counties-Orange-does not re
quest or require that the registrant iden
tify himself by race or color. Three of 
the counties, Alamance, Durham, and 
Guilford, do keep such records. In these 
3 counties, there are 167,733 regis
tered white voters and 36,295 Negro vot
ers on the books-in about the same 
proportionate ratio as the total white 
and nonwhite population. 

In the year 1964, in the 6th district, 
some 14 Negro persons failed to pass our 
so-called literacy tests. Only one of the 
four-Guilford-retained figures on the 
number of Negroes who passed such tests. 
The number of those who did pass the 
test there amounted to 3,718 and it is 
reasonable to assume that thousands of 
others passed simple registration re
quirements in the other 3 counties 
last year. I might add that there were 
seven white persons who failed during 
the same period. 

The literacy tests administered in my 
district are not designed as discrimina
tory devices. In Alamance County, for 

example, a registrant is· required to copy 
the simple statement: 

Art icle I , section 10 of the constitution of 
North Carolina . All elections ought to be 
free. 

One could hardly allege that this at
tempts to bar any qualified person from 
voting. 

The other three counties require that 
the registrant must read and sign an 
oath, which says: 

I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will 
support the Constitution of the United 
States, and the constitution of the State of 
North Carolina, not inconsistent therewith; 
that I have been a resident of the State of 
North Carolina for 1 year and of the pre
cinct for 1 month; that I am -- years 
of age; and that I have not registered for a 
coming election in any other precinct. So 
help me God. 

Could this oath be considered a device 
to preclude voting on the basis of race 
or color? 

There are several very disturbing pro
visions of H.R. 6400. One of these is 
section 8, which would require the legis
lation of the State to first get permission 
of the U.S. Attorney General or the Fed
eral District Court in the District of Co
lumbia, before it could change the elec
tion laws, in any manner, if one of its 
counties falls under the 50-percent pro
vision of the proposed act. This section 
would in effect give to the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States the power to 
veto or nullify an act passed by the legis
lature of the State of North Carolina. 
No doubt, before a county could even 
change a precinct line, it would have to 
go through a time consuming and costly 
legal procedure with either the U.S. At
torney General or the Federal District 
Court in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, because of these and 
other objections I have to H.R. 6400, I 
cannot in good conscience support this 
measure. 

I can and would gladly, however, sup
port and vote for a truly equitable and 

. nondiscriminatory voting rights act, 
which would be uniform in application, 
one which would apply equally-any
where discrimination in voting is prac
ticed, and only where discrimination
and not just apathy-is found. 

I would prefer an act which would 
provide for appeals arising from such a 
measure to be heard in the original ju
risdiction and not limited to Washing
ton, D.C. I would prefer a bill which 
would preserve the rights of the States 
to administer proper and equitable tests 
of qualifications and eligibility to vote. 

I would prefer a bill which is consist
ent with the Constitution. I would pre
fer a bill which forever Will insure equal 
justice in the voting process. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. FOUNTAIN] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

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

.North Carolina? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

have hesitated to speak on this legisla
tion during this debate. It so seriously 
questions the integrity and fairness of 

my people and so dangerously flouts the 
Constitution-that I become emotional 
about it. We have already observed the 
dangers that follow some types of emo
tionalism. In fact, I think it is quite 
obvious to the Nation that this legisla
tion is the product of emotionalism. 
Then, too, on highly controversial legis
lation of this kind, I have discovered that 
few positions are changed by the debate. 
More votes are changed in a variety of 
other ways well known to all of us. 
Then too, I am told that the outcome 
of this legislation is already known-that 
it will become the law of the land in 
substantially its present form. This 
thought is certainly no incentive for 
speaking out. 

Beyond any question, the virus of un
reason which has so pathetically infected 
some areas of the country has obviously 
descended upon us here. As someone 
has said, ''Congress is down with the 
heaves and strangles, and ordinarily 
sound men are puffing and rolling their 
eyes." Even if the virus of unreason 
and madness, as well as rightly moti
vated reasoning, have predestined that 
this bill will pass, I must have my say. 
In view of all that I have heard on this 
floor during this debate, I cannot longer 
remain silent. 

Whatever may be the outcome here 
today, history will record H.R. 6400 as a 
bad bill, a dangerous bill, a vindictive 
bill, a bill which, however motivated, 
perverts the Constitution. If this bill 
becomes law, it will pile wrong upon 
wrong. It will strike "with the brute and 
clumsy force of a wrecking ball at the 
very foundations of American federal
ism." 

As some writer has ·said, "Our body 
politic suffers, it is true, from a few 
tumors, but the condition is operable and 
may be cured by careful surgery. This 
bill is a bill for disemboweling." 

H.R. 6400 is described as "A bill to 
enforce the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution." The 15th amendment 
provides, of course, that the right of 
citizens to vote "shall not be denied or 
abridged on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude." 

Of course, the 15th amendment does 
not grant anyone the right to vote. It 
was not so intended. The purpose of 
the 15th amendment is to prevent dis
crimination on account of race or color 
in the exercise of voting rights. Such 
discrimination has existed in the past 
and pockets of it doubtless may still 
exist in every section of the country
not just certain areas of the South. 

At this point, permit me to express 
my deep and sincere concern that such 
discrimination still exists today at any 
place. I have made many speeches in 
my home State about the right to vote. 
I have not talked about the right of a 
particular race to vote. I have talked 
about the right and the duty of all 
qualified citizens to express their views 
at the ballot bo·x. Fundamental to our 
democracy and our way of life is the 
right of each qualified citizen, regardless 
of his race or color, to participate in the 
selection of those who will serve him in 
places of public trust. As the committee 
report pointed out: 

Our Nation, born of a mighty struggle to 
secure representation to its citizenry, has 
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grown and prospered in freedom through 
self-government. Our history unfolds at 
every chapter the story of rededication to 
a belief in Government by and for the 
people. 

Certainly, therefore, the right to vote 
is basic and essential among the many 
rights and responsibilities of citizens in 
any democratic society. I cherish this 
concept for all our people of all creeds 
and colors. I will always defend it in a 
proper way. 

Wherever the right of a qualified 
citizen to vote is denied him such denial 
can be effectively enjoined and the 
names of such citizens placed on the 
rolls. If the Congress feels that such 
discrimination is so widespread that ac
tion on the national level is needed, the 
Congress has the power to enact "appro
priate legislation" toward this end. 

The very serious question before this 
body is whether or not the administra
tion's bill is appropriate. This leads to 
other important questions such as: Is it 
within the scope of the Constitution? 
Is it consistent with the letter and spirit 
of the Constitution? Or is it an uncon
stitutional-invalid exercise of powers 
which the Congress does not have but 
which are reserved to the States? 

These are extremely important ques
tions-transcending questions-rising, 
as someone has said, "above the sweaty 
little tricks and gimmicks" of any reg
istrar. Surely we cannot command re
spect for the Constitution in any given 
State by subverting it on Capitol Hill. 

I believe that the arguments which 
have already been offered in opposition 
to H.R. 6400 lead to the inevitable con
clUsion that it is not appropriate, that, 
in its present form, it is not within the 
scope of the Constitution, and it is incon
sistent with the letter and spirit thereof. 

Never before in all of my experience 
here have I seen so many Members take 
a frozen position in support of a piece 
of legislation so patently vicious, dis
criminatory, and unconstitutional. Have 
we forgotten that we are dealing here to
day, through this legislation, with some
thing as precious as life itself-a system 
of government "obedient to a written 
Constitution." If this Congress sacri
fices this high principle to the emotional 
and political pressures of such a turbu
lent hour, we may lose for all of us far 
more freedom than we will seemingly 
gain for some. 

I have not heard during the course of 
the debate on this legislation a single 
voice denying that the power to fix quali..; 
fications for voting is a power reserved 
to the States. Of course, such a position 
would be untenable, for article 1, section 
2, spells it out in words a child can un
derstand. Time after time, the Supreme 
Court has reaffirmed this reservation of 
the power to the States. 

Just 6 years ago, in the case of Las
siter v. North Hampton County Board of 
Elections (360 U.S. 45 (1959)), the Su
preme Court reaffirmed an unbroken 
series of opinions when 1t said: 

The States have long been held to have 
broad powers to determine the conditions 
under which the rights of suJfrage may be 
exercised, absent, of course, the discrimina
tion which the Constitution condemns 
• • •. The right of suJfrage is subject to 

the imposition of State standards which are 
not discriminatory • • •. We do not sug
gest that any standards which a State de
sires to adopt may be reqUired of voters. 
But there is wide scope for exercise of its 
jurisdiction. Residence requirements, age, 
previous criminal record, are obvious exam
ples indicating factors which a State may 
take into consideration in determining the 
qualifications of voters. • • • 

The ab111ty to read and write likewise has 
the relation to standards designed to pro
mote intelligent use of the ballot. Literacy 
and illiteracy are neutral on race, creed, 
color, and sex, as reports around the world 
show • • •. In our society, where news
papers, periodicals, books, and other printed 
matter canvass and debate campaign issues, 
a State might conclude that only those who 
are literate should exercise the franchise. 

· In the final paragraph of its opinion 
in the Lassiter case, the Supreme Court 
condemned trumped-up literacy tests 
that had been employed in some cases as 
a "device to make racial discrimination 
easy." No such charge, however, could 
be fairly brought against North Car
olina's requirement that a prospective 
voter "be able to read and write any 
section of the constitution of North 
Carolina in the English language." 

That seems to us to be one fair way of 
determining whether a person is literate, 
not a calculated scheme to lay a trap for 
the citizen-

Said the Court. 
It's interesting to note that the Las

siter case came up from the Superior 
Court of Northampton County, in North 
Carolina, in the Second Congressional 
District which I have the honor to rep
resent. Notwithstanding that decision, 
however, this legislation, H.R. 6400, 
would have the effect of reversing the 
impact of that decision in Northampton 
County, N.C., by presuming the existence 
of discrimination there. 

As late as March 8, 1965, in the case of 
Carrington against Rush, the Supreme 
Court again stated: 

There can be no doubt either of the 
historic function of the States to establish, 
on a nondiscriminatory basis, and in ac
cordance with the Constitution, other qual
ifications for the exercise of the franchise. 
Indeed, "The States have long been held 
to have broad powers to determine the con
ditions under which the right of suffrage 
may be exercised." • • • In other words, 
the privilege to vote in a State is within 
the jurisdiction of the State itself, to be 
exercised as the State may direct, and upon 
such terms as to it may seem proper, pro
vided, of course, no discrimination is made 
between individuals in violation of the Fed
eral Constitution. 

The proponents of this legislation now 
ask the Congress of the United States 
to disregard these fixed constitutional 
principles. This whole body of long es
tablished law would be . violated by this 
legislation. In fact, this legislation 
would establish through Federal law 
new "qualifications for voting" in cer
tain States and in certain counties of 
other States. 

It is true that this power of the States 
must be exercised in accordance with 
other provisions of the Constitution. But 
it is the 15th amendment, and only the 
15th amendment, that concerns us here 
in this legislation. By its own terms, the 
pending bill is a b1ll "To enforce the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution of the 

United States." If the bill cannot be sus
tained under this provision, then the At
torney General is out of court. As has 
been pointed out so many times, the 
power vested in the Congress by the 15th 
amendment is a power to enforce the 
amendment by "appropriate legislation." 
This is not "appropriate legislation." 

If H.R. 6400 proposed the use of clearly 
constitutional methods to meet demon
strated abuses in a fair and impartial 
manner, it would merit sympathetic co~
sideration by all of us. But H.R. 6400 
does not do this. Instead, it proposes the 
establishment of arbitrary and discrim
inatory restrictions upon areas in my 
State and elsewhere which have not only 
not been proved guilty of practices which 
violate the 15th amendment, but have 
not even been accused of such practices. 

Many States including my own State 
of North Carolina, prescribe literacy 
tests for voters. So far as I know, no 
evidence has been presented-or even al
legations made-that North Carolina is 
administering the literacy tests in a dis
criminatory manner. Information pro
vided to me by county election boards in 
my district clearly demonstrates that the 
literacy test is not being used to prevent 
or discourage registration of qualified 
persons. 

In Lenoir County, N.C., for example, 
only 10 Negroes failed the literacy test in 
1964, while 942 Negroes passed. Three 
white persons also failed the literacy test 
in that county. The chairman of the 
Lenoir County Board of Elections, Mr. 
F. E. Wallace, Jr., and two prominent 
Negro citizens of Lenoir County, Mrs. 
Alice P. Hannibal and Mr. George B. 
Lane, furnished for the records of the 
committee hearings on this legislation, 
affidavits attesting to the lack of dis
crimination in voter registration there. 

In Wilson County, N.C., in 1964, only 6 
Negroes failed the literacy test while 919 
passed. Two white persons also failed 
the test. Three more white persons de
clined to take the test after stating that 
they could not read. 

In a much smaller county, Greene, five 
Negroes failed the literacy test in 1964, 
and 82 of them passed. Seven white per
sons failed, while 140 passed. These, of 
course, are just a few examples of the 
extent to which qualified persons are 
being registered in our congressional dis
trict. 

If the pending bill were aimed like a 
rifle at discriminatory applications of the 
literacy test; if its provisions were de
signed solely to prevent a State or locality 
from using some test or device to deny 
voting rights on account of race or color, 
no objection could be taken on constitu
tional grounds. The obvious vice of this 
legislation is that it is not so aimed and 
it is not so limited. As the distinguished 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
WHITENER], pointed out yesterday, this 
bill is triggered by a phony formula, a 
numbers game-a slick little testing de
vice that relies not upon proof of dis
crimination but rather on certain 
statistics. 

It applies only in States which as of 
November 1, 1964, maintained a "test or 
device" as a qualification for voting. By 
"test or device" this bill means, among 
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other things, any requirement that a 
registrant possess good moral character 
or demonstrate "the ability to read, write, 
or interpret any matter." But regretta
bly the bill does not apply to all States 
that maintained such tests or devices in 
November 1964. It applies only in those 
States or parts of States in which less 
than 50 percent of the adults were reg
istered, or less than 50 percent of the 
adults voted in the Presidential election 
of 1964. 

The discriminatory and unfair nature 
of H.R. 6400, there again can be clearly 
seen from the fact that it proposes out
lawing literacy tests not throughout the 
United States or even throughout North 
Carolina but in just a few Southern 
States and in 34 selected counties of my 
own State of North Carolina, including 
all of the 9 counties which I have the 
honor to represent. As I have previously 
indicated, these counties would not be 
selected on the basis of evidence of vio
lations of the 15th amendment or even 
on the basis of allegations of such viola
tions. Instead they would be selected 
through an arbitrary mathematical for
mula based on the percentage of citizens 
voting, without regard to whether or not 
discriminatory practices were involved 
in any way. After being selected on the 
basis of such an arbitrary formula, the 
counties chosen would, in effect, be pre- · 
sumed guilty of discrimination until they 
proved their innocence before a three
man court in the District of Columbia. 

It may be of interest to note that while 
this carefully rigged trap catches the 
States of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, 
Georgia, South Carolina, Virginia, 34 
counties in North Carolina, and a county 
in Arizona and 1 in Maine, and possi
bly in a few others, it does not catch the 
State of Texas, where fewer than 50 per
cent voted, because Texas has no "test 
or device." Neither does it catch the 
State of New York which maintains a 
"test or device" but voted better than 50 
percent. 

Note again that this key provision of 
the bill has nothing to do with discrimi
nation as such or with Negro voting as 
such. The Attorney General's feeble ex
planation is that "the coincidence of 
such schemes and low electoral registra
tion or participation is usually the result 
of racial discrimination in the adminis
tration of the electoral process." 

As a matter of fact, while these so
called coincidences may sometimes be 
the result of discrimination, there are 
many other factors, not subject to the 
will of Congress under the 15th amend
ment, which have contributed to these 
low voting percentages in my part of the 
country. I think the reasons are so well 
known that they need not be repeated 
again. 

. Mr. Chairman, the height of paradox 
is presented by the formula proposed in 
this legislation which establishes a pre
sumption that the 15th amendment has 
been violated. New York, which uses 
a literacy test--and which will continue 
to have a literacy test notwithstanding 
this legislation-had 7 4.5 percent of its 
citizens registered, while North Carolina, 
which uses a simple literacy test, had 
76 percent of its voters registered. Now, 

would it not be reasonable to expect that 
a voting bill designed to secure the right · 
of citizens to register and to vote would 
touch both North Carolina and New York 
alike? This is not true, however. New 
York State is not touched by this legis
lation, while 34 counties in my State are, 
by this law, presumed guilty of voter 
discrimination under the 15th amend
ment. This is rank discrimination of 
the worst sort. 

Almost 52 percent of all North Carolin
ians of voting age voted in the last gen
eral election. Had the percentage fallen 
below 50 percent, then every one of our 
100 counties would have been subjected 
to the sanctions of this bill. Since only 
34 counties are said to have voted less 
than 50 percent in the 1964 elections. 
only these 34 counties are presumed to 
have violated the 15th amendment. In 
other words, in my home State, to show 
how ridiculous this legislation is, 34 coun
ties will be subjected to Federal jurisdic
tion with no literacy test required, while 
the remaining 66 counties of North 
Carolina wHI still use a literacy test for 
voting applicants. 

Arkansas has no literacy test. In 
1964 only 49.9 percent of the voting-age 
population voted. It would not be cov
ered by tllis bill, but North Carolina, 
which voted 51.8 percent of its voting
age population would be covered. 

The absurdity of the percentage for
mula is further illustrated by compar
ing North Carolina, which has a literacy 
test, with its neighbor, Tennessee, which 
has none. North Carolina's voting per
centage was 51.8 percent while that of 
Tennessee was 51.1 percent. In North 
Carolina, 34 O'llt of 100 counties had a 
percentage of less than 50 percent. In 
Tennessee, 22 out of 95 counties had a 
voting percentage of less than 50 per
cent. Can it be demonstrated by any 
law or logic that North Carolina is guilty 
of discrimination under the 15th amend
ment, while Tennessee is not, simply be
cause Tennessee has no literacy test. 

In Louisiana, 47.3 percent of the peo
ple voted. In Texas only 44.4 percent 
voted. Under H.R. 6400, these statis
tics would be used to justify the con
clusion that there were violations of the 
15th amendment in Louisiana but none 
in the State of Texas. Why? Because 
Louisiana has a literacy test and Texas 
does not. 

Let us take another example. Again, 
34 counties in North Carolina, under this 
bill, would be presumed in violation of 
the 15th amendment. Yet there are 137 
counties in Texas which voted less than 
50 percent, but these counties are not 
covered by this bill. The State of Texas, 
which voted only 44.4 percent, is deemed 
not guilty of discrimination simply be
cause it had no literacy test. Get this: 
19 of North Carolina's condemned coun
ties actually had a higher voting per
centage than the "guiltless" State of 
Texas. 

According to statistics submitted by 
the Attorney General, 75 percent of the 
voting-age population in North Carolina 
is registered. This is a greater percent
age than in at least 13 States that are 
not covered by this bill and, yet, one
third of my home State, under the terms 

of section 3 <a) of this bill, are singled 
out and pronounced guilty of violating 
the 15th amendment. · 

In other words, by using the phony 
numbers game employed in this bill, an 
illiterate person may register and vote 
in one county of my State while an
other illiterate person is prohibited from 
voting in an adjoining county. A Fed
eral registrar will set in one county and 
a local State registrar in another, aP
plying different rules for the same elec
tions-rules that are not provably re
lated to discrimination but to 1964 regis
tration and voting statistics. 

And, unfortunately, no locality or 
State may adopt the very simplest ordi
nance or law affecting election procedure 
without clearing it first with the three
man district court in Washington. 

Any potential voter in a covered area 
could complain to Washington of dis
crimination if he is turned down when 
he seeks to register to vote. This would 
bring an investigation by the Attorney 
General. If he decides there has been 
discrimination, Federal examiners or 
registrars will be named to register in
dividuals in the given State. 

I wonder how ma.ny Members realize 
that this bill grants the right to vote to 
all who are registered by Federal exam
iners and allows the counting of their 
votes and the certification of election 

· results, even though challenges of their 
qualifications, unresolved on election 
day, may later be upheld. How un
democratic and unfair can this Congress 
become in its attitude toward a particu
lar section of the country. 

The late Samuel Jones Tilden, an 
American statesman, who ran for the 
Presidency of the United States on the 
Democratic ticket against Rutherford 
B. Hayes, delivered an address at the 
Democratic State Convention in Albany, 
N.Y., in 1868 which, though then used 
in connection with another situation, is 
extremely pertinent today and to this 
legislation in particular. Let me read 
it to you: 

Hitherto the great right of the citizen to 
a voice in choosing his rulers has been safely 
intrenched in the constitutions of the sev
eral States. · No legislative power in the 
land, Federal or State, could touch it. No 
temporary political ascendancy, no fluctua
tion of parties, could endanger it. The State 
constitution could be changed only through 
slow processes-imposing delays insuring 
deliberation, and generally requiring ·several 
submissions to a vote of the people. To 
effect a change throughout the Union would 
require that these processes be carried 
through in each State separately. But once 
abdicate this rightful authority of the people 
of the several States, acting in their organic 
capacity; once allow Congress to usurp juris
diction over the suffrage of the people of the 
States; once admit that this fundamental 
right may be changed by a mere enactment 
of Congress, without submission to a vote of 
the people--and no man in any State can 
tell how soon his vote may be rendered 
worthless, or how soon it may be taken from 
him. Mr. Sumner avows that his object is 
to control the next presidential election. 
Adopt his theory; establish the precedent; 
accustom the people to acquiese in the 
usurpation; and you will have a congres
sional majority changing the suffrage wher
ever it may be a convenient moo.ns of keep
ing the~selves in power. An ambitious 
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President, with a subservient majority in 
Congress in possession of the machinery of 
the Federal Government; our political sys
tem centralized • • • until the moral force 
of the States to restrain is gone-and a su
preme control over the suffrage is all that is 
wanting to complete and consummate a 
practical revolution in our goveTnment. 
Your future masters may indulge you a 
while in the forms of election, if they be 
allowed to make over the constituent bodies 
as often and as much as they please, letting 
in and shutting out voters to maintain their 
ascendancy. 

serve to eliminate discrimination against 
· any voter because of his race or color, 

without laying the foundation for politi
cal dictatorship, as this bill does, by 
whatever political party may be in power 
at a given time. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been a member 
of the Democratic Party all of my life. 
Even before I was old enough to vote, I 
supported every Democratic ticket from 
the courthouse to the White House. At 
times when I could more easily have re
mained silent, I have gone out and 
fought for the entire ticket. My dis
trict gave an overwhelming vote to our 
late beloved President John F. Kennedy. 
It did the same thing for President John
son. I made speeches all over my con
gressional district for the entire Demo
cratic ticket during the last general 
election. 

I do not expect any· special considera
tion because of my party loyalty. How
ever, I would not be honest if I did not 
say that I have never been more disap
pointed than I was when our President 
recommended this vicious piece of legis
lation to this Congress. I am hurt by 
it. So are the people I represent. We 
expect to be treated only as equals with 
the rest of the Nation. I have been just 
as disappointed over the support of this 
legislation by the leadership of this 
House. As strongly as I believe in the 
right of every qualified citizen to vote, 
without regard to his race or color, I sin
cerely hope that this legislation will not 
be passed. 

As skeptical as I am about our present 
Supreme Court and its thinking, and 
notwithstanding the applause given the 
President's message to the Congress by 
the members of that Court present when 
the President told the Congress what it 
had to do, I sincerely believe that this 
bill, if it passes in substantially its pres
ent form, with its presumption of guilt 
formula, will be declared unconstitu
tional. I am confident that we could 
adhere to the guarantees of the 15th 
amendment without ignoring the legiti
mate and constitutional rights of the 
States as this bill does. If it wanted to, 
this Congress could pass a piece of legis
lation providing a very simple and fair 
method for solving the problem of voting 
rights and disputes wherever they may 
arise without violating the fundamental 
constitutional principles which, time and 
time again, have been stated here on the 
:floor of this House during this debate
principles largely upon which this Na
tion was founded. 

The majority of you appear to have 
made up your minds to pass this legisla
tion. You have indicated an unwilling
ness to even moderate it by making it 
applicable to all our people and all States 
alike. This you now have the power to 
do. 

I may be wasting words, but I still re
spectfully appeal to you to rewrite this 
legislation in such a way that it will 

Mark my word, this is dangerous and 
far-reaching legislation. If it is passed, 
and later sustained by the Supreme 
Court, in my opinion, it offers great po
tential .for a very substantial and unde
sirable change both in our form of gov
ernment and in our way of life. 

I am reminded of the Biblical injunc
tions "What doth it profit a man if he 
gain the whole world and lose his own 
soul." 

Likewise, what will it profit us to win 
all our wars abroad, if we lose our free
dom at home. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendments offered 
by the gentleman from North Carolina, 
[Mr. WHITENER]. 

Mr. Chairman, these amendments 
have various effects on the bill before us. 
One amendment would delete section 5, 
the provision requiring preclearance of 
new voting laws. 

Another amendment would limit the 
appointment of examiners under the bill 
to the courts, and would take the Civil 
Service Commission out of the picture 
completely. 

Another amendment would delete sec
tion 8, which provides for observers 
which we believe are necessary to insure 
that the provisions of the bill are en
forced. 

Another amendment drastically 
amends section 9 dealing with the chal
lenge procedure, which is vital to this 
bill. 

One of these amendments deletes sec
tion 10, the poll tax provision, which is 
fundamental in this bill. 

Another amendment would amend sec
tion 11, eliminating the section which 
provides for the protection of voters from 
intimidation, threats, and violence. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe I have said 
enough to demonstrate why these 
amendments should be defeated. In 
general they would severely damage the 
bill, and I ask for rejection of the amend
ments. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I am a 

strong supporter of the proposition that 
no citizen of the United States should be 
denied the right to vote because of his 
race or color. When the President pre
sented his views to the Congress on this 
subject earlier this year I applauded the 
position which he took. It is with deep 
regret that I am unable to support the 
measure before us but it goes far beyond 
the President's message and it makes 
presumptions which are highly discrimi
natory against sections of the United 
States. · 

As I read the bill and as I understand 
the debate which I have followed, the 
automatic triggering provision, section 4, 

would immediately bring Virginia and my 
congressional district under the terms of 
the bill and would cause to be established 
in my own district Federal examiners 
which would not necessarily be local peo
ple, or even Virginians, and the citizens 
of my district would be registered by 
these examiners instead of the duly con
stituted local registrars. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the presumption 
of the 50-percent provision in section 4 
(b) which would have this effect. Ac
cording to the figures published in the 
committee's hearing record only 42.7 per
cent of the population of voting age in 
the city of Norfolk, the largest city in 
my district, are registered. From these 
figures printed in the hearing record, I 
observed that although the percentage of 
white persons registered is slightly high
er than the percentage of nonwhites, they 
are both well below the 50 percent and 
the differential is not great. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I knew the en
tire reason why the percentage of regis
tered voters in my district is as small as 
it is. I think undoubtedly a part of it is 
due to the fact that a high percentage of 
our total population consists of military 
personnel and their families. For a 
variety of reasons, these citizens fre
quently are reluctant to register and to 
vote at posts where they are stationed. 

But let me say this, Mr. Chairman, 
this problem of stimulating interest in 
registering and voting in my district is 
one that we have worked on diligently 
for many years. Various organizations 
have put on drives to increase the per
centage of registrants. Additional regis
trars have been appointed and additional 
places for registration have been estab
lished, but none of these has been suffi
cient to bring the percentage of our 
registered citizens above the 50-percent 
mark, according to :figures published by 
the committee. 

Yet, Mr. Chairman, during the entire 
20 years of my service in the House, I 
have never seen any evidence of voter 
discrimination in my district because of 
race or color, nor have I heard it charged 
that discrimination has been practiced 
in my district because of race. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, I say that this 
bill is unfair and that it ought not to be 
passed. I wish that the committee had 
brought in an equitable bill which I could 
support, and I regret that this is not so. 

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the REcORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Chairman, I 

supported the McCulloch voting rights 
bill, rather than the Celler bill, sincerely 
believing that it would have accom
plished the same purpose without plac
ing a stigma on six Southern States, in
cluding Virginia. 

The Celler bill is sectionally discrimi
natory while the McCulloch bill was sec
tionally uniform applying equally, North 
and South, anywhere discrimination in 
voting is practiced and only where it is 
practiced. 
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I am and always have been unalterably 

opposed to any form of aiscrimination 
at the polls because of a man's color, or 
because he is of a different race. This is 
a right given to every American under 
the terms of our Constitution and when 
and where it becomes necessary, it should 
be enforced. 

On the other hand I do not believe that 
the right to vote is automatic; it is a 
privilege which is given to those who can 
meet certain minimal requirements and 
this is as it should be. 

In my opinion, the McCulloch bill 
would have rectified the problem of 
voter discrimination more equitably than 
the Celler bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. WHITE
NER]. 

The amendments were rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LINDSAY 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LINDSAY: On 

page 27, line 11, insert the following new 
section 14 and renumber the suc~eeding sec
tions accordingly: 

"Section 14(a) Congress finds that recent 
events have demonstrated that effective ex
ercise of the right to vote as guaranteed by 
the 15th ·amendment requires that citizens 
of the United States be protected in their 
ri~hts of freedom of speech, press, the right 
peaceably to assemble, and to petition the 
Government for a redress of grievances; and 
that State and local officials have often re
inforced denials of the right to vote by sup
pressing such rights through the use of 
threats, intimidation, and brutality. 

"(b) Whenever any person acting under 
color of law has engaged, or there are rea
sonable grounds to believe that such person 
1s about to engage, in any act or practice that 
intimidates, threatens, or coerces, or at
tempts to intimidate, threaten, or coerce the 
exercise by any other person, in connection 
With voting, of his right of freedom of speech 
or of the press, or his right peaceably to as
semble, and to petition the Government for 
a redress of grievances; or whenever any 
person, acting under color of law, knows or, 
with reasonable diligence, should know that 
any other person is being intimidated, 
threatened, or coerced for the purpose of 
interfering with the enjoyment of the above 
rights by such other person and abstains 
from, fails, or refuses to prote~t such other 
person in the enjoyment of such right!;;, the 
Attorney General may institute for the 
United States, or in the name of the United 
States, a civil action or other proper pro
ceeding for preventive relief including an 
application for a permanent or temporary 
injunction, restraining order, or other order." 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, how
ever much I may agree with the grand 
purpose of the amendment I nonethe· 
less for pragmatic reasons make a point 
of order that the amendment is not ger
mane to the text of the bill. Mr. Speak
er, the subject matter of H.R. 6400 deals 

· exclusively with voting rights. The 
amendment proposed deals with rights 
under the first . amendment to the Con
stitution. This refers to freedom of 
speech, of the press, peaceable assembly 
and petition to redress grievances. It 
is very obvious that this violates the rule 
of germaneness. Although we are deal
ing with constitutional rights, specifically 
the right to vote under H.R. 6400, the rule 

is that one individual proposition may 
not be amended by another individual 
proposition even though the two may be
long to the same class. The same class 
here would be constitutional rights. 
However, H.R. 6400 deals with rights 
under the 14th and 15th amendments. 
The amendment deals with rights .under 
the first amendment. Therefore, Mr. 
Chairman, the amendment is not ger
mane to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New York [Mr. LINDSAY] de
sire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. LINDSAY. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to be heard on the point of 
order. 

I had understood, because the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary said the other day when 
I gave notice that I would be offering 
this amendment, that he would raise a 
point of order against it. 

Mr. Chairman, I fail to see any merit 
or substance in this point of order. My 
research has discovered no precedent at 
all that supports the point of order. 
Nowhere is the principle better stated, 
however, than in the language which 
opens the chapter on germaneness in 
Cannon's Procedure Manual: 

That an amendment be germane means 
that it must be akin to or relevant to the 
subject matter of the bill. It must be an 
amendment that would appropriately be con
sidered in connection with the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the subject matter of 
this bill is the protection of voting rights. 
That term must be understood broadly, 
in keeping with the broad intent of this 
legislation. All my amendment does is 
recognize that there are related rights 
which must also be guaranteed to make 
the exercise of an individual's voting 
rights complete and meaningful. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is rel
evant to the subject matter of the bill. 
It should be considered in conjunction 
with the bill. 

I submit the amendment is germane, 
Mr. Chairman, and very necessary if we 
are to make this voting rights bill all that 
the American people expect it to be. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOLLING) . The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The Chair has had an opportunity to 
study the amendment and precedents re
lating to this bill. 

The Chair calls attention to language· 
in the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. LINDSAY] under 
paragraph (b) where it is made quite 
clear by the phrase "in connection with 
voting" that the purpose of this amend
ment deals only with. the voting aspect. 
In other words, with the 15th amend-
ment. · 

Therefore, the Chair overrules the 
point of order and recognizes the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. LINDSAY] for 
5 minutes in support of his amendment. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is a narrowing and a con
densation of the old part 3---or sometimes 
called title III-that has been before the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House 
many times and has been before this 
body on several occasions. 

Members will recall that a much 
broader, so-called part 3 than this one 

was presented to the Congress in 1957 by 
the Eisenhower administration, and was 
reported out by the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the House and passed the 
House of Representatives with the sup
port of Members from both sides of the 
aisle and with the endorsement of the 
then administration and with the vote 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

That part 3 dealt with the protection 
of Bill of Rights guarantees from A to Z. 
In other words, it provided that if at 
any time there was a threat to the equal 
protection of the laws of any individual, 
the Attorney General had the right to 
bring a civil injunctive action in order 
to protect that right. 

Since then it has been demonstrated 
again and again in the country that of 
all the Bill of Rights provisions and guar
antees that have been threatened, it is 
the first amendment rights and guaran
tees that have been threatened most fre
quently-that is to say, those that have 
to do with the exercise of free speech, 
peaceable assembly, and the right of the 
people to petition their government for 
redress of grievances. 

Now it may be argued that section 11 
of the committee bill already contains 
some protection against invasion of vot
ing rights and threats against the right 
to vote or the exercise of the right to 
vote. · 

The weakness here is that that provi
sion is too narrow in scope in respect to 
freedom of speech and the right to as
semble peacefully and to petition the 
Government for a redress of grievances. 

The protection in section 11 is tied 
very closely and narrowly to the actual 
mechanics of voting and does not cover 
fully the right of Americans to come to
gether and to ask for the right to vote 
and, if necessary, to hold a · meeting or 
rally or even an orderly parade. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this part 
3 or title III amendment will guarantee 
this most important right of Americans 
as delineated and set forth in the first 
amendment, which many scholars and 
civil libertarians call the bulwark of the 
Republic. 

I would remind Members also that it 
is the duty and responsibility of the 
Federal Government to safeguard Bill 
of Rights protection. It is also the re
sponsibility of the Congress to pass such 
laws as are necessary in order to make 
it possible to safeguard Bill of Rights 
protections, and most particularly the 
first amendment. In the absence of such 
implementing legislation we have merely 
a paper protection. 

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment in 
much broader scope was appropriate in 
1957 and was accepted by this body in 
1957, only to be buried in committee in 
the other body, then surely it is appro
priate in 1965. 

I ask that the Members give this their 
support. 

_Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. · 

Mr. Chairman, this indicates clearly 
how difficult it is to write a bill as com
prehensive as this on the ftoor of the 
House. Here we get from left field
or from right field or center field-an 
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amendment very comprehensive and 
very difficult to comprehend which would 
in a certain sense, in common parlance, 
"gum up the works." 

There are in the bill now sufficient 
safeguards to cover all the contingen
cies mentioned by the gentleman from 
New York. I read from page 24, com
mencing on line 9. Mark you well the 
following: 

No person, whether acting under color of 
law or otherwise, shall intimidate, threaten, 
or coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten, 
or coerce any person for voting or attempting 
to vote; or for urging or aiding any person 
to vote or attempt to vote, or intimidate, 
threaten, or coerce any person for exercising 
any powers or duties under section 3 (a), 6, 
8, 9, 10, or 12(e). 

I do not know what more the gentle
man would want in this regard. It is 
ample. It is full. I do not see what 
additions we could possibly make to it. 
It covers Federal elections. It covers 
State elections. It covers intimidation, 
threats, or coercion by a State official or 
by a private person. It covers, as I 
said, local elections and Federal elec
tions. 

It is an extension of the 1957 act, 42 
U.S.C. 1971 (b) , which prohibited such 
violence by private individuals in Fed
eral elections, to all elections. 

There is involved in here private vio
lence as well as official violence at any 
election. 

I do not know what more we should 
add to this situation. 

Originally, in respect to the 1957 act, 
I was in favor of the so-called part 3, 
which covered the molestation of any.;. 
one, any action to bereft a person of his 
constitutional rights on all levels of 
American life. 

Now the gentleman from New York is 
trying to curb it by limiting it to voting. 

This very question as to whether there 
should be this amendment offered ·by the 
gentleman from New York was asked of 
Mr. Katzenbach, the Attorney General, 
when this matter was before the Judi
ciary Committee. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LINDsAY] said: 

We have been up and down the mountain 
on it many times. The House passed it once, 
in very broad form. 

What would be your opinion of an addi
tion to this bill of that limited form of 
part 3? 

Mr. Katzenbach.:...__listen to this, gen
tlemen-said as follows: 

Mr. KATZENBACH. My opinion on it, Con
gressman, would be the same opinion that 
was stated by my predecessor. When you 
give us that power, then you also give us the 
power for an appropriation to hire the police 
force that it is going to take to do it. Don't 
give us the responsibility without the ca
pacity of fulfilling it. Don't put me in the 
box where you say the law tells you to do 
this and I have nobody to do it. Give me 
~e national police force that it may take. 

I repeat, "Give me the national police 
force that it may take." We do not 
want the national police force. The At
torney General does not desire a na
tional police force. For that reason, I 
do hope that the amendment of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LIND
SAY] wlll not prevail. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, I am, I guess, quite surprised 
today by several developments. One is 
that the chairman of the committee, a 
man for whom I guess I have more 
respect than perhaps any man in the 
House because he has been my chairman 
since I have been a Member, would not 
accept this amendment. I say that be
cause certainly this amendment has been 
refined substantially since 1957. All this 
amendment does, really, is to guarantee 
first amendment rights in their relation 
to voting rights. 

I would say to my very distinguished 
and respected chairman that if Mr. 
Katzenbach says he needs funds to give 
the American citizens their constitu
tional rights, and if it requires addi
tional employees to do so, then it seems 
to me we ought to give the funds to him 
and we ought to guarantee all Americans 
the rights we say in this hall of Congress 
they should receive. 

Let me say parenthetically, if I may, 
although it is not quite on point, that I 
was regrettably called out of the Cham
ber a short while ago on some other con
gressional business. When I returned I 
found to my dismay that a gentleman 
for whom I demonstrated a great degree 
of admiration for his courage as a 
southerner in supporting what I thought 
was 100 percent the administration bill, 
had offered an amendment identical to 
one that was presented to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary and which was 
rejected because "it would gut the bill." 
Now I praised that gentleman and I 
sincerely meant it. I regret therefore 
that he did not announce his intention 
to submit his amendment when he 
agreed to support the bill and I hope that 
his amendment is finally rejected, and he 
will vote for the bill on final passage. 

I want to go on record as saying I am 
against his amendment. I hope every 
Member of this Chamber, ·be he Republi
can or Democrat, who is interested in giv
ing to the Negroes of this country the 
right to vote, will support the Celler bill 
without the amendment. If this amend
ment is not defeated, the value and effect 
of the Celler bill has been greatly di
minished. I find it difficult indeed to 
understand how a man can represent 
that there is in fact discrimination, that 
there is in fact disenfranchisement of 
American voters, and then come in and 
say, "Well, if 50 percent of them are reg
istered, you can forget about the other 
50 percent." I think we ought to make 
certain that 100 percent vote. If my 
friend is sincere, and I continue to be
lieve he is, he will vote for the Celler bill 
on final passage even without his amend
ment. Now let me close by saying, that 
my experience over 7 years' time has con
vinced me that the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LINDSAY], in all of the time 
he has spent in this House, has been 
truly a champion of the rights of all the 
people. This amendment is another in
dication of his sincere interest in bring
ing all Americans the guarantee of all of 
their constitutional rights. I hope the 
Lindsay amendment will be adopted. · 

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

Mr. CAHILL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CRAMER. Just to make sure the 

record is clear-the gentleman men
tioned an amendment that was adopt
ed-! did not want it to be assumed by 
anybody that the gentleman was talking 
about the Cramer amendment. He was 
talking about another amendment? 

Mr. CAHILL. I am talking about the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. BoGGS]. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the 'gentleman from New York. I think 
it is a splendid amendment. I do not 
think it duplicates anything which is al
ready in the bill. I think it is a neces
sary amendment. I think that its offer
ing here is consistent with the construc
tive and positive record in this House of 
the gentleman from New York, its spon
sor [Mr. LINDSAY]. 

If there is one thing that Americans 
have held dear from the time that they 
first were known as Americans it is per
sonal and individual liberty. If there is 
one thing that this House should stand 
for it is the protection and the guaran
tee of personal and individual liberty. 
The Revolutionary War started out to 
protect individuals in their liberties as 
freemen. It was only later in that 
struggle that it became a war of national 
independence. Abraham Lincoln, in 
preserving the Union during the Civil 
War, did not preserve it because of the 
fact that it was a revered structure of 
government, but because the Union was 
the means by which the personal liber
ties of Americans could be secured and 
preserved through the ages. 

When our Constitution was written, 
personal liberties were considered so 
basic to Americans that it was not 
thought initially necessary to enumerate 
personal liberties and to specify their 
guarantees. It was not until the Con
stitution had been adopted that it was 
felt better to identify the primary per
sonal liberties and to guarantee them by 
the Bill of Rights. 

That is what we are talking about in 
the ~dsay amendment-the personal 
liberties that are basic to Americans. 
My distinguished chairman has said that 
it is a complex amendment and hard to 
understand. For the second time this 
afternoon I regret that -I have to differ 
with him because in broad strokes this 
House, certainly the senior Members of 
this House, certainly everybody who has 
been interested in civil rights legislation, 
has been thoroughly familiar with part 3 
and what it means. It is not complex, it 
is not difficult. This is a very narrow, 
specific portion of part 3 dealing with 
voting and dealing with the first amend
ment. 

Then my distinguished chairman has 
thrown into this discussion the proposi
tion that the Attorney General casually 
referred to a police force. I have a high
er regard for Mr. Katzenbach than to 
think that he would have to resort to 
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police to enforce the provisions of this press. This includes harassment, intim
amendment. I do not think the chair- idation and even brutal murder. 
man really thinks he would, either. I have urged time and again that the 
Police are not involved in this. It is Attorney General use all of the powers 
lawyers and courts and judicial pro- of his office to provide protection to citi
cedures to protect Americans in their zens exercising constitutional rights in 
historic, traditional liberties that are con- connection with civil rights activity. We 
templated by the Lindsay amendment. have been told he does not have sufficient 

This is a good amendment. It is a power to meet the problem. If a Federal 
great amendment, worthy of the name force is needed to deal with civil rights 
it bears. It deserves the support of all violations, this should be accomplished. 
the Members of his House. We have waited too long to provide the 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair- Federal Government with the necessary 
man, will the gentleman yield? power to protect the rights of citizens 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle- in this area. 
man from New York. This amendment is one that has been 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair- before the House for a long time. In 
man, I rise in strong support of the 1961 I introduced H,R. 9323, which gave 
amendment of the gentleman from New the Attorney General the power on his 
York [Mr. LINDSAY] to uphold first own initiative to go to court to protect 
amendment rights in connection with first amendment rights. I introduced a 
voting. Those of us who have lately been bill <H.R. 6031) in the last Congress to 
in Selma, and all Members of this House, accomplish the same purpose as the part 
know clearly and unmistakably and sor- III amendment which was before Con
rowfully that there have been threats, gres8 in 1957. I testified before the Com
intimidation, brutality, and, indeed, mur- mittee on the Judiciary in support of 
der, in connection with voting rights. this amendment, this year and last year. 

As the gentleman from Maryland has This will protect those who are working 
so eloquently said, there is a clear need for civil rights, those who are responding 
for the Federal Government to be able to to the highest traditions and ideals of 
take appropriate action to guarantee con- our Government, and it would insure 
stitutional rights and to uphold :first them that the Federal Government will 
amendment rights. not sit idly by while their constitutional 

If I am not mistaken I attended a rights are trampled on. It would place 
meeting with the gentleman in the Jus- the Federal Government squarely behind 
tice Department, following a very tragic the effort. 
day in Selma on Sunday, March 7; this We must realize the passage of the 
was Monday, the following day. It was voting rights bill today is not enough. 
very clear the Attorney General could It is not enough simply to provide pro
have used additional powers provided by tection for the right to register and vote. 
the basio amendment. I hope it is We must realize it is necessary to pro
strongly supported by both sides of the . vide for those dedicated Americans, who 
aisle. risk their lives in the civil rights move-

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the gentle- ment, protection of all their constitu-
man. tiona! rights. Everyone knows that 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. those dedicated Americans who are en-
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? gaged in voter registration work have 

been subjected to the most blatant de
Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle- privations of their constitutional rights. 

m:-;. BURTON of California. Mr. If we are to achieve full and complete 
Chairman, I commend the distinguished equality which the Constitution prom-

ises, then this amendment will help to 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. MATH- take us along that road. 
IAS], and the gentleman from New York I might point out that, when part m 
[Mr. REID], as well as the sponsor of the was debated in the U.S. Senate in 1957, 
amendment [Mr. LINDSAY], who have on Senator CLARK, of Pennsylvania, said: 
many occasions past, accepted sugges-
tions from this side of the aisle because Either we repeal the 14th's equal protec-
of their sincere interest in this field. I tion clause or we give the Department of 

Justice all appropriate means of enforcing 
think those of us on this side of the aisle it, whether those means be criminal or civil. 
have no less respon~ibility. I applaud 
the amendment and urge its adoption. At the same time Senator John F. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I move Kennedy, later our President, said: 
to strike out the requisite number of It is a moderate provision, lending itself to 
words. · Intelligent implementation. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this amend- I believe very strongly this should be 
ment will be approved. It has been per- included in the voting rights bill. 
fectly clear to me through my firsthand Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
experience with the civil rights activities the gentleman yield? 
of a courageous civil rights movement Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
that there is a need for this kind of pro- froni New York. 
tection and guarantee. Mr. OTTINGER. The gentleman from 

It does not go far enough, but it goes New York held an excellent hearing a 
farther than anything we have now. In while back in reference to people who 
my experience in Alabama, Georgia, and were put in virtual concentration 
Mississippi, I have seen clear and abun- camps at Jackson, Miss., in connection 
dant evidence of the most shocking kind with demonstrations for their right to 
of deprivation of freedom of speech, free- vote. The Federal Government had to 
dom of assembly and freedom of the stand by, helpless to redress heinous 

violations of their rights by the very local 
police authorities that should have 
offered them protection. This is a very 
clear demonstration that we need addi
tional tools at the Federal level to deal 
with intimidation in connection with 
the right to vote. Certainly the gentle
man from New York [Mr. LINDSAY] has 
helped us out on many key issues in 
which we believe, and I think it is time 
for us to support him in this excellent 
and meritorious measure. I ask that 
the amendment be agreed to. 

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

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Lindsay amendment. It 
is consistent with legislation I have 
sponsored in this House, and in my testi
mony before the Judiciary Committee I 
urged that it be incorporated into the bill. 
Regretfully it was not and I am delighted 
my able colleague from New York [Mr. 
LINDSAY], who sponsored similar legisla
tion, is offering it as an amendment on 
the floor today. 

I agree with the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MATHIAS], that it is a great 
amendment. It provides teeth-neces
sary tools-in this voting rights legisla
tion. I trust it will prevail overwhelm
ingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LINDSAY]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. LINDSAY) there 
were--ayes 89, noes 91. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers ·were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. LINDSAY 
and Mr. SENNER. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were--ayes 
119, noes 134. · 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I should 

like to ask my good friend, the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH], and 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Michigan, the minority leader [Mr. GER
ALD R. FoRD], whether we can at this 
juncture possibly agree upon when we 
might terminate all debate on the com
mittee amendment and all amendments 
thereto? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I ask 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary if he knows of 
other amendments besides ·the three 
which I understand are at the desk; one 
amendment by the gentleman from Min
nesota, an amendment by the gentleman 
from Georgia, and one other? 

Mr. CELLER. I do not know of any 
others. 

Mr .. DOWDY. I have an amendment, 
for which I have been trying to get con
sideration for an hour. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I knew there 
were three, but I had forgotten the spon
sor of the third. So far as I know, there 
are three at the desk. 

Mr. CELLER. Can we agree to close 
debate in about 20 minutes? 
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Would 30 
minutes be more satisfactory? 

Mr. CELLER. Very well. I ask unani
mous consent, Mr. Chairman, that all de
bate on the committee amendment and 
all amendments theret') conclude at 7: 20 
p.m. 

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

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. MAC GREGOR 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer the two amendments I have at the 
desk and ask unanimous consent that 
they be considered en bloc. 

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

There was no objection. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. LAIRD 

yielded his time to Mr. MACGREGOR.) 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. GooDELL 

yielded his time to Mr. MACGREGOR.) 
<By unanimous consent, Mr. GRoss 

yielded his time to Mr. MACGREGOR.) 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. MAcGREGOR: 

on page 14, strike lines 15 through 25, and 
on page 15, strike lines 1 through 14. In
sert in lieu thereof: "a court of three judges, 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
2284 of title 28 of the United States Code, 
in an action for a declaratory judgment . 
brought by any such State or subdivision 
against the United States has determined 
that the effects of denial or abridgement, 
if any, of the right to vote on account of 
race or color have been effectively corrected 
by State or local action and that there is 
no reasonable cause to believe that any test 
or device sought to be used by such State or 
subdivision will be used for the purpose or 
will have the effect of denying or abridging 
the right to vote on account of race or color: 
Provided, That a final judgment heretofore 
or hereafter rendered by any court of the 
United States, determining that denials or 
abridgments of the right to vote on account 
of race or color through the use of such 
tests or devices have occurred anywhere in 
the territory of any such plaintiff, may be 
i~troduced in any such declaratory judg
ment action brought within five years of 
such final judgment as prima facie evidence 
of the facts found by the court, except that 
notwithstanding this provision the judg
ment shall retain whatever legal effect it 
would have under existing law. 

"The court shall retain jurisdiction of any 
action pursuant to this subsection for five 
years after judgment and shall reopen the 
action upon motion of the Attorney General 
alleging that a test or device has been used 
for the purpose or with the effect of deny
ing or abridging the right to vote on account 
of race or color. Any appeal of an action 
pursuant to this subsection shall lie to the 
Supreme Court." 

Strike all of page 17 and on page 18, strike 
lines 1 through 4. Insert in lieu thereof: 

"SEC. 5. Whenever a State or political sub
division with respect .to which the prohibi
tions set forth in section 4(a) are in effect!; 
shall seek to administer any voting qualifi
cation or prerequisite to voting, or standard, 
practice, or procedure with respect to voting 
different from that in force or effect on 
November 1, 1964, the Attorney General may 
institute a.n action in a court of three judges, 
in accordance with the provisions of sec
tion 2284 of title 28 of the United States 
Code, for a declaratory judgment that such 

qualification, prerequisite, standard, prac
t ice, or procedure has the purpose or will 
have the effect of denying or abridging the 
r ight to vote on account of race or color. 
The hearing and determination of such case 
shall be in every way expedited, and appeal 
shall lie to the Supreme Court. Upon the 
entry of such judgment no person shall be 
denied t he right to vote for failure to com
ply with such qualification, prerequisite, 
standard, pract ice, or procedure." 

Mr. MAcGREGOR (interrupting the 
reading of the amendments). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent in 
view of the agreement to terminate the 
debate, and so as not to inf1i nge upon 
the rights of others, that the amend
ments may be considered as read. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Minnesota is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman 
these amendments pertain to the sec~ 
tion of the committee-Celler bill which 
deals with attempts by a State or polit
ical subdivision caught by the automatic 
trigger to alter, by statute or adminis
trative act, voting qualifications or pro
cedures in effect on November 1, 1964. 
As the bill now stands, any action for a 
declaratory judgment of nondiscrim
ination must be brought before a three
judge District Court for the Dis'trict of 
Columbia. Now, Mr. Chairman, many 
of us have felt that this entirely novel 
procedure, whereby before a State or 
political subdivision may exercise the leg
islative authority granted i't under the 
Constitution and the laws of the United 
States, it must come, hat in hand, to a 
three-judge court in the District of 
Columbia, will be very bad law indeed. 
The effect of my amendments would be 
to make applicable in these two impor
tant sections the provisions of existing 
law, ti'tle 28, section 2284, providing for 
a three-judge district court in the dis
trict where the particular cause of ac
tion has arisen. The adoption of my 
amendments would make it unnecessary 
for those States and political subdivisions 
caught in the automatic trigger to come 
to the District Court for the District of 
Columbia, but they could appeal to a 
three-judge district court established 
pursuant to existing law in the Federal 
district involved. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that the 
majority report claims that the bill pro
vides a means for a State or a political 
subdivision to show it is not in violation 
of the 15th amendment. The majority 
report claims that there is ample prece
dent for this procedure. The majority 
report states that Congress has also pre
viously established a single forum for 
determining questions of national con
cern and the Supreme Court approved 
this action, but it is well to note that 
the majority report contains no explana
tion for limiting the means in H.R. 6400 
to the exclusive jurisdiction of the Dis
trict Court for the District of Colum
bia. The clear answer to that question 
is, there are no adequate precedents for 
this extraordinary procedure. There is 
absolutely no statutory precedent for re-

quiring a State or political subdivision 
to come into any court, much less the 
District of Columbia, to seek validation 
of laws duly enacted in their constitu
tional and sovereign capacity. The stat
utes cited by the majority report con
cern the review of the administrative 
regulation of commercial affairs. As 
will be seen, they have nothing to do 
with statutory limitations on the basic 
constitutional powers or the rights of 
people acting through their State gov
ernments. This presumption of invalid
ity of State laws has no precedent, and 
none of the · majority's examples even 
suggests the desirability of making a 
State or a subdivision a litigant in court 
seeking the license to operate in its 
sovereign capacity. 

The majority cites as its principal 
precedent the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942. 

The Emergency Price Control Act of 
1942 provided an administrative remedy 
whereby a p~rson subject to a regulation, 
order, or pnce schedule promulgated by 
the Administrator of the Office of Price 
Administration might file a protest con
taining obj~ctions to the regulation, 
order, or pnce schedule. The act em
powered the Administrator to prescribe 
regulations for the filing of such protests. 

The Emergency Price Control Act 
created a new court. It did not pick out 
one court, out of all the existing courts 
and require people throughout the coun
try to come to it. Not only is the Price 
Control Act bare of limitation of this 
court's location to the District of Colum
bia-the court to be created by the act
but history shows that the court actually 
sat in 65 cities in hearing 401 cases 
throughout the entire country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MAcGREGOR] has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. The Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to yield my time 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MAcGREGOR]. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman 

will the gentleman Yield for a question i 
Mr. MAcGREGOR. I . yield for that 

purpose. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. The legislation 

which created the Office of Price Admin
istration was not State legislation; it was 
Federal legislation, was it not? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. It was. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. This proVISion 

which the gentleman is criticizing is 
aimed at the destruction of the rights 
that have been exercised by States and 
political subdivisions thereof since we 
became a union? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. The distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio is entirely correct. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. And could this not 
well be the beginning of the onslaught 
for the destruction of the · Federal sys
tem? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. It could, Mr. 
Chairman. If, indeed, we establish this 
precedent by rejecting the amendments 
which I have offered here we will be em
barking on a course which could lead to 
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the reduction of every state and every 
political subdivision thereof to the status 
of a begging supplicant of the Federal 
eourt in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for one more 
question? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Is not this a rash 

ease of discrimination among the Fed
eral courts? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. It is certainly 
that, Mr. Chairman. And it is a ring- . 
ing expression of "no confidence" in the 
integrity of our Federal district court 
structure throughout America. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. The 
moratorium provision in this bill is a 
most important part of the bill, because 
unless we have that we potentially frus
trate the purpose of the bill. We need 
it urgently. You will not have to come 
hat in hand to the court here, but just 
with clean hands. We are not taking 
away the exercise of right, but the exer
dse of wrong. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. MAcGREGOR]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. MAcGREGOR) 
there were--ayes 64, noes 92. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. SENNER and 
Mr. MACGREGOR. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were--yeas · 
125, nays 141. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the distinguished majority whip, 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
BoGGS] one-half of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BENNETT 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT: On 

page 15, strike out line 21 and all that fol
lows down through the period in line 8 on 
page 16 and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(b) Subsection (a) shall apply in any 
State or political subdivision of a State 
which the Attorney General determines 
maintained on November 1, 1964, and main
tains at the time of his determination any 
test or device. A determination of the At
torney General under this section or under 
section 6 shall not be reviewable in any 
court and shall be effective on publication 
in the Federal Register." 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
introduced an amendment, which you 
have heard read. It eliminates the 50-
percent trigger prerequisite provision. 
The purpose is to broaden the voting 
rights bill to include States on a more 
fair basis than the present legislation, 
which. seems to many to unfairly dis-

criminate against certain States of the 
South. . The debate has brought out that 
many southern legislators feel this to 
be so. 

Further, I am sure that the constitu
tionality of this bill would be strength
ened by this amendment. 

Finally, I would like to point out that 
nothing that was allowed to be done 
under this bill prior to this amendment 
would be in any way reduced or prohib
ited by this amendment, as it clearly 
only eliminates one of the prerequisites 
for the triggering mechanism. 

So it would be my belief that liberals 
as well as conservatives would feel that 
this would be an improvement on this 
legislation. 

Before I close, I would like to make a 
few remarks about the actual experi
ences that we have had in Florida in a 
broadened franchise. 

Florida in the 1937-47 decade abol
ished the poll tax and fully met the deci
sion of the Supreme Court in the 1942 
Texas case, thus opening its Demooratic 
Party primaries to all races. These pri
maries were the deciding elections of 
that era and they are substantially so 
today. Since then in Florida there were 
and are no qualifications required of 
voters except being an adult. 

The nonwhite population of the dis
trict I represent, according to 1960 fig
ures is 105,655. The white population 
according to that year's figures is 349,-
033. Of course both figw·es are much 
larger today but the ratios are about the 
same. The principal city I represent is 
Jacksonville and the Negro population of 
it is 41 percent. 

Negroes today participate fully in elec
tions in Florida and have for many years. 
For instance in the district I represent, 
Duval County, the 1960 figures show that 
63 percent of all Negroes of voting age 
were registered to vote and the compa
rable percentage for whites was also 63 
percent. 

What have been the results? It would 
be unfair to claim that this b:toadened 
electorate is responsible for the tremen
dous forward strides that have been 
made in this area in the ensuing years. 
No period in our history has in fact ex
perienced better government or greater 
civic strides and progress. It has been 
truly miraculous. 

I hasten to repeat that the broadened 
electorate cannot be given the credit for 
all of these improvements, but it was cer
tainly not a deterrent. No radical or un
fortunate results have been observed by 
anyone--none at all. In addition, I 
think most people would admit that our 
election processes are in fact less criti
cized for corrupt practices than they 
were formerly. 

Our experience has been one of satis
faction and pleasure that our electorate 
has been broadened. I urge my south
ern colleagues to throw away their fears 
about the broadening of the franchise 
and join with me to see to it that the per
fected enactment, which this debate will 
produce, gains the substantial Southern 
support that it is indeed entitled to. 

I discussed on Tuesday certain consti
tutional questions involved in this legis
lation so I will not repeat what I said 

then. Suffice it to say, the purpose of 
this legislation is to do what the Consti
tution in fact makes the national pur
pose of our country, that the right to vote 
shall not be impaired because of racial 
discrimination. Surely we can bring out 
a bill to accomplish that purpose. Every 
southerner should lend his shoulder to 
accomplish that objective. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chalr recog

nizes the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
CALLAWAY). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CALLAWAY 

Mr. CALLA WAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CALLAWAY: On 

page 16, line 1, after the word "age" insert 
", other than persons not residents of the 
political subdivision, persons in penal insti
tutions, aliens, and persons in active mi11tary 
service and their dependents not registered 
to vote in such State or political sub
division,". 

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, this 
is an extremely simple amendment and 
yet it brings into focus one key, in my 
judgment, that we have been talking 
about all week. That is the question as 
to whether this bill was designed to pick 
out certain Southern States and punish 
them and pick them out by State or 
whether it is designed to pick out a for
mula that actually discriminates. 

The people exempted from the formula 
in this bill may be people in my State 
who are ineligible by law to vote, yet 
they are now included in the number of 
people by which we determine by per
centages whether we discriminate or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. CALLAWAY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOWDY]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOWDY 

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DowDY: On 

page 13, strike lines 3 through 5, and insert 
in lieu thereof: "it may enjoin the use of 
such test or device in such State or political 
subdivisions in those respects as the court 
shall determine the same has been used for 
purposes of denying or abridging the right 
of any such citizen to vote on account of 
race or color." 

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

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks immediately following the 
remarks of Mr. WmTE.NER. 

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

There was no objection. 
<By unanimous consent, the time al

lotted to Mr. SELDEN was granted to Mr. 
DOWDY.) 
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Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, the 
pending bill provides that the law of a 
sovereign State shall be suspended. My 
amendment would provide for injunc
tion if a law were not uniformly enforced. 

The suspension of laws might come 
about under martial law, or under a 
tyrant as Mussolini, Hitler, or Stalin, but 
it would not be expected in a land of 
liberty. 

In my study of law, precedent and the 
Constitution, I find it is the duty of a 
court to see that laws are uniformly en
forced, but that it has no authority to 
suspend the operation of a law duly 
enacted. 

The signers of the Declaration of In
dependence had something to say about 
s1:1spension of laws. In setting forth the 
abuses of the people by the King, which 
evidenced a design to reduce the people 
to despotism, they wrote that one of the 
abuses was that the King had suspended 
the operation of their laws. John Han
cock and those other patriots, loving 
liberty as they did, wound up that part 
of their Declaration by alleging that a 
prince-a government-whose character 
is thus marked by every act which may 
define a tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler 
of a free people. 

Mr. Chairman, this provision which I 
would amend, is one of the provisions 
which is tyranny. The people who elect
ed us have a right to expect better of 
their Congress than to deliver this des
potic power, in effect, into the hands of 
a political appointee, the Federal Attor
ney General. I urge the adoption of my 
amendment, which I previously touched 
upon in my remarks during general 
debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. DownY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PICKLE]. 

<By unanimous consent, the time al
lotted to Mr. WRIGHT was granted to Mr. 
PICKLE.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, if time 
would have permitted I wanted to sub
mit an amendment which I shall submit 
and have submitted to the chairman 
with reference to the poll tax. 

I would like to have had the House 
consider the language which in essence 
was passed by the Senate and says that 
the poll tax would be a matter which 
ought to be decided by the courts as to 
its constitutionality. 

I ask the chairman when the bill 
goes to conference that you consider the 
fact that the poll tax ought to be ruled 
on by the courts and that the language 
of my proposal provides for a court ac
tion. I believe that must be done in re
spect to the poll tax. 

We have listened to 3 days of debate 
about my State. The poll tax is not a 
matter of unfair discrimination there. 
The constitutionality of such a matter 
ought to be left for the courts to decide. 
The House ought to adopt in principle, 
the language of the Senate. 

In all fairness, when this bill goes to 
conference, I ask the chairman whether 
he will keep those thoughts in mind? 

Mr. CELLER. I have no objection to 
a court test, I assure the gentleman. 

Mr. PICKLE. I am going to give this 
language to the gentleman. 

It is: ' 
SEc. 10. (a) To assure that the right to vote 

is not denied or abridged in violation of the 
Constitution because of the requirement of 
the payment of a poll tax, the Attorney Gen
eral shall forthwith institute in States having 
such a requirement in the name of the United 
States actions for declaratory judgment or 
injunctive relief against the enforcement of 
any poll tax, or substitute therefor enacted 
after November 1, 1964, if, ·as a condition of 
voting, such requirement has the purpose or 
effect of denying or abridging the right to 
vote. 

(b) The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction of such actions 
which shall be heard and determined by a 
court of three judges in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2284 of title 28 of the 
United States Code and any appeal shall lie 
to the Supreme Court. It shall be the duty 
of the judges designated to hear the case to 
assign the case for hearing at the earliest 
practicable date, to participate in the hearing 
and determination thereof, and to cause the 
case to be in every way expedited. 

(c) During the pendency of such actions, 
and thereafter if the courts declare the re
quirement of the payment of a poll tax to be 
constitutional, no citizen of the United Sta-tes 
who is a resident of a State or political sub
division with respect to which determinations 
have been made under subsection 4(b) and 
a declaratory judgment has not been entered 
under subsection 4(a), during the first year 
he becomes otherwise entitled to vote by rea
son of registration by State or local officials or 
listing by an examiner, shall be denied the 
right to vote for failure to pay a poll tax if 
he tenders payment of such tax for the cur
rent year to an examiner at least forty-five 
days prior to election, whether or not such 
tender would be timely or a.dequate under 
State law. An examiner shall have authority 
to accept such payment from any person au
thorized by this Act to make an application 
for listing, and shall issue a receipt for such 
payment. The examiner shall transmit 
promptly any such poll tax payment to the 
office of the State or local official authorized 
to receive such payment under State law, to
gether w th the name and address of the 
applic~nt. 

Mr. Chairman, the Attorney General 
of the United States has said that in
clusion of the poll tax ban would make 
this bill unconstitutional. If the lan
guage of the Celler bill is retained in 
its present form with regard to the poll 
tax aspect, this bill may go down the 
drain. Indted, as late as 1959, the U.S. 
Supreme Court has held that States have 
the right to establish their own voter 
qualifications. The question of whether 
a State should or should not have a poll 
tax should be left to the particular 
State. · 

In my own State of Texas where we 
have a poll tax, I want to assure you 
that little or no discrimination is al
lowed-or no more than any other State. 
Let me point out to you information 
taken from the Congressional Quarterly 
based on a survey by the Southern Re
gional Council: 

As of November 1, 1964, a total of 57.7 
percent of the voting age Negroes in Texas 
were registere~ to vote. This compares with 
53.2 percent of the voting age whites who 
were registered to vote. 

So it does not follow that a poll tax 
in itself offers that kind of discrimina
tion. It was argued that we have white 
primaries in our State-and nothing is 
further from the truth. I will admit 
that the poll tax has seen better days, 
and is or probably w111 be outlawed in the 
four remaining States. But that is a 
matter for the State to decide. Indeed. 
my State of Texas passed a constitu
tional amendment last month which will 
be submitted to our voters to do away 
with the present poll tax, and substitute 
therefor a registration system. 

My plea is not a sectional plea. It is 
not a partisan plea. This is a request 
for simple constitutional law. It is not 
even a matter of being for or against the 
poll tax per se. 

This whole poll tax ban was started 
in the Senate by certain individuals who 
thought it attractive to propose such a 
measure because it would make a person 
appear to be riding a white horse of 
purity against the alleged evils of the 
poll tax States. It is not a national 
matter-only four States have the poll 
tax. I say it was submitted to cause 
confusion and prejudice. It casts re
flections of littleness on the authors of 
such a measure. It is a spiteful proposal 
that has the audacity to propose that 
this body has the right to repeal a State 
law. Someday, those who advocate it 
will regret that they have chosen cur
rent prejudicial sentiment to obtain per
sonal satisfaction and some questionable 
attention. It is demagoguery at its worst. 

Mr. Chairman, I favor a voting rights 
bill. But let us do it in a constitutional 
way. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, again 
Congress is being forced to bow and sub
vert itself to the will of the mob. This 
is the second time in approximately 1 
year that the Congress and the country 
are 19eing blackmailed and stampeded 
by threats of violence to pass ill-advised. 
ill-conceived, and unconstitutional legis
lation. This bill would make a mockery 
of the rights of the States, the local gov
ernments, the Constitution, and due 
process of law. This legislation would 
make a sham of our Democratic ideals 
in favor of mobocracy. This is punitive 
legislation. It is vindictive and sec
tional. It is evil legislation conceived 
in the minds of those who would vote 
masses of our people rather than permit 
them the choice of a free ballot. This 
bill would make it possible for many of 
our people to be voted. When freedom 
is involved, there is a vast difference 
in voting and being voted. We cannot 
escape the fact that this legislation is 
being railroaded through the Congress 
by mob action in the streets and high
ways of our country. Apparently, legis
lation w111 no longer be considered in the 
cool, calm, deliberative, intelligent at
mosphere as envisioned by the Found
ing Fathers. I never thought this Con
gress would seriously consider such re
actionary legislation. 

This bill would turn the wheels of 
progress back to thought control, na
tionalized elections, and stark, central-
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ized power. The Armed Forces of the 
United States, representing the forces 
of freedom for almost 25 years, have been 
constantly engaged with the reactionary 
forces of totalitarianism. We have de
troyed many and are continuing to op
pose the remaining reactionary regimes 
who boast of their democracy, voting 
nearly 100 percent of their people, but 
with only one ticket on the ballot. 

This un-American legislation would 
permit registrars appointed by the Fed
eral Government to go into a few South
em States only and sit in judgment of 
registration boards, local officials, and the 
voting public. They will be empowered 
by the Federal Government to register 
voters and then return on election day 
to see that those they registered voted or 
were voted. These registrars, examin
ers, and "commissars" could be sent into 
South Carolina, the Deep South States, 
or Alaska, from California, Detroit or 
New York City. Mr. Chairman, this 
would be democracy-Russian style. 

Under this bill a person unable to read 
or write the English language could be 
placed on the registration books in South 
Carolina under the order of the Attorney 
General sitting in Washington. Under 
the same bill, however, in New York a 
person could be denied the right to vote 
if he could not read and write this same 
English language. This is the most sec
tional and vindictive legislation ever pro
posed in the history of our country. The 
law would apply to certain States and not 
apply to others. It would establish a 
dangerous precedent of partiality and 
favoritism to the chosen States and 
certain pampered pressure groups. 
Under this legislation, those who could 
not even read the ballot could be hauled 
in and voted without regard to the con
stitutional rights of the States to set cer
tain qualifications protecting and pre
serving the right to vote. 

Under this Federal vote control legis
lation, any State or local registration 
laws passed since November 1, 1964, 
would have to be approved by a three
judge court in Washington, D.C. Mr. 
Chairman, why Washington, D.C.? Any 
local official or registrar or citizen ac
cused by the Federal Government under 
the provisions of this vindictive legisla
tion could be subjected to 5 years in a 
Federal prison or $5,000 fine, or both. 

Rather than this constant harassment 
and intimidation by the Federal Govern
ment, South Carolina has earned and 
deserves the commendation of the coun
try and the Congress. South Carolina is 
making fantastic progress in the field of 
human relations. We are making great 
progress in extending the full blessings of 
citizenship, economic opportunity and 
educational advantages to all of .our 
citizens. We are urging and making it 
possible for our citizens who desire to 
do so to register and vote. We are pro
tecting their· right to vote, and Mr. Chair
man, we are protecting their right not to 
vote. 

In 1924 only 6% percent of the adult 
people of South Carolina voted in the 
national elections of that year. In 1948, 
only 13 percent of the adult population 
of South Carolina voted in the important 
national elections of that year. In 1964? 
the last national election in November, 38 

percent of our adult population in South 
Carolina voted, an increase of 300 per
cent over 1948-a greater percentage of 
increase than in any State in the Amer
ican Union. In South Carolina, we are 
proud of this record. Without this legis
lation, in a very few short years, voter 
participation in all elections in south 
Carolina will be equal or higher than the 
national average. I hope you will help 
me tell the world about this amazing 
progress in a Deep South State. Let us 
accentuate the positive and not always 
dwell on the negative. No wonder the 
United States does not have the best 
image around the world. We are simply 
not telling the world the true facts. 

Yes, South Carolina comes under ·the 
provisions of this legislation while the 
overwhelming majority of the rest of the 
States are exempted. Yet, in Anderson 
County, the largest and by far the most 
populous county in my district, 78 per
cent of the adult Negro population is 
registered to vote, while only 63 percent 
of the white population in Anderson 
County is registered to vote. Mr. Chair
man, is this discrimination? Is this 
trickery and fraud to prevent nonwhite 
citizens from voting? 

Pickens County, in my congressional 
district, is the second most populous 
county. Pickens County has 72 percent 
of its adult nonwhite citizens registered 
to vote, while only 63 percent of the 
white adults of that county are registered 
to vote. Let us look at Oconee County, 
the third most populous county in my 
district. The percentage is 63 percent 
Negro registration and 62 percent white 
registration. I know of no discrimina
tion against nonwhite voters in my area 
of the country. None has been proven 
in any court. No charges of ·voter dis
crimination have even been brought into 
the courts. No sworn affidavits of dis
crimination in voting or registration 
have been presented to the Civil Rights 
Commission. The inescapable conclu
sion is that there is a desire by someone 
here in Washington to register and vote 
large segments of our people. This leg
islation is a reflection on the splendid 
accomplishments and earnest desires of 
the people of South Carolina to encour
age good citizenship. It is a reflection 
on the great Negro people of South Caro
lina who know when and where to regis
ter and how to vote. The nonwhite cit
izens of South Carolina do not need Fed
eral registrars, armies of invasion and 
examiners to tell them how to register 
or vote. 

Mr. Chairman, every time I speak 
here of civil rights, which has been very 
frequently in the last few years, the dis
tinguished committee chairman will 
bring up McCormick County in my con
gressional district. Before you reach in 
the files and ask about McCormick 
County, let me tell you about this fine 
little county in the lower part of my 
congressional district. I called an hon
est, forthright member of the board of 
registration in McCormick County, the 
Honorable Julius Baggett, a distinguished 
attorney and a Christian gentleman, 
who is concerped about the misinforma
tion and distortion of the facts concern
ing McCormick. Next to my own coun-

ty, I am more familiar with the situation 
in McCormick than in any other county 
in the United states. 

Mr. Baggett informed me that the 
registration board meets in McCormick 
County .the first Monday in every month. 
They meet at the courthouse to register 
any potential voter who desires to have 
his name placed on the registration 
books. The prospective voter is required 
to fll1 out a simple application blank. 
Before his name is placed on the book, he 
is only asked his name, age, address, and 
occupation. You do not have to be listed 
on the registration books by race. There 
is no discrimination in the registering of 
voters in McCormick County. Before 
registering, an applicant is handed a 
copy of the Constitution of the United 
States and asked to read any portion of 
it. If they cannot read one part of the 
Constitution, the board of registration 
will even suggest another part, such as 
the preamble, familiar to virtually every 
elementary school child. This is only 
required in order to demonstrate the 
ability to read. Even teachers of both 
races often are required to read a few 
words from the Constitution. 

In McCormick County, if they cannot 
read any portion of the Constitution and 
are therefore denied registration, the 
applicant can become registered if he has 
an assessed personal property evaluation 
of $300. This includes automobile, house, 
land, personal belongings, ·etc. If the 
applicant pays taxes on this assessed 
personal property evaluation of $300, he 
is permitted to register whether or not he 
can read or write. If an applicant in 
McCormick County cannot read or write 
or does not have an assessed personal 
property evaluation of $300, the appU
cant can still appeal under the State vot
ing laws of South Carolina to the court 
of common pleas. The right of appeal 
to the court of common pleas is 
guaranteed by State law. The State 
court could order the applicant's name 
placed on the registration books even 
though he cannot r~ad and write and 
even though he does not have the 
assessed personal property evaluation of 
$300. This simple requirement is not 
discrimination. Anyone in McCormick 
County who genuinely has the desire to 
register and vote can do so. 

Several years ago the FBI made a 
thorough investigation of registration 
and voting in McCormick County and no 
action was taken against anyone. No 
evidence of discrimination was found. 
No sworn affidavits from McCormick 
Oounty alleging discrimination have 
been submitted to the Civil Rights Com
mission. Nonwhites are voting in Mc
Cormick County in increasing numbers. 
Ninety-five percent of all those regis
tered in McCormick County voted in the 
last election. One reason for the over
all smaller percentage of the total adult 
population voting in McCormick County 
is that a good number of the nonwhite 
adults in McCormick County work in the 
large cities of the country such as Phil
adelphia, Washington, Baltimore, and 
Atlanta while their children go to school 
in McCormick. These children stay with 
guardians, grandparents, relatives, and 
friends. This is a recommendation of 
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the splendid school system of McCormick 
County. Many of these parents have 
frankly confessed to me that they pre
fer that their children go to school in 
McCormick because of the better disci
pline and emphasis upon courtesy and 
good manners-an environment· free of 
juvenile delinquency, teenage gang war
fare, riots, and school boycotts. 

Mr. Chairman, I am alarmed and con
cerned about legislation being considered 
and passed as a result of recurring dem
onstrations, violence, and disrespect for 
local law and order. These demonstra
tions are a strange phenomenon which 
is on the increase throughout the world. 
They have caused the overthrow of 
friendly allied governments. Demon
strations and student riots are an ever
increasing threat to our own democratic 
society and even our national security 
whether they occur at the University of 
California, Philadelphia, Saigon, Ankara, 
or Panama. Democracy can only sur
vive as a restrained, disciplined society. 
Even the House of Representatives that 
we all love as a great institution requires 
discipline for orderly deliberative con
sideration. We have a Sergeant at Arms 
to enforce the rules of the House and the 
orders of the Speaker. No legislation is 
possible in Congress without restraint 
and discipline. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the greatest 
contribution we can make today for free
dom, brotherhood, and the rights of all 
of our citizens is to reject this legisla
tion. Let emotions cool, permit reason 
to replace prejudice. Let us make no 
decision here in the Congress during this 
session that will encourage power-mad, 
dues-paying pressure groups. Let us 
take no action that will lead to more 
demonstrations, more demand, and more 
so-called civil rights legislation. Let us 
digest what we have. 

This legislation, if adopted, will be no 
more successful than the Civil Rights 
Acts of 1957, 1960, and 1964. This bill, 
as the other legislation, would only whet 
the appetites of mob leaders for more 
attention, more money, and publicity. 

It is my hope that the conscience of 
this committee and the conscience of the 
people of the United States will awaken 
to the need of withholding a self-right
eous judgment of other sections of our 
great Nation. It is my hope that our 
conscience will awaken to the urgent 
need of discipline, individual restraint, 
and respect for law and order so that 
freedom might not "perish from the 
earth." 

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
said that this bill is a drastic measure. 
Perhaps it is. Yet the problem is drastic, 
and the need is drastic. 

It is said that this bill is not of uni
form application. Yet candor compels 
us to admit that voter discrimination is 
not uniform. 

Finally, it is said, and with some jus
tification, that this bill affects more areas 
than might be necessary. Yet, it is 
better that the measure be too broad 
than too narrow. 

And so we come to the final vote. 
There are those who wish to restrict the 
franchise. That is their prerogative. I 
stand with those who would extend the 

right to vote. Hence, I will support this 
bill. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, for 5 days this week the 
House of Representatives has been en
gaged in major debate on what type 
voting rights bill will be enacted. Un
fortunately, much of the debate has been 
filled with emotional overtones; and 
many of the details of the two bills before 
us have been overlooked or misunder
stood. 

The right to vote is the most basic of 
all rights. It is through the exercise of 
the franchise that all popular govern
ment is obtained. 

Now, in this debate, and in these two 
pieces of legislation before us, we come 
to the question of what should be done 
about abuses of this right. The argu
ments are all concerned with what is 
appropriate but yet effective legislation. 

It seems to me that the administration 
bill <H.R. 6400) is aimed solely at a few 
States. The President's bill would send 
in Federal officers to register voters 
where any test or device was used as a 
prerequisite to voting, and if less than 
50 percent of the voting age population 
was registered to vote or voted in the 
November 1964 election. This arbitrary 
formula automatically points an accus
ing finger at all States which require 
some form of literacy test for all voters. 

It is true, according to evidence pre
sented to the Judiciary Committee, that 
literacy tests have been used in some 
areas as a means for denying Negroes 
the right to vote. Wherever this occurs, 
it is wrong and in clear contravention 
to the Constitution itself. By no means, 
however, is this true in most States 
where literacy tests are required, and 
not one shred of evidence was presented 
that it is true in North Carolina. 

Each State has its own constitutional 
responsibility to determine what its vot
ing requirements shall be. I feel that 
knowing how to read and write the En
glish language ought to be required of all 
voters. I feel that the laws and the con
stitution of North Carolina are right and 
proper in requiring this. When these 
tests are applied fairly with no favoritism 
because of race or color, they are per
fectly proper. 

With its tortuously contrived formula 
of percentages, the administration bill 
seems to be saying that discrimination 
is all right where no literacy test is ap
plied, or if over 50 percent of the people 
are registered and voting. 

I feel strongly that a voting rights 
bill should be constructed on the follow
ing basis: 

First. Any such law should apply to 
all 50 States regardless of where they 
might be. The administration bill 
applies only to 6 States and 34 counties 
in North Carolina. 

Second. All States should be encour
aged to register all citizens to vote and 
not be presumed guilty for something 
they have not done. 

Third. Any group of persons or indi
viduals should have the right of im
mediate appeal to the Federal Govern
ment if they feel they have been unfairly 
treated in their efforts to register and 
vote. 

Fourth. Any Federal action to deter
mine voter qualifications should respect 
the right of the people of the States, 
through their elected representatives, to 
determine those same qualifications. 

Such a bill has been developed by the 
Republican leadership in the House of 
Representatives and I had the privilege 
of helping to write it. It is, in my 
opinion, a good bill that will deal fairly, 
quickly, and effectively with voter dis
crimination problems, wherever they 
might occur. 

Though I can not support the adminis
tration bill, I can and strongly support 
the Ford-McCulloch bill. This bill will 
be offered as a substitute on the motion 
to recommit. I Will support this motion, 
and hope that it carries. If ·so, I will 
support it on final pasage of the bill. 

Mr. STRA 'ITON. . Mr. Chairman,- I 
was glad to have supported this impor
tant and historic legislation. The need 
to implement the provisions of the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution is long 
overdue. The troubles earlier this year 
in Selma, Ala., and elsewhere made it 
crystal clear to all of us that as long as 
the constitutional right to vote is still 
being abridged in many sections of our 
country we have not yet fully lived up to 
our American heritage that all men are 
created equal. Even the sweeping civil 
rights legislation we passed here last 
year did not go far enough to meet the 
need on full voting rights. 

President Johnson called on Congress 
last winter to move with dispatch in 
adopting corrective legislation. At that 
time I joined in introducing the admin
istration's bill, the one we have now 
passed by an overwhelming vote. I am 
glad to have had a share in making this 
achievement possible. While Congress 
has not moved as swiftly as we had origi
nally hoped, I feel sure that this legisla
tion will meet the need we uncovered 
last winter and will help to provide our 
country with a fuller, more meaningful 
democracy. 

Mr. WALKER of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I come before you as 
humbly as I know how, well aware 
of the fact that it has long been 
the custom within this legislative 
body for freshmen Congressmen to be 
seen and not heard, but this matter to
day is of such great importance to the 
future welfare of not only the people of 
the State of Mississippi, but also of this 
entire Nation of ours, that I must, in all 
good faith, oppose it with every means 
at my disposal. 

It is not my will to take a way the rights 
of my fellow man, nor do I want anyone 
to take my rights away from me. We 
have heard about discrimination and the 
way that certain groups have been dis
criminated against, but I would like to 
raise this question: Where do the civil 
rights or"one individual end and the civil 
rights of another begin? We in Missis
sippi and the great Southland are not ex
pecting any special treatment. All we 
ask is to be put on an equal basis with 
our· sister States. 

There has been more progress on all 
fronts made in the State of Mississippi 
and throughout the entire Southeast in 
the last 15 years than in the past 100 
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years. Since reconstruction days the 
one-party system of politics prevailed in 
my State. As the first Republican Con
gressman to be elected since that time, 
and with the more recent election of 
Republican mayors, aldermen and coun
cilmen, there is no doubt that the two
party system is now established in Mis
sissippi. Certainly, we have. had our 
problems--many types of problems, but 
the God-fearing, freedom-loving Ameri
cans in Mississippi of every race, color, 
and creed are honestly and diligently 
trying to resolve these problems in a way 
that will benefit every citizen of the State. 

It is my firm belief that this resolution, 
H.R. 6400, as promoted by the adminis
tration, is one of the most unconstitu
tional pieces of legislation ever to come 
before the Congress of the United States. 
I make this statement because of two 
overwhelming facts: 

First. The 15th amendment to the 
Constitution protects the rights of citi
zens of the United States to vote, re
gardless of race, color, or previous 
condition of servitude. But the 15th 
amendment does not provide authority 
for the Federal Government to set vot-
ing qualifications. · 

Second. In the 1st article of the Con
stitution, and again in the 17th amend
ment there are statements which provide 
that Members of the House of Represent
atives and Members of the. Senate shall 
be elected by the people of the several 
States, and the "electors of each State 
shall have the qualifications requisite for 
electors of the most numerous branch of 
the State legislature." 

This statement removes any question 
as to how voter qualifications are deter
mined. To paraphrase, the voter quali
fications shall be the same as those set 
by the State for the electors of the largest 
body of each State legislature. 

The 24th amendment to the Constitu-
. tion is evidence that the Federal Govern
ment cannot legislate voter qalifica..:. 
tions nor can it restrict the sovereign 
States from setting voter qualifications. 
The mere fact that Congress, and Mr. 
Chairman, many of my colleagues were 
then present, saw the necessity for a 
constitutional amendment to abolish the 
poll tax in nationa~ elections and not in 
State elections is evidence enough to sup
port my claim that any restriction by the 
Federal Government regarding voter 
qualifications is purely unconstitutional. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a statement 
that George Washington made in his 
farewell address that dictates the proper 
procedures for Congress to take in mat
ters such as this; and I quote: 

If in the opinion of the people, the distri
bution or modification of the constitutional 
powers be in any particular wrong, let it be 
corrected by an amendment in the way in 
which the Constitution design31tes, but let 
there be no change by usurpation. Through 
this, in one instance, there may be the in
strument of good, ilt is the customary weapon 
by which free governments are destroyed. 

If the administration and the Congress 
see a need that Federal voting standards 
be uniform, then let there be no doubt 
as to the legality of the process--propose 

. a constitutional amendment. All we 
ask is to be put on an equal basis with 

our sister States in a manner befitting 
the Constitution of the United States. 

I will be the first to admit that the 
Constitution is not infallable, by nature, 
as our society progresses, our basic gov
ernmental structure must be modified 
to conform but as a member of this 
great governmental body, I plead with 
you, follow the course provided by our 
Founding Fathers. Thomas Jefferson 
once made a statement that now is in
scribed upon the wall of the Jefferson 
Memorial. He said: 

I am not an advocate of frequent changes 
in laws and constitutions, but laws and 
institutions must go hand in hand with the 
progress of the human mind. 

The Constitution clearly provides that 
each State have the right to set its own 
voting standards--except with regard 
to race and color restrictions as pro
vided in the 15th amendment and with 
the prohibition of the use of the poll 
tax in national elections .as provided in 
the 24th amendment. 

I do honestly feel that every citizen 
in our State should receive equal treat
ment-the same treatment as citizens 
in our sister States. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill in addition 
to being unconstitutional is most ob
viously a punitive measure aimed at a 
few States-to take away the right of 
the State of Mississippi to have literacy 
tests as a prerequisite to voting, and not 
to take that right away from the State 
of New York or Texas--is committing 
the ve·ry same injustice that the pro
posed bill is supposed to prohibit. 

Mr. George Meany, president of the 
AFL--CIO, recently appeared before the 
House Judiciary Committee to speak in 
behalf of the voter rights bill. In his 
testimony, he made the following com
ment, and I quote: 

A citizen who is denied the right to vote 
is not a citizen at all. And a nation which 
extends the franchise to some citizens but 
denies it to others solely on artificial grounds 
such as race, is not truly democratic. 

Mr. Chairman, does not this bill re
move from the States so affected, their 
citizenship, since the bill is an obvious 
attempt to extend to some States the 
right to establish their own voter quali
fications and denies this right to others? 

The most dangerous effect of the pas
sage of this bill is the precedent which 
would be established. Once Congress 
passes this bill and it is signed into 
law, we may as well completely abandon 
the remainder of the Constitution, be
cause at any given time, any bill could 
be introduced and passed, stripping the 
citizens of this great land of any liber
ties they may have remaining. 

I am reminded here of a piece of 
scripture from the great book of Isaiah 
which says: 

Come now, let us reason together, saith 
the Lord. 

In closing, I ask, Mr. Chairman, Can 
each ·of my colleagues who supports 
this legislation, say to himself that he 
is honestly reasoning, can he honestly 
say to .h.i.mrelf thSit such a piece of 
legislation is fair to every State, could 
he honestly say that this bill is con
stitutional if he were representing one 
of the States that would be affected by 

this bill, and could he support it? I 
beseech my colleagues: Please, do not 
under the guise of legality, allow this 
bill to bring forth an injustice that 
could mean the moral decay of our en
tire Government. 

VIOLENCE OUTSIDE THE SOUTH 

Mr. Chairman, during this debate on 
H.R. 6400, several of my colleagues from 
northern and eastern States have at
tempted to degrade my State with refer
ences to some unfortunate incidents of · 
racial violence which have occurred in 
my State. This violence, usually encour
aged by outside agitators, is certainly not 
condoned by the average citizen of my 
State, nor is it tolerated by our law en
forcement agencies. 

These unexcusable acts can and do 
happen in most every State, but it seems, 
at least according to the actions and 
statements of some of my colleagues, 
that violence is wrong only when it 
occurs south of the Mason-Dixon line. 
When acts such as these occur in Missis
sippi and the law ~nforcement agencies 
attempt to keep the peace, cries of police 
brutality are made on the floor of this 
great body, but when similar· incidents 
occur in the Northern States, we hardly 
ever hear about it. 

However, I would like to point out a 
few of these incidents which have oc
curred outside the South to point out to 
some of my colleagues that Mississippi 
and the South is not the only place which 
has to use legal means to protect its peo
ple from these far-left extremists. I will 
merely cite a few articles from certain 
publications that support the fact that 
some of my good colleagues might con
cern themselves with cleaning their own 
house before condemning others. 

The first carried this headline: 
"Eleven Are Arrested in Harlem Clash: 
Police Brutality Is Alleged,'' New York 
Times, May 20, 1964, page 33. Next, 
"Looting: The High Cost of Race Vio
lence," U.S. News & World Report, Sep
tember 14, 1964, page 36, refers to racial 
incidents in Philadelphia, Pa. The same 
article refers to another incident on July 
18 that started in Harlem and spread to 
Brooklyn and took officers 5 days to bring 
under control. 

In Jersey City, N.J., in early August of 
1964, 46 people were injured in a nearly 
uncontrollable race riot, after an officer 
arrested a Negro woman. 

Another incident, according to the 
New York Times, February 19, 1965, oc
curred in Brooklyn on February 18 and 
19-of this year in which 300 participated 
in a riot where policemen were attacked. 
Mounted troops were called in to quell 
the riot. 

And finall¥ on May 23 of this year, the 
Washington Post reported an incident in 
the Bronx, N.Y., invoving 200 Negroes 
who surrounded a white policeman and 
forced him to release a Negro prisoner. 

These are but a few of the many cases 
which have taken place in some of the 
very same States represented by the 
critics of Mississippi. I wonder if they 
are as concerned with these problems of 
racial violence in their own States? This 
also leads me to question these colleagues 
as to their interest in achieving equal 
voting rights within their own States as 
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well as in the six Southern States affected 
by H.R. 6400. 

In the Gospel according to St. Mat
thew, there is a passage in the seventh 
chapter, verse 3, that reads: 

And why beholdest thou the mote that 
is in thy brother's eye, but conslderest not 
the beam that is in thine own eye? Or how 
wilt thou say to thy brother, let me pull out 
the mote out of thine eye: and, behold, a 
beam is in thine own eye? Thou hypocrite, 
first cast out the beam out of thine own 
eye: and then shalt thou see clearly tu cast 
out the mote out of the brother's eye. 

I would suggest that these cri·tics 
might go to this Scripture for guidance. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 6400. 

For more than 100 years the American 
people have been striving to obtain the 
most basic right of a democracy-the 
right to vote and the responsibility for 
the election of their public officials. As 
legislators it is our duty to protect and 
to insure every citizen the right to vote. 
The forefathers of this great country 
created certain basic ideals which were 
designed to give meaning and purpose 
to our Nation, but these were not just 
written or spoken words which would 
pass unnoticed. Rather, 200 years later 
they represent the image of Americans 
who fought and died, not in vain, but for 
such principles as "all men are created 
equal." 

I have come to only one conclusion 
with regard to the so-called bona fide 
voter qualification tests; they have been 
used and continue to be used as instru
ments intended to deprive citizens of 
the right to register and vote. 

The problem is indeed complex, but 
it can be simplified. If democracy is to 
flourish it must do so in a climate which 
affords respect, dignity, and equal pro
tection under the law to all of its citi
zens regardless of race or color. A 
hungry mouth must be fed, an eager 
mind must be educated, and all America 
must be assured the right to vote. Un
less there is a comprehensive approach 
to these problems, frustration, discrim
ination, and the destruction of the 
American way of life will result as a 
byproduct of a confused society. We, 
as legislators, must face these problems 
and search for answers which accom
plish the goals and principles outlined 
in the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400 provides that 
answer. The brutalities and violence 
which have existed in the past, and are 
continuing even now, are damaging "to 
our image abroad in connection with 
ciVil rights. 

Even while we are administering our 
expensive foreign aid programs, we 
Americans sometimes find the very na
tions that are benefiting from the pro
grams are exhibiting indifference and 
even ingratitude toward us-and this, 
even while we are continuing to perform 
these friendly acts. 

·But what has motivated these appar
ently unjustified attitudes of indiffer
ence or lack of appreciation, if you will? 
What do the emerging, underdeveloped 
countries of the world witness taking 
place within the democratic government 
of the United States? We must not for-

get that the martyrdom of the Reverend 
James J. Reeb and Viola Gregg Liuzzo 
made headlines in many countries of 
the world. Those, and other unfortu
nate incidents, have caused world leaders 
to question the leadership of a country 
which is supposed to exemplify the best 
in the democratic form of government. 
Leaders of those countries have mixed 
feelings regarding the policies we are 
following in our own country. 

Mr. Chairman, must we continue to 
use meaningless words and phrases 
which circumvent the problems of racial 
discrimination? 

To insure the basic rights of every 
American, to foster leadership which 
will have the genuine admiration and 
approval of the emerging democracies, 
and to strengthen the foundations of the 
American way of life, I strongly urge 
the passage of H.R. 6400. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, effec
tive Federal legislation to guarantee to 
all Americans the fundamental right of 
equality in voting has been long needed. 
Had action to implement the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution been 
taken years ago, in my view, the need for 
other Federal action to assure equal op
portunities and rights for Negroes would 
have been. sharply diminished and per
haps eliminated. Diminished also, hope
fully, would have been racial unrest, dis
turbances and violence. 

Given the right of franchise, Negroes 
could have participated in bringing about 
needed reforms at the local level. There
fore, I consider this a historic moment 
that has been too long delayed. 

This legislation has special significance 
for me because I have the privilege of 
representing what is known as the Lin
coln district-much of the area once 
represented in the House of Representa
tives by Abraham Lincoln. 

Lincoln's hometown, Springfield is in 
my district, as are many of the places 
he visited' as an itinerant lawyer. Spring
field and Quincy, Ill., where one of the 
celebrated Lincoln-Douglas debates oc
curred, recently observed the lOOth anni
versary of Lincoln's death and the end 
of the Civil War. 

Lincoln's two great contributions were 
saving the Union and emancipating the 
slaves. Emancipation still remains an 
ideal without substance in some areas 
where Negroes have been denied the most 
significant expression of freedom-the 
right to vote. This legislation hopefully 
will give greater substance to this ideal, 
and bring closer the true American 
brotherhood for which Lincoln lived and 
died. 

In this year, filled with significance for 
human rights, I rejoice that a con
stituent of mine, a young student of 
Springfield-Lincoln's hometown-has 
the honor to serve as a page of the 
House of Representatives. He is Frank 
Mitchell, the very first Negro to serve in 
that capacity in the long history of this 
body. 

He serves the House today when a bill 
important to the Lincoln heritage is 
being considered. Frank was appointed 
to this position by the distinguished mi
nority leader [Mr. FoRD], who heads the 
party of Lincoln in this body. 

Frank has done a good job. He is a 
credit to the State and to the party of 
Lincoln. We are all proud of him, and 
glad that he could be present and serve 
in an official capacity on this historic 
day. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle have 
pointed out the many, many reasons H.R. 
6400 should not be enacted into law. I 
can only endorse their statements. 

I stand before the House today to urge 
all Members as fairminded men to ex
amine their motives-to look inward and 
ask themselves one question-the very 
question to be voted upon today. The 
question is not shall we have a new 
voting rights bill-that question is now 
moot. The question before the House 
today is shall we have a fair, constitu
tionally sound voting rights bill that gov
erns everyone in the United States 
equally, or shall we have a bill that ap
plies to only part of the United States? 

Mr. Chairman, is it possible that a ma
jority of the Members of a majority of 
the States will voluntarily surrender to 
the executive branch of the Federal Gov
ernment one of the last rights reserved to 
and exercised by the States? To me, 
this is incredible. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400 is not an an
tidiscrimination bill. It is an anti-South 
bill-politically inspired and contrived 
and aimed at the only section of the 
country the administration did not carry 
in the last election and cannot control 
today. 

How can any man vote for a law that 
is designed to prohibit voter discrimina
tion in only 6 States and impliedly sanc
tion discrimination in the other 44 
States? The very bill the administration 
claims will abolish discrimination will, 
in fact, set up discrimination againSt six 
States of the Union. Under the guise of 
civil rights, six Southern States are being 
punished for having voted wrong. H.R. 
6400 is not a just bill-and it was not 
designed to be just. How can any bill 
that creates two classes of people or 
States be considered just or fair? Are 
we in the South now second-class 
citizens? 

If we are to .have a bill, let us treat 
everyone alike. The passage by this 
House of H.R. 6400 will be one more giant 
step toward a totalitarian government. 
Only by passage of a bill affecting all 
Americans equally will we continue to 
have a nation of law~not of men
with equal justice for all. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, today we 
approach the climax of strenuous and 
lengthy debate which has ranged over 
the past week and, more accurately, the 
past century on the matter of equal vot
ing rights and opportunity for every 
American citizen. 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, the gentleman 
from New York, indicated at the opening 
of this debate, it has taken a century for 
us to infuse the 15th amendment with 
legal and moral strength. There has 
been little doubt in the minds of many 
members of Congress and citizens of this 
Nation that no matter how clever and 
subtle the modes of discrimination have 
become, the desire of Negroes in this 
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~ountry to vote freely in every State has 
remained unstinted. The 15th amend
ment and the entire Constitution can 
.have little meaning for any citizen of 
this country if 1 citizen, or 10 million, 
.find no solace or protection in the words 
of this great document. 

In this last-gasp effort, our Republi
-can colleagues have tried once again to 
reinstate themselves as the party of 
Lincoln by attempting to broaden the 
voting rights measure to all the States 
of the Union. This effort is shallow. 
These attempts distort the true intent 
of this legislation, to reach areas of this 
country in which many rightfully en
titled to citizenship in the United States 
have been disenfranchised in great 
numbers. 

It is no longer possible to question 
whether there has been discrimination 
in the matter af voting in the South. 
To fabricate defenses of the existing 
franchise is to deny the basic precepts 
of equality in the United States and, 
thereby, deny the Constitution as the 
basis of our form of Government. Those 
who would perpetuate such a system and, 
therefore, vote against this legislation 
subvert the very purpose for whi·ch all 
of us are here, are sworn to uphold. 

In those areas of the Nation which 
Republicans attempted to cover under 
their substitute amendment, legal ma
chinery exists and recourse is allowed 
when there has been illegal disenfran
chisemelllt. • 

As we pass this great legislation today, 
I wish to pay tribute to the great gentle
man from Louisiana, our beloved Demo
cratic whip, for his brilliant presentation 
in behalf of this bill. He persuades me 
of the positive and progressive change 
which is no.w surging forward in the new 
SoUJth. As the history of his life in 
public can easily prove, he is a true 
statesman and leader af men; he is, 
above all, a great and devoted American. 
Nothing greater can be said of any man. 
I am proud to join in support af this 
vital legislation, the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965. 

The broadened electorate of the South 
will provide new vigorous support for 
essential programs in the North and 
throughout the Nation in our common 
effort to fight against poverty, unem
ployment, and neglect. A total elec
torate--embracing all Americans-will 
serve the total needs of America-too 
long suppressed. As this voting rights 
legislation serves the individual-it will 
also serve the Nation, providing new 
dignity for both. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to express my enthusiastic support for 
H.R. 6400, as amended by the Judiciary 
Committee, and to pay tribute to the 
superb work that has been done by that 
committee under the distinguished lead
ership of the dean of the House, the gen
tleman from New York, Chairman EMAN
UEL CELLER. 

I am highly gratified that the House 
rejected the Republican substitution for 
the Celler bill. This substitute would 
have been a far weaker measure, partic
ularly with respect to the abolition of 
literacy tests in those States where dis
crimination has been rampant, and in 
regard to the application of an auto-

matic formula for the appointment of 
Federal examiners in certain States and 
areas where there is a clear history of 
discrimination. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
original H.R. 6400 was amended in the 
committee to include the abolition of poll 
taxes as a prerequisite for voting in State 
and local elections, in accordance with 
the recommendations that I and others 
made in testifying before the Judiciary 
Committee. 

The failure to insert such a prohibi
tion in the bill passed by the Senate is a 
serious weakness in that bill and I hope 
the bill ultimately enacted by the Con
gress will preserve the prohibition. 

In my testimony before the Judiciary 
Committee on March 25, 1965, in addi
tion to urging a fiat prohibition of poll 
taxes, I recommended the addition of 
language which would extend the protec
tions of the bill to the type of situation 
which arose last year when the regular 
Democratic delegation from Mississippi 
to the Democratic National Convention 
was chosen through a series of Party 
caucuses and conventions from which 
Negroes were excluded. 

It is a source of intense gratification 
to me that this suggestion of mine was 
accepted, first by the subcommittee, and 
later by the full committee. The method 
chosen of reaching the problem was to 
add to the definition of the word "vote," 
in section 14(c) (1), the concept that vot
ing for party office was covered as well 
as voting for public office. The Judiclai"Y 
Commi:ttee report made clear that the 
intention was to include within the pro
tections of the bill election of such party 
officers as delegates to conventions. No 
attempt to amend this language was 
made in the Committee of the Whole 
House, and it will be in the bill presented 
to the House for final passage. It ap
pears to me to be most important that 
this protection be provided and I hope 
that it will be retained in the bill as 
ultimately enacted by the Congress and 
signed by the President. 

This is a great day in the history of 
the House of Representatives, and I am 
proud to be a part of it. The voting 
rights bill of 1965 is another giant step 
in the march of the American people 
toward the realization of the ideal stated 
in the Declaration of Independence that 
"all men are created equal." In the 
achievement ·of equal opportunities, 
nothing is more important than the 
guarantee of the franchise, and this bill 
should, if properly administered, do thBit 
job once and for all. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 6400, the voting rights 
bill. In my opinion, it is absolutely es
sential that every citizen be treated 
equally in his right to register and vote. 
Unfortunately, this is still not the case 
in some of the States. It is intolerable 
that discrimination in some States is 
continuing to occur on the grounds of 
race. The purpose of H.R. 6400 is to 
eliminate such discrimination and to in
sure that all citizens be given equal 
treatment in registration and in voting. 
They are fully entitled to such equal 
treatment. Therefore, I hope this House 
will pass H.R. 6400 by an overwhelming 
vote. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Voting Rights Act of 
1965. This country has reached a junc
ture where it can no longer postpone 
truly etfective action to guarantee the 
right to vote to all of our citizens regard
less of race, creed, or color. I strongly 
prefer the Ford-McCulloch substitute to 
the committee bill. I had a direct hand 
in developing the Ford-McCulloch sub
stitute and I am proud that the House 
Republican Task Force on Voting Rights, 
under the leadership of Representative 
WILLIAM McCULLOCH, of Ohio, called for 
voting rights legislation before any pro
posal was advanced by the administra
tion. The members of that task force 
are our distinguished colleagues: the 
gentleman from Indiana, Congressman 
WILLIAM G. BRAY; the gentleman from 
California, DEL CLAwsoN; the gentleman 
from New York, JoHN LINDSAY; the gen
tleman from Minnesota, CLARK MAc
GREGOR; the gentleman from Maryland, 
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS; the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, VERNON THOMSON; the 
gentleman from Oregon, WENDELL 
WYATT; and the gentleman from Minne
sota, ANCHER NELSEN. 

Mr. Chairman, in · many respects I 
must admit reservations with reference 
to the Celler-committee bill as now writ
ten. It is an unnecessarily punitive 
measure. Its deficiencies have been in
adequately covered over with a patch
work of clumsy devices. Forty-three 
States in our country are not subject to 
the. automatic triggering device in the 
Celler bill. This leaves out the State of 
Texas where fewer than 50 percent of 
the people voted in 133 counties in 1960. 
Texas, Arkansas, Florida and other 
States are left out because discrimina
tion there is accomplished by means 
other than a literacy test or device. I 
fear that the cumbersome court pro
cedures, which will be the only resort in 
these 43 States, will be inadequate. In 
addition, the seven States automatically 
covered and frozen in by the Celler bill 
are being subjected to what Chairman 
CELLER himself called, a cruel and harsh 
measure. Cruelty, harshness and ex
tremism in matters of this nature sel
dom serve the ultimate cause of justice. 
This was well illustrated by the extrem
ism of the Reconstruction Era, which 
boomeranged upon the Negro with such 
vehemence that we still have not ac
complished many elementary guarantees 
of citizenship for the Negro in the South. 
The most damaging discrimination is the 
subtle, indirect discrimination which 
emanates from fear, hatred, and emo
tional upheavals. I am unhappy that we 
are not passing the very best legislation 
today to guarantee voting rights of all 
our citizens now. I fear we shall have 
to return to this task in a short time to 
increase the effectiveness of this law in 
areas exempted from the automatic 
triggering device and, on the other hand, 
to alleviate the harshness of the law in 
other respects. 

Certainly, areas complying in full faith 
and honesty should be released from 
heavy-handed intrusions as soon as pos- . 
sible. I believe the Ford-McCulloch sub
stitute is a far better piece of legislation 
than the Celler-committee bill. 
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In view of the critical need for voting 
rights legislation in this country today, 
however, I shall vote for the Celler bill 
in the event the Ford-McCulloch substi
tute is rejected on the recommittal mo
tion. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this legislation in gen
eral, and particularly in favor of section 
10 which abolishes poll taxes as a prereq
uisite to the exercise of the privilege of 
voting. 

The right to cast a meaningful vote is 
the most important right which distin
guishes a democracy from other forms of 
government. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I submit 
that the Congress should go as far as 
the Constitution allows to secure this 
right for all citizens. The 15th amend
ment provides that the right of citizens 
to vote shall not be denied or abridged 
by any State on account of race or color 
and authorizes the Congress to enforce 
this amendment by appropriate legisla
tion. 

By enactment of section 10(a) of H.R. 
6400 the Congress would make·a congres
sional finding as follows: The Congress 
hereby finds that the requirement of the 
payment of a poll tax as a prerequisite to 
voting has historically been one of the 
methods used to circumvent the guaran
tees of the 14th and 15th amendments to 
the Constitution, and was adopted in 
some areas for the purpose, in whole or 
in part, of denying persons the right to 
vote because of race or color; and that 
under such circumstances the require
ment of the payment of a poll tax as a 
condition upon or a prerequisite to vot
ing is not a bona fide qualification of an 
elector, but an arbitrary and unreason
able restriction upon the right to vote 
in violation of the 14th and 15th amend
ments. 

In the light of this explicit congres
sional finding, if the constitutionality of 
section 10 were raised, the question which 
a court would have to decide would not be 
whether or not poll taxes were discrimi
natory, ·but merely whether there was 
sufficient evidence so that Congress could 
reasonably believe that poll taxes were 
·discriminatory. 

The economic evidence presented to 
the Congress alone would be sufficient. 
It is clear that the poll tax places a far 
heavier burden on Negroes than on 
whites. According to the 1960 census, 
for example, the median family income 
for white families in Alabama was nearly 
2% times greater than for nonwhite 
families. Similarly, the median income 
for white families in Mississippi is 3 
times greater than for nonwhite fami
lies. 

The Congress could justifiably base a 
finding that the poll tax was conceived 
in discrimination in Ratliffe v. Beale, 74 
Miss. 247 (1896), in which the Missis
sippi supreme court frankly admitted 
that the poll tax was purposefully dedi
cated to restricting Negro suffrage. 

The Congress could reasonably find 
that the poll tax is by its very nature 
discriminatory. For just as literacy 
tests discriminate against the victims of 
a segregated educational system, so poll 

taxes discriminate against the victims 
of a segregated economic system. 

I share with Mr. Justice .Black the be
lief that "no right is more precious than 
the right to vote," and that "other rights 
are illusory if the right to vote is un
dermined" Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 
U.S.1, 17. 

Mr. Chairman, it is our constitutional 
responsibility and our moral duty to end 
these poll taxes which have been used 
to discriminate against certain American 
citizens. 

I urge the enactment of H.R. 6400. 
Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise to support the bill to secure voting 
rights to all Americans. This legisla
tion would give full force and effect to 
the 15th amendment to the Constitu
tion, adopted in 1870 to pledge that the 
right to vote shall not be abridged on 
account of race or ·color. 

This debate is a test of democracy. It 
is a test of whether · we truly believe the 
goals which were set when the Ameri;.. 
cans of the 18th century wrote the his
toric documents by which we sought 
freedom and by which we governed our 
course. It is a test of whether we can 
truly make progress toward the national 
goals which have been stated, which 
have been examined and reexamined 
throughout the years. We are approach
ing the third century of the Nation's ex
istence, and we must make every effort 
to secure those rights for all Americans. 

It is fitting that this debate began in 
a week which opened with the Nation's 
most honored and revered celebration
the celebration of its independence on 
the Fourth of July. Whenever the Con
gress considers a measure dealing with 
the full attainment of rights for all 
Americans, it provokes strong emotional 
feelings. Yet measures to secure the 
full recognition of human dignity that 
we have pledged to our people fall di
rectly among the national goals of this 
country. We need to assure ourselves 
that we are not wasting our people by 
denying to some the full use of their 
capabilities. 

At the base of this question lies the 
assurance of an effective, working de
mocracy. The right to vote is a precious 
one, and it is basic to the privileges of 
American citizenship. The systematic 
exclusion of some Americans from the 
polls in certain areas of the country has 
been documented by the necessity to 
press this issue in the courts, and it has 
aroused the indignation of many Ameri
cans throughout the country. 

It is the responsibility of Congress to 
insist that its will and the will of the 
majority in this country-the will that 
all Americans receive equal treatment 
under the law and be given the right to 
vote · when they are qualified-be 
respected. 
. Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. Mr. Chair

nJ.an, I rise in opposition to H.R. 6400, 
the so-called voting rights bill. In the 
name of al::!olishing discrimination, it 
offers discrimination itself. It allows 
all but ·seven States in America to keep 
literacy tests and qualifications for vot
ing, and denies it to those seven States. 

In the name of defending rights under 
the Constitution, it violates the Consti-

tution itself. Article II, section 1, clause 
2 of the Constitution gives to the States 
legislatures the power to set voter quali
fications. This is absolute and specific. 
In no subsequent part of the Constitu
tion or amendment is this power revoked. 
It is beyond the power of Congress to re
voke, no matter how laudable the end 
may be. The Congress and the legisla
tures of three-quarters of the States in
formed the American people clearly over 
a year and a half ago by the passage of 
the 24th amendment that setting voter 
qualifications was a State and not a Fed
eral responsibility. All the constitu
tional authorities in America cannot 
erase this reaffirmation of basic princi
ple recognized and accepted for the en
tire history of the Republic by all courts 
and by all men. 

The main contention of the lawyers 
and the Attorney General in the matter 
of constitutionality seems to rest on the 
John Marshall decision in McCulloch v. 
Maryllind, 4 Wheat, 316, 321, and it said: 

Let the end be legitimate, let it be within 
the scope of the Constitution, and all means 
which are appropriate, which are plainly 
adopted to that end, which are not prohib
ited, but consistent with the letter and spirit 
of the Constitution, are constitutional. 

But the "letter and spirit" of the Con
stitution are clearly violated by this bill: 
the "letter" of article II, section 1-
quoted above-is violated; and the 
"spirit" of the 15th amendment is vio
lated ruthlessly by dis~riminating 
against seven States. 

What profit the Negro if he gains 
everything, if in doing so, he further de
stroys the very charter of his own liber
ties or rights? What discipline will any 
law have which is beyond the power of 
the lawmakers to enact? 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, in the last 15 years this Congress 
has been called upon to discuss and 
weigh and approve or reject a variety 
of so-called civil rights legislation. Over 
the years, I have vigorously opposed all 
such legislation on the grounds that it 
was derisive, punitive, and unconstitu
tional. 

However, never have I been con
fronted with a proposal-and I refer to 
H.R. 6400-that would inflict such ar
rant discrimination on my own State of 
Alabama and on her southern neighbors. 
Under H.R. 6400 and companion pro
posals, Alabama and five other Southern 
States are classified-if you · will-as 
lepers, as something apart from the 
other 44 States of our Union. The so
called Voting Rights Act of 1965 was 
drafted, and is being processed, to af
feet just six States of this Nation. 

Is this a vendetta, Mr. Chairman? It 
has been called that. Is this a program 
to coerce the South, to whip it into line 
with powerful regional blocs of the North 
and West? 

H.R. 6400 would appear to have just 
that purpose. And, further, H.R. 6400 
would appear to be devised to inflict pun
ishment on six Southern States for al
leged sins of the past. 

H.R. 6400, Mr. Chairman, is a harsh 
measure and we of the South must go 
back almost 100 years to its equal in op
pression and injustice. 
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The legislation seems to have been 

fashioned to settle old scores. 
This legislation will do nothing but 

incite turmoil and discord in the South. 
It will bring law and order into con-
tempt. · 

It will lay the groundwork for further 
public demonstrations and will breed 
further civil disobedience and pit race 
against race. 

This legislation will reopen old wounds 
because, patently, it is based on prejudice 
and a cruel spirit of retribution. It rep
resents a cruel and gratuitous slap in the 
face to the moderate South which has 
been moving forward in recent years to 
insure the equality of the Negro. 

I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the 
majority of the white citizens of Ala
bama believe firmly in the principle that 
all qualified persons-white or Negro
have the right to register and vote. 

We have been making .steady progress 
in the field of Negro voter registration. 
Left alone, freed of outside interference, 
we could do better. But, certainly, we 
cannot satisfy intemperates who come 
from afar seeking to overturn in a few 
months a way of life rooted in years and 
years of historical and social develop
ment. 

If we approve a Voting Rights Act of 
1965, it will mean the denial of steady 
progress under time-honored constitu
tional processes. It will mean a triumph 
for intemperates and the pressure groups 
they represent. 

It will mean, Mr. Chairman, new dic
tatorial powers for the Attorney General 
of the United States, who holds an ap
pointive office. It will mean in Ala
bama, and her five sister States singled 
out for punishment, an invasion by a . 
flood of Federal agents and snoopers, 
who, ostensibly, will have the duty of 
accelerating the rate of Negro registra
tion. Literacy tests will be suspended in 
these six Southern States, but not in any 
other State now employing them. 

Under a Voting Rights Act of 1965, the 
voter registration process in six States of 
the Union will become subject to Execu
tive decree. Provisions of out Constitu
tion will be ignored, or vetoed, by the 
Attorney General all down the line, 
whether Federal, State, or local elections 
are concerned. 

The legislation we have under consid
eration, Mr. Chairman, would make a 
mockery of the Constitution. Through 
a single Federal statute, it would wipe 
out the constitutional rights of our 
States. 

Certainly, this legislation ignores the 
fact that our Constitution reserves to 
each State the right to establish its own 
voting laws. Further, it ignores the fact 
that we already have laws under which 
discrimination in voting may be elim
inated through the courts. 

This legislation is a direct and vicious 
assault on States rights and our precious 
and time-tested democratic processes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am utterly opposed to 
this legislation and I shall fight it with 
all the strength I have. · 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to represent the people of the 
Sixth District of Alabama in the Con
gress. On their behalf, I assert my 
support and their support of the 15th 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Notwithstanding which I reassert my 
opposition to H.R. 6400 as a bill which I 
consider to be unnecessary, unconstitu
tional, and discriminatory. 

This bill is unnecessary because suf
ficient remedy already exists to protect 
American citizens against discrimination 
as to race or color in registration and 
voting. Not only the Constitution itself, 
but seven addition statutes offer such 
protection, the most recent of which, the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, is just now mak
ing its effect felt in areas of alleged dis
crimination. 

In describing the present situation in 
Dallas County of Alabama during the 
subcommittee hearings, Attorney Gen
eral Katzenbach said, regarding the dis
trict court decision of February 4, 1965: 

This time the court substantially accepted 
our contentions and the relief requested by 
the Department was granted. Specifically, 
the court enjoined use of complicated lit
eracy tests and knowledge-of-government 
tests and entered orders designed to deal 
with the serious problem of delay. Whether 
this most recent decree will be effective only 
time will tell. We hope and expect it will be. 

Thus, the Attorney General indicated 
there was effective relief available in the 
1964 act. He might have added that im
mediately upon receiving the decision 
of the court the local officials announced 
their intention to comply. 

This bill is unnecessary also because it 
is the will of the people within my State 
and in other Southern States to them
selves make sure there is no discrimina
tion in registration and voting because of 
race or color. The people of Alabama 
have been much maligned and are much 
misunderstood. 

They are in fact in overwhelming ma
jority decent, law-abiding, God-fearing 
Americans as fine as any citizens of this 
land. They are willing and fully compe
tent to put their own house in order with
out further Federal statutes in this area. 

This bill is also, in my considered judg
ment, unconstitutional. Yesterday I in
troduced a resolution calling upon this 
body to reaffirm its support of the lOth 
amendment to the Constitution. I did 
so for good reason. This amendment re
serves to the States all powers not spe
cifically given by the Constitution to the 
Federal Government. In recent years, 
however, it has increasingly become the 
habit of both the Congress and the courts 
to apparently assume the opposite, to 
wit, that all powers rightfully belong to 
the Federal Government unless specifi
cally reserved to the States. This meas
ure, however, goes even beyond this. It 
strikes down without constitutional 
amendment powers specifically reserved 
to the States in article I of the body of 
the Constitution itself. 

Last year, in 1964, distinguished con
stitutional lawyers of this House agreed 
in floor debate on the poll tax amend
ment that a constitutional amendment 
was required for such a change. This 
year, it has suddenly become acceptable 
to revise the Constitution in precisely the 
same area through an act of Congress, 
according to these same gentlemen. 
With this strange reasoning I cannot and 
do not concur. 

Finally, this bill discriminates against 
certain specific States, predetermined by 
use of a magic formula. As I indicated 
earlier in listing some of the areas of its 
inequity, H.R. 6400 gives these States no 
opportunity to comply and relieves all 
others of such necessity. As in John 
Calvin's theology, some are predestined 
to be damned and others foreordained to 
be spared according to the terms of this 
legislation. The rights of the affected 
States are abrogated, seriously and for an 
indefinite period of time, thereby threat
ening all the rights of all the States for 
all future time. 

The greatest discrimination, however, 
is against the citizens of the 43 States not 
covered by this bill. For it creates a 
double standard of law in which an il
literate citizen could be registered by 
Federal mandate in Alabama, move to 
New York and immediately be disenfran
chised, with Federal sanction, for so 
doing. 

This bill is unnecessary, unreasonable, 
and unconstitutional. Its passage is, 
therefore, to my mind unthinkable. I 
urge that it be defeated, and that this 
body pass no further legislation which 
does not honor all the Constitution and 
protect equally, the consitutional rights 
of all the people of this Republic. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to join my colleagues who support 
H.R. 6400, the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

I have listened to the debate on the 
floor during the past several days with 
mixed feelings of regret and optimism
regret that in this great Nation of. ours 
conditions are such as to require the 
passage of a legislative measure as that 
which we are now considering. I do not 
know whether the scheduling of this bill 
as the first order of business after the 
189th anniversary of our country's Dec
laration of Independence was by design 
or not, but in my judgment some signifi
cance should be attached to that fact. 

It was not by pure chance that under 
Thomas Jefferson's able draftmanship 
the Declaration of Independence should 
state that "all men are created equal." 
These were not hollow words. Rather, 
they reflected the serious thinking of a 
people whose courage, sacrifice, and sense 
of justice provided the proud heritage 
which we now call ours. During the 
course of nearly two centuries since our 
country's birth, many Americans dared 
to pay more than lipservice to the funda
mental principle that was penned by Jef
ferson. They did so in order to preserve 
the democratic principles upon which 
this Nation was founded and the Con
stitution which created the framework 
for a government which would practice 
these principles without regard to race, 
color, creed, or economic status. 

Against such a background, we have 
voiced our views, for or against, the 
measure which is now on the floor. The 
expressions of some are tinted with party 
considerations; those of others reflect 
geographic consideration and social ori
gin. And those of still others show un
due attention to the minutiae of the bill. 
However, I am convinced that all of my 
colleagues are genuinely concerned with 
the circumstances which have given rise 
to this legislative proposal. 
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And therein, Mr. Chairman, lies the 
basis of my optimism. Whatever may 
have been the expressions of my col
leagues with respect to the bill as re
ported by our Committee on the Judici
ary, and whatever may have been the 
nature and extent of amendments pro
posed on the floor, I know that all of the 
Members of this great body are motivated 
by a desire to do the right thing in ac
cordance with our oath of office and the 
proud heritage that is ours. 

Americans may differ in their views 
of the applicability, initially, of constitu
tional principles to a given set of circum
stances. Having decided that such ap
plicability exists, we may again differ as 
to the nature and extent of the applica
tion of such principles. We are con
fronted · today with a situation in which 
a large segment of our population is 
deprived, for one reason or another but 
chiefly because of the accident of birth, 
of the right to vote. Can anyone seri
ously and sincerely argue that this is not 
in contravention to the guarantees of the 
15th amendment of the Federal Consti
tution? The amendment states the fun
damental principle that the right to vote 
shall not be denied or abridged by the 
States or the Federal Government on ac
count of race or color. Can anyone seri
ously and sincerely deny that there exists 
today both a denial and an abridgment 
of the right to vote to a large segment 
of our Negro American population? 

Mr. Chairman, the eyes of the Nation 
and the world are upon us today. After 
we close our legislative debate, which in 
and of itself is a great manifestation of 
our democratic principles, I urge ~at 
we carry out our obligation and respon
sibility to support the U.S. Constitution 
and its amendments. This we can do 
by providing the urgently needed imple
mentation of the guarantees of the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution. This 
we can do by voting in favor of H.R. 6400. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to speak now about section 
10 of the bill. Section 10 deals with 
poll taxes. It has two subsections: The 
first contains a congressional finding that 
the tax is an arbitrary and unreasonable 
restriction upon the right to vote in vio
lation of the 14th and 15th amendments. 
The second subsection prohibits denial 
of the right to vote because of failure to 
pay a poll tax. 

As submitted to the Congress by the 
Department of Justice, H.R. 6400 con
tains no bar against poll taxes. Indeed, 
the Department has taken the position 
that such a provision would be of doubt
ful validity. Nevertheless, both the 
House and Senate Committees on the 
Judiciary overruled the Department and 
inserted antipoll tax provisions. While 
I have known the Attorney General for 
many years and have the highest regard 
for him and his judgment, on this one 
he is wrong. Indeed, I find it rather odd 
that in a bill which has provisions as 
sweeping as this one has-and properly 
so-the Department becomes faint of 
heart when it comes to the poll tax. 

Now, I do not dismiss the objections 
which have been raised to the constitu
tionality of this section cavalierly and 
without considerable thought. But after 
looking at the cold, hard facts I am per-

suaded that the poll tax operates to 
abridge the right to vote on racial 
grounds. The reason, of course, is an 
economic one. 

Let us assume that the various sub
jective tests barred by this bill are elim
inated in Alabama, Mississippi, Texas, 
and Virginia, a Negro will still have to 
pay a poll tax before voting. Any 
analysis of the comparative economic 
positions of whites and Negroes in these 
States will show that the poll tax is 
harder on Negroes than it is on whites. 

In Alabama, the median annual in
come of white families is almost 2¥2 
times that of Negroes; in Missisisppi, al
most 3 times; in Texas, twice; and in 
Virginia twice. When conditions in 
rural counties in those States are con
sidered, the relative burden upon the 
Negro is even greater. In Tate County, 
Miss., the median annual income for 
white families is $3,500; for Negroes, 
$900; in Jefferson County, $4,180 for 
whites, for Negroes, $8·90; in Issaquena 
County, $3,500 for whites, $960 for 
Negroes. In each of these counties, the 
income of white families is thus at least 
3% times that of Negroes. In circum
stances like these, it is perfectly clear 
that a poll tax will systematically be 
harder on Negroes than on whites. 

Certainly, the slightest degree of dis
crimination, even if only theoretical, is 
distasteful. But here we are talking 
about more than theory. For a man 
who is trying to bring up a family on 
$900 a year, scraping up $4 to vote is 
more than theory; it is, in fact, more 
than a day's pay. Furthermore, the 
figures I have cited, believe it or not, are 
medians. Half of the Negroes in these 
areas are earning even less. 

The relationship between the poll tax 
and the relative ability of Negroes to pay 
it, is no accident in the South. The leg
islative history of the poll taxes in that 
area shows that we are not the first to 
discover that if a certain portion of the 
population is poorer than the rest, the 
prededitioning of a right upon the pay
ment of a fee will discourage that group 
from exercising the right. In Ratcliff 
against Beale, for example, the Supreme 
Court of Mississippi conceded that the 
Mississippi poll tax was designed to im
pede Negro voting. Or take the remarks 
of the president of the Alabama con
stitutional convention that adopted the 
poll tax. As he put it: 

The purpose of the convention was, within 
the limits imposed by the Federal Constitu
tion, to establish white supremacy. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee in 
1942, issued a report summing up its 
study of the poll tax. It stated: 

We think a careful examination of the 
so-called poll tax constitutional and statu
tory provisions, and an examination parttcu
larly of the constitutional conventions by 
which these amendments became a part of 
the State laws, will convince any disinte;r
ested person that the object of these State 
constitutional conventions, from which 
emanated mainly the poll-tax laws, were 
moved entirely and exclusively by a d@Sire 
to exclude the Negro from voting. 

Mr. Chairman, I see no need to labor 
this point. The plain fact is that in this 
country there is a disparity in the eco
nomic status of Negroes and whites. 

This is starkly apparent in the poll tax 
Sta;tes. Poll taxes were designed to take 
advantage of this disparity; there can be 
no doubt that they have been success
ful. 

To be discriminatory a provision need 
not say "this is directed at Negroes." 
The poll tax does everything short of 
this. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no doubt that 
upon the record which is before this Con
gress, the elimination of the poll tax on 
the basis of the responsibilities placed 
upon Congress by the 14th and 15th 
amendments is necessary, it is wise, and 
i't is constitutional. In taking up the 
voting rights problem, we have directed 
ourselves at eliminating those devices 
which have made a mockery of tne 
rights so proudly proclaimed in our Con
stitution. 

It is an ancient principle of equity that 
one may not do indirectly what one is 
prohibited from doing directly. I be
lieve it would be a tragedy if this Con
gress eliminates the devices that directly 
deprive Negroes of their franchise, only 
to find that the same end is being 
achieved indirectly ·through the poll tax. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have staunchly supported making· real 
the right to be a complete citizen in the 
United States in 1965. This citizenship 
includes the privilege of becoming a voter 
and casting one's ballot without govern
mental obstacles being placed in the way. 

With this in mind, I introduced a bill 
to provide for the implementation of vot
ing-rights on March 15, 1965-H.R. 6254. 
This bill preceded the filing of the ad
ministration bill which in changed form 
we are discussing today. 

On March 17, 1965, I told the House 
that qualified Americans were being pre
vented from voting because of the color 
of their skin and that the guarantees of 
our Constitution concerning the political 
rights of citizens of ·the United States 
were being flaunted. 

I pointed out that the CiVil Rights Act 
of 1964 provided legal sanctions which 
would help the Nation to move toward 
the goal of equal treatment for all citi
zen.S, but I also said that it was neces
sary to take further steps to guarantee 
access to the polls without impediment. 

I am happy that this legislation has 
completed the long route and now is be
fore us for final action. I consider it a 
vitaliy important step in bringing the 
benefits of democracy to all our citizens 
and as such to be of particular signifi
cance in today's turbulent times when 
we are trying to show the validity of de
mocracy to a frequently dubious world. 

Mr. Chairman, I do, however, wish to 
express my opposition to the proposed 
amendment to waive the English lan
guage requirement for voting. 

It seems to me to be a reasonable re
quirement that a voter should be able 
to read and write English. This has long 
been the custom in my State, as well as in 
other States. Political campaigns are 
conducted in English and affairs of state 
are transacted in English. As the New 
York Times in an editorial of May 22, 
1965, said: 

A voter who-spoke or read no English would 
have great difficulty in knowing whom or 
what he was voting for. 
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In the Meriden (Conn.) Journal of 

June 3, 1965, it was said: 
A voter not equipped with a knowledge of 

English would be poorly prepared to make a 
reasoned choice of candidates. He could not 
read newspapers printed in English contain
ing reports of the candidates' claims and in
formation about their backgrounds and po
litical records. He could not understand 
television programs in English beamed at the 
voter. 

The obvious course is for the prospec
tive voter to learn English. Our public 
facilities have long been available and 
have been extensively used by those seek
ing citizenship. 

This amendment has no place in this 
bill. It touches only local interests and 
it should be opposed in principle. 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, during 
the course of the debate on this bill, ref
erence was made to thJ! laws of the State 
of New York as requiring ownership of 
real property and the payment of taxes 
thereon, in order to be entitled to vote 
in school board and school bond elec
tions. I rise Mr. Chairman to straighten 
the record on this point and to inform 
my colleagues on this point. 

Not only is there no requirement that 
one be an owner of real property-or 
that the taxes on such property be paid 
in order to be entitled to register and 
vote-but provides that one who occu
pies property under a lease as a tenant 
is also entitled to vote. 

The complete text of section 2012 of 
the education law, of the State of New 
York is as follows: 

QUALIFICATIONS OF VOTERS AT DISTRICT 
MEETINGS 

A person shall be entitled to vote at any 
school meeting for the election of school 
district officers, and upon all other matters 
which may be brought before such meetings, 
who is: (1) a citizen of the United States; 
(2) 21 years of age; (3) a resident within 
the district for a period of thirty (30) days 
next preceding the meeting at which he 
offers to vote; and who, in addition thereto, 
possesses one of the following three quali
fications: (a) owns or is a spouse of an 
owner, leases, hires, or is in the possession 
under a contract of purchase of, real prop
erty in such school district liable to taxation 
for school purposes, but the occupation of 
real property by a person as lodger or board
er shall not entitle such person to vote, or 
(b) is the parent of a child of school age, 
provided such a child shall have attended 
the district school in the district in which 
the meeting is held for a period of at least 
eight (8) weeks during the year preceding 
such school meeting, or (c) not being the 
parent, has permanently residing with him 
a child of school age who shall have attended 
the district school for a period of at least 
eight (8) weeks during the year preceding 
such meeting. 

No person shall be deemed ineligible to 
vote at any such meeting, by reason of sex, 
who has the other qualifications required by 
this section. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, the 
chairman of the House Judiciary Com
mittee and author of this legislation 
stated earlier that "This is no time for a 
Thaddeus Stevens," but, unfortunately, 
his actions speak louder than his words. 
This legislation is the most vindictive 
and vicious ever, aiming at the South. 

Many references ha,.ve been made to the 
various "mathematical trigger devices" 
in this bill, and all are equally reprehen-

$ible and indefensible. Yet, while we 
are discussing the various triggers of this 
legislation, I care not whether these 
triggers are pulled by the President, the 
Attorney General, the Civil Rights Com
mission or the District Court of Washing
ton, it should be equally evident to all 
that the gunbarrel of this legislation is 
aimed at the heart of the South. It is 
lamentable, but equally evident, that 
many of our citizens in the North are 
willing to forgive all former enemies ex
cept those south of the Mason-Dixon 
line. 

It is difficult to state with complete 
accuracy when it began. Nor can we 
know when it will end. We can, how
ever, say without fear of successful con
tradiction that it is now at the highest 
point in our history. I refer to the rape 
of our Constitution for political expe
diency. No other rational explanation 
exists for the proposal known as H.R. 
6400. 

Within the past few days I read the 
following in a national magazine: 

A workable definition of a functional lllit
erate is the man who believes the proposed 
legislation of Lyndon Johnson is constitu
tional. 

The setting of voting standards is a 
legitimate exercise of the power of the 
sovereign States. This power is theirs 
alone, being clearly and succinctly stated 
in article I and amendment XVII of the 
Constitution. Amendment XV is essen
tially negative or prohibitive in nature. 
It does not represent an enlargement of 
Federal authority, ·but merely restricts 
State action. Merely saying that the 
bill is constitutional, as I understand the 
Attorney General has done on several 
occasions, does not make it so. 

I know that the manifold constitu
tional shortcomings of this measure have 
been called to the attention of this body 
by others. I know also that you are 
aware that as recently as 1959, the su
preme Court upheld the power of the 
States to impose literacy requirements 
for voters. If these were valid in 1959, 
it is inescapable that they are valid in 
1965. 

All of us know, Mr. Speaker, that the 
support of this measure is primarily the 
result of mass hysteria created and nur
tured by the national press. An excel
lent example of this is the highly preju
dicial and incendiary cartoon which ap
peared in a recent issue of the Washing
ton. Post, depicting a State trooper in 
Selma, Ala., with blood dripping from 
his fingers and the caption: 

I just got him before he reached the 
church door. 

Admittedly, we have little control over 
irresponsibility on the part of some of 
the press, but certainly we are responsi
ble for our own actions. While the 
above is about what one would expect 
from the Washington Post, it ill becomes 
the membership of this body when it 
abandons its own responsibility, sur
renders its own judgment, and succumbs 
to mob rule. 

It is most disheartening, Mr. Chair
man, but also very true, that passage of 
this measure may make political points 
for many of you. The more you abuse 
the South, the higher your stock rises in 

the North. And you have probably won
dered many times, "When will these 
Southerners learn that this House is not 
going to give them any consideration? 
Why do they persist always in clutter
ing our minds with talk about the Con
stitution?" Well, in all honesty, Mr. 
Chairman, it is frustrating. You have 
the votes to do just about as you please 
and the comfort of knowing that the 
more you castigate the South the 
greater your political reward wih be. 
But frustrated and despaired though we 
be, we must appeal to you, hoping ulti
mately that the Constitution, which all 
of us have sworn to uphold, will survive 
the assault upon it. 

Where else can we turn? We see some 
of the members of the Supreme Court sit
~ing on the House floor wildly applaud
mg the President's legislative recom
mendations in this field. Can we expect 
impartial examination of these propos
als by that body if they become law? 

We see the President of the United 
States take his stand before the Nation 
on the side of those who create and 
thrive on disorder, chaos, and even vio
lence, albeit in the name of nonviolence. 
Instead of picking up the chant of the 
professional agitator, "We shall over
come," it would have been more appro
priate for him to say, "I have been over
come." And let no man be misled into 
b~lieving that passage of this measure 
Will end their activities. 

T~eir ~ery existence depends upon 
co~tmuat10n of domestic upheaval and 
their own words tell us not only that 
they intend no letup, but that they plan 
to expand their operations. 

A former President of the United 
States, Harry Truman, stated recently 
that these activities were "silly". He 
added: 

They can't accomplish a darned thing. 
All they want is to attract attention. 

Mr. Truman is not looking for votes 
His position frees him from the pressur~ 
of making politically motivated state
ments. His right of free choice led him 
to disassociate himself from those who 
have chosen to make their beds in the 
temples of the lawless. 

Mr. Chairman, if the bill is fair why 
not let it apply to all the States? Surely 
the States not covered must be clamor
ing to enjoy its benefits. Why does it 
not embrace the District of Columbia 
the only area where Congress actually 
has authority to provide voter qualifica
tions? I notice that the District is not 
covered, and yet I also observe that only 
38.4 percent of its estimated eligible 
voters participated in the presidential 
election of 1964. These figures are from 
the table prepared by the Civil Rights 
Commission, which I assume is the basis 
for selection of those States and sub
divisions subject to coverage by H.R. 
6400. The 38.4 percent is only 0.4 per
cent higher than the figure given for 
South Carolina in the same chart. Is 
voter discrimination so widespread in the 
District of Columbia? I would assume 
not, when I am told that one precinct 
here gave Senator Goldwater only 14 
votes to his opponent's more than 3,700. 
I cannot match that in South Carolina 
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although I can oiler one from my home
town where Goldwater got 55 votes and 
his opponent received 2,203. And there 
was a rural box in my county where the 
Senator received 21 votes and the other 
candidate collected 301. In fact, Mr. 
Chairman, is it not strange that five of 

· the seven States against whom this bill is 
directed voted against President Johnson 
last November? Perhaps you can con
vince yourselves that H.R. 6400 is not 
motivated by vindiCtiveness, but it will 
be difficult to convince the open-minded 
citizen of this. 

I do not ask you to take my word for 
the fact that there is no voter discrimi
nation because of race in South Carolina. 
Roy Wilkins, executive secretary of the 
NAACP, stated sometime during 1963 
in Charleston, that any Negro not r eg
istered in South Carolina had only h im
self to blame. Within the past several 
weeks the State leader of the voter edu
cat ion project, the drive to register Negro 
citizens, has stated publicly that his only, 
repeat, only, difficulty is apathy. Two 
Attorneys General of the United States 
have sent investigators into my State 
and on neither occasion was any sub
stantial evidence of discrimination un
covered. 

I would like also to call your attention 
to an article which appeared in the Mon
day, March 22, issue of the Washington 
Post, on page A-8. The author is Robert 
E. Baker. Neither the Post nor Mr. 
Baker are widely heralded for their con
servative views. Mr. Baker wrote in 
part, as follows: 

The plain fJOOt of the matter is that Negroes 
in the South who fail to vote because of 
apathy outnumber those who do not vote 
because of discrimination. 

You may ask then, "Why do you object 
to this bill when you have nothing to 
fear? If you are not guilty of discrimi
nation, the bill provides a method of re
lief from its provisions." Mr. Chairman, 
if you point a loaded gun at my head, 
surely you would not expect me to take 
much comfort by any words assuring that 
you did not intend to fire it. 

From time immemorial we have found 
that good government depends upon in
formed voters. We have seen in our 
personal experience that the pattern of 
voting in the Negro precincts does not 
reflect an independent or individually 
considered vote as noted in examples 
given above. We know the pattern of 
the block vote, slips of paper with num
bers or names given to each voter as he 
enters the polling place, to be returned 
upon leaving so that they may be passed 
on to others. Voting for numbers. 
Herded through like sheep. And you 
propose to increase this practice by 
eliminating literacy tests in those States 
which prevented the President's election 
by acclamation. I strongly oppose the 
denial of the right to vote to any qualified 
citizen, but, at the same time, I oppose 
as strongly measures which can serve 
only to lower the quality of voting. We 
cannot hope to improve the quality of 
voting by eliminating all literacy tests. 

Quality nearly always sutlers when 
quantity occupies the focal point of one's 
thinking. No exception will follow if 
H.R. 6400 is enacted into law. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill repudiates the 
golden thread of American justice by 
striking down the presumption of in
nocence until proven guilty. It would 
require a State or board of registration 
to bring an action before a three-judge 
Federal panel, not at home, but in the 
District of Columbia, to prove that they ' 
are not guilty of discrimination, even 
though there has never been an allega
tion by anyone that they had been dis
criminated against. This bill defies all 
judicial reason and robs the people of 
far more rights than it purportedly seeks 
to confer on some. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, t his so-called 
voting rights bill is the most irrespon
sible and unconstitutional hodgepodge of 
legislative nonsense ever penned by man. 
I urge its defeat. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6400 as reported by the 
House Judiciary Committee. It is a sad 
commentary that after the Civil Rights 
Acts of 1957, 1960, and 1964, and after 
Supreme Court decision after Supreme 
Court decision outlawing the white pri
mary, the club primary, the grandfather 
clause and other discriminatory devices, 
we are still debating on the floor of the 
U.S. House of Representatives whether 
cr not we are to put an end to second
class citizenship in this Nation. 

This time we must do the job once and 
for all. 

We are witnessing a revolution-a rev
olution that is one of the most hopeful 
and exciting things that could happen 
to this Nation. For its successful con
clusion will etlectively bring 20 million 
American citizens into the political 
process. 

Last Fe.bruary, I visited Selma, Ala., 
with two of my colleagues on this side 
of the aisle, the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MATHIAS] and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. REIDL I was awed 
by the determination and conviction of 
the men and women whom we met. This 
determination survived intimidation and 
inhumanity and I have every confidence 
that it will continue to survive these 
conditions until full citizenship is guar
anteed. A respected and dedicated 
cle:rgyman from Boston, James Reeb, lost 
his life in Selma. His death shocked 
and saddened millions of Americans who 
knew that somehow we were all responsi
ble for this senseless tragedy. 

Speaking in Boston, soon after his 
death, I said that there can be no first
class citizens anywhere in this country 
so long as there is second-class citizen
ship for one group of Americans. 

In my judgment we have reached the 
end of the line. If we do not enact the 
strongest possible legislation here, we 
make a mockery out of the democratic 
process. 

Three days after our visit to Selma, 
eight Republican Members of Congress 
introduced a voting rights bill. We were 
subsequently joined by more than 20 of 
our Republican colleagues. Later in the 
session we introduced a second bill, pre
pared under the leadership of the gentle
man from New York, Congressman 
LINDSAY, providing for the elimination of 
the poll tax, and protection for citizens 
in exercising their first amendment and 

voting rights. While the bill before us 
does not include completely adequate 
protection for citizens in casting their 
ballots, I think that is an etlective piece 
of legislation that should be enacted. 

By invalidating tests for voting that 
have been used time and time again to 
bar citizens from the polls, we can halt 
the public evasion and irresponsibility 
that has led so often to private violence. 

In the recent report of the U.S. Civil 
Rights Commission on voting in Missis
sippi, there is quoted an exchange be
tween Commission Member Dean Gris
wold of the Harvard Law School and a 
Mississippi registrar. When Dean Gris
wold asked the registrar to interpret a 
complicated provision of the Mississippi 
constitution involving corporation taxa
tion, which had been given to several 
Negro applicants, the registrar was un
able to answer. Dean Griswold said: 

I fin d it a little hard t o see how citizens of 
Mississippi are expected to interpret the sec
t ion if the registrar is unable to do so and he 
is the person who grades the interpretation 
which is m ade by a citizen of Mississippi. 

This bill will meet that need. 
I was pleased to see that the House Ju

diciary Committee has called for the out
r ight prohibition against any State or 
politica l subdivision denying any person 
the right to r egister or to vote because of 
his failure to pay a poll tax or a:ny other 
tax. Throughout its history the poll tax 
has been inevitably linked with discrim
ination. The noted historian of the 
South, C. Vann Woodward, tells us that 
regardless of the variety and complexity 
of constitutional provisions to disfran
chise the Negro in the latter part of the 
19th century, "they all contained the 
poll tax." Other States added this device 
to their existing constitutions. 

Just as do literacy tests, moral charac
ter tests, and voucher requirements en- . 
courage administrative arbitrariness and 
avoidance, so does the poll tax. The 
Civil Rights Commission report on Mis
sissippi is replete with examples of the 
failure of Mississippi sheriffs to accept 
the proffered tax payments. Since the 
law requires that the tax be paid in 2 
successive years, it is obvious how etlec
tive this tactic can be in continuing to 
disfranchise a significant number of 
citizens. 

Failure to eliminate the poll tax here 
and now would merely throw it up as a 
last line of defense for those now de
prived of literacy and similar tests. 

H.R. 6400 also etlectively prevents the 
enactment of new and potentially dis
criminatory voting requirements by re
quiring prior approval by the district 
court, or the failure of the Attorney 
General to disapprove. 

Congressional power to enact H.R. 
6400 is clear. As far back as 1939 the 
Supreme Court in Lane against Wilson 
declared that the language of the 15th 
amendment "nullifies sophisticated as 
well as simple-minded modes of dis
crimination." 

The devices at which this legislation is 
aimed are both simple minded and so
phisticated: simple minded in their un
alterable purpose to continue the dis
franchisement of thousands of Negro 
citizens, and sophisticated in the ingenu-
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ity with which the mechanisms of denial 
have been developed. · 

I will not belabor the specific provi
sions of this measure as they have been 
thoroughly covered by other Members. 
In my judgment, this legislation con
fronts us with a clear test of our democ
racy. We must open the doors of the 
democratic process to all our citizens. 
For without participation there can be 
no progress; without involvement there 
can be no initiative. H.R. 6400 must 
pass. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, in order to fulfill our con
stitutional responsibility at the National 
Legislature, · we should consider very 
carefully the bill that the President has 
recommended to us despite his urging 
that we enact it against an early dead
line and with no compromise . . 

The bill would, in general, eliminat~ 
literacy tests in any State or county 
where less than 50 percent of those of 
voting age were registered or voting in 
the presidential election of 1964. 

Let us consider for a moment the ques
tion of literacy tests. The Supreme 
Court has on several occasions defended 
the right of States to establish literacy 
tests as a voter qualification. As re
cently as 1959, in the Lassiter case from 
North Carolina, the Court said: 

The ability to read and write likewise has 
some relation to standards designed to 
promote intelllgent use of the ballot. Lit
eracy and illiteracy are neutral on race, creed, 
color, and sex, as reports around the world 
show. 

The Attorney General has indicated 
that the President's proposal would not 
flatly abolish literacy tests. But it cer
tainly would outlaw them for a period of 
5 years in the few States and counties 
affected by the bill. We should consider 
whether or not the country is prepared to 
set aside constitutional provisions for a 
temporary period of whatever duration. 

Literacy tests themselves are not evi
dence of discrimination. The applica
tion of them can be. And so corrective 
legislation should not be aimed at literacy 
tests unless we are ready to prohibit them 
everywhere in the country, and unless we 
disregard constitutional principles. 

With regard to other deficiencies of the 
bill the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
CALLAWAY] ably demonstrated the prob
lem which is presented in attempting to 
segregate States where the 1964 presi
dential vote or registration was more 
than 50 percent of the persons of voting 
age from those States where the vote or 
registration was less than 50 percent. 

He pointed out the factors other than 
discrimination which may lead to a low 
voting percentage in a general election or 
to a low registration. He demonstrated 
that in States with a history of political 
domination by one party, the vote may 
be greater in primary elections than in 
general elections, or the registration may 
be low because . of the lack of contested 
elections. And he showed that substan
tial numbers of persons of voting age may 
not register to vote for reasons having 
nothing to do with discrimination: tran
sients, noncitizens, military personnel, or 
persons who simply wanrt; nothing to do 
with voting for personal reasons. 

CXI--1028 

The bill gives the Attorney General 
power to appoint · Federal examiners 
simply on the basis of "his own judg
ment." And it prescribes no tests or rules 
for selection of the examiners and 
specifies no methods of operation. It 
gives the examiner power to register 
voters as he sees fit. 

There is nothing in the bill to prevent 
an Attorney General from appointing a 
county political party chairman as vot
ing registrar with power to register or 
refuse ·to register voters as he wishes. 
This would be an extraordinary author
ity. 

How can we justify the feeling that 
punitive Federal action must be taken 
against States which record a voting 
registration or participation of less than 
50 percent while we pay no heed to places 
wher,e the percentage might be 51 or 60 
percent? Surely · in the light of cool 
analysis some months in the future this 
arbitrary proposal will appear to be 
artificial and contrived to many who may 
not see it now. How soon would the Con
gress again be called on to enact new 
voting legislation all over again? 

And if this kind of action can be taken 
against a few selected States, then it ap
pears that some other punitive action can 
be taken against some other group of 
States for some other apparently worthy 
objective. But we should consider that a 
central government with this kind of 
authority can proceed another time with 
less regard to the real or suggested merits 
of the objective, and with less regard to 
an informed popular will. 

This is how the National Socialist 
movement of the Germany of the 1930's 
was brought to prominence: Greater 
government authority on a wave of 
emotional fever followed by the loss of 
individual political expression. The 
~tage preceding acquisition of absolute 
power by Adolf Hitler was the period 
during which the national legislature al
lowed itself to be intimidated by execu
tive authority into putting its stamp of 
approval on measures eliminating the 
potence of representative government. 
Today's popular demand for centraliza
tion of power is tomorrow's dictatorship. 
. If we now are to approve voting rights 

legislation we should do so in the light 
of· cool analysis and reason, not on the 
basis of emotion. We should not put 
the Federal Government in the position 
of dlCtating a State's voting laws on the 
basis of arbitrary percentages in an ar
bitrarily selected selection. 

What we should do is retain State au
thority to determine its voter qualifica
tions in accord with the Constitution, 
but assure that each State's qualifica
tions are applied without discrimination 
to all individuals regardless of race, color, 
religion, or national origin. 

I wonder if many Members of Con
gress today do not fear within themselves 
that many persons feel so strongly in 
favor of a voting right law that just any 
voting rights law will do without regard 
to its real merits. I have the distinct 
impression that it takes courage today 
in a northern State to publicly declare 
oneself in favor of taking a close look at 
the President's bill or to suggest that 
there may be improvements that can be 

made. In that connection, I want to 
make note here of some of the· comments 
we have seen recently in nationally re
spected newspapers. 

First. Arthur Krock in the New York 
Times, March 16, 1965: 

The administration's bill • • • would re
verse precedents deeply embedded in the 
constitutional and political history of the 
United States. And care must be taken lest 
the backswing prove too wide for the con
science of the Supreme Court and the obli
gation of Members of Congress to the people 
of the several States. 

Second. Arthur Krock in the New York 
Times, March 22, 1965: 

The more time that is allowed to point out 
the :flagrant constitutional and prpcedural 
flaws in the draft submitted by the admin
istration, the more plainly these flaws will be 
exposed: 

Third. Richard Wilson in the Wash
ington Evening Star, March 24, 196·5: 

The question that the advocates of the 
[President's) new voting rights bill have as 
yet failed to answer adequately is this: Why 
should literacy tests as a qualification for 
voting be perfectly all right in 45 of the 50 
States, but invalid in the other 5? This is 
another example of the devious legislative 
tactics in the Johnson administration to 
achieve results by legal circumlocution. 
Literacy requirements have validity both in 
reason and in law. It makes sense that a 
voter should have at least an elementary 
ability to read and write the language of the 
country in which he resides. It hardly needs 
to be argued, also, that a Federal law should 
apply equally to the citizens of all States. 
The strange, awkward, and unequal nature 
of this new legislation shows how wrong it 1s 
to try to legislate on such complicated mat
ters in an atmosphere of violence-provoking 
public demonstrations. The Johnson ad
ministration was rushed into the presenta
tion of a law that has so many obvious flaws 
that it can immediately be challenged in the 
courts. 

Fourth. John Chamberlain in the 
Washington Post, March 25, 1965: 

The law should be limited to sending in 
registrars to provide evenhanded justice in 
enforcing any given State's own election 
standards. The Federal Government has no 
right to substitute standards of its own. 
What impresses honest and decent southern
ers about all this is that it [the President's 
proposal] actually denies equal protection 
of the law unde~ the pretense of providing 
this protection. It penalizes the just along 
with the unjust. So let's have a Federal law 
that will guarantee fair enforcement of local 
election laws without telling States what 
their own standards shall be. 

Fifth. James Kilpatrick in the Wash
ington Evening Star, March 25, 1965: 

This is a bad bill; bad in ways that need 
to be understood if something precious is to 
be preserved. This precious something is a 
system of government obedient to a written 
Constitution. If the Congress sacrifices this 
high principle to the pressures of a turbu
lent hour, the Congress may succeed in re
dressing some palpable wrongs, but a fearful 
price will be paid in the loss of ancient 
values. The bill undertakes to prohibit in 
these States the imposition of those very 
qualifications, when used without discrim
ination, that the Supreme Court repeatedly 
has approved. 

Sixth. David Lawrence in the Wash
ington Evening Star, March 25, 1965: 

The 16th amendment to the Constitution 
• • • now 1s being construed as giving to 
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Congress the power to control the whole elec
tion process by passing a few laws. This 
could mean the removal of all qualiflca tiona 
for voting except those that happen to suit 
the party in power. Never in American his
tory has so much power been concentrated 
1n the Federal Government which 1s now 
virtually directed by the one man who occu
pies the highest omce in the land. 

Finally, Mr. Vermont Royster in the 
Wall Street Journal for March 25, 1965, 
writes of the mood in Congress for hasty 
action on the bill-a mood set by ulti
matums for this committee to complete 
its work by a certain date. 

He writes: 
In such a mood, who but a brave man 

could stand up and say, "Wait. Let us see 
what we are doing before we do it." Who 
but a brave man could ask now about con
stitutionality or property or the wisdom of 
the means to a wise end. What weighs 
heavily on the mind 1s that men in Con
gress should have doubts and fear to speak 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, Con
gress has the choice today of acting in a 
responsible fashion, or allowing itself to 
be propelled into an irresponsible act. I 
join with many others in hoping that our 
choice will be the former. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to join with my colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle in urging the adoption 
of H.R. 6400, the Voting Rights Act of 
1965, to enforce the 15th amendment to 
the Constitution, in order to guarantee 
that the full and free exercise of the 
right of citizens of the United States to 
vote will not be denied or abridged. 

Events in many parts of the country in 
recent months have again clearly shown 
the need for additional Federal legisla
tion to guarantee this right for all 
Americans. 

No one can deny that the safety, and 
even the lives of our fellow citizens are 
at stake. In my opinion, the full 
majesty and full resources of the United 
States must be exerted to preserve and 
protect the precious heritage of fr~om 
and equality we all are entitled to enjoy. 

President Johnson, in his eloquent ad
dress to the joint session of Congress, 
voiced a deeply moving and forceful call 
to action on this vital legislation. 

I urge that the Members of the House 
now answer that call with speed and de
termination-to assure, once and for all, 
the unrestricted exercise of the right to 
vote, possessed by every American by 
virtue of his citizenship in this "land of 
the free." 

Certainly, 95 years after ratification of 
the 15th amendm~nt is not too early for 
the Nation to make good on its promise 
to protect the elementary right of all its 
citizens to full suffrage. 

This bill provides for automatic sus
pension of literacy or any other tests or 
devices used to discriminate against 
would-be voters where less than 50 per
cent of the voting-age population was 
registered or voted in the 1964 presiden
tial election. 

In addition, it authorizes use of Fed
eral examiners to register and assure the 
right to vote for all citizens previously 
unable to exercise that fundamental 
right. 

. ., 

Another strong feature of this legisla
tion is its outright ban on the poll tax 
as a requirement for voting in State and 
local elections, in the same manner as 
the 24th amendment to the Constitution, 
ratified in January 1964, outlawed the 
poll tax in Federal elections. 

All in all, the measure represents a 
clear. practical, effective, and legisla
tively responsible way to enable citizens 
to vote without the fear or threat of dis
crimination. 

For that reason, I hope the Members 
of this House will pass the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 without further delay, so that 
the Congress may again take a leading 
part in the noble crusade to create a 
better America, to banish the phrase 
"second-class citizen" from our vocabu
lary, and to fulfill . the revolutionary 
dream of freedom and equality for all 
Americans. 

Mr . . DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
many colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle have pointed out the many, many 
reasons why H.R. 6400 should not be en
acted into law. I can only endorse their 
reasoning and their statements. 

I stand before the House today to urge 
all Members as fairminded men to ex
amine their motives-to look inwardly 
and ask themselves one question-the 
key question in our debate today. The 
question is not, "Shall we have a new 
voting rights law"-that question is by 
now moot. The question before the 
House today is, "Shall we have a fair, 
constitutionally sound voting rights law 
that governs everyone in the United 
States equally, or shall we enact a law 
that applies to only part of the Nation?" 

Mr. Chairman, is it possible that a 
majority of the Members from a major
ity of the States will voluntarily sur
render to the executive branch of the 
Federal Government one of the last 
rights reserved to and exercised by the 
States? To me, this would be incredible. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400 is pur
ported to be a bill to abolish discrimi
nation. It is an anti-South bill-polit
ically inspired and contrived and aimed 
at the only section of the Nation which 
the administration did not carry in the 
last election and cannot control today. 

How can any man vote for a bill de
signed to prohibit voter discrimination 
in only 6 States and thus impliedly sanc
tion discrimination in the other 44 
States? The very bill the administra
tion claims will end discrimination will, 
in fact, set up a form of discrimination 
against six States of the Union. Under 
the guise of voting rights, six Southern 
States are being punished for having 
voted wrong. H.R. 6400 is not a just bill, 
nor was it designed to be just. How can 
any bill creating two classes of people 
or States be considered just or fair? 
Are we in the South to become second
class citizens? 

If we are to pass a bill, let us treat 
everyone alike and apply its provisions 
equally. The passage by the House of 
H.R. 6400 will be one more giant step to
ward a totalitarian government. Only 
by passage of sound legislation affecting 
all Am~ricans equally wlll we continue to 

have a nation of laws-not of men-with 
equal justice for all. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I was on the list, but the time has 
expired. I have a preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. All debate is con
cluded even with a preferential motion. 
The agreement was that all debate would 
conclude at 7:20 p.m. The hour is now 
7:20 p.m. There is no further time. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

The ·committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman 
will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GERALD R.· -FORD. At what 
point in this process will we have an 
opportunity to ask for separate votes on 
the Cramer vote-fraud amendment and 
on the Boggs amendment? 

The CHAmMAN. In the House, after 
the previous question has· been an
nounced by the Speaker. 

Under the rule, the Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BOLLING, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, . reported that that Commit.: 
tee having had under consideration the 
bill (H.R. 6400) to enforce the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, pursuant to House Reso
lution 440, he reported the bill back to 
the House with an amendment adopted 
in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. · Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment? ·· 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD . . Mr. Speak
er, I demand a separate vote on the 
Cramer vote-fraud amendment and on 
the Boggs amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 
demanded on any other amendment? 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
separate vote on the Gilbert amend
ment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re
port the :first amendment on which a 
separate vote has been demanded. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, is the Clerk 
going to read the Cramer amendment 
:first? 

The SPEAKER. The amendment 
about to be read is the Cramer amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendmen·t offered by Mr. CRAKER: On 

page ·24, after line 15,1nsert a new subsection 
to read as follows: 

"(c) Whoever knowingly or willfully gives 
false information as to his name, address, or 
period of residence in the voting district for 
the purpose of establishing his eligibllity to 
register or vote, or conspires with another in
dividual for the purpose of encouraging h1a 
false registration or illegal voting, or pays or 
offers to pay or accepts payment either for 
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registration or for vot1:Jlg shall be fined not 
more than $10,000 or Imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both: Provided, however, 
That this provision shall be applicable only 
to general, special, or primary elections held 
solely or ln part for the purpose of selecting 
or electing any candidate for the offlce of 
President, Vice President, presidential elec
tor, Member of the United Sta.tes Senate, 
Member of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, or Delegates or Commissioners 
from the Territories or possessions." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Cramer amendment. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 253, nays 165, not voting 16, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 175) 
YEAS--253. 

Abbitt Dwyer McEwen 
Abernethy Edmondson McMillan 
Adair Edwards, Ala.. MacGregor 
Anderson, Dl. ·Ellsworth Mackay 
Andrews, Erlenborn Mahon 

George W. Evans, Colo. Mailliard 
Andrews, Everett Marsh 

Glenn Feighan Martin, Ala. 
Andrews, Findley Martin, Mass. 

N.Dak. Fino Martin, Nebr. 
Arends Fisher Mathias 
Ashbrook Flynt Matthews 
Ashmore Foley Michel 
Ayres Ford, Gerald R. Minshall 
Baldwin Fountain Mize 
Baring· Frelinghuysen Moeller 
Barrett Fulton, Pa.. Monagan 
Bates Fulton, Tenn. Moore 
Battin Fuqua Morris 
Beckworth Gathings Morse 
Belcher Gettys Mosher 
Bell Gibbons Murray 
Bennett Goodell Natcher 
Berry Green, Oreg. Nelsen 
Betts Green, Pa. O'Konski 
Boland Griffln O'Neal, Ga. 
Bolton Gross Patman 
Bray Grover Pelly 
Brock Gubser Pickle 
Brooks Gurney Pike 
Broomfield Hagan, Ga. Pirnie 
Brown, Ohio Hagen, Calif. Poage 
Broyhill, N.C. Haley Potf 
Broyhill, Va. Hall Pool 
Buchanan Halleck Quie 
Burleson Halpern Quillen 
Burton, Utah Hamilton Randall 
Byrne, Pa. Hansen, Idaho Redlin 
Byrnes, Wis. Hardy Reid, m. 
Cabell Harris Reid, N.Y. 
Cahill Harsha Reifel 
Callaway Harvey, Mich. Reinecke 
Carter Hebert Rhodes, Ar11;. 
Casey Hechler Rhodes, Pa. 
Cederberg Henderson Rivers, S~C. 
Chamberlain Herlong Roberts 
Chelf Horton Robison 
Clancy Hull Rogers, Fla. 
Clausen Hungate Rogers, Tex. 

Don H. Hutchinson Roncalio 
Clawson, Del !chord Roudebush 
Cleveland Irwin Roush 
Colller Jarman Rumsfeld 
Colmer Jennings Satterfield 
Conable Joelson Saylor 
Conte Johnson, Pa. Schneebell 
Cooley Jonas Schweiker 
Corbett Jones, Ala. Scott 
Cramer Jones, Mo. Secrest 
Culver Keith Selden 
Cunningham King, N.Y. Shriver 
Curtin King, Utah Sikes 
Curtis Kornegay Skubitz 
Dague Kunkel Smith, Calif. 
DaVis, Ga. Laird Smith, N.Y. 
DaVis, Wis. Landrum Smith, Va. 
de la Garza Langen Springer 
Derwinski Latta Stafford 
DeVine Lennon Stanton 
IMcktnson Lindsay Stephens 
Dole Lipscomb Stratton 
Dorn Long, La. Stubblefield 
Dowdy McCarthy Talcott 
Downing McClory Taylor 
Duncan, Oreg. McCulloch Teague, Calif. 
Duncan, Tenn. McDade Teague, Tex. 

Thomson, Wis. 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Tupper 
Tuten 
Ullman 
Utt 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 

Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Waltner 
Whalley 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnall 

NAYS-165 

Williams 
Wlllis 
Wilson, Bob 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Young 
Younger 

Adams Gilligan Nix 
Addabbo Gonzalez O'Brien 
Albert Grabowski O'Hara, m. 
Anderson, Gray O'Hara, Mich. 

Tenn. Greigg Olsen, Mont. 
Annunzio Grider Olson, Minn. 
Ashley Griffiths O'Neill, Mass. 
Aspinall Hanley Ottinger 
Bandstra Hanna Patten 
Bingham Hansen, Iowa Pepper 
Blatnik Hansen, Wash. Perkins 
Boggs Hathaway Philbin 
Bolling Hawkins Price-
Bra.demas Hays Pucinski 
Brown, Calif. Helstoski Race 
Burke Hicks Resnick 
Burton, Calif. Holifield Reuss 
Callan Holland Rivers, Alaska 
Cameron Howard Rodino 
Carey Huot Rogers, Colo. 
Celler ·Jacobs Ronan 
Clark Johnson, Calif. Rooney, N.Y. 
Clevenger Johnson, Okla. Rooney, Pa. 
Cohelan Karsten Roosevelt 
Conyers Karth Rosenthal 
Corman Kastenmeier Rostenkowski 
Craley Kee Roybal 
Daddario Kelly Ryan 
Daniels King, Calif. St Germain 
Dawson Kirwan St. Onge 
Delaney Kluczynski Scheuer 
Dent Krebs Schisler 
Denton Leggett Schmidhauser 
Diggs Long, Md. Senner 
Dingell Love Shipley 
Donohue McDowell Sickles 
Dow McFall Sisk 
Dulski McGrath Slack 
Dyal McVicker Smith, Iowa 
Edwards, Calif. Macdonald Staggers 
Evins, Tenn. Machen Stalbaum 
Fallon Mackie Sullivan 
Farbstein Madden Sweeney 
Farnsley Matsunaga Tenzer 
Farnum Meeds Thompson, N.J. 
Fa.scell Miller Todd 
Flood Minish Tunney 
Fogarty Mink Udall 
Ford, Moorhead Van Deerlin 

William D. Morgan Vanik 
Fraser Morrison Vivian 
Friedel Moss Walker, N.Mex. 
Gallagher Multer Wilson, 
Garmatz Murphy, ru. Charles H. 
Giaimo Murphy, N.Y. Yates 
Gilbert Nedzl Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-16 
Bonner May Purcell 
Bow Mills Steed 
Harvey, Ind. Morton Thomas 
Hosmer Passman Thompson, Tex. 
Keogh Powell Toll 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Keogh against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Powell against. 
Mr. Bonner for, with Mr. Steed against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Purcell with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Bow. 
Mr. Thomas with Mr. HosJner. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Morton. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania and Mr. 
BROOKS changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk wlll report 
the Boggs amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 26, delete lines 23 through 25. 

On page 27, delete lines 1 through 10, and 
insert in lieu thereof a new section 13, to 
rea.d as follows: 

"SEC. 13. Listing procedures shall be termi
nated in any political subdivision of any 
State (a) with respect to examiners ap
pointed pursuant to clause (b) of section 6 
whenever the Attorney General notifies the 
Civil Service Commission, or whenever the 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
determines in an action for declaratory Judg
ment brought by any political subd1v1slon 
with respect to which the Director of the 
Census has determined that more than 50 
per centum of the nonwhite persons of voting 
age residing therein are registered to vote, 
(1) that all persons listed by the examiner 
for such subdivision have been placed on the 
appropriate voting registration roll, (2) that 
there is no longer reasonable ca. use to believe 
that persons will be deprived of or denied the 
right to vote on account of race or color in 
such subdivision; and (b), with respect to
examiners appointed pursuant to section. 
3(a), upon order of the authorizing court. 
A political subdivision may petition the At
torney General for the termination of listing 
procedures under clause (a) of this section 
and may petition the Attorney General tore
quest the Director of the Census to take such 
survey or census as may be appropriate for 
the making of the determination provided 
for in this section. The District Court for 
the District of Columbia shall have Jurisdic
tion to require such survey or census to be 
made by the Director of the Census and lt 
shall require hlm to do so if lt deems the At
torney General's refusal to request such sur
vey or census to be arbitrary or unreason
able." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker. 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 155, nays 262, not voting 16. 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Albert 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Ba.nds'tm 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Brock 
Brooks 
Broyh11!, N.c. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
cabell 
Callan 
Callaway 
Carter 
Casey 
Celler 
Chelf 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Corman 
Craley 
Cramer 
Davis, Ga. 
dela Garza 
Delalney 
Dickinson 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Evans, Colo. 
Everett 

[Roll No.176] 
YEA&-155 

Evins, Tenn. 
Far.nsley 
Fa.sceU 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Foley 
Fountain 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Gibbons 
G1l1igan 
Gray 
Gr111lths 
Hagan, Ga. 
HaJey 
Hardy 
Harris 
Hays 
Hebert 
Hechler 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Hicks 
Hu.lJl 
Hungate 
!chord 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kee 
Kelly 
King, Calif. 
Kirwan 
Kornegay 
Landrum 
Lennon 
Long, La. 
Love 
McCulloch 
McDowelJl 

McFall 
McMillan 
Mackay 
Mackie 
Mahon 
Marsh 
Martin, Ala. 
Matthews 
Meeds 
Miller 
Moeller 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murray 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, Mich. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Patman 
Pepper 
Pickle 
Poage 
Poff 
Pool 
Redlin 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roush 
Satterfield 
Scott 
Selden 
Senner 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
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Smith, Va. 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Sweeney 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Tenzer 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Tuten 

Udall Whitener 
Van Deerlin Whitten 
Waggonner Williams 
Walker, Miss. Willis 
Walker, N.Mex. Wilson, 
Watson Charles H. 
Watts Wright 
We1tner Young 
White, Idaho Zablocki 
White, Tex. 

NAY&-262 
Adair Fraser Murphy, Ill.. 
Adams Frelinghuysen Natcher 
Addabbo Friedel Nedzi 
Anderson, Ill. Fulton, Pa. Nelsen 
Anderson, Fulton. Tenn. Nix 

Tenn. Gallagher O'Hara, Ill. 
Andrews, Garmatz O'Konsk1 

N. Dak. Gia.lmo Olsen, Mon·t. 
Annunzio Gilbert O'Neill, MSES. 
Arends Gonzalez Ottinger 
Ashbrook Goodell Patten 
Aspinall Grabowski Pelly 
Ayres Green, Oreg. Perki·ns 
Baldwin Green, Pa. Philbin 
Barrett Greigg Pike 
Bates Grider Pirnie 
Battin Gri1Hn Price 
Bell Gross Pucinskl 
Berry Grover Quie 
Betts Gubser Quillen 
Blillgham Gurney Race 
BLatnik Hagen, Catif. Randal[ 
Boland Hall Reid, Ill. 
Bolling Halleck Reid, N.Y. 
Bolton Halpern Reifel 
Brademas Hamilton Reinecke 
Bray Hanley Resnick 
Broomfield Hanna Reuss 
Brown, Calif. Hansen, Idaho Rhodes, Pa. 
Brown, Ohio H8oillsen, Iowa Robison 
Burke Hansen, Wash. Rodino 
Burton, Ca.ll.f. Harsha Rogers, COlo. 
Burton, Utah Harvey, Mich. Ronan 
Byrne, Pa. Hathaway Roncalio 
Byrnes, Wis. Hawkins Rooney, N.Y. 
Cahlli Helstoski Rooney, Pa. 
Cameron Holifield Roosevelt 
Carey Holland Rosenthal 
Cederberg Horton Rostenkowski 
Chamberla.ln Howa.rd Roudebush 
Clancy Huot Roybal 
Clark Hutchinson Rumsfeld 
CLausen, Irwin Ryan 

Don H. Jacobs St Germain 
Clawson, Del Joelson St. Onge 
Cleveland Johnson, CaLif. Saylor 
Clevenger Johnson, Okla. Scheuer 
Cohelan Johnson, Pa. Schisler 
Coll1er Karsten Schmidhauser 
Conable Karth SchneebeM. 
Conte Kastenmeier Schweiker 
Conyers Keith Secrest 
Corbett King, N.Y. Shipley 
Culver King, Utah Shriver 
Culllilingham Kluczynskl Sickles 
Curtin Krebs Skubitz 
Curtis Kunkel Smith, Cald!. 
Daddario Laird Smith, N.Y. 
Dague Langen Springer 
Daniels Latta Stafford 
Davis, Wis. Leggett Staggers 
Dawson Lindsay Stalbaum 
Dent Lipscomb Stanton 
Denton Long, Md. Stratton 
Derwinski McCarthy Sull1van 
Devine McClory Talcott 
Diggs McDade Teague, Calif. 
Dingell McEwen Thompson, N.J. 
Dole McGrath Thomson, Wis. 
Donohue McVicker Todd 
Dow Macdonald Tunney 
Dulski MacGregor Tupper 
Duncan, Tenn. Machen Ullman 
Dwyer Madden Utt 
Dyal Mailliard Vanik 
Edmondson Martin, Mass. Vigorito 
Edwards, Calif. Martin, Nebr. Vivian 
Ellsworth Mathias Watkins 
Erlenborn Matsunaga Whalley 
Fallon Michel Widnall 
Farbstein Minish Wilson, Bob 
Farnum Mink Wolff 
Feighan Minsha11 Wyatt 
Findley Mlze Wydler 
Fino Monagan Yates 
Flood Moore Younger 
Fogarty Moorehead 
Ford, Gerald R. Morgan 
Ford, Morse 

William D. Mosher 

NOT VOTING-16 
Baring May 
Bonner Mills 
Bow Morton 
Harvey, Ind. Passman 
Hosmer Powell 
Keogh Purcell 

Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
ToN 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Thomas for, with Mr. Toll against. 
Mr. Steed for, with Mr. Powell against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Bow. 
Mr. Mills with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Bonner with Mr. Hosmer. 
Mr. Passman with Mr. Harvey of Indiana. 
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Morton. 
Mr. Thompson of Texoas with Mr. Baring. 

Messrs. OARMATZ, DYAL, ANDER-
SON of Tennessee, and RODINO 
changed their votes from "yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. ROGERS of Texas, and KINO 
of California, changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment on which a sepa
rate vote has been demanded, the Gilbert 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 16, line 25, insert a new subsec

tion (c) to read as follows: 
"(c) No person who demonstrates that he 

has successfully completed the sixth primary 
grade in a public school in, or a private 
school accredited by, any State or territory, 
the District of Columbia, or the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico in which the pre
dominant classroom language was other than 
English, shall be denied the right to vote 
in any Federal, State, or local election be
cause of his inability to read, write, under
stand, or interpret any matter in the Eng
lish language, except that in States in which 
State law provides that a different level of 
education is presumptive of literacy, he shall 
demonstrate that he has successfully com
pleted an equivalent level of education in a 
public school in, or a private school ac
credited by, any State or territory, the Dis
trict of Columbia, or the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico in which the predominant class
room language was other than English." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, on that I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 202, nays 216, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 177] 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Brown, Calif. 

YEA&-202 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Callan 
Cameron 
Carey 
Celler 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Conyers 
Corman 
Craley 
Culver 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson 
de laGarza 

Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Derwinski 
Diggs 
Ding ell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Calif. 
Erlenborn 
Evans, Colo. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Fascell 

Feighan King, Calif. Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Ronan 
Roncallo 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowskl 
Roush 

Flood King, Utah 
Fogarty Kirwan 
Ford, Kluczynski 

William D. Krebs 
Fraser Leggett 
Friedel Lindsay 
FultOn, Pa. Long, Md. 
Fulton, Tenn. Love 
Galllagher McCarthy 
Garmatz McClory 
Gia.lmo McDowel!l 
Gibbons McFal:l 
Gilbert McGrath 
Gilligan McVicker Roybal 
Gonzalez Machen Ryan 

StGermain 
St. Onge 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmldhauser 
Senner 
Shipley 
Sickles 

Grabowski Mackie 
Gray Madden 
Green, Oreg. Matsunaga 
Green, Pa. Meeds 
Greigg MUler 
Grider Minish 
Gr11Hths Mink 
Halpern Moeller 
Hamilton Moorhead Sisk 
Hanley Morgan Smith, Iowa 

Stalbaum 
Stratton 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Trimble 
Tunney 

Hanna Morris 
Hansen, Iowa Morrison 
Hansen, Wash. Mosher 
Harvey, Mich. Moss 
Hathaway Multer 
Hawkins Murphy, m. 
Helstoski Murphy, N.Y. 

. Blcks Nedzi 
Holifl.eld Nix Udall 
Holland O'Brien Ullman 

VanDeerlln 
Vanik 

Howa.rd O'Hara, Mich. 
Hull O'Hara, Dl. 
Hungate Olsen, Mont. Vivian 
Huot Olson, Minn. Walker, N.Mex. 

Weltner Irwin O'Nelll, Mass. 
Jacobs Ottinger White, Tex. 

Wilson, Joelson Patman 
Johnson, Calif. Patten 
Johnson, Okla. Pepper 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Karsten Philbin 
Karth Price 
Kastenmeier Pucinski 
Kee Race 
Kelay Redlin 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Ada.tr 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Baring 
Bates 
Battin 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bell. 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bray 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C . . 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahil~ 
CaJ.laway 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
CLark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 

NAY&-216 

Cooley Herlong 
Corbett Horton 
Cramer Hutchinson 
Cunningham !chord 
Curtin Jarman 
Curtis 'J ennlngs 
Dague Johnson, Pa. 
Davis, Wis. Jonas 
Devine Jones, Ala. 
Dickinson Jones, Mo. 
Dole Keith 
Dorn King, N.Y. 
Dowdy Kornegay 
Downing Kunkel 
Duncan, Oreg. Laird 
Duncan, Tenn. Landrum 
Dwyer Langen 
Edwards, Ala. Latta 
Ellsworth Lennon 
Everett Lipscomb 
Evins, Tenn. Long, La. 
Findley McCulloch 
Fino McDade 
Fisher McEwen 
Flynt McMillan 
Foley Macdonald 
Ford, Gerald R. MacGregor 
Fountain Mackay 
Frellnghuysen Mahon 
Fuqua Mailllard 
Gathings Marsh 
Gettys Martin, Ala. 
GoodeLl Martin, Mass. 
Gr11Hn Martin, Nebr. 
Gross Mathias 
Grover Matthews 
Gubser Minshall 
Gurney Mize 
Hagan, Ga. Monagan 
Hagen, Cal:if. Moore 
Haley Morse 
Hall Murray 
Halleck Natcher 
Hansen, Idaho Nelsen 
Hardy O'Konski 
Harris O'Neal, Ga. 
Harsha PeMy 
Hays Perkins 
Hebert Pickle 
Hechler Pike 
Henderson Pirnie 
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Poage 
Poft 
Pool 
Quie 
QUillen 
Rand.a.lJ. 
Reid, Ill. 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rums!eld 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Schnee bell 
Schweiker 
Scott 

Secrest 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Todd 
Tuck 

Tupper 
Tuten 
Ott 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Whalley 
White, Idaho 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnali 
Williams 
Willis . 

. Wilson, Bob 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Younger 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-l 
Michel 

NOT VOTING----14 
Bonner May 
Bow Mills 
Harvey, Ind. Morton 
Hosmer Passlll81D. 
Keogh Powell 

Purcell 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Keogh for, with Mr: Passman against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Bonner against. 
Mr Powell for, with Mr. Bow against. 
Mr. Thomas for, with Mrs. May against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Hosmer. 
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Morton. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Harvey 

of Indiana. 

Mr. ADAMS changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is .on 
the committee amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amend
ed was agreed to. 

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT BY MR. COLLIER 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the bill? 

Mr. COLLIER. In its present form .I 
am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
qualifies. 

The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Ml;'. CoLLIER moves to recommit the bill 

to the Committee on the Judiciary with in
structions to report the same back to the 
House forthwith, with the following amend
ment: Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: "That this Act shall be known 
as the 'Voting Rights Act of 1965'. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"SEc. 2. (a) The phrase 'literacy test' shall 
mean any requirement that a person as a pre
requisite for voting or registration for vot
ing (1) demonstrate the ab111ty to read, write, 
understand, or interpret any matter, or (2) 
demonstrate an educational achievement or 
knowledge of any particular subject. 

"(b) A person is 'denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote' if he is ( 1) not 
provided by persons acting under color of 
law with an opportunity to register tC' vote 
or to qualify to vote within two weekdays 
after making a good-faith attempt to do so, 
(2) found not qualified to vote by any per
son acting under color of law, or (3) not 
notified by any person acting under color of 
law of the results of his application with
in seven days after making application 
therefor. 

" (c) The tern;1 'election' shall mean any 
general, special, or primary election held in 
any voting district solely or in part for the 
purpose of electing or selecting any candi
date to public office or of deciding a propo
sition or issue of public law. 

"(d) The term 'voting district' shall mean 
any county or parish, except that where 
registration for voting is not co:'.lducted 
under the supervision of a county or parish, 
the term shall include any other subdivision 
of a State which conducts registration for 
voting. 

" (e) The term 'vote' shall have the same 
meaning as in section 2004 of the Revised 
Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1971(e)). 

"FINDINGS 

"SEC. 3. (a) Congress hereby finds that 
large numbers of United States citizens have 
been and are being denied-the right to reg
ister or to vote in various States on account 
of race or color in violation of the fifteenth 
amendment. 

"(b) Congress further finds that literacy 
tests have been and are being used in various 
States and political subdivisions as a means 
of discrimination on account of race or color. 
Congress further finds that persons with a 
sixth-grade education posses reasonable lit
eracy, comprehension, and intelligence and 
that, in fact, persons possessing such educa
tional achievement have been and are being 
denied or deprived of the right to register or 
to vote for failure to satisfy literacy test re
quirements solely or primarily because of dis
. crimination on account of race or color. 

"(c) Congress further finds that the pre
requisites for voting or registration for vot
ing (1) that a person possess good moral 
character unrelated to the commission of a 
felony, or (2) that a person prove qualifica
tions by the voucher of registered voters or 
members of any other class, have been and 
are being used as a means of discrimination 
on account of race or color. 

"(d) Congress further finds that in any 
voting district where twenty-five or more per
sons have been denied. or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote on account of race 
or color and who are qualified to register and 
vote, there exists in such district a pattern or 
practice of denial of the right to register or 
to vote on account of race or color in viola
tion of the fifteenth amendment. 
"APPROPRIATION OF EXAMINERS; PRESUMPTION 

OF PATTERN OR PRACTICE 

"SEc. 4. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen
eral certifies to the Civil Service Commission 
(1) that he has received complaints in writ
ing from twenty-five or more residents of a 
votlng district each alleging that ( i) the com
plainant can satisfy the voting qualifications 
of the voting .district, and (11) the com
plainant has been denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote on account of 
race or color within ninety days prior to the 
filing of his complaint, and (2) that the 
Attorney General believes such complaints to 
be meritorious, the Civil Service Commission 
shall promptly appoint an examiner for such 
voting district who shall be responsible to the 
Commission. 

"(b) A certification by the Attorney Gen
eral shall be final and effective upon publi
cation in the Federal Register. 

" (c) The examiner shall exainine each 
person who has filed a complaint certified by 

the Attorney General to deterinine whether 
he was denied or deprived of the right to 
register or to vote within ninety days prior 
to the filing of such complaint, and whether 
he is qualified to vote under State law. A 
person's statement under oath shall be prima 
facie evidence as to his age, residence, and 
prior efforts to register or otherwise qualify 
to vote. In determining whether a person 
is qualified to vote under State law, the ex
aminer shall disregard (1) any literacy test 
if such person has not been adjudged an in
competent and has completed the sixth grade 
of education in a public school in, or a 
private school accredited by, any State or 
territory, the District of Columbia, or the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or (2) any 
requirement that such person as a prerequi
site for voting or registration for voting (i) 
possess good moral character unrelated to 
the commission of a felony, or (11) prove his 
qualifications by the voucher of registered 
voters or members of any other class. If ap
plicable State law requires a literacy test, 
those persons possessing less than a sixth
grade education shall be administered such 
test only in writing and the answers to such 
test shall be included in the examiner's 
report. 

"(d) If the examiner finds that tweiJ.ty
fi ve or more of those persons wl thin the vot
ing district, who have filed complaints cer
tifted by the Attorney General have been 
denied the right to register or to vote and 
wre qualified to vote under State law, he 
shall promptly place them on a list of eligible 
voters, and shall certify and serve such list 
upon the offices of the appropriate election 
officials, the Attorney General, and the at
torney general of the State, together with 
a report of his findings as to those persons 
whom he has found qualified to vote. Serv- · 
ice shall be as prescribed by rule 5(b) of 
the Federal Rules of Oivil Procedure. The 
provisions of section 8 (d) and 8 (e) shall 
then apply to persons placed on a list of 
eligible voters. 

" (e) A finding by the examiner under 
subsection (d) shall create a presumption of 
a pattern or practice of denia.l of the right 
. to register or to vote on account of race or 
color. 

"CHALLENGES 

"SEc. 5. (a) A challenge to the factual 
findings of the eX'aiil.iner, contained 1ri the 
exaininer's report, may be made by the at
torney general of the State or by any other 
person upon whom has been served a certi
fied list and report of persons found qualified 
to vote, as provided in section 4(d). Such 
challenge shall be made by service upon the 
Attorney General and upon the CiVil Service 
Commission as presoribed by rule 5(b) of 
the Federal Rules of Civil . Procedure. Such 
challenge shall be entertained only (1) if 
made within ten days after service of the 
list of eligible voters as provided in section 
4(d), and (2) if supported by the a1Hd·avit 
of at least two persons having personal 
knowledge of the facts constituting grounds 
for ·the challenge. 

"(b) Upon service of a challenge the Civil 
Service Commission shall promptly appoint 
a hearing officer who shall be responsible to 
the Commission, or promptly designate a 
hearing officer already appointed, to hear and 
determine such challenge. A challenge shall 
be determined within seven days after it has 
been made. A person's fulfillment of literacy 
test requirements, if not disregarded by the 
exaininer as provided for in section 4(c), shall 
be reviewed solely on the basis of the written 
answers included in the examiner's report re
quired by sections 4 (c) and 4 (d) . 

"ESTABLISHMENT OF A PATTERN OR PRACTICE 

"SEc. 6. A pattern or practice of denial of 
the right to register or to vote on account of 
race or color is established (a) if a challenge 
to a finding under section 4(d) has not been 
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made within ten days after service of the 
llst of ellgible voters on the appropriate State 
election officials and the attorney general of 
the State, or (b) upon a determination by a 
hearing officer that twenty-five or more of 
those persons within the voting district, who 
have been placed on the list of eligible voters 
by the examiners, have been denied or de
prived of the right to register or to vote and 
are qualifled to register and to vote. The 
listing of additional persons prescribed in 
section 8 shall not be stayed pending judicial 
review of the decision of a hearing officer. 

"JUDICIAL REVIEW 

"SEc. 7. A petition for review of the deci
sion of a hearing officer may be filed in the 
United States court of appeals for the circuit 
in which the person challenged resides 
within fifteen days after service of such de
cision by mail on the person petitioning for 
review, but no decision of a hearing officer 
shall be overturned unless clearly erroneous. 

"LISTENING OJ' PERSONS FOUND ELIGmLE 

"SEc. 8. (a) Upon establishment of a pat
tern or practice, as provided in section 6, the 
Civil Service Commission shall appoint such 
additional examiners for the voting district 
as may be necessary who shall determine 
whether persons within the voting district 
are qualified to register and to vote. In de
termining whether such persons are so qual
l:fled the examiners shall apply the same 
procedures and be subject to the same con
ditions imposed upon the initial examiner 
under section 4(c), except that a person ap
pearing before such examiner need not have 
first attempted to apply to a State or local 
registration official if he states, under oath, 
that in his belief to have done so would have 
been futile or would have jeopardized the 
personal safety, employment, or economic 
standing of himself, his family, or his prop
erty. Such examiner shall in the same man
ner as provided in section 4 (d) , certify and 
serve lists of e11gible voters and any supple
ments as appropriate at the end of each 
month, upon the appropriate election offi
cials, the Attorney General, and the attorney 
general of the State, together with reports 
of his findings as to those persons listed. 

"(b) Challenges to the findings of the 
examiners shall be made in the manner and 
under the same conditions as are provided 
in section 5. 

" (c) The Civil Service Commission shall 
appoint and make available additional hear
ing officers within the voting district as may 
be necessary to hear and determine the chal
lenges under this section. 

"(d) Any person who has been placed on 
a list of ellgible voters shall be entitled and 
allowed to vote in any election held within 
the voting district unless and until the ap
propriate election officials shall have been 
notified that such person has been removed 
from such list in accordance with section 10. 
If challenged, such person shall be entitled 
and allowed to vote provisionally with ap
propriate provision being made for the im
pounding of their ballots, pending final de
termination of their status by the hearing 
officer and by the court. 

" (e) Examiners shall issue to each person 
placed on a llst of eligible voters a c;ertificate 
evidencing his eligib111ty to vote. 

"(f) No person shall be entitled to vote 
in any election by virtue of the provisions 
of this Act unless his name shall have been 
certified and transmitted on such list to the 
omces of the appropriate election o1Hcials at 
least forty-five days prior to such election. 

"APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE 

"SEc. 9. (a) Consistent with State law and 
the provisions of this Act, persons appearing 
before an examiner shall make application in 
such form as the Civil Service Commission 
may require. Also consistent with Statd 
law and the provisions of this Act, the times, 
places, and procedures for application and 

listing pursuant ~o this Act and removals 
from ellgib111ty lists shall be prescribed by 
regulations promulgated by the Civil Service 
Commission. The Commission shall, after 
consultation with the Attorney General, in
struct examiners concerning the quallfica
tions required for listing. 

"(b) Notwithstanding time limitations as 
may be establlshed under St;a,te or local 
law, examiners shall m.ake themselves avail
able every weekday in order to determine 
whether persons are qualified to vote. 

"(c) Times, places, and procedures for 
hearing and determination of challenges un
der sections 5 and 8 (b) shall be prescribed 
by regulation promulgated by the Civil Serv
ice Commission, provided that hearing of
ficers shall hear challenges in the voting dis
trict of the listed persons challenged. 

"REMOVAL FROM VOTER LISTS 

"SEC. 10. Any person whose name appears 
on a list, as provided in this Act, shall be 
entitled and allowed to vote in the election 
district of his residence unless and until the 
appropriate election officials shall have been 
notified that such person has been removed 
from such Ust. A person whose name ap
pears on such a list shall be removed there
from by an examiner if ( 1) he has been 
successfully challenged in accordance with 
the procedure prescribed in sections 5 and 7, 
or (2) he has been determined by an ex
aminer (a) not to have voted or attempted 
to vote at least once during four consecutive 
years while listed or during such longer 
period as is allowed by State law without 
requiring reregistration, or (b) to have 
otherwise lost his eligibility to vote: Pro
vided, however, That in a State which re
quires reregistration within a period of time 
shorter than four years, the person shall 
be required to reregister with an examiner 
who shall apply reregistration methods and 
procedures of State law not inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Act. 
"QUALIFICATIONS OF EXAMINERS AND· HEARING 

OFFICERS 

"SEc. 11. Examiners and hearing officers 
appointed by the Civil Service Commission 
shall be existing Federal officers and em
ployees who are residents of the State in 
which the Attorney General has issued his 
certification. Examiners and hearing officers 
shall subscribe to the oath of office required 
by section 16 of title 5, United States Code. 
Examiners and hearing officers shall serve 
without compensation in addition to that 
Teceived for such other service, but while 
engaged in the work as examiners and hear
ing officers shall be paid actual travel ex
penses, and per diem in lieu of subsistence 
expenses when away from their usual place 
of residence, in accordance with the provi-

. sions of sections 835 to 842 of title 5, United 
States Code. Examiners and hearing officers 
shall have the power to administer oaths. 

"TERliiiiN ATION OF LISTING 

"SEc. 12. The listing provisions of this Act 
shall be applied in a voting district until, 
within any twelve-month period, less than 
twenty-five persons within the voting district 
have been placed on lists of ellgible voters 
by examiners. 

''ENFORCEME~T 

"SEc. 13. (a) Whenever a person alleges to 
an examiner within twenty-four hours after 
the closing of the polls that notwithstanding 
his listing under the provisions of this Act 
he has not been permitted to vote or that his 
vote was not properly counted or not counted 
subject to the impounding provision, as pro
vided in section 8 (d) , the examiner shall 
notify the United States attorney for the ju
dicial district if such allegation, ln his opin
ion, appears to be well founded. Upon re
ceipt of such notification, the United States 
attorney may forthwith apply to the district 
court for a temporary or permanent injunc
tion, restraining order, or other order, and 

including orders directed to the State and 
State or local election officials to require 
them (1) to permit persons listed under this 
Act to vote, (2) to count such votes, or (3) 
for such other orders as the court may deem 
necessary and appropriate. 

"(b) No person, acting under color of law, 
shall-

" ( 1) fail or refuse to permit to vote any 
person wb,o is entitled to vote under any pro
vision of this Act; or 

"(2) wlllfully fall or refuse to count, tab
ulate, and report accurately such person's 
vote; or 

"(3) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
such person entitled to vote under any pro
vision of this Act for voting or attempting to 
vote; or 

" ( 4) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
person for urging or aiding voting or at
tempted voting by persons entitled to vote 
under any provision of this Act. 

"(c) No person, acting under color of law 
or otherwise, shall intimidate, threaten, or 
coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten, or 
coerce, any person for exercising any powers 
or duties under section 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, or 10 
of this Act. 

"(d) No person shall in any matter within 
the jurisdiction of an examiner or a hearing 
officer, knowingly and willfully falsify or con
ceal a material fact, or make any false, ficti
tious, or fraudulent statement or representa
tion, or in.ake or use any false writing or 
document knowing the same to contain any 
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or 
entry. 

" (e) Any person violating any of the pro
visions of subsection (b) , (c) , or (d) shall be 
fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned not 
more than five years, or both. 

"(f) All cases of civil and criminal con
tempt arising under the provisions of this 
Act shall be governed by section 151 of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1957 ( 42 U.S.C. 1995). 

"(g) The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction of proceedings 
instituted pursuant to this section and shall 
exercise the same without regard to whether 
an applicant for listing under this Act shall 
have exhausted any administrative or other 
remedies that may be provided by law. 

"INTERFERENCE WrrH ELECTIONS 
"SEc. 14. (a) No person shall, for any 

reason-
" ( 1) fall or refuse to permit to vote 1n 

. any State any person who is qualified to 
vote under the provisions of the law of such 
State which are not inconsistent with the 
provisions of Federal law: or 

"(2) willfully_fall or refuse to count, tab
ulate, arid report accurately such person's 
vote; or 

"(3) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at- ~ 
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
such person for the· purpose of preventing 
such person from voting or attempting to 
vote; or 

"(4) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
person for the purpose of preventing such 
person from urging or aiding voting or at
tempted voting. 

"(b) No person shall, within a year fol
lowing an election, (1) destroy, deface, 
mutilate, or otherwise alter the marking of 
a paper ballot cast in such election, or (2) 
alter any record of voting in such election 
made by a voting machine or otherwise. 

"(c) No person shall knowingly or will
fully give false information as to his name, 
address, or period of residence in a voting 
district for the purpose of establishing his 
eligibility to register or vote, or conspire 
with another individual for the purpose of 
encouraging his false registration to vote, or 
lllegal voting, or pay or offer to pay or accept 
payment either for registration to vote or 
for voting. 
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"(d) Any person violating any of the pro

visions of subsection (a), (b), or (c) shall 
be fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned 
not more than five years, or both. 

" (e) The foregoing provisions of this sec
tion shall be applicable only to general, spe
cial, or primary elections held solely or in 
part for the purpose of selecting or electing 
presidential electors, Members of the United 
States Senate, Members of the United States 
House of Representatives, or Delegates or 
Commissioners from the territories or 
possessions. 

"RELIEF FROM ENFORCEMENT OF POLL TAX 

"SEc. 15. (a) Congress hereby finds that 
the constitutional right to vote of large num
bers of citizens of the United States is de
nied or abridged on account of race or color 
in some States by the requirement of the 
payment of a poll tax as a prerequisite to 
voting in State or local elections. 

"(b) No State or political subdivision 
thereof shall deny any person the right to 
register or to vote because of his failure to 
pay a poll tax or any other such tax. 

"APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEc. 16. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

"SEPARABILITY 

"SEc. 16. If any provision of this Act or 
the appllcation thereof to any person or cir
cumstances is held invalid, the remainder 
of the Act and the application of the pro
vision to other persons not similarly situ
a ted or to other circumstances shall not be 
affected thereby." 

Mr. COLLIER (interrupting the read
ing of the motion). Mr. Speaker, since 
the instructions in the motion to recom
mit are the identical language of the 
Ford-McCulloch bill, together with the 
language of the McClory amendment 
which was adopted in Committee of the 
Whole, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the motion be dis
pensed with and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were .ordered. 
The question was · taken; and there 

were-yeas 171, nays 248, not voting 15, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
"Anderson, m. 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
AndreWS, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Baring 

·Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bray 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyh1ll, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 

[Roll No.178) 

Dole 
Dorn 
DoWdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Tenn. 

YEAB-171 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
CaJJ.away 
Carler · 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
C1111ncy 
Clausen, 

· Edwards, Ala. 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Colller 
Colmer 
Conable 
Cooley 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis. Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 

El!lsworth 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Findley 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Ford, Gerald R. 
Fountain 
Frellnghuysen 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Goodell 
Gr11ftn 
Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Han 

Halleck 
Hansen, Idaho 
Hardy 
Harsha 
Harvey ,.Mich. 

::~~ 
Herlong 
HuLl 
Hutchinson 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johll50n, Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala. 
Keith 
King, N.Y. 
Kornegay 
Laird 
Landrum 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La. 
McClory 
McCulloch 
McEwen 
McMillan 
MacGregor 
Mallliard 
Marsh 

Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matthews 
Michel 
MinshaLl 
Mize 
Moore 
Murray 
Nelsen 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Pelly 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Quie 
Quillen 
Reid, Ill. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Robison · 
Roudebush 
Rumsfeld 
Satterfield 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 

NAYB-248 

Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stafford 
Stanton 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tupper 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Whalley 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Younger 

Adams Ford, Mackie 
Addabbo WiLliam D. Madden 
Albert Fraser Mahon 
Anderson, Friedel Mathias 

Tenn. Fulton, Pa. Matsunaga 
Annunzio Fulton, Tenn. Meeds 
Ashley Gallagher Miller 
AspinaH. Ga.rmatz Minish 
Ayres Giaimo Mink 
Baldwin Gibbons Moel!ler 
Bandstra Gilbert Monagan 
Barrett Gilligan Moorhead 
Beckworth Gonzalez Morgan 
Bell Grabowski Morris 
Bingham Gray Morrison 
Blatlllik Green, Oreg. Morse 
Boggs Green, Pa. Mosher 
Boland Greigg Moss 
Bolling Grider Multer 
Brademas Griffiths Murphy, Dl. 
Brooks Hagen, Cald.f. Murphy, N.Y. 
Brown, Calli!. Halpern Natcher 
Burke Hamilton Nedzi 
Burton, Calif. Hanley Nix 
Byrne, Pa. Hanna O'Brien 
Cabell Hansen, Iowa O'Hara, Til. 
C.ahlll Hansen, Wash. O'Hara, Mich. 
Callan Harris O'Konski 
Cameron Hathaway Olsen, Mont. 
Carey Hawkins Olson, Minn. 
Casey Hays O'Neill, Mass. 
Cel!ler Hechler Ottinger 
Chelf Helstoski Patman 
Clark Hicks Patten 
Clevenger Holifield Pepper 
Cohelan Holland Perkins 
Conte Horton Phil bin 
Conyers Howard Pickle 
Corbett Hungate Pike 
Connan Huot Poage 
Craley !chord Pool 
Culver Irwin Price 
Daddario Jacobs Pucinski 
Daniels Joelson Race 
Dawson Johnson, Calif. Randall 
de la Garza Jqhnson, Qkla. Redlin 
Delaney Jones, Mo. Reid, N.Y. 
Dent Karsten Resnick 
Den ton Ka.rth Reuss 
Diggs Kastenmeier Rhodes, Pa. 
Dingeli Kee Rivers, Alaska 
Donohue KeUy Robe~ 
Dow Ktng, Oa.lif. Rodino 
Dulski King, Utah Rogers, Colo. 
Duncan, Oreg. Kirwan Rogers, Fla. 
Dwyer Kluczynski Rogers, Tex. 
Dyal Krebs Ronan 
Edmondson Kunkel Roncalio 
Edwards, Calif. Leggett Rooney, N.Y. 
Evans, Colo. · Lindsay Rooney, Pa. 
Evins, Tenn. Long, Md. Roosevelt 
Fallon Love Rosenthal 
Farbstein McCarthy Rostenkowskl 
Fa.rnsl.ey McDade Roush 
FMnum McDowell Roybal 
Fascell McFall Ryan 
Feighan McGrath StGermain 
Fino McVicker St. Onge 
Flood Macdonald Saylor 
Fogarty Machen Scheuer 
Foley Mackay Schisler 

Schmtdhauser 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Sickles 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Steed 
Stratton 

Sull1van Walker, N.Mex. 
Sweeney Weltner 
Tenzer White, Idaho 
Thompson, N.J. White, Tex. 
TOdd Willis 
Trimble Wilson, 
Tunney Charles H. 
Udall Wolff 
Ullman Wright 
Vllln DeeTlln Yates 
Vanik Young ' 
Vigorito Zablocki 
Vivian 

NOT VOTING-15 
Bonner May Purcell 
Bow Mills Thomas 

Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 

Harvey, Ind. Morton 
Hosmer Passman 
Keogh Powell 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Purcell for, with Mr. Keogh against. 
Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Thomas against. 
Mr. Bonner for, with Mr. Toll against. 
Mr. Hosmer for, with Mr. Powell against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Bow. 
Mr. Thompson, of Texas, with Mrs. May. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 333, nays 85, not votinp: 15, 
as follows: 

Adair 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, Dl. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Brademas 
Bray 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Ohio 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Burton, Utah 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callan 
Cameron 
Carey 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 

[Roll No.179] 
YEA.S-333 

Clancy Flood 
Clark Fogarty 
Clausen, Foley 

Don H. Ford, Gerald R. 
Clawson, Del Ford, 
Cleveland William D. 
Clevenger Fraser 
Cohelan Frelinghuysen 
Conable Friedel 
Conte Fulton, Pa. 
Conyers Fulton, Tenn. 
Corbett Gallagher 
Corman Garmatz 
Craley Giaimo 
Cramer Gibbons 
Culver Gilbert 
.Cunningham Gilligan 
Curtin Gonzalez 
Curtis Goodell 
Daddario Grabowski 
Dague Gray 
Daniels Green, Oreg. 
Davis, Wis. Green, Pa. 
Dawson Greigg 
de la Garza Grider 
Delaney Griffin 
Dent Griffiths 
Denton Grover 
Derwinskl Gubser 
Devine Hagen, Calif. 
Diggs Halleck 
Dingell Halpern ,, 
Dole Hamilton 
Donohue Hanley 
Dow Hanna 
Dulski Hansen, Iowa · 
Duncan, Oreg. Hansen, Wash. 
Dwyer Harsha 
Dyal Harvey, Mich. 
Edmondson Hathaway 
Edwards, Calif. Hawkins 
Ellsworth Hays 
Evans, Colo. Hechler 
Evins, Tenn. Helstoskl 
Fallon Hicks 
Farbstein Holifield 
Farnsley Holland 
Farnum Horton 
Fascell Howard 
Feighan Hull 
Findley Hungate 
Fino Huot 
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Hutchinson Morgan 
Ichord Morris 
Irwin Morrison 
Jacobs Morse 
Jarman Mosher 
Jennings Moss 
Joelson Multer 
Johnson, Calif. Murphy, Dl. 
Johnson, Okla. Murphy, N.Y. 
Johnson, Pa. Natcher 
Karsten Nedzl 
Karth Nelsen 
Kastenmeier Nix 
Kee O'Brien 
Keith O'Hara, Dl. 
Kelly O'Hara, Mich. 
King, Cali:t. O'Konski 
King, N.Y. Olsen, Mont. 
King, Utah Olson, Minn. 
Kirwan O'Neill, Mass. 
Kluczynski Ottinger 
Krebs Patten 
Kunkel Pelly 
Laird Pepper 
Langen Perkins 
Latta Philbin 
Leggett Pickle 
Lindsay Pike 
Lipscomb Pirnie 
Long, Md. Price 
Love Pucinski 
McCarthy Quie 
McClory Race 
McCulloch Randall 
McDade Redlin 
McDowell Reid, Dl. 
McFall Reid, N.Y. 
McGrath Reifel 
McVicker Reinecke 
Macdonald Resnick 
MacGregor Reuss 
Machen Rhodes, Ariz. 
Mackay Rhodes, Pa. 
·Mackie Rivers, Alaska 
Madden Robison 
Ma1111ard Rodino 
Martin, Mass. Rogers, Colo. 
Martin, Nebr. Rogers, Fla. 
Mathias Ronan 
Matsunaga Ronca.Uo 
Meeds Rooney, N.Y. 
Michel Rooney, Pa. 
M1ller Roosevelt 
Minish Rosenthal 
Mink Rostenkowski 
Minshall Roudebush 
Mize Roush 
Moeller Roybal 
Monagan Rumsfeld 
Moore Ryan 
Moorhead St Germain 

NAY8-85 
Abbitt Fountain 
Abernethy Fuqua 
Andrews, Gathings 

GeorgeW. Gettys 
Andrews, Gross 

Glenn Gurney 
Ashmore Hagan, Ga. 
Beckworth Haley 
Brock Hall 
BroyhUl, N.C. Hansen, Idaho 
BroyhUl, Va. Hardy 
Buchanan Harris 
Burleson Hebert 
Callaway Henderson 
Casey Herlong 
Collier Jonas 
Colmer Jones, Ala. 
Cooley Jones, Mo. 
Davis, Ga. Kornegay 
Dickinson Landrum 
Dorn Lennon 
Dowdy Long, La. 
Downing McEwen 
Duncan, Tenn. McMillan 
Edwards, Ala. Mahon 
Erlenbom Marsh 
Everett Martin, Ala. 
Fisher Matthews 
Flynt Murray 
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St. Onge 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidhauser 
Schnee bell 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Springer 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Talcott 
Teague, Calif. 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Todd 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watkins 
Watts 
Weltner 
Whalley 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Widnall 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 

O'Neal, Ga. 
Patman 
Poage 
Potr 
Pool 
QuUlen 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Tex. 
Satterfield 
Scott 
Selden 
Sikes 
Smith, Cali:t. 
Smith, Va. 
Stephens 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Watson 
Whitener 
Whitten 
W1111ams 
W1llis 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote 
Mr. Keogh for, with ;Mr. Mills against. 
Mr. Thomas for, with Mr. Passman against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Bonner against. 

Until further notice 
Mr. Pureell with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Powell with Mr. B-aring. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 440, I call up from 
the Speaker's table for immediate con
sideration the bill S. 1564, an act to en
force the 15th amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
AMENDMENT OPFERED BY MR. CELLER 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CELLER: Strike 

out all after the enacting clause of S. 1564 
and insert in lieu thereof the text of H.R. 
6400, as passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 

time, was read the third time, and passed. 
The title was amended so as to read: 

"A bill to enforce the 15th amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States, 
and for other purposes." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

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

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

There was no objection. 

EXPRESSION OF GRATITUDE 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 mtnute. 

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I desire 
to take this time to thank the distin
guished gentleman for yielding and to 
say that not since I have been a Member 
of the House have I seen more dedicated 
leadership, better prepared and executed 
management of a bill before the House 
than was exhibited in the presentation 
and handling of this matter in the last 
4 long days. We commend the gentle
man from New York and all of the coun
try is indebted to him. 

REQUEST FOR RESIGNATION 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include a letter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, this 

morning I had delivered a letter to 
the gentleman from New York, Hon. 
.EMANUEL CELLER, requesting his resig
nation as a member of the Joint Com
mittee on Immigration and National 
Policy. I did so in my capacity 
as chairman of the joint committee. 
The reasons for my action are set forth 
in my letter to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLER], a copy of which I 
shall include in my remarks. I advised 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CEL
LER] that I intended to address the 
House today as soon as possible after its 
convening and that I would mention his 
name. The letter follows: 

JULY 9, 1965. 
HoN. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Member of Congress, House of Representa

tives, Rayburn House Office Building. 
DEAR MR. CELLER: After reading your testi

mony before the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
given on June 17, 1965, it is Incumbent upon 
me as chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Immigration and Nationality Policy to re
quest that you submit your resignation as 
a member CY! the joint committee. 

I make this request for the following 
reasons: 

1. You have stated on the public record 
that you oppose any and all efforts of the 
joint committee to fulfill its statutory func
tions as defined in section 401 of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act. 

2. You have made it clear that you will 
continue your disruptive efforts to prevent 
Congress from discharging in a legal and 
orderly manner its constitutional respons1-
b111ties for regulating immigration into the 
United States. 

NOT VOTING-15 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
opportunity of thanking the distin
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc
CuLLOCH] and the other members of the 
Subcommittee No. 5 of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, as well as the rest of 
the members of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, for their sincere, painstaking, 
and dedicated service in preparing and 
securing the passage of H.R. 6400. They 
can take great comfort and satisfaction 
from the fact that they have acted so 
and have participated in the passage of 
this voting rights bill which is indeed a 
milestone in the onward march of civil 
rights. 

3. You have continued to misrepresent the 
facts concerning the House Subcommittee 
on Immigration and Nationality, of which I 
am chairman, with respect to staff, the na
ture of prior studies on population under
taken by the subcommittee, and the manner 
in which you have failed to honor your com
mitment given on the floor of the House on 
April 10, 1964. 

Baring Keogh 
Bonner May 
Bow MUls 
Harvey, Ind. Morton 
Hosmer Passman 

So the bill was passed. 

Powell 
Purcell 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 

4. More than 1 year has elapsed since 
you stated publicly your intent to obstruct 

. the work of the joint committee, yet you 
have taken no steps to abolish the joint 
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committee through an open effort to repeal 
section 401 of the In;unigration and Nation-
ality Act. .. 

Had you taken the time to read the 1964 
heariiJ.gs before the House Subcommittee on 
Immigration and Nationality you would have 
observed that both Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk and former Attorney -General Robert 
Kennedy recognized the necessary role of the 
joint committee in the discharge of con
gressional responsibility for regulating im-

. migration into the United States. Neither 
member of the Cabinet regarded the role 
of the joint committee as an intrusion upon 
the authority of the executive branch of 
Government. It is, therefore, strange that 
you as a Member of Congress should raise 
this question in your statement before the 
Senate subcommittee. It is equally strange 
that after the House had approved without 
dissent the funds requested to activate fully 
the joint committee that you should appear 
before the Senate subcommittee in an effort 
to upset the affirmative action taken by the 
H.ouse. 

Under any code of ethics you have dis
qualified yourself from membership on the 
joint committee. I request therefore that 
you submit your resignation therefrom to 
the Speaker of the House. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN, 

Chairman. 

A REPLY 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, you have 

just heard the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. FErGHANl and -as to what he has 
just said and as to what he intends to 
say perhaps later in the day I shall give 
him the thunder of my silence. 

PREVIOUS CONDITION OF 
SERVITUDE 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, on 

yesterday, the gentleman from the 
Second District of Idaho evidenced con
cern about the possible protection of 
prostitutes in Pocatello, Idaho, under the 
15th amendment. 

Since we have received no evidence in 
the Judiciary Committee concerning the 
possible scope and implications of the 
problem, I could not make a specific sug
gestion. The 15th amendment does pro
hibit discrimination in voting because of 
previous condition of servitude. If the 
gentleman's point involves the question 
of white slavery in his district, he might 
wish to offer an amendment to the 15th 
amendment to clarify the point. 

There seems, however, to be little na
tional concern about this problem. I 
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have had no mail either way from my 
district. We may, on investigation, find 
that it is isolated principally to the Sec
ond District of Idaho. 

I would respectfully say to the gentle
man that the Judiciary Committee would 
undoubtedly consider any legislative 
proposals he may offer. On first blush, 
I would advise against his making the 
effort . 

QUALIFICATIONS TO VOTE ON 
ROLLCALLS IN THE HOUSE 

Mr. CAILAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Speaker, last 

week after observing what I considered 
to be a violation of the rules of the 
House, I called the attention of this body 
to the rules for qualifying to vote at the 
end of a rollcall. 

Since that time I have spoken with a 
number of Members who simply did not 
understand the rule and who thanked 
me for bringing the matter to their at
tention. It is reassuring to know that 
these Members were not knowingly vio
lating the rules of the House. I know 
that we all agree the dignity embodied 
in this Chamber must be maintained 
through clear enforcement of its rules. 

In answer to the many questions I 
have received, I feel that it would be well 
to restate the rule. · 

In order to qualify to vote at the end 
of a rollcall, a Member must state that 
three things happened: 

First. That he was in the Chamber 
when his name should have been called; 

Second. That he· was listening to the 
Clerk at the time that his name should 
have been called; and, 

Third. That he fail~d to hear his name. 
There will no doubt be another rollcall 

vote today. At that time, Mr. Speaker, 
in order to clear up any misunderstand
ing that may remain, I intend to again 
call attention to this rule. 

WOMEN'S JOB CORPS 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise antl extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, in looking 

at the Wall Street Journal this morning 
I noticed an editorial by one of the staff 
writers making references to the so-called 
Women's Job Corps, as it is being oper
ated in St. Petersburg, Fla. In the article 
it is pointed out that the U.S. Govern
ment, through the Job Corps officials, has 
committed itself to pay $225,000 for an 
18-month lease of a hotel valued at 
$150,000 total. 

Further, there is a Federal law that 
would prevent an amount in excess of 15 
percent of the appraised value being 
spent. I have sent a letter to the Coll)p
troller General of the United States re
questing an immediate investigation of 
this particular situation~ 

Coupled with the fact that this partic
ular project is creating quite a havoc 
among the residents of this area, there is 
also ii'lformation indicating it is costing 
about $7,000 per year per girl in this Job 
Corps area, which is about twice as much 
as it would cost to send them to Vassar. 

My letter is as follows: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 9, 1965. 

Hon. JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CAMPBELL; In connectio'n with 
the operation of the so-called Women's Job 
Corps, my attention has been directed to an 
article by Mr. Richard R. Leger appearing in 
the Wall Street Journal on Friday, July 9, 
1965. Among other things, the article states 
that the Job Corps omcers are paying $225,000 
for the use of the Huntington Hotel in St. 
Petersburg, Fla. 

Further that the Huntington Hotel's mar
ket value as indicated by reported tax as
sessments, is between $150,000 to $200,000. 

The article states federally negotiated 
leases by law are not supposed to exceed 
15 percent per year of the market va-lue of a 
property. Further the Job Corps people are 
reported to have approved $35,000 in im
provements to this hotel. 

It seems to me that this situation cries for 
an immediate investigation. 

If the facts as related are correct, this pro
gram could well become the granddaddy of 
all boondoggles. It is requested, therefore, 
that your organization investigate to deter
mine the accuracy of this report and advise 
me of your finding~ at your earliest conven
ience. 

I am enclosing a copy for your informaltion. 
Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

SAMUEL L. DEviNE, 
Member of Congress. 

JoB CoRPs MisFIRE: FIRsT WoMEN's CENTER 
RUNS INTo TROUBLE IN FLORIDA 

(By Richard R. Leger) 
ST. PETERSBURG, F'LA.-Uncle Sam's first 

Women's Job Corps center, in operation here 
for only 3 months, is already demonstrating 
a truism evident for decades in public hous· 
ing and foreign aid: A policy of blank checks 
and loose controls can produce a debacle of 
amazing dimensions. 

The city fathers here last week voted to 
throw out the Job Corps venture, amid the 
applause of local hotel men, realtors, mer
chants and tourist agents. The Pinellas 
County School Board, which set up and op
erates the center for the Gove-rnment, wants 
out when its contract expires next year, if 
not before. In addition, the Job Corps Di
rector here resigned last week, and lively 
scandals about the project are making the· 
rounds coast to coast. 

The Job Corps center here is one of about 
100, some for boys and some for girls, the 
Federal Government hopes to have in opera
tion within 6 months. The centers, which 
seek to teach useful skills to currently "un
employable" young people, have a requested 
budget of more than $200 million for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966. 
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The complaints of the St. Petersburg folks, 

while spiced with lively tales of unchaper
oned smoking, drinking, boy-chasing teen
age girls, are rooted in economics. The Job 
Corps venture is being carried on a few 
blocks from the downtown area in the Hunt
ington Hotel, an old five-story, gray stucco 
building located among hotels and boarding 
houses catering to retired folks. These 
"neighbors" are the source of most of the 
complaints about the Job Corps venture. 

THE DEPARTING GUESTS 
At least seven of the nearby hotels report 

they've lost full-time guests because of the 
noise of the young girls and rowdiness of the 
boys who come to court them. For example, 
the Bond Hotel, just across Second Street 
from the Huntington, has had 13 year
around guests leave in a huff in the 3 months 
since the Job Corps center opened. Sum
·mertime transient bookings total only 6, 
down from 23 last year, complains Owner 
Nin Bond. 

Realtors also have joined the cry. "De
mand for neighborhood property already is 
falling off and it's obvious the whole city 
Will eventually suffer," declares Richard D. 
Tourtelot, whose office is four blocks from 
the center. ''In the last few months, we've 
had virtually no inquiries for property in this 
area. Last summer they ran in the dozens." 

All this emanates, according to local folks, 
from moving 270 young girls--50 percent of 
them Negroes, 90 percent of them st:lhool 
dropouts and all of them with 7-night-a-week 
dating privileges--into a Deep South hotel 
smack in a neighborhood which long has 
boasted of quiet, subdued surroundings that 
make retirement and old age pleasant. Hotel 
guests were soon complaining of "shocking 
things" going on in cars parked just out
side their Windows. Hotrods make such a 
continuous uproar that all patrol cars are 
ordered to pass along the street whenever in 
the area. The complaints became so nu
merous that Pollee Chief Harold Smith 3 
weeks ago assigned two officers to the build
ing 7 nights a week. 

The Job Corps center tried to mollify the 
neighbors. To ease complaints that the 16-
to-21-year-old girls constantly entered neigh
boring hotels to buy cigarettes, the women's 
center installed a cigarette vending machine 
of its own. The center asks the girls not to 
drink but has no regulation on smoking. 
The girls are free to date until 10 p.m. Sun
day through Thursday and until midnight 
Friday and Saturday. 

CHANGE OF GAMES 
In a move to lessen the din, the Job 

Corps people replaced the net for volleyball, 
a game played by 22 girls, with a net for 
badminton, which permits only four. The 
Saturday night record hops were moved 
from the hotel to the gymnasium of a local 
school. . 

It should be noted that the local school 
board did have direction from Federal offi
cials on how to run the program. But it ap
parently was something less than effective. 
''We were deluged by so many people from 
Washington giving us information and advice 
on community relations, public health, and 
home and family living that it was just plain 
confusing," contends Pinellas County's as
sistant school superintendent, Joe D. Mills. 
·He adds, "While they never outright ordered 
us to rush things, you could feel the urgency 
to get things done in a hurry." 

Joseph R. Ems, tousled-haired director of 
the St. Petersburg center, who took the job 
in March, a month before the center opened 
but after 75 people already had been put on 
the payroll, submitted his resignation July 1. 
Besides criticizing the center's location, he 
blames much of his troubles on inept screen
ing of candidates by the Federal. Govern
ment. Of the nearly SOO girls sent to the 
center so far, SO had been sen.t back home at 
l•ast count. One girl was 5 months' pregnant 

when she arrived, another was emotionally 
111, 2 flatly refused to obey curfews and 
the no-drinking regulation and 20 "weren't 
sufficiently motivated" to participate in the 
program, Mr. Ems complains. Six more were 
expelled over the July 4 weekend for being 
intoxicated. 

There were some other remarkable aspects 
of the project. One major question being 
raised is whether such a project requires a 
staff amounting to roughly one full-time em
ployee for every two girls. Federal over
seers apparently didn't quibble when the 
school system inked in 130 full-.time staff 
members for the center's budget, including 
21 bookkeepers, secretaries, and accountants. 
"There's nothing wrong with our ratio of 
staff to students-you'd find the same at 
Bryn Mawr or any other full-time school," 
contends Mr. Mills, who did much of the 
budget planning. 

And by most standards, the accommoda
tions are pretty costly. The Job Corps is 
paying $225,000 for use of the hotel for 18 
months, despite the fact that the hotel's 
market value, as indicated by reported tax 
assessments, is between $150,000 and $200,-
000. The Huntington's owner, Paul B. 
Barnes, declines to disclose the hotel's gross 
income for 1964. Federally negotiated leases 
by law are not supposed to exceed 15 percent 
per year of the market value of a property. 
But Washington antipoverty officials endorsed 
this lease, nonetheless. Uncle Sam even 
agreed to foot the bill for some $35,000 in 
improvements to the hotel to make it suitable 
for housing the girls. 

Based on an average stay of 1 year, expendi
tures for the center are expected to run well 
over $7,000 annually for each girl, consider
ably more than it would cost to send her to 
Vasser or a school of similar prestige for a 
year. Federal men trimmed less than 2 per
cent from the more than $2.4 million Pinellas 
school officials said they would need to make 
employable young women out of the 300 to 
500 girls Washington planned to send 
through the center in the first 18 months. 

Under separate appropriations, Washington 
is footing other bills, including roundtrip 
transportation for the girls from cities as 
distant as Portland, Oreg.,. at an average one
way trip cost of $70. Uncle Sam also is pay
ing the girls monthly allowances, ranging 
from $30 to $50 each, and depositing $50 per 
month in savings accounts for each girl. The 
cost of recruiting suitable Job Corps candi
dates averages $35 each. 

Instruction for the girls so .far has in
cluded ma.ssive doses of recreation, budgeted 
for the 18 months at $110,150, plus vocational 
instruction in such subjects as . physical 
therapy, clerical work, and cosmetology. 
Other school courses include instruction in 
home and family life--how to cook, sew, 
shop, and maintain personal grooming. 

THE SrrE'S THE THING 
In all fairness, it must be pointed out that 

many of the difficulties of the St. Petersburg 
Job Corps center stem from the selection of 
the site and do not necessarily indict the 
concept of the Job Corps itself or fore
shadow similar troubles at other centers. "I 
guess we just weren't thinking but we can 
see now the location was a mistake," says 
school board member Mildred Day, who was 
one of those who voted to drop the Job Corps 
when the contract expires in August 1966, 

Washington officials wash their hands of 
the site selection, explaining they left it 
completely in the hands of school officials. 
"I have never even seen the center," says 
Milton Fogelman, director of contracts for 
the Office of Economic Opportunity, which 
supervises the Job Corps -and other Federal 
antipoverty programs under a budget of 
$1.5 billion requested for fiscal 1966. 

The school site was selected by school offi
cials without benefit of competitive bids. 
Joseph J. Busch, an employee of the county 

school system who teaches adult education 
courses in real estate law, says St. Peters
burg Mayor Herman Goldner asked him to 
find a hotel to house the Job Corps. Mr. 
Busch says he was turned down by the first 
hotel he approached but at the second, the 
Huntington, Mr. Barnes, the owner, expressed 
interest. Mr. Busch recalls he then brought 
a school system official to see the Hunting
ton. For these services he collected $4,000, 
which he hastens to add was smaller than 
the commission of 5 percent of a lease's price 
realtors normally collect. 

The Job Corps is young and its early 
trouble in St. Petersburg doesn't indicate by 
any means the program is doomed to failure. 
"A kid who is unemployable in his lifetime 
is going to cost us about $3,000 a year to sup
port plus the fact he won't be paying taxes," 
declares Mr. Fogelman in Washington. "I 
figure that kid would cost us $150,000 over 40 
years. If we can pull 1,000 kids off the slag 
heap we'll be saving $150 million." He adds, 
"We think we'll have 40,000 girls and boys 
in the program by December and I believe 
we'll save 60 to 70 percent of them." 

Despite such enthusiasm, if decades of 
freehanded giving at home and abroad 
haven't taught Uncle Sam how to administer 
such programs, a good many folks are won
dering if the St. Petersburg mishap can go 
very far in that direction. 

UDALL TELLS WHY HE OPPOSES 
DUKE 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD, and to include 
extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the fan

tastic and unbelievable action of Secre
tary Udall in opposing Duke Power Co. 
projects in Appalachia has stirred and 
shocked my people. The following is an 
account of the Secretary's exchange on 
"Meet the Press" last Sunday: 

UDALL TELLS WHY HE OPPOSES DUKE 
WASHINGTON.-8ecretary of the Interior 

Stewart L. Udall said Sunday that he thinks 
more competition between public an(i pri
vate power is needed in South Carolina 
where Duke Power Co. wants to build a new 
dam. 

Udall was q,uestioned about his opposition 
to the Duke project on the TV panel show 
"Meet the Press." 

Duke Power Co. wants to build a $700 mil
lion generating facility in northwest South 
Carolina in Pickens and Oconee Counties. It 
would be called the Keeowee-Toxaway 
project. 

Udall says the region could be provided 
electric power by the Federal Trotter Shoals 
project on the Savannah River. 

The questions and answers of Udall on the 
Savannah River project went like this: 

Question. Mr. Secretary, let me ask about 
the socialization of electric power in this 
country. How far do you believe this ought 
to go and what rule do you see in the future 
for investor-owned private power com
panies? 

PATTERN FIXED 

Answer. I think that in terms of electric 
power, I think the pattern is pretty well 
fixed. I think it was fixed during the-
during Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal, 
and I think that you could--as I foresee-
that you will have pretty much the same 
pattern as you have now. In other . words, 
public power is over 80 percent of the total
or private power, rather. Public power has 
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the remainder, and I think in each area you 
are stlll seeing this, what I consider a very 
fine form of competition between public 
power and private power. 

Question. In the case of the Duke Power 
Co. in the southern part of the United States, 
however, Mr. Secretary, are you not attempt
ing to block their efforts to build their own 
electric power system and compel them to 
accept federalized power? 

Answer. No, what I am doing in that in
stance-! intervened very recently. 

Question. Yes, you did, on June 21st. 
Answer. On the Savannah River where 

there is one major dam site and going back to 
Teddy Roosevelt's time, there has been the 
principle that our major rivers should be de
veloped for public purposes and I favor the 
Federal Government building this one last 
big dam on the river for public purposes 
rather than turning it over to a private 
company. 

BLOCK INVESTMENT? 

Question. Even though your intervention 
would mean blocking a $700 million invest
ment of private capital in part of Appalachia, 
you still favor the bullding of Trotter Shoals, 
even though it would stop that development 
by private capital? 

Answer. I wlll give you two answers. The 
Trotter Shoals project is a very big one. This 
would entail a very heavy expense and out 
of that I am sure would grow industry and I 
would question this $700 million investment 
figure. 

As I see it, either plan, will produce other 
investments that are going to benefit the 
entire region, but I think that the Federal 
development of our rivers has proved itself 
in all parts of the country and I think it will 
prove itself down in Georgia and South 
Carolina, too. 

Question. In its petition to the FPC, the 
Duke Power Co. said that its project there 
would generate $18 million annually in State 
and local taxes and $24 million annually in 
Federal taxes. How can you justify a course 
o( action that would deny the affected. peo
ple and localities these benefits? 

MET BOTH GROUPS 

Answer. Well, I would say this, because I 
have met with both groups recently. There 
are rural electric co-ops and municipo.Uties 
that own their own power sys~ms that be
lieve that the Federal project will confer 
benefits on them thBit will be just as great 
and really what is needed in this region of 
the country-the same thing we have in oth
er parts of the United States-is a little 
competition between public power and pri
va.te power. This is what is really needed. 

Question. Mr. Secretary, do the wishes of 
the people count for nothing in this? As I 
understand it, the Governor of South Caro
lina, the two Senators from South Caro
lina, the entire congressional delegation, the 
General Assembly of South Carolina, the 
governing bodies of every affected · locality, 
have adopted resolutions opposing your po
sition and supporting Duke Power Co., and 
you st111 would impose this on them? 

Answer. Well, there are several Congress
men and other Senators who favor the Trot
ter Shoals project, Mr. Kilpatrick, anci this 
is the way it usually 1s in one of these fights, 
and Congress will have the final say. We 
don't, but as far as this project is concerned, 
I think the Federal solution is the best 
one. 

GEORGE J. FELDMAN, AMBAS
SADOR-DESIGNEE TO THE RE
PUBLIC OF MALTA 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point 1n the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ap

plaud, with pleasure, the action of 
President Johnson in designating George 
J. Feldman as the first U.S. Ambassador 
to Malta. I know the many Members of 
the House and Senate who know George 
Feldman join me in this congratulatory 
note. 

The appointment of this distinguished 
American to this exalted and important 
position in beautiful and ancient Malta 
will be welcomed by the inhabitants of 
this Mediterranean republic. George 
Feldman will bring to his new task a 
scholarly bearing, a fine manner, a bril
liant and trained mind and a wealth of 
experience in government and public 
a:fiairs. 

Mr. Speaker, this outstanding mem
ber of the legal profession was born in 
Dorchester, Mass., and was graduated 
from Boston University Law School. He 
served as a secretary to the late distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts, 
the Honorable David I. Walsh. He per
formed notably as an attorney With the 
Federal Trade Commission and this ex
perience led him to the authorship of 
many articles and books on the Robin
son-Patman Act. 

He subsequently served as general 
coun8el for the Great Atlantic & Pacific 
Tea Co. In 1958 he became general 
counsel for the House Select Committee 
on ScienJe and Astronautics, which con
ducted hearings on the American space 
program, and led directly to the estab
lishing of the permanent Committee on 
Science and Astronautics. _Speaker Mc
CoRMACK was chairman of the select 
committee and former Speaker MARTIN 
was minority lea.der. President Kennedy 
appointed Mr. Feldman as a director of 
the Comsat, the satellite corporation, and 
also named him as an adviser to the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

He is married to the former Miss Mar
ion Schulman, of New York, ancl has two 
children, Margo and George, Jr. 

His appointment as Ambassador to 
the Republic of Malta will bring great 
credit to the U.S. diplomatic service. 

I know that his serVice in ·this new 
and challenging task will be welcomed 
by the people of Malta. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. I commend the gentle
man for bringing this matter to the at
tention of the House. I share the gentle
man's views with respect to the Presi
dent's appointment of this great Ameri
can. I had the privilege of being asso
ciated with Mr. Feldman when he served 
as counsel to the committee on platform 
and resolutions during the 1964 ·Demo
cratic National Convention. He ren
dered the committee skilled guidance 
borne of his many years of experience 
over a wide range of legislative and other 
activities. 

Mr. Feldman is one of a handful of 
men whose sights were early trained on 

the importance of space ·exploration and 
whose encouragement and promotion of 
a national space policy assisted in laying 
the foundations for our present-day pro
grams. 

He has distinguished himself in pub
lic service as a Senate committee coun
sel, as a practicing attorney, a business
man, and author. He is a man of 
judicious nature, great wisdom and in
tegrity, boundless energy and creativity. 
I know that he will be a most eminent 
representative of the United States in 
Malta. 

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

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I com
mend the gentleman for making the re
marks he has in reference to Mr. Feld
man, an outstanding American in every 
sense of the word. 

Mr. BOLAND. I thank the gentle
men for their contribution. 

DEFECTS IN THE LAW PERTAINING 
TO COMMITMENT FOR ALLEGED 
MENTAL INCOMPETENCY 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a few days 

ago, questions were raised by the gentle
man from Wyoming in response to the 
gentleman from South Carolina's com
ments about the legality of actions taken 
by the Attorney General a few years ago 
in committing an individual to a Federal 
mental institution, without following due 
process. 

I believe the record deserve·s to be set 
straight. As a physician who interned 
at St. Elizabeths Hospital, and in whose 
hometown is located the Federal Medi
cal Center for Defective Delinquents, I 
have been concerned for some time with 
the failure of present law to provide con
stitutional safeguards for persons who 
may be committed to mental institutions, 
without due process. 

Accordingly, I have introduced legis
lation, H.R. 785, which would amend sec
tion 4244 of title 18 of the United States 
Code, to insure that any individual who 
is committed to a Federal institution on 
the basis of alleged mental incompetency, 
is accorded due process. 

Such is not now the case, nor was it 
the case in the situation referred to by 
the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The key to the legislation I have iptro
duced, is to close the apparent loophole 
in the present law by requiring that, first, 
a preliminary motion for a judicial de
termination of the mental incompetency 
of the accused to stand trial be supported 
by a sworn written statement, based on 
personal observation by a responsible 
adult, as to the mental condition of the 
accused; second, require a hearing on the 
preliminary motion at which the accused 
and his attorney should be present; and. 
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third, authorize a psychiatric examina
tion, or temporary (30 day) commit
ment, for such examination only upon 
an initial judicial determination that 
there is reasonable cause to doubt the 
m~ntal competency of the accused. Oth
erwise, this could be too frequently used 
as a ruse to escape Federal prosecution 
for felonies. 

In the case mentioned by the gentle
man from Wyoming, there was no per
sonal confrontation by a person compe
tent to make a determination of mental 
competency. I saw the telegram of au
thority for the action from the Attorney 
General. The sworn statement that was 
subsequently used as a basis for the dec
laration was based wholly on hearsay, 
and not as a result of any direct exami
nation or personal confrontation. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill I have introduced 
to restore due process in the last two 
Congresses-now H.R. 785-has received 
the backing of the U.S. Judicial Confer
ence and many bar associations. A fa
vorable report was accorded last year, 
and I believe it has the backing of most 
of the acknowledged experts in this area. 
The New York City Bar Association has 
indicated that it supports the major pro
visions of the bill. I hope the Committee 
on the Judiciary, now that the voting 
rights bill is about to be resolved, will 
hold hearings on the measure so that this 
House will have an opportunity to assure 
due process under law for persons com
mitted on the grounds of alleged mental 
incompetency to stand trial. 

I respectfully refer my colleagues to 
my introductory speech (H.R. 785) on 
the :floor of this House, page 37, the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, January 4, 1965, as 
well as the bill itself and the favorable 
reports. 

I commend them to you, along with 
the appended explanatory news release 
of given date: 

A bill submitted by Congressman DURWARD 
G. HALL, Republican, of Missouri, to protect 
the constitutional rights of mentally incom
petent persons committed to Federal institu
tions has been recommended for passage with 
some minor modifications by the Judicial 
Conference of the United States. 

William E. Foley, Deputy Director of the 
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, one 
of the Federal agencies asked by the House 
Judiciary Committee for a report on the Hall 
bill, said the Judicial Conference considered 
HALL's bill (H.R. 8370) at its session on Sep
tember 23-24, 1964. In reporting on the 
Conference proceedings, Foley noted that 
H.R. 8370 would: 

( 1) Require that a preliminary motion for 
a judicial determination of the mental com
petency of the accused to stand trial be sup
ported by a sworn written statement based 
on personal observation by a responsible 
adult as to the mental condition of the 
accused; 

(2) Require a hearing on the preliminary 
motion at which the accused and his attor
ney should be present; 

(3) Authorize a psychiatric examination 
or temporary commitment for such examina
tion only upon an initial determination by 
the court "that there is reasonable cause to 
doubt the mental competency of the ac
cused"; 

(4) Limit the commitment, if commitment 
is ordered, for a "reasonable period, not to 
exceed 30 days, as the court may determine"; 
and 

( 5) Require a further hearing on the issue 
of mental competency to stand trial if the 

initial report of the physician "indicates a 
state of present mental incompetency." 

A new provision, to be set forth in sec
tion 4250 of title 18, would guarantee to an 
accused found mentally incompetent and 
committed pursuant to the provisions of 
the statute the right to a periodic reex
amination, not more frequently than every 
6 months, on the application of his attorney, 
legal guardian, spouse, parent, or nearest 
adult relative. The report of the examina
tion would be forwarded to interested par
ties other than the accused, and would be 
given to the accused only if the committing 
court deemed it in his best interests. 

Foley said the conference saw no objec
tion to the changes proposed in the Hall 
b111 other than two modifications. One 
would allow the court to authorize tempo
rary commitment of the accused for an ad
ditional 30 days if the court finds good cause. 
The other modification would retain a pro
vision which now empowers the court to 
order an inquiry into the mental competency 
of a person released on probation at any 
time prior to the expiration of the period 
of probation. 

Congressman HALL, a doctor by profes
sion, first submitted his bill in th~ waning 
days of the 87th Congress after close con
sultation with the Greene County IMissc;mri 
Bar Association. The United Sta~es Fed
eral Medical Center for Defectiv~ Delin
quents is located in Greene County fn HALL's 
congressional district. HALL said that, 
"consultation with members of the Greene 
County Bar Association disclosed many in
stances where authority existed under pres
ent law to deny normal constitutional safe
guards for persons either charged or con
fined under this particular provision of the 
law. 

"I'm particularly gratified that the Ad
ministrative Office of the U.S. Court has 
found itself in agreement with most of the 
proposals contained in my bill. Although 
it's obviously not possible for further con
sideration in the 88th Congress, I plan to 
resubmit the bill early next year and, in 
view of the Judicial Conference finding, 
am hopeful that the House Judiciary Com
mittee will give it favorable consideration." 

A PROPOSAL TO PROHIDIT HffiiNG 
PRACTICES THAT DISCRIMINATE 
ON ACCOUNT OF AGE 
Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker_, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the body of the REcoRD and include 
extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, for far 

too long, there has been continuous and 
unjustified discrimination against mid
dle-aged American workers, for no other 
reason than because of their age. 

Those of us who have been Members 
of the Congress for very long have seen 
the passage of measures to bar discrimi
nation because of race, or national origin, 
and then the Congress finally got around 
to enacting a measure that would bar 
discrimination because of sex. But there 
is one loophole that remains open and 
it is a large loophole. It is so large that 
every year countless thousands of Amer
ican workers who are fully qualified in 
every particular will be denied an op
portunity for new employment if they 
lose their original job, for no other rea-
son than because of their chronological 
age. I 

Secretary Wirtz recently reported that 
in the 30 States which have no bar 
against age discrimination fully half of 
all job openings are closed to applicants 
over 50 years of age and about one-third 
of job openings are closed to applicants 
over 45 years of age. 

Now most of us know that older work
ers generally perform at least as well as 
younger ones, but that does not seem to 
be a consideration. It is only the ques
tion of chronological age and if one 
passes the time when he has become 45, 
he seems to be placed up on the shelf and 
out of circulation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to learn 
that the General Subcommittee on Labor 
of the Committee on Education and La
bor will soon hold hearings on amend
ments to the fair employment practices 
section of the National Labor Relations 
Act. In consideration of these hearings 
I have today introduced two bills. One 
would amend the National Labor Rela
tions Act to make it an unfair labor prac
tice for an employer or labor organiza
tion to discriminate unjustifiably on ac
count of age. 

Then I have introduced a companion 
measure which would amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a 
credit against income tax for an em
ployer who employs older persons in his 
trade or business. Hearings in the past 
have indicated that there is an economic 
factor involved in the employment of 
older persons. This is due to the growth 
of health and welfare insurance plans 
and persion plans which actually cost an 
employer more in hiring an older person 
in comparison to hiring a younger work
er capable of doing the same job. But 
it is for this reason that I have sponsored 
the measure which would give the em
ployer a complete tax credit on whatever 
additional costs are involved in hiring 
older workers in comparison to hiring 
younger workers with similar skills. I 
think it is pretty well accepted that the 
hiring of older person.S may frequently 
impose an additional financial burden on 
the employer. His reaction is to try to 
avoid this burden merely by not hiring 
these older people. 

It goes without saying that each 
worker should be considered for employ
ment on the basis of his individual qual
ifications and the employer should be in 
an economic position to recognize that. 
in a job, it is ability that counts, regard
less of age. Let us all hope that the time 
may come when there is no fixed age at 
which a person becomes too old to work. 
At the present time there are many un
employed people who are too young to 
claim their social security pensions and 
yet are considered too old to be hired by 
private industry. In some of these in
stances, these people have growing chil-· 
dren who have to be fed and educated. 
Hardly anyone has given much thought 
as to what these poor, unfortunate souls 
are going to do. 

There are a lot of statistics to prove 
that many of our older workers are more 
reliable and more dependable and less 
susceptible to changing their job, once 
they gain employment. It is equally 
true that employers are reluctant to hire 
older people because it costs them more 
to train an older worker and definitely 
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costs the employer more in the way of 
pension contributions and also more 
where there is a health and welfare in
surance plan. These costs exist and 
there will be little gain by trying to mini
mize them or explain them a way by 
statistics. There is a way to help the 
employer and in a way that cannot work 
against the younger workers of America. 
Simply stated, an employer could claim 
a tax credit for whatever the additional 
cost may be for hiring or continuing to 
employ an older employee as compared to 
what it would cost him to hire the young
est person who could do the same job 
effectively, by providing for a ta~ credit 
to the employer after he has completed 
his corporate tax, in addition to his 
normal tax deduction. The proposal I 
have introduced would enable the em
ployer to claim the entire additional cost 
of hiring older . people against his firm's 
income tax. 

I am a member of the Fraternal Order 
of Eagles, Aerie No. 385 in my home city 
of Independence, Mo. I h~ve studied 
the salient features of their campaign 
entitled "Jobs After 40." This distin
guished organization has been in the 
forefront of America in trying to come 
up with ideas and programs which would 
eliminate the headaches and heartaches 
experienced by the middle-aged and el
derly workers who, day after day, look 
for employment and yet, year after year, 
find it more difficult to find jobs even 
though they are thoroughly qualified. 
The first question they are asked is "How 
old are you?" If the applicant is past 
40 or past 45, the answer is usually one 
word, "Sorry." 

The tax credit plan is sound and legis
lative counsel advises that it is not in 
conflict with any provision of our exist
ing Revenue Code. The U.S. Depart
ment of Labor has admitted openly that 
there is a practice of discriminating 
against people in this country because 
of age. With this report now available 
as a basis to work upon, this Congress 
can set about to do something about this 
problem. For the sake of our older citi
zens who are unemployed and for the 
sake of assistance to our older citizens 
to keep the jobs they now have, there 
should be speedy approval of these meas
ures. 

BILL TO AMEND FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION ACT 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, some 30 

years ago the Congress of the United 
States approved and the President signed 
a bill which created the Rural Electrifi
cation Administration. At that time 
9 out of every 10 farmers in this 
Nation were without electricity to light 
their homes and to provide power to 
operate their equipment. Private enter
prise could not profitably supply power 
in these areas at a price that the farmers 
could pay. 

The Congress of the United States 
therefore provided funds-through a 
loan program-whereby these farmers 
could organize, borrow funds and estab
lish their own lines. Since 1936, 5,386,-
088 farmers have been provided elec
tricity at a reasonable rate. As a result 
of this program less than 2 percent of 
our farmers are without electricity today. 
Through the REA we were successful in 
bringing electricity and telephone ser
vice to our farm population. But more 
than this needs to be done. 

Rural America, if it is to survive, again 
needs our help. Statistics show that 
30,000 communities-towns with less 
than 5,000 population-do not have an 
adequate water supply. One out of five 
farm homes are without running water. 
Six and a half million families today de
pend upon wells and cisterns for their 
water supply and the Public Health 
Service tells us that 65 percent . of these 
wells show bacteria contamination at 
various levels. 

Mr. Speaker, the health and welfare 
of these 6 ¥2 million proud citizens are 
just as important to our national inter
est as the welfare of our city dwellers 
who cry for larger dams, bigger reser
voirs and more water supply systems to 
take care of their water requirements. 

Thousands of small rural communities 
are withering on the vine because they 
lack water. Without a central water 
system, without a waste disposal system, 
no commimity could hope to attract in
dustry or encourage others to settle in 
it. Thousands of our senior citizens 
are forced to leave these areas and take 
up residence in more modern communi
ties where living costs and taxes are 
much higher. 

In 1961 we began to show some inter
est in the plight of these forgotten areas. 
Since 1961 the Farmers Home Adminis
tration has loaned $72 mi111on to finance 
rural water systems in 558 rural com
munities. Unless this program is 
stepped up irreparable damage will re
sult. 

I have introduced a bill today to amend 
the Consolidated Farmers Home Ad
ministration Act of 1961. It will give the 
Secretary of Agriculture the authority 
to make grants up to $25 million to 
finance storage, treatment, purification 
or distribution of water in rural areas. 
It increases the lending authority of the 
Farmers Home Administration from $200 
to ·$450 million. 

This may seem like a lot of money. It 
is a lot of money, but Uncle Sam will 
get it all back with interest. It seems 
to me that if we can give $3.5 billion 
annually to our so-called allies, if we can 
spend $4 billion annually trying to put a 
man on the moon, if we can throw money 
down a rathole on alleged antipoverty 
programs, the least we can do is to loan 
money to improve the lot of our rural 
taxpayers who in the end must share 
his part of the Federal burden. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE 
WEEK OF JULY 12, 1965 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask for this time for the . purpose of 
making inquiry of the distinguished ma
jority leader as to the schedule for next 
week. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished minority leader yield to 
me? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I certainly 
do. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the pro
gram for next week, the week of July 12, 
1965, for the House of Representatives is 
as follows: 

Monday is District day, but there are 
no District bills. On Monday the Con
sent Calendar will be called. Also, Mr. 
Speaker, there are 17 suspensions as 
follows: 

H.R. 8856, . amendment to section 271 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

H.R. 6845, correction of salary inequi
ties for overseas teachers. 

H.R. 242, extension of civil service ap
portionment requirement to temporary 
summer employment. 

H.R. 2035, cost-of-living adjustments 
in star route contract prices. 

H.R. 8030, discontinuance of Postal 
S-avings System. 

S. 998, amending Fisheries Loan Act. 
House Joint Resolution 503, South 

Pacific Commission. 
H.R. 5041, safety regulation of com-

mon carriers by pipeline. _ 
H.R. 89, Tocks Island National Rec

reation area. 
H.R. 797, Whiskeytown-Shasta-Trin

ity National Recreation area, California. 
House Joint Resolution 454, to pro

vide for the development of Ellis Island 
as a part of the Statue of Liberty Na
tional Monument. 

H.R. 6280, authorizing the establish
ment of the Golden Spike National 
Monument in the State of Utah. 

H.R. 3320, to authorize the establish
ment of the Hubbell Trading Post Na
tional Historic Site. Ariz. 

H.R. 3957, to authorize establishment 
of the Fort Union Trading Post National 
Historic Site, N. Dak. 

H.R. 8111, to establish the Herbert 
Hoover Birthplace National Historic 
Site in the State of Iowa. 

H.R. . 7092, saline water conversion 
program. 

H.R. 6790, emergency highway relief. 
Mr. Speaker, these bills may not be 

necessarily called up in ·the order in 
which they have been announced. 

On Tuesday, the Private Calendar will 
be called. Also on Tuesday, H.R. 8926, 
the Coinage Act of 1965 with an open 
rule and 4 hours of debate. 

On Wednesday and the balance of the 
weeks, H.R. 8283, the Economic Opportu
nity Amendments of 1965, ·with an open 
rule, and 5 hours of debate. Also H.R. 
4822, the rail rapid transit for the Na
tional Capital region with an open rule 
and 3 hours of debate. 

Of course this is made subject to the 
usual reservation that conference· reports 
may be brought up at any time and that 
any further program may be announced 
later. 
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In that connection I have been advised 

that the conference report on the ciga
rette labeling bill will probably be called 
up later in the week. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER UNTIL 
MONDAY, JULY 12 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS ON 
CALENDAR WEDNESDAY "NEXT 
WEEK 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that Calendar 
Wednesday business may be dispensed 
with on Wednesday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

JULY 9, 1965-A BANNER DAY FOR 
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it has 

been a long day, but I think that July 9, 
- 1965, will go down in history as a banner 
day for the American people. Here in 
this Chamber we have completed work 
on strengthening the 15th amendment 
so that all Americans may participate in 
the vigor and vitality of our democracy. 
In the other Chamber today they com
pleted work on the medicare bill so that 
our senior citizens may at least look to 
the iuture and to old age with some
thing more than the horror that has 
faced them over the years. 

I think that our President today may 
be proud of the Congress of the United 
States, and I think that we as Ameri

-cans may be proud of the leadership of 
our President. 

This has indeed been a banner day for 
the American people. 

DATA IN SUPPORT OF LEGISLATION 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. AsHBROOK] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, un
der unanimous consent, I insert at this 
point in the RECORD, the following data 
in support of the legislation I introduced 
and which I discussed on June 16: a 
Memorandum dated December 11, 1964, 
respecting Public Law 87-846 and an 
additional memorandum relating to de
cisions of the U.S. Court of Appeals, Dis
trict of Columbia, following the U.S. 
Supreme Court decision in Guessejeld v. 
McGrath, 342 U.S. 308 (1952). 

Memorandum-Re claim of Miss Christel 
Guessefeldt (a natural-born American citi
zen) residing at Honolulu, Hawaii. 

On February 16, 1961 (CoNGRESSIONAL REc
ORD, page 2042), Senator Keating assured 
Congress that Germany would compensate 
its own nationals (her father) "for whatever 
losses they may have suffered through our 
wartime vesting program. • • • as far as 
Germany is concerned, she has already taken 
initial steps in that direction." 

That was nearly 4 years ago. On March 23, 
1964, a Member of Congress inquired of the 
German Ambassador the status of the Ger
man legislation ("the initial steps in that 
direction"); it was pointed out that the bal
ance of $45,110.61 should be returned by Ger
many, "not one-half, one-fourth, one-fifth, 
but every dollar." 

As of this date, the informa;tion received 
indicates clearly that, after more than 11 
years, the proposed German legislation, which 
is most complicated, would reimburse Mr. 

STATEMENT OF ALIEN PROPERTY LAWYERS TO A 
FEDERAL JUDGE, CHICAGO, AUGUST, 1952 

"Guessefeldt retained his American domi
cile. Mrs. Nagano had a Japanese domicile. 
Guessefeldt's stay in enemy territory was 
short; Mrs. Nagano's extended over a lifetime. 

"Guessefeldt intended to leave Germany 
before the war; indeed he attempted to do so. 
He was in Germany under physical con
straint. 

"Mrs. Nagano was in Japan by free choice." 
[Mrs. Nagano recovered her property back 

from the Alien Property Custodian. 1 

On May 13, 1954, the U.S. Court of Appeals, 
D.C., (213 F. 2d 24) upheld the above 
wretched finding. But that Court, 3 years 
later (243 F. 2d. 637, Feb. 28, 1957) appar
ently forgot what it had said, stating: 

"Guessefeldt was visiting in Germany and 
was physically restrained from leaving it." 

But the foregoing is not the end of this 
story. Two new judges of that Court just 

- a few months ago (Feb. 25, 1965, 344 F. 2d 
198, 200) at long last have set the record 
straight: 

Guessefeldt's estate by only 10 percent-not 
the full amount Senator Keating asserted 
positively would be done. 

Senator Keating was instrumental in se
curing passage of Public Law 87-846, under 
which the above balance of $45,110.61 belong
ing to Miss Guessefeldt as the sole beneficiary, 
was dumped into the Federal treasury to pay 
war claims of persons who were not even born 
in the United States. 

In one instance, it is used to pay a citizen 
of another country (who eventually became 
a naturalized American citizen) for his losses. 
In other words the above $45,000 is taken 
from Miss Guessefeldt to reimburse the for
mer citizen of a foreign country. 

Senator Keating did not reply to the letter 
of October 26, 1963, addressed to him in Miss 
Guessefeldt's behalf. 

That the above result is a fact by virtue of 
an act of Congress defies belief. 

RE MISS CHRISTEL GUESSEFELD~ 
American born citizen, Honolulu; daughter 

of Richard, deceased, a lifelong resident of 
Hawaii. He left on a vacation trip to Europe 
in 1938. While away, the Alien Property Cus
todian seized his property (stocks and secu
rities in trust) in Honolulu. 

In the litigation that followed, the com
panion case was that of Mrs. Nagano, a Japa
nese from Chicago. She stayed in Japan 
throughout World War II. Mr. Guessefeldt 
tried to come home was unable to do so. 
Here is the long long story, summarized. 

PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT COURT, D.C. BEFORE A 
FEDERAL JUDGE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

April 7, 1953, (confronted with this ad
mission by APC lawyers before the Chicago 
court) , held: 

This old man was a "resident" of Germany 
"within the cases." The judge cited no cases; 
refused to admit what the APO lawyers said, 
and ·would not allow his brief Memo ppinion 
to be ofi'l.cially reported. Quessefeldt died
all dividends from his trUSJt were kept by the 
APO. 

This judge's action is not only incredible; 
it is contemptible. 

NORTH COUNTIES HYDRO-ELECTRIC COMPANY, 
A CORPORATION OF ILLINOIS, V. THE UNITED 
STATES IN THE U.S. COURT OF CLAIMS 

(Cong. No. 2-59) 
(Decided Aprill6, 1965) 

(Lee Freeman for plaintiff. J. Barry O'Keefe 
and John W. Day, of counsel. Walter H. 
Williams, with whom was Assistant Attor
ney General Ramsey Clark, for defend
ant. Ralph S. Boyd was on the brief.) 
Before Cowen, Chief Judge, Laramore, Du
pree, Davis, and Collins, judges. 

"The Supreme Court has taught that resi-
dence within the contemplation of section 2 OPINION 
of that Statute (Trading With the Enemy CoLLINS, Judge, delivered the opinion of 
Act) is not coterminous with presence. the court: 
Guessefeldt v. McGrath, 342 U.S. 308 (1952) ." This is a congressional reference case, filed 

So now we have it. In 1954 three appellate pursuant to H. Res. 189, 1st Sess., 86th 
judges declined to be "taught" by a Supreme Cong., agreed to by the House of Representa
Court decision. In 1957 the same Judges tives on May 19, 1959. That resolution dt
contradicted themselves by saying the oppo- rected this court to "proceed with • • • [H.R. 
site, namely, that Guessefeldt was physically 5093, a b111 for the relief of plaintiff, intra
prevented from coming home to Hawaii. duced in the House on February 26, 1959) 
Now, in 1965, years after his death, the same , in accordance with the provisions of sections 
court says that merely because one is 1492 and 2509 of title 28 of the United States 
physically "present" in a country does not Code and report to the House of Representa
necessarily mean or establish that one is tives, at the-earliest practicable date, giving 
therefore a "resident" thereof. It has learned such findings of fact and conclusions thereon 
apparently albeit belatedly what a decision as shall be sumcient to inform the Congress 
of the Highest Court, rendered 13 years ago, of the nature and character of the demand as 
has "taught." a claim, legal or equitable against the United 
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States, and the amount of damages, if any, 
legally or equitably due from the United 
States to the claimant, the statute of limita
tions, the plea of res judicata, laches, any 
lapse of time, or any prior court decision 
of this claim by any court of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding. The 
Court of Claims is directed to consider the 
records of any previous trial of this case" 
(see finding 20, infra.) .1 

Plaintiff is an Illinois corporation, which 
owns and, since 1925, has operated a hydro
electric power development on the Fox River 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Fox") near 
Dayton, Illinois. Plaintiff's dam and plant 
are located 5._75 miles upstream-from the con
fluence of the Fox with the Illinois River 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Illinois") at 
Ottawa, Illinois. 

This is the third occasion on which plain
tiff has been before the Court of Claims, 
seeking monetary relief against the Govern
ment for losses and damages to its plant. 
Plaintiff's persistent contention is that the 
operation of the Starved Rock dam on the 
Illinois, 8.7 miles downstream from the con
fluence of the two rivers at Ottawa, has cre
ated the basic conditions responsible for the 
floodings of plaintiff's plant. Plaintiff now 
seeks just compensation for the "taking" of 
its property by the periodic impairment of 
the plant's ability to earn income. In the 
alternative, plaintiff seeks recovery based up
on an "equitable claim" in the broad sense. 

The construction of the Starved Rock dam 
was begun by the State of Illinois and com
pleted by the Federal Government. The dam 
has been operated by the defendant since 
1933. The pool behind the Starved Rock 
dam extends upstream in the Illinois 13.5 
miles and embraces the area of the mouth 
of the Fox at Ottawa. The dam creates a 
backwater pool of relatively still water which 
extends up the Fox approximately 2.5 miles 
from its confluence with the Illinois. The 
channel of the Fox below Dayton is narrow 
and, in its lower half, is tortuous. Its bed 
is rock. In its natural state, the Fox falls 
20 feet from plaintiff's dam at Dayton to its 
mouth. Since the construction of the 
Starved Rock dam, the channel of the Fox 
has been widened and deepened by-the back
water of the pool. As a result, the Fox has 
lost 8.5 feet of its natural fall from Dayton. 

The area involved in northern Illinois has 
severe cold weather each year. The weather 
records show no significant change since 
1870. Before the dam was completed and 
the pool filled in 1933, floods did occur in 
the area, but they were due not to ice jams 
but primarily to heavy rains and to melting 
snow. The floodwaters could and did flow 
down to the Illinois. The unusual ice jams 
in 1943, 1952, and 1960, have caused the 
water above the pool to rise to levels which 
have flooded plaintiff's powerplant and 
equipment. Within a space of 17 years, 
1943-60, plaintiff has suffered extensive dam
age from the three major winter floods. On 
a number of other occasions, ice jams of 
lesser magnitude occurred in the Fox, but 
plaintiff seeks no damages on account of 
these minor jams. 

The first of the major ice jams within the 
ice gorges, that flooded plaintiff's power
house to a depth of 4.5 feet, occurred in 
March 1943. (See finding 15, infra.) Plain
tiff's machinery and equipment were dam
aged and the plant was closed down and out 
of operation been March 3 and April16, 1943. 

1 Both the reference of this ma,tter to 
the court and the filing of the petition (on 
July 24, 1959) occurred prior to the opinions 
of the Supreme Court in Glidden Co. v. 
Zdanok, 370 u.s. 530 (1962). The court 
deems proper the filing of this report with
out reference to the opinions in that case. 

Thereafter, on December 26, 1944, plaintiff 
filed its first suit against the United States. 
Plaintiff alleged then that its damage re
sulted from the Starved Rock dam. After a 
full trial on the merits, this court denied re
lief and dismissed plaintiff's petition. North 
Counties Hydroelectric Co. v. United States, 
108 Ct. Cl. 170, 70 F. Supp. 900 (1947). 

The dismissal of the first suit was based 
in part upon plaintiff's failure to prove at 
trial that the Starved Rock dam caused the 
flooding (i.e., that the 1943 ice jam on the 
Fox River was continuous from the frozen 
pool of the Starved Rock dam to plaintiff's 
plant, 3~ miles upstream). Secondly, the 
court found that "whether there will be a 
periodical recurrence of the 1943 ice condi
tion resulting in permanent damage to 
plaintiff's property is purely speculative" (at 
p. 484). The court stated "that the flooding 
of an owner's land on but one occasion does 
not constitute a taking" (at p. 485), citing 
Peabody v. United States, 231 U.S. 530 
(1913); Portsmouth Harbor Land & Hotel 
Co. v. United States, 250 U.S. 1 (1919); and 
other cases. 

Plaintiff's second action was filed in 1953 
after another severe flooding which occurred 
in January and February 1952, and one of 
less severity in 1946, which, however, did not 
enter the powerplant. In January 1952, 
plaintiff's generator floor was, as 9 years pre
viously, 4.5 feet under water. Plaintiff was 
compelled to close its plant from January 
29 to February 17, 1952. The Trial Commis
sioner in that case found that the Starved 
Rock dam was the cause of the 1952 flooding, 
as well as the probable cause of the earlier 
flooding in 1943. However, the court sus
tained the defendant's plea that the first 
decision was res judicata, and, therefore, dis
missed the petition without considering the 
merits. North Counties Hydro-Electric v. 
United States, 138 Ct. Cl. 380, 384, 151 F. 
Supp. 322 (1957) .2 The court explained its 
holding as follows (at 383) : 

In the first case, as in this, it was neces
sary to show the inevitability of the recur
rence of these floods. Intervening events 
have made this no more possible now than 
it was then. 

Plaintiff has had its day in court and, 
under the rule of res adjudicata, it cannot 
again litigate the same issue heretofore tried 
in the same cause of action against the same 

-defendant. 
Also, the court noted that the issue of 

causation of the ice jam "was tried in the 
first action and was decided adversely to 
plaintiff for failure of proof" (at 383). The 
opinion further stated (at 382) that "Two 
fioodings • • • do not constitute a taking." 
The court cited United States v. Cress, ~43 
U.S. 316 (1917), and other cases. 

In the 1st session of the 86th Congress, the 
b111 for the relief of plaintiff (H.R. 5093) was 
introduced, and by H. Res. 189, supra, was 
referred to this court.8 The third and pres
ent action was filed on July 24, 1959, pur-

2 Thererufter, plaJ.ntiff's motion for rehear
ing was overruled. Plaintiff's petition for 
writ of certiorari was denied by the Supreme 
Oourt. 355 U.S. 882 ( 1957). 

The ·court had previously considered and 
denied defendant's motion to dtsmiss the 
second suit, particularly with reference to the 
1943 flood on the grounds of statute of limi
tations and res judica. North Counties Hy
dro-Electric Co. v. United States, 127 Ct. Cl. 
467, 118 F. Supp. 375 (1954). 

3 In the 85th Congress, a b111 (H.R. 10419), 
i-ntroduced f'Or the relief of pl&ntiff, passed 
the House of Representatives on July 15, 
1958, and the Senate on August 14, 1958, but 
the bill failed of approw.l by Pocket Veto CY! 
the President. 

suant to H. Res. 189. (See finding 20, infra.) 
The matter was referred to another Com
missioner, whose report of findings of fact 
is adopted by this court, with certain modi
fications, and is incorporated into this de
cision infra. 

Eight years after the second flood, or in 
January 1960, the day before the trial of the 
present action was to begin, a third ice jam 
occurred, which was much greater in magni
tude, duration, and destruction than those 
in 1943 and 1952. As a consequence, plain
tiff's plant was flooded to a depth of 10 feet. 
Plaintiff was forced to suspend all operations 
from January 21 to May 7, 1960. The plant 
did not become substantially operative until 
June 14, and intermittent trouble with the 
equipment was encountered until September 
1960. (See finding 22, infra.) 

The court now finds that the ice gorges,• 
within the ice jams located in the Fox River 
above the Starved Rock dam, impeded the 
flow of the Fox and contributed substantially 
to the fioodings of plaintiff's plant, in 1952 
and 1960, if indeed they were not the prin
cipal immediate causes of those floods. (See 
findings 22, 23, and 24, infra.) The heavy 
cover of sheet ice in the still water of the 
Starved Rock pool was the barrier that held 
the ice in the Fox River in each of those 
years. This enabled frazil ice floating down
stream to accumulate and build back up
stream in such a way that it blocked the Fox 
River's flow and egress. This caused the 
flooding of plaintiff's plant. The evidence 
does not show positively that it had the 
same effect in 1943, but it does not dispel 
the possibility that it did. 

There is nothing in the record to show 
that, among the many freezes in tlle Fox 
prior to 1933, there were ever such ice jams 
with resultant ice gorges and flooding of 
plaintiff's property, as plaintiff has com
plained about in its three actions. Nor does 
the record contain any clear or persuasive 
evidence that any such ice gorges ever 
formed in the Fox, except behind a block
age of ice in the Starved Rock pool. (See 
finding 29, infra.) 

Like many congressional reference actions, 
the instant case presents two separate ques
tions: first, whether plaintiff has a claim of 
the type cognizable by a court of law or 
equity; and, second, whether plaintiff has 
an "equitable claim" in the broad, moral 
sense. 

Regarding the first .alternative, the precise 
issue is whether or not plaintiff has shown 
a "taking" (actually, a partial taking) of its 
property by the Government. If operation 
of the Starved Rock dam has resulted in a 
taking, then, under the fifth amendment of 
the Constitution, plaintiff would be entitled 
to just compensation. In each of the prior 
actions, plaintiff asserted unsuccessfully that 
the Government had taken property of plain
tiff. Now, to support its position that plain
tiff has no legal claim, defendant relies in 
part upon the doctrine of res judicata. 

This court finds it unnecessary, however, 
to pass upon the question of the applicabil
ity of res judicata to plaintiff's legal clalm. 
We are of the opinion that, without regard 
to the operation of res judicata, there is a 
sufficient basis for holding that plaintiff has 
no valid claim for a taking. The contention 
of plaintiff that its property was taken is 
based upon the principles of United States v. 
Cress~ 243, U.S. 316 (1917). The factual situ
ation, with regard to one of the plaintiffs in 
United States v. Cress, involveds the erection 
by the .Government of a lock and dam on a 
navigable river. As a result, the plaintiff's 
land, which was located on a tributary of the 

'Regarding the types of icing conditions, 
~e findings 9 and 10, infra. 
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river, was subjected to a permanent condi
tion of frequent overflows of water from the 
river. In holding that compensation was in 
order, the Supreme Court made the follow
ing statement (p. 328): 

"There is no difference of kind, but only 
of degree, between a permanent condition of 
continual overflow by back-water and a per
manent liability to intermittent but inevit
ably recurring overflows; and, on principle, 
the right to compensation must arise in the 
one case as in the other." 

Thus, in the instant case, plaintiff has the 
burden of showing that, because of the op
eration by the Government of the Starved 
Rock dam, plaintiff's hydroelectric plant be
came "[permanently liable] to intermittent 
but inevitably recurring overflows." Trial 
Commissioner Robert K. McConnaughey de
termined that "• • • there is no adequate 
basis for a positive finding that • • • [ice 
jams such as those which led to the flooding 
of plant11I's plant] will recur inevitably • • *" 
(see finding 31, infra : . This court is in 
agreement with the determination of Com
missioner McConnaughey, and the conclu
sion necessarily follows that plantiff has 
failed to establish that its property was taken 
by the Government. 

Despite the fact that damaging fioods took 
place in 1943, 1952, and 1960, this court can
not say that the recurrence of such floods is 
inevitable. As pointed out by the Trial Com
missioner, formation of the ice jams which 
resulted in the flooding of plaintiff's plant 
requires the existence of a peculiar combina
tion of physical factors, including certain 
weather conditions. We are unable to state 
that the occurrence in the future of the 
necessary concatenation of physical condi
tions is certain. Therefore, quite apart from 
the matter of res judicata, plaintiff has no 
legal claim. 

However, our holding that plaintiff has 
no legal claim (i.e., no claim of the type 
cognizable by a court of law or equity) does 
not dispose of the case. Consideration must 
be given to the question of an "equitable 
claim" in the broad, moral sense. In Burk
hardt v. United States, 113 Ct. Cl. 658, 667, 
84 F. Supp. 553 (1949), this court stated: 

"We are therefore of the opinion that the 
term 'equitable claim' as used in 28 u.s.c., 
Sec. 2509, is not used in a strict technical 
sense meaning a claim • • • [cognizable] 
by courts of equity, but [is us.ed in] the 
broader moral sense based upon general 
eq'Uitable considerations." 
This court has followed the Burkhardt con
cept of "equitable claim" in numerous cases,G 
and, despite defendant's assertion to the con
trary, we consider that concept to be ap
plicable to the instant case. 

Furthermore, the doctrine of res fudicata 
does not preclude plaintiff from asserting an 
"equitable claim" within the meaning of 
Burkhardt v. United States, supra. Neither 
of the prior actions brought by plaintiff in 
this court was a congressional reference case. 
Therefore, the question of an "equitable 
claim" in the broad sense was not and could 
not have been before the court in either 
of the previous actions. Cj. Rumley v. United 
States, Ct. Cl. Cong. No. 4-61, slip op. p. 8 
(January 22, 1965). Accordingly, res judicata 
is no bar to plaintiff's "equitable claim." 11 

5 Among them are: Rumley v. United 
States, Ct. Cl. Cong. No. 4-61 (Jan. 22, 1965): 
Town of Kure Beach v. United States, Ct. Cl. 
Cong. No. 2-60 (Dec. 11, 1964); Georgia 
Kaolin Co. v. United States, 145 Ct. Cl. 39 
(1959). 

e Regarding the related question of col
lateral estoppel, see Creek Nation v. United 
States, Ct. Cl. Appeal No. 9-63 (Dec. 11, 
1964). . 

In the instant case, this court has made 
findings of fact. If any of these findings are 
inconsistent with those of the previous ac
tions between plaintiff and defendant, we 

As the court said in J. A. Zachariassen & Co. 
v. United States, 136 ot. CL 63, 68, 141 F. 
Supp. 908 (1956), "* • • in a congressional 
reference such as this, the court will further 
consider the · equitable side of the claims 
even though the legal questions have been 
disposed of previously." 

We feel that application of the Burkhardt 
concept of "equity" is especially appropriate 
because of the similarity in facts between 
that case and the present one. Burkhardt v. 
United States, supra, involved the erection 
by the Government of a dam which inter
fered with the plaintiff's hydroelectric plant. 
The congressional reference action was 
brought after the plaintiffs' unsuccessful at
tempt to recover for the "taking" of their 
property.7 Thus, it was clear that the plain
tiffs had no legal claim. Still, this court 
held that the plaintiffs had an "equitable 
claim" in the broad sense. It was for Con-

. gress to determine whether the plaintiffs 
should be compensated. 113 Ct. Gl. 658, 669. 

In the instant case, as indicated above, 
there has been no "taking" of plaint11I's 
property. The element of inevitabllity of 
the recurrence of the fioods is not present. 
Nonetheless, the fact remains that, upon 
three occasions, serious damage has been 
done to plaint11I's plant. Furthermore, the 
Trial Commissioner found that the presence 
in the Fox of the backwater pool ·created by 
the Starved Rock dam wa~; a "substantial, 
and probably an essential, factor in causing 
damage to plaintiff's plant • • • in 1952 
and 1960" and "probably • • • a factor, also, 
in causing the 1943 damage • • •" (see 
findings 42(a) and 24(a), infra.). This 
court is of the opinion that the causal rela
tion between defendant's operation of the 
Starved Rock dam and the damage to plain
t11I's plant was such that plaintiff does have 
an "equitable claim'' in the moral or non.;. 
juridical sense. Our conclusion extends to 
the 1943 fiood as well as to those in 1952 and 
1960. As was the case regarding Burkhardt 
v. United States, supra, whether or not plain
tiff should be compensated is a matter for 
Congress to decide. 

With regard to the amount of plaint11f's 
damages, the parties have stipulated that 
the 1943, 1952, and 1960 fioods have resulted 
in loss of power revenues and in expense for 
repairs to the extent of $137,058 (see finding 
42 (b), infra.). The stipulated amounts are 
as follows: 

Loss of power revenues 

1943----------------------------- $20,151 
1952_____________________________ 10,155 
1960 _________________ ,____________ 49, 933 

Cost of repairs 1943 ____________________________ _ 

1952-----------------------------1960 ____________________________ _ 
23,907 
16,160 
16,752 

$137,058 
This court is of the opinion that recovery 

of the entire amount stipulated would be 
proper. 

feel that such a departure from the princi
ples of collateral estoppel is justified. As 
indicated above, our function In the present 
action includes the reporting to Congress 
of the f·acts relative to an "equitable claim." 

1 Initially, the plaintiff (actually the 
predecessor of the plaintiffs in Burkhardt v. 
United States) sued in the Court of Claims. 
This court determined that the plaintiff's 
property had been "taken" and granted judg
ment for the plaint1:ff. Willow River Power 
Co. v. United States, 101 Ot. Cl. 2,22 (1944). 
Then, the Supreme Court reversed the judg
ment for the plaintiff on the ground that 
there had been no compensable "taking." 
324 U.S. 499 (1945). In accord with the man
date of the Supreme Court, this court dis
missed the petition. lOS Ct. Cl. 785, 82 F. 
Supp. 333 ( 1945) . The congressional refer
ence action followed. 

Defendant argues that we should not in
clude in our report to Congress any mention 
of the 1960 fiood, since that fiood occurred 
subsequent to the passage of the resolution 
which referred the instant case to this 
oourt.8 We do not agree with defendant's 
assertion. Evidence was taken and findings 
have been made regarding the 1960 fiood. 
Under these circumstances, we deem It 
wholly appropriate to include consideration 
of that fiood in our report to Congress and 
thus obviate additional litigation. Accord
ingly in determining the proper amount of 
compensation, we do not exclude the dam
ages attributable to the 1960 fiood. 

Plaintiff's recovery should include not only 
the stipulated amount, but also compensa
tion for the delay in payment of plaint1:ff's 
losses. Cf. Burkhardt v. United States, supra, 
at 669. For more than 20 years, plaintiff has 
persistently sought a remedy for its losses and 
damages. It has had three extensive trials 
in litigating the Issues at great expense. The 
broader equity demands that an allowance 
be made for the delay in payment. The 
court feels that an adequate and compensa
ble amount would be $50,000. We recom
mend that Congress authorize payment to 
plaintiff of $50,000 in addition to the stipu
lated losses of $137,058, or a total payment 
of $187,058.9 

Plaintiff seeks also to recover $79,689 as 
anticipated losses which would result from 
future fioods during the remaining life of 
plaintiff's property. This court is of the 
opinion that plaintiff Is not entitled to re
ceive $79,689, or any other amount by reason 
of anticipated losses. Under our view of 
plaintiff's "equitable claim," recovery should 
be limited to compensation for the stipulated 
losses and for the delay in payment. 

In conclusion, this court finds that plaint1:ff 
has no legal claim, but that plaintiff has an 
"equitable claim" in the broad sense. The 
amount "equitably" due pla1nt1:ff from the 
United States is $187,058. 

This opinion and the findings of fact, as 
modified herein, wm be certified by the Clerk 
of this court to the House of Representatives, 
pursuant to House Resolution 189, 86th Con
gress, 1st Session. 

THE LEGISLATIVE BASIS FOR THIS ACTION 

Finding 20. (a) In the first session of the 
86th Congress, a bUl, H.R. 5093 (hereafter 
referred to as the bUl), was introduced, 
which provided for an appropriation of 
$326,000 to be paid to the plaintiff in satis
faction of Its claims against the United 
States.10 The text of the bUl is as follows: 
"A bill For the relief of North Counties 

Hydro-Electric Company 
"Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress . assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
North Countlies Hydro-Electric Company of 
Illinois, the sum of $326,000, in full satis
faction of all claims of such company 
against the United States for damages to its 
powerplant and dam at Dayton, Dlinois, sus-

s In support of its contention, defendant 
cites the following cases: Hart v. United 
States, 58 Ct. Cl. 518 (1923); Choteau v. 
United States, 20 Ct. Cl. 250 (1885). 

9 The amount of $50,000 represents ap
proximately 3 percent, noncompounded, on 
the actual losses of plaintiff from the dates 
of the three floods, and the court believes 
that amount to be adequate and fair com
pensation under the circumstances of this 
case. 

10 In the 85th Congress, a bill (H.R. 10419), 
introduced for the relief of plaintiff, passed 
the House of Representatives on July 15, 
1958, and the Senate on August 14, 1958, but 
the bill failed of approval by Pocket Veto of 
the President. 
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tained as the result of a dam built by the 
United States on the Illinois River, at 
Starved Rock near Ottawa, Illinois: Pro
vided, That no part of the amount appro
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000." 

(b) The bill was not enacted. Instead, by 
H. Res. 189, 86th Cong., 1st sess. (hereafter 
referred to as the resolution), it was referred 
to this court for consideration and report to 
the House of Representatives under 28 u.s.a. 
§§ 1492 and 2509. The text of the resolution 
provided: 

"Resolved, That the bill (H.R. 5093) en
titled 'A bill for the relief of North Coun
ties Hydro-Electric Company•, now pending 
in the House, together with all the accom
panying papers, is hereby referred to the 
Oourt of Claims; and the court shall proceed 
with the same in accordance with the provi
sions of sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28 of 
the United States Code and report to the 
House of Representatives, at the earliest prac
ticable date, giving such findings of fact and 
conclusions thereon as shall be sufficient to 
inform the Congress of the nature and char
acter of the d,emand as a claim, legal or equ!
table against the United States, and the 
amount of damages, if any, legally or equita
bly due from the United States to the claim
ant, the statute of limitations, the plea of 
res judiacta, laches, any lapse of time, or any 
prior court decision of this claim by any court 
of the United States to the contrary notwith
standing. The Court of Claims is directed 
to consider the records of any previous trial 
of this case:• 

(c) The petition in this case was :flied July 
24, 1959, pursuant to the resolution. 

''GET INVOLVED'' 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] may 
extend his remarks at this point 1n the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, the lO.lst 

commencement of Gallaudet College, the 
world's only college for the deaf, was held 
on Monday, June 14. The commence
ment address was delivered by Mr. Brad
shaw Mintener, former Assistant Secre
tary of the U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and a member 
of the Board of Directors of Gallaudet 
College. 

As a member of the Board of Directors 
of Gallaudet COllege I wish to insert this 
fine speech by Mr. Mintener in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks: 

"GET INVOLVED" 
(By Bradshaw Mintener) 

President Elstad, Dr. Atwood, members. of 
the board of directors, honored and distin
guished guests, Members of Congress, mem
bers of the student body, particularly this 
graduating class of 1965, and friends of Gal
laudet, it is a high honor and a great per
sonal privilege to be asked to speak to you 
today at this 101st commencement of Gal
laudet College. I wish I could sign what I 
have to say to you today, but with Dean Ben
son to tell you what I am saying we are much 

better off than if I were signing. Dr. Elstad 
and the board of directors of the college ac
cused me of inventing my own sign language; 
for example, I suggested this sign to mean 
an admiral in the Iowa navy, and I have 
suggested others. One of these days I am 
going to take Dr. Fant's wonderful book on 
the sign language, come here for some tutor
ing, and really study so that I can commu
nicate better with the members of the Gal
laudet family. 

Gallaudet College has, for a long time, oc
cupied a prominent and very warm place in 
my heart and interests. I was privileged, 
as Assistant Secretary of HEW, to oversee 
the college in cooperation with Dr. Elstad, 
the board of directors, and the faculty, serv
ing on the board as the representative of 
Mrs. Hobby and Mr. Folsom, the then Sec
retaries of HEW. During those years we de
veloped the grand new campus plan and 
expanded program for Gallaudet of which 
you are the beneficiaries and of which we are 
all so proud. 

We should all be forever grateful to the 
Federal Government and particularly to Sen
ator LisTER HILL and Congressman JoHN 
FOGARTY, and their staffs for their continued 
support and leadership in building Gallaudet 
into the fine institution it is today. Also 
Miss Mary Switzer, director of OVR has been 
vitally interested and of tremendous help 
to the college. 

During my government service, I quickly 
became attached and devoted to Gallaudet 
and I made up my mind as a result of my in
timate connection with the college that I 
would do all that I could, in my own small 
way, to help as many young deaf men and 
women as possible to get the best education 
they were capable of receiving. 

After my tour of duty as Assistant Secre
tary of HEW, I was again asked to serve on 
the board, and it has been a great pleasure 
and privilege to be a part of the Gallaudet 
family again. 

Last year at this time we celebrated the 
centennial of the founding of Gallaudet Col
lege. President Johnson took time from his 
busy schedule to speak at the centennial ban
quet. At the lOOth commencement Senator 
EDWARD KENNEDY Of Massachusetts, brother 
of the late President Kennedy, gave the com
mencement address and the college honored 
me by conferring upon me an honorary de
gree. This is one of my most valued and 
proudest possessions. Today, three of my 
colleagues and valued associates on the board 
of directors of the college are similarly and 
deservedly honored. 

I want to speak to you today as a fellow 
member of the Gallaudet family. I want to 
talk principally to you members of the class 
of 1965, the 101st class, just to think of it, to 
graduate from Gallaudet. Tomorrow you 
will be on your own, freed from the class
room and the supervision of the college. You 
will be graduates of the only college for the 
deaf in the world. Your diplomas wm be 
signed by the President of the United States, 
Lyndon B. Johnson. These are two distinc
tions that very few Americans, comparatively, 
can enjoy. 

I want to say to you with all the conviction 
and sincerity I can muster that you here at 
Gallaudet, students and members of the 
graduating class and alumni, you have here, 
thanks again to the Federal Government, one 
of the finest educational institutions in the 
world. You have a president, Dr. Elstad, 
and a chairman of the board•, Dr. Atwood, 
who are not only outstanding and distin
guished educators, they are two of the finest 
Christian gentlemen with whom I have ever 
been associated. You have a faculty, the 
best it has ever been according to my under
standing, composed of competent, experi
enced, and dedicated teachers whose devoted 
purpose is to give you all the best education 
which you are capable of receiving. You 
have an outstanding Board of Directors com-

posed of men who have attained eminence 
and who have been significantly successful 
in their chosen professions, businesses or 
other occupations. They are devoted to 
Gallaudet and dedicated to the proposition 
that Gallaudet College should give the maxi
mum number of deaf young men and women 
the best education which they can receive. 
They give of their time, and lots of it, their 
experience, their knowledge and judgments 
freely and voluntarily. Gallaudet College 
and· the deaf community of America are most 
fortunate in being able to attract and inter
est men of the high caliber of the Board of 
Directors to administer the affairs of the 
college. No one here today should ever 
forget this important fact. 

"Get involved" is the theme I want to 
discuss today with you as members of 
Gallaudet's 1965 graduating class. 

This theme was suggested to me by a news 
item in one of our Washington pa~pers several 
weeks ago which reported a meeting of the 
DAR and which was addressed by Governor 
Harrison, of Virginia; He told the large 
gathering of delegates to the annual DAR 
Convention that "the citizen who doesn't 
want to get involved" is just as destructive 
of this country's heritage "as the rabble
rousers in the streets or the extremists who 
violently oppose them." 

Today we live in a world that has con
tracted manyfold since I graduated from 
Y.ale more than 40 years ago. We can fly 
anywhere in the world in a few hours. We 
can communicate with other persons almost 
anywhere in the world in a few minutes. 
We can watch a simultaneous telecast via 
satellites from England, France, Germany, 
and elsewhere. Someone recently said that 
Sir Winston Churchill was born before the 
telephone was invented and his funeral was 
telecast around the world by Telstar simul
taneously with the event. 

This very morning on the "Today" show I 
watched a live transatlantic convers8Jtion via 
Telstar between Vice President HUMPHREY 
in Washington and six foreign students in 
London. The students were asking Vice 
President HUMPHREY a number of interest
ing and penetrating questions regarding 
American foreign policy. 

We have the benefit of miracle drugs and 
medical and surgical procedures and tech
niques unknown 15 or 20 years ago. 

We rocket men into space and they orbit 
the globe in a few minutes. We land rockets 
on the moon, receive pictures and radio mes
sages from satell1tes circling the globe in 
details undreamed of a few years ago. Such 
pictures and messages have great scientific 
value. 

We have just witnessed the historymak
ing 4-day orbiting of the earth and their 
successful return by Majors McDivitt and 
White. The entire world breathlessly 
watched and listened to their hourly prog
gress. They have made us all proud. Truly 
we live in an extraordinary day. 

We also live in a world of revolutions and 
rising expectations. 

More men, women, and children are politi
cally free and on their own today than ever 
before, or perhaps even contemplated years 
ago. 

We are the beneficiaries in our beloved 
America of a standard of living which is 
away and above the highest in the world. 
We have more necessities and luxuries of life 
than can be found anywhere else. We have 
what is claimed to be the best educational 
system in the world and it is available to 
more people than in any place in the world. 

With a mere recital of these things
benefits, standard of living, and the rest, 
you may then ask, "What is there for me to 
get involved in?" 

Let me suggest several areas, you can think 
of more, in which you can and I feel you 
shoUld get involved on your graduation from 
Gallaudet. 
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1. Get involved in rendering service in 

the community in which you decide to live 
and work. 

2. Get involved in the work and program 
of your church or synagogue. 

3. Get involved in improving and expand
ing the education of the deaf. 

Get involved in rendering service in the 
community in which you decide to live 
and work. I believe that there 1s no com
munity, large or small, in America today 
which does not have important and dimcult 
political, economic and social problems to 
be solved. Yours 1s the generation we must 
look to to carry on after we are gone, and 
I hope and pray that you will do a better 
job, which you can, than mine and recent 
generations have done to maintain peace, 
promote the general welfare, and preserve 
the American ideal throughout the free 
world. These problems which beset every 
community and which you will find when 
you settle down in your community are needs 
to be met. 

Some of these needs are the Peace Corps, 
the antipoverty program, the local needs in 
government, education, and various busi
nesses and professions. There are many 
needs awaiting you to be met. 

Someone has so truly said that, "What a 
man does for himself dies with him; what 
he does for his community lives long after 
he has gone." The heroes of history have 
been those men and women throughout the 
ages who have seen the need and have taken 
lt upon themselves. One of the great 
preachers of my church, Dr. Harold W. 
Ruopp, preached a thought-provoking, and 
to me a memorable, sermon, several years 
a.go on this very subject, "He took it upon 
himself," which was suggested by an in
spirational little book written by Margaret 
Slattery, the famous social worker of Chi
cago. Dr. Ruopp said that the theme of Miss 
Slattery's book gripped his imagination and 
thrilled the deep places of his soul. "Seeing 
the need, he took it upon himself." That's 
vital. There's life in it. It contains the 
secret of all genuine and lasting success and 
service. That is the spirit and motivating 
urge that should carry every public servant 
to his goal. It certainly is the driving force 
which carries teachers, social welfare and 
other voluntary service workers through 
their daily tasks. No one can read history 
and biography in the light of that theme 
without discovering that in the face of need 
and public service, "A sense of responsibility, 
personalized and individualized, lies back of 
every great life and every titanic move
ment." 

Emerson has reminded us that "every in
stitution is but the lengthened shadow of 
some man. • • • A movement is but the 
projection of some monumental personal
ity." Service more than any other activity 
of man is the reason for grateful remem
brance which ripens into fame. It was 
ever thus. 

Back of the Reformation towers Martin 
Luther who saw a mighty need and took 
it upon himself. 

Back of the spiritual revival in England 
in the 18th c~ntury stands John Wesle-y, 
diminutive in stature, sun-crowned in spirit, 
a titan of spiritual courage, who saw a need 
and took it upon himself. 

Back of the saving of our own Union, 
stands great, gaunt Abraham Lincoln with 
his deep"'set, poignant eyes and understand
ing heart, who saw the need and took it 
upon himself. 
"Alway~ to date and eternally always, some

where in the process, somewhere there is a 
m.an or a woman who sees that need and 
feels personally responsible." 

To live is to be responsible. You cannot 
finally escape that fact. There is a need 
to be met, a work to be done, and someone 
must do it. 

Mul}?erry Bend in New York City was 
transformed by Jacob Rtis, a Danish immi
grant, who out of a full heart said, "I cannot 
sleep for the burden of the city's children 
with their hunger for play and their play
ground only the street, beset with danger 
of body and soul." It was a heavy burden, 
to be sure, but Jacob Riis took it upon him
.;;elf and became the unselfish benefactor to 
the street urchins of America. He knew and 
told us "how the other half lives." 

Why have these hero servants through the 
ages done what they have done? 

"Some call it consecration and others call 
it God." 

There are many of us-too many-who see 
the need today but pass it by. We too often, 
as individuals, fail to meet our responsi
bil1ties or fail to play our role as our 
"brother's keeper, helper, or brother." That 
was one of the reasons why the "Master of 
Men," to whom men came for shelter in the 
shadows of his wings," told us the story of 
the Good Samaritan. 

Many of us see the need but minimize our 
ability to · do anything about. "What can 
I do--little me? I am no genius. I do not 
have half a talent, let alone two or five," or 
"I simply do not have the time," or "Some
one ought to do it-someone-but it 1s not 
my business or responsibility." 

We talk a great deal about community 
conscience. Community conscience is no 
mysterious thing. I am the community 
conscience. I am. the public. I am the 
church, else there is no community con
science, no public, no church. The commu
nity conscience is the sum total of the con
sciences of one man and another and an
other. The public is one individual plus 
another plus another. The church is one 
church member plus another and another. 
When I say "The community ought"-"The 
public ought"-"The church ought"-! 
really mean that "I ought," or it means 
nothing. 

If I will not act, then thousands will not 
or cannot act. Someone, which means one, 
in the presence of the need, must take it 
upon himself, else the need is never met; 

Throughout the history of our Nation, 
there have been statesmen, churchmen, sci
entists, soldiers, public servants of every 
kind who have seen the contemporary need 
and took .it upon themselves. When the . 
men who founded our Nation formulated a 
Declaration of Independence based upon the 
principle that all men are created equal and 
are endowed with certain inalienable rights 
by the Creator and then proceeded to draw 
up a Constitution that would guarantee re
spect for those rights on the part of the 
Government, they were giving substance to 
aspirations that men have cherished since 
the dawn of history. 

Men have always striven, sometimes suc
cessfully, often in vain, to achieve such an 
ordering of affairs as would safeguard the 
rights and prerogatives of the individual and 
at the same time promote the general social 
good. 

Faith in human nature, in the integrity 
and worth of the individual men and women, 
is the necessary basis for free government. 
Our_ Founding Fathers had no fear of self
government, no distrust of people. They 
had faith in human nature; they believed in 
men and women. Because they had faith 
for which they were willing to fight and die, 
they dared to embark on what has proved 
to be the most ambitious and successful ad
venture in free government that the world 
has ever seen. It epitomizes the role of man 
in seeing the need and taking it upon 
himself. 

As a nation we have prospered and grown 
great. Working as free men and women, 
the pe-ople of the United States have, in less 
than two centuries, developed a noble and 
dynamic civilization, before there had been 

little save a vast wilderness. They have 
cleared the forests to make way for human 
life and industry. They have planted, and 
the rich soil has yielded them an abundance. 
They have harnessed the floods and have 
found ways of bringing the forces of nature 
to serve their needs. Comforts and con
veniences undreamed of in the past gradually 
became daily necessities within the grasp of 
almost everyone, and wealth has abounded 
on nearly every side. 

Why has all of this been possible? Be
cause our Nation has been blessed with scores 
of leaders in every walk o! our national life 
who have seen the needs of their times and 
have taken those needs upon themselves. 

"Ask not what your country can do for 
you, ask what you can do for your country." 

That is the eloquent question asked by 
President Kennedy in his br1llant, memora
ble inaugural address and quoted so often 
since. This is the question you should ask 
of yourselves in the future and if you get 
involved, you w111 do so. 

No privilege exists today without a cor
responding responsibility or duty. You have 
been privileged to receive an education here 
at Gallaudet-I believe you now have a re
sponsib111ty and duty to get involved in the 
rendering of service in the community in 
which you live and work. 

2. Get involved in the work and program 
of your church or synagogue. 

America was founded and built on a re
ligious heritage. The thread of this fact can 
be traced through our founding documents
the Declaration of Independence, the Con
stitution. It is evidenced in our coinage and 
currency. It is reflected in our oaths of of
fice, and our pledge to the flag of one nation 
under God. 

As I look back upon my life, I can trace 
most of the good things that have come to 
me, including my wife and many of the op
portunities I have had, directly or indirectly 
to the church. 

We in America have a religious heritage of 
which we should all be very proud and which, 
I believe, we should preserve and leave bet
ter and richer than when we received it. We 
must not be complacent about this heritage. 
We must be doers of the word, and not hear
ers only. 

The church or the synagogue is the place
the center for opportunities to serve in this 
all-important area. 

I am sure that there never was a time when 
the church needed the participation, the 
leadership of dedicated, educated, and intel
ligent laymen to work with ministers, priests, 
and rabbis than today. We laymen must be 
members of the team with our spiritual lead
ers as our quarterbacks. I am sure that 
there never was a time when there was a more 
definite need for sympathetic understanding 
between laymen and clergy than at this very 
hour. 

Here is a great area of opportunity for 
service and many rich rewards to those of 
you who have special talents and interests 
which will enable you to render great service. 

We laymen too often think that the work 
of the church is primarily the responsibil1ty 
of the clergy. Not so at all, in my opinion. 
All clergymen were laymen in the beginning. 
We are the church with the clergy as our 
spiritual leaders. 

I was recently attracted to an article writ
ten by Dr. Russell J. Humbert, president of De 
Pauw University, in which he wrote, "the 
greatest and most effective minister in any 
American community is not necessarily 
found at the high altar of the church. The 
most telling ministry is now functioning in 
and through the lives of those who make up 
the membership of the church, the laity. 
Laymen are vital today 1n the work of the 
church because of what they are-the peo
ple, we, the people of the church. The 
greatest minister in our city or community 
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is the layman who is doing all his work as 
a churchman. Basically the laymen are the 
church, because of that spiritual and inter
nal combustion which · causes a man to be 
driven and motivated by high ideals. Lay
men can and should strengthen the social 
arms of the church, the civic arms of the 
church and the political arms of the church." 

So as you leave Gallaudet, get involved in 
the work or program of your church or syna
gogue. If you will, you will be richly re
warded and will render a most worthwhile 
service. 

3. Get involved in improving and expand-
ing the education of the deaf. · 

I do not have to more than suggest to this 
audience the need and desirability of improv
ing and expanding the education of the deaf 
in America. 

You all know the need. 
You are the people who can do something 

about it and I suggest that with the oppor
tunities and advantages you have had here 
in receiving a college education at Gallaudet, 
you have a responsibility and a challenging 
duty to help make it possible for more young 
deaf men and women to receive an adequate 
education to prepare them better for the 
complex world in which they are living. 

Tremendous strides have been made in 
scientific developments and instrumenta
tion for teaching the deaf. · Improved teach
ing techniques and procedures are being 
developed. More research at all levels is 
being done today in this area than ever be
fore and I believe we have only scratched 
the surface. 

The proposed new Vocational and Techni
cal Institute for the Deaf promises to render 
a great and significant contribution to the 
education of the deaf. See to it that more 
and better prepared students are continually 
made available for college work here at 
Gallaudet. · 

You can furnish outstanding leadership 
in the all-important area of education of 
the deaf if you will see the need and take 
it upon yourselves to get involved. 

You, the members df the graduating class, 
are witness to the indomitable determina
tion to win a college education. You can 
help others accomplish this too. 

In closing, I should like to bring to your 
attention statements of three of the greatest 
leaders of our generation who in these state
ments have summarized the things I am try
ing to say to you today much better than I 
could. 

The first is former President Herbert 
Hoover, who, 70 years ago ( 1895) , gradu
ated from Leland Stanford University. He 
was a poor, orphaned boy, worked his way 
through college, became one of the world's 
outstanding and most successful engineers, 
and was elected to our highest otllce in 
America, the Presidency. Fortunately, he 
lived to see himself vindicated and absolved 
of the baseless and unfair criticism leveled 
at him during his political life. He died a 
revered and beloved senior statesman. On 
his 80th birthday, President Hoover spoke 
about some of the uncommon men of his
tory, and how every generation needed such 
people. His words offer a challenge to the 
thousands of students who will graduate this 
year. He said: · 

"The greatest strides ·of human progress 
have come from uncommon men and 
women-men like George Washington, Abra
ham Lincoln, and Thomas Edison. 

"When we get sick, we want an uncommon 
doctor. When we go to war, we yearn for 
an uncommon general or admiral. When we 
choose a president of a university, we want 
an uncommon educator. 

"The imperative need of this Nation at all 
times is the leadership of the uncommon 
men and women. We need men and women 
who cannot be intlmldated, who are not con-

cerned with applause meters, who will not 
sacrifice tomorrow for cheers today." 

The next two great leaders, President Ei
senhower and Sir Winston Churchill, have 
also made statements worthy of note. I hope 
you wlll pardon personal references in these 
two instances. I happen to have had the 
rare and good fortune and privilege to have 
been a close friend of General Eisenhower 
for many years. He is now and always has 
been, in my opinion, one of the greatest ex
ponents and salesmen of Americanism and 
our way of life. Several years ago I was 
having lunch with General Eisenhower when 
he was president of Columbia University, 
and as I was leaving the house, he gave me 
a copy of an address which he made before 
the American Bar Association. 

As I was riding in the taxicab from Gen
eral Eisenhower's home to my hotel, I was 
particularly impressed with the first para
graph of the address because it is such an 
eloquent statement of what I am trying to 
tell you today. 

"Every gathering of Americans--whether a 
few on the porch of a crossroads store or 
massed thousands in a great stadium-is the 
possessor of a potentially immeasurable in
fluence on the future. Because America has 
freedom of speech, freedom of communica
tion, the world's highest educational level, 
and untapped reserves of individual initia
tive, any group of people, fired by a common 
purpose, can generate a decisive strength to
ward its achievement. Some of the most 
inspiring chapters in our history were Writ
ten by' a handful of people who joined to 
talk over among themselves an idea or a 
principle that struck a note which revolu
tionized the world's thinking. That capac
ity still resides in every gathering in this 
country," and I say it resides right here ·in 
this 1965 graduating class at Gallaudet Col
lege. 

Finally, while a student in England back 
in the early 1920's, I had the rare opportu
nity and privilege of meeting Sir Winston 
Churchill on several occasions. I remember 
so well in late 1923 and early 1924 following 
him around the County of Essex where he 
was running for reelection to Parliament. I 
attended seven or eight political meetings in 
succession at which he spoke. I remember 
so well one evening in a town hall in a small 
vlllage, that my friend with whom I was 
staying and I sat in the second row, and 
with a. twinkle in his eye and that wry 
smile for which he was so famous, he looked 
down at me and said quite audibly, "Well, 
I'll be--here is my young American friend 
again." Well, he lost that election, as ·Mr. 
Ramsey McDonald became the first Labor 
Prime Minister of Great Britain. So I have 
always been a great admirer of Sir Winston 
Churchill and I believe that he was the 
greatest citizen of the 20th century. 
Shortly before his death, he wrote me and 
told me how pleased and honored he was 
to learn that a statue of him is to be erected 
here in Washington on the grounds of the 
British Embassy. 

I believe that Sir Winston Churchill's 
speeches will be among the greatest, 1f not 
the greatest, literature to come out of the 
World War II era. In England's darkest 
years he rose to his greatest heights of 
oratory and leadership and rallied the 
English people to their heroic stand alone 
against the hordes of Hitler while we were 
forging the "arsenal of democracy" and pre
paring to invade Europe and defeat fascism. 
We, as a free people, should be eternally 
thankful to Mr. Churchill and also for the 
fact that his unforgettable and eloquent 
pronouncements have been preserved for us 
for all time--the greatest of which may well 
have been in the first speech after he was 
elected Prime Minister of Great Britain, "I 
have nothing to offer but blood, sweat and 
tears." In fact, that is about all he had. 

Many of you here today may remember 
Mr. Churchill's broadcast to the world in 
February 1941, during the darkest days of 
the war. Tha~ address was delivered to the 
people of both Britain and America and Mr. 
Churchill concluded that now famous broad
cast by giving an answer to a letter he had 
received from President Franklin D. Roose
velt introducing Mr. Wendell Willkie, whom 
he had sent to England to make a study and 
report to him personally on the situation of 
the war. President Roosevelt in his own 
handwriting at the end of the letter had 
quoted to Mr. Churchill those famous lines 
from Longfellow's poem: 

"Sail on, 0 ship of state. 
Sail on, 0 union strong and great. 
Humanity with all its fears, 
With all the hopes of future years, 
Is hanging breathless on thy fate." 

Arid President Roosevelt said that those 
lines apply equally to the people of Great 
Britain as well as to the people of America. 
Mr. Churchill replied to that letter in that 
broadcast in what I believe is now an 
immortal statement. He said: 

"Put your confidence in us. Give us your 
faith and your blessing, and under Provi
dence all wlll be well. We shall not fail or 
falter. We shall not weaken or tire. Neither 
the sudden shock of battle, nor the long 
drawn trials of vigilance and exertion will 
wear us down. Give us the tools and we will 
finish the job." 

So I say to you, the graduating class of 
1965, as you leave this college campus. 

Get involved in the life and problems of 
your community. 

Get involved in your church or synagogue. 
Get involved in improving and expanding 

the education of the deaf in America. 
As you get so involved, you will indeed be 

"uncommon men and women" so desperately 
needed today; you will be influential mem
bers of a segment ·or our society which, if 
you are "fired by a common purpose," you 
can do about anything you set out to do and 
finally, if you get so involved, you will be 
able to say to your friends and neighbors 
and the entire community in which you live, 
"give us the tools and we will finish the 
job." 

I congratulate you upon your graduation, 
this memorable day. 

God bless you all and great success and 
happiness to each of you in the days and 
years ahead. 

SOUND BILL, UNFAVORABLE LABEL 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. QuiLLEN] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, although 

the voting rights issue will probably be 
settled today, I would like to have in
serted in the RECORD, for the benefit of 
my colleagues and others, an editorial 
which appeared in the Knoxville Jour
nal, Knoxville, Tenn., on Wednesday, 
July 7, 1965. 

The editorial was written by Guy L. 
Smith, editor, and is entitled "Sound Bill, 
Unfavorable Label." It makes sense to 
me. 

SOUND BILL, UNFAVORABLE LABEL 

This week the House will consider and de .. 
bate passage of a voting rights bill which 
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will be calculated to further safeguard the 
franchise for Negro citizens and those of 
other minority groups. 

The legislation now to be enacted is to 
supplement title I of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 and previous civil rights legislation en
acted by Congress in 1960 and 1957. 

We have previously pointed out at con
siderable length the inequity of the adminis
tration's bill, H.R. 6400, which includes a 
"triggering" section based on the 1964 elec
tions that would be applicable to only seven 
States in the Union. In these seven States 
there would be no eligibility requirement per
mitted for exercise of the franchise except 
for the individual to be warm. In 21 other 
States which have requirements for voter 
eligibility on the books, these would stand 
untouched. 

Republicans in the House will make an 
effort this week, and until the administra
tion bill is passed, to achieve a substitution 
known as H.R. 7896, for the administration 
bill designated above. 

Both the administration bill and the .Re
publican measure brush off the section of 
the Federal Constitution which reserves to 
the States the power to fix their own voting 
requirements. 

But as we have pointed out here previously, 
the administration bill picks out as targets 
for this unconstitutionality only seven States, 
whereas the Republican bill, introduced by 
Representative WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH, of 
Ohio, and Representative GERALD R. FoRD, of 
Michigan, is equally unconstitutional where 
all 50 States are concerned. 

This is to say that the Republican bill is 
applicable to every State in the Union where 
a showing can be made under the statute of 
voter discrimination. For example, under 
it, voter discrimination could be reached 
and penalized in suoh places as Ohicago and 
New York just as easily as it could be in 
the seven States of the South whioh it is 
proposed by the administration to make the 
bill's objectives. 

The Republican measure would knock 
down the requirements for voter eligibility 
that now exist in any of the 50 States Bind 
would substitute therefor a sixth grade edu
cation (New York State requires an eighth 
grade oertifioote) ; would bar felons from 
voting; and would also prohibit any re
quirement that a prospective voter should be 
vouched for by members of any other cl'cliSS. 

Both the administration blll and the Re
publican bill are alike in their abolition of 
the poll tax, payment of which is now re
quired in only six States, as a requirement 
for voting. 

It may well be that the fact the Republi
can bill is not the handiwork of the ma
jority leadership in Congress dooms Lt to 
abandonment from the outse·t. It may be 
that the majority in the House and in the 
Senate may feel it is gaillling something of 
v>alue in publicly singling out for humilia
tion seven out of the 50 States, even though 
it has long since been firmly established that 
the evils of discrimination have been no less 
in States north of the Mason and Dixon 
Line than they have been shown to be in the 
South. · 

The real purpose of the House and of the 
Sena!te, however, deserves to be that of en
BICting voting rights legislation which will 
effectively enfranchise citizens in minority 
groups in all 50 States of the Union. In
'bimid,ation, coercion, and fraudulence at the 
ballot ·box prBICticed in Chicago, New York, 
Boston, or in any other major city are no less 
evil than when they are practiced in rural 
or less highly populated States. The fact 
is that if the measure proposed by Repre
sentative McCULLOCH (incidentally, a lead
ing figure in drafting the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964) did not bear a Republican label, 
its substitution for the official administra
tion bill would appear a certainty. Even 
the Negro organizations should be in sup-

port of the McCulloch-Ford measure, because 
it undertakes to safeguard the voting rights 
of their people not just in .seven States, but 
in every State in the Union. 

The Johnson administration itself f·aces a 
distinct moral test in the choice to be made 
between its own bill and the one which Mr. 
McCuLLOCH, Mr. FoRD and other Members of 
the House will attempt to su•bstitute for it. 
The issue is: Which is to be considered of 
greater importance: forcing through a bad 
bill simply because it bears the adminis
tration l•abel or enacting a good bill even 
though some <~h>anges have been made from 
the administration version in the interests 
of practicality-yes, and justice. 

CAPITAL RESTRAINTS PROGRAM 
CUTS EXPORTS 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. CURTIS] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, one of 

the criticisms against the administra
tion's program to reduce the outflow of 
U.S. capital o;verseas is that it could 
well result in a reduction in our exports, 
a key item in our balance of payments. 

Supporting evidence for this position 
has now been provided by a specialist 
in foreign taxes and investments, who 
asserts that the Administration's pro
gram is largely responsible for an esti
mated 4 percent drop in U.S. exports 
during the first 5 months of this year. 
The charge was made by Mr. Walter H. 
Diamond, director of the international 
tax division of the accounting firm of 
Touche, Ross, Bailey & Smart. His re
marks are reported in the New York 
Times of July 7, 1965, which I include 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks: 
FOREIGN-TAX EXPERT ATTRmUTES EXPORTS CUT 

TO PAYMENTS PLAN 
(By Gerd Wilcke) 

A specialist on foreign taxes and invest
ments asserted here yesterday that the back
lash created· by President Johnson's pay
ments program was largely responsible for an 
estimated 4-percent drop in U.S. commercial 
exports during the firs-t half of 1965. 

Walter H. Diamond, director of the inter
national tax division of the accounting firm, 
Touche, Ross, Bailey & Smart, told a panel 
meeting of the Foreign Credit Interchange 
Bureau that practically all exports delayed 
by the long shipping strike earlier this year 
had been made up. 

About 2 percent, or approximately $250 
million, he asserted, was lost permanently to 
foreign competitors or from canceled orders. 

CANCELED PROJECTS 
"The bulk of the remaining $500 million 

decline in first-half exports principally is the 
result of the action of some 60 U.S. companies 
that deferred or canceled investment projects 
in developed countries" in response to Presi
dent Johnson's request to curb foreign in
vestment outlays, Mr. Diamond maintained. 

In the absence of official Government fig
ures on exports in the first 6 months of 1965, 
Mr. Diamond's data seemed to have been 
based on private estiii).ates. The investment 
expert, who spoke to the foreign division of 
the National Association of Credit Manage
ment, could not be reached for an elabora
tion. 

The Department of Commerce so far only 
has released figures for the firs.t quarter. 
These showed that exports dropped $585 mil
lion, to $5.59 billion, compared with the first 
quarter of 1964, while imports rose $245 mil
lion, to $4.6 billion, 1n the comparable span. 

Mr. Diamond asserted that the heavy with
drawal of U.S. · capital from overseas com
bined with the shutoff of foreign security 
buying by U.S. mutual funds because of the 
interest equalization tax had a sharp down
ward impact on the European and Japanese 
stock markets. 

There is strong evidence, he continued, 
that the shortage of U.S. dollars abroad is be
hind recent financial. difficulties, including 
bank failures, in Uruguay, Switzerland, 
Japan, Hong Kong, and Japan. 

Mr. Diamond stated that American ex
porters would have to press hard to equal 
last year's record foreign sales of $25.6 billion. 
Although the exporters will probably reach 
that level, chances are slim now that a 5-per
cent gain to $27 billion can be accomplished. 
This had been predicted prior to the long 
dock strike. 

Mr. Diamond held that the loss in exports 
from foreign investments, substantially de
creased sales of wheat and other agricultural 
products and the waterfront strike would be 
offset by the sharp increase this year in pur
chases by the Agency for International De
velopment from U.S. exporters. 

He said a record 94 percent of every dollar 
now spent on foreign-aid prOducts goes to 
U.S. firms, compared with 87 percent last 
year, and 41 percent in 1960. 

On the other hand he predicted that the 
unexpected 10-percent jump in imports will 
reduce the $6.9 billion trade surplus in 1964 
to about $5.5 billion this year. 

A CRITIQUE OF THE "NEW 
ECONOMICS" 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. CURTis] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, it has be

come fashionable among administration 
economists to claim that a new era itl 
economic understanding has dawned. 
The thesis is that the wise use of expan-

. sionary fiscal and monetary policies can 
provide the basis for continuing and non
inflationary economic growth. The eco
nomic history of the period since early 
1961 is cited as conclusive proof of the 
administration's wisdom in its use of 
fiscal and monetary tools. 

The basis for this new era economic 
thinking has been forcefully and, I be
lieve, convincingly challenged by Prof. 
Raymond J. Saulnier, of Barnard College, 
former Chairman of President Eisenhow
er's Council of Economic Advisers. In a 
speech delivered on June 24, · Professor 
Saulnier has argued that the good per
formance of the economy since 1960 did 
not arise from a new understanding of 
fiscal and monetary policy but from a 
favorable relationship between the rate 
of increase in hourly labor costs and the 
rate of improvement in productivity. 
This development eliminated pressures 
on prices from the cost side and make it 
p'ossible for Government to follow ex
pansionary policies with, until recently 
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at least, a minlmwn inflationary impact 
and a maximwn effect on employment. 

Professor Saulnier shows how the un
favorable gap between cost and produc
tivity increases· which existed in the mid
fifties limited the use of expansion.ary 
policies during that period. However, 
gradually through the fifties and contin
uing into the sixties the gap has nar
rowed, making possible the application 
of expansionary fiscal and monetary pol
icies. 

The point is an important one and 
should especially be noted by adminis
tration economists. Their fascination 
with expansionism could lead to an 1nfla- . 
tionary disaster if pursued in the context 
of unfavorable cost-productivity rela
tionships. As Professor Saulnier notes, 
the fundamental condition for vigorous, 
sustainable, and inflation-free growth is 
broadly stable labor costs per unit of pro
duction. 

I include this important speech in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks: 
SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE SO-CALLED NEW 

ECqNOMICS AND ON THE NEAR-TERM OuT
LOOK FOR THE U.S. ECONOMY 

(Remarks by Dr. Raymond J. Saulnier, pro
fessor of economics, Barnard College, Co
lumbia University, New York City, June 
24, 1965) 
Although it was not my original intention 

to do so, I should like to talk tonight on the 
so-called new economics. By that I mean 
the point of view, and the analysis underly
ing it, that the growth of the American econ
omy in the last few years has been due not 
just primarily, but to all intents and pur
poses exclusively, to the aggressive use of 
fiscal policy and to a more or less continu
ously easy monetary policy, with attendant 
large increases in the use of credit. Fiscal 
and monetary expansionism is a perfectly 
gOOd alternative term for it. As an approach 
to economic policy it 1s gaining admirers 
from all quarters; and for its more exuberant 
disciples what it all comes to is that a ki:ad 
of intellectual breakthrough has been 
achieved in the field of economic policy, that 
it was a failure to understand the benefits 
of fiscal and monetary expansion that pre
vented our having a faster rate of growth in 
the 1950's, that at long last, however, we 
now know how to manage our economy, and 
that henceforth we can expect a very much 
better performance from it. I need not add 
that this enthusiasm is customarily accom
panied by unreservedly confident statements 
about the future course of business-near 
term, intermediate term, and long term. 

Now, if this is a correct explanation of the 
good performance of the American economy 
in the first half of the 1960's and a reliable 
guide for policy in the remaining years of 
this decade, it would be a grave mistake for 
anyone, and least of all for an economist or 
a financial analyst, not, to recognize it as 
such. As you should, you give public policy 
a heavy weight in any estimate you make of 
the future course of the economy. My ob
ject tonight, therefore, is to try to help you 
sort out what is useful in the "new eco
nomics" and Sit the same time to understand 
its limitations. There is much that is useful 
in it though what is useful is mainly not very 
new; and its limitations are considerable. 
Then, from what I regard as the vantage 
point of one whose thinking is not entirely 1n 
what is nowadays referred to as the main
stream, that is, of one who can see the dan
gers as well as the benefits of fiscal and mone
tary expansionism, I should like to make some 
remarks of the near-term business outlook. 

Let me begin with the doctrinal question. 
Without meaning in the least to disparage 
the use of fiscal policy, or of any other branch 

of policy, to help improve the performance of 
our economy, I shall argue, first, that the 
basic condition accounting for the good per
formance of the American economy since 
1960, and the condition lacking which a good 
rate of growth with price stabiUty would · 
have been impossible, was not a new under
standing of fiscal and monetary policy but 
a favorable relationship between the rate of 
increase 1n hourly labor costs and the rate of 
improvement in productivity. This favor
able relationship virtually eliminated any 
pressure on prices from the side of costs, 
certainly as an average across the manufac
turing economy, and made it. possible for 
Government to follow an easy fiscal policy 
and for the Federal Reserve System to follow 
an easy monetary policy with, until recently 
at least, minimal inflationary impact on 
prices and maximum expansive effect on em
ployment, hours of work, and production. 

In other words, for the record of good 
growth with relatively little price inflation 
of the past 4 years, the new economics gives 
too much credit to fiscal policy in particular, 
and too little credit to the stab111ty of unit 
production costs. I say fiscal policy in par
ticular, because I expect you will have ob
served, as I have, that the most outspoken 
champions of the new economics are inclined 
to be ei,ther reserved, or critical, in their ob
servations on monetary policy, contrasted 
with their enthusiasm for tax reduction and 
Federal expenditure increases. 

Second, I shall argue that the new eco
nomics, in its comments on economic policy 
in the latter half of the 1950's, ignores the 
fact that in that period there was an en
tirely different and unfavorable relationship 
between cost increases and productivity 
gains, that this was precisely the inflationary 
problem with which policy had to cope, that 
economic policy dealt successfully with it, 
that it did this without recourse to direct 
controls, that a broadly favorable relation
ship between cost increases and productivity 
improvement was achieved by 1961, and that 
it was this favorable cost-productivity rela
tionship, and its maintenance to date, that 
made possible the good performance of our 
economy so far in the present decade. 

To support this point of view, I will, of 
course, cite evidence mainly from the ex
perience of the United States; but, as I will 
show, the economies of Western Europe and 
Japan provide vivid evidence to the same end. 

You can trace the record of productivity, 
employment cost and price developments in 
published omcial figures. A May 1, 1965, De
partment of Labor release entitled "Compari
sons of Indexes of Labor and Nonlabor Pay
ments, Prices and Output Per Man Hour in 
the Total Private Economy and the Private 
Nonfarm Sector, 1947-64" is a convenient 
source. You will also find pertinent data in 
the annual repo~s of the Council of Eco
nomic Advisers. In table 12 (p. 109) of the 
January 1965 report, for example, you wm see 
that in the years 1955 through 1960 the aver
age of the trend productivity improvement 
rates for the total private economy was 2.7 
percent while the average of annual increases 
in total compensation per man-hour was 4.5 
percent. From an analytical point of view, 
this is the important gap; namely, the dif
ference between productivity gains and cost 
increases. It was greatest in 1956-57, when 
trend productivity rates averaged 2.7 percent 
and we were having our own version of a 
wage explosion, with hourly employee com
pensation rates increasing annually at an 
average of 6 percent. 

I w111 not burden .you with a full recital 
of the relevant numbers, but if you have 
occasion to study the period you will find that 
by 1961, in an almost unbroken sequence of 
steps, this gap had been closed, partly by an 
improvement of annual rates of productivity 
improvement, but more by a slowing down 
in the rate of annual labor cost increases. In 
1961, the annual productivity improvement 

was 3.4 percent and the labor cost increase 
was 3.6 percent. The picture varies depend
ing on whether one uses annual or trend fig
ures and on what concept and scope of pro
ductivity and cost changes one has in mind, 
but the conclusion remains: The wide gap 
that obtained in the midfifties was nar
rowed as the decade progressed; it had been 
virtually eliminated, and balance established, 
as the 1960's began. Fortunately, this bal
ance has been pretty well maintained. We 
have tended to lose it a bit of late, which 
must be one of the critical points in any 
appraisal of the economic outlook, but to 
pursue this at the moment would get me 
ahead of my story. 

The economic consequences of the relation 
between cost increases and productivity 
gains are plain to see. In the mid-fifties and 
later fifties the deficiency of annual pro
ductivity gains below labor cost increases 
resulted in annual increases in labor cost per 
unit of output. Naturally, these unit cost 
increases tended to slacken as the deficiency 
(or gap) was narrowed; something very close 
to unit-cost stab111ty was reached by 1961. 

Increases in unit production costs in the 
mid-fifties and later fifties had their effect 
on prices, of course, and a serious effect it 
was. The index of wholesale prices of non
farm, nonfood products rose 5 ·percent a 
year in 1955 and in 1956. The increase was 
checked in 1957-58, but it resumed again, 
though fortunately at a somewhat lower 
rate, when the recessionary effect of that 
period was over. By 1959, and reflecting the 
virtual stability that by that time had been 
reached in labor cost per unit of manufac
turing output, the wholesale price level be
gan to stabilize and, until very recently, re
mained fiat. 

There was a reflection of these same forces tn consumer prices. In the 2 years pre
ceding the 1957-58 recession, the consumer 
price index was rising at a rate close to 3.5 
percent a year; as the decade closed, how
ever, the rate of increase had slackened to 
the 1 to 1.5 percent that has obtained to 
thisdate. · 

No wonder that a favorite title for Sunday 
supplement articles on economics in the 
mid-fifties was "The. Age of Inflation: What 
it Means to You," or words to that effect. 
And no wonder that an inflationary psychol
ogy developed, with which policy had to 
cope. 

On the investment side of the economy, 
these cost-price developments were reflected 
in a distinct narrowing of profit margins. 
Profits per dollar of sales dropped 25 per
cent in the second half of the 1950's. Stock 
prices rose, but not because corporate profits 
were improving. On the contrary, the vol
ume o! corporate profits, after taxes, was 
lower in 1960 than it had been in 1955, de
spite a 12-percent growth in real GNP and 
despite a 26-percent increase in current 
price GNP. 

Before I move to the policy implications 
of this economic context, let me recall the 
cost-productivity relationship that has ob
tained in the sixties, to date. 

Since 1960 the moderate rate of increase 
of hourly employment costs that had finally 
been achieved by the end of the 1950's has 
been broadly maintained, certainly until 
recently. In 1961 the productivity improve
ment rate was 3.4 percent and the employ
ment compensation increase was 3.6 percent. 
The January 1965 Economic Report of the 
President (p. 57) des9ribes it this way: 
· "The moderate gain of about 3.6 percent 
a. year in hourly compensation in the total 
private sector during the present expansion 
[1960-64] compares with an advance aver
aging 3.9 percent a year in 1957-60 and 4.5 
percent in 1953-5.7. 

"Gains in output per xna.n-hour in the 
private section in 1960-64 averaged 3.5 per
cent a year, compared with 2.5 in 1953-57, 
and 2.7in 1957-60." 



16300 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE July 9, 1965 

Reflecting these conditions, labor cost per 
unit of output in manufacturing industries 
has drifted downward since 1961, in contrast 
to its upward trend in the second half of the 
1950's; labor cost per dollar and GNP, which 
is our broadest measure of unit labor cost 
of production, has been stable, in contrast 
to its rise in the second half of the 1950's. 
Understandably, the ratio of price to unit 
labor cost since 1961 has been either stable 
or rising; profits per dollar of sales have 
trended upward; and, jointly with increased 
sales, this improvement of margins has 
yielded a higher and hig~er volume of cor
porate profits. Stock prices have responded 
favorably. More important, so has the 
growth of our economy; and so has the real 
level of living of the American people. 

Believe me, here you have the key to a cor
rect understanding of the 1950's; and to a 
correct understanding of what has happened 
in the 1960's, to date. Let what you hear 
about a breakthrough into new approaches 
to economic policy, of a casting-of! of ol~ 
mythologies, of escape from enthrallment by 
obsolete ideas and all the rest go in one ear 
and out the other. Keep your eye on the 
fundamental condition of balance in an en
terprise economy, which is a relationship be
tween hourly labor cost increases and pro
ductivity improvements such that labor cost 
per unit of production is held broadly stable. 
This is the sine qua non of vigorous, sustain
able, inflation-free economic growth. 

I am sure that the policy implications of 
an economic context in which labor costs per 
unit of production are rising as compared 
with a context in which they are either stable 
or declining, does not escape you. The point 
is: when unit production costs are rising 
there is a genuine upward pressure on prices, 
and economic policy must at some point re
sist this trend. Fiscal and ·monetary expan
sion, the new economics if you will, can be 
carried to excess even when cost conditions 
are broadly favorable, but it is nothing less 
than a recipe for disaster when it is applied 
to a situation in which cost conditions are 
unfavorable. For fiscal and monetary policy 
to give leeway, to give encouragement, to give 
impetus to an upward trend of costs and 
prices is an open invitation to intlation, and 
ultimately to a serious economic and finan
cial setback. Under these conditions mone
tary and fiscal policy must be held taut. As 
for fiscal policy, it is not a question of want
ing-in principle and without regard to eco
nomic conditions-to avoid a deficit in the 
Federal budget, or of wanting-in principle 
and without regard to economic conditions
to reduce the national debt, however con
structive that might be. The point is: an 
imbalance between cost increases and pro
ductivity improvements and the consequent 
push of unit production costs on prices is 
not a viable condition for any economy. 
Least of all, it is not a viable condition for a 
market economy the freedom of which one _ 
aims to maintain. The imbalance has to be 
corrected and it can o~ly be worsened by a 
permissive, let alone by an aggressively ex
pansive, monetary, and fiscal policy. One 
can argue with details of monetary, fiscal, 
and debt management policy in the 1950's, 
but to assert that all that was needed was a 
large dose of monetary and fiscal expansion
ism, ala the style of the "new economics," 
represents a total faUure to understand the 
economic context of that period. And when 
tax reduction and Federal spending increases 
under any and all circumstances are en
shrined as a kind of ''intellectual break- · 
through," we are on our way to a serious case 
of national self-deceptJon. 

Nowadays, the exercise of fiscal and mone
tary restraint as a means of overcoming cost 
and price inflation is referred to as a sta
b111zat1on program; and it 1s widely recog
nized that such programs wU1 almost inevi
tably entail a &lowing-down in the rate of 
economic growth. Naturally, one would pre-

fer that this was not the case and there were 
ways and means-which Government will, of 
course, utilize to the full-for minimizing 
the growth-retarding effect. Naturally, also, 
Government can counsel moderation in 
labor contract settlements and, to the extent 
it is successful in this effort, it will reduce 
the need for fiscal and monetary restraint, 
thus reducing the risk of retarding growth. 
Indeed, lJt was precisely in order to avoid are
tardation of the growth rate that repeated 
calls were made in the 1950's, and in the 
second half especially, for moderation in 
labor contra.ct settlements. Let me recall 
some words on this point from the January 
1957 Economic Report of the President (p. 
44): 

"To depend exclusively · on monetary and 
fiscal restraint as a means of containing the 
upward movement of prices would raise se
rious obstacles to the maintenance of eco
nomic growth and stability. In the face of a 
continuous upward pressure on costs and 
prices, moderate restraints would not be suf
ficient; yet stronger restraints would bear 
with undue severity on sectors of the econ
omy having little 1! any responsib111ty for 
the movement toward a higher cost-price 
level and would court the risk of being ex
cessively restrictive for the economy gen
erally." 

In this day of numerically expressed and 
fully spelled out wage and price guidelines, 
the above may seem like an overly moderate 
statement. But let me remind you: The 
analysis of the economic situation which it 
reflects was vigorously denied at the time. 
If you will forgive a personal note, I will re
call my own dialog with certain congres
sional committees. More than that, let me 
tell you that inclusion of the moderate state
ment I have just read from President Elsen
hower's January 1957 Ec,.,nomic Report was 
protested, in advance of the report's publi
cation, by a delegation that came to my om.ce 
from one of what we may call the "cogni
zant" Federal departments to tell me that to 
say such a thing was not only polltically in
discreet but technically incorrect. What a 
long way it has been from the:re to here. If 
there has been an intellectual breakthrough, 
it has been to recognize the essentiality for 
stable, inflation-free and vigorous economtc 
growth of a balanced relationship between 
employment cost increases and· productivity 
gains. 

Unfortunately, the restraints that in the 
end helped eliminate the imbalance between 
cost increases and productivity improve
ments that had developed in the midfifties. 
did retard the rate of the economy's growth. 
As I have argued elsewhere, under more fa
vorable circumstances recession might have 
been avoided in 1957-58; but, as you know, 
there were more imbalances in our economy 
at that time than the imbalance between 
costs and productivity gains. And t.he 196o-
61 recession is so small-it exists only in a 
minor inventory adjus.tment-that it is 
hardly visible except in quarterly and 
monthly figures. The important point is: 
When the period ended the basis had been set 
for sustainable growth. 

The question i3 often raised whether the 
retardation of growth in the second half of 
the 1950's might not have been avoided by 
recourse to direct controls, perhaps by a sys
tem of numerically expressed guidelines, or 
by something more clearly mandatory. I 
doubt that it could have been, at least not 
without the controls having been very repres
sive, but the point is: there was no disposi
tion in the 1950's to take this route. A 
primary object in General Eisenhower's ad
ministration was to eliminate controls, not to 
multiply them. The object was to free the 
market process, including the collective bar
gaining process, not to hamstring it. On 
every appropriate occasion the President 
called on the leadership of labor and indus
try to practice restraint in wage settlemepts, 

along the lines of the quotation I have just 
read. But there was no setting-up of nu
merically expressed guidelines, and there was 
a minimum of direct intervention in collec
tive bargaining. The limits within which 
wage settlements could be made without un
favorable economic effects were stated only 
in qualitative terms; but they were stated 
clearly enough to give all the guidance that 
was needed, and at the same time to keep 
Government as much as possible out of the 
collective bargaining process. 

Let me recall two paragraphs from the 
January 1959 Economic Report of the Presi
dent (pp. 5 and 6) that state the point of 
view on this question in government at that 
time: 

"It is not the function of government in 
our society to establish the terms of contracts 
between labor and management; yet it must 
be recognized that the public has a vital in
terest in these agreements. Increases in 
money wages and other · compensation not 
justified by the productivity performance of 
the economy are inevitably inflationary. 
They impose severe hardships on those whose 
incomes are not enlarged. They jeopardize 
the capacity of the economy to create jobs 
for the expanding labor !orce. They en
danger present jobs by limiting markets at 
home and impairing our capacity to compete 
in markets abroad. In. short, they are, in 
the end, self-defeating. 

"Self-discipline and restraint are essential 
if agreements consistent with a reasonable 
stability of prices are to be reached within 
the framework of the free competitive insti
tutions on which we rely heavily for the im
provement of our material welfare. If the 
desired results cannot be achieved under our 
arrangements for determining wages and 
prices, the alternatives are either inflation, 
which would damage our economy and work 
hardships on millions of Americans, or con
trols, which are alien to our traditional we.y 
o.f life and which would be an obstacle to 
the Nation's economic growth and improve
ment." 

I am happy to say that When President 
Eisenhower's administration was completed, 
not only had a balance been established be
tween cost increases and productivity im
provements that was favorable to sustained, 
high-level growth, but that the collective 
bargaining process was as free as it had 
ever been. The guideline age did not begin 
untll later. 

Fiscal and monetary expansion is capable 
of being carried to excess even when cost
productivity conditions are favorable, but 
this is doubly so when cost-productivity 
conditions are unfavorable. Recent develop
ments in Western Europe and in Japan 
1llustrate this very well. 

Briefly, the story is this. In the 1950's 
growth rates in Western Europe, with the 
exception of Great Britain and certain of 
the Scandinavian· countries, were very much 
better than ours. In almost all cases, gov
ernments there were following easy fiscal 
and monetary policies, with large deficits 
in their budgets and a heavy and rising use 
of credit throughout their economies. To 
the wonderment of all, on the other hand, 
prices were remarkably steady. France's 
history in this period is complicated by 
currency devaluation; but you will find that 
the Belgian and German indexes rose only 
1 and 2 percent, respectively; that the Italian 
index declined 2 percent; and that the 
Japanese index fell 1 percent. Beginning . 
in 1961, however, the situation changed 
completely. Prices began to rise in Western 
Europe and in Japan at a rapid rate, and 
growth rates began to be retarded. In 
other words, the history of Western Europe 
and of Japan in the second-half of the 
1950's and in the first-half of the 1960's as 
regards price changes and growth rates has 
been exactly the reverse of ours. I don't 
quite know what the figure of speech is that 
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best fits this situation, but it has some
thing to do with the shoe being on the _ 
other foot, except that we have two or three 
pairs of feet involved. 

In any case, what was behind this rever
sal? It cannot be explained in terms of 
shifts to a higher level o! utilization of 
capacity in Western Europe and in Japan 
as compared with the United States. The 
fact is that we are all operating at high 
levels of capacity utilization. Nor can it be 
explained in terms of having guidelines or 
not having guidelines. The fact is: Western 
Europe has had guidelines all along. What 
then accounts for the difference? Guide
lines or not, the fact is that a change 
came about in Western Europe and in 
Japan in the early 1960's in the relation 
between annual labor cost increases and 
annual productivity improvements. They 
began to produce an unfavorable gap be
tween the two just as we began to eliminate 
ours. Beginning in 1960, and accelerating in 
1962 and 1963, labor cost per unit of output 
began to rise, putting a strong upward 
pressure on prices. 

Italy provides perhaps the clearest ex
ample. In 1960 and 1961, labor costs per 
unit of output were actually lower by nearly 
10 percent than they had been in 1958 and 
1959. This reflected the fact that hourly 
labor cost increases had been held well within 
the limits of productivity improvements. 
But in 1962 and 1963 hourly labor costs rose 
by close to 15 percent a year. I have no 
data on Italy's rate of annual productivity 
improvement, but it is ~ard for me to believe 
that it exceeded 7 or 8 percent, though owing 
to the special circumstances and stage of 
development of the Italian economy it is 
possible that this high rate may have been 
achieved. In any case, the excess of labor 
cost increases over productivity gains in 
1962 and 1968 was so great that prices in
creased by about 8 percent in each of these 
2 years. This was possible, obviously, only 
because-in the face of an egregious imbal
ance between labor cost increases and pro
ductivity improvements-monetary and fis
cal policy continued to be easy, in the style, 
if I may say so, of the "new economics." 

Of course, this inflationary process could 
no~ be permitted to go on indefinitely. Be
tore very long the inflation of costs and 
prices required that stabilization programs 
be launched in every. one of the. Western 
European economies. You know the .qistory 
of this as well as I do; and you know that 
these stab1llzation prograins, essential as 
they are to the long-term health of the 
economies involved, have been carried out 
only ·at the expense of a slowing down of 
growth rates. Italy has had a kind of' stabi
lization recession; France has suffered a 
pause in its growth; and so have nearly all 
the other Western European continental 
economies. Only the United Kingdom, on 
that side of the world, continues in a state of 
total domestic prosperity and vigorous expan
sionJ but it is caught in a stlll-unsolved inter
national financial predicament. I leave it to 
you to sort out cause and effect in thj.s coin
cidence. 

The hour is late and, because I want to 
say something about the economic outlook 
before I finish, I will spare you an account 
of Japan's recent economic history. Our 
friends there did not invent the term "new 
economics" but they did give us the word 
"overheating," which wm assuredly find its 
place in the same general area of the eco
nomic thesaurUs. And I must say that the 
Japanese have demonstrated some or the 
more spectacular dangers of monetary and 
fiscal expansionism persisted in side by side 
with cost inflation. 

If we are of a mind to do so, we can learn a 
good deal from these experiences of other 
countries. In many ways their most in
structive value Is to show us what heavy 
doses of the new economics, applied when 

fiscal and monetary restraint, not expansion, 
is called for, can do to the institutional 
framework of a socie·ty. Here I want to 
make two points: 

First, you will observe that indicative plan
ning, as it is called, did not prevent inflation 
in Western Europe. I hope its admirers in 
this country w111 take note of that facli. 
Second, you will observe that monetary and 
fiscal expansionism, in the mode of the so
called new economics, has led almost every
where abroad to "incomes policies" which, 
becoming increasingly specific and manda
tory and reaching far into the area of price 
and nonwage income determination, are hav
ing a profound effect on market institutions. 
There is a real danger that, in the end, an 
"incomes policy" will prove to be only a eu
phemism for a system of broad market con
trols. And the more determined the appli
cation of monetary and fiscal expansionism, 
the more determined, that is, the application 
of the new economics, the greater 1s that 
danger. 

There was no disposition to court this risk 
in the 1950's. Our paramount object was to 
achieve the purposes of the Employment Act 
within the framework of an enterprise sys
tem and of a labor market with maximum 
freedom. The guiding concept was the con
cept of a free society. Fiscal responsibility 
was, and remains, an essential means to this 
end. 

I have no wish to diminish your estimate 
of what a prudently expansive fiscal and 
monetary policy can do to promote vigorous 
and stable economic growth, and inciden
tally, to ease the task of the financial analyst. 
My object is only to argue the case that such 
a policy is possible only when a balance Is 
maintained between cost increases and pro
ductivity improvements, and that it can be 
carried to excess, even then. If you conclude 
from this that there is less that is rLew in the 
new economics than its enthusiasts seem to 
believe, and more that is contingent and 
risky, then I will have made my point on the 
doctrinal question. 

In commenting on the near-term business 
outlook, let me refer first to economic condi
tions abroad. TO a considerable extent. 
such uneasiness as is felt nowadays about 
tlie economic outlook-and it must be con
ceded that some uneasiness does exist--de
rives from a concern about prospects abroad. 

Briefly, I feel reasonably confident that the 
pause in growth that continental Western 
European countries have experienced recent
ly has about ended and• that a resumption of 
expansion can be expected this year. And I 
see no reason why expansion should not con
tinue in 1966. The pause was induced by 
stabilization programs launched to gain some 
mastery over cost inflation and a too-rapid 
expansion of credit. But the restraints are 
being relaxed almost everywhere on the 
continent now, and underlying demand is so 
strong that the response should be favorable. 
If there is a fly in the ointment, it is that the 
stabilization plans have been less than com
pletely successful in closing the gap between 
labor cost increases and productivity gains. 
Incr.eases· in employment costs are stlll ex
cessive. Accordingly, I expect to see cost and 
price inflation continue there, perhaps in 
the neighborhood of 3 percent a year, though 
hopefully not more. 

Great Britain is a special case. There are 
those who regard the .Labor government's 
stabilization measures as inadequate to cor
rect the country's international economic and 
financial imbalance; but others say that the 
credit squeeze is very tight, and that it may 
well prove by fall or winter, to be more 
restrictive than is needed·. Basically, the 
question is whether the British w111 be able 
to survive their pursuit of fiscal and monetary 
expansionism, from which they are retiring 
only very reluctantly. without devaluing 
their currency. I do not expect devaluation 
this year; whether it will come in 1966 is still 

a moot question but hopefully it will be 
avoided altogether. In any case, what seems 
most likely to me is that Great Britain's 
international financial problems will be dealt 
with in the context of .a general resetting of 
the international monetary system, rather 
tha.n by unilateral action. In the meantime, 

·I am afraid the British situation will con
tinue to be a source of uncertainty and of 
some deflationary pressure for other econ
omies. 

In the Japanese economy, industrial pro-. 
duction has been broadly fiat for almost a 
year now and I expect this condition to con
tinue for a time. There has been, as you 
know, a very rapid expansion of credit in 
Japan, and this has had a serious effect on 
the nation's investment market. But the 
impact of Japan's experiment in monetary 
and fiscal expansion has so far been limited 
mainly to its own economy and I do not 
expect to see the impact magnified, or to 
see it spread internationally, in the months 
ahead. 

Turning now to our own economy
and putting aside small month-to-month 
changes some of which are up and some 
down-I think we can say that the picture 
depicted by our business cycle indicators is 
st111 a reasonably good one. There is dis-

. tinctly more diversity in it than there was a 
month or two ago; but, apart from the stock 
market, the indicators are in reasonably 
gOOd shape. There are signs, however, that 
certain of the qualities of balance that have 
characterized the expansion to date are being 
lost. I hope I may cite these without seem
ing to be raising unwarranted alarms, or of 
being somehow counterproductive. 

First, there seems to have been some slip
ping away from the close approximation to 
balance that we have enjoyed in recent years 
in the relation between labor cost increases 
and productivity improvements. For ' the 
private economy as a who-le, and for the year 
19~4 as a whole, the gap widened a bit. Cer:. 
tainly, some o·f the major . settlemep.ts 
reached in the latter part of 1964, and to 
date in 1965, have been moving in the direc
tion of imbalance. 
· Second, prices have started to move up. 
The rate of increase of the consumer price 
index, which is slow to move in any case, 
has not changed greatly; it continues to rise 
at about 1 to 1¥2 percent a year .. · But after 
a long period of absolute stab111ty, the 
wholesale p~ice index has ·been moving up 
in recent months and the index of prices of 
indus~ial materials has moved up sharply. 
The last mentioned index rose 15 percent in 
the 12 months ending June 1965, as com
pared with 8 percent in the previous 12 
months and with a qecline of 2 percent in 
the 12 months before that. 

Cost push cannot be exonerated entirely 
from these price increases but pressure on 
production fac111ties from the side of de
mand has also been heavy. Indeed, I have 
the distinct impression that demand pres• 
sure has been more important than the push 
of costs. In part, this is due to the rapid up
surge in credit which we have seen in the 
past few months. Accordingly, I attach 
special importance at this time to monetary 
policy. 

It is not easy to find just that degree o! 
credit restraint which, without wrenching 
the economy, will get us back onto a sus
tainable rate of credit expansion. There is 
danger in putting the brakes on too hard; 
but our monetary authorities know this 
danger very well. There is also danger, how
ever, in staying too long with a rapid credit 
expansion, which is a mistake to which fiscal 
and monetary expansionists are distinctly 
prone. It is the job of money policy-and 
a highly unpopular one it is at a time like 
this-to prevent our running afoul of either 
of these hazards. To date, monetary pollcy 
has moved in what I regard as the indicated 
direction. I have no quarrel with it, and I 
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trust that the expansionists will not insist in 
this. instance on making their characteristic 
mistake of carrying things too far. 

What happens in the area of fiscal policy is 
also critical. Now, you and I know that 
there is room in our economy when it is op
erating at a high pitch and growing at a good 
rate for a combination of tax reduction and 
expenditure increase adding up, certainly, to 
$5 billion a year and possibly to as much as 
$7 billion. But you and I know, too, that if 
the Federal Government chooses to go 
beyond that at a time of high activity, and 
when the private sector of the economy is 
pushing on with its own species of deficit 
financing, then we not only risk the danger 
of overheating our economy but of impair
ing the Government's capability for taking 
constructive countermeasures in the event of 
a setback. What we need to do is to hold the 
total of tax reductions and expenditure in
creases well within the limits of the revenue 
increases we can expect from our economy's 
growth. The effect would be to move our 
Federal budgetary accounts closer to balance. 
I must tell you that I do not see as much 
evidence of a readiness to do this as I would 
like to see. 

If we are guided by these broad principles 
of financial prudence, and if labor cost in
creases are kept well within the limits of 
productivity gains, I see no reason why the 
expansion cannot go on indefinitely. As I 
have had occasion to say before, the secret 
is to avoid spurts and surges and not to push 
the economy too hard. It is plain from the 
figures that we have already had something 
of a spurt. I think our whole economy 
would have been better off without it; and 
I think that the market would be behaving 
better than it has been if we hadn't had it. 
But now I expect to see us settle down to a 
more sedate pace. If this is the way our 
economy goes, as I expect it will, then the 
stock market is currently underestimating 
the strength and the growth capab111ties of 
the American economy, and that is precisely 
what I think it is doing. 

FREE MAILING PRIVILEGES. FOR 
U.S. PERSONNEL IN SOUTH VIET
NAM 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from California [Mr. BoB WILSON] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the REcoRD and include extraneous 
matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, as 

Members of this House well know, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States is one of the most effective and 
consistent spokesman for the man in 
uniform. 

Another example of how they help look 
after the interests of our :fighting men 
has recently come to my attention. Their 
commander in chief, John A. Jenkins, 
Birmingham, Ala., has written to the 
President of the United States, urging 
free mailing privileges for all U.S. mili
tary personnel in South Vietnam. 

It should be emphasized that .this fair 
and practical recommendation was a re
sult of "Buck" Jenkins personally going 
to South Vietnam and visiting our troops 
in the combat areas. He went to the 
:fighting fronts in the forested mountains 
along the Cambodian frontier, to the 
embattled base at Danang, and to the 

marine beachhead at Chulai. He saw 
what was needed to help the troops, and 
came up with a practical solution. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
include the press release by VFW Com
niander in Chief Jenkins, dated June 17, 
1965, which, in turn, contains his letter 
to the President: 
VFW URGES FREE MAU.ING PRIVU.EGE FOR 

U.S. PERSONNEL IN SOUTH VmTNAM 
WASHINGTON, D.C., June 17, 1965.-Free 

mailing privileges for U.S. military men was 
urged today by the national commander in 
chief of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States, Mr. John A. Jenkins, 
Birmingham, Ala. 

Commander Jenkins made the recom
mendation in a per.sonal telegram to Presi
dent Johnson. The VFW official, just re
turned from an extensive trip to the fight
ing fronts in South Vietnam, said he had 
an opportunity to personally observe the 
conditions under which U.S. m11itary per
sonnel are living and fighting. 

Explaining his recommendation, Com
mander Jenkins said: "Fighting the Com
munist aggressors in South Vietnam is a 
full-time, around-the-clock. job. This is a 
war in South Vietnam and it doesn't make 
sense that our fighting men should be un
necessarily burdened by having to travel 
to a postal branch, line up to buy stamps, 
which it is impossible for them to keep in 
usable condition when they return to their 
battle positions in rains, mud, and sand." 

The text of VFW Commander Jenkin's 
telegram to President Johnson follows: 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

During my recent trip to South · Vietnam, 
I was fortunate to be able to visit our fight
ing men in various parts of that embattled 
country. I can report to you, Mr. Presi
dent, that our fighting men are performing 
their duty with a dedication, loyalty, and 
degree of efficiency that has historically been 
the hallmark of those in our Armed Forces. 
As a result of my visits to fighting fronts in 
South Vietnam, I take this opportunity .to 
respectfully recommend that free mailing 
privileges be authorized to all those in our 
Armed Forces in South Vietnam. On the 
basis of my personal observations, I am con
vinced that it is an unnecessary burden for 
men engaged in a life and death conflict to 
have to travel to a postal branch, line up 
for stamps, and then go back to their com
bat assignments. It is impossible for our 
troops living, for instance, in primitive con
ditions of the mountainous frontier, and in 
the deep and drifting sands of the Chu Lai 
beachhead to keep their postage stamps in 
a usable condition until they have time to 
write to their loved ones at home. It is also 
respectfully submitted, Mr. President, that 
in the long run the granting of free ma111ng 
privileges to our forces in South Vietnam 
would prove to be an economical step. The 
merchandising of stamps and maintenance 
of even rudimentary postal fac111ties seetns 
to be an unnecessary expenditure under the 
existing circumstances. Hoping that this 
recommendation merits your favorable con
sideration, I am. 

Respectfully, 
JoHN A. JENKINS, 

Commander in Chief, VFW. 

RESIDUAL OIL RELIEF NEAR?
STATEMENT DETAILS NEED 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVE
LAND] may extend his remarks at this 

point in the RECORD and include extrane
ous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the 

residual oil import problem continues to 
affiict the consumers of the Northeast. 
Hopefully, a solution is near. Last week, 
Members of Congress from every New 
England State and New York met with 
Director Buford Ellington, of the Office 
of Emergency Planning, who is one of 
the President's key advisers on oil im
port policy. We expressed ourselves in 
clear terms, calling for an early decision, 
which Mr. Ellington said he would try 
to achieve. The delegation's informal 
chairman was the destinguished gentle;. 
man from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGARTY] 
and, it is encouraging to record, we also 
were specifically authorized to express 
his wholehearted endorsement of our 
position by the Speaker of the House. 

This time, it is hoped that the North
east will be able to muster enough 
strength to overcome the power of the 
coal and oil interests, .which blocked re
laxation of residual oil imports last 
March. They did this by exerting their 
influence at the White House so that 
the Secretary of the Interior himself was 
overruled on the eve of announcing plans 
to grant a &ubstantial measure of relief. 

As we await a new decision, it is timely 
to consider the underlying facts and I 
offer for this purpose the text of a frank, 
short address by Mr. John K. Evans, 
executive director of the Independent 
Fuel Oil Marketers of America, Inc. He 
delivered it with considerable courage 
last month at the annual convention of 
the National Coal Association in Chi
cago. This is an excellent summary of 
the residual oil question and I urge my 
colleagues to read it: 
STATEMENT BY MR. JOHN K. EvANS, EXECU

TIVE DmECTOR, INDEPENDENT FuEL Ou. 
MARKETERS OJ' AMERICA, INC., WASHINGTON, 
D.C., AT 48TH ANNIVERSARY CONVENTION OJ' 
THE NATIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION IN CHICAGO 
My name is Jack Evans, I am executive 

director of Independent Fuel Oil Marketers 
of America, Inc., of Washington, D.C. I have 
spent over three decades in the international 
oil business, most of that time with tht 
Royal Dutch Shell group and for the past . 
4 years I have llad my own consulting office 
in Washington. Among my clients are mem
bers of the association whose stand and in
terests are · the reason for my being .here 
today. 

When I told Don Sullivan that I was born 
in Wales he told me I was a traitor to my 
Welsh heritage. My reply to Don was that 
I was from North Wales where they have 
no coal and where the only natural resourc~ 
is rocks. When I told my friends I was 
going to stick my head into the lion's head 
they told me I must have rocks in my head. 
The Welsh are a stubborn race and like to 
crusade for lost causes but I am sure I don't 
have to tell this audience about the Welsh 
because they have had plenty of contact with 
John L. Lewis and other far more eloquent 
representatives of the Welsh race than I ever 
could be. 

I fully realize that this is a kangaroo 
court but I welcome this opportunity of 
te111ng you how the independent marketer 
of residual fuel oil feels about the coal 
industry's successful war to date to put him 
out of business. 
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COAL PROSPECTS EXCELLENT 

We don't believe that the problems of the 
coal industry have been caused by imported 
residual fuel oil. In fact, we think that 
from the standpoint of the domestic coal 
industry itself, and particularly the coal 
mineowners, both the present and future 
prospects for profitable operation are excel
!Emt. In fact, all of my friends on Wall 
Street tell me that coal stocks are a good 
buy. As proof of the latter, I note that 
earnings per share in 1964 over 1963 were 
up 24 percent for Peabody; 16 percent for 
Consolidation; 33 percent for Island Creek; 
and 10 percent for Pittston-not a bad per
formance. 

By the above statement I do· not imply 
that Appalachia is not suffering severely 
from unemployment in the coal industry. 
This is due to automation, not imported 
residual fuel oil. I also admit that the coal 
industry has lost some markets such as 
those caused by the dieselizatlon of railroad 
equipment, conversions from coal to gas and 
No. 2 heating fuel by the household con
sumer, and conversions to competitive fuels 
by industrial plants. I will admit that in 
the latter category, while most of the con
version has gone to gas, a negligible volume 
has been converted to residual fuel oil. Ac
tually the market in which residual fuel 
oil could compete with coal is extremely 
limited. Imported residual fuel oil 1s 
marketed only on the so-called watershed 
area of the east coast. By the latter I mean 
that this product is heavy and viscous and 
has to be kept he a ted in order · to be trans
portable. This means that imported resid
ual fuel oil cannot be transported any great 
distance overland, particularly in the 
Northern States where the climate is such 
that keeping the product fluid in the winter 
months presents a serious problem. Accord
ing to a study made several years ago by the 
Department of Interior, the then Oil Import 
Administrator stated that imported residual 
fuel oil only· directly competed in a narrow 
area on the central Atlantic coast and rep
resented about a 6-mnlion-ton coal equiva
lent. Six m1llion tons, applied against coal's 
domestic production of over 400 million tons 
are negligible. 

COAL INDUSTRY FIGHTS FALSE ISSUE 

We contend that the coal industry, in 
spending vast sums of fighting residual fuel 
on imports, is doing a dissenice to itself, 
consumers of fuel, and the entire conven
tional fuel industry. We believe that if the 
coal industry would use the money and 
energy now being expended. on what we con
sider a false issue on positive actions such 
as an aggressive research and development 
program as well as programs to develop new 
markets, particUlarly overseas, far greater 
benefits would accrue to the coal- industry. 
We feel that far too little effort has been 
placed upon overseas markets--when you 
compare what the on industry does In de
veloping markets with what the coal indus
try is doing, the comparison is shocking. In 
a way this is tragic because the American , 
coal industry has done a better job than any 
industry in the world in reducing its cost of 
producing coal and developing advanced 
methods of coal mining and transportation. 
American coal can compete anywhere in the 
world with any foreign produced coal and 
the problem is to fight for a liberal trade 
program throughout the world to the end 
that American coal is allowed to compete in 
world markets on a fair and equitable basis. 

ATOMIC POWER BIGGER THREAT TO COAL 

Coming back to our contention that the 
coal industry's policy of fighting · for a false 
issue is hurting all of us, I want to touch 
upon atomic energy. In · talks I have had 
up and down the east coast I have been told 
time and time again that if there was a free 
and competitive market within the conven-

tiona! fuels industry the price of energy in 
that industry would be competitive to the 
extent that there would be no incentive 
whatsoever to develop atomic energy plants. 
Just so there is no misunderstanding, when 
I am talking about prices within the conven
tional fuel industry I am not talking about 
dumped prices. 

Throughout New England atomic energy 
plants are being planned or are on the draw
ing boards. Only recently a large atomic 
plant was approved for Oyster Creek in New 
Jersey. The decision to build this plant was 
based solely on the economics of the cost 
of fuel and the fact that residual fuel oil 
was not avanable. But, let's return to New 
England. I am no expert on atomic energy 
but I have been told that were it not for 
the controls and restrictions on residual fuel 
on imports into New England, atomic energy, 
under present conditions, could not compete 
with conventionally fueled fac1lities. The 
present method of controlling residual fuel 
oil imports has placed my industry in a form 
of monopoly cartel marketing system. Since 
quotas are allocated to eligible Importers, ·1 t 
means that these importers have a locked-in 
share of the market. Consumers do not 
have a freedom of choice, neither do the In
dependent marketers since all are tied and 
are captive to the eligible importer who 
receives the import quota. This means that 
the consumer 1s :forced to pay a higher price 
and this higher price has nothing whatso
ever to do with the cost of production, trans
portation, or distribution. It Is a false value 
that 1s placed on an import Ilcense. This 
value is the main cause of the disruption of 
the pricing structure of the residual · fuel oil 
market and is the main reason for the fact 
that atomic energy is economically justified. 
The dangerous fact is that once atomic 
energy plants are built, that market is lost 
forever to all conventional fuels. 

Another competitor for the market under 
discussion that has been created by the coal 
industry's successful attack on imported 
residual fuel oil is that of the importation of 
power from Canada. Here again plans are 
being made to import vast amounts of elec
tric power into the east coast from the 
north. Here again, .once these transmission 
lines go into operation, markets are lost for
ever to the conventional fuels marketed on 
the east coast. Another area of mutual in
terest is that of air pollution and what is 
needed is certainly more factual and scien
tific information on this highly political pub
lic issue. 

NATION'S INTERESTS MUST COME FIRST 

In the long term of history no man gets 
away with anything unless it is founded on 
truth. This applies to individuals, indus
tries, and countries and it 1s a fact that I am 
afraid all three categories in my adopted 
country have yet to learn through bitter ex
perience. Our Nation is facing challenges 
and troubles throughout the world and I 
predict this trend will continue. None of us 
can afford to subordinate our own personal 
vested interests for those of our country. 
We can get away with it but sooner or later 
our children will have to pay the price for 
our shortsightedness. I am not saying that 
the coal industry is the only guilty party be
cause my own on industry has made plenty 
of mistakes in this whole intangible area of 
policies and actions that are to the best In
terests of our country and not to a small 
vested segment of our Nation. The only real 
difference between the Russians and us Is 
that we believe in the maximum amount of 
freedom and the private enterprise system 
.is the keystone of this faith. Whne the Rus
sians believe in state ownership, no private 
sector can exist under such a faith. Every 
action we take should be to strengthen and 
broaden the base of private enterprise and 
not frustrate and weaken this foundation. 

We intend to continue our fight against 
any move by any conventional or other type 

of fuel that is contrary to the basic philos
ophy of the private enterprise system be
cause we, believe that this is the best way of 
fighting the challenge of communism 
throughout the world. We are against any 
preferential treatment that discriminates 
unfairly against any segment of our econ
omy. For this reason we would support the 
coal industry in any moves made to expand 
its exports and to fight for fair and equitable 
treatment via the relaxation and liberaliza
tion of impediments to trade, both tariff and 
nontariff barriers, throughout the world. 
We would also support any program aimed 
at eliminating Government subsidies on any 
fuel, either conventional or nonconventlonal, 
if these subsidies were discriminatory and 
harmful to competition. We belleve that 
any action taken, such as the present import 
restrictions on residual fuel oil aimed at de
stroying competition and adopting a form of 
end use control of the consumer in order to 
favor one specific form of energy, is in the 
long run disastrous not only to the fuel in
dustry but also to our Nation, 

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962 
·Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from West Virginia [Mr. MOORE] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
1n the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I am join

ing those who have introduced a bill to 
amend the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 
I know of no other legislation that is 
more in need of amendment than that 
act. It was based on untenable policy 
and was intemperLte in its objective. Be
yond that it was self-defeating in the 
rigid conditions it laid down for adjust
ment assistance. 

It was intemperate in providing for 
another 50-percent cut in the tariff after 
our average tariff protection has already 
been brought down a full 80 percent on 
dutiable items since 1934. 

Under the previous policy of selective 
tariff cuts, all our industries had been 
sifted time and again and studied with 
respect to the extent to which the tariff 
could be subjected to further tariff cuts 
without causing or threatening serious 
injury to the industries concerned. We 
may be sure that during the 30 years 
since 1934 our tariff has been cut in the 
successive tariff-reduction conference 
about as deeply as possible without ex
posing our market to excessive import 
penetration. 

From 1934 to 1947 we entered into 29 
bilateral trade agreements in each of 
which some of our tariffs were cut. Then 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade was negotiated. It went into effect 
on January 1, 1948. Sharp additional 
reductions in the tariff were made in that 
initial general conference. Thereafter 
four other conferences were held in Eu
rope at a few years' interval and each 
time yet further tariff cuts were made. 
In 1955 the Congress, however, restricted 
the cuts to 15 or 5 percent per year dur
ing the 3-year period of the extension 
of the act, thus recognizing the low level 
to which the tariff had already been re
duced. In the 1958 Trade Agreements 
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Extension Act the cuts were again limited 
to 5 percent per year, this time for a 
4-year period, or 20 percent, thus again 
recognizing the need for gradualness and 
time for industrial adjustment. In both 
1955 and 1958, moreover, the Tariff Com
mission operated under the "peril point" 
provision of the law which called for de
tailed studies to determine the level be
low which the tariff could not be cut 
without causing or threatening serious 
injury to the domestic industry. The 
peril point findings were made by the 
Tariff Commission. 

In other words, the policy from 1934 to 
1962 was not to expose domestic industry 
to serious injury from imports, in recog
nition of the difficulty that would be 
caused by incoming floods of low-cost 
foreign goods. Also, there was an escape 
clause, which, though it was not sympa
thetically administered, nevertheless 
served notice that the non-serious in
jury policy was in effect and could be 
invoked by domestic industry. 

Under the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962, a new but highly contradictory pol
icy line was incorporated. It was duplic
itous and deceptive in two respects. 

First, it undertook to throw the no
injury policy overboard. This was on the 
grounds that sacrifices must be made on 
behalf of the national policy of contin
uing to reduce trade barriers. This 
toughness went hand in hand with the 
50-percent tariff cut and its intended 
application across the board. In other 
words, a dragnet approach was to be 
inaugurated. 

Yet, to make it appear as if the no
injury policy were still in effect and that 
great care would be taken to safeguard 
individual industries, extensive, item-by
item hearings were provided for in the 
act-hearings conducted not only by the 
Tariff Commission but also by the Com
mittee for Trade Information. Each in
dustry would be given an opportunity to 
be heard. 

When the time came for hearings, no
tices went out all over the country. 
Over 800 witnesses were heard, including 
many Members of . this House and the 
other body, and the hearings lasted for 
4 months. . 

This was in fiat contradiction of the 
across-the-board tariff cuts which had 
also been announced as an integral part 
of the new policy but not written into 
the law. 
- The hearings were barely over when 
the President's .special representative for 
trade negotiations indeed agreed with 
GATT representatives that the approach 
would be a fiat 50-percent cut, with a 
"bare minimum of exceptions." Those 
were the exact words: "a bare minimum 
of exceptions." This meant that all items 
except a mere handful could be cut 50 
percent. 

What was the purpose then of hear
ings, except to deceive the public and 
the industries and Members "of Congress 
by leading them to believe that each 
industry would be considered separately 
and that each item would be cut or not 
cut according to the particular competi
tive conditions in each case? This was 
like measuring 800 men for their suit 
sizes and then arbitrarily prescribing 

the same size for all. The hearings were 
a pious fraud. 

Congress, in requiring hearings and 
providing criteria to be considered in 
weighing tariff cuts, obviously intended 
that the information gathered in the ex
tensive hearings be used as expected. 
The State Department thought other
wise and its policy prevailed. 

Secondly, while industry and labor 
that were injured by past tariff reduc
tions-not only those under the Kennedy 
round-were to be variously compen
sated as provided in the act, the require
ments for such relief were so tightly 
drawn that in 2% years and 17 cases 
brought before the Tariff Commission, 
not 1 case has withstood the rigid test 
laid down. This has happened even 
though, as is well known, the members 
of the Tariff Commission are appointed 
by the President. 

The upshot is that in its conception, 
construction, and administration, the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 was and 
is a miserable piece of legislation. It 
should be changed drastically before the 
damage that is implicit in its potentials 
is actually inflicted on American indus
try, and particularly on the workers. 

What possessed this body to accept so 
inept a piece of legislation in 1962 must 
remain one ·of the unsolved mysteries of 
the decade. I am happy to say that I 
voted against it. 

Suffi.cient time has passed to justify a 
reassessment of the situation and to 
make amends. Little wonder that the 
negotiations in Europe have stumbled 
along so haltingly and with so many mis
givings and agonizing doubts. After 
more than 2% years, the final negotia
tions are still months away. For that 
fact we should at least be thankful. 

The world has moved considerably 
from its 1962 economic position. The 
framework of the new competitive reali
ties is now more clearly visible. The 
disparity between our high-cost plateau 
and the rest of the world is coming into 
sharp relief. We can no longer doubt 
that we can and are being outtraded in 
many parts of the world despite the false 
message droned upon us by our official 
trade statistics. These all sing a song 
of high cheer over our great export sur
plus. Unfortunately the reality of the 
case is different. 

Our export surplus quickly dissolves 
when it is subjected to a factual analysis. 
It consists mostly of subsidized exports 
under foreign aid; sales and giveaways 
under Public Law 480; sales to subsidi
aries of our own ~ompanies, shipments to 
our oversea Armed Forces, and govern
mental employees, and so forth. It is 
also rendered highly dubious by our 
method of reporting our imports, a 
method that exaggerates the surplus by 
upward of $2% billion. The explanation 
is that our omcial import statistics are 
reported on a different basis from that 
followed by nearly all the other countries 
of the world. We take the foreign value 
as the basis without adding marine in
surance and freight. This shrinks our 
import statistics 8ome 15 percent com
pared with those of other countries. 

Also, if we look at the great flood 
of our investments in foreign plants and 

enterprises, we quickly see that the 
lure of the lower foreign wages is very 
strong. Our foreign investments in the 
past 5 or 6 years haJVe swollen rapidly 
while investment in new plant and 
equipment in domestic industry has 
lagged seriously, except as we have been 
pressed to modernize and automate, 
both to withstand the rising import 
competition and to try to hold onto 
foreign markets. The principal in
crease in exports has come in agricul
tural products, many of them heavily 
subsidized. These do not generate as 
much employment as does the produc
tion of manufactured products. Om 
imports on the other hand have come 
more and more to fall into the finished 
goods and manufactured foodstuff clas
sification. Thus we are coming more 
and more into the position of trading 
farm output for manufactured goods, 
In terms of employment this represents 
a poor trade. 

Only a decade ago finished goods rep
resented but a third of our total im
ports. Now they represent virtually a 
half of them. 

This means that our exports have 
been most successful in subsidized farm 
products and other agricultural com
modities that we have sold for foreign 
currencies or given away. Also our ex
ports of machinery have boomed as a 
result of our heavy foreign investments. 
As we open plants abroad we have used 
much American equipment; and this has 
helped our exports; but it cannot be 
regarded as a permanent outlet. 

It was a favorite saying of our econo
mists that the only domestic industries 
that cannot compete with imports are 
the inefficient and low-wage paying ones. 
Today these economists are strangely 
quiet on this point, and no wonder. The 
steel industry is not a low-wage indus
try-indeed, it is a high-wage industry
and yet it is plagued by fast-rising im
ports. But for the boom in automobile 
production and construction activities, 
steel imports would represent a spectac
ular threat to the domestic industry. 
Even so the industry is striving hard 
to reduce its cost burden by improved 
technology, which results in laying off 
workers. 

Another high-wage industry that is 
facing rising imports is the automobile 
industry. It has met the threat in two 
ways. Luckily it had the necessary fi
nancial reserves to tool up for production 
of the compact car. Smaller industries 
do not all enjoy such reserves or credit. 
Secondly, the industry has invested very 
heavily in Europe and elsewhere and is 
therefore in a position' to enjoy the better 
part of two worlds. Meantime, employ
ment in our automotive plants has de
clined. When we turn to glassware and 
pottery and other industries of more 
moderate size we do not encounter the 
same capacity to fight against imports. 
These are not low-wage industries but 
they do not enjoy the vast financial re
serves available to the steel and automo
bile industries. When imports strike 
them they have no way to turn other 
than to seek cost reduction. Tecbnolog
ical .improvements, however, do not grow 
on trees, and the smaller companies may 
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be driven out of business because they 
lack the resources to modernize or to in
vest abroad 

When imports climb, these smaller in
dustries find their market shrinking and 
they are thrown back upon themselves. 
They are then told to diversify; and 
some of them have done so or are mak
ing efforts to do so; but the advice to 
diversify is more readily given than suc
cessfully achieved. Foreign competi
tion is now quite as likely in other prod
ucts as in the one in the production of 
which an industry may be in distress. 
Retraining, retooling and financing are 
all difficult steps, and in some instances 
represent insuperable obstacles. The 
smaller companies then strive to hold 
on to the output they now have-and 
therein lies stagnation. They are un
able to employ any of the new workers 
that population growth makes available, 
and that will form pools of unemployed 
if they are not hired. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing is more certain 
than the untimeliness of the proposal of 
further tariff reductions at the present 
time in any instance where imports have 
already taken a liberal share of our 
market. 

It is for this reason that I join whole
heartedly in support of the legislation 
that would re~nove certain items from 
the President's list, and that would pro
vide machinery for the imposition of 
import quotas to prevent imports from 
doing yet more damage . than they have 
already inflicted on many of our indus
tries. We cannot be in the position in
dustrially of being put on the run by 
low-cost imports that owe their competi
tive advantage, riot to higher efficiency, 
but to lower wages. 

I am happy to introduce this bill and 
to urge its earliest consideration by the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

FOREIGN AGENTS REGISTRATION 
ACT SHOULD BE AMENDED TO 
PROHIBIT GESTAPO-LIKE SNOOP
ING ON REFUGEES 
Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of , th~ gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

introducing legislation today to prohibit 
private American detective agencies 
from acting as a hired gestapo for any 
foreign government or foreign political 
party. This bill is intended to bring a 
halt to such spying and other snooping 
activities on refugees, exiles, and other 
foreigners who come to this country. 
The long arm ~ of totalitarian regimes 
should not be permitted to touch these 
people, especially through private Amer
ican detective agencies. I think that all 
Members of the House will agree that 
the United States should remain a haven 
for the persecuted. This is a policy 
closely interwoven with the very begin
ning of American history. I feel quite 
strongly that this bLl will help to keep 

America as a sanctuary for these un
fortunates. 

Mr. Speaker, my attention was first 
drawn to this matter last year when Vir
ginia Prewett, the distinguished colum
nist on Latin American affairs, described 
the plight of Haitian refugees and exiles 
in the United States. She said in a col
umn appearing in the Washington Dally 
News that "the same terror that stalks 
dictator-ridden Haiti now haunts Haiti
ans in the United States." She reported 
that "a new secret service recently cre
ated by Haiti's President Francois Du
valier and called the international squad 
is spying on Haitians in New York and 
elsewhere with brutal reprisals for those 
who criticize Duvalier overseas and then 
go home." Private American detective 
agencies allegedly operated as part of 
this apparatus. Indeed, records of the 
U.S. Department of Justice substantiate 
the charge. They show that not only 
has such surveillance and investigative 
work been performed for Haiti by private 
American detective agencies, but also for 
other countries. And I cannot help but 
feel there is much unreported activity 
of the same type. 

This sort of nefarious snooping should 
be halted immediately. At the same 
time, Congress should amend the For
eign Agents Registration Act to make it 
clear that such activity constitutes a 
violation of American law and will be 
punished accordingly. Simple justice 
demands .no less. I hope the House 
Committee on Judiciary will approve this 
measure separately or as an amendment 
to legislation currently being considered 
to bring the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act up to date. 

THE PROPOSED 200 BEV 
ACCELERATOR· 

Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HoLIFIEL-D] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. · 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, there 

is a great interest over the location of a 
proposed 200 billion electron volt ac
celerator which currently is in the initial 
design study stage under the supervision 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. As 
of today the Atomic Energy Commission 
has received 110 proposals from 45 States 
recommending nearly 200 sites for the 
location of this proposed facility. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy for a number of years has closely 
followed the Nation's high energy physics 
program, more than 90 percent of which 
is sponsored and supported by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. High energy phys
ics is truly on the frontiers of science; 
it is a field that is exploring the very 
basic forms of matter. Facilities that 
can accelerate the smallest known par
ticles of atoms such as electrons and pro
tons and make them travel at speeds 
approaching that of the speed of light 
are neoessary tools in the exploration of 
this frontier of scientific knowledge. By 

bombarding other particles with these 
fast-moving protons and electrons, we 
are able to discern-phenomena that oth
erwise would remain unknown to us. New 
and strange particles thus discovered add 
to man's store of knowledge and better 
understanding of the physical world and 
matter itself. 

These facilities which serve as tools in 
the field of high energy physics are very 
expensive to ·construct and to operate. 
They require large areas and tremendous 
amounts of electrical energy. The 
2-mile linear electron accelerator at 
Stanford University, now nearing com
pletion, is being constructed at a cost of 
$1~4 million. The construction of the 
proposed 200 billion electron volt-
Bev .-proton accelerator is estimated to 
cost $280 million. When fully opera
tional, its annual operating costs will run 
in the neighborhood of $50 million per 
year. 

At the request of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, the executive branch 
of the Government undertook a study 
and in January 1965, President Johnson 
submitted to the Joint Committee a "Re
port on Policy for National Action in the 
Field of High Energy Physics." That 
report and additional background infor
mation has been published as a print by 
the Joint Committee and is available to 
those Members of Congress who desire 
to obtain some understanding of the Na
tion's high energy physics research pol
icy and the projected national expendi
tures in this field for the next 16 years. 

I would also commend to the Members 
of Congress the Joint Committee's hear
ings on the objectives and needs of high 
energy physics research which were held 
last March. 

In regard to the proposed 200-Bev. ac
celerator, I think it is important to realize 
that the project has not been authorized 
for construction. I should like to repeat 
that. It has not been authorized for 
construction. 

To date, the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy has recommended and the 
Congress has authorized only design 
studies for this project. A great deal of 
work directed toward the highly techni
cal and complicated design of this facility 
has been underway for several years at 
the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at 
the Berkeley campus of the University of 
California under the very capable direc
tion of Dr: Edwin McMillan, a noted au
thodty in this field. If the national 
policy report recommendations are fol
lowed by the administration, the Joint 
Committee next year will consider 
whether or not engineering preliminary 
to construction should be undertaken for 
a 200-Bev. accelenitor. 

A design study prepared under the 
supervision of Dr. McMillan has been 
completed. It consists of two volumes 
running over 700 pages and will soon be 
made available by the AEC. Every group 
that has submitted its formal proposal to 
the AEC for the location of the 200-Bev. 
accelerator will be able to obtain a copy 
of the two-volume study within the next 
2 or 3 weeks. In addition, within the 
next several weeks, the AEC will forward 
to a special committee of the National 
Academy of Sciences those proposals 
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which it considers worthy of further 
evaluation. All sponsors of specific site 
locations will be notified by the Commis
sion whether their proposal has or has 
not been selected for further evaluation 
by the. National Academy of Sciences' 
committee. 

Mr. Speaker, in view of the great in
terest in this proposed facility by the 
Members of the House and particularly 
those in whose district proposed sites 
are located, I place in the RECORD at this 
point a current list of the sites as of this 
date proposed for the location of this 
accelerator and the identity of the pro
posers. The proposed general locations 
are grouped by State in alphabetical 
order. 

LIST OJ' SITEs--AREA AND PROPOSER 
ALABAMA 

Childersburg: Chamber of Commerce, Bir
mingham. 

Eufaula: City of Eufaula. 
Florence: Florence-Lauderdale Industrial 

Expansion Committee, Inc., Florence. 
Green County: Green County. 
Mobile: Mobile Area C~amber of Commerce, 

Mobile. 
Opelika: Chamber of Commerce, Opelika. 

ARIZONA 
Gila River Indian Reservation: Gila River 

Indian Community Council, Sacaton. 
Phoenix and Tucson: Arizona State Univer

sity, Tempe. 
ARKANSAS 

Little Rock: Chamber of Commerce, Little 
Rock. 

CALD'ORNIA 
San Diego: Gov. Edmund G. Brown, Sac

ramento. 
Camp Parks: City of San Diego. 
McCloud River Basin Area "(Redding): Mc

Cloud River Railroad Co., Redding. 
COLORADO 

Lowry AFB Bombing Range: University 
of Colorado, Boulder. 

CONNECTICUT 
Plainfield: State of Connecticut Develop

ment Commission, Hartford. 
FLORIDA 

Broward County (Fort Lauderdale) : Nova 
University of Advanced Technology, Fort 
Lauderdale, and Broward County Industrial 
Development Board, Fort Lauderdale. 

Dade County: Dade County Development 
Department, Miami. 

Fort Pierce: Charles c. Moore, realtor, Fort 
Pierce. 

Fort Walton Beach: Playground Chamber 
of Commerce, Fort Walton Beach. 

Gulf County (Panama City): Gulf Tim
berland Co., Panama City. 

Jacksonville/Gainesv1lle: Chambers of 
Commerce, Jacksonv1lle and Gainesv1lle. 

Orlando: Orange County Industrial Board, 
Orlando. 

Palm Beach Gardens: City of Palm Beach 
Gardens. 

Santa Rosa County: Chamber of Com
merce, Milton. 

Tallahassee: Chamber of Commerce, Tal-
lahassee. · 

Tampa Bay area: Greater Tampa Chamber 
of Commerce and city of St. Petersburg. 

GEORGIA 
. Atlanta: Georgia Science and Technology 

Commission, Atlanta. 
Atlanta, Forsyth County: Etheridge & Co., 

Inc., Atlanta. 
Atlanta, Fulton County: Fulton County, 

Atlanta. 
Bainbridge: Chamber Of Commerce, Bain

bridge. 

Cherokee County: Cherokee County, Can
ton. 

Savannah: City of Save,nnah. 
IDAHO 

National Reactor Testing Station, Gov. 
Robert E. Smylie, Boise. 

ILLINOIS 
Chicago: Gov. Otto Kerner, Springfield. 
Morgan-Scott County Area: Chamber of 

Commerce, Jackson ville. 
Shawneetown: Saline Water Conservancy 

District, Eldorado. 
INDIANA 

Clinton: City of Clinton. 
Elkhart: William R. Nicholson, Elkhart. 
Ind:ianapolis: Gov. Roger D. Branigan, 

Indianapolis. 
Ohio River-Aurora: Hopping Construction 

Co., Aurora. 
IOWA 

New Hampton: Chickasaw County, New 
Hampton. 

Cedar Rapids: Cedar Rapids Chamber of 
Commerce. 

KANSAS 
Parsons: City of Parsons. 
Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas City, Kans.: 

Cities of Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas City, 
Kans. 

KENTUCKY 
Lexington: Gov. Edward T. Breathitt, 

Frankfort. 
Louisville and southern Indiana area: 

Louisville and Jefferson County Economic 
Progress Commission, Louisville. 

Paducah: Luxury Homes, Inc., Evansville, 
Ind. 

West Point: City of West Point. 
LOUISIANA 

Mandev1lle: Gov. John J. McKeithen. 
MAINE 

Sanford (New Hampshire assisted): Gov. 
John H. Reed, Augusta. 

MARYLAND 
Baltimore: CLARENCE D. LONG, Member Of 

Congress, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Worcester County: William H. Holloway, 
secretary of the Economic Development Com
mittee for Worcester County. 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Haverh111: Haverh111 Industrial Council. 

MICHIGAN 
Battle Creek and Ann Arbor: Michigan De

partment of Economic Expansion, Lansing. 
MINNESOTA 

Dakota County (St. Paul-Minneapolis), 
University of Minnesota. 

MISSISSIPPI 
Jackson: Central Mississippi Development 

District, Jackson. 
Oxford: Oxford-Lafayette County Chamber 

of Commerce, Oxford. 
Perry and Forrest Counties: Mississippi 

Power Co., Gulfport. 
Scott County: Mid-Mississippi Develop

ment District, Newton. 
Stonev1lle: Delta Council, Stoneville. 

MISSOURI 
Flat River: Morris R. Cleveland, Flat River. 
Joplin: State Senator Richard M. Webster 

and T. D. Saar, Jr., Jefferson City. 
Kans8.6 City, Mo. (and Kansas Citiy, Kans) : 

Cities of Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas City, 
Kans. 

St. Louis: St. Louis Research Council, St. 
Louis. 

MONTANA 
Arlee (Missoula) : Gov. Tim Babcock, 

Helena. 
NEBRASKA 

Lincoln/Omaha: Chambers of Commerce, 
Lincoln and Omaha. 

Sidney: City of Sidney. 

NEVADA 
Las Vegas: · Southern Nevada Industrial 

Foundation, Inc., Las Vegas. 
NEW JERSEY 

Burlington and Ocean Counties: Edward 
L. Schinman, Wayne. 

Mount Holly: Burlington County. 
NEW MEXICO 

Albuquerque: Albuquerque Industrial De
velopment Service, Inc., Rio Rancho Estates, 
Albuquerque. 

Albuquerque: Albuquerque Industrial De
velopment Service, Inc. 

Farmington: City of Farmington. 
Hobbs: Industrial Development Corp., 

Hobbs. 
Santa Fe: City of Santa Fe. 

NEW YORK 
Brookhaven National Laboratory: Associ

ated Universities, Inc., Upton, Long Island. 
Hunter: I. and O.A. Slutzky, Hunter. 
Selected sites (Model City, Ithaca, West 

Rochester, East Rochester, Rome): Depart
ment of Commerce, State of New York, Al

:bany. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Research Triangle: Gov. Dan K. Moore, 
Raleigh. 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Grand Forks: Chamber of Commerce, 

Grand Forks. 
OHIO 

Marietta: City of Marietta. 
Medina: Hale & Kullgren, Inc., Akron. 
Pike County: Chambers of Commerce, 

Portsmouth, Chillicothe, and Pike County. 
Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant: Gov. 

James A. Rhodes, Columbus. 
OKLAHOMA 

Central Oklahoma area (Oklahoma City): 
Chamber of Commerce, Oklahoma City. 

Muskogee: Louis Smith, attorney at law, 
Muskogee. 

Northeast Oklahoma (Tulsa): Oklahoma 
Ordnance Works Authority, Pryor. 

OREGON 
Eugene: Willamette Valley Research Coun-

cil, Eugene. · 
Morrow and Umatilla (Counties): Eastern 

Oregon Dev't Committee, Madras. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Crawford County: J. J. Gumberg Co., 
Realtors, Pittsburgh. 

Pittsburgh: Regional Industrial Develop
ment Corp. of Southwest Pennsylvania, 
Pittsburgh. 

RHODE ISLAND 
Providence: Governor of Rhode Island. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Savannah River: Gov. Robert E. McNair, 

Columbia. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

Bad Lands Bombing Range: City of Rapid 
City. 

Black Hills Ordance Depot: City of Rapid 
City. 

Lemmon: Chamber of Commerce, Lemmon. 
TENNESSEE 

Memphis: Memphis Area Chamber of 
Commerce, Memphis. 

Oak Ridge: City of Oak Ridge. 
TEXAS 

Dallas/Fort Worth: Chambers of Com
merce, Dallas and Fort Worth. 

Houston: Chamber of Commerce, Houston. 
Killgore Research Center, Amarillo: Kill

gore Research Genter, West Texas State Uni
versity, Canyon. 

Lubbock: Chamber of Commerce, Lubbock. 
Odessa: Chamber of Commerce, Odes~. 
Port of Mansfield: Charles R. Johnson, 

Port Director, Port of Mansfield, Tex. 
San Antonio: Chamber of Commerce, san 

Antonio. 
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UTAH 

Brigham City: Brigham City Industrial 
Commission, Brigham City. 

Salt Lake City: Gov. Calvin L. Ramp ton, 
Salt Lake City. 

vmoiNIA 
Norfolk: R. G. Denmead & Co., Columbus, 

Ohio. 
WASHINGTON 

Hanford: Tri-City Nuclear Industrial 
Council, Inc., Pasco. 

WEST VmGINIA 
Point Pleasant & Ravenwood: Gov. Hulett 

C. Smith, Charleston. 
WISCONSIN 

Madison: University of Wisconsin. 
WYOMING 

Laramie: Gov. Cli1Iord P. Hansen, 
Cheyenne. 

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON 
EDUCATION 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I 

should like to take this opportunity to 
call to the attention of Members of the 
House the White House Conference on 
Education which will be held here in 
Washington on July 20 and 21. 

In a statement concerning the White 
House Conference, President Johnson 
said: 

Every child has the rlgh!t to as much edu
cation as he has the ablllty to receive. I 
believe that this right does not end in the 
lower schools, but goes through technical 
and higher education-if the chlld wants it 
and can use it. 

I want this not only for his sake, but also 
for our Nation's sake. America be.dly needs 
educated men and women. And America 
needs not just more education, but better 
education. 

Nothing matters more to the future of our 
country. Not our military preparedness-
for armed power is worthless if we lack the 
brain power to build a world of peace. Not 
our productive economy-for we cannot sus
tain growth without trained manpower. 
Not our democratic system of government-
for freedom is fragile if citizens are ignorant. 

Thomas Jefferson once said, "If we expect 
a nation to be ignorant and free, we expect 
what never was and never will be." Our 
Nation's school systems were founded 
on that proposition. 

Today, 41 m1llion students are enrolled 
in our public schools. Four m1llion more will 
enter by the end of this decade. But that 
is not enough. One student out of every 
three now in the fifth grade will drop out 
before finishing high school-if we let him. 
Almost a m1llion young people will quit 
school each year-if we let them. And over 
one hundred thousand of our smartest high 
school graduates each year will not go to 
college--if we do nothing. 

This cannot continue. It costs too much; 
we can't afford it. The whole Nation suffers 
when our youth is neglected. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
STATEMENT BY JOHN W. GARDNER 

A number of outstanding educators 
from all over the United States will par
ticipate in several panels during the 
course of the 2-day Conference. 

Here is a statement explaining the 
purpose of the Conference by the Con
ference Chairman, John W. Gardner: 

In calUng the White House Conference on 
Education, President Johnson said: "All of 
us can benefit from a lively exchange of views 
on the major problems confronting our 
schools and colleges. We need to pool our 
best ideas about how to stimulate and en
rich the Nation's adventure in learning." 

Accordingly, the Conference program has 
been designed to promote maximum discus
sion among panelists and audience partici
pants. As indicated on the following pages, 
the Conference has been divided into nine 
sections, each of which is headed by a vice 
chairman. Each of the vice chairmen is 
in charge of two panels in the same gen
eral area of interest. Seven panels will meet 
on Tuesday morning, seven on Tuesday af
ternoon, and four on Wednesday morning. 

The vice chairman wlll begin each panel 
session by summarizing a background paper 
prepared in advance by a consultant who 
has been working with him. Jolning him 
on the platform, in addition to the consult
ant, wlll be a questioner and five panelists. 
We are counting on their discussion to trig
ger questions from the floor and to en
courage audience pa.rticipation. Small 
group discussions immediately after each 
panel Tuesday will proyide further oppor
tunity for active par·ticipation in the Con
ference. 

Summaries of all panels and small group 
discussions held on Tuesday will be distrib
uted to Conference pa.rticipants Wednes
day morning. Summa.ries of the Wednesday 
morning panels will be available at the gen
eral session on Wednesday afternoon. All 
panel discussions will be tape recorded. 

There 1s no requirement for participants 
to stay within one section throughout the 
Conference. But it is essential that every
one indicate his preferences fOil' Tuesday 
morning, Tuesday afternoon, and Wednesday 
afternoon. 

On ·Wednesday afternoon, the vice chair
men will present brief summaries of the dis
cussions in their sections to the President. 
Later, an issue of American Education will 
be devoted to highlights of the 2-day ses
sion. 

The purpose of the Conference is to exam
Ine critical issues in education on which the 
Nation should focus its attention. No spe
cific recommendations or legislative proposals 
are expected to be adopted by the Confer
ence as a body. Instead, we hope that vigor
ous discussion of the issues will foster en
lightened action by all those responsible for 
shaping the future of American education. 

JOHN w. GARDNER, 
Chairman. 

Because I think that Members of 
Congress will be interested in knowing 
the specific sessions ·of the White House 
Conference on Education, I should like 
to include at this point in the RECORD the 
program outline of the Conference: 

PROGRAM OUTLINE 
TUESDAY, JULY 20 

9 a.m.: Opening general session; Presiding, 
Chairman John W. Gardner; welcome, the 
Honorable Anthony J. Oelebrezze, Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare; address. 
the Honorable Francis Keppel, Commis
sioner, U.S. omce of Education. 

10: 15 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.: First panel ses
sions (7). 

Lunch: Small group discussions. 
2 p.m. to 4:15p.m.: Second panel sessions 

(7). 
4:30 p.m. to 6 p.m.: Small group discus

sions. 
8:30p.m.: Vlce Chairman, consultants, and 

summary writers, meet to prepare digest. 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 21 

9 a.m.: Opening general session; presiding, 
Chairman John W. Gardner; addresses: . 
Jerrold Zacharias, professor of physics, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; 
Ralph W. Tyler, director, Center for Advanced 
Study in Behavioral Sciences, Stanford, Calif. 

10:15 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.: Third panel ses
sions (4). 

Lunch: Presiding, Chairman John W. 
· Gardner; introduction of the speaker, the 
Honorable Anthony J. Celebrezze; address, 
the Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Vice 
President of the United States. 

2 p.m.: Final general session: presiding, 
Chairman John W. Gardner; reports of the 
Vice Chairman. 

4 p.m.: Chairman and Vice Chairman re
port to the President. 

5 p.m.: Reception for participants, the 
White House. 

EDUCATION AND THE WORLD OF WORK 
Vice chairman: Whitney M. Young, Jr., 

executive director, the National Urban 
League, New York. • 

Summary writer: Louise Kapp, director of 
Information, National Committee on Em
ployment of Youth, New York. 

JOBS, DROPOUTS AND AUTOMATION 
(10:15 a.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 1-A) 

Chairman: Whitney M. Young, Jr. 
Consultant: Eli Ginzberg, professor of eco

nomics, Columbia University. 
Questioner: Judge Mary Conway Kohler, 

New York. 
Panelists: Samuel Shepard, assistant su

perintende~t of schools, St. Louis, Mo.; Joe · 
L. Otero, superintendent of schools, Taos, 
N. Mex.; Grant Venn, superintendent ot 
schools, Wood County, W. Va.; Daniel 
Schreiber, director of project on school drop
outs, National Education Association, Wash
ington; Msgr. William McManus, superin
tendent of schools, Diocese of Chicago. 

SKn.L OBSOLESCENCE AND BE-EDUCATION 
(2 p.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 1-B> 
Chairman: Whitney M. Young, Jr. 
Consultant: Mrs. Joan Bowers, Human Re

lations Commission, Evansville, Ind. 
Questioner: Lawrence M. Rogin, director of 

education, AFL-CIO. 
Panelists: W. W1llard Wirtz, Secretary of 

Labor; Leon P. Minear, State superintendent 
of public instruction, Salem, Oreg.; Stephen 
J. Wright, president, Fisk University; Harold 
P. Clark, professor of economics, Trinity Uni
versity, San Antonio, Tex.; G. H. Rathe, Jr., 
director of education, IBM Corp., Armonk, 
N.Y. . 

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION 
Vice chairman: Harold B. Gores, president, 

Educational Fac111ties Laboratories, New York. 
Summary writer: Barbara Krohn, manag

Ing editor, Washington Education Associa
tion Journal, Seattle. 

TEACHER EDUCATION 
( 10: 15 a.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 2-A) 

Chairman: Harold B. Gores. 
Consultant: Norman J. Boyan, associate 

professor of ed-:.tcation, Stanford. 
Questioner: Harold Howe, executive direc

tor, Learning Institute of North Carolina, 
Rougemont. 

Panelists: Paul W. Briggs, superintendent 
of schools, Cleveland, Ohio; Lindley J. Stiles, 
dean, School of Education, University of Wis
consin; Elizabeth Koontz, president, National 
Education Association, department of class
room teachers, Price High School, Salisbury, 
N.C.; Adron Doran, president, Morehead State 
College; Theodore R. Sizer, dean, School of· 
Education, Harvard University. 

ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
(2 p.m., TUesday, panel discussion 2-B) 
Chairman: Harold B. Gores. 
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Consultant: John I. Goodlad, director, Uni

versity Elementary School, University of Cali
fornia. at Los Angeles. 
· Questioner: Stephen K. Bailey, dean, Max
well Graduate School of Citizenship and Pub
lic Affairs, Syracuse University. 

Panelists: Hedley Donovan, editor-in-chief, 
Time Inc., New York; Jack Arbolino, director, 
advanced placement program, College En
trance Examination Board, New York; Thom
as W. Braden, president, California State 
Board of Education; Wllliam Carr, executive 
secretary, National Education Association; 
Donald W. Dunna.n, superintendent of 
schools, St. Paul, Minn. 

THE CASE FOR PARTNERSHIP IN EDUCATION 

Vice Chairman: Terry Sanford, former 
Governor of North Carolina.. 

Summary writer: Frederick Dashiell, pro
fessional assistant, urban project, National 
Education Association. 

THE ROLE OJ' THE STATES 

(10:15 a.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 3-A) 
Chairman: Terry Sanford. 
Consultant! · Nicholas A. Masters, staff, 

Joint Committee on Organization of the 
Congress. 

Questioner: Richard C. Lee, mayor, New 
Haven, Conn. 

Panelists: Richard J. Hughes, Governor of 
New Jersey; Eugene Power, president-elect, 
Association of Governing Boards of State 
Universities and Allied Institutions, Ann 
Arbor, Mich.; James B. Conant, president
emeritus, Harvard University; John D. Mil
lett, chancellor, Ohio State System of Higher 
Education; J. W. Edgar, State superintendent 
of schools, Austin, Tex. 

PLANNING FOR DIVERSITY 

(2 p.m., Tuesday, panel discussion S-B) 
Chairman: Terry Sanford. 
Consultant: Christopher Jencks, fellow, 

Institute !or Policy Studies, Washington. 
Questioner: Albert H. Bowker, chancellor, 

the City University of New York. 
Panelists: Edmund J. Gleazer, executive 

director, American Association of Junior 
Colleges; Lee A. DuBridge, president, Cali
fornia. Institute of Technology; Father Paul 
C. Reinert, president, St. Louis University; 
Dean McHenry, chancellor, University of 
California. at Santa Cruz; Willa B. Plaver, 
president, Bennett College, Greensboro, N.c. 

EDUCATION FOR WORLD REsPONSIBILlTY 

Vice Chairman: 0. Meredith Wilson, presi
dent, University of Minnesota. 

Summary writer: Theodor. Schucha.t, edi
torial consultant, Washington. 

OVERSEAS PROGRAMS AND FOREIGN STUDENTS 

(10:15 a.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 4-A) 
Chairman: 0. Meredith Wilson. 
Consultant: William Spencer, associate 

dean, Graduate School of Business, Columbia. 
University. 

Questioner: Josn Stalnaker, chairman, 
board of foreign scholarships. 

Panelists: Kenneth Holland, president, In
stitute of International Education; Father 
Theodore M. Hesburgh, president, University 
of Notre Dame; Mabel Smythe, principal, New 
Lincoln School, New York; Arthur Hummel, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Cul
tural and Educational Affairs; Harold L. 
Enarson, academic vice president, University 
of New Mexico. 

INTERNATIONAL AFJ'AmS PROGRAMS 

(2 p.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 4-B) 
Chairman: 0. Meredith Wilson. 
Consultant: William Rogers, director, 

World Affairs Center, University of Minne
sota. 

Howard, director of international training 
and research, Ford Foundation; Mrs. Ruth 
Miller, executive director, Philadelphia World 
Affairs Council; Father Joseph McCloskey, 
head of social studies, Cardinal O'Hara High 

. School, Chicago; Elizabeth Wilson, director of 
curriculum, Montgom~ry County Schools, 
Rockvllle, Md. 

EDUCATION OF THE SPECIAL STUDENT 

Vice Chairman Lawrence A. Cremin, profes
sor of education, Teachers College, Columbia. 
University. 

Summary writers: Lassor Blumenthal, free 
lance writer, New York/(5-A) and Charles 
Silberman, Fortune magazine, New York/ 
(5-B). 

EDUCATING THE TALENTED 

(10:15 a.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 5-A) 
Chairman: Lawrence A. Cremin. 
Consultant: Miriam L. Goldberg, asl3ociate 

professor of psychology and education, 
Teachers College, Columbia University. 

Questioner: James Gallagher, professor of 
education, University of Illinois. 

Panelists: Charles Brown, principal, New
ton High School, Newtonville, Mass.; Sister 
Mary Corita, chairman, Department of Art, 
Immaculate Heart College, Los Angeles; Al
bert Barough, teacher, Joseph Pulitzer Junior 
High School, Jackson Heights, N.Y.; Ben 
Shahn, artist and teacher, Roosevelt, N.J.; 
Philip I. Mltterling, director, Inter-University 
Committee on the Superior Student, Univer
sity of Colorado. 

EDUCATING THE HANDICAPPED 

(2 p.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 5-B) 
Chairman: Lawrence A. Cremin. 
Consultant: Samuel Kirk, director, Insti-

tute for Research on Exceptional Children, 
University of Illinois. 

Questioner: Nathaniel L. Gage, professor of 
education, Stanford University. 

Panelists: Frances P. Connor, professor of 
education, Teachers College, Columbia Uni
versity; Leonard W. Mayo, executive direc
tor, Association for Aid to Crippled Children, 
New York; Hugo Schunhoff, superintendent, 
California School for the Deaf; George E. 
Gardner, psychiatrist in chief, Children's 
Hospital, Boston; Mary Switzer, Commis
sioner of Vocational Rehab111tation. 

EXTENDING EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 

Vice chairman: James E. Allen, Jr., com
missioner of education, State department of 
education, Albany, N.Y. 

Summary writer: Marvin Reed, editor, New 
Jersey Education Association Journal, Tren
ton. 

SCHOOL DESEGREGATION 

(10:15 a.m. Tuesday, panel discussion 6-A) 
Chairman: James E. Allen, Jr. 
Consultant: Thomas F. Pettigrew, associ

ate professor of social psychology, Harvard 
University. 

Questioner: Adam Clymer, reporter, the 
Baltimore Sun, Washington, D.C. 

Panelists: John H. Fischer, president, 
Teachers College, Columbia. University; John 
W. Letson, superintendent of schools, At
lanta, Ga.; Kenneth B. Clark, professor of 
psychology, City College of New York; Nell 
V. Sulllvan, superintendent of schools, Berk
eley, Calif.; Nick Garza, principal, Eleanor 
Brackenridge Elementary School, San An
tonto, Tex. 

PRESCHOOL EDUCATION 

(10:15 a.m. Wednesday, panel discussion 6-B 
Chairman: James E. Allen, Jr. 
Consultant: J. W. Getzels, professor of 

education, University of Chicago. 

Questioner: John Gange, professor of po- · 
lltical science, University of Oregon. 

Questioner: Martin Deutsch, director, In
stitute !or Developmental Studies, New York 
Medical College. 

Panelists: Julius Richmond, director, 
Project Head Start; George B. Brain, dean, 
College of Education,-Washington State Unl-

Panelists: William Marvel, president, Edu
cation and World Affairs, New York; John 

versity; Mrs. Vivian Couzzens, teacher, Ban
croft Elementary School, Washington, D.C.; 
Alberta. L. Meyer, executive secretary, Asso
ciation for Childhood Education Interna
tional, Washington; Sister Margaret Louise, 
St. Joseph's College, Brooklyn, N.Y. 

INNOVATIONS IN EDUCATION 

Vice Chairman: Ralph W. Tyler, director, 
Center for Advanced Study in Behavioral Sci
ences, Stanford, Calif. 

Summary writer: Ned Hubbell, director ot 
information, National School Boards Associa
tion, Evanston, Ill. 

INNOVATIONS IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

(10:15 a.m. Tuesday, panel discussion 7-A) 
Chairman: Ralph W. Tyler. 
Consultant: Lewis B. Mayhew, professor of 

education, Stanford University. 
·· Questioner: Edward H. Levi, provost, Uni

versity of Chicago. 
Panelists: Victor Butterfield, president, 

Wesleyan University, Middletown, Conn.; 
Daniel Bell, professor of sociology, Columbia. 
University; Father Charles J. Lavery, presi
dent, St. John Fisher College, Rochester, N.Y.; 
Alvin C. Eurich, president, Aspen Institute 
for Humanistic Studies; Albert Kitshaber, 
pr'ofessor of English, University of Oregon. 
INNOVATIONS IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION 

(10:15 a.m. Wednesday, panel discussion 7-B) 
Chairman: Ralph W. Tyler. 
Consultant: Dwight W. Allen, associate 

professor of education, Stanford. 
Questioner: Frank Brown, principal, Mel

bourne, Fla., High School. 
Panelists: Harry Levin, professor of psy

chology, Cornell UniveTsity; Richard D. 
Batchelder, president-elect, National Educa
tion Association, Newton High School, New
tonville, Mass.; John B. King, executive de
puty superintendent, New York City Schools; 
Marion Cranmore, principal, Burns Park Ele
mentary School, Ann Arbor, Mich.; Sister 
Jacqueline Grennan, president, Webster Col
lege, St. Louis, Mo. 

HIGHER EDUCATION IN TRANSITION 

Vice Chairman: Mrs. Mary I. Bunting, 
president, Radcliffe College. 

Summary writer: John Chaffee, Jr., edu
cation editor, Boston Herald & Traveler. 

RESEARCH AND GRADUATION EDUCATION 

(2 p.m. Tuesday, panel discussion 8-A) 
Chairman: Mrs. Mary I. Bunting. 
Consultant: John Walsh, news depart-

ment, Science magazine, Washington. 
Questioner: Neal 0. Hines, assistant direc

tor, Committee on Governmental Relations, 
Washington. 

Panelists: Hubert Heffner, associate pro-
. vost, Stanford University; Logan Wilson. 
president, AmeTican Council on Education; 
Harry Ransom, chancellor, University oi 
Texas; James Shannon, director, National 
Institutes of Health; Leland Haworth, direc
tor, National Science Foundation. 

UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 

(10:15 a.m. Wednesday, panel discussion 8-B) 
Chairman: Mrs. Mary I. Bunting. 
Consultant: Donald R. McNeil, special as

sistant to the president, University of Wis
consin. 

Questioner: Harry D. Gideonse, president, 
Brooklyn College. 

Panelists: Samuel M. Nabrit, president, 
Texas Southern University; Barnaby A. 
Keeney, president, Brown University; R. 
Nevitt Sanford, director, Institute for the 
Study of Human Problems, Stanford Univer
sity; George Shuster, assistant to the presi
dent, Notre Dame University; Stephen Rob
bins, president, U.S. National Student Asso
ciation. 

EDUCATION IN THE URBAN COMMUNITY 

Vice chairman: Sidney Marland, Jr., su
perintendent of schools, Pittsburgh, Pa.. 
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Summary writer: Oscar Jaeger, Interna

tional Union of Electrical Workers, Washing
ton. 

COMMUNITY EXTENSION 

(2 p.m., Tuesday, panel discussion 9-A) 
Chairman: Sidney Marland, Jr. 
Consultant: Roald Campbell, dean, Grad-

uate School of Education, University of Chi
cago. 

Questioner: Edward C. Banfield, professor 
of urban government, Harvard. 

Panelists: Russell I. Thackrey, executive 
secretary, Association of State Universities 
and Land-Grant Colleges; Robert B. Bins
wanger, executive director, the Pace Associa
tion, Cleveland, Ohio; Fred H. Harrington, 
president, University of Wisconsin; Walter 
M. Garcia, . president, Modesto Junior Col
lege, Modesto, Calif.; Paul J. Misner, super
intendent of schools, Glencoe, Dl. 

CAN URBAN SCHOOLS BE MANAGED? 

(10:15 a.m., Wednesday, panel discussion, 
·9-B) 

Chairman: Sidney Marland, Jr. 
Consultant: H. Thomas James, professor 

of education, Stanford University. 
Questioner: Ph111p M. Hauser, professor of 

sociology, University of Chicago. 
Panelists: Samuel M. Brownell, superin

tendent of schools, Detroit; Melvin Barnes, 
superintendent of schools, Portland; James 
Stratten, member, board of education, San 
Francisco; David Belden, assistant to the 
president, American Federation of Teachers, 
Chicago; T. Joseph McCook, superintendent 
of schools, Springfield, Mass. 

Mr. Speaker. the Vice Chairmen at 
Large of the Conference are: James B. 
Conant. president emeritus. Harvard 
University; Hon. Edmund G. Brown, 
Governor of California; Hon. Johp B. 
Connally, Governor of Texas; Hon. 
Richard J. Hughes, Governor of New 
Jersey; and Hon. John H. Reed, Governor 
of Maine. 

The Conference Director is Mr. Lyle M. 
Nelson. · 

Members of the host committee for the 
Conference are as follows: 

CABINET 

Hon. Dean Rusk, Secretary of State. 
Hon. Henry H. Fowler. Secretary of the 

Treasury. 
Hon. Robert S. McNamara, Secretary 

of Defense. 
Hon. Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, At

torney General. 
Hon. John A. Gronouski, Postmaster 

General. 
Hon. Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of 

the Interior. 
Hon. Orville L. Freeman, Secretary of 

Agriculture. 
Hon. John T. Connor, Secretary of 

Commerce. 
Hon. W. Willard Wirtz, Secretary of 

Labor. 
Hon. Anthony J. Celebrezze, Secretary 

of Health, Education, · and Welfare. 
EXECUTIVE 

Hon. Charles L. Schultze, Director, Bu
reau of the Budget. 

Hon. Gardner Ackley, Council of Eco
nomic Advisers. 

Hon. Robert Sargent Shriver, Jr., Di
rector, Office of Economic Opportunity. 

Hon. Buford Ellington, Director, omce 
ot Emergency Planning. 

Hon. Donald F. Hornig, Director, Office 
of Science and Technology. 

INDEPENDENT. AGENCIES 

Hon. William G. Colman, Executive 
Director, Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations. 

Hon. William J. Driver, Administrator 
of Veterans Affairs. 

Hon. Milton Eisenhower, Chairman, 
Commission on Presidential Scholars. 

Hon. John A. Hannah, Chairman, 
Commission on Civil Rights. 

Hon. Leland J. Haworth, Director, Na
tional Science Foundation. 

Hon. E. William Henry, Chairman, 
Federal Communications Commission. 

Hon. Lewis B. Hershey, Director, Selec
tive Service System. 

Hon. John W. Macy, Jr., Chairman, 
Civil Service Commission. 

Hon. S. Dillon Ripley, Secretary, 
Smithsonian Institution. 

Hon. David Rockefeller, Chairman, 
President's Commission on White House 
Fellows. 

Hon. Carl T. Rowan, Director, U.S. 
Information Agency. 

Hon. Harold Russell, Chairman, Presi
dent's Committee on Employment of the 
Handicapped. 

Hon. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

Hon. Frederick Seitz, President. Na
tional Academy of Sciences and National 
Research Council. 

Hon. William Walton, Chairman, Com
mission of Fine Arts. 

Hon. Robert C. Weaver, Administrator. 
Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

Hon. James E. Webb, Administrator, 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration. 

A CITATION FOR MORRIS DOUGLAS 
JAFFE 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, St. 

Mary's University in San Antonio, Tex., 
recently conferred on Mr. Morris Doug
las Jaffe, also of that city, the degree of 
doctor of laws, honoris causa. The cita
tion which accompanied this a ward was 
to me particularly inspirational and 
heartwarming, since it portrays a con
structive business career. a wholesome 
home environment. and conspicuous 
public service. the combination of which 
is distinctively American. 

The citation follows: 
CrrATION 

Men of vision and particularly business
men in the modern competitive world agree 
that economic and accompanying social 
changes are continually evolving. They also 
recognize that the inquiring mind sup
ported by an adventuresome spirit forsees, 
searches out, and even helps bring about 
these changes, for nothing in life is static. 

Tonight, on the occasion of the llSth an
nual commencement, St. Mary's University 
honors one of its former students, Morris 
Douglas Jaffe, whose qualities of leadership 
and whose semi-intuitive skill in inter
preting the emerging patterns of business 
have enabled him to make significant con-

tributions to the economic . well-being of 
society. 

The successful management of modern 
business, as illustrated in the career of Mor
ris Jaffe, requires some ram111arity with the 
more relevant branches of history and 
philosophy, some knowledge of mathematics, 
of the social sciences, particularly economics 
and political science. This indispensable 
liberal education, whether formal or self
acquired, contributes to a ff.exib111ty of mind 
and helps develop a sense of responsibility 
to the larger society of which the business
man is a part. 

Our honoree, the son of Mrs. Irene Jaffe 
and the late Mr. Morris Jaffe, received his 
early education at Central Catholic and Jef
ferson High Schools. He attended St. Mary's 
University from 1940 to 1942. Then, after a 
short stay at Texas A. and M., he joined the 
U.S. Army Air Corps during World War II, 
where he served as a pilot assigned to the 
:fiight test section of the 2d Air Force; his 
continued interest in flying dates back to 
these early experiences. 

In 1947 he married Jeanette Herrmann, 
daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Albert Herrmann; 
The Jaffes have six attractive children, whose 
daily adventures in growing up contribute 
to an exciting home life. · 

In 1946 Mr. Jaffe entered the highly com
petitive business of real estate development 
and homebuilding in San Antonio. To this, 
in partnership with David P. Martin, he 
added commercial construction. Interest in 
oil followed, both wells and production. In 
1955 his discovery of uranium in Karnes 
County stirred national interest. 

Subsequently he associated himself with 
the Fed-Mart stores of California and be
came active in expanding the corporation in 
the Southwest. In partnership with Roger 
L. Zeller, he purchased control of Columbia 
Industries and moved the national manu
facturing center to San Antonio. At the 
same time he served as chairman of the 
Dixie Form & Steel Co. which supplies steel 
forms to construction firms throughout the 
world. 

Morris Jaffe's managerial ab111ty was rec
ognized when a Federal judge of the western 
district of Texas approved his plans to re
organize a west Texas empire which had 
failed financially under previous manage
ment. When rebuilt, reorganized, and re
constituted, the American Grain Corp. came 
into existence, with Mr. Jaffe chairman of the 
board. Demonstrating a capacity for adap
tation, he disassociated himself from the 
Fed-Mart Corp. and assumed the responsi
bility of serving as chairman of the board 
of the First Financial Life Insurance Co. 

While carrying on these multiple activities, 
Morris Jaffe, firmly committed to the propo
sition that citizeJUi must concern themselves 
continuously with affairs of government, gave 
of his time, his energy, and his financial 
support to the promotion of good govern.:. 
ment on all levels. A lifelong Democrat he 
continues to involve himself in political af
fairs. 

Complex business enterprises depend on 
the services of many individuals CYf varied 
talents, and Mr. Jaffe has surrounded him
self with able assistants who contribute their 
skill and technical knowledge to his diversi
fied operations. His appreciation of the 
V81lue of the well educated man in business 
has led directly to his interest in higher edu
cation. In 1955 he accepted an invitation 
to serve as a member of the board of gover
nors of St. Mary's University and more re
cently he was elected president of the educa
tional foundation of St. Mary's University, 
where he now directs the activities associated 
With the planning and future growth of the 
university. 

His gracious wife Jeannette continuously 
assists and often represents Morris by giving 
freely of her time and talents to various civic 
and charitable organizations. She is the 
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founder of the Santa Rosa Children's Hos
pital Foundation. Assisted by Father John 
La.zarsky, she organized its activities and to 
this day has served uninterruptedly as its 
vice president. She has been president of 
the Carmelite Day Nursery, member of the 
local Catholic Welfare Bureau, the Visiting 
Nurses Association, the State board of men
tal health, and the State Heart Association. 
She has served on the White House Confer
ence on Children and Youth . . 

With an easy and gracious charm the 
Ja.ffes use their spacious, tastefully decorated 
home for a variety of social functions which 
supplement their business activities and en
hance the San Antonio social scene. Local 
dignitaries, State, and national governmen
tal offlcials have been formally received on 
numerous occasions. Their home is often 
the scene of style shows, charitable teas, art 
festivals. Groups frequently assemble in the 
Jaffe home to plan their activities and raise 
funds in support of various causes. Jean
nette Jaffe, encouraged and financially sup
ported by Morris in all these undertakings, 
is the ever-gracious hostess, lending charm 
and distinction to all gatherings. In recog
nition of her contribution to the social and 
civic life of the city she was recently hon
ored with the title, "Hostess of the Year." 

The extensive and varied interests of Mr. 
Jaffe have left an imprint on a large seg
ment of society. His activities as a home
builder have improved living conditions in 
various sections of the city and surrounding 
areas. He is to be counted among those dis
tinguished leaders in the business world who 
believe that generous salaries not only serve 
the cause of social justice but likewise stimu
late the economy for the benefit of all. His 
philosophy is simple and unadorned: he be
lieves that the purpose of life is to be useful, 
to be honorable. It is to be compassionate. 
It is to matter. It is to contribute one's 
talents to the betterment of a changing 
world. 

For outstanding services to his city, State, 
and surrounding areas, for stimulating the 
economy in which many share, for his po
litical activity in behalf of worthy causes, for 
his generous support of charitable and hu
manitarian work in which his charming wife 
assists him, and for his continued interest 
in the growth and development of St. Mary's 
University, it is my distinct privilege and 
honor, Very Reverend President, to recom
mend for the degree of doctor of laws, hon
oris causa, Morris Douglas Jaffe. 

Done at St. Mary's University, this 30th 
day of May 1965, A.D., by Dr. Joseph w. 
Schmitz, S.M., vice president, dean of 
faculties. 

TEXAS PARTNERS OF THE 
ALLIANCE COMMITTEE 

Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the 

Texas Partners of the Alliance Commit
tee was launched in San Antonio just 
over a year ago. On June 17, last year, 
at a banquet attended by Ambassador 
Celso Pastor and a host of Texans from 
throughout the State, the partnership 
between Texas and Peru was set in mo
tion. In the year that has followed, the 
partnership has developed at a rapid 
pace. The people of Texas, represented 

by a great variety of groups and orga
nizations, have responded with such en
thusiasm that the Texas program is 
often cited as the most productive and 
wide in scope of all those in the 26 U.S. 
States now working with 12 Latin Ameri
can Republics. 

Much of this dramatic growth and 
activity within the private sector in 
Texas can be assigned to the imagination 
and drive and energy of Mr. Edward 
Marcus, the chairman of the Tex·as Part
ners. Mr. Marcus was the choice of the 
delegates to serve as the permanent 
chairman of the First Inter-American 
Partners of the Alliance Conference held 
in Washington, D.C., last month, at
tended by 58 representatives from Latin 
America and 95 delegates representing 
U.S. Partners. 

An article in the Washington News of 
June 30 aptly entitled ''New Program 
Quietly Wins Latin Praise," by Virginia 
Prewett, refiects the acceptance of the 
Partners concept by our neighbors in the 
hemisphere, and signals an additional 
approach toward better relations among 
all peoples concerned with mutual help
fulness. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the article in 
the RECORD and commend it to all the 
Members of the House: 
[From the Washington News, June 30, 1965] 
NEW PROGRAM QUIETLY WINS LATIN PRAISE 

(By Virginia Prewett) 
We are so accustomed to hearing the loud 

and angry voices of Latin America, often 
those of propagandists and politicians, that 
we almost miss the quiet ones. Today 
throughout 11 countries, Latin Americans, 
without any dramatics, are telling their 
countrymen about the success of a new pro
gram called the Partners of the Alliance. 

Under this offlcially sponsored program, 28 
U.S. States have organized committees to 
work with State or National committees 1n 
Latin America. The American groups are 
hard at work on specific Latin American 
problems. 

Doubters and scoffers who would like to 
believe the American people are not inter
ested in Latin America and not sympathetic 
to their anxiety for better conditions of life 
should take a look at the names on the U.S. 
State committees. 

HAVE KNOW-HOW 

They are made up of our most serious and 
effective citizens, representing many walks 
of life. Nearly every name on the long lists 
has a title or offlce that represents achieve
ment. 

These Americans are investing their 
knowledge, their energy, and their influence 
in helping Latin Americans help themselves. 

Alabama is working with Guatemala, Ari
zona with El Salvador; Colorado, a mining 
State, with Brazil's great mining State, Minas 
Gerais. Little Delaware is cooperating with 
lit tle Panama, Idaho with Ecuador, Michi
gan with Colombia's Cauca Valley, Texas 
with Peru • • • and so on down to Wyoming, 
teamed with the State of Golas, Brazil. 

The local news stories in LBitin America 
that are spreading the word about these ac
tivities are not scare-head articles. But they 
are many. 

HEADLINES 

When a group of Texans traveled down to 
Lima, Peru, to spur activities, Lima·s La 
Tribuna, organ of the mass party, APRA, 
titled the story: "Texans Study Peruvian 
Realities." Lima's Comercio Grafico head
lined: "Texas 'Associates• of Peru Arrive." 

Lima's La Prensa reported how the Texas 
visitors met with Peru's free labor leaders. 
Lima's Ultima Hora published a box with 
the head: "Texas Gringos Come To Lend a 
Hand." 

The Voice of Tarma is a small-town 
paper whose type 1s stlll set by hand. The 
secretary of the Central Peruvian Farm 
Workera Federation, while on a visit to the 
United States under the Alliance program, 
wrote a letter to the Voice in which he said 
"Americans have made a great na.tion by 
sinking polltical differences in a common 
cause." He advised Peruvians to do the 
same. 

S1milar reports are mul.tiplying through
out Latin America as the partners in prog
ress activities bear fruit. They are a power
ful antidote against the Communist propa
ganda that constantly hammers away at 
Latin American minds. 

ADDRESS BY REPRESENTATIVE JOE 
R. POOL AT OAK CLIFF JUNIOR 
CHAMBER· OF COMM:ERCE, DAL
LAS·, TEx. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, today I 

should like to introduce into the RECORD 
a speech delivered by my colleague, the 
Honorable JoE PooL, Representative at 
Large from the State of Texas. He de
livered this address in Dallas, Tex., at 
the Oak Cliff Junior Chamber of Com
merce annual Fourth of July picnic. The 
occasion was particularly timely, for this 
speech indicates Mr. PooL's strong sup
port of the President's policy in Vietnam 
and explains how vital the present pro
gram is for the cause of freedom 
throughout the world: 
FoURTH OF JULY PICNIC, OAK CLIFF JAYCEES, 

DALLAS, KIEsT PARK 

Today, we celebrate, for the 189th time, 
the birthday of this great Nation-the festi
val of independence--4ihe commemoration of 
the notion that every people has a right to 
live under a government of its own choice, 
to make its own mistakes, and achieve its 
own triumphs, free from dictation from out-
side. · 

The Fourth of July has been celebrated 
in a great many places, and under broadly 
varying conditions. It has been celebrated 
in quiet, prosperous times, when the very 
thought of war was far from everyone's mind. 
It has been celebrated in dangerous hours. 
Texans and Minnesotans alike celebrated
and I think they both honored the day in 
their own way-on the bloody slopes of Cem
etery Ridge in Gettysburg, a hundred years 
ago. We celebrated the Fourth of July in the 
hedgerows of Normandy, 21 years ago. We 
celebrated it in the mountainsides of Korea 
15 years ago. And Americans w111 be cele
brating the Fourth of July in the jungles of 
Vietnam this year. At each of those Inde
pendence Day observations, the cost of inde
pendence was underscored by the deaths of 
Americans in its service. The same could 
happen again this year. 

What moral can we draw from all this? 
Do we shrug our shoulders and indicate that 
death does not concern us, and that these 
wars in far-off places are not as important as 
the cost of gasoline and the problem of 
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getting a ticket to the ball game? I do not 
think so. 

Do we say, as a great many Americans to
day are saying, that the continuing fact of 
war shows that all our past struggles have 
been in vain? Do we repeat the old cliches 
about war never settling anything, and utter 
profound sentences about how ironic it is 
that people are still dying? This, I think, 
would be even more superficial and even 
more shortsighted. 

War, to be sure, is usually a demonstration 
that there has been a failure somewhere, on 
someone's part. But war does settle things. 
World War II is a case in point. Now, 20 
years after V -E Day, we are told that World 
War II was somehow "fought in vain" be
cause it didn't settle all international ques
tions forever. Well, I don't know of any 
responsible person who thought it would. 
But before we say World War II settled noth
ing, I suggest we ask Hitler and Goering and 
Rimmler whether it did or not. It settled, 
once and for all, the question of the Nazi 
threat to liberty. And let no one think that 
that was an empty threat. The Nazis were 
in dead earnest when they· sang the march
ing song of their party, the chorus of which 
ended, "Today, Germany is ours. Tomorrow, 
the whole world." This is that tomorrow, 
and neither the whole world nor Germany is 
theirs. That much-and it is no small mat
ter-was settled by World War II. 

And one other, perhaps even greater mat
ter, was settled in World War II. From that 
war, and from the tragic events that led up 
to it, the world discovered a great truth
that freedom cannot be defended by pre
tending it is not threatened-that aggres
sion cannot change its nature by calling 
itself something else--that the liberty of 
each nation is inescapably bound up with 
the liberty of every other nation. We were 
told, 30 years ago, that we could not stand 
aside and watch small nations swallowed up 
by aggressors. We heard this, and we heeded 
it not. We stood aside. The small nations 
were swallowed up, and eventually the ag
gressor made his intentions unmistakable-
at Pearl Harbor. We stopped the aggressor, 
but at a cost many times higher than it 
might have cost had we acted earlier. 

That mistake we have had burned into 
our minds, and that mistake we are not going 
to make again. And the degree to which we 
have learned that lesson is being tested today 
in the swamps and city streets of Vietnam. 
Freedom's hardest lesson is being tried on 
that most distant and uncomfortable of free
dom's frontiers. 

"What .are we doing in Vietnam?" "Why 
are we there, and what do we hope to get 
out of it?" "Can war in Vietnam really set
tle anything?" These and similar questions 
are being asked on all sides. The answers 
have been written in American blood on 
every continent, and they deserve to be re
peated today. 

We are in vietnam because the Vietnamese 
people and their Government have asked us 
for our help in their effort to preserve their 
independence. I say "their effort" because 
it is the Vietnamese people who have borne 
the brunt of this cruel war, and it is the 
Vietnamese people who are the major targets 
of the aggression which Hanoi and Peiping 
have unleashed upon that country. This is 
not a civil war, in which two groups of South 
Vietnamese are merely struggling for control 
of a government. It is aggression pure and 
simple. It is aggression, planned in the 
north, directed from the north, supplied from 
the north, and carried on by thousands of 
soldiers who have infiltrated from the north. 
You can hear this aggression descri·bed as 
"the Vietnaxnese people's struggle against 
u.s. imperialism." Well, the statistics show 
that the Vietcong have directed their killings 
and their terrorism largely against innocent, 
unarmed civilian men and women and chil-
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dren in the villages of the South Vietnamese 
countryside. The Americans, even the South 
Vietnamese Army, are not the chief target. 
It is by killing and kidnaping civil1ans that 
these aggressors are trying to cow the people 
of South Vietnam into submission. 
· Aggression? When thousands of North 
Koreans marched in full battle array over 
the borders of South Korea, there was no 
doubt that this was aggression. And the 
world reacted to it, and stopped it. When 
Nazi tanks roared into the low countries in 
May 1940 the world knew aggression was 
taking place. In Vietnam the only difference 
is in the time scale, and the visibility of the 
aggressors. They infiltrate across the 
borders, through back trails in small num
bers, c·arrying simple weapons. They rest 
and reform their ranks in the back country, 
and they commit their depredations when 
it best suits them. This is sophisticated 
aggression in the tactical sense, unsophisti
cated in the technological sense, but it is 
aggression in any sense. 

General Giap, the leader of the North 
Vietnamese Army has said, quite bluntly, 
that "South Vietnam is the model of the na
tional liberation movement of our time. 
* * * If the special warfare that the U.S. 
imperialists are testing in South Vietnam 
is overcome, then it can be defeated every
where in the world." Let me repeat-"every
where in the world"-were General Giap's 
words. 

There is the challenge of the 1930's again. 
If aggression can succeed in South Vietnam, 
it can succeed everywhere in the world ac
cording to General Giap. · And history has 
an unfortunate tendency to confirm his view. 
If we do not have the will to resist in South 
Vietnam, if we find South Vietnam too un
comfortable or too confusing or too far away, 
and if we lose our will to help these cour
ageous people to help themselves, then the 
next challenge--which will come as sure as 
the sun rises--will be just as uncomfortable,· 
just as confusing. But it may not be as far 
away. 

Lyndon Johnson has given the answet to 
those who predict that we cannot stay the 
course in South Vietnam. And he has, at the
same time, given the answer to those who 
wonder what our goals are out there. "We 
combine" the President said, "unlimited 
patience with unlimited resources in pur
suit of an unwavering objective. We will not 
abandon our commitment to South Viet-
nam." 

We will discuss the Vietnamese situation 
with any government that wants to discuss 
it and is willing to help end the aggression 
there. The President has made that per
fectly clear. But we will not engage in nego
tiations as a cloak for surrender. 

The dream which we have for South Viet
nam-and which men of good will every
where share, is a dream of a land whose 
people are allowed to live in peace and to use 
their r!ch resources, with our help, with the 
help of any nation that wishes to help, to 
meet the economic challenges that confront 
them. 

Let me again quote Lyndon Johnson: 
"This war, like most wars, is filled with 

terrible irony. For what do the people of 
North Vietnam want? They want what their 
neighbors also desire--food for their hunger, 
health for their bodies, a chance to learn, 
progress for their country, and an end to the 
bondage of material misery. And they would 
find all these things far more readily in 
peaceful association with others than in the 
endless course of battle." 

This is the promise that peace holds out 
to the people of North Vietnam. This is the 
choice which they can make. This is the 
alternative to war which this country stands 
ready to offer if only the aggressors wlll stop 
their aggression. 

But if the aggression continues, America 
will continue to work with the people of 
South Vietnam to stop it, to punish it, and to 
show that it will not work. 

And that aggression wlll not work is the 
second great lesson which the world learned 
in World War II. We learned that it must 
be stopped, and that the cost of stopping 
it increases at a greater rate as each day 
goes by. We have not forgotten that les
son. But the world learned, too, that ag
gression can be stopped-that ordinary men 
and women will make extraordinary sacri
fices to stop it-that the force of independ
ence and freedom has not yet lost the mo
mentum which it gained on that Independ
ence Day 189 years ago. If Hanoi and Peip
ing have forgotten that lesson, they are in 
for a shocking surprise. 

In spite of debate, in spite of discussion 
and dissent--and 99 percent of that debate 
and discussion and dissent is the perfectly 
health demonstration of the fact that we 
stlll are a fl'ee people--in spite of it all the 
American people are united behind the Presi
dent of the United States in his determina
tion to let aggression come no further. The 
leaders in Hanoi and Peiping who think 
that an occassional speech critical of some 
detail of the administration's policy, or as 
occasional picket line in front of the White 
House means that the American people are 
tired of defending their own inte;rests in 
southeast Asia simply do not understand 
Americans--or free men everywhere. Of 
course we complain. Of course, we offer un
solicited advice. Of course we freely tell our 
highest officials what we think they ought 
to do. That is the way free men do things. 
For nearly two centuries, the forces of tyr
anny have looked upon the splendid dis
array of American life and have thought that 
Americans don't march well. 

They don't when compared to the iron 
disciplined troops of authoritarian countries. 
But for that same period of tiple, armies 
from those of King George III to those of 
Adolf Hitler have been discovering to their 
surprise that these disorderly Americans can 
shoot straighter than they can march. I 
have a word of advice for Hanoi-typical, 
American, unsolicited advice. Don't mistake 
us. We argue among ourselves and we en
joy it. Sometimes we argue and fight among 
ourselves when we don't really have anything 
else to do. But, General Giap, tear yourself 
away from your dreams of "tomorrow, every
where in the world" for long enough to think 
of this: Free men can criticize their leaders, 
and their leaders can profit from it. But 
free men can defend the system under which 
they live just as vigorously and because they 
can critcize it and try to improve it. 

Some 189 years ago, on the first Fourth of 
July, in some parts of the infant Nation, a 
flag was flown, showing the new country as a 
rattlesnake, carrying a slogan, "Don't tread 
on me." 

On this Fourth of July, we carry in our 
hearts-and on our sleeves for General Giap 
to read the slogan, "Don't tread on man." 

So today, as we have been doing for 189 
years, we renew our commitment to the 
ideal of independence and freedom. We 
once again tell those who think they can 
make aggression profitable that we wlll not 
have it so; that we are prepared to discuss 
without conditions, an honorable settlement 
which preserves the freedom and independ
ence of the people of South Vietnam; and 
we are also prepared to do whatever we must 
to meet whatever challenge is hurled at us 
or at them. And, again in the words of 
Lyndon Johnson: 

"We may well be living in the time fore
told many years ago when it was said: 'I 
call heaven and earth to record this day 
against you, that I have set before you 



16312 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 9, 1965 
life and death, blessing and cursing: there
fore choose life, that both thou and thy seed 
may live.'" 

"This generation of the world must 
choose: destroy or build, ktll or aid, hate or 
understand. 

"We can do all these things on a scale 
that has never been dreamed of before. 

"Well, we will choose ltfe. And so doing, 
we will prevail over the enemies within man, 
and over the natural enemies of all man
kind." 

TEACHER FELLOWSHIPS 
Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GILLIGAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GILLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, the btll 

which the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BRADEMAS] introduced on July 6, H.R. 
9627, to award fellowships to elementary 
and secondary teachers and those per
sons whose professional roles are related 
to the process of elementary and sec
ondary schools, has, with but one minor 
exception, my full and enthusiastic sup
port. I have read and considered this 
bill very carefully, and I find in it those 
things which command my praise and 
endorsement. 

This bill is simple, short, and directed 
to the single and exceedingly important 
task of improving the quality of educa
tion in elementary and secondary 
schools. Approval of the bill by the 
Congress will surely prove to be a most 
worthwhile investment. 

It has been stated repeatedly that 
there is a desperately growing need for 
more elementary and secondary school
teachers despite the efforts to meet this 
need under such programs as provided 
by the National Defense Education Act. 
H.R. 9627 complements these programs 
by making eligible for fellowships teach
ers, prospective teachers, and those per
sons who wish to return to teaching on 
the elementary and secondary levels, and 
others in related work. But equally im
portant is the increasingly urgent need 
for better trained teachers. The con
ventional training most teachers have 
received, and which was commonly be
lieved to be adequate, is by today's stand
ards grossly inferior in view of the shat
tering developments of recent years in 
both the content of subject matter and 
instructional techniques. If our teach
ers, who are in many ways the pack
mules of our civilization, are to translate 
the advances being made in nearly every 
area of learning for the benefit of their 
students, the exhortations for teachers 
to update and strengthen their skills 
must be backed by sharply focused efforts 
to furnish them with the means to do 
so. This bill does just that. 

The National Teacher Fellowship Act 
also complements the recently enacted 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. In that legislation, for ex
ample, there are provisions for the estab
lishment and operation of educat· onal 
research centers around the country and 
for the dissemination of the research 

findings and their adaptation to class
room use. By providing for financial 
assistance through fellowships to permit 
teachers to return to school on a full
time basis we can be sure that these pur
poses and objectives will be realized more 
fully and quickly. 

Most teachers, Mr. Speaker, are 
deeply dedicated to the indescribably im
portant tasks they perform, and this Na
tion has oftentimes abused that dedica
tion by expecting teachers to subsidize 
the schools by paying out of their own 
pockets, which under the best of circum
stances are none too full, the cost of fur
ther developing and sharpening their 
professional skills, and thus improving 
the quality of education. This bill, like 
others already made law, recognizes the 
fact that this should not be. 

There is, however, one feature of the 
bill which I would like to see changed 
somewhat: More teachers than Mr. 
BRADEMAS proposes should be awarded 
fellowships, and correspondingly more 
administrators, social workers, librari
ans, counselors, media experts, and the 
others who would be eligible. I would 
like to see the proposed number doubled 
or tripled. But most of all, I would like 
to see this bill pass. 

THE LATE MOSHE SHARETT 
Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHEUER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like formally to call the attention of this 
body to the loss of a great world leader. 
Moshe Sharett, Prime Minister of Israel 
from 1953-1956 died in Jerusalem on 
July 7. 

Mr. Sharett's death is mourned by all 
friends of Israel as well as by all lovers 
of peace around the world. Moshe 
Sharett was a huma.nitarian as well as a 
statesman. Instead of inflaming rela
tions with Israel's Arab neighbors, Prime 
Minister Sharett sought ways in which 
to ameliorate outstanding problems and 
forge a workable relationship. 

The New York Times in an editorial 
yesterday stated this very well: 

Throughout his long struggle Sharett never 
lost sight of the intimate relationship en
joined by history and geographic circum
stance, between Israel and its Arab neigh
bors. Fluent in Arabic and proud of his 
friendships with Arab leaders o! an earlier 
generation, he never gave way to bitterness 
nor lost his hope o! an eventual reconc111a.
tlon. This atnrmative spirtt is part o! the 
heritage that this extraordinary man
writer, linguist and diplomat-bequeaths to 
the nation he helped to found. 

Mr. Speaker, I mourn the death of 
Moshe Sharett for personal reasons. I 
remember his kindness to me when I 
visited Israel in 1955 and 1958. I recall 
the gentleness of his spirit and keenness 
of his mind. I would like to extend my 
COJ}.dolence~ to P.tsJalllH¥ for tbeir grJmt 
personal loSS ana to the State ,of Israel 
for the loss of a great leader. . · 

AH, WILDERNESS 
Mr~ MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. OLSEN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the REcoRD 
and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Speaker, 

I think it is fitting to bring to the atten
tion of the Members the present, and, I 
fear, future plight of wilderness areas, 
and the need to give them more protec
tion and to create more of them for the 
enjoyment of our fellow Americans, pres
ent and future: 

TRAFFIC LIGHTS NEEDED IN OREGON 
WILDERNESS AREA? 
(By Matt Kramer) 

EuGENE, OREG.-If pavement, engines, and 
people are beginning to wear you down, there 
is always the wilderness areas o! the Far 
West for a refresher. 

Or is there? 
Go into a place like the Three Sisters wil

derness area in the high Oregon Cascade 
Range and what do you find? 

"More than 16,000 people were there last 
year," says Larry Worstell, deputy supervisor 
of the Willamette National Forest. 

Nor was this an isolated example. More 
than 86,000 persons last year entered the 12 
wilderness areas set aside in Oregon and 
Washington. The problem is even worse in 
some other places. 

"Wilderness use is increasing to the point 
that it's a problem for both the people who 
go to those areas for some degree of privacy, 
and for those of us responsible !or mainte
nance o! wilderness environment," Worstell 
says. 

And this in the areas set aside presumably 
to preserve the wilderness for all time. In 
these areas there may be no roads or motors 
or hardly any evidence o! civilization; man 
may visit them but not stay. 

Already they are talking about registration 
so that hikers can keep from trampltng each 
other. 

In areas where man goes to amuse him
self, away from regulation, more regulation 
may be necessary. 

Part of the problem is that much of the 
wilderness area is in high elevations. It is 
easy to ruin the beauty there. Grass can
not stand much foot traffic. A mountain 
meadow can disappear under a group of care
less people or horses. A damaged tree may 
take years to come back, if it comes back at 
all. 

Worstell has drawn up a list o:t what the 
wilderness-seeker should do to preserve the 
wilderness and forestall regulation: 

Carry out what you carry ln. 
Avoid trampling mountain meadows. 
Build as few fire pits as possible. Use old 

fire pits rather than build new ones. 
Carry your own horsefeed. 
Don't tether stock in meadows. 
Spread out camps and travel in small 

groups. 

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS-PART 
CXXVI 

Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to. the req~est of the ~entl~man from 
Geoi-ii.It? t / ''> L i ,~ 

There was no objection. -IXO 
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol

lowing article concerns the crime situa
tion in New York City and is part of the 
series on "New York City in Crisis" ap
pearing in the New York Herald 
Tribune. 

The article appeared in the Tribune on 
May 15, 1965, and follows: 
NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS-CITY OF VIOLENCE: 
INJURIES TO POLICE UP 19 PERCENT OVER 1964 

The mounting tide of violence in a New 
York City of many crises was reflected yes
terday in an announcement that injuries to 
policemen are occurring at a rate 19 percent 
higher than during the corresponding period 
of last year. 

And 1964 was the most violent in New York 
City history insofar as harm to police officers 
is concerned. 

The announcement was made by Police 
Commissioner Michael J. Murphy. He toted 
up some of the reasons why last year was the 
city's worst and gave these 1964 statistics: 

Policemen killed, 7. 
Those shot, 13. 
Stabbed and otherwise cut, 19. 
Bitten, 58. 
Punched and kicked, 200. 
Struck by objects, many of which were 

flung from buildings, 90. 
Other police hurt in additional ways dur

ing arrests, 98. 
Commissioner Murphy spoke at the second 

annual peace officers' memorial service at 
the police academy. The ceremony is held 
annually in response to a 1963 proclame,tion 
by President Kennedy setting May 15 aside 
for such commemorations of stricken police. 

During last year, the police commissioner 
added, the city's law officers arrested 208,854 
persons for murder, rape, armed robbery, 
felonious assault, and other felonies-570 on 
each day of the year, 24 every hour, nearly 1 
every 2 minutes. 

The one gain this year over last is that no 
police have been killed. 

New York's police, Mr. Murphy said, are 
engaged now in what amounts to a war 
that seemingly has no end. 

Few of the 208,854 apprehended on felony 
charges surrendered willingly, and many 
were repeaters, the Commissioner said. 

A man going in for New York police work 
now, the Commissioner added, "can look for
ward to a career In which day and night he 
will be armed and prepared to take action 
that endangers hls life and safety." 

Commissioner Murphy said 600 New York 
police have been hurt thus far this year in 
performing their duty. Grateful that none 
of the assaults brought death, he said: 

"We pray that this surcease from death 
in combat will continue throughout the 
year." 

The range of New York crimes is as wide 
as the imagination of the most violent and 
most craven. Commissioner Murphy gave 
these as some of the statistics of New York 
lawlessness in 1964. Men and women were 
arrested on the following charges: 

Murder, 660; rape, 1,273; armed robbery, 
4,918; felonious assault, 11,950; burglary, 
9,144; stealing cars, 6,033; arson, 306; nar
cotics offenses, 3,375; possession of danger
ous weapons, 2,616. 

In every one of the 208,854 arrests, the 
city's policemen faced danger, Commissioner 
Murphy said. He added: 

"Each of these encounters was pregnant 
with violence. Every one of them, and ( ar
rests for) many lesser offenses as well could 
have exploded into injury or death, leaving 
maimed human beings in Its wake.'' 

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS-PART 
i ~ -1 ) C:x::x\TII1 l ---, i.T{ 

Mr. :MACK.Av:o, Mi-. -Speaker. I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 

from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol

lowing article concerns housing in New 
York and appeared in the New York 
Herald Tribune on May 16, 1965. 

The article is part of the series on New 
York City in Crisis and follows: 
NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS: SOMETHING'S OUT 

OF WHACK ON EAST 54TH STREET 
(By Marshall Peck) 

When the Federal Government gets ready 
to tear down an apparently sound middle
income apartment building, while all around 
the hue and cry is on to put up more of them, 
the situation would seem to call for a second 
look. 

Last week, at the 11th hour, it was under
stood that a review was underway, at a city 
agency and in Washington, of precisely this 
situation at 225 East 54th Street. But it is 
doubtful whether anything can be done 
* • * now. 

No. 225 is a pleasant six-story building, 30 
years old between Second and Third Avenues. 
It has 117 units, all of them single rooms or 
room-and-a-half apartments with kitchen 
and bath. The rents for tenants, mostly 
young, single people, run from about $55 
to $120 a month. The building has a door
man until 1 a.m., and its comfort and con
venience make it a very desirable home. 

POST OFFICE PLANNED 
In 1958 and 1959 the Post Office Depart

ment, planning ahead, initiated Government 
acquisition of properties between 54th and 
55th Streets, on the east side of Third Ave
nue. In 1963 the Department announced 
that it Intended to build a new post office
the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Station-on 
the site at 899-911 Third .Avenue. 

The plans call for a four-story post office 
and a 24-to-38-story tower above it. Resi
dential and commercial properties on the site 
were purchased and flnalty the complete 
parcel was leased last year to Coley Proper
ties. for construction. 

According to the tenan.ts, who are now in 
a last-ditch fight to save their building, the 
only building on the site that was of sound 
construction and in excellent condition was 
225 East 54th Street. 

All parties agree that this is a very late 
hour to attempt to ward off what one city 
official called an unstoppable force. Never
theless, the residents at 225 have taken It 
to the top with an appeal to the White House. 
They want to know why the Government 
urges building construction on one hand 
and prepares to rip down housing with the 
other. 

The letter to President Johnson brought 
word that the Postmaster General would be 
asked to "review their letter and their views." 
Pending a further communication from 
higher up In the Post Office Departmen'!r
where the tenants had previously appealed

.a Post Office Department- spokesman com
mented that he feared it was "too late now" 
for any change of plans. 

The tenants' group, organized as "The 54th 
Street Association," contends that since 225 
is a corner lot, it could st111 be accommodated 
as a neighbor instead of being swallowed up. 
The Post Office Department says cutting out 
a corner would seriously reduce floor space. 

FIGHT WILL CONTINUE 
The tenants formed their home-defense 

~sociatlon on!Y last-r~bruary, and Its pr~J.:-
dent, George,, B!Ymber,. Jagr~~ !tt· ~Y ~have..: 
been too late. Still, the 100 or fewer people 
still living at 225 Intend to go out fighting. 

.In the main, the association has collected 
no more than expressions of sympathy, but 
one city agency-which wishes to remain 
anonymous for the moment-is looking into 
the history of 225, in case anything can be 
salvaged. 
, Meanwhile, the tenants hope for a reprieve 
and a private relocation firm is finding them 
new dwelling places. The target date fo-:: 
emptying the building is the end of October 

JOINT RESOLUTION REQUIRING 
COST OF LIVING SURVEY 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RYAN] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to join with our distinguished 
colleague, the Honora;ble Santiago Pol
anco-Abreu, Resident Commissioner of 
Puerto Rico, in introducing a joint reso
lution to give relief to Federal employees 
in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islandg 
from the Civil Service Commission's ad
ministrative order reducing the cost-of
living allowance for such employees from 
12.5 to 5 percent e:ffective July 1, 1965. 

I have devoted considerable study to 
tnis matter, and it appears that the ac
tion was arbitrary and unreasonable. 

My purpose in introducing this resolu
tion is to call greater attention to the 
problem and to convince those who may 
be responsible for the legislation that 
swift and decisive action should be taken. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab.:. 

sence was granted to: 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (at the request Of Mr. 

GERALD R. FORD) for July 12, 1965, on ac
count of official business. 

Mr. PooL for Monday, July 12, through 
Friday, July 16, 1965, on account of 
family illness. 

Mr. CRALEY and Mr. MORTON (at the 
request of Mr. AsPINALL), for the week 
of July 12, on account of official busi
ness, to attend the first Congress of Mi
cronesia. 

Mr. EDMONDSON, for July 12 and 13, on 
account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here
tofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. FARBSTEIN <at the request of Mr. 
MACKAY), on July 12, for 15 minutes. 

Mr. RYAN of New York <at the request 
of Mr. MACKAY), for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unaninlous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. BURLESON. 
~Mr. GILBEJt".t <at .Jne reqpe&t f Mr. 

MACKAY) ' the· eniarks ne -ma<:t_e ilf t!ll!· 
Committee of the Whole· totllty an'd to 
include extraneous matter. 
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(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DEL CLAWSON) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MORSE in three instances. 
Mr. TALCOTT in two instances. 
(The following Members <at the -re

quest of Mr. MACKAY) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. Dow. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. 
Mr. VIVIAN. 
Mr. WRIGHT. 
Mr. PEPPER. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2. An act to protect the public health 
and safety by amending the Federal Food~, 
Drug and Cosmetic Act to establish special 
controls for depressant and stimulant drugs 
and counterfeit drugs, and for other purposes. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESI
DENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 1236. An act for the relief of Salva
dor Munoz-Tostado; 

H.R. 1306. An act for the relief of Loretta 
Negrin; 

H.R. 3634. An act for the relief of CWO Ed
ward E. Kreiss; 

H.R. 3638. An act for the relief of Robert 
0. Overton, Marjorie C. Overton, and Sally 
Eitel; 

H.R. 3708. An act to provide assistance in 
the development of new or improved pro
grams to help older persons through grants 
to the States for community planning and 
services and for training, through research, 
development, or training project grants, and 
to establish within the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare an operating agency 
to be designated as the "Administration on 
Aging"; 

H.R. 5184. An act for the relief of the port 
of Portland, Oreg.; 

H.R. 5306. An act to continue the authority 
of domestic banks to pay interest on time 
deposits of foreign governments at rates dif
fering from those applicable to domestic de
positors; 

H.R. 5874. An act to amend Public Law 815, 
81st Congress, with respect to the construc
tion of school facilities for children in Puerto 
Rico, Wake Island, Guam, or the Virgin Is
lands for whom local educational agencies 
are unable to provide education, to amend 
section 6(a) of Public Law 874, 81st Congress 
relating to conditions of employment of 
teachers in dependents' schools, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.R. 7847. An act to amend the Small Busi
ness Act. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 10 o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.), un
der its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, July 12, 1965, a;t 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 or rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1320. A letter from the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi
dent, transmitting plans for works of im
provement which have"been prepared for the 
following watersheds: Mills Creek, Fla.; 
Turkey Creek, Iowa; Lakin, Kans.; Standing 
Pine Creek, Miss.; Cotton Wood Creek, Nebr.; 
Mitchell Swamp-Pleasant Meadow Branch, 
S.C.; Willis River, Va., pursuant to section 
5 of the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre
vention Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1005), 
and delegated to the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget by Executive Order No. 10654 
of January 20, 1956, to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

1321. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Interior, transmitting determina
tions relating to construction payments due 
the United States from the Angostura Irri
gation District, Angostm;a Unit, Missouri 
River Basin project, South Dakota, in the 
years 1966 and 1967 pursuant to the pro
visions of Public Law 86-308; to the Commit
roe on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1322. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the annual report on 
the relative cost of shipbuilding in the vari
ous coastal districts of the United States, 
pursuant to section 213(c) of the Merchant 
Marine · Act of 1936, as amended to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1323. A letter from the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi
dent, transmitting plans for works of im
provement which have been prepared for the 
following watersheds: Cooper Creek, Ark.; 
Limestone Stream, Maine; Long Creek, Miss.; 
Tuscumbia, Miss. and Tenn.; Grindstone
Lost-Muddy Creek, Mo.; Stewarts Creek
Lovills Creek, N.C. and Va.; Upper Elk Creek, 
Okla.; Ferron, Utah, pursuant to section 5 
of the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre
vention Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1005), 
and delegated to the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget by Executive Order No. 10654 
of January 20, 1956; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Commit
tee on Armed Services. H.R 5519. A bill 
to amend title 10, United States Code, to 
authorize language training to be given to 
a dependent of a member of the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, or Marine Corps under certain 
circumstances; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 607). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Commit
tee on Armed Services. H.R. 7843. A b111 
to amend titles 10 and 37, United States 
Code, to authorize the survivors of a mem
ber of the Armed Forces who dies while on 
active duty to be paid for his unused ac
crued leave; with amendment (Rept. 608). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Commit
tee on Armed Services. S. 1856. An act to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to sell 
uniform clothing to the Naval Sea Cadet 
Corps; with amendment (Rept. No. 609). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CAMERON: 
H.R. 9724. A bill to amend section 8(b) (4) 

of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, with respect to strike at the sites 
of construction projects; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CARTER: 
H.R. 9725. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, in order to provide special in
demnity insurance for members of the Armed 
Forces serving in combat zones; to the Com.
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R. 9726, A bill to amend sec-tion 204 of 

the War Clai.ms Act of 1948 to permit adjudi
cation of the claims of additional persons 
for certain World War II losses, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 
H.R. 9727. A bill to amend the Foreign 

Agents Registration Act of 1938, as amended, 
to prohibit certain investigative and report
ing activities by foreign agents; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HICKS: 
H.R. 9728. A bill to establish a Federal 

sabbatical program to improve the quality of 
teaching in the Nation's elementary or sec
ondary schools; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor. · 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H.R. 9729. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. KORNEGAY: 
H.R. 9730. A bill to amend the Federal 

Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to authorize reimburse
ment to a State or political subdivision there
of for sidewalk repair and replacement or to 
make other arrangements therefor; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. LEGGETT: 
H.R. 9731. A bill to amend titles 10 and.37, 

United States Code, to provide career incen
tives for. certain professionally trained officers 
of the Armed Forces; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. MACHEN: 
H.R. 9732. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Commitee on ·Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Illinois: 
H.R. 9733. A bill granting the consent and 

approval of Congress to the Illinois-Indiana 
air pollution control compact; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H.R. 9734. A bill to amend the Northern 

Pacific Halibut Act in order to provide cer
tain facilities for the International Pacific 
Halibut Commission; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H.R. 9735. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. ST. ONGE: 
H.R. 9736. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to conduct programs to 
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reduce the impact of droughts on rural resi
dents, small municipalities, agriculture and 
livestock enterprises, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SKUBITZ: 
H.R. 9737. A bill to amend the Consoli

dated Farmers Home Administration Act of 
1961 to authorize the Secretary of Agricul
ture to make or insure loans to public and 
quasi-public agencies and corporations not 
operated for profit with respect to water sup
ply and water systems serving rural areas 
and to make grants to aid in rural com
munity development planning and in con
nection with the construction of such com
munity facilities, to increase the annual 
aggregate of insured loans thereunder, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 
H.R. 9738. A bill to provide for participa

tion of the United States in the HemisFatr 
1968 Exposition to be held at San Antonio, 
Tex., in 1968, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H.R. 9739. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CAREY: 
H.R. 9740. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 9741. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: 
H.R. 9742. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. RESNICK: 
H.R. 9743. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to regulate the trans
portation, sale, and handling of dogs and 
cats intended to be used for purposes of 
research or experimentation, and for other 
purpol"es; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BOB WILSON: 
H.R. 9744. A bill to provide free mailing 

privileges for first class letter mail sent by 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 

States in Vietnam; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 9745. A bill to establish a Federal 

sabbatical program to improve the quality of 
teaching in the Nation's elementary or sec
ondary schools; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

By Mr. MACDONALD: 
H.R. 9746. A bill to establish the Saugus 

Iron Works National Historic Site in the 
State of Massachusetts, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
H.R. 9747. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to conduct programs to 
reduce the impact of droughts on rural resi
dents, small municipalities, agriculture and 
livestock enterprises, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 9748. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide wartime rates of dis
ability compensation for veterans disabled 
from injury or disease incurred or aggravated 
by overseas service and free insurance pro
tection for members of the Armed Forces 
serving overseas; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 9749. A bill to amend. title 10 of the 

United States Code to prohibit contracting 
for the construction of vessels for the U.S. 
Navy at places outside of the United States; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 9750. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to regulate the trans
portation, sale, and handling of dogs and 
cats intended to be used for purposes of re
search or experimentation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. REUSS: 
H.R. 9751. A bill to amend the act of 

January 30, 1913, to remove certain restric
tions on the American Hospital of Paris; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H.R. 9752. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. PERKINS: 
H.R. 9753. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. RANDALL: 
H .R. 9754. A bill to amend the National 

Labor Relations Act to make it an unfair 
labor practice for an employer or a labor 

organization to discriminate unjustifiably on 
account of age; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

H.R. 9755. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide credit 
against income tax for an employer who 
employs older persons in his trade or busi
ness; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 9756. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to lower from 62 to 60 
the age at which benefits thereunder may be 
paid, with appropriate actuarial reductions 
made in the amounts of such benefits; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RYAN: 
H.J. Res. 573. Joint resolution requiring a 

cost-of-living survey to be made by the Bu
reau of Labor Statistics before the cost-of
living allowance for Federal employees in 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands may be 
reduced; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. FRIEDEL: 
H. Con. Res. 448. Concurrent resolution to 

authorize and request the President to issue a 
proclamation designating September 3, 1965, 
as "Crusade for Safety Day"; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BELL: 
H. Res. 451. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives with respect 
to discriminatory practices by the Govern
ment of Rumania; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H. Res. 452. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives with respect 
to oppression of minorities in Rumania and 
requesting the President of the United States 
to take appropriate steps in our relations 
with the Rumanian Government as are likely 
to bring relief to the persecuted minorities 
of that country; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. CURTIN: 
H. Res. 453. Resolution establishing a Spe

cial Committee on Captive Nations; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

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

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 9757. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Knou 

Daoud Misleh; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H.R. 9758. A bill for the relief of Christos 

A. Grivas and Despina Grivas; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKER: 
H.R. 9759. A bill for the relief of Rina 

Zausata; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Residual Oil Imports 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. F. BRADFORD MORSE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, more than 
a year ago on the floor of the House I 
deplored the oontinuation of residual oil 

import quotas as discriminatory, un
necessary, and harmful to our national 
security. 

At that time I pointed out how serious 
was the impact of these quotas on the 
eoonomy of Venezuela, a nation which 
depends on the export of oil for 90 per
cent of its foreign trade and 95 percent 
of its foreign exchange receipts. We 
cannot emphasize hemispheric economic 
growth and solidarity and then tum 
around and isolate one Qlf the strongest 
nations in Latin America. 

It has been difficult for Venezuela to 
understand this policy Qif restriction. 
Writing in the July 1965 issue of Foreign 
Affairs, President Raul Leoni comments: 

I want to emphasize that Venezuela has 
never boon opposed to p•rotection of an in
dustry as vital as that of oil. Wha t Vene
zuela objects to is the way in which pro
tection has been applied by the United 
States; it just does not seem to us consistent 
with the proclaimed principle of hemispheric 
solidarity. In contrast to the products o! 
other nations in the hemisphere, Venezuela's 
main export is discriminated against by a 
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quota system imposed by the United States to 
subsidize its domestic oil industry. As a 
result we have suffered considerable eco
nomic losses at the same time that we have 
had to fight a. decline in prices. Since the 
quota system was put into effect, we have lost 
millions of dollars which are indispensable 
for the economic and social development of 
the country in such critical fields as housing, 
education, and youth and infant care. 

I share President Leoni's concern and 
I know that the people of New England 
who depend so heavily on the Vene
zuelan imports of residual oil to operate 
their industrial firms, their hospitals, and 
their schools do too. We do not under
stand the policy of the administration 
either and we will continue to work just 
as hard as we can fora complete reversal 
of that policy. 

Strawberries South of the Border 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BURT L. TALCOTT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, straw
berry . imports from Mexico have in
creased at a catastrophic rate in the last 
few years. Too few people are aware of 
this threat to domestic labor, processors, 
and growers. I take this opportunity 
to apprise my colleagues of these star
tling developments. 

The Giannini Foundation, located at 
the University of California, Berkeley, 
is one of the most reliable agricultural 
research institutions in America. We 
are indebted to it for a study made in 
October of 1963 entitled, "The California 
Strawberry Industry." Its authors are 
Beatrice M. Bain and Sidney Hoos. The 
report surveys the strawberry industry 
on a nationwide basis, as well as histori
cally. I commend the research report 
to everyone's reading. The following 
facts are confirmed in this report: 

Since 1952 a frozen strawberry industry 
has been created in two States located 
north of Mexico City. More than 11 
freezing plants were built by 1960 to proc
ess the berries for shipment. 

Imports of frozen strawberries from 
Mexico amounted to 4,501,000 pounds in 
1950. By 1955, they had increased al
most three times to 12,011,000 pounds. 
Imports had again almost trebled by 
1962 to a new high of 33,517,000 
pounds--approximately 13 percent of do
mestic consumption. The most recent 
information, published in the Frozen 
Food Report for June 19, 1965, confirms 
this accelerating trend: 

Through June 12, 1965, 40,800,000 pounds 
of frozen strawberries were imported from 
Mexico into the United States. This com
pares with 30,500,000 pounds for the first 
5 months last year. 

If this rate of importation continues 
unabated, domestic labor and processors 
will soon be joining the ranks of the un
employed and seeking help through the 
war on poverty. This war will stale
mate if the Federal Government follows 

policies that force men out of work and 
into poverty. 

One solution is to adjust our tariffs to 
offset the tremendous labor cost advan
tage enjoyed in Mexico. I have intro
duced a bill to raise the present tariff 
from 14 percent ad valorem to 35 per
cent ad valorem. I urge action on this 
subject to prevent the destruction of an
other important domestic industry. 

A Tribute to David E. Bell, Administra
tor of the Agency for International De
velopment 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JIM WRIGHT 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this time to speak a few 
words of appreciation for David E. Bell, 
Administrator of the Agency for Inter
national Development. I regret that I 
was absent from the floor recently when 
a number of our colleagues paid elo
quent tribute to this able Administrator. 

When reminded that his tenure in of
fice outlasted that of his predecessors, 
Administrator Bell retorted that he con
sidered this a "very minor distinction" 
because he came to do a job and not out
last anybody. 

I consider the job he has done a very 
major distinction in one of the most dif
ficult and most tumultuous positions in 
the U.S. Government. 

As Director of the Bureau of the Budg
et, David Bell brought with him to his 
position with. AID a great understand
ing of our Government and of our eco
nomic system. As overseer of the U.S. 
budget, he perhaps had a greater ap
preciation of economy and management 
efficiency than any other person in our 
Government, with few exceptions. 

When he was sworn into office, De
cember 22, 1962, he said: 

Any enterprise of the Federal Government 
involving the use of public funds ought to 
be managed with the highest prudence and 
frugality . 

And in the ensuing months, as head 
of the AID program, he made this prom
ise a reality. 

Under David Bell the foreign aid 
budget has been pared to essentials. 
This year's request was the lowest in 
this history of the AID program. 

Not only has the AID budget decreased, 
but AID funds have been better spent. 
David Bell inaugurated a comprehensive 
new management improvement system 
in AID, including new methods for more 
effective execution of AID's operating 
and programing systems. 

He has tightenend personnel man
agement, reducing the number of em
ployees by 1,140 in fiscal year 1964 alone. 

He has improved the Agency's pro
curement policies, thus saving the Gov
ernment hundreds of thousands of dol
lars. 

Under Administrator Bell, AID's au
diting practices have been revised and 
overseas auditing services consolidated 
at great manpower and financial savings. 

By adapting electronic data processing 
to the Agency's accounting and finan
cial reporting requirements, David Bell 
has saved hundreds of man-hours and 
cut costs. 

Country programs have been tight
ened and some terminated; since David 
Bell came to AID. A higher proportion 
of AID funds are going to fewer coun
tries-95 percent is going to only 31 
countries, and two-thirds of develop
ment assistance is going to just 7 
countries. 

Reduced budgets and program and op
erating costs are only a part of David 
Bell's major distinctions in office. But 
they are important ones-which have 
restored the confidence of Congress and 
the American people in the foreign. aid 
program. And with the restoration of 
that confidence has come better oppor
tunities to help the people of the devel
oping countries around the world. 

California State Board of Agriculture 
Reaction to Farm Labor Chaos 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BURT L. TALCOTT 
OF CALIFORKIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, for 
years Governor Brown has been con
demning and maligning California 
growers and producers and championing 
the union farm labor organizers-for the 
obvious political reason that there are 
more workers than employers and the 
workers naturally respond to munificent 
promises whether fulfillment is possible 
or not. Employment by a bankrupt em
ployer or a grower who is becoming insol
vent is not good for the worker even 
though he earns 3 cents an hour more 
than last year and even though the Gov
ernment and unions keep promising 
more. When the goose that produces 
the golden egg of high wages is finally 
strangled, the worker will know who did 
the choking. 

Finally, a member of Governor Brown's 
State Board of Agriculture said: 

C4lifornia farmers should be praised not 
only for paying the highest farm wages in the 
Nation, but also for transporting workers 
from long distances to meet this year's labor 
shortage. 

Milton Natapoff of Los Angeles told 
fellow members of the board at a recent 
meeting in Sacramento: 

YO'.l seldom, if ever, hear this side of the 
story. 

For years our growers have paid the highest 
wages in the entire United States, and this 
year they have increased those rates by 25 to 
50 percent, and I think credit 1s long 
overdue. · 

Anyone who knows the facts will con
cur. 

The Council of California Growers, 
meanwhile, reported that "fair to good" 
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workers have been earning from $3 to 
$5 per hour harvesting lettuce, from $17 
to $30 per day pulling tomato trans
plants, from $20 to $40 per day picking 
cherries, from $1.50 to $2.85 per hour 
picking citrus, and from $1.50 to $2 per 
hour picking strawberries. 

Observed Board Member Joseph Cro
setti, of Salinas: 

The big question now is how long Cali
fornia growers can continue to compete with 
other States and Mexico where wage rates are 
considerably lower. 

California State Employment Di
rector Albert Tieberg told the Board 
at the same meeting that "wages as low 
as 60 to 70 cents per hour are still com
mon in such States as Texas and Okla
homa." This may or may not be true. 
Regardless, California growers have con
sistently paid the highest wages and pro
vided the best housing and working con
ditions of any farmer in the world. Cali
fornia growers can no longer perform 
so handsomely for their employees and 
complete with other sections of the 
world and withstand the punishment of 
their own Federal Government. 

Gertrude Clarke. Whittall 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. OMAR BURLESON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES · 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, in my 
years of service in the Congress, my re
sponsibilities as chairman of the Com
mittee on House Administration and as 
chairman and vice chairman of the Joint 
Committee on the Library perhaps have 
made me a bit more keenly aware than 
some of my distinguished colleagues of 
the great contribution to our country's 
culture made by a great lady, Gertrude 
Clarke Whittall, who died at the age of 
97 on Tuesday, June 29, 1965. I there
fore feel it is most appropriate for me to 
pay tribute to this extraordinary person, 
whose good works will continue as long 
as the Library of Congress continues to 
exist, thanks to the foundations bearing 
her name which she established during 
her lifetime. 

The record of Mrs. Whittall's benefac
tions is open for all to read and admire, 
but a brief summary may be in order 
at this time. Her gifts to the Nation 
and its citizens through the Library of 
Congress began, publicly, in 1935, shortly 
after she had moved to Washington from 
Massachusetts. Widowed in 1922, she 
had two great loves that sustained her 
spirit--music and poetry. Before leav
ing New England, she had carefully 
formed, with the help of experts, a col
lection of musical instruments which is 
one of the world's most precious posses
sions--three violins, one viola, and one 
violoncello constructed by that fabled 
master, Antonio Stradivari, with five 
magnificent bows to match, constructed 
by the Stradivari of bowmaking, Francois 
Tourte. 

The late Herbert Putnam, then the Li
brarian of Congress, was one of Mrs. 
Whittall's close friends. As Mrs. Whit
tall herself once put it, "Dr. Putnam was 
my inspiration.'' He encouraged her to 
present these wonderful instruments to 
the Library of Congress, where they 
might be perfectly preserved and main
tained. But since the Library is not a 
museum, and since musical instruments 
such as those assembled by Mrs. Whittall 
only come to life when they are heard as 
well as seen, he also encouraged her to 
allow them to be used in concerts for the 
benefit of the American people. Mrs. 
Whittall needed no more than the sug
gestion-indeed, she needed no more 
than Dr. Putnam's inspiration, since it 
may well be that the wonderful idea was 
her very own. Thus, in 1935, she did in
deed present the Stradivari instruments 
and Tourte bows to the Library of Con
gress, where they were to be used-at her 
express wish-to provide free public con
certs of chamber music to all who would 
hear; simultaneouly, she established 
the Gertrude Clarke Whittall Foundation 
to assure the perpetuation of these activ
ities. The first public concert in which 
her wishes were executed took place in 
the Library on January 10, 1936, with 
the Stradivari instruments ·Used-appro
priately enough-by the famed Stradi
varius Quartet. 

It was quite characteristic of Mrs. 
Whittall to donate a room to the Library 
in which the instruments could be beauti
fully displayed when they were not being 
played, and in 1937, the Whittall Pavil
ion--one of the Library's most handsome 
settings for cultural events, was com
pleted. Ever since then it has been used 
as the home, and thousands of Americans 
and visitors to our country have paused 
before the case in which they are housed 
in order to admire their beauty and to 
speculate on the magic a master crafts
man had wrought more than two cen
turies earlier. 

Mrs. Whittall preferred the continu
ous use of the Stradivari instruments by 
one group of musicians-a wise choice, 
since only in that manner could the indi
vidual instrument be adjusted to the 
needs and temperament of eaeh artist, 
and only in that manner could the indi
vidual artist adjust himself to the needs 
and temperament of each instrument. 
The two must live together in order to 
make the finest music, she felt. As a 
result of this thought, the Library of 
Congress acquired a "quartet in resi
dence, the Budapest String Quartet--one 
of the world's great chamber ensembles
which played its first concert on Decem
ber 8, 1938, and continued to use the 
Stradivari instruments for 23 seasons
until March 30, 1962. Beginning with the 
1962-63 season, the renowned Juilliard 
String Quartet started to use the Strads, 
and they have been the Library's resident 
group ever since. 

As further evidence of Mrs. Whittall's 
generosity, many additional ensembles 
and distinguished soloists were presented 
under the auspices of the music founda
tion bearing her name. Up to the time 
of her death, nearly 700 concerts had 
been offered by the Whittall Foundation, 
many of them bros.dcast, ·and countless 

thousands enjoyed the pleasure that the 
combination of great virtuosity and great 
music alone can bring. 

Over the years, Mrs. Whittall contin
ued to enlarge the foundation's endow
ment, and at the outbreak of the Second 
World War, she made it possible for the 
Library to purchase a superb collection 
of autograph musical scores, privately 
owned by a Vietnamese family, for 
which a home safe from the hazards of 
destruction in Europe was being sought. 
This was the nucleus of what has since 
become one of the world's most ·awe-in
spiring collection of original manu
scripts-the Whittall Foundation Col
lection of Autograph Musical Scores and 
Autograph Letters-which includes mu
sic and letters by Bach, Beethoven, 
Brahms, Haydn, Mozart, Mendelssohn, 
Schubert, and many, many others. 

Poetry and music had an equal share 
of Mrs. Whittall's affection, and in 1950, 
she provided the Library with the re
sources whereby the public could enJoy 
the sister art in the same way as she 
had provided the resources for our citi
zens to enjoy music. Through the Ger
trude Clarke Whittall Poetry and Liter
ature Fund in the Library, slie made it 
possible for listeners to hear our best 
poets reading their own poems, our best 
actors interpreting the master drama
tists, and our finest minds lecturing on 
literary subjects. She furnished the 
Library's attractive Poetry Room
where her good friend, the late Robert 
Frost, liked to meet his friends and view 
the Capitol; she made it possible for the 
Library to acquire manuscripts of such 
poets as Shelley, Dante Gabriel Ros
setti, A. E. Housman, and--one of her 
favorites-Edwin Arlington Robinson. 

Although advancing years robbed her 
hearing of much of its acuteness, she 
continued to attend almost every Whit
tall FUnd presentation, and her tiny, 
gracious :figure, in her regular· seat 
specially wired with a hearing aid, was a 
familiar and beloved one to generations 
of Washingtonians. She was in the 
audience-and at the reception honoring 
playwright and cast--when Mark Van 
Doren's "The Last Days of Lincoln" 
played on April 12, 1965; she was in the 
audience when the Juilliard String Quar
tet gave its last concert of the 1964-65 
season last April 23. She was a gre
garious person, who freely shared her 
own enjoyment of the arts with the rest 
of the audience, and especially with 
young people, whose presence continually 
delighted her. She was a frequent visi
tor to the Library's Music Division and 
its Poetry Office, and she took a deep 
and genuine interest in its work. She 
was as much a part of the Library of 
Congress as anyone possibly could be, and 
in many ways, her ideal of service to the 
country she loved is a personification of 
the Library's own ideal of service. 

On December 4, 1963, the Commission
ers of the District of Columbia honored 
her with a citation for distinguished 
service. This was presented by Commis
sioner Walter B. Tobriner in a ceremony 
in his office. The citation stated that 
"her gifts of music and literature to the. 
people of the United States, through 
the Library of Congress, have brought 
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the arts into the lives of many .Amer
icans; have enriched the Library's col
lections and extended its influence; and 
have given the American people great 
pleasures and pleasant experiences." It 
would be difficult to improve on this suc
cinct tribute, and I shall not attempt to 
do so. 

At the ceremony, Mrs. Whittall
young in heart as ever--complained 
mildly about the timing of the citation. 
"I wonder why they didn't wait until I 
am 100," she said. "My work is not yet 
done." I am glad the Commissioners did 
not wait, but she need not have worried 
about her work. Thanks to her en
lightened generosity, Mrs. Whittall's good 
work will never be done, and she will con
tinue to live in the affections of the peo
ple of this country as a symbol of that 
civilized devotion to the things of the 
spirit which is as typically and character
istically American as the Nebraska farm 
on which she grew up. But as a person 
she will be missed, for she was a great 
person. We will not soon see another 
such great lady again. 

Dr. Frederick Albert Cook Centenary 
Celebration 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. JOHN G. DOW 
OF _NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9,1965 
Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, I insert .the 

following excerpts from letters and wires 
received at the Cook centennial celebra
tion at Hortonville, Sullivan County, 
N.Y., on June 13, by the Honorable Rich
ard Ried, chairman of the Delaware 
Township Centenary Committee. Also 
included is a resolution by the mayor of 
the city of Buffalo and an account of the 
event in the Sullivan County Democrat 
of Callicoon: 
[From the Sulliv-an County (N.Y.) Democrat, 

June 17, 1965] 
ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY ATTENDED COOK CEN

TENARY-PLAQUE DEDICATED TO FAMED ARCTIC 
EXPLORER 
More than 150 persons attended the Cook 

centenary celebration at Hortonville on Sun
day, June 13, 1965 despite temperatures in 
the 50's. Each of the speakers enlightened 
the audience on some phase of the life of 
Dr. Frederick Albert Cook, who was born in 
Hortonville on June 10, 1865. In addition 
to celebrating the 100th anniversary of the 
birth of Dr. Cook, the ceremony marked the 
dedication of a roadside marker to be placed 
near Dr. Cook's birthplace, the present Law
rence Mauer home. 

Justice Richard Ried of the town of Dela
ware acted as master of ceremonies and 
touched upon Dr. Cook's literary career in 
his speech. Russell Gibbons, editor of th~ 
Hamburg Sun and secretary of the Dr. Fred
erick A. Cook Society, outlined the recent 
events which have served to strengthen the 
belief in Dr. Cook's claim that he was the 
first man to reach the North Pole. He also 
enumerated the various experts in the field 
who have come to believe in Dr. Cook. 

Mr. Gibbons then presented a picture of 
Dr. Cook to Bert Feldman and Burton Lemon, 
who represented the Sulliva.:3. County Histor
ical Society. 

Town historian Valleau C. Curtis touched 
upon the many achievements of Dr. Cook in 
allied fields, such as his study of natives of 
the Arctic region, his survival studies, medi
cal discoveries, and his literary career. 

A word of thanks was extended to Mrs. 
Norma T. Stengel of Callicoon, who did much 
of the preliminary research for the project 
and who planned an assembly which wa.s pre
sented at Delaware Valley Central School on 
Thursday, June 10. J. Vance Hunt of Haw
ley, a member of the board of governors of 
the Dr. Frederick A. Cook Society, was also 
credited with local help. 

Mrs. Ell1ott J. Vetter, daughter of Dr. Cook, 
refiected that a celebrity such as her father, 
has little time for home and family but tha·t 
his family realized that he was a man of the 
ages. 

Supervisor John Eschen-berg then unveiled 
the marker, which .was placed later in the 
day. He expressed the thanks of the .town 
board to all those who had helped with the 
celebration. 

The invocation was pronounced by the 
Reverend Newton B. Ford of Cal11coon Meth
C'dist Parish and the benediction was given 
by Father Cyprian Lynch of St. Joseph's 
Seminary, Call1coon. 

The Delaware Valley Central School band 
played several musical s~lections before the 
program and assisted in the flag salute and 
the national anthem. 

CITY OF BUFFALO RESOLUTION 
_ Whereas Dr, Frederick Albert Cook was 
born 100 years ago this Thursday, June 10, in 
the hsmlet of Hortonv1lle, SulUvan County, 
in the State of New York; and 

Whereas Dr. Cook is a pioneer American 
·explorer, traveler, and scientist who ex
tended the frontiers of both the Arctic and 
Antarctic regions and the subarctic area of 
Alaska; and 

Whereas Dr. Cook is the first man in his
torical geography to have described the 
region at the north geographical pole, and 
his attainment of the North Pole on Apr1121, 
1908, is recognized by many geographic, sci
entific, and reference authorities; and 

Whereas the Journal of the Arctic Insti
tute of North America recently paid tribute 
to Dr. Cook's pioneer polar exploits in mark
ing the centenary of his birth; and 

Whereas the career and accomplishments 
of Dr. Cook have been cause for recent recog
nition in messages in the Congress of the 
United States and a resolution by the New 
York State Legislature; and 

Whereas the Erie County Board of Super
visors has also gone on record as according 
recognition to this explorer of the ends of 
the earth, citing his residence in Erie County 
some three decades ago; and 

Whereas the city of Buffalo shares part of 
the history of this famous polar explorer 
in that Forest Lawn Cemetery is his final 
resting place: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I, Chester Kowal, mayor of 
the city of Buffalo, do hereby designate 
Thursday, June 10, 1965, as Dr. Frederick 
A. Cook Centennial Day, in Buffalo and 
direct that...copies of this resolution be sent 
to the SulUvan County Historical Society 
and the Dr. Frederick A. Cook Society, who 
are marking a civic celebration this Sunday 
in Callicoon, N.Y. 

CHESTER KOWAL, 
Mayor of Buffalo. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1965. 

This Congressman made a considerable ef
fort to revise his schedule in order to attend 
the Cook Centenary celebration in Callicoon. 
It is 'l:nfortunate that there was one previous 
engagement which could not be changed. 

· I am very proud that a great explorer, whom 
you are honoring at the Cook Centenary was 
a nati:ve ot our . congressional district. So 

much that is great in American history, in 
fact the major part of all the civilization that 
we have today, was created for us by Ameri
can boys who came from the back h1lls and 
river valleys o.f rural America. 

They started out as barefoot boys at dis
tant crossroads in the country. They went 
to the little red schoolhouse and I suppose 
they went fishing and trapping in the creeks. 
Somehow they had the intelUgence and the 
resolution to go forth and achieve mighty 
results. · 

I am. sure nobody went fart~er than Dr. 
Frederick A. Cook because he went to the 
North Pole. How could you go farther than 
that? 

It is an inspiration for us in our endeavors 
to recall the achievements of this native boy 
from Callicoon. Nowadays we are going 
.fortl;l. into space and we have to pioneer on 
new political frontiers. Because Dr. Cook 
could do it, we know that we can do it if 
we wm try as hard as he did. 

With my very kindest good wishes to the 
board of governors and to all the good peo
ple who are a.ssembling to honor one of 
America's great explorers. 

Most sincerely yours, 
JOHN G. Dow. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1965. 

On the occasion of the centennial celebra
tion of the birth of Dr. Frederick A. Cook, it 
is a pleasure to send greetings to the citizens 
o.f Sull1van County, the members of the Dr. 
Frederick A. Cook Society, and the others 
who are joining to honor this distinguished 
American explorer and scientist. 

The controversy that has surrounded Dr. 
Cook's attainment of the geographical North 
Pole continues; but whatever the outcome of 
the inquiries, Dr. Cook's contributions to the 
fields of science and history continue to gain 
recognition, respect, and credence in scien
tific circles. 

I am glad to join with you in proud ob
servance of Dr. Cook's great contributions. 

With best wishes. 
ROBERT F. KENNEDY. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., June 10, 1965. 
My best wishes go to the members of the 

Town of Delaware Centennial Committee, the 
Sull1van County Historical Society and the 
Dr. Frederick A. Cook Society, as well as all 
of the citizens of Delaware Township on the 
occasion of your civic observance Sunday. 

On Tuesday, to celebrate the 100th anni
versary of Dr. Cook's birth, I inserted into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and extended re
marks in the House of Representatives ex
cerpts from the historic letter of Dr. Cook 
to Congress of February 1915. 

I said on this occasion that I hoped that 
at some time in the future a fitting and 
proper recognition could be accorded by Con
gress to Dr. Cook for the pioneer work he 
blazed in both the Arctic and Antarctic fron
tiers at the turn of the century. 

Your recognition today is a testimony to 
the belief of good citizens in the ultimate 
course of justice and fairplay. 

. RICHARD D. McCARTHY, 
Member of Congress. 

I regret that I shall be unable to attend 
the ceremonies held in honor of Dr. Frederick 
A. Cook, but an earlier commitment for that 

· weekend prevents me from accepting your 
committee's invitation. 

It was a pleasure to sponsor the resolu
tion that. memorializes the Governor to pro
claim June 10, 1965, as Frederick A. Cook 
Centennial Day in New York State. I ac
knowledge Dr. Cook's accomplishments and 
joi:q with you in honoring this outstanding 
citizen. 
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Please be sure that I am with you all in 

spirit on this important day. 
Mrs. DOROTHY H. ROSE, 

Member of the Assembly, New York State 
Legislature. 

Please extend my best wishes and greetings 
to the people of Callicoon and Hortonville, 
as well as those from throughout Sullivan 
County and other parts of the State, who 
have joined in this fitting tribute today. 

It was my pleasure to cosponsor the joint 
resolution in the legislature memorializing 
the Governor to designate "Dr. Frederick A. 
Cook Day" in New York State. 

E. OGDEN BUSH, 
State Senate, New York Legislature. 

To anyone who impartially examines all 
the evidence, there can be no doubt that 
Dr. Frederick Albert Cook reached the North 
Pole, and was therefore the first man in his
tory to do so. 

FREDERICK J. POHL, 
Editor of Dr. Cook's Posthumous "Return 

From the Pole." · 

Those who are gathered to do honor to 
Dr. Cook at his birthplace are to be saluted 
for their courage. For it takes courage to 
stand up for justice. Let us hope that this 
observance will spur others to follow your 
example and thereby speed the day that 
will bring him the vindication withheld for 
over half a century. 

ANDREW A. FREEMAN, 
Author, "The Case for Dr. Cook." 

I'm honored that from Italy arrive to you, 
honorable members of the Committee for 
Dr. Cook's Birthday Centennial and to you, 
citizens of Callicoon, the salutations of an 
Italian geographer and polarist. 

Dr. Cook's victory is patrimony of all the 
world and pride of all the men who love 
science and the heroisms on the bloodless 
fields of scientific competition. 

Too many shadows were cast on Dr. Cook's 
name and glory. Now the ray of the truth 
comes back to · illuminate that very great 
figure of explorer and scientist, and polarists 
of all the world will welcome this. After 
the darkness, the light. 

In Italy also the judgments are changing 
and the truth begins to appear. 

Italian Geographic Polar Institute, all the 
Italian polari&ts, and I join enthusiastically 
with the celebration that the city of Calli
coon has resolved to Dr. Cook's memory and 
incite the great America to believe in the 
truth. 

The truth-that of Dr. Cook's victory
honors her history and irradiates new light 
on her glorious fiag. 

Dr. SILVIO ZAVA"rl'I, 
Director, Italian Military Polar Institute 

(Istituto Geografico Polare, Civitanova 
M arche ( M acerata) , Italy) . 

Best wishes to the citizens of Callicoon as 
you commemorate the century of the birth 
of Dr. Frederick A. Cook. Your interest and 
work in behalf of the memory of Dr. Cook 
reflects a commendable spirit, appreciation 
and sense of history and will do much to 
bring about the recognition which his great 
works merit. 

Respects and regards to all, 
JACOB K. JAVITS, 

U.S. Senator. 

Please accept and convey to Centennial 
Committee my felicitations on Dr. Cook's 
birthday. Oceanography has shown him to 
be the first to reach the Pole. 

Rear Adm. CHARLES W. THOMAS, 
U.S. Coast Guard (Retired), Assistant 

Director, Hawaii Geophysical Insti
tute, President, Dr. Frederick A. Cook 
Society. 

CXI-1081 

When you know what kind of a man a per
son is you have illumination to measure his 
motivations. Dr. Cook was an honest man, 
sincerely inspired to do great deeds. If he 
had not been truthful the light of his ad
venturous explorations would have long since 
fiickered away instead of today still brightly 
burning to illumine his contributions to the 
history and advances of exploration. 

ROBERT HOLDER, 
Chautauqua Institution, Member, Board 

of Governors, Dr. Cook Society. 

Here in Norway we know Dr. Frederick 
Cook primarily for his lifelon.g friendship 
with Roald Amundsen. 

We also know Dr. Cook for his great serv
ices on the "Belgica" Antarctic Expedition, 
and for his push to the North Pole in 1908. 
There is no doubt that he made one of the 
longest and most daring sledge journeys ever 
made. Dr. Oook's diary on it is admirably 
written. 

K. z. LUNDQUIST, 
SOREN RICHTER, 

Directors, Norsk Polarinstitutt, Oslo, 
Norway. 

My regrets to all those attending the Dr. 
Cook centenary. It was my wish that I 
could be with you today, but I have just 
returned from the Canadian Arctic to North 

· Bay. 
In the near future I hope to detail my 

plans to erect a fitting monument at Cape 
Sparbo, to further recognize the field work of 
this pioneer polar explorer. 

. HORACE GARDNER, 
Associate, Canadian Polar Shelf Proj

ect. 

How I wish I . could be with all the fine 
people at the civic ceremony in Callicoon this 
Sunday, but previous plans find me in Con
necticut. As a reporter on the famous old 
New York Evening World, I had the oppor
tunity to interview firsthand both Dr. Cook 
and his rival claimant to the discovery of 
the North Pole. 

Dr. Cook was forthright in his re·plies to 
the questions of all the n.e·wspapennen pres
ent, and subsequent events have proven that 
his account was both true and accurate. Dr. 
Frederick Albert Cook, a true scientific ex
plorer, was indeed the first man ever to reach 
the North Pole. My deepest congratulations 
to all concerned in this historic centenary 
celebration in honor of the memory of a great 
and beloved man, a brilliant Arctic and Ant
arctic explorer. 

WENDELL PHILLIPS DoDGE, 

Arctic and Hot Desert Explorer Stnce 
1901,· Former Editor, the Explorer's 
Journal, Fellow Rayal Geographical 
Society. 

A Dream Fulfilled for Cuban Refugees 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLAUDE PEPPER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
personal privilege to commend the Dade 
County Public School system for its ex
traordinary job in educating and inte
grating large numbers of CUban refugees, 
some 16,000 this year, into American life. 
Each refugee has endured pains caused 
by the language barrier and loss of their 
previous status. 

As all my colleagues well know, the 
event of communism in Cuba has caused 
freedom-loving individuals to flee from 
their homeland · to American shores in 
the hope of making a new life for them
selves. The numerous professional peo
ple have had to begin at the lowest level 
of their calling. Doctors are working 
as interns, lawyers as clerks. We all 
realize the psychological pains this must 
cause. 

The most remarkable fact about the 
Cuban refugee problem is the accommo
dation they have received in the Dade 
County Public School system. The 
wonderful new schools in Dade are fea
tured in the magazine Education Age, 
in an article appropriately entitled 
"Miami Schools-A New Life To CU
bans," from which I quote: 

This unexpected onslaught of Cuban 
refugee has not only been absorbed by Dade 
County in a remarkable and unprecedented 
education effort, but has in the past 5 
years brought about several new teaching 
methods. 

Indeed the problems of large-scale im
migration are today unique to Dade and 
methods of educating the refugees are 
also unique. The need to educate stu
dents from preschool age to 90 has been 
handled by a devoted staff of specialists 
who have coped well with emotional 
problems not ordinarily faced by teach
ers. The Cuban refugee needs a great 
deal of English training, and of neces
sity had to adapt himself to an entirely 
different educational concept in other 
areas. The educational differences were 
further augumented by the change of 
residence of large numbers of Cubans 
within Dade County itself, and the move
ments of refugees between Dade and 
other areas within the United States. 

The most modern techniques are being 
used. Educational television, for in
stance, is used with teacher participa
tion. The broadcast then returns for a 
followup emphasis. The multitude of 
CUban teachers are used in conjunction 
with Spanish-speaking American teach
ers. This creates jobs for them while 
greatly aiding the educational effort. 
Vocational schools are used to train 
adults, who will then be of more use to 
themselves and the American economy. 

The Cuban refugees have been imbued 
with a sense of pride in their adopted 
country, and have shown their thanks to 
those who made their new life possible. 
They have started a new library in honor 
of our late great President, John F. Ken
nedy, for example, and many have 
joined junior clubs in such fields as busi
ness and politics. 

In the past the Federal Government 
and the Appropriations Committee Sub
committee on Foreign Operations, under 
the chairmanship of the Honorable OTTo 
PASSMAN, has given a thoroughly sympa
thetic and impartial hearing to this 
problem. Public Law 87-510 has pro
vided funds since June 28, 1962, for the 
education of Cuban refugees. At that 
time it was realized that the cost of edu
cating Cuban refugees was 20 percent 
greater than that for American citizens. 
The present fiscal appropriation for Cu
ban refugee education represents a $1 ¥2 
million cut as compared to the 1964-65 
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figure. l'he number of Cuban refugees 
is not decreasing at a rapid rate. For 
that reason, I have received numerous 
requests to work for the inclusion of CU
ban refugees in the Economic Opportu
nity ACt of 1965. I have discussed with 
my able colleague, SAM GIBBONS of the 
Education and Labor Committee, the 
possibility of offering a committee 
amendment to that effect. 

I urge that we expand the services we 
are providing for refugees; that we dem
onstrate the individual benefits to be 
reaped by those living in our great mod
ern society, as compared to those of that· 
unfortunate island, Cuba. From past 
performance, I know that the educators 
of Dade County will continue their role. 
Let us take advantage of the skills of 
these energetic people. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I also com
mend the people of Dade County, their 
school system, their dedicated adminis
trators, and .trulY the progressiveness of 
every member of that school board. 

Address by Secretary of Agriculture Or
ville L. Freeman at 50th Anniversary of 
Cook County (Ill.) Forest Presene 
Disbict 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. DANIEL D. ROSTENKOWSKI 
OJ' ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
under leave to extend my remarks, I 
would like printed into the RECORD at 
this point the address by Secretary of 
Agriculture Orville L. Freeman delivered 
on Sunday, June 27, 1965, at the 50th 
Anniversary of Cook County Forest Pre
serve District, Chicago Zoological Park, 
Brookfield, Ill. : 
ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE ORVILLE 

lL. FRi!:EMAN AT 50TH ANNIVEBSABY OF CooK 
CoUNTY FOREST PRESERVE DisTRICT, CHICAGO 
ZOOLOGICAL PARK, BROOKFIELD, ILL., SUNDAY, 
JUNE 27, 1965 
It is an honor to participate in this 50th 

anniversary celebration. 
On behalf of President Johnson, the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, and the entire 
Johnson administration, I extend congratu
lations and best wishes to the Cook County 
Forest Preserve District, to the board of com
missioners and the 5 million citizens of this 
great metropolis who both enjoy and support 
these wonderful fac111ties for recreation and 
re-creation. Here you have opportunity for 
casual fun and for spiritual regeneration. 

This is not only a beautiful and useful pub
lic asset, not only a monument to the fore
sight of leaders who established and devel
oped this are~it is an example to all who 
live today, proof that the battle aga-inst ugli
ness and noise and pollution can be won. 

Here is proof that men and women with v1· 
sion and determination can build for them
selves and their descendants a better place 
1n which to live. This 1s a. challenge to you 
and to me. 

The challenge is the more real because your 
success came hard. The example you otrer 1s 
one of hard work and perseverance as well as 
achievem.ent. 

In the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Library, we have a good deal of historical 

literature about this forest preserve district. 
Scanning it we are reminded that your suc
cess was achieved against great odds. In 
the late 1800's Chicago was growing at a 
terrific rate in size, population, wealth, and 
complexity-and also in its output of smoke 
and sewage, in creation of slums, in prob
lems of health, education, and recreation. 
Some people who made their fortunes in 
Chicago moved elsewhere to enjoy life. 

Complicating the situation was the influx 
of foreign-born people, ~any of whom were 
poor and disadvantaged but who were ac
customed in their old countries to publicly 
supported parks. 

A leader of that period~Dr. John Ra.tich
wrote vigorously of the need for parks, say
ing "we want not alone a place for business, 
but also one in which we can live." 

Fortunately, good citizens took an inter
est. Many of the famous names of Chicago 
history are associated with the forest pre
serve. Also by good fortune, the forest 
preserve had the benefit of competent metro
politan planning. 

Very early, according to the records, the 
special park commission of the Municipal 
Science Club recommended (and I quote)": 
"Instead of acquiring space only, the op
portunity exists for preserving country nat
urally beautiful." 

In 1909 the plan of Chicago prepared un
der the direction of the Commercial Club 
stated that "nearby woodlands should be 
brought within easy reach of all people, and 
especially the wage earners," because of the 
restorative value of natural scenery to city 
dwellers. 

While areas have been allotted for the zoo, 
playfields, golf courses, picnic grounds, and 
other important intensive uses, the empha
sis through the years has remained on nat
ural forests, natural beauty. 

As Anton J. Cermak said in his report 
as president of the board of commissioners 
in 1925: "This has been a unique venture in 
combining the beautiful and the practical." 

In the 1921 report is the record of a meet
ing honoring the memory of the first presi
dent of the board, Peter Reinberg. On the 
cover of the book is a poem: 

"The kindest thing God ever made, 
His hand of very healing laid 
Upon a fevered world, is shade. 

"Green temples, closed against the beat 
Of noon time's burning glare and heat 
Open to any pilgrim's feet. 

"This is God's hospitality, 
And who so rests beneath a tree 
Has cause to thank him gratefully." 

The need for natural beauty is not new. 
It is very old. · 

Recognition of the need is not new either. 
But we do have a new expression of that 

need-a new call to action-a new challenge. 
We are rich and powerful and advanced 

in scientific achievement, yet we continue-
thoughtlessly or ruthlessly-to pollute and 
despoil the earth on which we live. We foul 
our environment to such an extent that we 
rob our lives of the joys that could easily be 
ours--the simple joys of being alive, of being 
human, of being children of God in the uni
verse of His creation. 

Today we cannot even be sure we are ful
filling the most elementary animal in
stinct--the preservation of species. For 
the would-be human population of the fu
ture may find an earth not only bleak and 
bereft of joy, but unfriendly to life itself. 
Destruction and pollution a.nd ugli:flca.tion 
of our vital resources a.re the suicidal, man
made enemies of man. 

And if the richest nation on earth
blessed with democratic institutions-can
not build for the future, pray tell, what hope 
is there for the earth as a whole? 

Fortunately, the Nation is awakening to 
the danger and facing the ~allenge. Presi-

dent Johnson, with his genius for express
ing the will of the people, has called for a 
new drive to regain and retain the natll!ral 
beauty of our country. 

As he stated it in a recent message to the 
Congress: "The beauty of our land is a nat
ural resource. Its preservation is linked to 
the inner prosperity of the human spirit." 

In this statement, President Johnson has 
not merely expressed his own philosophy
although he has done that in admirable 
fashion-but he has sensed and put into 
words that you and I would have been proud 
to utter the feelings, belief, and determina
tion of the whole people. 

We recognize that the love of beauty 1s 
one of the most fundamental attributes of 
human nature-one of our finest attributes. 
We recognize also that n8itural beauty is one 
of the most important dimensions of our 
practical goal of conserving and revitalizing 
our natural resources. 

It is suddenly clear to us that our concept 
of conservation has been growing and taking 
new form, escaping old cubicles and divid
ing lines, emerging as a new phUosophy. 

The new concept is characterized by unity. 
No longer can there be separate compart· 

menta in the conservation world-no com
partment for soil conservation apart from 
beauty preservation, no longer a wall be
tween wildlife protection and agricultural 
conservation, no longer a forestry objective 
separate from the interests of the grasslands, 
no longer a policy question as to multiple 
use of water resources and, finally, no more 
a disunity between city and open country. 

Perhaps there is symbolic signiftca.nce as 
well as practicality in the fact that the sec
retary of Agriculture Is Chairman of the Rec
reation Advisory Committee of the U.S. Gov
ernment. 

The conservationist of 1965 1s an expo
nent of natural beauty in its many fortns for 
the enjoyment of all the people--he Is an 
enemy of preventable ugliness. 

The modern conservationist is a proponent 
of the principle of sustained economic use 
of resources--an opponent of mere hoarding 
and an enemy of waste--waste in any form, 
including erosion, fire, or uneconomic pro
duction. 

The conservationist of 1965 is an advocate 
of open space and quiet areas--an enemy of 
crowded slutns, filth, and air filled with 
stench, poison fumes, and fallout. 

The true conservationist of today sees the 
union of resources and values on which 
humanity depends, and he would preserve 
that union. He sees the world of conserva
tion as one world. 

The love of natural beauty is a great ·uni
fying force in the modern conservation 
movement. As President Johnson said, "We 
can introduce into all our planning, our pro
grams, our building and our growth, a con
scious and active concern for the values of 
beauty." In agricultural terms, we can ex
press this ideal as a concept of multiple use 
management. Under multiple use manage
ment, natural beauty can be developed and 
maintained; food, fiber, wildlife, recreation, 
forage and timber can be provided; soil and 
water can be conserved. 

In our national forests--which comprise 
19 percent of our country's commercial tim
berland-we no longer think of ourselves 
merely as custodians and protectors. We 
practice multiple use management to the 
end that the greatest possible number of 
people may benefit. 

In community programs such as small 
watershed projects on private land, we com
bine flood control with municipal water de
velopmimt, recreation, and farmland conser
vation. 

In our public partnership with farmers for 
conservation work on individual farms we 
encourage the use of practices which not 
only conserve soil and water for agricultural 
use but also provide better conditions for 
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fish and wildlife and recreation for the 
public. 

Let me give you some illustrations of our 
multi-purpose conservation activities. 

Here in lllinois 50,000 to 60,000 farmers do 
partnership work with you every year through 
the agricultural conservation program. With 
cost-sharing assistance from you and the 
rest of the tax-paying public, they build 
ponds which are a boon to waterfowl, an aid 
in flood prevention, and a means of helping 
maintain the ground water table. They es
tablish grassed waterways to dispose of run
off water without the erosion of soil. They 
plant trees. 

Down in Johnson County last year 150 
farmer~very farmer in one particular 
area--cooperated in a special pooling of funds 
under the agricultural conservation pro
gram-and they built 80 ponds and estab
lished a protective grass cover on 3,000 acres. 
The result was a great boost in conserva
tion-and in beautification. 

A similar project is underway this year in 
Clark County. 

In Henderson County, along the Missis
sippi River, we have a special ACP project 
underway to heal the ugly gullies in the 
bluffs and to reduce the siltation of streams 
and reservoirs below. 

In my home State of Minnesota, farmers 
in one county, in just 1 year recently, planted 
well over 3¥2 million trees on 3,000 acres. 
They did this with the help of the ACP. 

The farmers in Minnesota and other nearby 
States are being encouraged to plant oats 
for wildlife on land diverted from market 
crops under the feed grain program. This 
should make a lot more good cover for nest
ing birds and a lot of feed for them as well. 

In projects of this kind we have the coop
eration of several agencies and many peo
ple-the Agricultural Stabilization and Con
servation Service, which administers the 
program through the farmer committee sys
tem; the Soil Conservation Service, which 
provides technical assistance; the Federal
State-county Extension Service, which car
ries out educational responsibilities; the 
Farmers Home Administration, which makes 
loans for conservation and development, in
cluding recreation, to eligible persons and 
groups; State agencies responsible for work 
in forestry, and in fishing and wildlife; son 
conservation districts; conservation orga
nizations; local civic organizations; business 
and professional people; and, of course, the 
farmers themselves. 

Here in Illinois, 99 percent of the farms 
are in locally organized soil conservation 
districts that have been set up under State 
law. Our technical assistance is provided 
through those districts in which there are 
65,000 cooperators. The Department also 
works with local groups, usually .soil conser
vation districts, in planning and developing 
small watershed projects for flood preven
tion, water supply, recreation and other pub
lic purposes. In your State, local groups 
have made formal application for 56 of these 
watershed projects, and so far 9 have been 
approved for operations with 17 more ap
proved for planning. 

In Lake County the regional planning com
mission and other local agencies are using 
for urban purposes the soil survey maps that 
were made primarily for soil conservation use 
on farms. These maps have been used to 
help prevent the location of home develop
ments where basements will flood or where 
soil is not porous enough for septic tanks or 
for drainage of lawns and gardens. They are 
also used to help roadbuilders avoid unstable 
soil and to help in selection of trees and 
shrubs that wlll do well. 

You have seen from a hilltop or from an 
airplane the graceful lines of crops planted 
on the contours of sloping fields. This beauty 
came about for a practical reason: We had 
to fight erosion. Farmers -and public to
gether have done it--the public providing the 

technical, educational and cost-sharing help 
that the public interest justifies, farmers 
providing their labor and a big share of the 
dollar cost. We now have 40 million acres, 
nearly a tenth of our cropland, on the con
tour. 

In our agricultural extension work with 
95,000 4-H Clubs, and with home demonstra
tion units, garden clubs, and other organiza
tions, we provide and emphasize education on 
beautification of home and community. 

Our agricultural research people do a great . 
deal to improve varieties of ornamental 
plants and their culture. Our loans for rural 
telephone and electric systems are used in
creasingly for lines that run underground 
rather than on poles that are sometimes very 
noticeable and unsightly. 

We have credit programs that enable many 
people on farms and in rural towns to buUd 
new homes to take the place of rundown 
houses and shacks. 

Since 1962 we have made loans to 188 non
profit rural associations to build community 
recreation facilities and to 875 farmers to 
develop income-producing recreation facUl
ties. 

In 616 small watersheds we are working 
with local groups, largely soil conservation 
districts, to build dams and develop the 
resources for flood prevention, watershed 
protection, erosion control, municipal water 
supply, fish and wUdlife, and recreation. 
In these projects, the public provides tech
nical help and part of the dollar costs; the 
local groups provide the rest. 

We have cooperative forestry work involv
ing the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
State and local agencies and individual 
owners of woods and forests. The people 
working in this field report that in the 12 
months just past about 950 m111ion seedlings 
were planted on well over a million acres, 
and fire protection was provided for well 
over 400 million acres. 

You undoubtedly know a lot about the 
national forests. There are 154 of them and 
19 national grasslands, all owned by the pub
lic and managed by the Department of Agri
culture. We recorded 134 million visits by 
persons seeking recreation last year. The 
national parks administered by the Depart
ment of the Interior enjoyed similar popu
larity. As it is here in Cook County, some 
of the visitors to public lands wanted stren
uous activity; others-or the same persons 
at different times--wanted just to enjoy quiet 
and beauty. Not incidentally, the national 
forests include thousands of miles of free
flowing wild rivers and 14¥2 million acres of 
primitive areas and wUderness. 

I have given you examples and an abbre
viated checklist of activities in which the 
Department of Agriculture is involved to in
dicate in general what can be done for natu
ral beauty and conservation when the public 
cares enough. 

In a democracy we tailor method to the 
job. In the Cook County Forest Preserve 
District and in the national forests, we see 
public ownership. In some of our water
sheds we see teamwork between Federal 
agencies and legally constituted local groups. 
On our mtllions of farms, we see the indi
vidual in league with the public through lo
cal, State, and Federal agencies. 

Much is being done to benefit the people 
of both city and country. Much that is be
ing done contributes not only to our material 
welfare but also to our enjoyment of beauty 
and our opportunities to re-create our inner 
lives. 

The programs through which we are mak
ing this kind of progress have had the sup
port of most of your Members of Congress, 
even when ill-informed people and mass 
media at times labeled them as Government 
interference, or subsidy farm program. I 
salute them. for their courage and farsight
edness. 

But so much more needs to be done. 

And right now we have a tremendous op
portunity to take another gigantic step for
ward. The proven philosophy and principle 
of unity and use in conservation can if we 
are wise and alert be constructively applied 
once more-this time in the Great Society 
farm program now pending before the U.S. 
Oongress. 

We are in the vortex of an amazing tech
nological revolution. Science and capital 
in combination enable our farmers to keep 
on increasing output of crops year after 
year. We are diverting surplus acres by 
means of our feed grain program and other 
commodity programs as a means of holding 
back surpluses that otherwise threaten the 
Nation's economic well-being and the welfare 
of the farmer. But as we take out of produc
tion the land not needed in producing food, 
let us use our commonsense and-rather 
than merely retiring this land or banking 
it--put it to use. 

Right now Congress has before it a pro
posed cropland adjustment program recom
mended by the President and the Secretary 
of Agriculture and various public-spirited 
organizations, including conservation and 
wildlife groups. 

This program would provide good uses for 
as much as 40 million acres of surplus crop
land. These are opportunity acres for the 
public. We can put them to use as forested 
and grass-covered watersheds producing 
clean water, reducing the erosion of son and 
sedimentation of streams. We can use them 
to create more open space near cities. In 
fact, one feature of the proposed program 
would provide direct help for cities in ac
qUiring surplus cropland to meet their needs 
for parks and open spaces. 

We can also benefl t as cLtizens when 
farmers 4evote more of their surplus acres to 
ponds and lakes, hunting areas, hiking trails, 
and other recreation opportunities open to 
the publtc. And as we do this we will bene
fit from reduction in Government costs of 
protecting the economy against the effects 
of surplus production. Truly, in this pro- · 
gram the basic concepts of modern con
servation--of unity and of use-can and 
must be put to work. I commend this pro
gram to your study, and I hope you ~ill give 
it your wholehearted support as a means qf 
carrying out your objectives toward conser
vation, recreation, and beautification. · 

Do not be misled by those who narrowly 
and spitefully attempt to plaster the label 
farm subsidy on this legislation. It is aJl 
to the good that it will help meet our com
modity problems and help to improve th.e 
farmer's income. The main thing is that 
at tlle same time it will accomplish improved 
use and preservation of our national re
sources. It deals with : a whole union of 
values. It is of interest to every conserva
tionist whether on the farm or in the city, 
no matter from which. part of the old con
servation world he emigrated to .the one 
world of today. 

Just as truly as it is agricultural, it is urban 
legislation. As surely as it is a farm bill, it 
is a beautification· bill: 

Fortunately fol' -~~· and those who will live 
after us, our Nation has the opportunity to 
choose paths we -w;ish to. take toward the fu
ture. Despite neglect and waste we still have 
tremendous resources. We have a large 
measure of prosperity. We have pride in our 
Nation, a feeling of citizenship in the world 
community, and a sense of stewardship as 
temporary users of the resources of .creation. 

Like those who had the vision and the 
fortitude to establish this forest preserve 
district 50 years ago, we today ,seek to do our 
bit toward the building of a Great Society. 

In this anniversary celebration; we find 
good cause to take heart. For here we cele
brate a triumph of conservation over 
despoliation, of beauty over ugliness--a 
triumph of the spirit with which man was 
endowed by God. 
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Monroe County Citizens Fight Water 
Pollution 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WESTON E. VIVIAN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 9, 1965 

Mr. VIVIl.LN. Mr. Speaker, the House 
Committee on Public Works has recent
ly reported to the House for action a bill 
of utmost importance to thousands of 
my constituents in Monroe County, 
Mich. This bill, S. 1648-the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965-already has passed the Senate 
body and hopefully will come before the 
House within the next few weeks. 

Mr. Speaker, numerous townships and 
villages in·Monroe County urgently need 
the aid to be made available under this 
new act, for construction .of sewage sys
tems and treatment facilities. These 
facilities will serve not only to alleviate 
local public health hazards, but also help 
abate the pollution of Lake Erie, now 
seriously polluted. 

The Monroe County communities, in 
spite of acknowledged need of aid, have 
been unable to obtain funds through the 
State authorities in control of Federal 
funds appropriated for the construction 
of such facilities, presumably because of 
high priority of other projects. 

The Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act of 1965 is designed to pro
vide grants for public works and develop
ment facilities needed to alleviate con
ditions of substantial and persistent 
unemployment and underemployment 
in economically distressed areas and 
regions. When enacted into law, this 
bill will replace the present Area Re
development. Administration Authority. 

Monroe County, because of. past per
sistent unemployment, earlier had been 
eligible for grant assistance under the 
expiring authority from the time the 
legislation became effective in 1961. But 
in May of this year, Monroe County be
came ineligible for ARA aid because the 
unemployment 1:'at~ fortunately . had 
dropped markedly in the county. 

As originally submitted, the proposed 
Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965 would have continued 
to excluded Monroe County, for only 
those ·areas on the ARA eligible list at 
date of enactment would have b~en eligi
ble for assistance under the new bill. 
However, changes in the wording of the 
bill were made in both the Senate and 
House Public Works Committees, per
mitting an area to continue to be eligi-

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, JULY 12, 1965 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

DD., used the verse of Scriptures: Reve
lation: He that hath ears, let him hear 
what the Spirit saith. 

ble for aid if it was on the ARA list as of 
March 1 of this year, according to the 
version of the bill reported to the House, 
or as of April1 in the version that passed 
the Senate. Because of these changes, 
Monroe County is assured of being eligi
ble under the new act. 

Mr. Speaker, the village of South 
Rockwood, in Monroe County, is one of 
the communities in need of sewage fa
cilities, and is a typical example. I re
cently received from Don F. Dodge, at
torney for the village, a petition signed 
by 169 citizens, which makes a strong, 
clear argument why Federal aid is need
ed for South Rockwood. The petition 
follows: 
To: WESTON E. VIVIAN, Member of Congress 
From: The Citizens of the Village of South 

Rockwood, Monroe County, Mich. 
We, the undersigned ·citizens of the village 

of South Rockwood, Monroe County, Mich., 
hereby respectfully submit our petition to 
you showing as follows: 

1. The village of South Rockwood does not 
presently have public sewerage system or 
treatment facilities. 

2. The Michigan Department. of Health and 
the Monroe County Health Department have 
determined that a public health hazard ex
ists in the village of South Rockwood and, 
therefore, the village has been under a build
ing ban wherein no residential or commercial 
construction can be commenced until such 
time as sanitary sewers are available. 

3. The Huron River, which acts as the· 
northern boundary of the village of South 
Rockwood, has ·become seriously polluted 
from waste material from the various septic 
tanks in the village seeping into the river, 
which has become a subject of investigation 
by the Water Resources Commission of the 
State of Michigan. 

4. The Housing and Home Finance .Agency 
has acknowledged receipt from the village of 
South Rockwood of an application for a 
Federal grant of $262,762.10 to aid in financ
ing a sanitary sewer system estimatea to cost 
a total of $525 ,424.21 a.nd said application 
has been assigned project number APW
Michigan- 421 G. 

5. Under the accelerated public works pro
gram, the Community Facilities Administra
tion periodically reviews the applications 
preparatory to assigning project priorities 
for the fiscal year . 

6. Many communities in the United States 
who were independently able to finance t..lleir 
own programs have received Federal grants, 
a.nd yet the village of South Rockwood, with 
its minimal revenue, although standing in 
the path of residential and industrial ex
p ansion, has not yet been favored with des
perately needed Federal assistance. 

7. The village of South Rockwood is lo
cated adjacent to the I-75 expressway af
fording its residents immediate access to the 
industries of downriver Detroit and Mon
roe; and, therefore . the residents of said 
village are primarily employees of the corpo
rations in said areas. It is expected that a 
great residential and commercial expansion 
in the village, serving the aforesaid great in
dustrial areas, would occur should a sanitary 
sewer system be developed. 

Almighty God, Thou alone canst speak 
to our Republic and save her in these 
days and make her equal to the difficult 
tasks she has faced from the beginning. 

May Thy spirit drive us back to Thee 
and back from all secondary means and 
methods to the secret of consecration 
and conquest. 

Give us a vivid and vital sense of the 
living God guiding the upheavals and 

Wherefore, your petitioners, listed on the 
following pages, hereby most earnestly and 
respectfully request your active support of 
the village of South Rockwood application 
for Federal assistance for financing the con
struction of a badly needed sanitary sewer 
system in the said v11lage. 

(Signed by 169 citizens). 

Now the wastes from this village, as 
well as from all other sources in the 
county, fiow directly into Lake Erie. 
Recently, the Second State-Federal Con
ference on Water Pollution in the Detroit 
River and the Michigan Waters of Lake 
Erie was held in Detroit. At that con
ference I stated my belief that: 

If all concerned spend the time, effort, and 
money required to improve this area's wa
ters, waters now befouled by pollution, much 
of their former usefulness and beauty can 
be restored-and their economic value in
creased manifold. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that citizens 
in the Second Congressional District of 
Michigan have banded together and are 
now diligently making the effort to work 
toward a cleaner, more healthful Lake 
Erie. The Lake Erie Cleanup Commit
tee, under the leadership of John 
Chascsa, president; Mrs. Irene Finck, 
secretary; Ted Hoffman, vice president; 
and Lawrence Leibold, treasurer; is pro
viding the ·local initiative that is ab
solutely necessary if we are to win the 
fight to restore Lake Erie. 

The Lake Erie Cleanup Committee, 
includes many local associations and 
companies including the League of Wom
en Voters in Monroe, the Monroe Boat 
Club, the Ottawa Shore Home Owners, 
the North Shore Estates, the Monroe 
Auto Equipment Co., the Monroe County 
Rod & Gun Club, the Town & County 
Garden Club of Monroe, the village 
of Dundee, the Stony Point Associa
tion, the village of Estral Beach, the 
Wahls Grove Improvement Association, 
the Luna Pier Improvement Association, 
the New Beach Association, the Izaak 
Walton League of Ann Arbor, and others. 
It is a pleasure for me to be able to 
work with such public-spirited citizens. 
There is no doubt in my mind that in 
Monroe County the local initiative, spirit, 
and determination exist to meet the chal
lenge and to succeed in returning the 
local waters of Lake Erie to a clean, 
healthful state. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that the great 
majority of the Members of the House 
will vote to provide the material help 
that communities like Monroe County 
will need if they are to provide the basic 
public facilities vital to foster new eco
nomic growth and opportunity. I feel 
confident that when S. 1648 reaches this 
floor it will move to swift passage, to 
the great benefit of millions of Ameri
cans. 

overturnings of these disturbed and agi
tated days. · 

Strengthen us with power in the in
ward man and may we daily live by and 
walk in Thy ways which lead to the path 
that shineth more and more unto the 
perfect day. 

Help us to commit and trust ourselves 
to the reality and guidance of Thy spirit, 
humbly and heroically, in order that 
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