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American's right to be left alone. Of all 
arguments I haye heard against our policies 
in Vietnam, I find this disguised racism the 
most obnoxiou~. 

But it is so far away, we are told. Why 
bother? 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk replied to 
this argument the other night in Washing
ton and I want to quote him: 

"Once again we hear expressed the views 
which cost the men of my generation a 
terrible price in World War II. We are told 
that southeast Asia is far away-but so were 
Manchuria and Ethiopia." 

These, of course, were the faraway start
ing points of aggression which led this coun
try into the Second World War. 

Some of you here tonight may know the 
jungles of the Philippines, Burma, Okinawa, 
Iwo Jima, and Saipan from your own experi
ences during World War II. Some of you 
may have left buddies buried there. 

History indicates that if initial aggression 
had been met firmly at Ethiopia and Man
churia, World War II never would have oc
curred. 

From those failures and from history we 
have learned a lesson that we can now ignore 
only at our peril, only at the price of our 
own destruction. 

Remember what President Johnson said in 
his address to the Nation from Johns Hop
kins University? 

"The central lesson of our time is that the 
appetite of aggression is never satisfied. To 
withdraw from one battlefield means only to 
prepare for the next." 

I am not trying to scare you. 
I am not here tonight as a prophet of doom 

and gloom. 
I am taking this opportunity you gave 

me tonight to try to aid in the understand
ing of why I do-and why you should-sup
port President Johnson in his firm, brave 
stand in South Vietnam. 

My brother machinists, I have been one 
of you for more than 20 years. 

I love my State of Wisconsin, as you do. 
I love my country, as you do. 
I love my freedom, as you do. 
I want peace, and hate war, as you do. 
The people of the Sixth District of Wis-

consin have elected me to the highest coun
cil of our country. With this trust must go 
the responsibility of doing my very best to 
promote, protect, and preserve their inter
ests-which are your interests. 

All the legislation accomplishments in the 
field of labor, social welfare, and human 
values, are not going to be worth the paper 
they are written on, if we do not preserve our 
fundamental rights of freedom and liberty. 

We are in Vietnam, then, because aggres
sion is taking place. It is part of a perfectly 
conscious, perfectly open test by Hanoi and 
Peiping of America's will to resist this kind 
of aggression. 

In a recent statement, a North Vietnamese 
Communist army general said, "South Viet
nam is the model of the national liberation 
movement of our time • • •. If the special 
warfare that the U.S. imperialists are test
ing in South Vietnam is overcome, then it 
can be defeated everywhere in the world." 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 5, 1965 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by Hon. HuGH 
ScoTT, a Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Dr. James E. Kirkland, minister, Union 
Baptist Church, Philadelphia, Pa., of
fered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, our Heavenly Father, 
into Thy presence we come with grateful 

I repeat the phrase--'''Everywhere in the 
world." 

Not just Vietnam, not just southeast Asia, 
not just Asia. But the world. · 

The last time dedicated young men sang 
about today owning their homeland, to
morrow the entire world, they wore swas
tikas and followed an insane housepainter 
perilously close to world domination. 

It took history's most brutal war to stop 
them. 

The harsh reality of Vietnam is that our 
own country's security is threatened by those 
who have embarked upon a course of ag
gression whose announced purpose is our 
own destruction. 

And yet, we hear some Senators and Con
gressmen calling for what amounts to our 
surrender to aggression in southeast Asia. 
Similar calls for cease-fire hav.e been heard 
from editorial writers, educational and re
ligious leaders-and thousands of young 
people picketing in front of the White House. 

There surely is room for differences of 
opinion in this country. 

I respect the rights of all those persons to 
disagree and to disagree loudly with Presi
dent Johnson's firm stand in Vietnam. 

But I think they are wrong. And I hope 
you do, too. 

In the face of history and logic, President 
Johnson could do no less than to make the 
price of aggression as painful and costly as 
possible. 

And that is the most vital and first reality 
of Vietnam-that North Vietnam has at
tacked the independent nation of South Viet
nam, with total conquest its objectivfl. 

Whether we like it or not, history has led 
this great Nation of ours, at this time, to 
a point of unchallenged leadership among the 
free peoples of the world. 

It was not always so. 
But we as a nation, and as alert freedom 

loving machinists and Americans, must ac
cept that role of leadership. · 

And what does that role mean for us? 
In my judgment, it means standing up to 

be counted-in whatever form it may take 
in your home lodge, your shop, and your 
community-not only to support, but to 
promote the firmest, strongest check to ag
gression. 

As a matter of enlightened reality, we 
should demand it. ' 

If Vietnam is allowed to fall to aggression 
by inches, Laos will not be far behind. 
And then Cambodia, Thailand, Burma, Ma
laysia, India, and the Philippines. Two hun
dred million people. 

This is the price-if we fail in South Viet
nam. 

And this is especially so, if it is our nerve 
that fails. A purely military defeat would 
be a bad thing. It would encourage our 
enemies and discourage others. 

Its bad effects would reverberate among 
the nations and · echo off the continents. 
Such a failure would be disastrous. 

But, in my judgment, a failure of nerve, 
a loss of will to make the fight, would be 
even more disastrous. 

If we try and fail in Vietnam, we will 
know that we have not yet developed the 

hearts, to thank Thee for the blessings 
which Thou hast given us, for in Thy 
presence is fullness of joy, and at Thy 
right hand there are pleasures forever
more. We thank Thee for Thy guiding 
hand, Thy protectlng care, and Thy 
sustaining grace. We thank Thee for 
the message which has come down to us 
over the centuries. 

,MN !:1':17N ,l,:17N !:1':17N 7N,tV' Y~tV 

"Hear, 0 Israel; the Lord is our God, 
the Lord is one." Grant that this fair 

capabiiity to resist this kind of aggression. 
And develop this capability we can and 
must do, given the time--which we may not 
be given. 

But if we lose the will to resist, we can 
never again ask anyone, anywhere, to depend 
on our word. 

Organized labor, and especially the mem
bers of the Machinists Union, have never 
been wilting violets when it comes to meet
ing threats to our most precious rights to 
freedom and liberty. 

I appeal to you tonight to recognize the 
Communist aggression in Vietnam as a cal
culated threat to your own personal free
dom, and the freedom of your children and 
grandchildren. 

Failure to achieve this recognition by the 
citizens of this Nation encourages the Com
munist aggressors in Vietnam and on other 
freedom fronts of the world. 

Success in achieving this recognition, as 
the necessary basis for determined efforts in 
repelling aggression, can and will halt ag
gression. At least here and now on the 
test chosen by the Communists i:h Vietnam. 

An end to the fighting, of course, is our 
immediate goal. The President of the United 
States has made an offer of unconditional 
discussions. 

In his words: 
"There may be many ways to this kind 

of peace-in discussion or negotiation with 
the governments concerned-in large groups 
or in small ones-in the reaffirmation of 
old agreements or their strengthening with 
new ones." 

There are no strings attached to this offer. 
I fail to see why the opponents of the 
President's policies must continue to de
mand that we continue to retreat from the 
position embodied in that eminently reason
able offer. 

These opponents of what we are trying to 
do in that part of the world demand nego. 
tiations. We have tried negotiations twice 
before, and we are willing to try them again. 

Now they demand that we withdraw, that 
we stop our military actions, that we dis
involve ourselves, and at the same time that 
we exercise rigid control over the way in 
which the South Vietnamese Army conducts 
itself. 

American labor, I am proud .to say, has 
supported the President's hand in this cru
cial struggle. Just 2 months ago, the 
executive council of the AFL-CIO adopted 
a firm resolution pledging our full support 
to the President, and calling upon organized 
labor everywhere to shoVf understanding and 
support of that policy. 

We must understand-and never fortget
that the greatest prize and greatest goal of 
the Communists, is conquest of the United 
States of America. 

Whether it be Vietnam, Berlin, Korea, or 
Cuba-they are just the first step toward 
the Capitol of the United States. At the 
moment, it is Vietnam. 

The sooner and clearer this is understood 
by the people of this blessed land, the less 
chance communism will have of ever taking 
the second step. 

land of ours may ever hear Thee, the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the 
God of our Founding Fathers; for in 
Thee we find the great center around 
which all worlds must ultimately re
volve, the great equation without which 
the mighty world problems which now 
bame the keenest perceptions of our 
wisest statesmen and profoundest phi
losophers cannot be permanently solved, 
the great rock that the weathering 
agents of communism and secularism 
cannot erode. 
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Bless our Nation. every segment of 
our fair land, all derivatives, of whatever 
nature or name, north, east, south, and 
west. May we never forget that we have 
been brought to this large place in world 
history, not for favor, but for service
to be a blessing to all mankind. Fire 
the moral and spiritual fiber of the Na
tion, that we, as a nation, may never 
forget that things in themselves are too 
poor to make us rich, too low to raise us 
to happiness, too limited and narrow 
and circwnscribed to fill the capacities 
of our nobler and holier nature. Height
en our moral and spiritual horizon, that 
we may dedicate all that we have and 
are to Thee. Make us for Thyself, make 
us like Thyself, for our souls are restless 
until they rest in Thee. In Thy name 
we pray. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 1965. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen
ate, I appoint Hon. HuGH ScoTT, a Senator 
from the State of Pennsylvania, to perform · 
the duties of the Chair during my absence. 

CARL HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. SCOTT thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

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. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 60) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to designate the Nez Perce National 
Historical Park in the State of Idaho, 
and for other purposes, with an amend
ment, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1291. An act for the relief of the 
children of Mrs. Elizabeth A. Dombrowski; 

H.R. 1374. An act for the relief of CWO 
Elden R. Comer; 

H.R.1475. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Helen Veselenak; 

H.R. 2155. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrude Reskin; 

H.R. 2681. An act for the relief of Shirley 
Shapiro; 

H.R. 2985. An act to authorize assistance 
in meeting the initial cost of professional and 
technical personnel for comprehensive com
munity mental health centers; 

H.R. 3075. An act for the relief of Bryce A. 
Smith; 

H.R. 3076. An act for the relief of the 
estate -of Bart Briscoe Edgar, deceased; 

H.R. 3137. An act for the relief of McKoy
Helgerson Co.; . 

H.R. 4443. An act for the relief of Robert J. 
Beas; 

H.R. 5640. An act to provide. for a jury 
commission for each U.S. district court, to 
regulate its compensation, to prescribe its 
duties, and for other purposes; and 

H .R . 7765. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and related agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and 
for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles and referred as 
indicated: 

H.R. 1291. An act for the relief of the 
children of Mrs. Elizabeth A. Dombrowski; 

H .R. 1374. An act for the relief of CWO El
den R. Comer; 

H.R. 1475. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Helen Veselenak; 

H.R. 2155. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrude Reskin; 

H.R. 2681. An act for the relief of Shirley 
Shapiro; 

H.R. 3075. An act for the relief of Bryce A. 
Smith; 

H.R. 3076. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Bart Briscoe Edgar, deceased; 

H.R. 3137. An act for the relief of McKoy
Helgerson Co.; 

H.R. 4443. An act for the relief of Robert 
J. Beas; and 

H.R. 5640. An act to provide for a jury 
commission for each U.S. district court, to 
regulate its compensation, to prescribe its 
duties, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 2985. An act to authorize assistance 
in meeting the initial cost of professional 
and technical personnel for comprehensive 
community mental health centers; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

H.R. 7765. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and related agen
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
May 4, 1965, was dispensed with. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, statements during 
the transaction of routine morning 
business were orden.d limited to 3 
minutes. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
on Permanent Investigations of the 
Committee on Government Operations 
and the District of Colwnbia Committee 
were authorized to meet during theses
sion of the Senate today. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 

move that the Senate proceed to consider 
executive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The ACTING PRESIDENT protem

pore laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

(For nominations this day received. 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports were 
submitted: 

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

John A. Schnittker, of Kansas, to be 
Under Secretary of Agriculture. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Executive A, 89th Congress, 1st session. 
Amendments to the Charter of the United 
Nations, to enlarge the membership of the 
Security Council and the Economic and So
cial Council, and for other purposes (Ex. 
Rept. No. 1). 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. If there be no further reports of 
committees, the clerk will state the nom
inations on the Executive Calendar. 

UNITED NATIONS 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the United 
Nations. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Department 
of State. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified forthwith. 
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On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed 
the consideration of legislative business. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the follow
ing letters, which were referred as indi
cated: 
REPORTS ON ORGANIZATIONS OWNING Ex~ 

EMPTED PROPERTY IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUM'BIA 

A letter from the President, Board of Com
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, reports of every 
institution, organization, corporation, or as
sociation other than the U.S. Government, 
government of the District of Columbia, and 
foreign governments, owning property ex
empt under provisions of the act, for the cal
endar year 1964 (with accompanying pa
pers); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 
MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN REPORTING RE

QUIREMENTS OF LAW 

A letter from the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to discontinue or modify certain reporting 
requirements of law (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on overstatement of job oppor
tunities estimated to be created in econom
ically depressed areas, Area Redevelopment 
Administration, Department of Commerce, 
dated May 1965 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on excessive aircraft assigned 
to Fort Wolters as a result of overstated re
quirements, Department of the Army, dated 
April 1965 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on inadequate maintenance and 
supply support of aviation units of 8th U.S. 
Army, Korea, Department of the Army, dated 
April 1965 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on possible need for clarifica
tion of statutory provision limiting the 
amount of Federal financial assistance to in
dustrial or commercial projects, Area Rede
velopment Administration, Department of 
Commerce, dated April 1965 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 
SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 

ALIENS 

Two letters from the Commissioner, Immi
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, copies of orders suspending deporta
tion of certain aliens, together with a state
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions of 
law pertaining to each alien, and the reasons 
for ordering such suspension (with accom
panying papers) ; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

CXI--597 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT protem

pore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of California; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 17 
"Joint resolution relating to egg prices 
"Whereas the recent unprecedented decline 

in egg prices has resulted in prices often be
low the cost of production, and unless con
sumption of eggs is increased such prices may 
further decline; and 

"Whereas the poultry and egg industry is 
vi tal to the well-being of the economy of not 
only California but the entire Nation; and 

"Whereas literally hundreds of poultry 
producers will be forced to close down their 
businesses unless they can receive at least 
the cost of their producing poultry and eggs, 
which could result in a serious loss of this 
vital food to the consuming public: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Congress of the United States and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture are requested to 
promptly take all appropriate action to in
crease the consumption of eggs by requesting 
retailers to promote eggs heavily at this time 
of low prices and by urging schools to in
crease their purchase of eggs for use in their 
feeding programs; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
be hereby directed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President and Vice Presi
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, and to each 
Senator and Representative from California 
in the Congress of the United States, and to 
the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

"SENA~ JOINT RESOLUTION 24 
"Joint resolution relative to closing of Veter

ans' Administration facilities 
"Whereas the closing of certain regional 

offices, hospitals, and domiciliaries of the U.S. 
Veterans' Administration is now being con
sidered as an economy move; and 

"Whereas the closing of the hospitals will 
necessitate the removal of the patients to 
other distant hospitals at great inconyen
ience and hardship to themselves and their 
families or will result in their discharge and 
consequent dependence on local welfare fa
cilities, thus decreasing or eliminating the 
expected savings; and 

"Whereas there is, at the present time, a 
list of several thousand awaiting admittance 
to such hospitals; and 

"Whereas there will be a continuing and 
increasing demand for such facilities as the 
average age of the veterans of World War II 
and subsequent campaigns advances; and 

"Whereas the closing of the regional offices 
would place an undue burden on the veterans 
in those regions in that they will be deprived 
of the personal contacts and services provided 
by these offices: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate and the Assembly 
of the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of california respect.; 
fully memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to conduct a full-scale study and re
view of the effect that will result from the 
proposed closing upon the veterans and their 
families and upon the welfare facilities of 
the States and communities affected, before 
authorlzing the closing of these Veterans' 
Administration fac111ties; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
is directed to transmit copies of this resolu-

tion to the President and Vice Presldent of 
the United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations, without amendment: 
H .R . 7064. A bill to amend the Foreign 

Service Buildings Act of 1926, as amended 
(Rept. No.175). 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, without amendment: 

H.J. Res. 447. Joint resolution making a 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1965, for military functions 
of the Department of Defense, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 176). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. EASTLAND: 
S. 1902. A bill for the relief of Isa Youse! 

Baba; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SPARKMAN (by request): 

S.1903. A bill to amend the United Na
tions Participation Act, as amended (63 
Stat. 734-736); to the Committee, on For
eign Relations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) · 

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself and 
Mr. MONTOYA): 

S. 1904. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to give to the Indians of the 
Pueblos of Acoma, Sandia, Santa Ana and 
Zia the beneficial interest in certain' fed
erally owned lands heretofore set aside for 
school or administrative purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

TO AMEND THE UNITED NA
TIONS PARTICIPATION ACT, AS 
AMENDED (63 STAT. 734-736) 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, by 

request, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill to amend the United Na
tions Participation Act, as amended-63 
Stat. 734-736-and for other purposes. 

The proposed legislation has been re
quested by the Secretary of State and I 
am introducing it in order that there 
may be a specific bill to which Members 
of the Senate and the public may direct 
their attention and comments. 

I reserve my right to support or op
pose this bill, as well as any suggested 
amendments to it, when the matter is 
considered by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
may be printed in the RECORD at this 
point, together with the letter from the 
Secretary of State, dated April 24, 1965, 
as well as a memorandum to accom
pany proposed amendment to the United 
Nations Participation Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BASS 
in the chair). The bill will be received 
and appropriately referred; and, with
out objection, the bill, letter, and memo
randum will be printed in the RECORD. 
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The bill (S.1903) to amend the United 
Nations Participation Act, as amended 
(63 Stat. 734-736), introduced by Mr. 
SPARKMAN, by request, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sub
sections (a), (b) and (d) of the United 
Nations Participation Act of 1945, as 
amended by Public Law 341, 81st Congress, 
October 10, 1949, are hereby further amended 
to read as follows: 

"(a) The President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate, shall ap
r.oint a representative of the United States 
to the United Nations who shall have the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary and shall hold 
office at the pleasure of the President. Such 
Representative shall represent the United 
States in the Security Council of the United 
Nations and may serve ex officio as repre
sentative of the United States in any organ, 
commission, or other body of the United 
Nations other than specialized agencies of 
the United Nations, and shall perform such 
other functions in connection with the par
ticipation of the United States in the United 
Nations as the President may from time 
to time direct. 

"(b) The President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate, shall appoint 
additional persons with appropriate titles, 
rank, and status to represent the United 
States in the principal organs of the United 
Nations and in such organs, commissions, 
or other bodies as may be created by the 
United Nations with respect to nuclear en
ergy or disarmament (control and limitation 
of armament). Such persons shall serve 
at the pleasure of the President and sub
ject to the direction of the Representative 
of the United States to the United Nations. 
They shall, at the direction of the Repre
sentative of the United States to the United 
Nations, represent the United States in any 
organ, commission, or other body of the 
United Nations, including the Security 
Council, the Economic and Social Council, 
and the Trusteeship Council, and perform 
such other functions as the Representative 
of the United States is authorized to per
form in connection with the participation 
of the United States in the United Nations. 
Any Deputy Representative or any other 
officer holding office at the time the provi
sions of this Act, as amended, become effec
tive shall not be required to be reappointed 
by reason of the enactment of this Act, as 
amended. 

"(d) The President may also appoint from 
time to time such other persons as he may 
deem necessary to represent the United 
States in organs and agencies of the United 
Nations. The President may, without the 
advice and consent of the Senate, designate 
any officer of the United States to act with
out additional compensation as the repre
sentative of the United States in either the 
Economic and Social Council or the Trust
eeship Council ( 1) at any specified session 
thereof where the position is vacant or in 
the absence or disability of the regular 
representative or (2) in connection with a 
specified subject matter at any specified 
session of either such Council in lieu of the 
regular representative. The President may 
designate any officer of the Department of 
State, whose appointment is subject to con
firmation by the Senate, to act, without ad
ditional compensation, for temporary pe
riods as the representative of the United 
States in the Security Council of the United 
Nations in the absence or disability of the 
representatives provided for under section 

2 (a) and (b) or in lieu of such representa
tives in connection with a specified subject 
matter." 

SEc. 2. Section 2 of such Act is hereby 
further amended by redesignating subsec
tions (e) and (f) to be subsections (f) and 
(g) respectively; and by adding after sub
section (d) the following new subsection: 

"(e) The President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate, shall appoint 
a representative of the United States to the 
European office of the United Nations with 
appropriate rank and status who shall serve 
at the pleasure of the President and subject 
to the direction of the Secretary of State. 
Such person shall, at the direction of the 
Secretary of State, represent the United 
States at the European office of the United 
Nations, and perform such other functions 
there in connection with the participation 
of the United States in international orga
nizations as the Secretary of State may, from 
time to time, direct." 

The letter and memorandum presented 
by Mr. SPARKMAN are as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., April 24, 1965. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
President of the Senate. 

DEAR MR. VICE PRESIDENT: I submit here
with a proposed draft amendment to the 
United Nations Participation Act of 1945, as 
amended by Public Law 341, 81st Congress. 
The proposed amendment would grant the 
President wider discretion in the assignment 
of top level personnel of the U.S. mission to 
the United Nations, give the U.S. representa
tive to the United Nations more flexibility in 
assigning these officials to the various organs 
of the United Nations in accordance with 
workload, and aut!wrize the President to ap
point a U.S. representative to the European 
office of the United Nations. 

During the 88th Congress, similar legisla
tion was introduced in the Senate and the 
House. Both the Committee on Foreign Re
lations and the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
reported favorably, S. 949 with amendments, 
and H.R. 6283 with minor amendments. 
S. 949, as amended, was passed by the Senate. 
However, the Congress adjourned before the 
House could take action on H.R. 6283. Ex
cept for a few technical changes, the bill 
now proposed is identical with that passed 
by the Senate. 

A memorandum of explanation of the draft 
bill to amend the United Nations Participa
tion Act is enclosed. 

The submission of this proposed legisla
tion has been approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget as being consistent with the admin
istration's objectives. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEAN RusK. 

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED NATIONS PAR
TICIPATION ACT 
The United Nations Participation Act now 

authorizes a Representative and a Deputy 
Representative of the United States at the 
United Nations, both of whom shall have the 
rank and status of Envoy Extraordinary and 
Ambassador Plenipotentiary. In addition, 
another deputy representative to the Secu
rity Council is authorized and the President 
also may appoint, from time to time, such 
other persons as he may deem necessary 
to represent the United States in the agen
cies of the United Nations including the 
Economic and Social Council and the Trus
teeship Council. 

Ambassador Stevenson has found this to 
be unnecessarily rigid and it is proposed that 
the provisions specifyL.<g the number and 
the role of the deputies and their diplomatic 
titles be deleted. In lieu thereof, the pro
posed amendment would authorize the Pres
ident to appoint such additional persons 
with appropriate title, rank, and status as 

he deems necessary to represent the United 
States in the principal organs of the United 
Nations. In addition, these officers would, 
at the direction of the U.S. Representa
tive to the United Nations, represent the 
United States in any organ, commission, 
or other body of the United Nations includ
ing the Security Council, the Economic and 
Social Council and the Trusteeship Council 
and perform such other functions as the 
U.S. Representative is authorized to perform. 

These changes will permit the U.S. Repre
sentative to organize his staff and assign 
their duties. as he deeins necessary to ac
complish his mission effectively. In the case 
of the two deputy representatives, Ambas
sador Stevenson has in mind that they 
should be alter egos of the U.S. Representa
tive and available to represent the United 
States in any way in which he hin:self is 
able to do so. Although the proposed 
amendment gives the U.S. Representative 
greater flexibility in determining assign
ments, it remains appropriate for an individ
ual who was to b3 appointed, for example, 
to spend most of his time on the Economic 
and Social Council, to be appointed as repre
sentative to that Council, and that the Sen
ate in advising and consenting on his ap
pointment would consider primarily his 
ability and qualifications to fulfill those 
duties. This, however, would be on the 
understanding that if the U.S. Representative 
to the United Nations found it desirable to 
utilize him temporarily as representative to 
one of the other organs, he would be in a 
position to do so. 

The amendment also provides that persons 
who would represent the United States in 
the principal organs of the United Nations, 
including bodies that may be created by the 
United Nations with respect to nucle~r en
ergy or disarmament, would be appointed 
subject to the advice and consent of the 
Senate. Persons appointed to represent the 
United States in other organs, commissions, 
and bodies of the United Nations would not 
require the advice and consent of the Senate. 

It is not intended that enactment of this 
amendment would necessitate the reappoint
ment of any person holding office at the 
time of its enactment. 

Since 1960 the United States has main
tained in Geneva a U.S. representative to 
the European Office of the United Nations 
and other international organizations with 
the personal rank of ambassador. The 
amendment would provide a statutory basis 
for this position. 

Over the years Geneva has become increas
ingly important a::: the site of many inter
national conferences and organizations. At 
the present time Geneva houses 20 interna
tional intergovernmental organizations, in
cluding four specialized agencies (the Inter
national Labor Organization, the World 
Health Organization, the International Tele
communication Union, and the World 
Meteorologic:J.l Organization); a regional eco
nomic commission (the Economic Commis
sion for Europe); a multilateral institution 
for the negotiation and discussion of trade 
problems (the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade) ; a regional trade arrangement in 
which the United States has an important 
interest (the European Free Trade Associa
tion); and two institutions concerned with 
refugees and migration (the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees and the 
Intern~tional Committee for European Mi
gration). 

As the second conference center of the 
United Nations, some 3,000 conference ses
sions a year are held including not only con
ferences of the resident agencies but regular 
meetings of such United Nations bodies as 
the Economic and Social Council, the Human 
Rights Commission, and the International 
Law Commission. 

There are now in Geneva -some 56 resident 
missions (as distinguished from consulates), 
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31 of them headed by Ambassadors. All in 
all, there are permanently located in Geneva 
several thousand international civil servants 
and foreign government representatives, 
plus several thousand more represer..tatives 
of private organizations and business firms 
with a ciirect and continuing interest in this 
diplomatic activity. 

it is proposed in this amendment that the 
President by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate, shall be authorized to 
appoint a representative of the United 
States to the European Office of the United 
Nations with appropriate rank and status 
who shall serve at the pleasure of the Presi
dent and subject to the direction of the 
Secretary of State. In addition to represent
ing the United States at the European Office 
of the United Nations, such person shall per
form such other functions in connection with 
the participation of the United States in 
international organizations as the Secretary 
of State may . direct. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1965-AMENDMENT <AMEND
MENT NO. 155) 
Mr. CARLSON submitted an amend

ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill <H.R. 6675) to provide a hospi
tal insurance program for the aged un
der the Social Security Act with a sup
plementary health benefits program and 
an expanded program of medical assist
ance, to increase benefits under the 
old-age, survivors, and disability in
surance system, to improve the Federal
State public assistance programs, and 
for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance and 
ordered to be printed. 

COVERAGE OF THE SERVICES OF 
MEDICAL SPECIALISTS UNDER 
THE BASIC HOSPITALIZATION 
PLAN OF H.R. 6675-SUBSTITUTE 
LANGUAGE FOR AMENDMENT NO. 
79 <AMENDMENT NO. 156) 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on 

April 13, page 7824 of the RECORD, I 
submitted for myself and other Sen
ators, an amendment to restore coverage 
of the costs of the services of hospital 
specialists under the basic hospitaliza
tion plan of H.R. 6675. This would have 
the effect of restoring the intent of the 
Anderson bill, S. 1, in this matter. Un
der the amendment, where the hospital 
provides the services of these special
ists-identified as medical specialists in 
the field of pathology, radiology, physi
atry, or anesthesiology-the cost of their 
services would be reimbursable to the 
hospital under the basic hospitalization 
plan to be established by part A of title 
I of H.R. 6675. Where the specialist 
bills the patient directly for his services, 
that charge can be covered under the 
voluntary insurance section of the bill
although such coverage is limited by 
the $50 deductible and the provision that 
requires the patient to pay 20 percent of 
covered charges above this deductible. 

This amendment should be adopted to 
avoid an unnecessary and confusing 
burden on the patient-beneficiaries. 
It is encouraging to know that the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
testified in support of this amendment 
before the Finance Committee last week. 

Mr. President, the legal eagles in the 
legislative drafting offices of the Senate 
and the Department have now revised 
their thinking with respect to the appro
priate language to accomplish the pur
pose of our amendment. I emphasize 
that there is no change in our intent, 
merely a revision of the appropriate 
placement of the amendment. In order 
that the record be clear, I therefore sub
mit this revised amendment, for myself 
and Senators Moss, NEUBERGER, HARTKE, 
JAVITS, KENNEDY of New York, and 
YouNG of Ohio. I ask that it be printed 
in the REcoRD at this point, and that it 
also be printed as an amendment and 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, 
and appropriately referred; and, with
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment <No. 156) was re
ferred to the Committee on Finance, as 
follows: 

On page 64, line 12, strike out "intern" 
and insert in lieu thereof "intern (other 
than services provided in the field of pa
thology, radiology, physiatry, or anesthesiol
ogy)". 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, when 
I submitted this amendment previously, 
I also put in the RECORD a number of 
letters on this matter which I have re
ceived from administrators of illinois 
hospitals. I have now received an addi
tional number of these comments on my 
amendment. Without exception, ap
parently, the hospital administrators in 
Illinois endorse the amendment. These 
letters are very helpful in spelling out 
the serious consequences of this exclu
sion of these services under the House 
bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that 23 ad
ditional letters and telegrams be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

Ron. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
April 13, 1965. 

B1ll (H.R. 6675) must be modified to in
clude cost incurred for pathology, radiology, 
anesthesiology, and physiatry. We encour
age your strongest action to protect hos
pitals and the patients they serve. Neither 
one can afford to assume these burdens. 
Call on us for any support we can give you. 

Best wishes, 
ST. ANNES HOSPITAL. 

PRESBYTERIAN-ST. LUKE'S HOSPITAL, 
Chicago, Ill., April 23, 1965. 

Han. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: I had the great 
good fortune to read a ~opy of your remarks 
made in the Senate on March 29, 1965, with 
regard to the exclm:ion of various hospital 
based specialist costs from H.R. 6675. Please 
know that many of us support you in your 
stand-from the point of view of the patient, 
the institutions purveying the care, and also 
from the spirit of intent impllcit in medi
care, as Dr. GRUENING and the Times edi
torial point out. 

Respectfully, 
JAMES A. CAMPBELL, M.D. 

President. 

BURNHAM CITY HosPITAL, 
Champaign, Ill., April 21, 1965. 

Ron. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Thank you Very 
kindly for your letter of earlier this month 
and the copy of your address on "Costs of 
Hospital Services of Radiologists, Patholo
gists, Physiatrists, and Anesthesiologists Un
der Medicare." 

We are in full agreement with you that the 
costs of services of the above specialists 
should be included in medicare. Hospitals 
l:iave historically included the costs of these 
services in their charges, and as you have in
dicated in your address they have been paid 
for by Blue Cross, private hospital insurance 
programs, Kerr-Mills public assistance and 
most significantly, the medicare program for 
dependents of members of the Armed Forces. 

Since the public is accustomed to this cov
erage it is our belief that to disallow such 
payment would be to mislead those over 65 
into believing that medicare provided certain 
usual benefits which would actually become 
their responsibility to pay. Since the public 
will rely heavily on medicare and not make 
provision for this exclusion the burden will 
most surely fall on the hospital and on the 
patient who can pay. This will tend to in
flate hospital costs even more, which in turn 
could most understandably produce more 
pressure on the Congress for expanded bene
fits and for broader coverage of our people. 

Surely it should take no foresight to see 
with any degree of certainty the burgeoning 
effects of this exclusion and in fact the en
tire medicare bill itself. 

We presently have in Illinois the following 
devices for medical .and/or hospital assist
ance: 

IDPA (department of public aid and Kerr-
Mills public assistance). 

OAA--old age assistance. 
BA-blind assistance. 
DA-<lisability assistance. 
ADC-aid to dependent children. 
ADCU-aid to dependent children, unem-

ployed. 
AMIA-assistance to medically indigent 

aged. 
Division of vocational rehab1litation. 
Division of services for crippled children. 
Township supervisors. 
Veterans' administrator (it' service con

nected and an emergency). 
In the name of reason, why add an addi

tional progressive taxpayer burden to a sys
tem which alreadly has built-in provisions to 
perform the same job? 

Though the system in England is different 
in some respects from that which is proposed 
here, surely you are aware of the staggering 
problems and cost inherent in the adminis
tration of the program there. Doctors from 
India and Pakistan and other countries with 
sublevel medical training are taking the place 
of many well-trained native-born doctors 
who, having become frustrated and disap
pointed with the program, have either re
tired or left the country. Compounding the 
problem of inferior education is the barrier 
of language. 

Our country of all countries is notable for 
its high level of medicine; its penetrating 
and costly research; the quality of patient 
care in hospitals which results from competi
tive endeavor; the voluntary subjection to 
accreditation; and the compliance with reg
ulatory bodies established under our free 
system of government. These established 
qualities cannot help but deteriorate under 
the effects of a medicare program. 

We do hope your efforts to bring about in 
the Senate the changes you request and sup
port will meet with success. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES BECKER, Jr., 

Administrator. 
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MoNMOUTH HosPITAL, 
MONMOUTH, ILL., A1)riZ 21, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
U.S. Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Thank you for 
your letter of April 2 concerning the bill, H.R. 
6675, amending the Social Security Act. 

I heartily agree with you that the exclu
sion of the costs of medical specialists as a 
reimbursable hospital expense would hurt 
the hospitals a great . deal financially. I 
would certainly stress that you make every 
effort possible to see that such costs are in
cluded before the bill is passed on by the 
Senate. 

I certainly appreciate your interest and 
concern in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
ROGER E. GURHOLT, 

Administrator. 

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

ROCKFORD, ILL., 
April 19, 1965. 

MY DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS; With reference 
to your recent letter to hospital administra
tors throughout the State, I would like to 
express my opinion that a; Federal hospital 
insurance program which failed to cover the 
costs of such hospital services as laboratory 

· and X-ray work would be a very serious mis
take and it would have the effect of seriously 
damaging the entire program, creating new 
problems in the . hospital-physician rela
tionships and substantially increasing the 
complexity of administration of a program 
which will undoubtedly be almost impossibly 
complex to begin with. 

I do not endorse the idea of a Federal 
health care program under social security. 
It is my opinion that the changes which were 
made in the House of Representatives to 
H.R. 1 served only to make a bad bill worse. 

Sincerely, 
STANLEY F. MASSON. 

MEMORIAL HOSPITAL OF DUPAGE 
CoUNTY, 

Elmhurst, Ill., April14, 1965. 
Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.c. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: I thank you for 
your letter of April 2, 1965, regarding H.R. 

. 6675 amending the Social Security Act to 
make provision· for health insurance for the 
elderly. 

I would certainly agree that it would be a 
mistake for this bill to be signed by the Presi
dent without including hospital reimburse
ment for the services of medical specialists. 
These people are on the hospital payroll in 
this institution and the cost of their serv
ices in many instances could represent as 
much as 25 percent of a patient's hospital 
bill. To exclude reimbursement for medical 
specialists would be contrary to the cus
tomary hospital procedure for reimburse
ment as it exists with other third parties 
such as Blue Cross-Blue Shield, commercial 
health insurance, and various other agencies 
who purchase hospital care. 

We would strongly support the Senate 
Finance Committee's serious consideration of 
amending the present bill to include these 
services as a part of the basic hospital and 
nursing care program. 

Thank you for calling this matter to our 
attention and requesting our views on this 
subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARTIN F. HEmGEN, M.D., 

Administrator. 

CHARLESTON CoMMUNITY ME
MORIAL HOSPITAL, 

Charleston, Ill., April 14, 1965. 
Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: While I disagree 
with you on your support of King-Anderson 
legislation, I wish to commend you for your 
stand against removal of radiology, anes
thesiology, pathology, and physiatry from 
social security benefits. 

Your speech of March 29 indicated a good 
unde :·standing of one of our major problems 
with King-Anderson. 

Yours truly, 
WAYNE P. ANNIS, 

Administrator. 

ROSELAND COMMUNITY 
HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, IZZ., April 14, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Senator, State of Illinois, Senate Office Build

ing, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: YOU are Well in

formed to recognize the possible inequity 
which would result if the in-hospital services 
of pathologists, radiologists, and physiatrists 
are excluded from consideration as reim
bursable hospital costs, as provided in the 
medicare type program. 

Some of these specialists are paid on a 
fee-for-service basis by the hospital and 
others on a percentage basis by the hospital. 
The charges for their services are an integral 
part of the total charge for laboratory, X-ray, 
or physical therapy. 

. While technically these specialists are not 
employees of the hospital, their relationship 
is similar to that of employer-employee. 
Certainly, as their compensation is a part 
of hospital expense, the hospital should be 
reimbursed under a medicare type program. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR ISHERWOOD, 

Administrator. 

ST. JOSEPH'S HOSPITAL, 
Bloomington, IZZ., April14, 1966. 

Re your letter of April 2, 1965. 
Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DoUGLAS: This is to confirm 
your belief that the existing relationship 
between a hospital, a hospital centered 
specialty physician, and the patient would 
be disturbed to no advantage to the patient 
if it is required that the satisfactorily estab
lished method of payment be changed with
out consideration to local need. 

Yours respectfully, 
Sister M. BONAVENTURA, O.S.F., 

Administrator. 
GERARD F. 0DENWELLER, 

Associate Administrator. 

DECATUR AND MACON COUNTY HOSPITAL, 
Decatur, Ill., April16, 1965. 

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

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: I have received 
your letter of April 2, 1965, on the bill H.R. 
6675 amending the Social Security Act. In 
addition, I have read a reprint of your re
marks before the Senate on March 29 re
garding the costs of hospital services of 
radiologists, pathologists, psychiatrists, and 
anesthesiologists under medicare. 

I firmly endorse your analysis of the situa
tion and would strongly urge you to continue 
your efforts to am~nd the bill to include 
these hospital-based specialists as part of 
the hospital's services. 

In addition to the points that you made 
before the Senate on March 29, there is the 
additional cost related to the administra
tion of such charges. Unless the bill 1s 

amended, each time a patient comes to the 
hospital, the administering agency could re
ceive as many as five bills for processing if 
the patient used the services of all the med
ical specialists involved. In many cases, the 
hospital would still have to process the 
charge on behalf of the specialists since most 
hospital-based specialists are not equipped 
to bill patients directly. This would un
doubtedly lead to a greater cost of the serv
ices of these specialists. 

We are more concerned over some of the 
points mentioned in your comments before 
the Senate; however, since this point was 
not covered in your comments, you may feel 
it significant enough to use at a later date. 

Sincerely yours, 
ANTHONY J. PERRY, 

Administrator. 

LAKE FOREST HOSPITAL, 
Lake Forest, Ill., April14, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. DOUGLAS: I am writing in reply 
to your letter of April 2, 1965, and to advise 
you that I support your position regarding 
the inclusion of laboratory, X-ray _and anes
thesiology services as part of hosp_ital reim
bursable costs. 

While I personally take exception to the 
social security method of providing care for 
the elderly, I do feel that any program shouJd 
be workable and consistent with present hos
pital practices. Certainly reimbursement for 

. laboratory and X-ray services should remain 
a part of the total hospital picture. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE B. CALDWELL, 

Administrator. 

PROCTOR COMMUNITY HOSPITAL, 
Peoria, Ill., April14, 1965. 

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

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: As an Illinois hos
pi~al administrator, and a past president of 
our Illinois Hospital &:sociation, I wish to 
commend you for your interest in making 
proposed provisions for health care for the 
elderly a meaningful program. 

I am greatly concerned about the proposal 
to exclude hospital costs for the services of 
medical specialists from our reimbursable 
cost formula, and might add _that, locally, 
the specialists themselves are just as con
cerned . 

In this respect it does not appear that 
representatives of the American Medical As
sociation and the speciality boar.ds are ex
pressing the opinion of the individual spe
cialists, at least those with whom I have 
discussed the proposals. 

I agree with the concerns you have ex
pressed in your presentation to the Senate, 
and, especially in regard to the inflationary 
effect on costs of health care that such 
action would inevitably have. However, I 
am further concerned about the possibility 
of general practitioners failing to continue 
the use of the specialists when a separate 
fee is involved which might be available to 
them. 

This could only have the effect of lower
ing the quality of care to the elderly. 

There is every reason to believe that if 
the present methods of providing services of 
the specialists is maintained, that we in hos
pital administration are capable of resolving 
any differences that might arise with special
ists employed in our institutions, and I 
strongly urge that we be given the oppor
tunity to do so. 

Yours sincerely, 
LEONARD P. GouoY, 

Administrator. 
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SCHWAB REHABILITATION HOSPITAL, 

Chicago, IZZ., April 15, 1965. 
Senator PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Congress of the United States, Senate Office 

Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Thank you for 

your letter and the accompanying reprint of 
your address in the Senate regarding your 
position on the exclusion of medical special
ists in House bill H.R. 6675. After having 
read the reprint, I find myself in complete 
agreement with your position. 

As the administrator of a rehabilitation 
hospital whose patient population consists 
of a large number of disabled, aged, and 
keenly aware of their many financial prob
lems, I should like to encourage your vigor
ous pursuit of an appropriate solution. 

Sincerely, 
IRA H. GOLDBERG. 

BETHANY BRETHREN HOSPITAL, 
Downers Grove, Ill., April13, 1965. 

Senator PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: It is a great com
fort to know that you and other leaders in 
the Senate are aware of the provision in the 
medicare bill which excludes the payment 
for the in-hospital services of medical spe
cialists. 

This battle has been raging for many years 
and so far the majority of hospitals have ef
fectively held down the cost of medical care 
by having these payments included in the 
medical bills. 

May I urge you to continue your efforts to 
have this provision removed from the bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOHN C. ELLER, 
Executive Director. 

PRESBYTERIAN-ST. LUKE'S HOSPITAL, 
Chicago, April13, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
U.S. Senator, Vice Chairman, Joint Eco

nomic Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: I reviewed With 
considerable interest your remarks regard
ing in-hospital services of medical special
ists-anesthesiologists, pathologists, radiolo
gists, and physiatrists--which under H.R. 
6675 are excluded from consideration as re
imbursable hospital costs. 

As a hospital administrator I am greatly 
concerned that the bill, when enacted into 
law, provide the best health benefits to the 
patient public in the most appropriate form. 

I was pleased to note in the March 29, 
1965, issue Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that 
you had addressed yourself to this serious 
matter. Your views as to the inconsistency 
of excluding these services from computation 
of hospital costs is sound, recognizing that 
such services have always been included in 
reimbursable cost formulas including Fed
eral Government plans. 

In the operation of hospitals today the 
employment of medical specialists in ancil
lary services is an essential part of the qual
ity of service that hospitals render and is 
indivisible from the service itself. Indeed 
the variety of specialists so employed quite 
frequently includes other specialists in ad
dition to the four to which you have re
ferred. 

We see no reason to change what has been 
established as proper elements of hospital 
service costs and would urge you to do every
thing possible to insure that the cost of hos
pital medical specialists' services are included 
in the consideration of reimbursable hospi
tal costs. 

Sincerely yours, 
NORMAN A. BRADY, 

Executive Vice President. 

LUTHERAN HOSPITAL, 
Moline, Ill., April 12, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Thank you very 
much for your letter of April 2, 1965, dis
cussing with us the present provisions of 
H.R. 6675. 

I definitely agree with your position on 
this matter, and would certainly appreciate 
all that you can do to include payments to 
the medical specialists as an item of the hos
pital cost. The exclusion of these costs as a 
reimbursable hospital expense would most 
certainly create a very serious problem for all 
hospitals, as well as an additional cost for 
the patient: 

Again, I wish to thank you for bringing 
this matter to my attention, and would 
greatly appreciate your efforts to amend this 
bill when it comes to the Senate for hearing. 

Yours very truly, 
KENNETH D. MoBURG, 

Administrator. 

MORRIS HOSPITAL, 
Morris, Ill., April 13, 1965. 

Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
U.S: Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Sm: ·I concur with your speech made 
March 29 on the Senate fioor, pointing out 
the deficiencies of H.R. 6675. 

The exclusion of in-hospital services of 
medical specialists will be an interference 
with customary hospital practice, and greatly 
increase standard hospital costs. I am sure 
every hospital administrator in the State of 
lllinois concurs with your views and sin
cerely hope the exclusion can be remedied. 

Very truly yours, 
ARTHUR B. ALLABEN, 

Administrator. 

ALEXIAN BROS. HOSPITAL, 
Elk Grove Village, Ill., April13, 1965. 

Han·. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Thank you for 
your recent letter relative to the exclusion 
of certain hospital services in H.R. 6675. 

As the administrator of a new hospital 
being built in Illlnois, I can only agree fully 
with your stand on the matter. The ex
clusion of the in-hospital services of med
ical specialists, anesthesiologists, patholo
gists, radiologists, and physiatrists, would 
create a serious problem for the voluntary 
hospital. The patients would certainly be 
"Caught in the middle" were such a pro
vision to become part of the law. 

I sincerely hope that your efforts to amend 
this section will be successful. 

Sincerely yours, 
BROTHER GREGORY, C.F.A. 

ST. JOSEPH'S HOSPITAL, 
Breeze, Ill., April12, 1695. 

Han. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Thank you for 
your interest and support of hospitals shown 
in your remarks concerning bill H.R. 6675 to 
the Senate. 

This is a matter we also feel strongly 
about. The potential for additional finan
cial problems for hospitals is readily appar
ent. It would be a burden to the low-income 
recipient if other elements were included 
and these were not. 

In some hospitals the fee for specialist 
services (radiologist, pathologist) are in
cluded in the price of t'he partiQular pro
cedure. To separate these items in each case 
would be an additional bookkeeping problem. 

However, the problem would be the addi
tional amount of accounts written off as bad 
debts. It is not proper to withhold reim
bursement for services rendered, including 
the services of specialist if this is the exist
ing financial arrangement between the hos
pital and specialist. Otherwise it is proper 
that the specialist make an application for 
him to be reimbursed separately for his 
charges to the patient. 

Thank you again for your actions in this 
vital area of health care. 

Yours truly, 
SISTER FRIEDEGARD, 

Administrator. 

CHRISTIAN '\VELFARE HOSPITAL, 
East St. Louis, Ill., April13, 1965. 

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

DEAR SENATOR DOUGLAS: Assuming the 
probability of passage of the medicare bill 
which you remarked upon on March 29; I 
feel your insight into the effect of exclusion 
of medical specialists from payment under 
the bill and your effort to a.mend this ex
clusion is in the interest of the Nation's hos
pitals and the public which uses them. 

I cannot see the logic of excluding these 
services from enjoying payment under the 
public phase of the bill providing for care of 
the elderly when, as you have pointed out, 
the payment of such costs has been accepted 
under preexisting programs for care to pub
lic indigents and Armed Forces dependents, 
as well as Blue Cross and private insurance 
plans. 

Your action to remedy this obvious error 
will be appreciated. I enclose a copy of a 
recent communication from the American 
Protestant Hospital Association pertaining to 
the subject. 

Very truly yours, 
DANIEL A. HICKS, 

Administrator. 

MERCY HOSPITAL, 
Chicago, Ill., April 13, 1965. 

Han. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, . 
Washington, D.C. 

Sm: After carefully reviewing the com
ments as appear in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD of March 29, 1965, we are heartily in 
agreement with your conclusions and feel 
very strongly as you do that if the services are 
taken out of the hospital reimbursement 
cost contracts, this will have an infiationary 
effect on the total cost of medical care. It 
will tend to create an almost unsurmount
able technical difficulty in handling billings 
by the hospital to the patients. 

If we may be of any assistance please con
tact us. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT F. ScHINDERLE, 

Assistant Administrator. 

AMERICAN PROTESTANT 
HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION, 

Chicago, Ill., March 25, 1965. 
EDWIN L. CROSBY, M.D., 
Director, American Hospital Association, 
Chicago, Ill. 

DEAR DR. CROSBY: The board of trustees 
of the American Protestant Hospital Associa
tion meeting in Chicago on March 24 re
viewed the memorandum titled "The King
Anderson Bill" released by the AHA on March 
10, 1965. 

The board of trustees reaffirmed the posi
tion taken by the house of delegates on 
January 18, 1965, supporting the effort of 
the AHA toward adequate legislation to pro
vide adequate care for the aging. 

The board of trustees also lends its sup
port to the position taken by the AHA rela
tive to (1) acceptance of AHA acting in be
half of hospitals, (2) the designation of the 
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National Blue Cross Association as the hos
pitals' administrative intermediary, and (3) 
that pathology, radiology, physiatry and an
esthesiology services continue to be included 
in determining hospital costs. 

This action by the board of trustees wm 
be transmitted to all APHA institutional 
member hospitals and you are herewith au
thorized to use this statement in any man
ner best suited to strengthen this important 
legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
LEO M. LYONS, 
Executive Director. 

THE COMMUNITY HOSPITAL OF EVANSTON, 
Evanston, Ill., April 12, 1965. 

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

Sm: The trustees and administration of 
Community Hospital of Evanston endorses 
your position with reference to the removal 
of costs of radiologists, pathologists, physi
atrists, and anesthesiologists as benefits in 
the basic hospitalization plan of the current 
medicare bill. 

We feel that the bili in its present form 
would have a precedent-setting effect on 
hospitals and cause a drastic in:tlation in 
hospital economics as an estimated 25 per
cent of hospital bilUngs in the State of Il
llnois re:tlect the services of these staff spe
ciallsts. 

We urge your continued action to remove 
this unwarranted amendment. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEPHEN E. DORN, 

Administrator. 

ST. MARY's HosPITAL, 
Kankakee, Ill., April12, 1965. 

Senator PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
Senate Of!i.ce Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DouGLAS: Failure to include 
customary billings in pathology, radiology, 
anesthesiology, and physiatry In the amended 
medicare package will have a drastic effect 
on hospital economics. 

Please push your efforts to get these serv
ices back into the bill as hospital benefits. 

An estimated 25 percent of hospital bill
ings in Illinois comes from staff specialist 
departments. 

Sincerely, 
Sister MARY ANSELM, 

Administrator. 

JACKSON PARK HOSPITAL, 
Chicago, ILl., April 12, 1965. 

Senator PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
Congres3 of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DouGLAs: With regard to 
your letter of April 2, I wish to state that I 
agree wholeheartedly with the points brought 
out in your speech in the Senate. If the 
House bill is not changed, I am afraid that 
most patients will receive bills from the hos
pital, surgeon, referring physician, radiolo
gist, pathologist, anesthesiologist, perhaps a 
cardiologist, and physiatrist. There is no 
question but that receiving seven or eight 
bills instead of two or three will create chaos, 
and will have an infiationary effect on the 
cost of hospital care. 

Very truly yours, 
MOSE ELLIS, 

Admin·istrator. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
RESOLUTION 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the names of 
the junior Senator from Maine [Mr. 
MusKIE] and the junior Senator from 
California [Mr. MuRPHY] may be added 
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution 83, to 

create a select committee to study gold 
production in the United States, at its 
next printing. 

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

Under authority of the orders of the 
Senate, as indicated below, the following 
names have been added as additional 
cosponsors for the following bills and 
joint resolution: 

Authority of April 22, 1965: 
S. 1797. A bill to amend the Davis-Bacon 

Act to extend its application to contracts 
for the maintenance of Federal installations: 
Mr. CASE, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. PROUTY, and Mr. 
SCOTT. " 

Authority of April 29, 1965: 
S. 1851. A bill to provide fellowships for 

research leading to . a doctoral degree: Mr. -
CANNON, and Mr. LONG of Missouri. 

Authority of April 30, 1965: 
S. 1861. A bill t0 provide additional assist

ance for areas suffering a major disaster: Mr. 
CLARK, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. McGEE, 
Mrs. NEUBERGER, and Mr. YARBOROUQH. 

S. 1864. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, 1938, as amended, to provide 
for minimum wages for certain persons 
employed in agriculture, and for other pur
poses: Mr. GRUENING, and Mrs. NEUBERGER. 

S. 1865. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to extend the child 
labor provisions thereof to certain children 
employed in agriculture, and for other pur
poses: Mr. GRUENING, and Mr. HART. 

S. 1866. A bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended, so as to make its 
provisions applicable to agriculture: Mr. 
GRUENING, and Mrs. NEUBERGER. 

S. 1867. A bill to amend the Act of June 6, 
1933, as amended, to authorize the Secretary 
of Labor to develop and maintain improved, 
voluntary methods of recruiting, tr~ining, 
transporting, and distributing agricultural 
workers, and for other purposes: Mr. GaUEN
ING, Mr. HART, and Mrs. NEUBERGER. 

S. 1868. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of a Council to be known as the "Na
tional Advisory Council on Migratory Labor": 
Mr. GRUENING, Mr. HART, and Mrs. NEUBERGER. 

s. 1869. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to encourage the construc
tion of housing facilities for agricultural 
workers by permitting the amortization over 
a 60-month period of the cost, or a portion of 
the cost, of constructing such housing facil
ities: Mr. GRUENING, Mr. HART, and Mrs. 
NEUBERGER. 

S.J. Res. 75. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relating to residence and physical 
presence requirements for voting in presi
dential and vice-presidential elections and 
for voting in elections for U.S. Senator and 
Members of the House of Representatives: 
Mr. GRUENING1 and Mrs. NEUBERGER. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON THE 
PLANNING FOR PEACE RESOLU
TION 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, I wish to announce that the com
mittee will hold an open hearing on Tues
day, May 11, 1965, at 10 a.m. in Room 
4221, New Senate-Office Building, on Sen':' 
ate Concurrent Resolution 32, the "Plan
ning for Peace Resolution," introduced by 
Senator CLARK for himself and other 
Senators. 

AU those wishing to present testimony 
are requested to make arrangements with 
the chief clerk of the committee. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 1817, 
TO AMEND THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
LAW TO CLARIFY THE CATE
GORIES OF FEDERALLY AIDED 

. ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as chair
man of the Public Health, Education, 
Welfare, and Safety Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on the District of Co
lumbia, I announce that my subcommit
tee will conduct public hearings on S. 
1817, Monday, May 10, 1965, at 10 a.m. 
in room 6226, New Senate Office Build
ing. 

The bill to which I just referred was 
introduced by our distinguished col
league, Senator RIBICOFF. It would 
amend the District of Columbia public 
assistance law to clarify the categories 
of federally aided assistance recipients. 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1817 
A bill to amend the District of Columbia 

public assistance law to clarify the cate
gories of federally aided assistance re
cipients 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States oj 
America in Congress assembled, That, effec
tive July 1, 1965, section 3(a) of the District 
of Columbia Pulic Assistance Act of 1962 
(section 3-202 (a) , District of Columbia 
Code) is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new sentence: "The cate
gories listed in clauses ( 1) , ( 2), ( 3) , and ( 4) 
hereof shall include aid or assistance for at 
least all individuals with respect to whom 
Federal payments are authorized by titles 
I (other than so much thereof as relates to 
medical assistance for the aged), IV, X, and 
XIV of the Social Security Act." 

DOMINICAN LANDING NECESSARY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn
ing business is in order. 

Mr . . CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to proceed for the next 7 minutes. 

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

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the ac
tion which President Johnson has taken 
in dispatching American troops to the 
Dominican Republic is, in my judgment, 
a laudable move to safeguard the vital 
interests of the United States in the 
Caribbean. 

Little more than 2 years ago, the gov
ernment of Fidel Castro invited the Soviet 
Union to convert the island of Cuba into 
a Russian missile base. The crisis thus 
created, and the mailed-fist response of 
President Kennedy, brought the world 
v the verge of nuclear war, in a show
down no one would want to experience 
again. The elemental right to self-pres
ervation would, in itself, justify an Amer
ican intervention il'l. the Dominican Re
public for the purpose of preventing the 
forcible establishment of another Castro-
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type regime. The waters of the Carib
bean wash our southern shores. We have 
urgent and immediate interests at stake 
there. 

I do not know whether the revolt 
against the junta government in Santo 
Domingo, which broke out · a week ago, 
was in fact taken over by the Commu
nists. The evidence is not yet sufficiently 
complete for anyone to know this with 
certainty. But the evidence does reveal, 
indisputably, that Communist elements 
were actively involved in the uprising, 
and that there was a clear and present 
danger of a Communist seizure of power. 
The swift action of the President has 
foreclosed such a calamity. For this, he 
is to be strongly commended. 

The intervention of American troops 
was made necessary, in the first instance, 
to protect the lives of American citizens, 
and to provide for their evacuation. A 
total breakdown of law and order had 
occurred in Santo Domingo, which made 
a rescue mission mandatory, for 
humanitarian reasons alone. Other for
eign nationals have also received the 
cloak of American protection. 

As a Senator, representing the 
sovereign people of Idaho, I do not con
ceive it to be my duty to "rubberstamp" 
every action the President may take in 
the field of foreign policy, even though, 
as a Democrat, he heads up the admin
istration to which I give my general sup
port. I have criticized certain aspects of 
our policy in Vietnam, and I will con
tinue to speak up whenever I think our 
course may be wrong. This is an obliga
tion of my office which transcends party 
allegiance or any consideration of politi

.cal risk. 
By the same token, I will commend 

the President whenever he takes action 
abroad which seems to me to be well 
suited to advance the interests of our 
country. His initiative in the Dominican 
Republic is a venture well begun, for 
which he deserves the strongest praise. 

I say this, deeply conscious of the fact 
that the Dominican Republic is neither 
our possession nor our protectorate. The 
people of that unhappy island are the 
citizens of an independent country. As 
such, they have the right to form a gov
ernment of their own choice. We insist 
upon the right of self-determination for 
ourselves, so we cannot deny it to others. 

Having interposed our own troops, the 
revolution in the Dominican Republic 
has been quelled. We have thus assumed 
a responsibility toward the Dominican 
people which we must now faithfully dis
charge. Part of that responsibility is to 
see to it that a cease-fire is achieved, a 
provisional government agreed to, and 
order restored. But more than this, the 
essential need will be to insure the hold
ing of free elections, as quickly as pos
sible, so that the citizens of the Domini
can Republic may properly form their 
own government. 

Let those who raise· the cry "gunboat 
diplomacy" remember that there is 

, nothing yet to lament. The rights of the 
Dominican people have not been 
usurped. Our intervention found them 
caught between the horns of two tyran
nies. Neither their previous government, 
a military junta imposed by force, nor a 

Communist government, seizing power 
at the hands of a small band of hard
core revolutionaries, could possibly rep
resent the choice, freely given, of the ma
jority of the Dominicans. We must re
member that Castro's government has 
not yet permitted free elections in Cuba, 
and never will. 

So it.is that Lyndon Johnson, through 
prompt and timely intervention, has 
grasped an opportunity to restore to the 
people of the Dominican Republic their 
fundamental right to self-determination. 
The President has said that his purpose 
will be the bringing about of free elec
tions. He has no intention of keeping 
American marines on the island for any 
extended length of time. 

If the end result of our occupation 
of Santo Domingo is the imposition of 
another military junta, then will be the 
time to protest the revival of gunboat 
diplomaey. As of now, we have every 
reason to applaud the President, and to 
hope his decisive leadership may lead to 
a new birth of freedom for the oppressed 
people of the Dominican Republic. 

Mr. President, on May 4, the Washing
ton Post published an excellent editorial 
concerning the situatfon in the Domini
can Republic. I ask unanimous consent 
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: 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
May 4, 1965] 

INTERVENTION POLICY 

There is a great deal of merit in the asser
tion of Juan Bosch that the United States, 
by its intervention in the Dominican Repub
lic, has assumed responsibility for bringing 
democracy to the country. Certainly, we 
cannot now calmly withdraw our military 
forces and leave the powers of government to 
be picked up by any candidate for authority 
who happens to be in possession of essential 
military force. 

History, as Lord Acton pointed out, does 
not disclose its alternatives, and no one ever 
can know whether the democratic forces act
ing in Bosch's name would have succeeded 
in oontrolling the uprising against the mili
tary regime. It is this unknown and un
ascertainable fact on which the wisdom or 
unwisdom of the President's determination 
to intervene depends. If the Dominican in
tervention is to be a precedent for further 
intervention of the kind, we are embarked 
upon a policy that will involve us in repeated 
operations of this sort. If the suspicion of 
Communist participation in a popular up
rising against a military dictatorship is suffi
cient to trigger the use of American Armed 
Forces we are going to be busy in Latin 
America. 

Every country in which there exists a gov
ernment that did not arrive at power by 
democratic means is a logical target for over
throw by popular forces. And every popular 
force is the logical object for an effort by 
Communists to dominate its leadership. It 
does not take much prescience to forecast, 
sooner or later, an effort to overthrow the 
arbitrary government in Haiti. And it does 
not take a gift of prophecy to foresee that 
the Communists will be in the thick of that 
revolutionary effort. And if the new Johnson 
doctrine persists, the U.S. Armed Forces will 
be on hand within hours after the initial 
uprising. It is an ominous outlook. This 
may bear little resemblance in purpose to 
the interventionist policies of the twenties, 
but the methods of carrying out the policy 

are too much alike totally to escape the same 
sort of criticism and reproach. 

It is perfectly evident, at the same time, 
that the traditional devices for collective ac
tion are totally inadequate to protect the 
hemisphere against the new sort of Commu
nist conquest. The OAS Charter sets up a 
solid wall against the use of military force 
of a conventional kind across national 
boundaries. Respect for this barrier only 
guarantees the unconventional Communist 
invaders, who penetrate clandestinely and 
covertl'y, immunity against any outside 
check on their subversion. The old-fash
ioned effort to guarantee national territorial 
inegrity is thus transformed into a device 
to allow the Communist overthrow of South 
American governments. As long as the rest 
of the region is committed to stand aside, in 
the presence of Communist aggression, the 
hemisphere faces the melancholy prospect of 
successful Communist operations of three 
sorts: Communist aggression by action 
against or infiltration of a popularly elected 
constitutional regime, by revolt against a 
military dictatorship, or by penetration of a 
popular revolutionary movement. 

The President has stated fiatly that "the 
American nations cannot, must not, and will 
not permit the establishment of another 
Communist government in the Western 
Hemisphere." If this is indeed the collec
tive purpose of "the American nations" they 
have not perfected the political or military 
means of achieving that purpose. Until 
they do so, the United States stands com
mitted to more extensive national obliga
tions than it has hitherto assumed in this 
hemisphere. The emergency in the Domini
can Republic has led us to improvise to fit 
our practice a policy that has not had the 
benefit of psychological, legal, political, or 
military preparation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CHURCH. 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. 

DESIGNATION OF NEZ PERCE 
NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK, 
IDAHO 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 60. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAss 
in the chair) laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives to the bill (S. 60) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to designate 
the Nez Perce National Historical Park 
in the State of Idaho, and for other pur
poses, which was, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That it is the purpose of this Act to facili
tate protection and provide interpretation 
of sites in the Nez Perce country of Idaho 
that have exceptional value in commemorat
ing the history of the Nation. 
· SEC. 2. To implement this purpose the 

Secretary of the Interior may designate as 
the Nez Perce National Historical Park vari
ous component sites in Federal and non-Fed
eral ownership relating to the early Nez Perce 
culture, the Lewis and Clark Expedition 
through the area, the fur trade, missionaries, 
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gold mining and logging, the Nez Perce war 
of 1877, and such other sites as he finds will 
depict the role of the Nez Perce country in 
the westward expansion of the Nation. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of the Interior may 
acquire by donation or with donated funds 
such lands, or interests therein, and other 
property which in his judgment will further 
the purpose of this Act and he may purchase 
with appropriated funds land, or interests 
therein, required for the administration of 
the Nez Perce National Historical Park: Pro
vided, That he may purchase no more than 
one thousand five hundred acres in fee, and 
no more than one thousand five hundred 
acres in scenic easements. The Nez Perce 
Tribe's governing body, if it so desires, with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Inte
rior, is authorized to sell, donate, or ex
change tribal-owned lands held in trust 
needed to further the purpose of this Act. 

SEc. 4. (a) Indian trust land may be des
ignated by the Secretary of the Interior for 
inclusion in the Nez Perce National Histor
ical Park with the concurrence of the bene
ficial owner. Sites in Federal ownership un
der the administrative jurisdiction of other 
Government agencies may likewise be desig
nated by the Secretary of the Interior for 
inclusion in the Nez Perce National Histor
ical Park with the concurrence of the agency 
having administrative responsibility there
for, but such designation shall effect no 
transfer of administrative control unless the 
administering agency consents thereto. Not 
more than one thousand and five hundred 
acres overall shall be designated pursuant to 
the foregoing provisions of this subsection. 
The Secretary of the Interior may cooperate 
with the Nez Perce Tribe or the administer
ing agency, as the case may be, in research 
into and interpretation of the significance of 
any site so designated and in providing desir
able interpretive services and facilities and 
other facilities required for public access to 
and use and enjoyment of the site and in 
conservation of the scenic and other re
sources thereof. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior may en
ter into cooperative agreements with the 
owners of property which, under the provi
sions of th1s Act, may be designated for in
clusion in Nez Perce National Historical Park 
as sites in non-Federal ownership, and he 
may assist in the preservation, renewal, and 
interpretation of the properties, provided the 
cooperative agreements shall contain, but 
not be limited to, provisions that: (1) the 
Secretary has right of access at all reasonable 
times to all public portions of the property 
for the purpose of conducting visitors 
through the property and interpreting it to 
the public, and (2) no changes or altera
tions shall be made in the properties, includ
ing buildings and grounds, without the writ
ten consent of the Secretary. 

SEc. 5. When the Secretary of the Interior 
determines that he has acquired title to, or 
interest in, sufficient properties or deter
mines _that he has entered into appropriate 
cooperative agreements with owners of non
Federal properties, or any combination 
thereof including the designation of sites al
ready in Federal ownership, he shall by pub
lication in the Federal Register establish the 
Nez Perce National Historical Park and there
after administer the Federal property under 
his administrative jurisdiction in accordance 
With the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 
16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), as amended and supple
mented. 

SEc. 6. (a) In order to carry out the pur
pose of this Act the Secretary of the Interior 
may contract and make cooperative agree
ments with the State of Idaho, its politic~! 
subdivisions _ or agencies, corporations, asso
ciations, the Nez Perce Tribe, or individuals, 
to protect, preserve, maintain, or operate any 
site, object, or property included within the 
Nez Perce National Historical Park, regard
less of whether title thereto is in the United 
States: Provided, That no contract or coop-

erative agreement shall be made or entered 
into which will obligate the general fund of 
the Treasury unless or until Congress has 
appropriated money for such purpose. 

(b) To facilitate the interpretation of the 
Nez Perce country the Secretary is authorized 
to erect and maintain tablets or markers in 
accordance with the provisions contained in 
the Act approved August 21, 1935, entitled 
"An Act to provide for the preservation of 
historic American sites, buildings, objects, 
and antiquities of national significance, and 
for other purposes" (49 Stat. 666). 

SEc. 7. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sums of not more than 
$630,000 for the acquisition of lands and in
terests in land and not more than $1,337,000 
for construction, restoration work, and other 
improvements at the Nez Perce National His
torical Park under this Act. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend

. ment of the House. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. JA VITS. 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. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

BANKRUPTCIES INVOLVED IN FED
ERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 
INSURED MORTGAGES 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, on previous occasions I have 
urged the Senate to give attention to the 
manner in which the Federal Housing 
Administration is insuring mortgages on 
what should have been recognized as 
unsound multifamily housing projects. 

The wholesale manner in which these 
multimillion-dollar projects have been 
approved in the past few years and the 
wholesale manner in which they are 
going broke, oftimes before they are 
completed, represents an enormous and 
unnecessary cost to the taxpayers. 

Today I list seven more multifamily 
projects in the Florida area upon which 
the Federal Housing Administration has 
guaranteed mortgages aggregating $21,-
742,700. Total payments of only $125,-
664.35 were ever made on these seven 
mortgages. Then with over $21% mil
lion still due the projects went into de
fault, and the Government is now being 
forced to take them over under fore
closure proceedings. 

As this program is presently being ad
ministered the sponsors are allowed to 
incorporate each of these projects as a 
separate corporate entity, and when one 
projects fails the sponsors individually 
are not held responsible for the payment 
of the mortgage nor does the Govern
ment have any claim on any other proj
ect which the same sponsor may be oper
ating successfully either with or without 
a Government loan. 

This means that the Government 
takes 100 percent of all the risk and the 
sponsors can sit back with 100 percent 
of all the profits, resulting in everyone 
having a field day at the taxpayers' 
expense. 

One major weakness in this program 
is the failure of the Federal Housing Ad
ministration to check the actual cost of 
the land and construction before insur
ing the mortgage. Likewise, the manner 
in which the sponsors contract with 
their own construction firms opens the 
possibility· of abuse unless carefully 
checked. 

The Federal Housing Administration 
heretofore has not been making any spe
cial effort to determine the actual cost 
of the land upon which these projects 
were being built but rather has been 
using an appraised valuation as a for
mula upon which to base the mortgage, 
with the result that, as I pointed out in 
my remarks of April 22, in many in
stances the sponsors started out with a 
substantial cash profit. 

Recently the Commissioner has advised 
that this procedure is being changed and 
that consideration will be given to the 
actual cost factor, but this procedure 
should be an ironclad rule. 

The seven projects to which I refer to
day are as follows: 

Mandalay Shores, Inc., Clearwater, 
Fla.: On November 23, 1960, the Federal 
Housing Administration made a commit
ment to insure a mortgage of $7,170,900 
on this project. After payments of only 
$8,964 had been made toward the reduc
tion in the principal, this mortgage in 
April1964 was in default and assigned to 
the Federal Housing Administration for 
foreclosure. Foreclosure sale is sched
uled for May 12, 1965. 

Coral Crest Apartments, Inc., Tampa, 
Fla.: On July 1, 1960, the Federal Hous
ing Administration insured a mortgage 
of $1,382,000 on this project. After pay
ments of only $8,650.35 on the principal, 
this mortgage on January 2, 1964, went 
into default, and the Federal Housing Ad
ministration foreclosed on March 2, 1965. 

Pasadena Apartments, Inc., South 
Pasadena, Fla.: On December 30, 1960, 
the Federal Housing Administration in
sured a mortgage of $3,377,700 on this 
project. After payments of only $4,513 
on the principal, this mortgage on No
vember 22, 1963, defaulted, and the Fed
eral Housing Administration foreclosed 
on December 22, 1964. 

Horizon House, Clearwater, Fla.: On 
March 16, 1961, the Federal Housing Ad
ministration insured a mortgage of $2,-
828,500 on this project. With no pay
ments having been made toward a re
duction in the principal, this mortgage 
on November 22, 1963, was assigned to the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

Indian Pass Apartments, Inc., Indian 
Rocks, Fla.: On April 11, 1960, the Fed
eral Housing Administration insured a 
mortgage of $1,806,700 on this project. 
After payments of only $5,593 had been 
made toward a reduction in the principal, 
this mortgage on December 2, 1962, was 
in defaul~, and the Federal Housing Ad
ministration foreclosed on November 4, 
1964. 

Paradise Island Towers, St. Petersburg, 
Fla.: On November 15, 1961, the Federal 
Housing Administration insured a mort
gage of $3,090,700 on this project. After 
payments of only $24,144 had been made 
toward a reduction in the principal, on 
March 11, 1965, the Federal Housing Ad-
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ministration accepted a deed in lieu of 
foreclosure. 

Southgate Towers, Inc., St. Petersburg, 
Fla.: On September 29, 1960, the Fed
eral Housing Administration agreed to 
insure a mortgage of $2,086,200 on this 
project. After payments of $73,800 had 
been made toward a reduction in the 
principal, this mortgage on December 19, 
1962, was in default, and the Federal 
Housing Administration on December 2, 
1964, foreclosed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the more 
detailed reports on each of these proj
ects, including names and addresses of 
the sponsors, and so forth, as furnished 
by the Federal Housing Administration, 
be printed at this- point in the RECORD. 

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

I 

Mandalay Shores, Inc., project No. 067-
00016 (rental housing), Clea rwater, Fla.: 

1. Feasibility date: September 4, 1959; 
commitment date: November 23, 1960; cost 
certification: April 3, 1963, $8,037,222. 

2 (a) . See covering letter. 
2(b). Sponsor: Dworman Associates, 65 

West 55th Street, New York, N.Y. 
Mortgagor: Dworman Associates. Officers: 

Alvin Dworman, president, 155 East- 76th 
Street, New York, N.Y.; Lester D. Dworman, 
vice president, 11 East 81st Street, New York, 
N.Y.; Darryl Dworman, secretary-treasurer, 
170 East 83d Street, New York, N.Y. Stock
holders: Alvin Dworman, Lester D. Dworman, 
Darryl Dworman, Abraham A. Rosen (care of 
Dworman Associates), Abraham Kamber 
(care of Dworman Associates) . 

3. Final endorsement: April 3, 1963; mort
gage amount: $7,170,900; payments in reduc
tion to principal: $8,964; status: Mortgage 
assigned to FHA April 1964. Referred to 
Department of Justice for foreclosure May 
1964. Foreclosure sale scheduled for May 12, 
1965. 

II 

Coral Crest Apartments, Inc.; project No. 
067-30073 1 ; Tampa, Fla.: 

1. Feasibility date: June 23, 1959; commit
ment date: July 1, 1960: cost certification: 
February 23, 1962, $1,596,698. 

2 (a) . See covering letter. 
2(b). Sponsor: 0. W. Foster, 4251 Hender

son Boulevard, Tampa, Fla. 
Mortgagor: Coral Crest Apartments, Inc., 

214 West Gaston Street, Greensboro, N.C. 
Officers: W. H. Weaver, president, 602 Healey 
Building, Atlanta, Ga.; Abe M. Nail, Jr., vice 
president, Post Office Box 3054, Greensboro, 
N.C.; Lee P. Fore, vice president (rio address 
shown); H. M. Weaver, treasurer (no address 
shown); Irene Karas, secretary (no address 
shown). Stockholders: W. H. Weaver (see 
above), Sonja R. Weaver (no address shown), 
Edith H. Weaver (no address shown), Lee P. 
Fore (no address shown). 

3. Final endorsement: February 23, 1962; 
mortgage amount: $1,382,000; payments in 
reduction to principal: $8,650.35; status: 
Mortgage assigned tn FHA January 2, 1964. 
ForeClosed March 2, 1965. 

4. Project has not been resold. 

1 The application for this project waS' orig
inally filed under section 207 rental housing. 
The sponsor then applied for and received a 
superseding commitment to insure under sec
tion 213 cooperative housing, the mortgage 
to be insured upon completion of the proj
ect. Following completion and insurance of 
the mortgage the sponsors were· unsuccess
ful in the formation of the cooperative and 
were given permission to convert the project 
to a rental status. 

m 
Pasadena Apartments-, Inc.; p-roject No. 

067-30071 (cooperative housing); South Pasa
dena, Fla.: 

1. Feasibility date: July 8, 1960; commit
ment date: December 30, 1960; cost certifi
cation: February 27, 1963, $3,913,765.89. 

2 (a) . See covering letter. 
2~b) r Sponsor: R. E. Clarson, 1930 13th 

Avenue North, St. Peters,burg, Fla.; R~ E. 
Clarson, Jr., 1930 13th Avenue North, St. 
Peters-burg, Fla.; W. B. Wood, 1930 13th Ave
nue North, St. Petersburg, Fla.; Robert C. 
Pelham, 3409 Wilder Lane, Orlando, Fla.; 
Hugo R. Broleman, 1212 East Colonian Drive, 
Orlando, Fla. 

Mortgagor: Pasadena Apartments, Inc. 
Officers and directors: Robert C. Pelham, 
president; R. E. Clarson, vice president; W. 
B. Wood, treasurer; J. C. Dew, secretary, 
Florida Bank Building, St. Petersburg, Fla.; 
Lawrence R. Warrick, assistant secretary, 670 
Fairbanks Avenue, Winter Park, Fla.; Hugo 
R. Broleman. 

3. Final endorsement: February 27, 1963; 
mortgage amount: $3,377,700; payments in 
reduction t;o,principal: $4-,513; s-tatus: mort
gage assign~d to FHA November 22, 1963. 
Foreclosed December 22, 1964. 

4. Proje£t has. not been resold. 
IV 

Horizon House, project No. 067-30078-INV; 
Clearwater, Fla-. 

1. Feasibility date: July 29, 1960; commit
ment date: March 16, 1961; cost certifica
tion: July 23, 1963, $3,257,737.10. 

2(a). See covering letter. 
2(b). Sponsor: Robert Chuckrow, 60 East 

42d Street, New York, N.Y.; Murray Smith, 
150 Draper Lane, Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.; Milton 
Hecht, 87 Lefferts Road, Yonkers, N.Y.; Henry 
Schneider, 235 75th Street, North Bergen, 
N.J.; Alvin Parker, 2 Cooper Road, New York, 
N.Y. 

Mortgagor: Horizon House, Inc. Officers: 
Robert Chuckrow, president; Murray Smith, 
vice president; Louis S. Weiner, s-ecretary; 
Milton Hecht, treasurer. 

3. Finally endors-ed: July 30, 1963; mort
gage amount: $2,828,500; payments in reduc
tion to principal: None. Status: Mortgage 
atSsigned to FHA November 22, 1963. One 
hundred of the one hundred and twenty-five 
units are occupied by cooperative subscribers 
and the sponsors are attempting to arrange 
sale of the project to the cooperative. 

v 
Indian Pass Apartments, Inc., project No. 

067-30070 (cooperative housing), Indian 
Rocks, Fla.: 

1. Feasibility date: February 12, 1960; com
mitment date: April 11, 1960; cost certifica
tion: Augus-t 14, 1961, $2,137,677.21. 

2 (a) . See covering l~tter. 
2(b). Sponsor: J. Hilbert Sapp, 801 Seville 

Place, Orlando, Fla.; Robert C. Pelham, 3409 
Wilder Lane, Orlando, Fla.; Lawrence R. War
rick, Post Office Box 176, Winter Park, Fla. 

Mortgagor: Indian Pass Apartments, Inc. 
Officers: Robert C. Pelham, president; Law
rence R. Warrick, secretary; Robert E. Clar
son. Jr., vice president; W. B. Wood, 
treasurer. 

All officers also show as directors of the 
corporation. 

Other directors: J. C. Dew, R. H. Clarson, 
0. R. Stageberg. 

Stockholders: R. E. Clarson, R. E. Clarson, 
Jr., W. B. Wood, J. C. Dew, L. R. Warrick, 
0. R. Stageberg, R. c. Pelham. 

3. Final endorsement: September 8, 1961; 
mortgage amount: $1,806,700; payments in 
reduction to principal: $5,593. Status: As
signed to the FHA December 2, 1962. Fore
closed November 4, 1964. 

4. Project has not been resold. 

VI 

Paradise Island Towers, project No. 067-
30081 (cooperative housing), St. Petersburg, 
Fla.: 

1. Feasibility date: September 12, 1960, 
commitment d a te: November 15, 1961, cost 
certification: September 18, 1964, $3,434,-
195.43. 

2(a). See covering lett er. 
2(b). Sponsor: Meadowlark Enterprises, 

Inc., Carl L. and Nancy K. Shipley, 1366 Na
tional Press Building, Washington, D.C. 

Mortgagor: Meadowlark Enterprises, Inc., 
1130 Hampton Avenue, St. Louis, Mo. 

Officers: The amended commitment shows 
the f ollowing: Louis J. Orabka, president; 
Charles F. Ehrle, vice president; LeRoy H. 
Guinger, secretary and treasurer. 

Stockholders: Bank Building & Equip
ment Oorp., St. Louis, Mo. (298 shares). 
There are approximately 2,900 shareholders 
in this corporation, each holding less than 
5 percent of the total stock. Charles F. 
Ehrle ( 1 share) , LeRoy H. Guinger ( 1 share) . 

3. Final endorsement: September 24, 1964; 
mortgage amount: $3,090,700; payments in 
reduction to principal: $24,144. Status: 
FHA accepted a deed-in-lieu of foreclosure 
on March 11, 1965. 

4. Project has not been resold. 
VII 

Southgate Towers, Inc.; project No. 067-
30074 (cooperative housing); St. Petersburg, 
Fla.: 

1. Feasibility date: March 18, 1960; com
mitment date: September 29, 1960; cost 
certincation: August 23, 1962, $2,363,829.16. 

2 (a) . See covering letter. 
2(b). Sponsor: Southgate Towers, Inc., 110 

First Avenue NE., St. Petersburg, Fla; Joe 
Putnam, president; Richard Callahan, vice 
president; Abe Goldma n, treasurer. 

Mortgagor: Southgate Towers, Inc. Offi
cers: Joe Putnam, president; Richard Calla
han, vice president; Abe Goldman, treasurer; 
J. Robie Eliott, secretary. 

3. Final endorsement: October· 29, 1962; 
mortgage amount: $2,086,200; payments in 
reduction to principal: $73,800. Status: 
Mortgage assigned to FHA December 19, 
1962. Foreclosed December 2, 1964. 

4. Project has not been resold. 

PRESIDENT'S FUND REQUEST FOR 
EXPANDED U.S. MILITARY OPER
ATIONS 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, we are 

faced with two crises at the moment, not 
merely one. 

I address myself first to the funds re
quest of the President of the United 
States for $700 million to pay for ex
panded U.S. military operations,_ pri
marily in South Vietnam. 

It was I who urged the President to 
come to us for another support resolution 
and not to rely on the_ one we passed on 
August 7, 1964, with respect to the use of 
armed forces in southeast Asia, if it was 
his intention to send ground combat 
troops of a division or more strength 
to South Vietnam to engage in the ground 
struggle. Therefore, I feel that it is my 
duty to speak with respect to his request 
for the additional $700 million. 

I do not feel that the debate on, or the 
granting of, this request is any substitute 
for a congressional support resolution. 
If the Commander in Chief and President 
proposes to escalate the South Vietnam
ese grou~d struggle, I see clear dif
ferences between the participation of 
U.S. ground troops in combat and the 
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dispatching of our Air Force planes to request is also voting to persist in our effort 
bomb supply lines, the guarding by U.S. to halt Communist aggression in South 
marines of air bases from which we oper- Vietnam. 
ate, or even the stationing. of combat Is the President stating the thinking 
paratroopers, in order to fan out from of the Senator from New York? 
the marine outpost lines and more surely Mr. JAVITS. He is not. 
guarantee American security in South Mr. AIKEN. I suppose that there may 
Vietnam. All of these activities do not be different reasons for voting to approve 
add up to a participation of combat the request of the President. Does the 
troops in the ground struggle against the Senator from New York accept the state
Vietcong. In my judgment, the line of ment that he would be voting to endorse 
demarcation is quite clear. The Presi- the mistakes of the past and the plans 
dent should, if he wishes to take that for the future if he were to vote for th:i.s 
step, come to Congress and ask for an- appropriation? 
other support resolution, and not merely Mr. JAVITS. I do not accept such a 
assume that the words used in the reso- statement. I believe that there is all 
lution of August 10, 1964, cover this the difference in the world, as I tell my 
situation. most respected colleague, between back-

Mr. President, I supported the resolu- ing up what we have involved, or even 
tion of August 10, and I have relatively the making of sufficient preparation 
little doubt that I and others would sup- should we wish to go further, and a 
port the President in an escalation of the command decision whic:1 would set 
struggle to involve ground forces, if the forces in action in a totally new way from 
matter is of such a character and the the way in which they had been used 
reasons for this action are so substan- before. 
tial that they can be submitted to Con- I do not regard a vote for the appro
gress and to the country. After some de- priation-which I propose to .support
bate by Congress, which need not be pro- as being of the same character or quality 
tracted, the people of the United States as a command decision to send U.S. com
and the President would have the feeling bat troops to participate in the ground 
of confidence which is derived from ex- struggle against the Vietcong. 
ploring a great national decision and I believe that the President should, 
arriving at a proper decision. This is our as did President Eisenhower, seek a new 
strength as a free society. We do not support mandate from Congress and, 
have the maneuverability and freedom through Congress, from the people of 
of action to make secret decisions and the country. 
suddenly launch them on the world. Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, does the 
That procedure is the kind of operation Senator from New York also feel that 
used by Communists. In some cases, it in voting to approv~ the appropriation 
is pretty useful, but, on the whole, the which is requested by the Presiaent he is 
strength which we achieve from a voting for approval of the acts of our 
maturely. considered decision in which ambassadors whom we have had in Viet
the people and Congress participate has nam for the last 3 years? 
always been found to be much greater Mr. JAVITS. I would not--
than any strength possessed by the Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think 
Communist bloc. that is an unfair question. I withdraw 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The it. Our country has not paid much at-
time of the Senator has expired. tention to the appointment of some of 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask its ambassadors. I believe that we 
unanimous consent that I may be per- should. 
mitted to continue for 4 additional It is my opinion that an ambassador 
minutes. who is to work with people and for peo-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without pie should like people. We have in some 
objection, it is so ordered. instances been strangely wanting in this 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it seems characterization. 
to me that this is the moment when we Mr. JAVITS: Mr. President, I thank 
should utilize this procedure of acting on my colleague very much. 
a support resolution, rather than reject Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
it. We should not sneak in with the use Senator yield? 
of American troops for ground combat in Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
South Vietnam. Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Sen-

The President should say to the ator has indicated his intention of voting 
country, "This is . what I want to do." for support of the requested appropria
That is what President Eisenhower did tion of $700 million. I am having some 
with respect to Lebanon, which is a com- ' difficulty in making up my mind as to 
parable situation. If President Johnson whether to support the request or not. 
contemplates this new escalation of the I have no doubt that the Senator from 
struggle in Vietnam, he should ast Con- New York did not spring to the imme
gress for a support resolution, of the diate conviction that he should support 
same character as the resolution of the request. 
August 10, 1964, to deal directly with that I should like to feel that I could sup-
new escalation. port it. However, what is the difference 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the between voting for a $700 million appro-
Senator yield? priation and voting for a declaration of 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. war? Would it not be better to be can-
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I noticed did and ask for a declaration of war? 

in the second paragraph of the Presi- Mr. JAVITS. That is the substance 
dent's message, his statement that: of what I am saying. If the $700 million 

This is not a routine appropriation. For requested is a means of backing up the 
each Member of Congress who supports this judgment of the President, or even back-

ing up a preparation to do more, if the 
national judgment should be that we 
should do more-and I would never wish 
to be hampered by the fact that we were 
not forehanded in preparation-! think 
that is very different from a command 
decision actually to involve ground com
bat troops. 

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

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to continue for 3 additional min
utes. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I respect
fully suggest to the Senator that if we 
could have that assurance from the Pres
ident-that there would be such a re
quest, if there were any desig-n to make 
that command decision--..:.then I believe 
that we should vote for ~his much. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, does the 
Senator not feel that we are actually en
gaged in a war against North Vietnam 
right now and that if we became engaged 
in war, we would send our airplanes up 
there? 

Mr. JA VITS. I would say not. I think 
the doctrine of hot pursuit in interna
tional law, and the presence of American 
forces there which gives rise to a primary 
obligation to provide them security, make 
our North Vietnamese operation such, in 
my judgment, as not to warrant being 
characterized as a state of war. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator be will

ing to tell me whether the engagement 
with the North Vietnamese and Chinese 
airplanes was a part of the hot pursuit 
doctrine to which the Senator referred? 

Mr. JAVITS. We were hotly pursuing 
the suppliers of the Vietcong personnel 
along ground routes which could best be 
reached without ground action. If we 
brought the action into North Vietna
mese territory, then I think we might 
have, for practical purposes, a different 
situation. I would not regard the North 
Vietnamese action as creating a condi
tion of war. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the 
majority leader does not object, may I 
ask unanimous consent to have 10 ad
ditional minutes? It will not take that 
long. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I close 
the colloquy by expressing intense admi
ration, as I have for many years, for the 
astute ability of the Senator from New 
York as a constitutional lawyer with 
respect to the war powers of Congress 
and the President. 

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

Mr.JAVITS. !yield. 
Mr. GRUENING. Does the Senator 

recall that the bombing of North Viet
nam followed the Pleiku incident? Does 
he indicate that was a hot pursuit course 
of action? 



May 5, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 9455 
Mr. JAVITS. In the Pleiku incident 

we actually bombarded sources of sup
ply of torpedo boats that had attacked 
our vessels in international waters. The 
precedent for that goes back to the days 
of Tripoli. I think we were on sounder 
ground there. We were on most tradi
tional grounds there. 

Mr. GRUENING. I think the Senator 
confuses Tonkin Bay with Pleiku. 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes; I meant Tonkin 
Bay. 

Mr. GRUENING. Pleiku is back about 
200 miles from the northern border. 
Pleiku is on the 14th parallel. The 
northern boundary is on the 17th par
allel. The material used by the South 
Vietnamese at Pleiku was not derived 
from the North Vietnamese, but was 
American material-a mortar-manu
factured in the United States. Is that 
hot pursuit? 

Mr. JA VITS. I agree with the Senator 
in the identification of the two incidents. 
I was thinking about Tonkin Bay. What 
I said applied only to Tonkin Bay. 

As to the Pleiku incident, that involved 
the jeopardy of American personnel and 
involved supplies-whether food muni
tions, or volunteers-to forces ~ngaged 
in jeopardizing the security of our own 
personnel. 

I do not believe the identification of 
materiel as North Vietnamese or our 
OWn represents a vital difference between 
the Pleiku incident and the general situ
ations to which the doctrine of hot pur
suit applies. 

Mr. GRUENING. The only point I 
wish to make and wish to impress on 
the Senate, following the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
that the bombing of North Vietnam was 
not hot pursuit and that the Pleiku in
cident in no way involved hot pursuit; 
that the Tonkin incident took place in 
August, whereas the North Vietnam 
bombing began the following February. 
It seems to me that the Senator used 
the Pleiku incident as a justification for 
the hot pursuit and there was not di
rect connection between it and North 
Vietnam. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague 
for his clarification. The Tonkin Bay 
incident took place in August, and the 
Pleiku incident was at another time. 

THE SITUATION IN THE DOMINICAN 
REPUBLIC 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President address
ing myself now to the situatibn in the 
Dominican Republic, it seems to me that 
we are on extremely clear ground with 
respect to the U.S. position in the Do
minican Republic so long as we are en
gaged in protecting our own and foreign 
nationals. That is a very different situ
ation from the matter of holding off or 
preventing a Communist takeover. 

It seems . to me that, in the latter 
respect, our troops should act only in an 
interim custodial capacity, as trustees 
for the Inter-American system~ Now 
that the Organization of American 
States is seized of this matter and is 

giving it consideration, it seems to me 
the answer is for the OAS to assume 
juridical authority over our troops and 
any other troops that may be sent in by 
member countries of the Organization of 
American States. The relationship of 
the OAS to United States and other for
eign forces in the Dominican Republic 
should be analogous to the relationship 
between the United Nations and the 
forces we had in Korea. 

It seems to me that even if necessity 
requires that our own Armed Forces be 
by far the most numerous, jurisdiction 
by the 01·ganization Jf American States 
is extremely important. Although 
American forces may remain under 
American command, the OAS should 
have juridical authority over them, and 
whether they stayed or withdrew would 
depend on the OAS. 

It is on behalf of the Inter-American 
system that the U.S. action was taken, 
and it is in accordance with the legal 
organs of that system, which are in
dispensible for the future of the Amer
icas, that we should continue to act. If 
we take the attitude I have described, 
namely, that the reason why we were 
forced to assume unilateral responsibility 
by sending in our troops was creditable 
because the OAS was unable to act 
promptly and we wished to prevent a 
Communist takeover, our good faith will 
be demonstrated. If the OAS does not 
take on this r.esponsibility, we shall be 
faced with a historic choice which could 
materially affect our relations with the 
other American States. If we should 
exercise our choice and say that we will 
do it without the OAS to prevent a Com
munist takeover ir.. the Dominican Re
public, it will be the first time we have 
asserted the right to unilateral military 
intervention based on a clear and present 
danger of a Communist takeover in this 
hemisphere. 

Such an important shift in this coun
try's "Good Neighbor" policy would re
quire clear justification,. more justifica
tion than we have at present; and the 
evidence to justify it is not fully in yet. 
Only as the situation develops over the 
next few days or weeks can we come to a 
clear conclusion as to whether the situa
tion presents a clear and present danger 
of a Communist takeover, and that we 
have no alternative but to stay in. 

I hope that the President will make it 
clear that our troops are there, until the 
OAS acts, in a custodial character, to 
prevent a taking over that would be ir
remediable and could not be repelled by 
the Organization of American States, 
which is the recognized authority for 
such a situation, and that the United 
States has not yet made a decision to 
proceed unilaterally. 

I do not believe we should face that 
decision until the Organization of Amer
ican States has first had the opportunity 
to declare that it will step into the situa
tion and, second, had the opportunity to 
take juridical authority over the troops, 
just as the United Nations did in the Ko
rean confiict, notwithstanding the fact 
that the preponderance of the troops 
there were those of the United States. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. JAMES. E. KIRK
LAND, MINISTER, UNION BAPTIST 
CHURCH, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
Mr. ~COTT. Mr. President, first of 

all, I w1sh to express my pride in the 
fact that the Acting Chaplain who de
livered the prayer in the Senate today 
was Rev. James E. Kirkland from the 
Union Baptist Church of Philadelphia 
Pa. Dr. Kirkland is a prominent min~ 
ister in Pennsylvania. His presence here 
an~ the moving and beautiful prayer 
which he offered are to my mind an 
event worthy of remembrance for a long 
time to come. 

I am proud of the fact that Dr. Kirk
land was here and offered his prayer. 

SITUATION IN THE DOMINICAN 
REPUBLIC 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President on the 
subject which has been discussed earlier 
I rise to express my view concerning 
Santo Domingo: First and parentheti
cally, however, I want to say that I am 
glad the President has asked Congress 
~ authorize $700 million in appropria
tions to meet our mounting military re
quirements in Vietnam. I am glad to 
have an opportunity to reaffirm my con
fidence in the policies which the Presi
dent is pursuing in Vietnam and to ex
press my support of his requests. 

As . regards Santo Domingo, I agree 
that 1t would be :fine i:f the members of 
the OAS could have acted in co.ncert last 
week, but they did not so act immediate
ly and could not have acted in time to 
prevent a disaster. The House o.f Santo 
Domingo caught fire. The United States 
unilaterally went in as a fireman to put 
out the blaze. Had we waited a matter 
of hours, in my judgment, the house 
would have burned down. 

In my opinion, we acted as we did, 
first, to evacuate American personnel 
and personnel from 30 countries alto
gether and, second, to prevent- a Com
munist takeover-. There is nothing to be 
ashamed of, or to apologize for i:n my 
opinion, in the fact that we h~ve en
larged the Monroe Doctrine by the addi
tion of a new phase or extension of that 
policy. 

I do not know of any more worthwhile 
step which the United States can take in 
the present world situation than to say 
that we will not permit the establishment 
of another Communist dictatorship in 
the Western Hemisphere. 

I would be glad to see the OAS take 
over the responsibility for restoring peace 
and order to the Dominican Republic but 
the important thing last week was to 
move when· we did move, with force, with 
strength, and with determination. 

Some columnists assert that the Pres
ident should support the restoratio11 of 
President Juan Bosch to power. This 
has no warrant so far as I can ascertain. 
It is true that Juan Bosch was legally 
elected in 1962. It is true that he is in 
exile. But it is not true that this is his 
revolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has expired. 
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Mr. SCO'IT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 3 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. If the Dominican rebels 
were really working to restore Juan 
Bosch to power, why are we now in
formed that Juan Bosch is resigning and 
a new man, Francisco Caamano, is ac~
ing as alleged President of the Republlc 
or is the actual leader of the rebel for~es? 

My conclusion is that we moved mto 
the Dominican Republic just in time to 
prevent a Communist takeover. T~e 
rebels are predominantly Commumst 
and Castroite, and their purpose was to 
create another Cuba. Had we moved as 
rapidly and effectively in Cuba as we 
have done in Santo Domingo, Cuba today 
would not be a Communist country. 
However, that goes a long way back. 

We have served notice on the Western 
Hemisphere countries that we will co
operate with them, that we prefer to 
work with them through the common 
agency of the OAS, but that where the~e 
1s not enough time for the OAS to act m 
a. rapidly deteriorating situation such as 
that found in Santo Domingo last week, 
the United States will move in on behalf 
of all the free peoples of the Western 
Hemisphere, and will gladly turn over the 
peacekeeping responsibility to t.h~ OAS 
as soon as its members are w11lmg to 
assume that responsibility. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield. 
-Mr. JA VITS. I believe that our views 

are not at all dissimilar, and I wish to 
be sure that the Senato::- from Pennsyl
vania understands me. I supported the 
President in going into the Dominican 
Republic. 

Mr. SCOTT. I am sure that the Sen
ator did. 

Mr. JAVITS. I back the President 
now in seeking to have the OAS take 
over. The only slight area of difference 
which I should like to submit to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania is that in 
view of the situation, we do not have to 
be committed absolutely, now, to saying 
what we will do if the OAS does not act. 
That could weil be another stage of 
decision on our part. 

Mr. SCOT!'. I understand the views 
of the Senator from New York. 

Mr. CLARK addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the situ

ation in the Dominican Republic as of 
now is certainly confused. I, for one, 
am not prepared-at least ~t this mo
ment-to dispute any action of the 
President in sending massive forces of 
the Army and Marine Corps to restore 
order in that troubled country, and to 
make sure that there is no danger of a 
Communist takeover. 

However, I must express grave reser
vations as to the wisdom of our present 
posture. In view of the comments 
which have been made by my two col
leagues on the other side of the aisle, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a column written by Wal
ter Lippmann which was published in 

the Washington Post within the last few 
days on this subject. 

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

OUR DoMINICAN :NTERVENTION 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The crucial point in the Dominican affair 

is that the decision to rescue Americans and 
other foreigners became almost immediately 
a decision also to stop the rebellion. The 
disorders began, said the President on 
Sunday evening "as a popular democratic 
revolution committed to democracy and 
social justice." The purpose of the revolu
tion was to restore the duly electec.. Presi
dent, Juan Bosch, who had been deposed 
in 1963 by reactionary military forces 7 
months after taking office. "But, the revo
lutionary movement took a tragic turn." 

A number of Communists trained in Cuba 
"took increasing control • • • many of the 
original leaders of the rebellion, the fol
lowers of President Bosch, took refuge in 
foreign embassies because they had been su
perseded by other evil forces, and the secre
tary general of the rebel government, Mar
tinez rrancisco, appealed for a cease-fire. 
But he was ignored. The revolution was 
now in other and dangerous hands." 

In the state of the emergency, there was 
no time for a thorough investigation of all 
the facts. President Johnson took his deci
sion to halt the rebellion on what, it seems 
to me, was the right ground. 

It was that, if the Communists in the 
revolutionary forces took over the govern
ment, the result would be for all practical 
purposes irreversible. There woulr: never be 
another election while they were in power 
in Santo Domingo. On the other hand, 
while the Bosch restoration has been halted, 
the way is still open to the return of the 
party which won the 1965 electicns. By 
acting promptly and decisively the Presi
dent has kept the way open as otherwise it 
might well have been closed forever. 

It is quite plain from the President's 
speech that the United States does not want 
to see a restoration of the old reactionary 
regime and that it does want the kinrt of 
popular democra.tic revolution, committed 
to "democracy and social justice" which 
President Bosch represents. 

It is a question whether a country like 
the Dominican Republic can find stability 
somewhere in the center between the ex
treme left and the extreme right. Cuba did 
not find this stability. There was nothing, 
it turned out, between Batista and Castro. 
Is there in the Dominican Republic some
thing between the corrupt and cruel dicta
torship of Trujillo and a Communist dic
tatorship, like Castro's, which would be far 
to the left of President Bosch? 

If President Johnson, working with the 
OAS, can help the Dominicans find that 
something in between, can restore President 
Bosch and shore him up while he carries 
through the drastic reforms which are neces
sary in order to extirpate the evils of Tru
jillo, evils that breed communism, it will 
be a bright day for the American Republics. 

We must not think it is impossible to do 
this. Mexico has found the middle way. 
There are new currents flowing in this 
hemisphere, most notably in Chile and 
Brazil. They flow toward the center. from 
the left in Chile and from the right in 
Brazil. 

Our intervention in the Caribbean island 
will, of course, be looked upon all over the 
world in the context of our intervention in 
southeast Asia. We need to consider it our
selves in this context. 

We must start from the basic fact that 
what we have done is literally forbidden by 
article 15 of the Charter of the OAS-"No 
State or group of States has the right to 

intervene, directly or indirectly, for any rea~ 
son whatever, in the internal or external 
affairs of any other State." 

How then can we defend and justify our
selves? Shall we do it on the ground that 
the United States is the global policeman, 
or the global fire department, appointed to 
stop communism everywhere? After such a 
plea the best we could hope for even from 
our best friends is that they will smile in
dulgently at our innocent self-righteousness. 
The addicts of the global and crusading 
theory should ask themselves how many more 
Vietnams and Dominican Republics they are 
prepared and able to police. 

The other ground, which is the one I take, 
is the old-fashioned and classical diplomatic 
ground that the Dominican Republic lies 
squarely within the sphere of influence of 
the United States, and that it is normal, not 
abnormal, for a great power to insist that 
within its sphere of influence, no other great 
power shall exercise hostile military and po
litical force. 

Since we emerged from isolation in the be
ginning of this century, American. foreign 
policy has been bedeviled by the utopian 
fallacy that because this is one world, special 
spheres of influence are an inherent evil and 
obsolete. Wilson proclaimed this globalism. 
Franklin Roosevelt, under the prodding of 
Cordell Hull, adhered to it against Churchill's 
better judgment. And Johnson continues to 
invoke it without, I think, a sufficient study 
of it. 

As a matter of fact, experience must soon 
verify the truth that spheres of influence are 
fundamental in the very nature of interna
tional society. They are as much a fact of 
life as are birth and death. Great powers will 
resist the invasion of their spheres of in
fluence. The Soviet Union did that in Hun
gary, France did it recently in Gabon, the 
British have always done it when the Low 
Countries were attacked, the United States 
has done it in the Dominican Republic. And, 
if and when we want to know and face the 
truth, how much of what China is doing is 
something very similar? 
. Recognition of spheres of influence is a 
true alternative to globalism. It is the al
ternative to Communist globalism which pro
claims a universal revolution. It is the 
alternative to anti-Communist globalism 
which promises to fight anti-Communist wars 
everywhere. The acceptance of spheres of 
influence has been the diplomatic foundation 
of the detente in Europe between the Soviet 
Union and the West. Eventually, it will pro
vide the formula of coexistence between Red 
China and the United States. 

Mr. CLARK. I should like to ask my 
friends on the other side of the aisle
and some on this side of the aisle
whether we have abandoned perma
nently or only temporarily our support 
for the rule of law and our determina
tion to respect solemn treaty commit
ments entered into with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

Let me quote from Mr. Lippmann's 
article: · 

We must start from the basic fact that 
what we have done is literally forbidden by 
article 15 of the charter of the OAS: "No 
State or group of States has the right to 
intervene, directly or indirectly, for any 
reason whatever, in the internal or external 
affairs of any other State." 

Mr. President, as one who believes 
deeply in the rule of law, I should like 
to listen to some of the fine consti tu
tional lawyers in the Senate give some 
justification for our taking unilateral ac
tion in moving into the Dominican Re
public without prior consultation with 
our partners in the OAS. 
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Perhaps the protection of American 

lives justified our action, but I wonder 
how "hard" is the intelligence on which 
we are relying in our basic assumption 
that a Communist takeover in the Do
minican Republic was imminent and 
could not have been prevented had we 
waited as long as 48 or 72 hours to comply 
with the procedures which we were hon
orbound under the treaty to follow. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
two extremely closely · reasoned, calm, 
and intelligent columns which were pub
lished in the New York Times this morn
ing, one entitled "Washington: The 

' Johnson Doctrine," written by James 
Reston, and the other "Foreign Affairs: 
Back to Broad Principles," written by 
C. L. Sulzberger. 

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

(From the New York Times, May 5, 1965} 
WASHINGTON: THE JOHNSON DOCTRINE 

(By James Reston) 
WASHINGTON, May 4.-The change in the 

fortunes of the Johnson administration is 
startling. At the beginning of the new term, 
less than 4 months ago, it was concentrating 
on the home front, and now it is back in the 
ruck of the cold war. 

From the war on poverty to the war in 
Vietnam, from the Alliance for Progress to 
the Marines in the Dominican Republic, from 
common action and collective security to uni
lateral military force-this has been the 
melancholy direction of events in the last 
120 days. 

So swift has been this transformation that 
it is necessary to pause and review the scene. 
At the beginning of the year, the President 
was determined not to go north in Vietnam 
but went. His principal hope was to con
centrate on the development of the Great 
Society, but he was diverted. His formula 
for unifying the alliance was common con
sultation and, if possible, common action on 
common probleinS, but now he is carrying 
greater burdens with less help from the allies 
than ever before. 

GO IT ALONE 
The Johnson way is changing the use of 

American power to a significant degree. He 
is using military power faster now. He is 
still limiting his retaliatory military moves, 
but he now seems more ready to go it alone 
than in the first year of his Presidency. 

Last year, he talked a lot about being in 
Vietnam to help the Vietnamese help them
selves; now he is treating Vietnam as a vital 
national interest to be defended at any cost. 

It is not clear whether this represents a 
carefully calculated change of emphasis, or 
merely a series of personal Johnsonian re
sponses to increased Communist pressures, 
but there is at least a change of emphasis. 

He has gone back to the Monroe Doctrine 
in dealing with the uprising in the Domini
can Republic. The basic principle of the 
Organization of American States is that "no 
State or group of States has the right to in
tervene, directly or indirectly, for any reason 
whatever, in the internal or external aJiairs 
of any other State. • • •" 

After a year of disappointing efforts to get 
effective cooperation from the allies, how
ever, the President acted first on reports that 
he faced another Communist conquest in the 
Caribbean and consulted later. 

Moreover, Mr. Johnson's long comments on 
the Vietnamese crisis today indicates that 
the Johnson doctrine is to apply the Monroe 
Doctrine not only in this hemisphere but 
in other parts of the world threatened by 
Communist power. 

The Communist aim in Vietnam, he said, 
1s to show that the "American commitment 
is worthless. Once that is done, the gates are 
down and the road is open to expansion and 
endless conquest. • • • There are those who 
ask why this responsibility should be ours. 
The answer is siinple. There is no on~ else 
who can do the job. • • •" 

This goes a step or two beyond the Tru
man Doctrine. Mr. Truman agreed that the 
United States could not allow changes in 
the status quo by coercion or subterfuge, but 
emphasized that the aid should be in con
cert with others and should be primarily 
financial and economic. Mr. Johnson seeinS 
to be saying that the United States must 
take on the burden alone if necessary. 

THE DEEPENING COMMITMENT 
This is a bold and may be a realistic ap

praisal of the problem, but it is a somber 
prospect and the Nation should be clear 
about what it implies. The administration's 
emphasis has now shifted from a revolution
ary situation to a military situation, and 
from collective action by the allies to unilat
eral military action, if necessary, by the 
United States. 

The trend in Vietnam, moreover, is shift
ing toward larger commitments of American 
ground troops, and while the offer of a 
negotiated settlement remains, the political 
commitment to fight the battle out to an 
honorable settlement, if necessary, is strong
er than ever. 

This impression may be misleading, be
cause the President 1s now talking out off 
the cuff on these delicate matters, but the 
more he talks the more he is obliged to make 
his actions fit his words, and to respond even 
more to whatever tactics and strategy the 
Communists use against him. 

STEPPED-UP ACTIVITY 
As he says, the pace of Communist activity 

is increasing. They have the power to create 
disorder, not only in Vietnam and in Santo 
Domingo, but tn many other places. In fact, 
Mr. Johnson told the congressional leaders 
that his intelligence reports indicated the 
likelihood of another uprising in another 
place this week but he didn't say where. 

If this is what we are facing the need is 
not going to be for less emphasis on common 
action by the allies to meet th·e common dan
ger but for more, for the Johnson doctrine, 
if carried out, could require more marines 
than the President has under his command. 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS: BACK TO BROAD PRINCIPLES 
(By C. L. Sulzberger) 

WASHINGTON .-During the 20 years since 
World War II the United States has elab
orated several foreign policy doctrines and 
the nub of his latest speech may yet be 
known as the Johnson doctrine. The John
son doctrine is simply that any country can 
have any kind of revolution it wants, but if 
such occurs in the Americas and has com
munistic dictatorship as its aim, hemispheric 
action is called for. For "hemispheric" read 
"United States." 

PHILOSOPHICALLY LINKED 
Such a fiat commitment resembles other 

regional commitments made under the highly 
successful Truman doctrine, which protected 
Greece and Turkey, and the highly unsuc
cessful Eisenhower doctrine, which failed to 
line up the Arabs with us against the Soviet 
Union. There is no fundamental difference 
between the policies regionally expressed in 
the Truman, Eisenhower, and Johnson doc
trines. All relate to a philosophical pledge 
made by President Truman on March 12, 
1949, when he told Congress: 

"It must be the policy of the United States 
to support free peoples who are resisting at
tempted subjugation by armed minorities or 
by outside pressures." 

The trouble comes when broad concepts 
are abandoned. Mr. Truman didn't endorse 
ideological holy wars. His promise, indeed, 
would be equally valid against aggressive 
fascism as against aggressive communism. 
Today it would apply as well to threatened 
Malaysia as to threatened South Vietnam. 

The Johnson doctrine rephrases with un
necessary ideological exactitude previous U.S. 
policy for Latin America. It errs by limiting 
its application to communistic dictatorship 
and by specifying hemispheric action. Cur
rent events in the Dominican Republic in
dicate how hard it is to ascertain that a revo
lution is indeed Communist led, and also 
how hard it is to muster swift hemispheric 
action. 

Presidential doctrines beg trouble if they 
are too narrowly precise. The United States 
essentially wants to protect its own vital in
terests and to safeguard global peace, when 
possible, by limiting or preventing any kind 
of aggression. The U.N. Charter gives suffi
cient justification for such an approach; 
there is no reason to embarrass our future 
actions by being needlessly specific. 

When General Eisenhower composed his 
final report as NATO commander he asked 
me to read it and suggest changes. I pro
posed he amend references to Communist 
threats in favor of Soviet imperialist or "out
side" aggression. Eisenhower agreed. Later, 
however, the original phraseology was re
stored. The General's advisers thought his 
report would thereby have more political 
appeal in a year when he was running for 
President. 

Our business is neither ideological warfare 
nor the rigid maintenance of any status quo. 
Our business is to protect our own national 
interests from any threat, regardless of its 
philosophical label, and to try and see that 
changes in an everchanging world are suffi
ciently controlled to avoid excessively dan
gerous explosions. We must get this fact 
straight. 

MATURING CREED 
Communism, as a creed, is maturing rap

idly. Today there are many kinds of com
munism, some of which, such as Marshal 
Tito's certainly do not seem to threaten us. 
Russia, China, Albania, Yugoslavia, Ru
mania are all at odds in one or another 
respect. In Vietnam it is not at all clear 
just what the relations are between Peiping, 
Hanoi, Moscow, and the Vietcong partisans. 

During his first years as Secretary of State, 
Foster Dulles made the mistake of condemn
ing all communism, some socialism, and even 
neutralism. Obviously it is not in our na
tional interest to publish blanket condemna
tions and to advertise blanket ideological 
commitments. 

A FLEXIBLE POLIPY 
If we keep insisting that any variety of 

communism is automatically our enemy, we 
risk two consequences. Support for our 
policies will diminish among our allies who 
have less interest than ourselves in "holy 
wars." And, still more important, such an 
inflexible outlook will push centrifugal com
munism back upon itself. It is noi; sensible 
policy to encourage quarreling opponents to 
reunite. 

Instead we should stick to fundamentals
defend our vital interests; help those of our 
friends who feel themselves threatened, at
tacked, or undermined, and work to preserve 
a peace that is always at best tenuous. Un
der the U.N. Charter, under our alliance 
commitments registered in the U.N., and 
under widely understood principles of our 
global policy, this is enough. No limiting 
precisions are required. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, let me 
say again, as I began, that I am not pre
pared certainly at this time either to 
desert the President or to fail to support 
him. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for not in excess of 3 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I hope 
very much that we can get the OAS in on 
a multilateral basis, just as we went into 
Korea, and that that Organization, with 
our help, will be able to reestablish law 
and order; and that there may be, in due 
course, a government installed in the 
Dominican Republic which represents 
the desires of the people of that country 
and not another military junta which 
would merely restore a dictatorship 
which, in due course, might not be so 
very much different from that of Dictator 
Trujillo. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I wish to move to an
other subject at this time, if my friend 
and colleague will permit me. We are 
now in the morning hour, and if any 
Senator desires time to ask me a ques
tion, I shall be happy to yield to him 
at that time. 

UNITED NATIONS PROCEDURES AND 
POWER REALITIES 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that an excellent 
speech delivered by Richard N. Gardner, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
International Organization Affairs, at 
the banquet of the American Society of 
International Law on April23, 1965, may 
be printed in the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks. It is entitled "United Na
tions Procedures and Power Realities: 
The International Apportionment Prob
lem." 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECOR::>, 
as follows: 
UNITED NATIONS PROCEDURES AND PoWER REAL

ITIES: THE INTERNATIONAL .APPORTIONMENT 

PROBLEM 

(Address by Richard N. Gardner, Deputy As
sistant Secretary of State for International 
Organization Affairs, at the annual banquet 
of the American Society of International 
Law, at the Mayflower Hotel, Washington, 
D.C., Friday, Apr. 23, 1965) 
I have always looked forward to annual 

meetings of this society with anticipation
but never more so than this year. One rea
son, of course, is the very great honor of 
participating in this evening's program to
gether with the Secretary of State. The other 
reason is the particularly timely and impor
tant theme to which you are devoting these 
annual meetings, "The Development of Inter
national Law by International Organiza
tions." 

Some people, to be sure, may have reserva
tions about the decision to devote all of your 
:meetings this year to this particular subject. 

On one side, there are those who may feel 
that the problems of international organiza
tions are not sufficiently legal to sustain the 
interest of practicing lawyers and law 
teachers. 

On the other side, there are those who m ay 
feel that law and lawyers already have too 
much to do with foreign policy, in the field 
of international organizations and elsewhere, 
and that this program of yours is hardly 
designed to keep them in their place. 

Those who hold this latter view would 
probably agree with the judgment of Sir 
Harold Nicholson, the famous British writer 
on diplomacy, that "the worst kind of diplo
matists are missionaries, fanatics, and law
yers." 

Fortunately, Sir Harold Nicolson's view on 
this subject has not prevailed in the United 
States. Since 1789, 45 out of 52 of our Secre
taries of State have been members of the bar. 
One member of that small band of seven 
who have not been lawyers-the Secretary of 
State we honor here tonight-does not con
ceal the fact that he was studying law when 
the war intervened. It cut off what undoubt
edly would have been a brilliant career at the 
bar-and it no doubt made him Secretary o! 
State several years sooner. 

My views on this subject are undoubtedly 
self-serving. I am a great believer in the 
deep involvement of lawyers in foreign policy, 
particularly in the field of international or
ganization. Those laymen who complain 
about the lawyer's role in this area tend to 
think of law as the mechanical application of 
principles found in cases and textbooks. Few 
lawyers today would accept so restrictive a 
definition of their function. Most of us like 
to think of ourselves as practicing what a 
colleague on the Harvard law faculty has 
described as "Eunomics-the science of good 
arrangements." 

It is not surprisinc that in the Department 
of State today there are many more lawyers 
outside than inside the Legal Adviser's Office. 
Several, like myself, are in the Bureau of 
International Organization Affairs, trying to 
apply "the science of good arrangements" to 
the major tasks of peacekeeping and nation
building which our country is undertaking 
on a multilateral basis. 

Together with our colleagues in the Office 
of the Legal Adviser, we have been applying 
the lawyer's skills in problem solving to some 
of the exciting enterprises undertaken during 
the Kennedy and Johnson administrations
to developing the institutional components 
for partial and general disarmament; to ne
gotiating ground rules for U.N. peacekeeping 
forces; to drafting principles for the peaceful 
uses of outer space; to establishing interim 
arrangements for global satellite communi
cations; to inaugurating a UN/FAO world 
food program; to creating a world weather 
watch under the World Meteorological Or
ganization; to launching new United Nations 
trade machinery; and to analysis of the possi
ble functions of a United Nations High Com
missioner for Human Rights. 

I 

Of all our preoccupations these last 4 years 
in the field of international organization the 
one which best illustrates the relevance of 
law and legal skills has been our effort to 
adapt the decisionmaking procedures of the 
United Nations and its family of agencies to 
take adequate account of world power 
realities. 

The Secretary of State himself called spe
cial attention to this problem in his Ham
marskjold lecture at Columbia University on 
January 10, 1964. He pointed out that a two
thirds vote could now be put together in the 
General Assembly, at least in theory, by mem
bers representing only 10 percent of the pop· 
ulation of U.N. members and 5 percent of 
contributions to the regular budget. He 
noted that the rapid and radical expansion of 
the Organization may require some adapta
tion of procedures if the U.N. is to remain 
relevant to the real world and therefore 
effective in that world. 

The reason for our preoccuption with this 
subject is obvious. The United Nations has 
grown from 51 to 114 members in the last 
20 years. A parallel increase has taken place 
in the membership of the specialized and 
affiliated agencies. U.N. membership may 
reach a total of 125 to 130 before it finally 
levels off. 

What makes this extraordinary increase in 
membership particularly significant from a 
constitutional point of view is the simul
taneous increase in the U.N.'s capacity to act. 
The United States has played a leading role 
in the strengthening of the action responsi
bilities of the United Nations system in both 
peacekeeping and development. We want to 
continue to play this role in the years ahead. 

It is obvious tha t, as the U.N. develops an 
increasing capacity to act, there will be in
crea·sing concern with the procedures by 
which this capacity is exercised. The mani
fest d isproportion between voting power and 
rea l power is now a central preoccupation of 
persons concerned with the future of the 
world organization. Unless we can find ways 
to allay the anxieties felt on this subject in 
the United States and in other countries, it 
will be increasingly difficult to use the U.N. 
in the years ahead for important tasks of 
peacekeeping and development. 

To be sure, it is important not to over
state the problem which is inherent in the 
present constitutional situation. As Dag 
Hammarskjold reminded us some years ago 
in an annual report to the General Assembly, 
the members of the United Nations may have 
equal votes, but they are far from having 
equal influence: "The criticism of 'one na
tion, one vote,' irrespective of size or strength, 
as constituting an obstacle to arriving at just 
and representative solutions, tends to exag
gerate the problem. The General Assembly 
is not a parliament of elected individual 
members; it is a diplomatic meeting in which 
the delegates of member states represent gov
ernmental policies, and these policies are 
subject to all the influences that would pre
vail in international life in any case." 

Anyone who believes that U.S. influence in 
the United Nations is measured by the fact 
that it has less than one-hundredth of the 
votes in the General Assembly fails complete
ly to understand the realities of power as 
they are reflected in the world organization. 
These realities include the fact that the 
United States is the principal contributor to 
the U.N.'s regular budget, is by far the largest 
supporter of the U.N.'s peacekeeping and de
velopment programs, and is making by far 
the largest individual contribution to the de
fense and development of the non-Commu
nist world. On U.N. decisions of vital impor
tance to the United States, the voting of other 
countries has been considerably influenced 
by U.S. views. 

Nevertheless, after these and other quali
fications are made, it remairls true that the 
present procedures do need to be improved 
in the light both of the growth of U.N. mem
bership and the growth of U.N. responsibili
ties. The last UNESCO Conference, for ex
ample, voted a budget by a large majority 
of votes which represented less than 30 per
cent of the funds that had to be raised to 
make the budget a reality. And at the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development in Geneva last spring there was 
a disturbing tendency of the 75 (now 77) less 
developed countries to use their automatic 
two-thirds majority to vote recommenda
tions for action in trade and development 
over the opposition of the very minority of 
developed countries to whom the recom
mendations were addressed. 

On the whole, the majority of small coun
tries have not behaved as irresponsibly as the 
pessimists have predicted. We hope in the 
years ahead that the "revolution of rising 
expectations" Will be matched by an "evolu
tion of rising responsiblllty." But we can
not base our participation in the U.N. on 
hope alone. Sound procedural adaptations 
can help make this hope a reality. 

The constitutional problem here involved 
is not unique to the U.N. We have some
times referred to these difficulties in the 
U.N. as the "international apportionment 
problem"-because the word apportionment 
has a very poignant meaning in our domestic 
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political life through the recent actions of 
our Supreme Court and State legislatures. 

Indeed, we are dealing here with problems· 
in the management of power reminiscent of 
those which confronted our own Constitu
tional Convention in Philadelphia nearly 200 
years ago. In Philadelphia then, as in the 
United Nations system today, the problem 
was how to reconcile the sovereign equality 
of States with the fact that some States are 
very small and other States are very large. 

The sovereign equality of states is one of 
the fundamental principles of international 
law. In the words of a famous case decided 
many years ago by the U.S. Supreme Court: 
"Russia and Geneva have equal rights." 
Article 2, paragraph 1 of the United Nations 
Charter declares that the United Nations is 
based on the principle of sovereign equality. 

The sovereign equality of states, however, 
has never meant the equal right to partici
pate in the decisionmaking process of inter
national organizations. The composition 
of the Security Council and other councils, 
the veto provision, the amendment process
these and other provisions of the charter all 
accord special privileges to certain members. 
So the structure of the United Nations from 
the very beginning recognized the need to 
reconcile the principle of sovereign equality 
with the uneven disposition of real power 
and real responsibility for implementing 
U.N. decisions. Appropriate means of bal
ancing these considerations were also incor
porated in the constitutions of the special
ized agencies. 

Quite apart from charter provisions, proce
dures have been developed over the years 
to adapt decisionmaking procedures to 
power realities. In the last several years 
this central problem has occasioned a vast 
amount of staff work in our own and other 
governments-and a considerable amount of 
discussion and negotiation in the U.N. sys
tem. 

We have explored with other nations many 
different procedures for rationalizing the 
decisionmaking process. We recognize that 
no one procedure is appropriate for all cases: 

Certain procedures may be appropriate for 
the voting of General Assembly resolutions 
which merely manifest the views of. members 
and have no binding legal effect. 

Other procedures may be appropriate when 
the General Assembly is exercising its man
datory power to assess. 

Still other procedures may be appropriate 
in specialized agencies lending substantial 
sums of money for exchange stabillzation or 
economic development. 

So our search for adequate procedures has 
been undertaken on a case-by-case basis 
with special regard for the peculiarities of 
each case. 

Before turning to a discussion of possible 
procedures, it may be useful to identify one 
solution to the problem which we have not 
considered. We have rejected the notion that 
most or all important U.N. operations should 
be subject to the "principle of unanimity." 

Specifically, we have rejected the 20-year
old Soviet demand that all peacekeeping 
operations of the U.N. should be under the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the Security Coun
cil and thus subject to great power veto. 
While recognizing that the Security Council 
has the exclusive right to initiate manda
tory peacekeeping actions that impose bind
ing obligations on states, we have consist
ently recognized the residual authority of 
the General Assembly to launch voluntary 
peacekeeping operations. We have defended 
the charter power of the Assembly to ~ssess 
the membership for such operations-while 
recognizing that in practice many peace
keeping operations can be more appropri
ately financed by methods other than by 
every-member assessment. 

Some Americans, I know, feel strongly that 
we must not expose the vital interests of 
the United States to the possibility that the 

Assembly would lay mandatory obligations 
on us against our will. Fears have been ex
pressed that the United Nations would send 
a force into some area against our political 
opposition-and make us pay for such ven
tures besides. It has been suggested that 
in the arrears issue we are trying to en
force on the U.S.S.R. and France a principle 
that we would never allow to be enforced 
against ourselves. 

There are several important points to be 
considered in connection with this assertion. 
The Congo and Middle East operations were 
launched with the acquiescence of the So
v~et Union and France. The General As
sembly has never recommended any peace
keeping operation against the negative vote 
of a big power. Indeed, the Assembly has 
only recommended a peacekeeping operation 
once, the United Nations Emergency Force, 
and this was with the consent of the terri
torial sovereign. 

The Assembly cannot, in any case, initiate 
binding enforcement action requiring mem
bers to contribute men and logistical sup
port to military operations. It has never at
tempted to do this-and there is no reason 
to suppose it ever will. Moreover, the As
sembly, indeed the U.N., is estopped by arti
cle 2, paragraph 7 of the charter from un
lawful intervention in matters within a mem
ber's domestic jurisdiction. 

Finally, in the light of the article 19 ex
perience, it is clear that the Assembly will 
be very cautious in the future in exercising 
its right to initiate and assess for voluntary 
peacekeeping operations. These considera
tions are usually overlooked by those who 
claim that the principle for which the United 
States has been contending in the article 19 
crisis is incompatible with our national in
terests. 

The argument that, if we were like the 
Soviet Union, we would not want to pay for 
peacekeeping operations we oppose, is un
persuasive for another reason: The policies 
we pursue do not lead the United Nations 
to undertake peacekeeping actions directed 
against what we see as our vital interests. 
If the United States were engaged in pro
moting the overthrow of foreign govern
ments and institutions, it would have rea
son to fear the effective implementation of 
United Nations principles. 

But, in view of what in fact American 
principles and purposes are, we have every 
reason to uphold the authority of the United 
Nations. We have every reason to uphold 
the law, as the International Court of Jus
tice has found it to be. We have every rea
son to favor impartially applying the law 
of the charter, for we have no reason to 
fear impartial application of that law. If 
we seek a world ruled by law rather than 
force, we naturally must seek to apply and 
defend the law we now have. 

In short, the United States has been pre
pared to take whatever risks are inherent in 
the principle that voluntary peacekeeping 
operations may be initiated and financed by 
the General Assembly free from great-power 
veto because we recognize a long-term in
terest in developing this means of contain
ing violence in the nuclear age. We want 
to minimize these risks, of course. but not 
at the cost of crippling the capacity of the 
United Nations to act for peace and secu
rity. 

To put it another way, we are persuaded 
of the need to protect the interests of our
selves and other large and middle powers in 
the United Nations vehicle. But we do not 
want to do this by draining all the gasoline 
out of the motor. We prefer to keep the gaso
line in-and to keep the vehicle on the road 
through the introduction of power steering. 

n 
How can power steering be built into the 

United Nations vehicle? Diplomats aud 

scholars have explored six main approaches 
to this _problem: 

1. Weighted voting 
Most public discussion of the international 

apportionment question has focused on pro
posals to introduce weighted voting in the 
General Assembly and in the conferences of 
the major U.N. agencies. 

Weighted voting exists, of course, in the 
four financial agencies of the United Nations 
system-the International Monetary Fund, 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, the International Finance 
Corporation and the International Develop
ment Association. In each of these. voting 
power is roughly proportionate to financial 
contribution. Weighted voting is also em
ployed in the main international commodity 
arrangements. where it is related to the size 
of participating countries' trade in the par
ticular commodity. Except for these finan
cial and trade arrangements, it is not other
wise employed in the United Nations system. 

But most U.N. members, while willing to 
employ weighted voting for decisions on the 
disbursement of loans or the administration 
of commodity agreements, are not prepared 
to introduce this system across the board to 
cover recommendations of the General As
sembly and other bodies. 

The obvious practical impediment to the 
introduction of weighted voting in the Gen
eral Assembly is that it would require amend
ment of the U.N. Charter-and therefore the 
approval not only of the Soviet Union, 
France, and other members of the Security 
Council, but also of two-thirds of the mem
bership of the General Assembly. In the 
present state of international relations, it 
is hard to imagine the permanent members 
of the Council and two-thirds of the Assem
bly agreeing on any formula which would 
assign different weights to their share in 
the decisionmaking process. 

The most likely consequence of pressing 
for a charter review conference to consider 
weighted voting, as some have urged, would 
be to provide a golden opportunity for the 
Communist countries and others to press for 
amendments diminishing the powers that 
the U.N. has developed under the charter 
during the last 20 years and that have gen
erally promoted the objectives of U.S. foreign 
policy. 

Even if it were possible to amend the 
charter to provide for weighted voting, it is 
not at all certain that our national interest 
would be served by the result. No system of 
weighted voting could conceivably be negoti
ated which did not weigh population as a 
major factor. It is questionable whether 
such an arrangement would suit a country 
like ours, which has only 6 percent of the 
world's population and which, together with 
its NATO allies, has only 16 percent. If pop
ulation were a primary criterion, India with 
its 450 million people and China with its 700 
million people might well end up with more 
votes than the United States. 

Of course, it is always possible to construct 
hypothetical systems of weighted voting con
genial to our interests based mainly on such 
factors ·as literacy, per capita income, and 
military power. But such systems are simply 
not negotiable--at least, not in the foresee
able future. 

The Department of State in 1962 conducted 
a study of various weighted voting formulas 
based on population and contributions to the 
U.N. budget. When these formulas were ap
plied to 178 key votes that took place in the 
General Assembly between 1954 and 1962, it 
was found that, while they would have some
what reduced the number of resolutions 
passed over U.S. opposition, they would have 
reduced much more the number of resolu
tions supported by the United States and 
passed over Communist opposition. The 
same C(:mclusion was reached in projecting 
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these formulas to 1970, having regard to 
further increases in membership. 

The results of this study reflect the fact 
that the desire for political independence 
and economic progress has put most U.N. 
members on the same side as the United 
States on most important matters-particu
larly where action is involved as well as talk. 

We have therefore concluded that any sys
tem of weighted voting taking population 
substantially into account--and, I repeat, no 
weighted voting system would be negotiable 
that failed to do this-would help Commu
nist countries more than ourselves, by mak
ing it easier for them to achieve a blocking 
one-third vote on U.N. actions for peace and 
welfare that are in the interest of the United 
States and other nations of the non-Com
munist world. 

2. Dual voting 
Dual voting-or a system of double ma

jorities-has recently been advanced by 
by some conu:ilentators as a possible answer. 
Benjamin Cohen, for example, has proposed 
that General Assembly decisions on substan
tive matters should be made in the future 
by a two-thirds majority of members present 
and voting, provided that the majority in
cludes two-thirds of the members of theSe
curity Council. 

Dual voting has two great advantages as 
compared with weighted voting: it does not 
offend directly the one-nation, one-vote 
principle; it does not require a complicated 
negotiation involving national prestige in 
which different weights have to be assigned 
to different members. 

But most members of the United Nations 
would probably feel that the introduction 
of dual voting on all substantive matters 
would require charter amendment. It is 
doubtful that a suffi.cient consensus on the 
desirability of dual voting presently exist~ 
for such an amendment to be approved. 

It is always possible, of course, that dual 
voting might be introduced in selected areas 
of U.N. decisionmaking. At the U.N. Con
ference on Trade and Development in Geneva 
last year the non-Cominunist industrial 
countries, in the closing weeks of the con
ference, proposed a system of dual voting 
for the new U.N. trade machinery. Under 
this proposal, decisions on certain important 
matters in the periodic Trade and Develop
ment Conference were to be taken by a two
thirds majority, including a majority of de
veloped countries and a majority of less de
veloped countries; in the Trade and Devel
opment Board such decisions would be taken 
by a plain majority, including a majority of 
developed countries and a majority of less 
developed countries. 

This proposal found some support not only 
among developed countries but also among 
less developed countries, some of whom rec
ognized the futility of voting self-serving 
resolutions without the concurrence of at 
least a majority of those countries to whom 
the recommendations were addressed. 

But the idea involved too great a change 
in existing procedures to gain approval at 
Geneva. And some of the Western industrial 
countries even developed second thoughts on 
the proposal-on the grounds that special 
voting procedures of this kind might caus·e 
greater significance to be attached to U.N. 
recommendations than they were prepared to 
accept. 

3. Bicameralism 
Bicameralism in one form or other is an 

approach to the international apportion
ment problem offering greater possibilities 
1n the short run than either weighted or dual 
voting. 

In its extreme form, bicameralism would 
mean treating the Security Council and the 
General Assembly as an "upper house" and 
a "lower house" and requiring that decisions 
on some or all matters would have to be 
passed by both of them. For example, the 

veto could continue to apply to enforcement 
action; but voluntary peacekeeping opera
tions and perhaps recommendations in other 
areas could be adopted by two-thirds of the 
General Assembly and by 7 of the 11 mem
bers of the Security Council (9 members of 
. the enlarged Council of 15) . 

Here again, this kind of proposal would 
probably require charter amendment. It is 
therefore not a practical possibility in the 
foreseeable future. But more tentative and 
informal steps in the direction of bicameral
ism may be possible. 

In September 1964, the United States sub
mitted to the working group of 21 a pro
posal covering arrangements for initiating 
and financing U.N. peacekeeping operations 
involving the use of military forces. We pro
posed that all proposals to initiate such 
peacekeeping operations should be consid
ered first in the Security Council. The Gen
eral Assembly would not authorize or assume 
control of such operations unless the Council 
had demoll.Sitrated that it was unable to take 
action. 

This proposal would work a change in 
present procedures. While under the charter, 
the Security Council would normally be ex
pected to consider a threat to peace and 
security in the first instance, there is no re
quirement that the Security Council should 
first consider a particular peacekeeping oper
ation. In the Suez crisis, for example, the 
Security Council met before the General 
Assembly convened in emergency special ses
sion, but it did not consider the proposal for 
the establishment of the United Nations 
Emergency Force. This proposal was initi
ated in the Assembly itself. 

A new arrangement by which proposals for 
the establishment of peacekeeping forces 
would first be submitted to the Council 
would be a step in the direction of strength
ening the primary responsibility of the Coun
cil in the peacekeeping field. It should com
mend itself not only to those members who 
are seeking to strengthen the Council's role 
but to all members who want to work out a 
rational distribution of powers between the 
Council and the Assembly. 

The UNEF, Congo, and Cyprus operations 
lllustrated the importance of getting U.N. 
troops to world trouble spots without undue 
delay. Therefore any proposal requiring 
prior · resort to the Council should contain 
safeguards-perhaps a fixed time limit--to 
avoid jeopardizing the ability of the Assem
bly to take timely action under its residual 
powers. 

Enlargement of the Security Council could 
also aid our efforts to deal with the inter
national apportionment problem through 
measures of modifiEd bicameralism. If the 
Security Council is to discharge more effec
tively its primary responsibility in the field 
of peace and security, it must be sufficiently 
representative of the U.N. membership as a 
whole to have the confidence of the member
ship. This is not possible without enlarge
ment. 

The General Assembly has approved the 
first charter amendments in the history of 
the United Nations-amendments enlarging 
the Security Council from 11 to 15 members 
and the Economic and Social Council from 
18 to 27 members. The President of the 
United States recen~ly sent a message to the 
Senate asking for advice and consent to 
the ratification of these amendments. Hear
ings will shortly commence upon them in 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

Affirmative action upon these amendments 
is clearly desirable. 

The enlargement of the Security Council 
is designed to eliminate . the contentious 
problem of sharing an inadequate number of 
seats. The new understanding for the -dis
tribution of the elective seats embodied in 
the Assembly resolution proposing the 
amendment is realistic and equitable. It 
allocates two seats to Western Eurepean 

countries and others, two to Latin America, 
one to Eastern Europe, and five to Africa and 
Asia. Enlargement should reduce the tend
ency to split terms in Security Council elec
tions and should relieve mounting pressures 
against seats now held by Western European 
and Latin American countries . 
4. Committees with selective representation 
· Probably the most promising method yet 
devised for building greater · responsibility 
into United Nations decisionmaking is that 
of committees with selective representation. 

The basic concept was provided in the 
charter provision for a Security Council with 
11 members, including the 5 permanent 
members which bear the principal responsi
bility for the maintenance of peace and 
security. The same concept is embodied in 
the charter of a number of the specialized 
agencies-for example, in the governing 
body of the International Labor Organiza
tion, the 10 members of chief industrial im
portance have permanent seats. 

Even where no specific provision is made 
for permanent seats for a certain category 
of members, elections to the executive boards 
of U.N. agencies have normally taken ac
count of the special responsibilities of mem
bers in the particular functional . area of 
cooperation-whether it be telecommunica
tions, weather forecasting, or medical re
search. Presumably this will continue to 
be true in the future as well. 

In the case of the Security Council, t:1e 
charter itself declares that due regard 
should be especially paid, in the first in
stance to the contribution of members or 
the United Nations to · the maintenance of 
international peace r..nd security and to the 
other purposes of the organization as well 
as to equitable geographic distribution. 
This provision has not received the atten
tion it deserves. It would enhance the 
effectiveness of an enlarged Council if this 
consideration could be adequately reflected 
in Council elections in the years ahead. 

The members of the United Nations have 
found committees with selective representa
tion particularly useful in the financial 
field. The General Assembly's Advisory 
Committee on Administration and Budg
etary Questions bears reeponsibillty for 
examining and reporting on the Secretary 
General's U.N. budget estimates. The 
United States has supported the effective 
operation of this small 12-man body, which 
is not merely representative of the major 
geographic groups in the United Nations, 
but also reflects comparative contributions 
to the U.N. budget. We have sought to 
strengthen the authority of similar groups 
in the specialized agencies-and we believe 
members might usefully consider the possi
bility of creating such groups in agencies 
which do not have them. 

We also favor use of a committee with 
selective representation in the peacekeeping 
field. Our working paper to the Committee 
of 21 last September proposed that the Gen
eral Assembly establish a standing Special 
Finance Committee. The composition of 
this Committee would be similar to that of 
the present Working Group of 21-it would 
include the permanent members of the Secu
rity Council and a relatively high percentage 
of those member states in each geographic 
area that are large financial contributors to 
the United Nations. The General Assembly, 
in apportioning expenses for peacekeeping 
operations, would act only on a recommenda
tion from the Committee passed by a two
thirds majority of the Committee's member
ship. 

One great advantage of the conimittee 
approach. is that it does not require amend
ment of the U.N. Charter or the constitutions 
of the various specialized agencies. The pro
posed Special Finane~- Committee for peace
keeping operations, for example, could be 
constituted under and governed by flrm rules 
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pf procedure by the General Assembly. -In 
effect, the Assembly would be adopting a 
self-denying ordinance to act only upon pro
posals first adopted in this new suborgan. 

5. Informal relations with international 
secretariats 

Informal relations with the international 
secretariats may also provide a useful ap:. 
proach. Obviously, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations and the heads of the 
specialized and affiliated agencies engage in 
a continuous process of consultation with 
the membership. In these consultations 
they naturally take account ·of the differing 
responsibilities which the members have for 
supporting the work of their organizations. 

During the United Nations operation in 
the Congo, for example, the secretariat sys
tematically consulted an advisory committee 
of countries that contributed military per
sonnel. More informally, consultation was 
carried on with key contributors of services 
and money. For example, the United States 
and other major contributors were in fre
quent touch with the Secretary-General and 
his staff in New York and with the chief of 
the U .N. Congo operation in Leopoldville. 
This was a truly international undertaking. 
At the same time, its conduct reflected the 
views of the major supporters of the 
operation. 

So far the heads of U.N. agencies have gen
erally paid close attention to the views of 
the countries with special financial and other 
responsibilities. The problem has mainly 
been the inability of these countries to or
ganize themselves effectively for the timely 
transmission of their viewpoints to the 
agency heads. 

In recent months, the U.S. Government has 
made special efforts to deal with this prob
lem. We have sought to take a longer range 
view of international organization activities 
and to develop our own position on programs 
and budgets far enough in advance so tha t 
the executive heads of the agencies can take 
these views into account at the time the pro
gram and budget is being formulated. 
. Our objective here is to put the executive 
heads of the agencies in a posit,ion to take 
into account the views of their major con
tributors early in the budget cycle before 
their proposals to the executive boards and 
conferences are frozen. This is immeasur
ably better than having them formulate their 
programs and budgets in the dark--only to 
be met suddenly at the general conference 
with the opposition of major contributors. 

During the past year, the United States 
has begun a systematic series of consulta
tions with some of the other major con
tributors in an effort to develop common 
positions on the programs and budgets of the 
international agencies. We have found this 
process of consultation very useful. As gov
ernmental positions emerge on various issues 
facing the specialized agencies, they are pre
sented informally . to 'the Directors General. 

We believe that, in the long run, this ex
change of views among governments and 
with secretariats will make for more effective 
participation by the larger contributors in 
the international organizations-and con
sequently for more realistic program pro
posals in the agencies. 

6. Conciliation 
The most recent-and perhaps the most 

original-procedural innovation in U.N. de
cision making is the conciliation procedure 
es t ablished by the last General Assembly for 
the new U.N. machinery in the field of trade 
and development. · . 

The ne3d for the conciliation procedure 
became l:!-Pparent during the United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development at 
Geneva. In the closing day's of UNCTAD. 
at which I served as vice chairman of the 
U.S. delegation, there was an encouraging 
disposition to reach a consensus on some 
subjects. But there were 'also instances 
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when the . voting bloc of less developed 
countries passed resolutions over the oppo
sition of the minority of industrial countries 
on matters involving important economic 
interests. 

Some delegates argued that this was no 
cause for concern since the resolutions were 
recommendations' only-and any resolutions 
of the new trade machinery would be rec
ommendations only. But the United States· 
and other countries pointed out that the 
currency of such recommendations would be 
hopelessly debased if they failed to reflect a 
substantial consensus among all countries
including particularly the countries bearing 
the principal responsibility for implementing 
them. 

Trade questions have traditionally been 
dealt with among nations by negotiation
not legislation. Undoubtedly, there is a 
constructive role for institutions whose pri
mary purpose is to articulate through rec
ommendations the measures which should 
be undertaken by both developed and less 
developed countries to deal with the trade 
problems of the latter. But such institu
tions can only operate through a process of 
persuasion. 

Persuasion is assisted when delegates seek 
a consensus through conciliation and express 
that consensus in resolutions. If it is not 
assisted-it may even be set back-by the 
passage of self-serving resolutions by auto
matic majorities. Public opinion in the in
dustrial countries is l~kely to react adversely 
to recommendations that are passed over the 
opposition of the industrial countries but 
call for concessions by them. 

What is wanted, in the last analysis, is not 
voting, but results. Because this was recog
nized by most delegations, a last minute 
agreement was reached at Geneva that the 
the new UNCTAD machinery should contain 
procedures "designed to establish a process 
of conciliation to take place before voting 
and to provide an adequate basis for the 
adoption of recommendations with regard 
to proposals of a specific nature for action 
substantially affecting economic or financial 
interests of particular countries." 

The task of working out these procedures 
was left to a special committee appointed by 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 
I had the privilege of serving as the U.S. ex
pert on this committee. The conciliation 
procedure which the committee devised will 
operate in the periodic Conference, in the 
Trade and Development Board, and its com
mittees. 

Under this procedure, conciliation can be 
initiated and voting suspended on any reso
lution, upon the motion of a very small num
ber of countries ( 10 in the Conference, 5 in 
the Board, and 3 in committees), or upon 
the motion of the President of the Conference 
or Chairman of the Board. 

The initiation of conciliation is automatic. 
However, guidelines are provided defining the 
kind of resolutions which are appropriate 
for the conciliation procedure. 

Following a motion for conciliation, a con
ciliation group is appointed with adequate 
representation of countries interested in the 
subject matter. If the conciliation group 
cannot reach agreement at the same session 
of the Conference or Board, it reports to the 
next session of the Conference or Board 
whichever comes first. 

If the conciliation group has reached 
agreement, the agreed resolution can be 
voted. If it has not, a decision can be taken 
continuing conciliation for a further period, 
or the original proposal, or some 'variant 
thereof, can be voted in the normal way. 

In the event that a vote is taken after un
successful conciliation, the resolution will 
cite · the report of the conciliation group 
(which may contain minority as well as 
majority views), and the records of the 
United Nations will show how the members 
voted o:h the resolution. 

These procedures offer important benefits 
to all U.N. members: 

For the minority of developed countries, 
they provide some safeguard against the vot
ing of unacceptable resolutions by automatic 
majorities, and a "cooling off" period of 6 
months or more during which efforts at com
promise can be sought through quiet 
diplomacy. 

For the majority of less developed coun
tries, they afford a means of engaging the 
developed countries in a sustained debate 
during which the developed countries ex
plain the reasons for their opposition to 
proposals of the majority. 

It is too early to see just how the con
ciliation procedure will work in practice, 
but we may hazard one prediction: The 
main value of the new procedures may be 
less in their actual use than in the subtle 
way in which their mere existence influences 
member governments in the direction of 
compromise rather than voting on disagreed 
proposals. 

m 
This catalog of procedures for coping with 

the "international apportionment problem" 
should serve to indicate four things: 

First, that the United States. and other 
countries are very much aware of the need 
to adapt U.N. procedures to take account of 
power realities. 

Second, that a wide variety of alternative 
procedures can be developed to come to grips 
with the problem. 

Third, that the most practical of these 
procedures can be put into .effect without 
amendment of the U.N. Charter or of the 
constitutions of other U.N. agencies. 

Fourth, that a great process of procedural 
adaptation and innovation is already under
way throughout the U.N. system. 

Of course, procedures in and of themselves 
are only part of the problem. What is really 
required is widespread ' recognition of the 
common interest in basing U.N. decisions on 
an adequate consensus-a consensus which 
includes the support of most of the countries 
bearing the principal responsibilities for 
action. 

Will such a rec<;>gnition be forthcoming? 
The cynic may ask why the majority of small 
countries should accept any restraint on the 
use of their voting power. The answer is 
clear enough. 

If United Nations procedures cannot be 
adapted to take account of power realities, 
the large and middle powers will increas
ingly pursue their national interests outside 
the U.N. system. 

.._.r, on the other hand, the necessary proce
dural adjustments can be carried out, the 
United Nations and its agencies will be able 
to assume increasing responsibilities for ac
tion in both peacekeeping and development. 

This is the fundamental reason why the 
important procedural adjustments now un
derway in the United Nations serve the en
lightened long-term interests of all its 
members. 

Mr. CLARK. I believe Mr. Gardner 
has made a significant contribution to 
the problem which confronts us as we 
see the United Nations failing to measure 
up to the hopes which we all had for it 
back in 1945. This contribution is par
ticularly pertinent in view of the public 
hearings which will shortly be held on 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 32, co
sponsored by 26 Senators. The hearings 
will begin on May 11 before the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 

THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there may be 
printed in the RECORD at this point a 
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column entitled "The Hidden Issue" writ
ten by Walter Lippmann and published 
recently in the Washington Post. 

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

THE HIDDEN ISSUE 
{By Walter Lippmann) 

In his press conference on Tuesday, the 
President said that "as long as aggression 
continues, and as long as they bomb in South 
Vietnam, and as long as they bomb our 
sports arenas, and our theaters, and our em
bassies, and kill our women and children, and 
the Vietnamese soldiers • • • we think that 
we are justified in trying to slow down that 
operation and make them realize that it is 
very costly, and that their aggression should 
cease. • • • The moment that this aggres
sion ceases, the destruction of their bridges 
and their radar stations and the ammuni
tion that they use on our bodies will cease." 

If this were a full definition of our policy, 
the obvious proposal to make would be an 
unconditional cease-fire. Under a cease-fire, 
all the fighting would stop, including the 
bombing in the south and in the north, and 
could be resumed only if the other side vio
lated the truce. 

There must then be a compelllng reason 
why the President has not proposed a cease
fire, even though it fits exactly the purpose 
he declared at the press conference on Tues
day. There is a compelling reason why the 
administration has rejected the proposal of 
a cease-fire and has substituted for it a pro
posal for "unconditional discussions." The 
compelling reason is that a cease-fire today 
would leave the Vietcong with the upper 
hand in the eventual negotiations with Sai
gon and Washington. It might even precip
itate a deal in South Vietnam between the 
Vietcong and the peace party. 

The truth is that the President's advisers 
have a bigger purpose than the one defined 
in his press conference. Their aim is to re
verse the existing balance of power in South 
Vietnam before the negotiations for the 
eventual settlement begin. 

This is the crux of the situation today, 
and it has to be understood in order to 
understand why there is no present prospect 
of bringing the war to an end or even of 
preventing it from becoming a wider war. 

The Vietcong and Hanoi, who have the 
upper hand in South Vietnam, will not nego
tiate unless their superiority is acknowl
edged-perhaps by a willingness on our part 
to deal with the National Liberation Front, 
which is the political arm of the Vietcong. 
And our real aim is to fight on until our mili
tary position, is as good or a little better than 
that of our adversaries. 

So we must ask ourselves this question: 
If the objective of our military effort is the 

limited one described by the President in his 
press conference, that we will cease bomb
ing if they will cease bombing, then the thing 
to do is to propose a cease-fire. Not only 
would this fit exactly the specifications stated 
by the President, but it would dispose of the 
whole controversy at home and abroad about 
stopping or interrupting unilaterally the 
American bombing raids. 

Before we make up our minds about pro
posing a cease-fire now, we have to weigh 
the consequences. The fundamental choice 
1s whether or not we must and can redress 
the balance of power in South Vietnam be
fore we cease fighting. If we do not re
dress the balance of power in South Vietnam, 
the Hanoi government is likely to have a 
dominant influence on the settlement. 

The division of responsible opinion in this 
country today is between those, on the one 
hand, who think that with more bombing 
and with more American troops the pre
dominance of the Vietcong and of Hanoi can 
be overturned-and those, on the other hand, 

who think that 1f this can be done at all, 
it can be done only at a price which, meas
ured by the American interests at stake, is 
exorbitant. 

There are those who resent, almost apoplec
tically, the idea that we are not omnipotent 
everywhere on the globe. But the sober ma
jority of our people, the-President first among 
them, have no appetite for unending and 
unlimited war in the pursuit of the mirage 
of victory. They want a decent and honor
able end to the war, decent in that the kill
ing and burning stop, honorable in that we 
do not abandon our ellen ts and friends to 
the vengeance of their enemies. 

Since we cannot win the war and keep it 
won, there are, I believe, two great forces 
which we must and can rely on when even
tually we bargain out the terms of our leav
ing Saigon. They will help us preserve the 
independence of Vietnam against Chinese 
conquest. One of these forces is our own 
unchallenged supremacy at sea and in the 
air in the Pacific and in the Indian Oceans. 
The other force is Vietnamese nationalism 
which, whether Communist or not, is deeply, 
and it would appear permanently, resistant 
to Chinese imperialism. 

Mr. Lippmann points out: 
But the sober majority of our people, the 

President first among them, have no appetite 
for unending and unlimited war in the pur
suit of the mirage of victory. They want a 
decent and honorable end to the war, decent 
in that the killing and burning stop, honor
able in that we do not abandon our clients 
and friends to the vengeance of their enemies. 

These comments of Mr. Lippmann 
quite accurately state my own views in 
this regard. -------

A DECENT HOME FOR EVERY 
AMERICAN 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, on April 
9, 1965, the Senator from New York [Mr. 
KENNEDY], and I testified on the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1965 be
fore the Housing Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Banking and Cur
rency on behalf of Senators BAYH, HART, 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, McNAMARA, 
MORSE, PELL, and TYDINGS, as well as our
selves. 

The combined urban populations of the 
States represented by these nine Sena
tors total nearly one-fifth of the Ameri
can people. In our statement we en
dorsed the recommendations of the 
Johnson administration and carried 
them still further in proposals of our own. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed at this point in the RECORD our 
joint statement entitled "A Decent Home 
for Every American." 

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

A DECENT HOME FOR EVERY AMERICAN 
(Joint statement before the Housing Sub

committee of the Senate Banking and Cur
rency Committee by U.S. Senators BmcH 
BAYH, JoSEPH S. CLARK, PHn.IP A. HART, 
ROBERT F. KENNEDY, PAT McNAMARA, WAYNE 

MoRSE, CLAIBORNE PELL, EDWARD M. KEN
NEDY, and JOSEPH TYDINGS, Apr. 9, 1965) 
We are here to supportS. 1354, the Housing 

and Urban Development Act of 1965. 
In 1949, the Congress declared "that the 

general welfare and security of the Nation 
and the health and living standards of its 
people require • • • the realization as soon 
as feasible of the goal of a decent home and 
a suitable living environment for every 
American family." 

Today, 16 years later, we are still a long 
way from our goal. The construction indus
try, assisted by a variety of Federal, State and 
local government actions, has built new and 
better housing on an unprecedented scale. 
But our population has increased; millions of 
families have changed their place of resi
dence; and much of our housing stock has 
deteriorated. 

As a result, one out of every four American 
families lives in substandard housing. Of 
the 58.3 million housing units in the United 
States in 1959, 8.4 million were deteriorating; 
3.0 million were thoroughly dilapidated; and 
4.3 million otherwise sound units lacked basic 
plumbing. By now, the figures are almost 
certainly worse. 

Nowhere has this raised greater problems 
than in the core areas of our great cities. In 
part, this is because they are old: 57 percent 
of all housing units in the central cities were 
built before 1929, as compared with 41 per
cent of all housing units outside the center 
cities; and while 22 percent of housing out
side the cities has been built in the last 10 
years, only 9 percent of city housing units 
have been built ·in that same decade. 

THE PLIGHT OF THE CITY POOR 
In larger part, it is because poor people 

have been moving to the cities. City after 
city has received waves of migrants from 
marginal and depressed areas. These new
comers-too often without the education or 
the skills to earn a living adequate to the 
high cost of city living-have crowded into 
slums every bit as crowded, unsanitary, and 
dangerous as those in which earlier genera
tions of immigrants lived. For those earlier 
immigrants, conditions improved as they 
found their place in American society. 

But the present generation of poor people 
face& barriers to advancement which are 
higher and more difficult than those faced 
by their predecessors. An advancing tech
nology requires nearly every worker to be as 
skilled, educated, and trained as were only 
a small and fortunate elite in past genera
tions. And many of the present poor are 
elderly; or are without one or more parents; 
or are the victims of discrimination. We are 
committed to removing these handicaps
and to securing decent and dignified lives to 
those who labor under them. 

That is why we passed the Civil Rights 
Act. 

It is why we passed the Economic Oppor
tunity Act. 

It is why we wm pass medicare and the 
elementary and secondary education bill. 

And it is also the reason why the Federal 
Government should now act to fulfill the 
pledge of the Housing Act of 1949. 

Families-whatever their income-should 
have access to housing which is sound and 
sanitary, has basic necessary facillties, and 
which they can afford. We think it is also 
clear that this housing should offer its occu
pants-particularly the children who live in 
it--an environment which, so far as possible, 
embodies the ideals and ways of living which 
those of us who are more fortunate would 
want and expect for our own children. 

These are general aims; they require spe
cific programs. 

In our judgment, the administration's 
housing bill, S. 1354, is a good bill. Its 
emphasis is upon housing for the poor. We 
support its passage. But there are additions 
in the bill which should be made, if we are 
to realize our goal of a decent, safe, and 
sanitary home for every American family. 

STRENGTHENED LOW-INCOME HOUSING 
PROGRAM 

Our most pressing need is more housing 
for low-income families. The Housing and 
Home Finance Agency has testified that local 
housing authorities applied for over 94,000 
public housing units last year. And were 
more units available, applications would 
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sur-ely increase; New York City. alone, for 
example, presently has on file over 100,000 
applications fr-om people desiring admission 
to public housing projects. 

Philadelphia has 100,000 families eligible 
for public housing, yet only a fraction of the 
public housing needed to accomodate them. 

We are all disappointed that the local pub
lic housing authorities have been unable to 
build the number of public housing units 
Congress has allocated. In face of this fact, 
it is difficult to argue for an increase in the 
annual contributions for public housing, 
provided in this bill, desirable as that might 
seem. 

We should take a look at why the construc
tion of public housing is going so slowly, 
when the need is so great. We believe that 
this country can and should do better. 

We should eliminate the artificial distinc
tion between clearing a site for public hous
ing and clearing a site for urban renewal. 
The act should be amended to provide the 
same writedown for the clearance of public 
housing sites as is available for urban 
renewal. 

We should also facilitate local community
Wide planning for low-income housing by 
making the local public housing authorities 
eligible for assistance under the urban plan
ning assistance program. 

We further propose: 
First, that local public housing authorities 

should be able to make use of every federally 
supported program to provide low-income 
housing. One reason for such program 
variety is simply to make more housing 
available to low-income families; obviously, 
a housing authority able to assist tenants to 
acquire housing outside of public housing 
projects has wider possibilities for effective 
action than one which must build every 
unit it wishes to offer. 

But a more important reason is that low
income housing should be distributed 
throughout the society. Tenants receiving 
housing assistance should not be collected 
1n ghettos, separated from Americans of 
other income levels. Democratic principles 
are not fo'stered by marking off those who 
accept assistance from the Government . . We 
do not segregate farmers from townspeople 
because the farmers receive soil bank pay
ments. We do not put scholarship students 
in separate colleges. We do not list airlines 
which receive subsidies on a separate stock 
exchange, or sell the goods which are pro• 
tected by high tariffs in separate stores. 
Neither should we mark off those who receive 
housing assistance to live in separate neigh
borhoods or, necessarily, separate buildings. 

This is often thought of as a problem of 
race. But as was made clear in the consid
eration of the Economic Opportunity Act, 
poverty knows no color line. Seventy-eight 
percent of all poor people in the United 
States are white. And even within the great 
urban centers, the great majority of low
income persons are white. In the very core 
of New York City, for example, the island of 
Manhattan, there are 91,800 familles with in
comes under $3,000, only 30,800 are nonwhite. 

We, therefore, applaud the amendment 
proposed by S. 1354 to section 402 of the 
Housing Act. This amendment, which would 
allow the local housing authority to pur
chase, or rehabilitate, or lease existing hous
ing for low-income use, is a firm step in the 
right direction. This excellent provision can 
be further improved by giving local housing 
authorities a clear mandate to acquire an 
appropriate participating share of any type 
of housing project in which such participa
tion would be financially feasible. It should 
be possible, for example, for a housing au
thority to share in the development of a 
22l(d) (3) project, by arrangement with the 
sponsor. It should likewise be possible for a 
housing authority to buy participating 
shares in a cooperative, or enter into advance 
lease agreements with a private builder for 

some of the rental units in a projected build
ing or development. As long as the cost does 
not exceed the cost of annual contributions 
for a new public housing unit in the com
munity, the Federal Government, the local 
housing authority, and the housing industry 
can only gain from such voluntary coop
eration. 

Further, the local housing authorities 
should be able to develop their own 221(d) 
(3) projects or use the direct low-interest 
rehabilitation loans of section 312 of the 
1964 Housing Act. We are aware of the 
fights for exclusive control of these and 
other programs that have taken place be
tween different groups. But we cannot now 
afford-if we ever could-to allow jurisdic
tional disputes to divert us from our main 
concern, which is the building of more hous
ing. We are, therefore, in favor of making 
every program available to every organiza
tion-public or private-that evidences a 
will and ability to build such housing. 

Secondly, those local housing authorities 
which have not performed adequately should 
no longer be allowed to handicap the per
formance of others. In not 1 year in the past 
10 have all authorized public housing units 
been built; over this 10-year period, well 
over 100,000 units have been reserved and 
placed under contract, but not built. We 
are informed by the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency that some of these unbuilt 
units were reserved in the early 1950's. 

Such performance denies decent housing 
for the poor; frustrates the intent of Con
gress; and leads to an underestimation of 
'the true need for public housing. We, 
therefore, urge that the bill be amended to 
provide that units on which construction 
has not begun 3 years after the initial 
reservation be returned to a general pool 
:ror allocation to localities willing and able 
to make use of them, which in the judgment 
of the Administrator are most in need of 
additional units. The waste of authorized 
units is particularly burdensome to those 
States which have the greatest need for pub
lic housing and are only restricted from 
building more by the 15-percent limitation 
on authorized units which may be allocated 
to any single State. 

Third, every Federal housing program 
should be carefully examined-and amended 
where necessary-to make more direct its 
relevance to low-income housing. Sections 
220 and 220(h), for example, have been little 
used because the cost limits per unit are 
too low for major rehabilitation of low-in
come units in center cities. These limits 
wm also restrict use of the direct low-in
terest loans authorized under section 312 
of the 1964. Housing Act when that program 
is funded. Every other program makes 
allowance for the higher cost of building in 
cities; so should rehabilitation. We, there
fore, suggest that the Administrator be au
thorized, where justified by comparative 
cost, to increase the per unit limitations of 
220 by 45 percent. 

Fourth, we further propose that private 
bodies-nonprofit and limited profit cor
porations-be encouraged to house low
income people through '\;he use of the pro
posed rent supplement program. 

Title I of the bill establishes a program 
of rent supplements for persons who are 
elderly, physically handicapped, displaced 
by Government programs, or who are occu
pants of substandard housing. The Adminis
trator of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency would enter into contracts with the 
builder of a rental unit under section 221 
(d) (3) of the National Housing Act. Under 
this contract, the Administrator would pay 
to the builder or sponsor the difference 
between the economic rent for the property 
and 20 percent of the tenant's income. As 
the tenant's income increased, the subsidy 
would decline; at the point where 20 per
cent of income .would pay the economic 

rent, the tenant would be lik~ any other 
tenant in a nonprofit or limited profit rental 
unit--paying· his own . way, able to choose 
his own residence within the limits set 
by his income. 

But as presently drawn, rent supplements 
would be available only to those whose in
comes are too high for them to qualify for 
admission to public housing. Thus it would 
help not the families with the greatest need, 
but people who, whatever their housing 
problems, are better able to deal with them 
unaided. Granting that rent supplement!i 
should be available to those whose incomes 
are above public housing limits, we believe 
that our failure to provide enough housing 
for very low income families makes it impera
tive that families with incomes below $4,000 
should also be eligible for rent subsidies. 

Making rent supplements available to low
income families will require other changes in 
the bill. These supplements, as the bill is 
now drafted, would be paid only in cases 
where the housing units are built under 
section 221 (d) ( 3) , which do not receive the 
full subsidy afforded public housing. Hous
ing built under this section should, therefore, 
be afforded the benefits of the below-market 
interest rate loans of 22l(d) (3). Moreover, 
this interest rate should be fixed at a fiat 
3 percent to carry out the original intent of 
the 221(d) (3) program. 

Taken together, the use of rent supple
ments, full use of public housing authoriza
tions, and direction of other Federal housing 
programs toward the needs of low-incmne 
families would do much to alleviate the 
current shortage of low-income housing. 
The level of authorization of S. 1354 as pro
posed could result in making available an 
average of about 200,000 low-income units 
in each of the next 4 years. This would mark 
the first concerted effort by the Congress to 
eradicate slum housing. This combination 
of programs would provide us with the weap
ons to begin to realize the basic goal of the 
1949 Housing Act. 

Moreover, our suggestions would also go 
far toward reducing the unhealthy tendency, 
now prevalent, toward the separation of 
Americans into rigid income classes. As 
drafted, the bill contemplates that tenants 
receiving rent supplements will not occupy 
all of these new housing units; rather the 
new buildings will be expected to attrac.t 
tenants paying the full economic rent from 
the outset. 

REHABILITATION 

We believe that the committee should 
make amply clear, perhaps by clarifying 
amendment, that rent supplements are to 
be used for families moving into newly re
habilitated dwellings as well as newly con
structed ones. Philadelphia, for example, 
has a vacancy ratio of 6 percent among low
and moderate-income housing. Much of this 
is located in the so-called gray areas which 
surround the heart of nearly every city. Use 
of rent subsidies to encourage the rehabili
tation of such housing can help us upgrade 
the deteriorating sections of many cities 
while providing safe and sanitary housing at 
the same time. 

One of the major factors holding back con
struction of more public housing in the 
larger cities has been the lack of sites. 
Through rehabilitation of existing housing 
we can substantially increase the volume of 
lower income housing. Lowering the in
come limitations for rent subsidies will help. 
But we also need to increase the volume of 
rehabilitation through other techniques. 
The rehabilitation grants recommended in 
this bill for those with incomes below $2,000 
are unrealistic. The upper limit for these 
grants ought · at least to correspond to the 
income limits qualifying fam111es for public 
housing. With public housing in short sup
ply we should do all we can to encourage the 
upgrading of existing housing for families in 
public housing income levels. Therefore, we 
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recommend raising the level of income which 
qualifies a family for a rehabilitation grant 
from the $2,000 in the administration bill to 
$4,000 and the maximum . grant from $1,000 
to $2,000. 

Just the other day, the House Appropria
tions Committee approved funding of the 
section 312 direct Federal loan program for 
rehabilitation which was included in last 
year's Housing Act. This is a start in the 
right direction, but that program carries an 
authorization of only $50 million-a sum far 
too small to accomplish the massive rehabili
tation of existing housing needed if we are 
to slow down the generation of new slums in 
the cities. There are at least 15 million sub
standard dwelling units in the urban areas of 
the country. Estimates by the National 
Planning Association indicate that it is going 
to take roughly three times our present rate 
of public and private investment in urban 
rehabilitation to curb the growth of slums 
over the next 20 years. Rehabilitation of · 
existing housing is one of the best and most 
efficient ways to curb that expansion of 
blight. 

In order to make a major rehabilitation 
program for the cities effective we also sug
gest that we permit rehabilitation outside of 
urban renewal areas. 

THE CITIES AND POVERTY 

We believe that one of the best ways to 
attack both the employment and the en
vironmental aspects of poverty is through 
self-help. Those out of work and living in 
substandard housing could be taught a skill 
while rehabilitating their housing if we 
were to make provision for integrating com
munity action programs under the war on 
poverty with the housing program. A com
munity action program could be prepared 
under which participants could be super
vised by experts in upgrading their own 
dwellings using Federal assistance doing 
those tasks which do not displace employed 
labor. In the process they could acquire 
useful and employable skills. Such a pro
gram was initiated in 1952 in Philadelphia 
by the Society of Friends. It was a · success. 

We suggest a directive be incorporated in 
the present bill to that end. 

NEW TOWNS 

We congratulate the administration on the 
broad-ranging concept of new communities 
that is included in title II of the bill. 
.Clearly, as our urban population doubles 
within the next 40 years, we cannot allow 
our present cities to just sprawl into the 
surrounding countryside. It now takes from 
40 minutes to an hour to reach green space 
from the center of any major city; should 
present growth patterns continue, it will 
soon take 2 hours or more. 

But as we creat~ new towns, largely self
contained-with their own industry, their 
own commerce, their own schools and recrea
tion fac111ties-we must assure that they 
house families of all income classes. Too 
many cities are already experiencing the 
problems that inevitably arise when low-in
come families are restricted to the center city 
and higher income families are encouraged to 
move to the suburbs. City after city has 
seen the downtown tax base decline as wel
fare costs rise; educational problems grow 
more difficult while the concerned and edu
cated citizens who alone can improve an 
educational system move elsewhere; and 
transportation becomes almost an insoluble 
problem as upper income workers com
mute from the suburbs to the central cities, 
while many lower income workers commute 
from residences in the city to factory jobs 
on the outskirts of town. 

If the new towns are to help solve our 
housing problems within a democratic tradi
tion--and we believe that they can-then 
they must house a representative sample of 
the American population. If the rent
supplement provisions of the legislation are 

amended to apply to low-income housing, 
builders of new towns will have no added 
financial burden in providing it; singly or 
in combination, they can form a limited
profit corporation and receive building 
money under 221(d) (3). The bill should, 
therefore, be amended to require the build
ers of a new town, as a precondition of re
ceiving assistance under title II, to provide 
low-income housing for 15 percent of the 
families who will live in the new town. 

This part of the bill should be further 
strengthened by discouraging builders from 
spreading housing all over the landscape 
without regard for such rudimentary utm
ties as water and sewer lines-a tendency 
which is the source of many a heartbreak 
for a new suburban homeowner. FHA insur
ance should be denied for any mortgage on 
housing built in areas unserved by sewer or 
water lines where the Administrator deter
mines that these services are economically 
feasible. 
REGIONAL COOPERATION IN METROPOLITAN AREAS 

Section 701, in our opinion, is one of the 
most useful sections of the Housing Act. It 
has led many communities, through urban 
planning assistance, to think for the first 
time about what the future holds. 

We have fallen down, however, in en
couraging more areawide cooperation in 
metropolitan areas. Few indeed are the 
urban areas of the country where any official 
form of metropolitan government exists
or even an areawide planning commission, 
for that matter. 

To encourage greater metropolitan cooper
ation we must extend assistance to the level 
where it counts-the councils of elected offi
cials representing all the local jurisdictions 
in metropolitan areas. There are many such 
organizations throughout the country
around Seattle, Baltimore, Detroit, New York, 
Washington, and Philadelphia, to name but 
a few. Section 701 planning assistance must 
be made available to such groups to help 
them develop the forms of metropolitan 
cooperation needed to cope with increasingly 
complex regional problems. With Federal 
seed money, many of these councils of 
elected officials will move their metropolitan 
areas toward more cooperative and produc
tive intergovernmental arrangements to cope 
with areawide problems. 

OPEN SPACE 

One of the major concerns of a metro
politan region is preserving open space and 
conservation areas before they are all irre
trievably lost to metropolitan sprawl. 

There are currently two programs to help 
acquire such areas: the open-space program 
in the Housing and Home Finance Agency 
providing 20- to 30-percent grants to local 
communities and the land and water con
servation fund administered by the Depart
ment of the Interior, which offers 50-percent 
grants-a sum expected to exceed $30 million 
this year. 

From the point of view of most metro
politan areas the land and water conserva
tion fund is a more desirable source of assist
ance because of the larger grant ratio. This 
the administration bill attempts to meet 
halfway by asking for 40-percent grants for 
the open-space program. It should ask for 
at least 50 percent to make the two compa
rable. 

But we have discovered that the Bureau of 
the Budget has drafted an executive mem
orandum which effectively denies use of the 
land and water conservation fund in metro
politan areas unless less than 50 percent of 
a conservation area is within the metro
politan area. We supported that vital bill 
because it seemed to be the best vehicle for 
getting the open areas we need close to the 
population. This proposal of the Bureau of 
the Budget would completely frustrate that 
intent. The fund should be fully available 
to the metropolitan areas-not excluded 

from them. We hope this committee will 
not only increase the level of grants avail
able under the open-space program to 50 
percent, but also express itself strongly on 
the question of the availability of land and 
water conservation fund money to metro
politan areas. 

ADEQUATE FUNDS FOR URBAN RENEWAL AND 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

We are well aware of the criticism that 
has been aimed at urban renewal in recent 
years. Some of that criticism is justified, 
particularly with regard to our failure ade
quately to rehouse the poor. But many of 
the arguments have been based on inade
quate statistics and faulty arguments. Cer
tainly we should acknowledge the failings of 
our urban renewal programs. But we cannot 
afford to slacken our efforts to rebuild the 
physical and economic base of our cities 
through commercial and industrial renewal. 

Cities all over the United States have pre
pared long-range workable programs to re
habilitate their commercial, industrial, and 
residential areas. Those plans extend 15 or 
20 years into the future. Through Federal 
assistance we encouraged the preparation of 
those plans. 

The present bill, however, would cut back 
the Federal commitment to urban renewal. 
The bill calls for expanding programs with
out providing an expanding authorization. 
Every year more communities come into the 
urban renewal program. It costs more-not 
less-to renew and preserve historic build
ings, architectural treasures, and the charm 
of old neighborhoods. It costs more-not 
less-to preserve rather than destroy beauty. 
Federal authorizations for urban renewal 
should be expanding with the need for it in 
the cities. We believe that the capital grant 
authorization in the administration bill 
should be raised to at least $1 billion per 
year. 

We also believe that the $100 million re
quested for community public works is too 
small a sum to meet the chronic need in 
most cities to eliminate obsolescence of com
munity facilities. There are now on file ap
plications from local communities for at least 
$750 million in community public works. 
We believe that Congress should provide an 
authorization more in line with this need. 

In his state of the Union message, Presi
dent Johnson said: "We do not intend to 
live-in the midst of abundance-isolated 
from neighbors and nature, confined by 
blighted cities and bleak suburbs, stunted 
by a poverty of learning and an emptiness 
of leisure." 

We believe that the programs recom
mended to Congress this year by the Presi
dent will go a long way toward eliminating 
the poverty of learning and the blight of 
idleness which affilcts millions in our cities. 

We believe this housing bill can do much 
to rid us of the physical blight which affiicts 
city and suburb, too. 

That is why we support its passage. 
But it is also why we believe it must be 

amended as we have suggested. For more 
than 50 years, the great cities of America 
have willingly shared their wealth with the 
rest of the Nation. They will continue to 
do so. 

But if they are to continue as viable cen
ters of industry and commerce, enlighten
ment and entertainment-for the entire Na
tion-they need our help. Their contribu
tions to all America have earned that help. 

And we shall all be the richer for their 
prosperity. 

THE SITUATION IN THE DOMINICAN 
REPUBLIC 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if my col
league from Pennsylvania will obtain 
some time, I shall be glad to yield to him 
if he wishes to ask me some questions. 
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Mr.. SCOTT. .Mr. President, my col

league made some comments earlier in 
connection with which I should like to ask 
him a question or two. He has quoted 
from his favorite columnist, which quota
tion appeared to express the feeling of all 
Americans, namely, that we should not 
invade each other. I am not sure 
whether the Senator is arguing that we 
have no right to go into the Dominican 
Republic to protect our citizens and to 
save them from being killed. 

What would the Senator's answer be if 
we were convinced that the withdrawal 
of American forces from the Dominican 
Republic would mean the establishment 
of a Communist dictatorship in that 
country? Would the Senator, under 
those circumstances, favor a withdrawal 
or would he not? 

Mr. CLARK. Of course not. But I 
think my friend is indulging in some of 
his well-known wishful thinking. He is 
very apt at seeing a · Communist under 
every bed. 

Mr. SCOTT. My feeling is that the 
Dominican Republic should remain free. 
The Senator has given the impression 
that we have no right to go in there to 
protect our citizens. He asked, What 
right have we to go in there? He has 
given the impression that we have no 
right at all to go in there. Do we have a 
right to go in there to save American 
lives, or do we not? Am I right or is 
Walter Lippmann right? 

Mr. CLARK. Generally speaking, or 
99 times out of 100, Walter Lippmann is 
right, and my colleague is wrong. 

Mr. SCOTT. In that case, all I can 
say is, God save the Union. 

Mr. CLARK. I am prepared to stand 
on the statement I made on the :floor a 
short time ago. I commend my distin
guished colleague for his great ability, 
evidenced here not for the :first time, to 
wrap the American :flag around himself. 

Mr. SCOTT. The flag is a good deal 
safer covering than a series of columns 
written by Mr. Lippmann, whose record 
for being wrong is unsurpassed in the 
American press. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

THE SAD STATE OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA'S WELFARE PRO
GRAM 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, an 

article from the Washington Post of 
Sunday, April 18, on the terrible poverty 
facing many District residents and the 
way in which school services are used to 
meet the problem. The article tells the 
tragic story of a little :first grade child, 
Freddy Joyner, who ran home at lunch
time every day to share his free school 
lunch with the two youngest children in 
the family. One day he did not return 
to school. A truck smashed into the 
little boy on . his errand of help to his 
little brother and sister. It killed him. 

The article goes on to indicate the 
many services that the Harrison elemen
tary school staff is performing for stu
dents and parents who just cannot make 
ends meet. Washington, as this Nation's 
Capital, should be a showplace of the 
latest and best in Federal welfare pro-

.grams. It is uniquely a responsibility of 
the Federal Government. Those who 
object to Federal control of States 
through Federal aid programs should be 
more than willing to see such programs 
applied in the District of Columbia. It 
is an ideal spot for pilot projects---the 
very Federal agencies conducting these 
projects are, in 99 cases out of 100, lo
cated in the District. 

Yet what is the reaUty? The principal 
of an elementary school must provide 
shoes and fuel oil to parents and chil
dren. She must dispatch the school's 
janitor to help a family in need and call 
the Salvation Army for blankets. The 
school secretary must keep a close watch 
for needy children and give out sociks, 
underwear, and pajamas to those too 
proud to ask for a handout. Education 
suffers, but after all as Marguerite Sel
den, principal of the Harrison school, 
says "We have got to satisfy physical 
needs before we can feed their brains." 

I hope that all Members of the Senate, 
but especially the members of the Dis
trict of Columbia Subcommittee of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee will 
read the article, which I am inserting at 
the end of my remarks. We can do 
something about the sad state of the Dis- · 
trict's welfare program. We must do 
more than we have. A :first step is to 
provide aid to dependent children of un
employed parents and eliminate the 
"man in the house" rule. How many 
Freddy Joyners will there have to be 
before we take this elementary step? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE VANISHING LUNCH: IN THE HARRISON 

SCHOOL AREA A MIDDAY BITE SoMETIMES 
HAs To Go A LoNG WAY 

(By Gerald Grant) 
First grade is a rather early date to begin 

fending for younger brothers and sisters, 
but Freddy Joyner did. 

The 6-year-old boy was given a free lunch 
every day as part of the program for needy 
children at the Harrison Elementary School. 
But instead of eating it at school as he was 
supposed to, he sneaked home to share it 
with the two youngest children in his family. 

The teacher in charge of the lunchroom 
thought he was eating it in his classroom. 
The first grade teacher thought he was in the 
lunchroom. 

Last month, Freddy was killed, crushed be
neath the rear wheels of a truck that hit 
him at 14th and U Streets NW. He was 
running home with the lunch. 

Freddy's story was told last week by Mar
guerite Selden, principal of the Harrison 
School at 13th and V Streets NW., who in
vestigated after Freddy's death. She said 
that the day after Freddy was k111ed, teachers 
saw his two older brothers, Arthur and An
thony, putting on their coats and getting 
ready to take their lunches home, too. The 
teachers stopped them. 

CRISIS UPON CRISIS 

The school tried to help the Joyner family 
by providing food and clothing, and the 
family now is on public assistance. Mrs. 
Selden regards Freddy's tragic death as a 
bitter defeat in the school's struggle to cope 
with the oppressive poverty in which so many 
of her pupils live. 

Mrs. Selden estimates that at least 150 
children in the school are part of families 
whose existence is "one crisis after another." 
Some children who stay home from school 
because of illness come in at midday for the 

free school lunch. Sometilpes, Mrs. Selden 
said, preschool children come seeking extra 
lunches, and if there are any, they get them. 

To give children a fighting chance to 
learn, Mrs. Selden has found it neces.sary to 
spend as much time in social work as in 
educational administration. 

The closet in her office is stocked with 
bags of clothing, soup crackers, and other 
food. While nearly a fifth of the school par
ticipates in the needy lunch program, many 
do without breakfast. 

A mother who was evicted has her furni
ture stored in the school basement. A sec
ondhand washing machine donated by the 
Junior League gets heavy use from Harrison 
mothers who all are free to use it. 

Mrs. Selden's station wagon was used by 
the school janitor to pick up free bedding 
for a mother whose children were coming 
home from Junior Village. 

STOMACHS COME FIRST 

Thus Harrison is viewed as half social 
agency and half school by many parents. 

"We've got to satisfy physical needs before 
we can feed their brains," Mrs. Selden said. 
"I've told Miss Lyons (Edith A. Lyons, head 
of District of Columbia elementary schools) 
that I might have a parent or family staying 
here some night. It hasn't come to that yet, 
but it may." 

The unusual commitment Mrs. Selden has 
made to welfare services in her school con
trasts sharply with the view of traditional 
educators who go by the book. They feel 
that schools should assume few, if any, non
teaching functions. 

But Mrs. Selden is on the side of those who 
argue that the responsibility of educators 
toward children does not end at the school
house door. She believes that schools must 
reach out into the community and work 
closely with other social agencies in meeting 
children's needs. 

SOCIAL WELFARE CENTER 

I visited Harrison one day last week seek
ing a routine story on the reading program. 
But as I sat in Mrs. Selden's office trying to 
interview her, we were constantly · inter
rupted. She received a phone call from a 
parent about to be evicted, helped a mother 
who wanted to reclaim her family at Junior 
Village, arranged with the family rehab1lita
tion storage center to provide bedding for 
three families and asked a child if the land
lord had provided hot water · and rid her 
mother's apartment of rats (yes on the water, 
no on the rats). 

I found myself in the midst of a social 
welfare agency and put aside the reading 
program story for another day. 

Mrs. Selden also talked to a mother who 
was working on a parental self-help clothing 
project, dispatched the janitor to help a 
family in need and called the Salvation Army 
for blankets. 

The night before, she had been at the 
school until 6:30 p .m. while the mother whose 
children were returning from Junior Village 
washed clothing for them in the school wash
ing machine. 

On her desk was a manila envelope con
taining the names of 17 families for which 
in recent months the school had provided 
everything from shoes to fuel oil out of its 
emergency fund. The fund is financed by 
contributions from Urban Service Corps vol
unteers, the Junior League of Washington, 
and the Philip Stern Foundation. 

The emergency program has been under
way with food and clothing for 3 years and 
last December supporters began donating 
money-about $500 so far. Some other 
schools in washington have similar emer
gency programs. 

In the past year, Mrs. Selden estimates that 
more than 150 children have been furnished 
with clothing and other necessities out of 
the fund. 



9466 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 5, 1965 
Eloise Newman, the school secretary, keeps 

a close watch for needy children who are too 
proud to ask for a handout. Mrs. Selden 
drew a pair of socks from her drawer that 
were nothing but threads beyond the heel. 
Yet Miss Newman had seen a boy wearing 
them rather than ask for new ones. 

Miss Newman said that clothing was given 
out almost every day during the winter. 
"When it gets cold, we never have enough 
shoes and socks. Underwear and pajamas 
are hard to get; you almost have to buy 
those new." 

Mrs. Selden feels that the school's · efforts 
are far from adequate. "There are 402 agen
cies listed in the Health and Welfare Coun
cil's handbook, and I've called most of them," 
she said. 

She complained that few groups are ready 
to provide emergency aid and spend too much 
time in telling you "what other agency 
should do it." 

There is no place a hungry child can be 
sent for a meal, nor even a barrackslike 
facility to house evicted families for the 
night. 

She said she called 14 agencies in an un
successful effort to help one desperate fain.
ily. A teacher who went to visit the home 
of a troubled child found the mother living 
in a single room with seven children. The 
parents were separated. 

"It was terrible," reported the teacher, Mrs. 
James Walker. "There was only one bed and 
the children slept in rags on the floor. All 
the food they had Was a 5-pound bag Of 
cornmeal and a tin of lard." 

The school's emergency fund and contribu
tions of the teachers kept the family going 
for the 6 weeks it took the Welfare Depart
ment to determine the mother's eligibility 
for aid, Mrs. Selden said. 

Asked about such a delay, Albert P. Russo, 
deputy director of the Department's family 
and children's services, said that the process
ing should not inordinately delay applica
tions. 

Russo agreed, however, that emergency 
financial assistance was a "serious commu
nitywide problem" and noted that the Health 
and Welfare Council had recently set up a 
committee to work on it. 

Mrs. Selden is pushing a proposal that she 
has submitted to the United Planning Or
ganization, the local antipoverty coordinat
ing agency. The proposal, called the mul
tiproblem family project, would provide co
ordinated services to families in the neigh
borhood. 

Harrison is p~ of the city's Cardozo area 
model school system, an experimental effort 
to raise the levels of achievement in 18 in
ner city schools. 

But Mrs. Selden questions how an aca
demic breakthrough cari be achieved when 
social problems continue to cripple children's 
learning potential. 

She lauded some of the educational in
novations that were underway at Harrison. 
But she asserted that the marriage of edu
cational and social services in the Cardozo 
area school system just hadn't taken place. 

The United Planning Organization's long
range approach of giving poor people the edu
cation and job training they need to climb 
out ot poverty is sound, she said. 

But she. argued that at the same time, 
greatly increased attention needs to be paid 
to physical and social needs of the children. 
"Education is the answer. But we have to 
feed kids while we're educating them," she 
said. 

CRISIS IN THE DOMINICAN 
REPUBLIC 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, upper
most in the minds of Americans has been 
the crisis in the Dominican Republic. i 
am proud of the firmness in which Pres1-

dent Johnson has acted in this matter. 
I am proud of the very prompt manner 
in which he has acted. The firmness 
and the promptness-the lack of vacilla
tion-is something that has too long and 
too often been missing in our handling 
of international crises. 

We have been too concerned about 
being criticized by some if we acted 
firmly and promptly and so we have had 
a tendency to wait and see which way 
the international wind was blowing be
fore finally making a decision. Even 
then we seem to have made difficult de
cisions only when they were thrust upon 
us-and by the time we did make the 
decisions, if it was not too late then it 
was almost too late and much damage 
had been done. 

As a result increasingly our world 
image became that of a timid giant 
grown soft with the highest standard of 
luxury in the world-that of a paper 
tiger. This literally invited trouble for 
us throughout the world. If the United 
States was afraid to act firmly lest it be 
accused of improper motives, then our 
enemies had greater courage to cause 
more and more trouble for us. 

There are two very important things 
to remember in this present crisis. Both 
of them pertain to Communist strategy 
and tactics. It is Communist strategy to 
continually nibble away-to grab little 
by little or as much each time as the 
Communists could without provoking the 
American giant into a decision to stand 
and a decision of firmness. With that 
Communist strategy has been the Com
munist tactic to take over a country by 
supposedly supporting and joining, with
out clearcut identification, a popular 
movement or rebellion in a country-and 
wait until after the rebellion had suc
cessfully overthrown the government and 
then step in and, through agents placed 
in key positions of the rebels, take over. 

We have seen that happen time and 
again. We saw it happen just 90 miles 
from our shores-in Cuba. By the time 
we acted on CUba it was too late as the 
Communists took over the rebellion 
leader Castro. 

We vacillated on the Bay of Pigs and 
the result was a shambles and probably 
the lowest point of the United States in 
its entire history. By that vacillation 
Khrushchev was encouraged enough to 
make his boldest move against us and 
under our very nose in our own backyard 
set up a Communist missile base to zero 
in on us-to make Cuba an island of mis
sile launches against the United States. 

And at long last we stood up to a de
cision of firmness--but it was almost too 
late-for Khrushchev almost got away 
with it. There were two grave dangers 
in our vacillation that invited this bold
ness on the part of Khrushchev. 

The first danger was to our national 
security and our being at the mercy of 
Russian missiles in Cuba. The second 
danger was that we so acted as to let the 
enemy miscalculate our will and our 
courage-and to cause a miscalculation 
by the enemy that could have caused a 
nuclear war. 

It did cause a nuclear confrontation 
and if Khrushchev had not backed down 
and had made a second miscalculation it 

would have resulted in nuclear war. But 
we stood firm at long last and he backed 
down. The tragedy is that once having 
forced Khrushchev to back down in the 
face of our firmness, we again resorted 
to a policy of vacillation and relaxed that 
firmness-and we did not insist upon 
what we originally demanded in the 
showdown-an on-site inspection in · 
Cuba. 

Because we did not, the Communists 
have now the courage to try to take over 
the Dominican Republic under the same 
old Communist strategy of nibbling 
away-and under the same old Commu
nist tactic of supporting, joining-and 
then taking over the rebellion. 

But this time we did not vacillate
and that is why I am so proud of Presi
dent Johnson. For as he told the Amer
ican people-and the world-this past 
Sunday night, the United States stepped 
in not only to protect its citizens, whose 
lives were threatened by the Communists 
in the Dominican Republic, but also 
because the Communists had taken over 
the rebellion and we would not permit a 
second Communist country in the West
ern Hemisphere and so near our shores 
to threaten our national security as well 
as peace in the Western Hemisphere. 

Promptly and firmly, President John
son put his foot down against a second 
Cuba in the Western Hemisphere. He 
did not vacillate-he did not walk away 
from a difficult decision-and he did not 
wait until too late with too little. 

My assistant, Bill Lewis, in his Reserve 
activity with the Air War College, has 
written two remarkable pieces that bear 
on this crisis and bear repeating excerpts 
from, to you. I found both of these pieces 
to be sufficiently meritorious to place in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. And With the 
events of the past 2 weeks, I am all the 
more gratified that I placed these pieces 
in the RECORD. On September 7, 1962, I 
placed his piece entitled "The United 
States Versus the Sino-Soviet Bloc in 
Latin America" in the RECORD-and on 
May 1, 1963, I put his piece entitled 
"Anatomy of Decision" in the RECORD. 
The latter has proved to be quite pro
phetic 2 years later for it envisaged a 
Communist takeover of the Dominican 
Republic. I would like now to read ex
cerpts to you from these pieces. 

I read first from his piece on the "Unit
ed States Versus the Sino-Soviet Bloc in 
Latin America" and I quote: 

We seek to keep Latin America from falling 
into the Sino-Soviet camp. The Communists 
hope to fan the emotional hunger of the 
masses for independence and nationalism 
into revolution ultimately prostituted into 
a Communist takeover. They seek to expand 
their Cuban beachhead through exportation 
ot Castroism. 

We recognize that social and economic re
form-land, tax, and political reform-are 
inevitable in Latin America. But our objec
tive is to achieve these inevitable changes 
through orderly revolution. And that order
ly revolution has its price. 

The price is compromise between the clash
ing factions of Latin America. Therein 
exist the greatest complexities and difficul
ties for us. They make a balanced program 
of action mandatory. They rule out an "all
eggs-in-one basket" approach. 

They require that, while we must give en
couragement and support to the non-Com
munist reforms, we must also reason with the 
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ruling landed aristocracy on the inevitable 
changes and adjustments that face them. 
They require that, while we must give full 
support to the Alliance for Progress program 
with its economic and social aims, we can
not abandon our military assistance program 
to Latin America. 

They require that, while we must discour
age military incursions into government con
trol and withhold support from military dic
tatorships, we must maintain our military 
friendships and understanding at the highest 
effectiveness for the military is the most 
stabilizing force in Latin America. It gives 
the greatest hope for our maintenance of 
"the desperately needed stability in the longer 
evolutionary process-and our greatest bul
wark against Communist revolution. 

They require that, while, in the Good 
Neighbor policy and the Organization of 
American States, we wisely discarded uni
lateral intervention by one country in the 
affairs of another in this hemisphere, we 
must not permit our membership in the Or
ganization of American States to so "strait
jacket" our security policy that we cannot 
face and act on the fact that situations do 
arise in some nations, which are adverse to 
the security of others. 

They require that, while we should avoid 
"rattling the saber" at Castro, and thus im
pairing our relations with other Latin 
American nations, we must stand up to him 
and avoid repetition of the timid, half
hearted attempted straddles like the dis
astrous invasion failure, if we are to retain 
the respect and confidence of the "Latinos." 

For the easing, if not curing, of our Latin 
American ills, I recommend a rebuilding at 
a. U.S. image of will and determination with 
the hemispheric leadership that the "La
tinos" expect and demand of us to recoup 
the respect and confidence so gravely lost 
in the past decade. 

The United States has put most of its 
Latin American eggs in one basket of the 
Alliance for Progress. Yet, in all realism, 
we cannot expect the Alliance for Progress 
by itself to win Latin America to our side. 
As a structure of good will, friendship, and 
greater ties between the United States and 
Latin America, it is no stronger than the 
foundation upon which it is built. 

In this instance, the current foundation is 
extremely weak and has been dangerously 
undermined by our tragic record on Castro-
climaxed by the unsuccessful invasion that 
dangerously eroded what remaining respect 
the "Latinos" have for us. That foundation 
must be rebuilt with solid, concrete footings 
of a. sturdy and rich mixture of the cement 
of respect and the sand of courage and con
fidence. 

Before quoting from the other piece, 
I want to say that I think that in the 
past week President Johnson has started 
erecting such a solid foundation. 

The other piece that I put in the 
RECORD, "Anatomy of Decision" was a 
fictionized study of the executive deci
sion process in an international security 
crisis. It envisaged a Communist take
over of the Dominican Republic and 
Haiti and related a hypothetical case of 
the President's process with his National 
Security Council of deciding what to do 
about the crisis. 

What would be of greatest interest to
day about that piece is. that the strong 
man in those discussions was the 
hypothetical Vice President Jim Landon. 
This is what he said in the fictionized 
"Anatomy of Decision" and I now quote: 

It ts about time that we shed our seeming 
timidity and took on a posture of courage-:
our image in Latin America and the world 
has been weakened far too much by our past 
caution. 

I think the worse decision t h at we could 
m ake now would be the decision to do 
nothing-to take a cautious wait-and-see 
decision and to hope for the better. 

Such were the words of the hypotheti
cal character that Bill Lewis created in 
his "Anatomy of Decision" more than 2 
years ago. What a marked resemblance 
between the then fictitious Jim Landon 
and President Johnson. 

If the great Edward R . Murrow were 
alive today, I am sure he would smile 
with satisfaction with his 1963 appraisal 
of Bill Lewis' piece of "Anatomy of Deci
sion," when he stated that Bill "should 
have a medal" for it. 

THE NEW McCARTHYISM 
Mr. GR~NING. Mr. President, in 

the Washington Star of May 4, 1965, 
Doris Fleeson commented cogently on 
the new sickness sweeping· the Nation. 
She calls it "New McCarthyism.'' It is 
a more sophisticated McCarthyism, 
which brands as appeasement any point 
of view-any deviation, however slight, 
from the "official line" concerning our 
involvement in Vietnam in an unde
clared war, even though the ''line" at
tempts to change facts. 
· As Doris Fleeson wrote: 

Before the wellsprings of public discus
sion are further damaged or dried up, the 
Johnson administration urgent!;) needs to 
recognize that there is no point in trying 
to win the world while doing irreparable 
injury here at home. 

To paraphrase Doris Fleeson: What 
shall it profit a man if he gain the whole 
world, but loses his own soul? 

I ask unanimous consent that Doris 
Fleeson's article in the Washington Star 
of May 4, 1965, be printed in full in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

NEW McCARTHYISM HELD ARISING 
(By Doris Fleeson) 

A sickness like McCarthyism is stirring 
again in this country. Each new period of 
tension in the cold war seems to arouse a 
latent paranoia in our national makeup. 

The quagmire of Vietnam has once more 
unleashed all the insecurities, frustrations 
and overreaction to which this Puritan Na
tion is heir. The Dominican civil war which 
again finds U.S. marines in Latin America 
under the slogan "no more Cubas" aggra
vates the problem. 

The domestic reverberations of foreign pol
icy are too little noted. A common fallacy 
exists that our course in the world must be 
decided solely on the basis of external events, 
as though the consequences at home are ir
relevant. 

That may have been plausible in a simpler, 
earlier era. But the lessons of the cold war 
are to the contrary, as are the warnings of 
nuclear warfare and ICBM's. 

On the domestic front the new McCarthy
ism is clearest in the ugly accusations of 
appeasement being hurled with gathering 
intensity by self-styled hard-liners against 
those who urge alternative policies. A fla
grant example was Senator RussELL LoNG's 
appeaser-and-beatnik demagoguery last week 
before the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Sen
ator LoNG is second in command of the Dem
ocratic Senate majority. 

Also coming back in vogue a ~e the con
spiratorial theory of history and the illusion 

of American omnipotence and omniscience. 
Pavlovian reflexes to the word "Communist" 
are being played on with increasing fre
quency by Government sources and colum
nists who know better. 

The State and Defense Departments have 
become so preoccupied with their domestic 
propaganda campaigns that they now play 
down the h istoric splintering of the Commu
nist bloc during this decade. It is tragic that 
they are doing so little to exploit that dis
array. 

Secretaries Rusk and McNamara have per
sonally led the drive to stifle public discus
sion of their policies. Both have recurrently 
intim ated that their critics are somehow less 
sensible and dedicated to the Nation. 

The most m arked difference between the 
old McCarthyism and the explosive new cli
m ate overtaking the country is that this time 
impor t;ant p arts of the executive branch have 
join ed, if not started, the chorus of abuse and 
the effort to smother debate. 

Among Washington officialdom only Presi
dent Johnson has said of late that he wel
comes honest, forthright discussion of U.S. 
policy abroad. 

Unfortunately, instead of bringing about 
the national unity that the President seeks, 
the lo3.ded semantics and propaganda dis
tortions of some of his chief advisers and 
supporters in the press are only inflaming 
the divisiveness he wants to avoid. 

The country is now further from a con
sensus on foreign policy than it was just a 
few months ago. The ones who talk loudest 
about America's global responsibilities are 
the first to indulge in the homefront irre
sponsibilities of name calling, misstatements 
of fact, and attempts to swamp debate. 

News management in the Nation's Capital 
is currently more deliberate and sweeping 
than it ever was during World War II or the 
Korean period. 

Before the wellsprings of public discussion 
are further damaged or dried up, the John
son administration urgently needs to recog
nize that there is no point in trying to win 
the world while doing irreparable injury here 
at home. 

COLLEGE EAVESDROPPING 
- Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
our investigation of wiretapping and 
eavesdropping has turned up some pretty 
unusual material. We have discovered 
a variety of Federal agencies that use 
the most elaborate electronic gear to bug 
such vicious criminals as Kansas City 
schoolteachers and Long Island vitamin 
manufacturers. 

We are learning more and more about 
the techniques and extent of industrial 
spying, labor spying, and private eye spy
ing. 

We have recently run across a new one: 
college spying. 

I have here an article from the 
Coalinga, Calif., Record, of Aprill5, 1965, 
outlining a two-way communication sys
tem built into a college dormitory. 

There is confusing testimony in the 
article as to the actual amount of eaves
dropping, but it is clear that the poten
tial exists. 

This raises in my own mind a new as
pect to the problem of possible invasions 
of privacy, as these two-way communica
tion systems are being installed in hun
dreds of thousands, if not millions, of 
new buildings of all types. 

We also know that the various operat
ing telephone companies lease equipment 
to their subscribers which permits wide
spread, yet today legal, eavesdropping. 
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We have not had an opportunity to 
investigate these new threats t.o our pri
vacy, but we shall do so in the future. 
Meanwhile, I ask unanimous consent to 
have the article with respect to college 
eavesdropping printed in .the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
DAVENPORT CHARGES, DEANS DENY, COLLEGE 

DORMITORIES "BUGGED" 

The Reverend Charles Davenport startled 
an otherwise tepid Candidates' Night meet
ing Tuesday by charging that the men's and 
women's dormitories at Coalinga College 
are "bugged." 

He accused the administration and faculty 
of using the school's intercom system for 
spying on students. 

Attacking what he called "an invasion of 
privacy" the Baptist minister said he had 
learned a male student had baen ex
pelled for playing poker in his room "and the 
way the administration learned about this 
was by listening in on the intercom." 

Two college deans categorically denied all 
charges. 

While admitting that not one but two stu
dents had been expelled for gambling in sep
arate incidents last November, they denied 
that the intercom had been used in either 
case. 

Deans Robert Reilley and Robert Annand 
asserted it is "definitely not our policy" to 
listen to conversations on the intercom. 

Dr. Reilley, who is dean of students, 
said even when possibly incriminating con
versation is inadvertently overheard by in
tercom, "we take no action." 

"The only time action is taken is when I 
or the dormitory supervisors personally see 
something wrong," he declared. 

College President Robert Baker, who was 
out of town for part of the Easter vacation, 
was unavailable for comment before press 
time. 

Reverend Davenport, a candidate for col
lege trustee in next Tuesday's election (April 
20), brought a. dull campaign abruptly to 
life with his allegations before a slim audi
ence at the district library. 

All of the other candidates were present 
except incumbent Glenn Hamilton. Hamil
ton sent word through Reverend Davenport 
that he had been called out of town. 

Two other incumbent board members, 
Ralph Neate and M. E. Dollahite, said they 
knew nothing of the gambling incident. 

Annand, who is dean of instruction, was 
in the audience. Asked by Reverend Daven
port to reply to his charges, Annand said: 

"I know nothing about it. I certainly 
wouldn't condone any 'snoopervision' system. 
This is the first I've heard of it and I'm sure 
Dr. Baker and I would have appreciated being 
told of this before." 

Reverend Davenport said he had learned 
about the alleged abuse of the intercom sys
tem about 3 hours earlier while cam
paigning in the Dos Palos area. . 

"Only today a father in a community to 
the north of us told me how disturbing it 
was to learn that the intercom systems in 
the dorms ha~e been used for the purpose 
of spying on students," Reverend Davenport 
said. "It is possible for administration, fac
ulty and other students to listen in on pri
vate conversations taking place in the stu
dent bedrooms." 

"I have early this evening checked and 
discovered this has been done," he continued 
tinued. "It is a fact. I believe this is an 
invasion of privacy:• 

"I pledge myself to do all I can to bring 
about a situation where there can positively 
be no repetition of this fact." 

Upon questioning, Reverend Davenport 
then related his version of the gambling 
incident. 

The intercom--or intercommunications
system links the dormitory supervisor's desks 
in the main lobby with a two-way speaker 
(which can also be used as a microphone) 
in each room. It is used to summon stu
dents. 

Rev. Mr. Davenport protested that stu
dents can't turn the gadgets off in their 
rooms. The only on-off switches are on the 
master control panel. 

Dr. Reilley, who did not know of Rev. Mr. 
Davenport's charges until Wednesday, told 
the Record that there had been some sus
picion of students using the control board 
when it was not supervised to listen in on 
rooms as a prank. 

You won't believe this, he said, but yester
day we had a cover and lock put on the 
control box in the men's dorm. This was 
before Rev. Mr. Davenport spoke. 

In a statement to this newspaper, which 
was backed by Dean Annand, Dr. Reilley 
gave this explanation of college policy: 

"It is definitely not our policy to listen 
on the intercom to conversations. However, 
it is a two-way system and occasionally, in 
calling a boy, you can overhear a conversa
tion. But it is also our policy not to take 
action on any information thus gained." 

He explained this was not merely a theo
retical idea. 

"Occasionally we have heard things that 
were suspicious, but we took no action," he 
said. "The only action we take is when I or 
the supervisors see something wrong." 

Both deans said they were willing to state 
categorically that as far as they knew, neither 
the faculty nor the administration had ever 
used the intercom for snooping on students. 

They also asserted that as far as they knew, 
information inadvertently picked up over the 
intercom had never been used against any 
student, either in the November gambling 
cases or at any other time. 

Here was Dr. Reilley's version of the two 
gambling incidents. He said he presumed 
it was one of these that Rev. Mr. Davenport 
was referring to. Dr. Reilley said he has 
che<:ked the records and talked to both dorm 
supervisors-Mrs. Margaret Cramer and Mrs. 
Margaret Wilson-to refresh his memory. 

The first incident occurred around 10 in 
the morning last November 24. Reilley said 
he had gone to the dorm to talk to one of the 
boys. When he got to the room, the door 
was open. 

Inside, Dr. Reilley said, he saw the boy 
playing cards with two other companions. 
He said he saw "quite a bit of change." 
State law makes it tllegal to gamble on State 
property. 

This same student, who was 18 and lived 
"somewhere from Mendota and Los Banos," 
Dr. Reilley said, "had been warned several 
times before about past infractions of school 
rules, including card playing:• He was asked 
to leave school. 

"There was definitely no use of the inter
com," Reilley said. "I personally saw the 
gambling." 

Three hours later, Dr. Reilley asked Mrs. 
Cramer and Mrs. Wilson to have another 
student to come to his office. Both women 
said th2.t instead of using the intercom, they 
went to the student's room. 

They told Dean Reilley they heard card 
playing talk through the closed door. They 
knocked, opened it and saw several boys 
sitting around a table gambling. 

One of the youths involved, also an 18-
year-old from a town north of Coalinga, had 
previously been warned by Reilley that "the 
next time he was in trouble I would have to 
let him go." 

Dr. Reilley said this youth also admitted to 
the gambling. 

Both agreed to leave school the same day. 
One owned a car and the other, according to 
the dean, had a ride. . 

By that evening, however, both boys were 
still in the dorm, despite the fact that Dr. 

Reilley said he had telephoned their parents 
and they said they wanted their sons home 
immediately. 

Finally, Dr. Reilley rooalled, "I had to 
threaten to get the police before they would 
leave the campus." 

"I want to stress," Dr. Reilley told this 
newspaper, "in neither case was this a one
shot affair. They had both been guilty of a 
long chain of infractions of college rules, 
some rather serious, before they were asked 
to leave." 

WIRETAPPING 
Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent to have print
ed in the RECORD a recent article by 
Mr. William F. Buckley, Jr., on wiretap
ping, et al. The article conclusively 
proves again the old adage about strange 
bedfellows. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Daily News, Apr. 29, 

1965] 

(By William F. Buckley, Jr.) 
The current issue of a mass magazine of

fers, for a. mere $18, to send you a little 
(weighs only 4 pounds) device that looks 
like a miniature radar antenna and guaran
tees to bring to your ear private conversa
tions being held a full 500 yards (five times 
the length of a football field) away. 

And there is a jack behind the instru
ment into which you can plug your tape 
machine so as to be able to record said con
versations and play them back (be- the life 
of the party) to your friends. Not. bad. is 
it? For a mere $18 you can violate the 
privacy of anybody within five football fields 
distance of you, and arrange to preserve that 
violation forever on magnetic tape. 

And this, of course, is only one of a num
ber of gadgets being assembled for the wars 
against privacy. We have known for years 
about the telephone bugging devices. 
Slightly technical, these: it takes at least 
a half hour's instruction to learn to install 
them, an intellectual labor most snoopers 
would not desire to subject themselves to. 
But there are those who do know how to 
handle them, and we are told it is easy to rig 
the little bugs up and stow them away some 
place where they can sit day after day and 
record everything you have to say, to your 
wife, to your neighbor, to your partner, to 
your doctor, to your priest. What fun. 

Conservatives are presumptively opposed to 
the passage of new laws telling people they 
can't do things. But here is a classic situa
tion where the affirmation of an individual's 
right overpowers the presumption against 
the passage of new laws and indeed dictates 
their passage. 

More and more it booomes plain that pri
vacy is the key to liberty. Privacy con
sidered in the larger sense, as the right not 
only to insulate yourself against the impor
tunities of a bustling, hustling order, but to 
preserve to yourself the ground Within which 
to maneuver. 

How shrewd the man who observed that 
Sigmund Freud did more to deprive people 
of their privacy than any man who ever lived. 
How? By popularizin-g a set of categories of 
disturbed behavior into which we tend to 
slot people whose syndromes we vaguely 
recognize, inviting ourselves to ignore the 
infinitely various character of individual hu
man beings. 

The fact that we cannot ever really know 
other people is merely one of several ways 
by which we reason to the necessity of their 
privacy: Their right to inviolability against 
any effort by others to intrude, uninvited, 
into their private world. So far have we 
come from privacy that we consider as per-
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fectly routi~e instruments of amusement the 
paraphernalia for assaulting even the inner
most thoughts of other people. 

Let us, then, have yet another Federal law. 
Or better still, let's have 50 State laws for
bidding the sale or purchase or ownership 
of antiprivacy devices, with a penalty at
t ached that will guarantee to any miscreant 
user thereof the privacy of a jail cell for a 
couple of months. Meanwhile, if you desire 
private conversations, you will apparently 
h ave to walk out into th e woods six football 
fields away from your fellow man. 

In a recent column on "The Leighton Law" 
I made reference to the Harvard Law Review 
as a place "where people go to defend the 
indefensible." 

I committed an anachronism, and also an 
injustice, for which I herewith apologize. It 
1s true that for a considerable period of time 
such was the reputation of the Harvard Law 
Review. It is no longer true, I am informed 
by lawyers who read it diligently; and has 
not been true over a number of years, during 
which it has made constructive contribu
tions to sane legal thought. 

BANK MERGERS 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 

bank merger situation is in a state of 
confusion and controversy. It is now 
hurting the banking system of the coun
try and the individuals and business firms 
dependent on the banking system. The 
future harm which may be done to the 
present banking system is truly 
incalculable. 

In order to eliminate this confusion 
and controversy, I have introduced a bill, 
S. 1698, to make approval of bank merg
ers under the Bank Merger Act-which 
can only be granted after consultation 
with the Justice Department and consid
eration of competitive factors--final and 
conclusive. It would exempt from the 
Sherman Act and the Clayton Act all 
bank mergers approved under the Bank 
Merger Act, however the merger is ac
complished and whether it has been or is 
hereafter consummated. It would also 
exempt all bank mergers consummated 
before May 13,1960, pursuant to approval 
of the appropriate State or Federal bank 
supervisory authority. 

The Wall Street Journal this morning 
carries an article illustrating the prob
lems which face a bank which was per
mitted to merge and is later required to 
separate itself into two institutions. I 
believe it would be helpful to Members 
of the Senate and to the public to have 
this vivid illustration of the evils which 
my bill seeks to a void. 

Accordingly, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point the article from today's edition of 
the Wall Street Journal entitled "Break
ing Up a Bank." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BREAKING UP A BANK: ATTEMPT BY KEN

TUCKIANS To UNSCRAMBLE MERGER AROUSES 
WIDE INTEREST-SHAREHOLDER, DEPOSITOR 
WOES VEX LEXINGTON BANK AS IT COMPLIES 
IN ANTITRUST CASE-NO SIGN OVER THE 
FRONT DooR 

(By James P. Gannon) 
LEXINGTON, KY.-The biggest bank in town 

here is suffering a sort of financial schizo
phrenia. It's trying to split itself in two. 

The split-up stems from a year-old U.S. 
Supreme Court ruling that the 1961 merger 

of Lexington's First National Bank & Trust 
Co. and Security Trust Co. violated the Sher
man Antitrust Act by unreasonably restrain
ing banking competition here. The merged 
bank, First Security National Bank & Trust 
Co., now is struggling with a Pandora's box 
of problems never before opened, but threat
ening to vex much bigger banks from coast to 
coast. 

Among the problems: How to fairly com
pensate stockholders who bought shares in 
the merged bank, and how to divide deposits 
and loans which represent new business since 
the merger. 

F irst Security Bank's attempt to unmerge 
could be the first of many. A Federal court 

. recently ruled that Manufacturers Hanover 
Trust Co. of New York, the Nation's fourth 
largest bank, resulted from an illegal merg
er. Similar suits are pending against Con
tinental Illinois National Bank & Trust Co. 
of Chicago, the seventh largest U.S. bank, 
and Crocker-Citizens National Bank of San 
Francisco. 

BANKS COUNTED ON IMMUNITY 
In the past 3 years there have been 465 

U.S. bank mergers. Bank mergers long were 
thought to be immune from antitrust suits 
once they were approved by Federal banking 
authorities-either the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Federal Reserve Board or the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. But since 
1961 the Justice Department has attacked 
seven "approved" mergers. 

The Justice Department won a major vic
tory in 1963 when the Supreme Court, in a 
landmark decision, held that the Clayton 
Antitrust Act did indeed apply to bank 
mergers, even those blessed by Federal regu
lators. The decision scuttled a proposed 
merger of Philadelphia National Bank and 
Girard Trust Corn Exchange Bank. 

The resulting confusion among bankers 
over whether approved mergers are safe to 
complete has led to introduction of a bill by 
Senator A. WILLIS RoBERTSON, Democrat, of 
Virginia, chairman of the Senate Banking 
and Currency Committee. It would exempt 
bank mergers from antitrust prosecution and 
give Federal banking regulators sole author
ity to approve mergers. The immunity from 
prosecution would extend to at least some 
past mergers. But administration backing 
for the bill is still uncertain and passage isn't 
likely without White House support. 

Another bill introduced in the House would 
combine the three bank regulatory agencies 
into one and require consultation with the 
Justice Department before approval of a bank 
merger is given. It would not preclude later 
Justice Department antitrust action, how-
ever. 

BIG CASES ARE PENDING 
Meanwhile, the big bank merger antitrust 

cases are reaching crucial stages in courts in 
New York, Chicago, and San Francisco. 
Manufacturers Hanover and the Justice De
partment now have until ¥ay 20 to present 
to a Federal district court a plan to settle 
their antitrust case. In March the court 
ruled illegal the 1961 merger of Manufac
turers Trust Co. and the Hanover Bank, but 
left it to the parties to try to agree what 
relief is appropriate. The court has 
granted three extensions of its original dead
line for the filing of a settlement plan. The 
Government wants a complete breakup of the 
bank, which has assets of more than $7 
billion. 

On June 1, Government attorneys will be
gin tryin g their case aimed at breaking up 
the Crocker-Citizens National Bank in San 
Francisco. The $3.7 'billion bank was formed 
tn a 1963 merger of Crocker-Anglo National 

. Bank, San Francisco, and Citizens National 
Bank of Los Angeles. Later this year or early 
in 1966, Continental Ill1nois of Chicago will 
go on trial. Its assets total $4.8 billion. 

Lexington's First Security Bank is finding 
that the problems of unmerging "have never 
been solved before--there are no guidelines 

. or precedents," according to LeRoy M. Miles, 
the moon-faced, bespectacled president 
whose gentle Kentucky drawl conveys a sense 
of resigned willingness to comply with the 
law. 

The Justice Department doesn't belittle 
the magnitude of the problems of breaking 
up merged banks. It notes that this is 
precisely why the Government sought in
junctions to prevent each of the mergers now 
before the courts. The injunction pleas 
failed, so now the agency insist s on undoing 
the mergers despite the difficulties. 

BANK IS INCOGNITO 
Mr. Miles presides over the dissolution of 

his bank from a compact, wood-paneled 
office on the ground floor of the 15-story 
yellow brick bank building tha-:; dominates 
Main Street here. A stranger in town has 
to try a side entrance to make ~ure this is 
First Security Bank; all signs have been 
removed from the Main Street entrance and 
the side door proclaims the institution to 
be "First National Bank & Trust Co." 

The sign confusion is one visible indica
tion that the splitup is underway. It stems 
!rom an order last March by Federal District 
Judge Mac Swinford, who is overseeing the 
unmerging of· the bank. He ordered First 
Security to take "all necessary steps to creat~ 
a separate, competitive, .and independent 
commercial bank which shall be the equiva
lent of the former Security Trust Co." He 
told First Security to change its name back 
to First National, destroy First Security 
checks, forms and stationery, and stop adver
tising under the name as soon as the new 
Security Trust opens its doors for business. 

In ordering the splitup "without delay" on 
March 18, Judge Swinford said the new Se
curity Trust bank should have its former 
name, "its directors, its officers and personnel, 
its offices, furniture and equipment, its capi
tal surplus and undivided profits and loans, 
savings, checking and trust accounts plus 
its proportionate share of any increments 
and improvements" since the merger. He 
ordered "all capital stock to be issued in 
the name of a corporate trustee to be held 
by it until directed by order of this court 
to be distributed to the proper shareholders." 

In a clarifying order last week, Judge 
Swinford, in effect, directed that present 
shareholders of First Security become share
holders in both First National and Security 
Trust in proportion to their current holdings 
in the merged bank. This would create a 
common ownership of both banks when the 
court decides to release the new Security 
Trust capital shares. 

Meanwhile, since February, First Security 
has faced a $100-a-day contempt of court 
fine levied by Judge Swinford for what he 
called unnecessary delays in accomplishing 
the splitup. However, the Supreme Court 
stayed the fine on appeal from the bank; 
the Justice Department sided with the bank 
in arguing th~ judge erred in the contempt 
citation. The High Court will decide if the 
fine is justified. 

Mr. Miles declines to discuss publicly the 
exact steps the bank now m ay take to un
merge. But he outlined some of the problems 
Frrst Security must overcome in an affidavit 
filed with the Supreme Court. For example, 
he noted the merged bank held 4,183 check
ing accounts and 4,051 savings accounts that 
neither bank held before the merger. 

A RUN ON THE BANK? 
"If a court should order these deposits 

placed in one or the other of the two re
created banks," Mr. Miles warned, "it would 
take the customer only a matter of minutes 
to move it elsewhere." He added: "It is a 
reasonable assumption that an appreciable 
number of all deposit customers, old and new, 
would leave both banks." There might even 
be "a run on the bank," he asserted. 

Rtval bankers in Lexington confide there 
has baen nothing like a massive depositor 



9470 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 5, 1965 
withdrawal from First Security, so far at least. 
One competitor says the number of accounts 
switched to his bank is "trifling." First Se
curity has four competitors in Lexington but 
it is by far the largest with assets of $135 mil
lion; at the time of the merger, First National 
had 40 percent of bank assets in the city and 
Security Trust had 13 percent. Managements 
of the two banks argued then that the 
merged institution, with greater resources, 
would better meet the borrowing needs of 
Fayette County's 132,000 citizens and would 
offer savers maximum security. 

A greater withdrawal rate is more likely 
after the accounts actually are divided. A 
local official of Liggett & Myers Tobacco Co., 
a big depositor which operates a plant in 
Lexington, says if the company checking ac
count is assigned to the new Security Trust 
Co., "We would close that account and de
posit funds in the First National. We've al
ways banked at the First National." 

Loans also must be divided. Because a 
certain ratio of loans to deposits is necessary 
to keep a bank sound financially, the possible 
loss of depositors is real reason for concern. 
"If a substantial number of depositors choose 
to leave the bank assigned to them, that bank 
could easily end up with more loans than de
posits," Mr. Miles said. "It is very likely that 
regulatory authorities would close the bank 
immediately if such occurred." 

BIG LOANS POSE PROBLEM 

Some present loans might be illegal when 
transferred to either one of the reestablished 
banks. "The merged bank now holds 15 loans 
where the amount of each loan exceeds $250,-
000," Mr. Miles said. "The total of these 
loans is slightly less than $6 million. None 
of these loans could be assigned to First Na
tional because its legal lending limit was 
$250,000. The deposit structure that presum
ably would be set aside for Security Trust 
would not support such a volume of loans of 
that size." 

The bank divorce also raises a legal ques
tion. First Security has been designated 
trustee for 83 trust accounts with assets of 
more than $4 million. Some of these trusts 
are irrevocable. The question is whether a 
Federal court can take irrevocab~e trusts away 
from the designated trustee-First Securi
ty-and place them in the hands of a newly 
created bank. Jurisdiction over trusts rests 
with State and county probate courts in 
Kentucky. Bank lawyers admit they are 
baffied and the State's attorney general says 
there is no precedent to follow. 

Satisfying stockholders is another of the 
bank's big headaches. More than 190 holders 
of more than 24,000 of the bank's 200,000 
capital shares bought their stock after the 
merger. They invested in First Security, 
not First National or Security Trust. It is at 
least questionable whether the stockholders 
will be satisfied with shares in two smaller 
banks competing against each other. A 
rival banker predicts a rash of lawsuits by 
disgruntled stockholders against First Secu
rity management. 

Some stockholders believe their invest
ment already has been injured by the pro
tracted antitrust case. James C. Boyd, a 
Lexington industrial engineering consultant 
and a First Security stockholder, says, "The 
bank stock hasn't fluctuated $2 since the 
merger, which isn't desirable in a growth 
period like this." He figures that, in the 
absence of antitrust action, stockholders 
"could have anticipated a 25 percent growth 
in value." 

EXE<:)UTIVES HAVE LEFl' 

There are other worries, such as personnel 
to man the two recreated banks. Two of 
Security Trust's four former vice presidents 
are no longer with the merged bank and other 
key officials also have left. There's also the 
problem of public confidence lost because of 
charges of illegality in the merger. Mr. 
Miles predicted that Security Trust would 

suffer most from the publicity because, after 
several years of merged operation, "the 
smaller bank has lost its separate identity." 

It's well to remember, of course, that Mr. 
Miles was arguing his case against unmerg
ing before the court and thus likely was 
tempted to paint his troubles in the darkest 
possible hue. But, exaggerated or not, Mr. 
Miles' apprehensions c~use other bankers to 
watch Lexington closely. Says one attorney 
for another bank now under antitrust attack: 
"If they ever order us to split up, they better 
tell us exactly how it's supposed to be done, 
because it beats me." 

None of the mergers under attack now is 
more than 4 years old. But there is nothing 
to prevent the Justice Department from chal
lenging older combinations. Assets so long 
commingled might prove even more difficult 
to unscramble. Among mergers of the 
1950's: One which created the present Chase 
Manhattan Bank and another forming First 
National City Bank, both giant New York 
banks. 

PROJECT HOPE MEDICAL AID TO 
WEST AFRICA 

Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, as a 
former Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, I am always interested in 
the good works of American individuals 
in the field of medicine. One such indi
vidual's activities are described in a 
recent article published in the Bridge
port, Conn., Post. He is Dr. Charles Pel
ham Curtis, Jr., a volunteer with project 
Hope. 

Dr. Curtis, who-like hundreds of 
other American doctors-left his family 
and medical practice, to serve Hope for 
2 months, points out the need for medi
cal training abroad. In Conakry, 
Guinea, where the SS Hope currently is 
stationed, Dr. Curtis explains how im
portant it is to the survival of the west 
African nation's citizens to learn how to 
eat properly. 

The death toll of this newly independ
ent country is sure to decline now that 
Hope teams with men like Dr. Curtis 
have spread throughout Guinea and have 
begun to teach the Guineans rudimen
tary ways to keep alive. These life
saving instructions include ways to avoid 
parasitic diseases and proper methods 
which parents should employ in the care 
of their newborn, in a country where half 
of the children die before they are 5. 

Mr. President, I request that the 
Bridgeport Post article be printed in the 
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

[From the Bridgeport (Conn.) Post, 
Mar. 18, 1965] 

MEDIC BACK FRoM DUTY ON "HOPE" SHIP 
AFTER 2-MONTH TOUR IN WEST AFRICA 

(By Ruth Husar) 
Everyone knows you don't give a child a 

lollipop and then tell him he can't have it 
anymore, while he's enjoying the tasty treat. 

That's the way a Fairfield doctor views the 
task of the medical s.taff of the SS Hope. 
D.r. Charles Pelham, Jr., of 71 Beach Road, 
recently returned from a 2-month tour of 
duty as a pediatrician at Conakry, Guinea, 
West Africa. 

The "lollipop" in this instance is free medi
cal treatment of natives in underdeveloped 
nations; "It's like telling them they can't 
have anymore, unless medical personnel 

educate the citizens before leaving," the 
doctor said. 

BIGGEST PROBLEM 

"Educating the people was our biggest 
problem," Dr. Curtis said, adding that "be
fore we could do that, we had to be ac
cepted." He said the natives were suspicious 
of western ways until they realized help was 
the only motive. 

Project Hope (Health Opportunity for 
People Everywhere) is a voluntary medical 
mission ship financed by public contribu
tions and directed by Dr. William B. Walsh 
of Washington. The vessel has called at In
donesia, Vietnam, Peru, and Ecuador, and its 
stay in West Africa will run until August. 

The project left medical teams in Saigon, 
South Vietnam, at Trujillo, Peru, and Guaya
quil, Ecuador. The program includes not 
only free treatment of patients but also 
trains native medical and nursing teainS to 
carry on after the ship leaves port. 

"Conditions were appalling," Dr. Curtis 
said and cited outmoded equipment, un
sanitary conditions in operating and delivery 
rooms and in the wards. 

"THEY WANT TO LEARN" 

In speaking of the local medical staff avail
able Dr. Curtis said, "They watch you, watch 
you eat, watch you walk, watch the way you 
use a stethescope • • • they want to learn 
but do not want to admit it." 

Much of this training consisted of basic 
things: the use of soap and water, boiling 
instruments, hygienic operating conditions. 
He recalled operating, feeling something bit
ing his hand turning to find a clump of red 
ants on his arm. 

He said it was important to get used to 
the fact that "there is only so much we can 
do" and not to be discouraged when "medical 
facilities and drugs we are used to are not 
available." 

SHIP WELL SUPPLIED 

Dr. Curtis explained that the Hope ship is 
well supplied but that when medical teainS 
go into the upcountry, the situation is a 
lot different. 

"Then," he said, "we make the best of 
what we have." There is a scarcity of native 
doctors and those available face an over
whelming burden of work "and must treat 
as many as they can as fast as they can." 

In the face of time, energy, and shortages, 
many of these local doctors, the pediatrician 
said, consider it futile to use totally hygienic 
measures since the native will return to his 
village and resume his old unsanitary way 
of life. 

As an example the pediatrician recalled 
witnessing a delivery of a woman in labor 
on a dirty iron table. When the baby was 
born it was placed in a dirty blanket. 

BABY'S CHANCES POOR 

The doctor viewed dismally the chances 
that baby had. Babies are all right until 
they are 18 months or 2 years old since they 
are breast fed until then. 

"But after that, only 50 percent of the 
children live to be 5 years old," Dr. Curtis 
said. 

The reasons for this high mortality rate are 
what he called the "Big Three M's"-malnu
trition, malaria, and measles. 

"We had to combat superstition and ta
boos in regard to malnutrition by educating 
the parents to give protein to children," the 
pediatrician said. He told of demonstrating 
how to use rice and nuts, high in protein, 
since there is a local taboo in children eating 
fish until they are 3 years old. 

TRAINED NATIVE TEAMS 

Along with the frustration of examining 
a baby "and having him die in my hands 
because he hadn't been fed properly," and 
working in a clinic with 200 to 300 children 
needing medical help, the Hope team trained 
native medical and nursing teainS as well 
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as educating the natives in fundamentals of 
hygiene and nutrition. 

To Dr. Curtis' way of thinking, the answer 
to the problems in areas such as Guinea. lies 
in more well-trained paramedical people 
(nurses, technicians and laboratory workers) 
going out in teams upcountry, teaching the 
natives to eat properly, instruction in how 
to avoid parasitic diseases and teaching par
ents how to care for the newborn. 

"The answer really," he said, "lies in one 
word--education." He praised the efforts o! 
the Peace Corps in Guinea in teaching the 
youngsters how to read and write. 

When Dr. Curtis returned recently to 
Bridgeport Hospital, where he is an attending 
pediatrician, and St. Vincent's, where he is 
a member of the courtesy staff, he found it 
was like stepping into a new world. But in 
this new world, Dr. Curtis says, he finds him
self constantly spreading the word of Hope, 
located at 2233 Wisconsin Avenue NW., 
Washington. 

REUNIFICATION OF WEST GER
MANY-THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE· ENSLAVEMENT OF 17 MIL
LION GERMANS IN THE SOVIET 
ZONE 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should 

like to remind my colleagues that May 8 
marks the 20th anniversary of a divided 
Germany-half free and half slave. 
Seventeen million Germans now live be
hind the Berlin wall in fear, under the 
Communist dictator, Walter Ulbricht. 
The right of free elections and self-de
termination guaranteed by the Atlantic 
Charter has been denied to these 17 mil
lion people; and, together with our allies, 
we should work to redeem the pledge 
made to these enslaved people. Every 
President-beginning with President 
Truman, then President Eisenhower, 
President Kennedy, and, now, President 
Johnson-has reaffirmed this country's 
strong support for reunification of Ger
many. 

Reunification again became a matter 
of special concern to the Western Powers 
when a campaign of harassment was di
rected by the Soviets against Berlin early 
last month, on the occasion of Germany's 
first parliamentary meeting in 7 years 
in the former German capital. Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle have ad
dressed themselves to the No. 1 priority 
in West Germany-reunification. 

On this subject, I recently read with 
great interest the remarks of the distin
guished minority leader, the Senator 
from Illinois, Senator DIRKSEN, in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of March 25, 
pages 5363-5868. The senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS] also dis
cussed the subject in his remarks of 
March 15, page 4921, and April 1, page 
6699, and the Senator from Missouri, 
Senator LoNG, talked about the matter 
in his speech on the flo.or of the Senate 
on April 5, pages 6957-6960. Also, Rep
resentative MuLTER showed his concern 
about reunification in remarks he made 
in the House of Representatives on 
March 25, pages 6025-6026. 

From Bmm, Germany, on this big issue 
of German reunification, Associated 
Press Reporter Carl Hartman wrote, on 
April 10: 

The official standpoint of the Western 
allies is that a Germany divided 1s a greater 

danger -to the peace of the world than a 
Germany united. 

I am sure that is t:he consensus of my 
colleagues. As long as there is a divided 
Germany and a divided Berlin separated 
by the infamous Berlin wall, we should 
continue to call attention to this im
moral and inhumane situation, and 
should do everything in our power, in 
concert with our allies, to attempt to re
solve this problem. 

Chancellor Erhard, the head of the 
German Federal Republic, has proven 
to be a stanch and courageous friend of 
the United States ever since the begin
ning of the new democratic Germany. 
He is leading in the tradition of former 
Chancellor Adenauer; and he has the 
backing of new and young capable lead
ers in the Parliament, such as Dr. Rainer 
Barzel, who recently was a guest in 
Washington, and also Dr. Kurt Birren
bach. In Washington, Dr. Barzel met 
with our Government leaders, to dis
cuss German-American relations. 

Dr. Barzel, at 41, has been a member 
of the German Bundestag since 1957. In 
December 1964, upon the death of 
former Foreign Minister ·von Brentano, 
Dr. Barzel assumed the chairmanship of 
the CDU-CSU group. He is regarded as 
an authority on foreign policy; and, as 
the government party's leader in Par
liament, Dr. Barzel is a close adviser to 
Chancellor Erhard. 

Dr. Birrenbach was Chancellor Er
hard's trusted envoy in the negotiations 
which resulted in the Bonn-Israel diplo
matic exchange agreement. His skill in 
carrying out this delicate mission speaks 
well for the leadership in the German 
Bundestag, and for our loyal ally. 

President Johnson has repeatedly 
enunciated his support for a reunited 
Germany. Last February, after receiv
ing from Chancellor Erhard a message 
covering Dr. Erhard's meeting with Pres
ident de Gaulle, President Johnson 
issued a statement that he told Ambas
sador Knappstein of "the full and con
tinuing support of the United States for 
serious progress toward the reunifica
tion of Germany.'' 

The President added: 
I expressed my clear agreement with Chan

cellor Erhard that the struggle for the re
unification of Germany requires the in
terest and active participation of all the 
responsible powers. 

If any reaffirmation of our support for 
this struggle is needed, may I remind 
Senators of the late President Kennedy's 
ringing declaration made at the Berlin 
Wall, "Ich bin ein Berliner." 

In recent talks in Paris between Prime 
Minister Wilson and President de Gaulle, 
reports coming out of the meeting stated 
there was emphasis on improving rela
tions with the Soviet Union and on de
veloping new initiatives on German 
unity. Here we have indications that 
Great Britain and France favor new 
steps toward German unity. 

Last month's campaign of harassment 
by the Soviets in West Berlin only served 
to emphasize the need for action in set
tling the reunification problem. An edi
torial published in the Chicago Daily 
News of April 6 reminds us of the serious 
responsibility we have in taking meas-

ures and in making proposals to bring 
about reunification. The editorial 
states: 

That Berlin remains divided and occupied 
nearly 20 years after the end of World War 
II is a continuing tragedy deserving the sym
pathy of the free world. 

That this is a tragedy, I am sure none 
of us will deny. 

It is a tribute to the will of West Ger
man Chancellor Ludwig Erhard and to 
the Western Powers that none bowed be
fore the terror of the Soviets, and that 
the meeting proceeded as planned. Mr. 
President, I ask that the entire editorial 
be printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the Ger

man problem of reunification is the prob
lem of the entire free world. Until 
there are free elections in Walter 
Ulbricht's East German state, and the 
people in the German occupied zone are 
free to speak and to have a political 
voice in their government, as provided by 
the Atlantic Charter, Bonn must be rec
ognized as the only legitimate political 
instrument with a right to speak for the 
whole German nation. 

On May 8-the 20th anniversary of a 
divided Germany-let us renew our 
pledge and reaffirm our support for Ger
many's reunification through free elec
tions. 

ExHmiT 1 
[From the Chicago Daily News, Apr. 6, 1965] 

TEST OF WILLS IN BERLIN 

West Germany's decision to hold a full
dress meeting of Parliament in West Berlin 
has produced the predictable response. East 
Germany, which controls the civilian high
way traffic to West Berlin, barred members 
of Parliament from the roads and harassed 
other traffic in ways untried since the Berlin 
blockade. 

Russia contributed its share to the obstruc
tive tactics by scheduling maneuvers in the 
air corridors to discourage transport ftights 
into West Berlin. These measures are not 
likely to prevent the meeting of Parliament 
in West Berlin-for the first time since 
1958--but they are sufficient warning that 
neither East Germany nor Russia has had 
a change of heart during the months Berlin 
has been relatively quiet. 

It is important for West Germany-par
ticularly in an election year-to reemphasize 
the goal of German unification. Berlin is 
more than a symbol, it is the proper home 
of a united German Government. That Ber
lin remains divided and occupied nearly 20 
years after the end of World War II is a con
tinuing tragedy deserving the sympathy of 
the free world. 

Perhaps for these reasons, the occupying 
powers-the United States, Britain, and 
France-posed no objection to the parlia
mentary meeting in West Berlin. But the 
result can only be a heightening of tensions 
in central Europe, where they had been slowly 
receding. 

East Germany and Russia still hold the 
geographical aces in controlling access to 
West Berlin. The harassing tactics on the 
highways and in the air corridors are a 
blunt reminder that the Communists can 
cook up a Berlin crisis any time they choose. 

The Berlin meeting may_have its uses, both 
as a symbolic gesture on the part of West 
Germany and a test of East German and 
Russian reaction. But it should be clear 
by now that the Berlin problem, which is a 
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part of the larger German problem, will not 
be brought nearer solution by dramatic ges
tures. 

The solution can come only as part of a 
still larger settlement, which is still a long 
way off, and made more difficult and more 
distant by the crisis on the other side of 
the world, in Vietnam. 

WORLD POPULATION AND BIRTH 
CONTROL 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, last 
month the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING] introduced a bill 
designed to seek new ways to deal with 
the world population crisis. I was 
pleased to cosponsor that bill and to join 
the Senator from Alaska in urging 
prompt consideration of this most urgent 
problem. 

Shortly before the Baltimore Sun 
ceased publication because of a most 
unfortunate labor dispute, it published 
a thoughtful article, written by Joseph 
R. L. Sterne, which explains the excel
lent work Senator GRUENING has done 
in the area of population control. In the 
article, Mr. Sterne explained that Sen
ator GRUENING's interest in this problem 
dates back to 1922, when he wrote that 
if human beings are superior to beasts, 
it is "in their ability not to breed like 
rabbits or spawn like jellyfish." I am 
proud to be associated with Senator 
GRUENING in this fight for effective meas
ures to control our population explosion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle from the Baltimore Sun be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

CONGRESS PRODDED ON BmTH CUT 
(By Joseph R. L. Sterne) 

WASHINGTON, April 16.-Congress is being 
prodded to hold public hearings at this ses
sion on Government policy regarding world 
population and birth control. 

The chief impetus for this legislative ex
cursion into what long has been regarded 
as a political minefield is being supplied by 
Senator GRUENING, Democrat, of Alaska, a 
Harvard Medical School graduate who has 
been warning of overpopulation for decades. 

WANTS POSITIVE POLICIFS 
As far back as 1922, GRUENING wrote in 

Margaret Sanger's Birth Control Review that 
if human beings are superior to beasts it is 
"in their ability not to breed like rabbits 
or to spawn like jellyfish and turn their off
spring into the ruthless jungle existence of 
tooth and claw." 

Having blamed overpopulation for World 
War I, GRUENING said, "Birth control prop
erly established would go further to elimi
nate poverty, sickness, insanity, crime, with 
all that these scourges imply, than any other 
remedy proposed." 

Forty-three years later, on the first day 
of this month, the Alaska Democrat took the 
floor of the Senate with a demand that Fed
eral, State, and local government policies to
ward population control "must be positive, 
not permissive." 

He then introduced a bill that would create 
high-level posts in the State Department and 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to coordinate population control 
efforts and information. 

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE 
Also proposed was a White House Con

ference on Population in 1967 as a followup 
to Federally financed State conferences on 
the subject. 

The GRUENING bill was referred to the 
Government Operations Committee, of which 
he is a member, and it is the Senator's hope 
that hearings will be held before Congress 
adjourns this summer. 

If the hearings come about, it would be the 
first time in history that a legislative com
mittee has dared to look into the sensitive 
question of just what Government at various 
levels is doing about disseminating money, 
advice, assistance, and materials for birth 
control activities. 

It also would be one of the most significant 
results of President Johnson's state of the 
Union vow he would "seek new ways to use 
our knowledge to help deal with the explo
sion in world population and the growing 
scarcity in world resources." 

GRUENING's r,ids report there has been a 
steady acceleration in the amount of local 
and State activity since the President's his
toric pronouncement, but they say that 
Federal officials are still skittish and defen
sive about the work they are doing. 

The Agency for International Develop
ment, which quietly started supplying birth 
control information 2 years ago to countries 
that requested it, has advised each of its 
missions to assign a man to keep up with 
population trends. 

AID has been anxious, however, to stress 
that is not supplying contraceptive devices, 
which are cheaply produced anyway, and is 
ready to supply information on all birth con
trol methods-including the rhythm sys
tem accepted by the Catholic church-that 
a recipient nation requests. 

David E. Bell, AID Administrator, struck a 
defensive note on February 4, when he told 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee: 

"Our basic policy has been that we are 
not going to urge .on any government any 
particular policy in the population field. 

"The population field, as distinct from 
the food field, is not a field in which AID 
has any major activities. While I expect 
our activities will gradually grow, I foresee 
no big change in the immediate future." 

His statement contrasted with Senator 
GRuENING's assertion that the world popula
tion of 3,300,000,000 may double by the end 
of the century, that "immediate help" is 
needed particularly in Asia and Latin Amer
ica where population net growth ranges as 
high as 5 percent a year. 

On the domestic side, two Federal agen
cies-the Office of Economic Opportunity and 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare--are moving as unobtrusively as 
they can into the population control field. 

The OEO, which is in charge of the war 
on poverty, set a policy precedent late last 
year when it approved funds for a commu
nity action program in Corpus Christi that 
has as one of its components a birth control 
program operated by a volunteer agency. 

APPLICATIONS PENDING 
The volunteer agency, in its work, is dis

tributing contraceptive devices and offering 
information on the rhythm method. 

Recent approval was given a similar pro
gram in Oakland, Calif., for example, but a 
grant for Milwaukee was held up due to a 
rise in protests against Government-support
ed birth control clinics. 

A host of other applications are pending, 
and the expectation is that community ac
tion prograinS with birth control components 
will become a regular thing. 

Like the AID agency, however, the OEO 
emphasizes it is not initiating but only re
ceiving birth control requests, its officials are 
reluctant to equate high birth rates with 
poverty. 

CELEBREZZE VAGUE 
The Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare is quietly working or: a number of 
fronts, including research through the Na
tional Institutes of Health and grants to 
local clinics through the children's bureau. 

Anthony J. Celebrezze, Health, Education, 
and Welfare Secretary, has been notably 
vague in his communications with GRUE
NING and the Senator has complained of his 
inability to obtain precise information about 
what the Government is and is not doing. 

This explains the Senator's proposal i;hat 
Assistant Secretaries be appointed in HEW 
and the State Department to coordinate 
domestic and foreign information, respec
tively. 

His bill has received the indorsement of 
Senator TYDINGS, Democrat, of Maryland, 
who told the Senate that the field of popula
tion control "has far too long been declared 
to be politically taboo." 

CLARK DECLINES 
"I question what wlll happen to our way 

of life if we do not face realistically the pro
gram of the population explosion," TYDINGS 
added. 

Senator CLARK, Democrat, of Pennsylvania, 
who joined with GRUENING 2 years ago in 
sponsoring a pioneering birth control res
olution, has declined to do so again this year 
because he considers it good · tactics for the 
Government to move into the field in a grad
ual, diffused way. 

CLARK is said to fear that formal offices, 
such as GRUENING has suggested, would be
come convenient targets for those who op
posE' any Government activity related to 
population control. 

THE PERSECUTED 
MINORITY IN 

HUNGARIAN 
RUMANIA 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, none of us 
can forget the gallant heroism and de
votion to freedom shown by the Hun
garian people in the ill-fated 1956 rev
olution against the Communists. So it 
is with special sadness that I speak today 
of over 1 million Hungarians who en
dure a particularly severe oppression. 

I refer to the persecuted Hungarian 
minority in Rumania. In addition to 
suffering under a Communist govern
ment, this minority is gradually being 
merged out of existence as a cultural 
entity. · 

In defiance of Rumania's own Com
munist constitution, these Hungarians 
are being forced to loosen their ties with 
their schools and universities, traditions, 
and language; their close-knit commu
nities are being dispersed. The former 
autonomous Hungarian region within 
Rumania has been broken up-in fact, 
gerrymandered-so that intellectual 
and political leaders of the Hungarian 
community could be replaced by Ru
manians. Hungarian professionals have 
been scattered into overwhelmingly Ru
manian inhabited territories. Thou
sands of Hungarians living in Rumania 
have been imprisoned since 1956. 

Mr. President, this is a tragic situa
tion. We can only urge our State De
partment to use all its influence with the 
Rumanian Government to end this harsh 
treatment of a minority which ha~ 
played an important role in Balkan cul
ture and intellectual life for over a thou
sand years. 

NEEDED: MORE COAST GUARD 
PATROL CUTTERS 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, yes
terday the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Commerce Committee, the senior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
soN], introduced S. 1901 which would 
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authorize approximately $6 million for 
the procurement of seventeen· 82:..foot 
small patrol cutters for the Coast Guard. 
This legislation was requested by the 
Secretary of the Treasury and was in
t:-oduced in the House by the chairman 
of the House Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee, Mr. BONNER, and Mr. 
MAILLIARD following the recent deploy
ment of 17 cutters to patrol the coast of 
Vietnam to combat smuggling arms and 
supplies to the Vietcong. Because of their 
size and speed these craft are partic
ularly well suited for this wartime 
assignment. 

However, Mr. President, the removal 
of these vessels from our domestic 

·shores leaves an inadequate force to per
form the primary mission of the Coast 
Guarci-that of search, assistance, and 
recovery. 

With the arrival of summer, a new 
boating season is about to open. We are 
informed that pleasure buat sales have 
increased in almost unprecedented num
bers in recent years and we can count on 
seeing even more of them ill our waters 
this season than ever before. These in
creased numbers will naturally, even if 
understandably, cause stepped-up Coast 
Guard safekeeping activities. 

Additionally, the various programs 
designed to improve our fishing fleets 
have resulted in the construction and 
documentation of 450 new vessels in the 
past year. More than 1,500 fishermen 
will be engaged in fishing operations on 
these new vessels which range in size 
from 5 net tons to 800 gross tons and are 
capable of traveling many miles off
shore. 

The patrol cutters removed from do
mestic -qse have a cruising range of 800 
miles and in the past have done an out
standing job of providing much needed 
assistance to our fishermen engaged in 
their hazardous occupation. There have 
been many instances where fishing craft 
have encountered severe weather condi
tions, lost a rudder, or simply run out of 
gas; the Coast Guard has been able to 
offer assistance with speed and efficiency. 

Mr. President, the 17 vessels sent to 
Vietnam are among the newest from a 
total fleet of 44, all of which had been on 
active duty off our coasts. With the 
withdrawal of 17 to Vietnam the remain
ing 27 vessels will not be able to ade
quately carry out this mission. If the 

·Magnuson bill fails of enactment, we 
could have a situation develop where we 
would find a regrettable loss of life and 
property. 

It is for this reason that I urge Con
gress to act favorably and with dispatch 
on this measure. 

ADDRESS BY HON. HUBERT H. HUM
PHREY, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES, AT DEDICATION 
OF VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
HOSPITAL, WASHINGTON, D.C., 
TOGETHER WITH INTRODUCTION 
BY WILLIAM DRIVER, ADMINIS
TRATOR, VETERANS' ADMINIS
TRATION 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on April 

28, 1965, an important milestone in ful-

filling the medical needs of America's 
veterans was reached here in our Na
tion's Capital. An outstanding new 
710-bed Veterans' Administration hospi
tal was dedicated. This hospital, in
cluding the most modern medical equip
ment and facilities in the world, will 

·treat more than 8,000 veteran patients 
in this area annually. 

The dedicatory address was delivered 
by the Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
Vice President of the United States. 

The Vice President was introduced by 
Mr. William J. Driver, Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs. In the introduction, 
Mr. Driver paid a well-deserved tribute 
to the impressive contributions which 
had been ma-de to veterans' medicine by 
Senator HuMPHREY during his 16 years 
of service in the Senate. Mr. Driver 
pointed out that in the audience at the 
dedication observance, there were pres
ent many chamr;ions of excellence in 
medical care for veterans. But none, he 
noted, had contributed "more than the 
man who it is my great honor to intro
duce to you." 

Of our Vice President, he continued: 
There are in this land today many endur

ing monuments to the vigor, enlightenment, 
and COUrage of HUBERT HUMPHREY'S Senate 
career. In my view, none is more important, 
none is more enduring, none is more ex
pressive of the compassion that is central to 
his character than his constant struggle to 
assure that there be no compromise with 
the quality of medicine for America's veter
ans. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of Mr. Driver's introductory remarks be 
printed at this point in the RECORD, fol
lowed by the Vice President's address. 

There being no objection, the intro
ductory remarks and address were or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. 

DRIVER, ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS 
Mr. Vice President, distinguished guests, 

lad ies and gentlemen, today we join together 
in a ceremony that has become characteristic 
of the Veterans' Administration-the dedica
tion of a new hospital, incorporating all the 
latest fruits of medicine, engineering, and 
architecture. It is characteristic of the Vet
erans' Administration because we have con
tinually built new hospitals since the end of 
World War II. 

Seen from the Washington community, this 
is a dedication too long awaited. Seen from 
the national point of view, this is the 66th 
VA hospital dedicated since 1947. Nineteen 
additional hospitals are now actuaJly under 
construction or planned. These hospitals and 
expansions of others will bring over 18,000 
new beds into the VA as older and outmoded 
hospitals such as the Mount Alto Hospital are 
gradually retired. Each of these new struc
tures will be as modern and efficient as the 
one we see here today. 

Thus, we are now in the very midst of a 
great and exciting age of hospital building. 
This progress, as with all progress, did not 
come about automatically; rather, it is the 
result of the unceasing effort and dedication 
of those who have made excellence in vet
erans' medicine their personal concern. 
Many of these men are with us here today. 
All have contributed much, but none more 
so than the man who it is my great honor to 
introduce to you. 

There are in this land today many endur
ing monuments to the vigor, enlightenment, 

and courage of HUBERT HUMPHREY'S Senate 
career. 

In my view, none · is more important, none 
is more enduring, none is more expressive of 
the compassion that is central to his char
acter, than his constant struggle to assure 
that there be no c.ompromise with the qual-

. ity of medicine for America's veterans. 
In defending the integrity of the v A medi

cal program, he· said: "One of the most im
portant obligations of the Nation is provid
ing the finest possible medical care for our 
wounded and ill ex-servicemen." 

In· alerting the Senate to the growing n um
ber of aging veterans, he said: "No single 
agency of the U.S. Government will be or is 
meeting the medical needs of a larger group 
of senior citizens than the Veterans' Admin
istration. It is not simply the responsi
bility to meet the problem of diseases of the 
aged, but, rather more .positively, to help our 
veterans enjoy the fullest of health." 

In stressing the contribution made by VA 
research to the health of veterans and all 
our citizens, he said: "I feel that the re
search increases which the Congress has 
granted to VA in recent years are a fitting 
tribute to ·the important results achieved to 
date and are appropriate recognition of the 
significance of constantly seeking new an
swers to the medical needs of America's ex
servicemen, as well as the needs of our en tire 
population." · 

He summed up his views on our national 
obligation to veterans and their dependents 
when he said that, "The veterans of our Na
tion have made tremendous contributions 
to the welfare of our people, in time of peace 
as well as in time of war. Their patriotic 
devotion and loyal service merit the atten
tion and gratitude of all Americans." And 
he assured his fellow countrymen that he 
would continue "efforts for adequate recog
nition by Congress of the needs and welfare 
of our veterans and their families." 

He has more than fulfilled the promise of 
that assurance. He has more than kept faith 
with America's veterans, for he has been 
their advocate, their spokesman, and their 
champion against the forces of indifference. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the Vice President 
of the United States. 

ADDRESS BY HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY 
It is my honor to share this dedication 

with you. 
This is the newest and most modern of v A 

hospitals. More than 8,000 veterans will 
come here each year to receive· the care this 
hospital will provide. They will receive good 
care because VA medicine is good medicine. 

As we are here today to dedicate this hos
pital, let us also dedicate ourselves to con
tinuance of these high standards of medi
cine. 

What will it take to maintain such stand
ards? First, it will take modern and func
tional efficiency. 

Today, VA is engaged in the largest hos
pital building program in history. At this 
moment, at some stage in the construction 
pipeline, there are 355 VA projects underway. 
These projects are not undertaken for their 
own sake. They are designed to provide the 
best care possible to those who deserve it. 

Second, it will take effectiveness: This 
means locating VA hospital beds where they 
can treat the greatest number of veterans. 
The VA system has each year increased the 
number of veterans treated. This year, for 
example, VA hospitals will treat 100,000 more 
veterans than they did in 1960. Efficient 
placement of facilities makes this possible. 

Third, it will take comprehensiveness of 
care. A veteran who enters the doors of 
this hospital will benefit from the availabil
ity of a full spectrum of modern medical 
techniques-ranging from open-heart sur
gery and radioactive cobalt therapy to a spe
cial kidney treatment unit which will lit
erally sav~ dozens of lives each year. 
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The President's budget request for fiscal 

year 1966 includes more funds for medical 
care than at any time in VA history. It 
clearly reflects this administration's re
sponse to the need for continued high stand
ards of VA medicine. 

Funds requested for 1966-
Will support activation of three new hos

pitals, including this one; 
Will support the new nursing care pro

gram in VA operated facilities with an esti
mated average of 1,500 patients daily; 

wm support establishment of 13 special 
centers for heart surgery, of 26 emphysema 
treatment units, of two day treatment cen
ters, of two mental hygiene clinics, of a new 
blind rehabilitation center; 

Will support expansion of medical and 
surgical bed sections in neuropsychiatric 
hospitals, and expansion of capability of the 
11 centers for treatment of chronic kidney 
disease; 

Will support an increase in staff to provide 
corrective treatment for speech problems at 
20 more hospitals; and 

Will support strengthening of V A's clin
lcallaboratory services. 

We view the VA hospital system as a na
tional resource that is an essential part of 
a national health program. 

The VA hospital program has been shaped 
so that it may render the best care in the 
power of medical science and also so that it 
may help all Americans through medical re
search and the training of much-needed 
doctors and other medical professionals. 

In research, the VA has moved from about 
absolute zero to one of the finest medical 
and clinical research programs in the world. 
In the first 10 years alone this research pro
gram has expanded by some 700 percent. 

This hospital will play a significant role in 
that research effort. 

But the contribution being made by the 
Veterans' Administration to the health of 
the entire Nation is not confined to the prod
ucts of its laboratories. For the VA, 
through its program of affiliation, is now in
volved in a creative, mutually beneficial part
nership with the Nation's leading medical 
schools. 

Through this partnership with medical 
schools, approximately one-half of the junior 
medical students in the United States re
ceive part of their clinical experience in vet
erans hospitals. A total of 3,200 out of 
7,400 registered senior medical students have 
a part of their 4th-year clinical training in 
VA hospitals. 

Approximately 10 percent of all medical 
residencies are in VA hospitals. Many of 
America's best specialty training programs 
have developed through combined university 
and affiliated VA hospital programs. And it 
is estimated that 15 percent of all certified 
physicians today have received part or all 
of their specialty training in Veterans' Ad
ministration hospitals. _ 

By viewing the VA hospital programs as 
part of a national health effort, we also see 
that it is directly related to other creative 
measures being taken to improve the health 
of all our citizens--measures at the heart 
of the Great Society we are all striving to 
build. 

And now it is my pleasant duty to join 
with Administrator of Veterans' Affairs Wil
liam J. Driver in presenting this official dedi
cation certificate to the director of this 
hospital, Dr. Thomas J. Ready, and to repose 
in him the heavy responsib1lity for carry
ing forward the work of healing the sick and 
distressed who enter these doors. 

ERVIN PRAISES TOBACCO GROWERS 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the to

bacco referendum which was held yes
terday indicated once again the good 

judgment of the tobacco farmers. In 
an overwhelming vote of more than 73.7 
percent, the Flue-cured tobacco farm
ers indicated their approval of the acre
age-poundage proposal recommended by 
the Congress and the President early last 
month. In North Carolina 82.9 percent 
of the Flue-cured growers voted to ap
prove the program. 

The tobacco program has been one of 
the least expensive to the Government. 
Indeed, as I pointed out in a statement 
before the Senate Agriculture Commit
tee, the Federal Government has received 
in taxes from tobacco more than twice 
the amount spent on all farm support 
programs. Since 1933 the Federal Gov
ernment has received $39.5 billion in 
taxes from tobacco collections, whereas, 
we have only spent $38 million to support 
the tobacco grower during that time. 

In voting to accept the acreage-pound
age proposal the tobacco farmers of the 
Nation have shown an acute awareness 
that the quality of their product must 
be maintained and enhanced if the 
American market is to obtain a favorable 
price abroad. 

The acreage-poundage program pro
vides for a formula which is not readily 
ascertainable, and, indeed, requires a 
considerable amount of time to work it 
out properly. Notwithstanding the 
complications of the formula, the grow
ers have campaigned assiduously to ex
plain to their fellow tobacco farmers the 
benefits to be derived from the program. 
The vote reflects the awareness of the 
farmers of the unique situation in which 
the tobacco farmer finds himself today 
and the desire to do something them
selves to bring the supply-demand sit
uation for tobacco into a more reason
able relationship. It is the type of far
sightedness which has made our country 
great, and I am sure that it is an indica
tion that other tobacco farmers will join 
with the Flue-cured growers in meeting 
the various agricultural problems which 
confront us. 

The Flue-cured tobacco farmers are 
to be congratulated upon the example 
they have set for the whole Nation. If a 
similar spirit of cooperativeness were 
found within all the problem areas of the 
country, many of the problems which 
confront us could much more rapidly be 
met and overcome. 

For many years the price-support sys
tem for tobacco was the model farm pro
gram of the Nation, and it brought sta
bility and prosperity to the- tobacco 
farmer. However, when it became ap
parent within the past year that this 
program was no longer adequate to meet 
the problem facing the tobacco farmers 
they moved rapidly to find a solution 
and action taken on May 4 clearly indi
cates that the Flue-cured growers want 
tl::eir tobacco program to remain the best 
in the Nation. 

REGULATION OF MISUSE OF 
FIREARMS 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
many newspapers across the country 
have devoted editorial space to alert the 
public to the necessity for legislation 
restricting the misuse of firearms. Re-

porting of the 5,000 homicides and 8,000 
suicides that occur in the United States 
every year through the use of weapons 
suggests that newspapers are in a posi
tion to speak with authority on the sub
ject. 

An editorial appearing in the Eugene 
Register-Guard of Eugene, Oreg., gave 
an articulate appraisal of Senator Donn's 
bill, S. 14, which is designed to keep 
mail-order guns from criminals, nar
cotic addicts, mental defectives, and 
juveniles. 

During the past few months, t he 
Washington Post has carried a series of 
editorials concerning the misuse of weap
ons. It has done so because of its belief 
that the "almost uncontrolled distribu
tion and availability of firearms in the 
United States presents a senseless peril 
to public safety and because of a strong 
desire to bring this peril to public 
notice." 

Mr. President, I would like to com
mend to the attention of my colleagues 
these excellent editorials urging con
gressional action in an area that for too 
long has been neglected, and ask unani
mous consent that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard 
Apr.19,1965] 

ANYBODY CAN GET A GUN IN THE MAIL 

Even as Lee Harvey Oswald was poking his 
rifle, which he got under an alias from a mall 
order house, out the window of a building in 
Dallas, Senator THOMAs Donn, of Connecti
cut, was having trouble with one of his pet 
bills. He couldn't get his fellow Senators 
sufficiently interested in doing something 
about the free and easy traffic in firearms. 
Against him were powerful lobby groups and 
many civil-liberties-conscious citizens who 
see any firearms legislation as a first exercise 
against individual liberty. The assassina
tion of the President stirred some interest, 
for a little while, but Senator Donn's bill still 
lies in Congress. It ought to be passed. 

It is not a severe bill. It does not outlaw 
the interstate shipment of firearms. But it 
does regulate such shipment. It provides 
that a person ordering a firearm from a mail 
order dealer pick up that firearm from a local 
dealer. The local dealer would have to com
ply with whatever local laws are in effect. 
This would make it more difficult for a felon, 
a fugitive, a psychopath, an anarchist, a 
Communist, a boy in the fifth grade or a 
mental patient to get his hands on some
thing society agrees he shouldn't have. 

It's so easy now. All one does is fill out 
a coupon, perhaps fill out an unnotarized 
statement attesting to his own good citizen
ship, send money and walt. Pretty soon a 
gun comes in his name or the name he chose 
to write on the coupon. He pays the freight. 
From there on, who knows? 

Local authority is bypassed. Pennsylvania, 
for example, requires a person who buys a 
weapon that can be concealed to walt 48 
hours before he picks it up. That gives local 
authorities time to check up on him. Yet in 
a 3-year period, one firm alone shipped 100 
such weapons into Pittsburgh and 150 into 
Philadelphia. 

Opponents of Senator Donn's b111 fall back 
on the second amendment to the Constitu
tion. That says, "A well regulated militia 
being necessary to the security of a free 
state, the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed." It's a poor 
defense. 
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The second amendment has never been 

really interpreted. Because of its wording 
some legal authorities say it has to do only 
with the establishment of duly constituted 
militia, not with the individual ownership of 
weapons. Others take a broader view. Even 
those who take the broader v_iew, though, 
note that New York City's Sullivan law pro
hibiting even the ownership of a concealable 
weapon, remains on the books after years of 
attack. 

Moreover, the Dodd bill would not infringe 
upon any right of possession or ownership, 
but only upon the manner of sale. This Con
gress can do under its power to regulate in
terstate commerce. Many units of Govern
ment regulate the conditions of sale, requir
ing, for example, a waiting period before the 
weapon is picked up. Others apply State and 
local sales taxes to the price. Most units of 
government prohibit ownership by ex
convicts, mental patients and small children, 
all of whom can now buy the guns by mail. 

Each man is free to swing his fist. But 
that freedom stops at the end of the other 
man's nose. Our rights must be qualified. 
We have, for example, freedom of speech, but 
don't test it by call1ng in a false fire alarm. 
We have freedom of religion, but don't think 
that extends to a sect that believes in, and 
practices, cannibalism. 

America, by long and honorable tradition, 
is a nation where firearms are highly re
garded. But so many of the firearms adver
tised in these gun magazines are cheap, for
eign junk, unsuitable for either hunting or 
serious target work. They can, however, serve 
another purpose. And few are really bar
gains, not after the freight has been paid. 

Instead of trying to block Senator DoDD in 
his efforts to curb the gunrunners, the sport
ing interests of the country ought to be 
behind him-for the good r .ame of their own 
number and the higher standards of their 
honorable hobby. 

(From the Washington Post, Apr. 28, 1965) 
A PARTING SHOT 

For 77 consecutive days-11 full weeks
this page has carried an editorial about guns. 
It has done so because of a belief that the 
almost uncontrolled distribution and avail
ability o! firearms in the United States pre
sents a senseless peril to public safety and 
because of a strong desire to bring this peril 
to public notice. This kind of effort to arouse 
public opinion constitutes, W"' think, one of 
the first functions of a free press. 

The stream of editorials has produced, in 
unprecedented volume, a responding stream 
of letters to the editor-most of them critical 
of the editorials, many of them insensately 
angry. Some of the editorials were meant to 
be informative-to document the danger and 
to describe what seemed to us appropriate 
legislative remedies. Some were frankly 
meant to be provocative-to arouse a sense 
of outrage by recounting tragedies reported 
as commonplace in the news pages every day. 
Some were meant to rebut the standard argu
ments of the National Rifle Association and 
other opponents of the President's recom
mendations for firearms control. Some were 
meant to be sardonic or shocking-and 
seemed, perhaps, no more than smart aleck. 

Since we propose now to declare a mora
torium, or temporary cease-fire, on the sub
ject, it seems opportune to recapitulate our 
reasons for wanting effective firearms con.:. 
trol and to restate the kinds of control we 
deem effective. Guns are indubitably dan
gerous. About 5,000 homicides and more 
than 8,000 suicides are committed through 
the use of guns every year in the United 
States. May of these killings could have, 
and perhaps would have been accomplished 
by other means; but guns made them easy. 

To begin with, guns contribute to crime. 
Possession of them emboldens many to un-

dertake assaults or robberies; and it leads to 
many fatalities which might not have re
sulted if these crimes had been undertaken 
with less lethal weapons. In a 3-year 
period, according to FBI Director J. Edgar 
Hoover, 168 law-enforcement officers were 
murdered in the performance of their official 
duties. Firearms were used in 162 of these 
killings, with revolvers and automatic pistols 
accounting for 131 of the deaths and rifles 
and shotguns for 31; knives, clubs, and other 
weapons were responsible for the remaining 
6. 

Even more tragic, in a way, is the death 
toll from guns used by those not intending 
to commit crime-the killing of children by 
demented parents, the killing of wives and 
husbands and lovers and relatives and neigh
bors in pointless quarrels, the killing of 
youngsters by other youngsters who did not 
know the gun was loaded, or by sheer acci
dent or carelessness, the killing, altogether 
at random, of innocents who happened to be 
at hand when some drunk or fool was sky
larking with a gun: Not a day passes in any 
major American city without some such 
tragedy. 

For these reasons, we want to prevent, or 
at least diminish, the possession and easy 
acquisition of guns by criminals, drunkards, 
juveniles, drug addicts, and the mentally ill. 
We are convinced that this can be done-to 
the vast betterment of the general welfare
without preventing the legitimate enjoyment 
of firearms for hunting, collecting, target 
shooting and, where necessary, self-defense 
by responsible, law-abiding, qualified adults. 

Nationally, we urge adoption of the bills 
introduced by Senator THOMAS DoDD to im
plement President Johnson's gun control 
proposals . . In brief, these would rigidly 
limit the importation of guns-mainly cast
off military weapons-from abroad; prohibit 
mail-order sales of firearms to individuals 
by limiting firearms shipments in interstate 
commerce to shipments between licensed im
porters, manufacturers, and dealers; and 
help States to control the firearms traffic 
within their borders by requiring that any 
gun purchaser be a bona fide resident of the 
State in which the gun is purchased. 

Locally, we urge the registration of all fire
arms; the limitation of ownership to persons 
over 21 years of age who have not been con
victed of a crime, who have not been ad
judged mentally incompetent and who have 
demonstrated by test a knowledge of the 
rules of safety for handling firearms. In 
addition, because pistols are peculiarly dan
gerous and peculiarly susceptible to employ
ment in the commission of crime, we urge 
that the possession of a pistol be narrowly 
limited to bona fide collectors, to target 
shooters whose use of them will be carefully 
controlled by regulation, and to persons who, 
in isolated places and special situations, are 
adjudged in accordance with fixed standards, 
to have a genuine need of them for self-
protection. · 

There is nothing in these proposals, we 
think, which infringes on the constitutional 
right to keep and bear arms as that right is 
related to the maintenance of a well-regu
lated militia. There is nothing in these pro
posals which interferes with participation by 
responsible adults in the great and popular 
sports of hunting and target shooting, or in 
the hobby of gun collection. The frontier is 
gone in the United States. Americans today 
live increasingly in crowded urban centers 
where the indiscriminate possession of guns 
has become a deadly danger. 

In a country where four Presidents have 
been assassinated by gunfire and where guns 
exact a terrible toll in death and tragedy 
every year, sportsmen can fairly be asked to 
incur minor inconvenience for the sake of 
the general welfare. It is time for America 
to come of age. Disarmament needs to begin 
at home. 

SUMMARY OF MEDICARE 
TESTIMONY 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, there 
is a great interest both in and out of 
the Congress, centered on the hearings 
now being conducted by the Finance 
Committee. As a member of that com
mittee, I believe it will be a service to 
my colleagues and others to provide a 
concise, objective summary of the testi
mony as it is received day by day from 
the more than 80 witnesses who are 
scheduled to appear before us. Today I 
should like to present such a summary 
of the viewpoint of witnesses heard yes
terday and today. What follows is not 
in any sense an o:fHcial statement, and 
it has not been prepared by the com
mittee staff but by my own o:fHce. 

I ask unanimous consent that sum
maries for each of the witnesses appear
ing today and yesterday may appear in 
the RECORD. 

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

SUMMARY OF MEDICARE TESTIMONY 
TESTIMONY OF MAY 4, 1965 

I. Senior Citizens Golden Ring Council 
(Zalmen J. Lichtenstein, executive director): 

The council supports the bill, including 
the supplementary medical insurance plan. 
They would like to see the following 
changes: 

1. An added provision covering drug ex
penses out of hospital; 

2. Inclusion in hospital service of pay
ments for radiologists, anesthesiologists, etc.; 
and 

3. Inclusion of equivalent railroad retire
ment benefits. 

4. Noted that where the wife is younger 
than 65, the need for maintaining other 
health insurance for her will cause a double 
burden. 

II. American Nurses' Association (Julia C. 
Thompson, director, Washington office): 

1. Private duty nursing care should be in
cluded (now excluded/ specifically by sec. 1861 
(b) ( 5)). There are safeguards to prevent ex
cessive use of these services, including the 
utilization review committee and the neces
sity of physician certification for service. 

2. Supports home health services, includ
ing nursing care, in both basic and supple
mentary plans. Approves part-time or inter
mittent services of a home health aid. 

3. Recommends that the State department 
of health be the agency authorized by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to certify a home health agency. 

4. Recommends amendment to provide 
registered professional nurses (rather than 
allowing licensed practical nurses as equiva
lent) should be on duty at all times in 
hospitals providing covered services (sec. 
1861(e)(5)). 

5. Supports transfer agreement with the 
hospitals for extended care facilities (.sec. 
1861(j)). 

6. Recommends inclusion of professional 
nurses on utilization review committee. 

7. Supports amendment to include services 
of radiologists, anesthesiologists, etc. in 
basic hospital coverage. 

8. Recommends inclusion of registered pro
fessional nurses on all National and State 
advisory councils and review committees. 

9. Supports compulsory social security 
coverage of nonprofit organizations, and re
moval of nonprofit exemption. 

III. Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL: 
1. Believes S. 395 (SALTONSTALL, AIKEN, 

COTTON, MORTON, PROUTY, SCOTT) provides 
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better approach: voluntary, State-adminis
tered; offers options qf (1) short-term pro
gram, (2) deductible major illness program, 
(3) private insurance policy program. 

2. Provision requiring that nursing home 
care must be preceded by hospital stay 
should be eliminated. 

3. Provision should be made for prescribed 
drugs outside the hospital. 

4. Basically, health care should not be 
placed under social security or payroll taxes. 
A future Congress may be unable to provide. 
increased cash benefits under social security 
because medical care will absorb so much 
from the payroll tax, which is regressive. 

5. Aid should go to those who need help, 
rather than to all. The plan should be 
voluntary, not compulsory. 

IV. American Society of Anesthesiologists 
(Perry P. Volpitto, M.D., president) : 

1. Supports retaining House-passed pro
visions for services of specialists rather than 
proposed amendment to include in basic hos
pital service. 

Testified that a 1963 AMA survey showed 
only 8.8 percent of hospitals pay salaries to 
anesthesiologists, 22.5 percent to radiologists, 
40.5 percent to pathologists. Thus anesthe
siologists' fee coverage in health insurance 
programs is normally found in provisions for 
physicians' services rather than hospital 
services, as in the bill. 

2. The c·ase of anesthesiology is different 
from that of the other specialties lumped 
with it in the bill. 

3. It is vital to the future of the specialty 
that anesthesiologists practice "as other in
dependent physicians and not as a hospital 
service." 

V. National Medical Association (W. Mon
tague Cobb, M.D., president): 

1. Strongly endorses the bill, H.R. 6675. 
2. This is historic position of the 5,000-

member organization "formed in Atlanta in 
1895 because of exclusion practices against 
Negro physicians." Supported Wagner-Mur
ray-Dingell bill (1946) and subsequent pro
posals. 

3. Precedent for inclusion of radiologists, 
etc., "is far more established in practice than 
excluding them." · 

4. Antidiscrimination provisions should be 
clearly written into the bill. 

VI. American Hospital Association (Joseph 
V. Terenzio, member, council on administra
tion, and executive director, the Brooklyn 
Hospital): 

1. Favor inclusion of radiologists, etc. 
Over 60 percent of pathologists, 25 percent of 
radiologists are salaried by hospitals, while a 
great majority of the remainder work on a 
contractual basis. 

2. Opposed to deductibles. 
3. Full reimbursement to hospitals should 

be made instead of "reasonable" costs of 
services. 

4. The administrative intermediary should 
be designated by the providers of services. 
Blue Cross would be the preferable choice of 
most. 

5. The Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare should consult with tJ;le American 
Hospital Association in developing regula
tions pertaining to reimbursement of serv
ices. (Now reads that he may consult.) 

6. Private organizations should be given a 
primary role in making payments for care 
and in establishing information as to fiscal 
records. We specifically hop~ that State 
agencies will not be involved in such a role. 
(Sec. 1864(a) .) · 

7. Change section 1867, page 97, on line 21, 
to read: "The members shall include persons 
who are outstanding in the field of hospital 
administration, medical care, and other 
health activities, and at least one person who 
is representative of the general public." 

A national medical review committee is 
not needed because it would duplicate re
sponsibilities of the Health Insurance Bene
fits Advisory Council. 

8. Under section 1813(3) whole blood is 
generally supplied by uncompensated donors 
and therefore should not be covered. · 

9. The definition of medical and other 
health services which appears on page 82 o! 
the bill seems to raise questions of conflict 
with the definition of physicians' services. 
In a number of instances, the services which 
are listed under "medical and other health 
services" are likely to be physicians' services. 
This separation may provide problems in the 
administration of the program. 

10. American Hospital Association supports 
the remaining portions of the bill. 

TESTIMONY OF MAY 5, 1965 

Mr. WALTER J. McNERNEY, 

President, Blue Cross Association: 
1. Their testimony pointed out the many 

complexities in administering the program. 
The work requires personnel who understand 
not only the techniques of prepayment, but 
also the health system, and who are on the 
local scene to work within it. 

The various tasks involved need to be well 
coordinated, especially when the benefits 
cut across the basic program (hospital care), 
the supplementary program (physicians' 
services) , and the expanded program for as
sistance to the needy. The sick person would 
need detailed instructions in order to under
stand his responsibilities (i.e., amount of 
deductible expenses, etc.) and periods of 
coverage. 

Keeping track of all the records requires 
that it be kept by the carrier intermediary. 
This requires fast timing because the hos
pital must know while the patient is in the 
house what benefits apply. Under Blue 
Cross, for example, hospitals know this in a 
matter of hours or a day or two at most. 
In addition to keeping track of records and 
paying the bills, the intermediary must have 
quick ability to advise the elderly person 
and his physician on such questions as to 
what the elderly's future needs will be, should 
the patient use more nursing home days in
stead of in-patient hospital days, etc. 

Blue Cross believes that it has the capacity 
to accomplish the major job required in ad
ministering the program. 

2. The specialist services of radiologists, 
pathologists, anesthesiologists, and physi
atrists, should be reinstated under the basic 
plan. 

3. Blue Cross opposes the use of deduct
ibles in the hospitalization, as well as paying 
a percentage of the physicians' services ren
dered. A better approach would be to re
duce the days per spell of illness to 30 (in
stead of 60 as the bill now reads) and add 
more days to the voluntary benefits. 

4. It is insufficient to define rehabilita
tion centers as hospitals or extended care 
facilities rather than as diagnostic and 
therapeutic services. The bill should in
clude carefully drawn standards which fit the 
special characteristics of rehabilitation cen
ters, not simply define them as hospitals 
which do rehabilitation. 

5. There is no provision for coverage of 
emergency accident services provided by the 
hospital unless they be diagnostic, and cov
erage under the supplementary plan is in
complete. With the accidents to which the 
elder!Y are prone, omission from the bill o! 
full hospital outpatient department services 
for accidental injury is an undesirable over
sight. 

6. There is concern whether the specifics of. 
the bill are so precise as to require a proper 
determination of costs, providing reimburse
ment under some formula such as the rela
tionship of charges to cost. Reimbursement 
on the basis of cost-to-charges ratio, which 
attempts to isolate expense by various classi
fications of the patient, is largely untried and 
its implications are not clear. Furthermore, 
who is to determine whether a particular in
stitution's costs are out of line. 

7. Blue Cross applauds the granting of an 
income tax deduction for the cost of health 

benefits. This will enable aged persons to 
purchase drugs and also encourage purchase 
of further protection. 

Mr. Blue Carstenson, director, senior mem
ber council, National Farmers Union: 

1. They would like to see the number of 
days of hospital and nursing home care 
extended. 

2. It would be more beneficial to the peo
ple if the radiologists' and other doctors' fees 
were put back in the hospital plan. 

3. Home health services are one of the 
most essential features of the entire bill. 
Most rural communities cannot afford such 
services and this will remedy the problem. 

4. They feel that the diagnostic service 
provided in the bill will save the program 
money and urge that the deductible for out
patient diagnostic services not be fixed ex
cept as a maximum. More easily obtained 
checkups may actually save the overall pro
gram money. 

5. Urge HEW to work with smaller health 
insurance companies to assist them now to 
develop a pool so as to be able to participate 
in the out-of-hospital insurance plan. 

6. They can support the inclusion of the 
out-of-hospital prescription drugs in the 
medicare program if there are provisions to 
assure a reasonable cost for the drugs. U 
there is no way to prohibit exorbitant prof
its in drugs, we reject inclusion of out-of
hospital drugs and the drug stamp plan. 
- 7. They endorse all the amendments re
lating to social security benefits. 

8. Social security should provide a mini..: 
mum standard of living above which people 
can add to their pension programs and sav
ings in order to reach a decent standard of 
living. It is urged that a national welfare 
:floor be established for public welfare of 
about $1,400 for the older single person and 
$1,600 for retired couples. 

Mr. Mahlon Z. Eubank, director of the 
social insurance department, Commerce & 
Industry Association of New York: 

1. The medical care program under the 
hospital portion of the bill should be 
amended to cover all individuals 65 and over 
and not just social security beneficiaries. 
The payroll tax should provide the funds to 
pay all such individuals. 

2. Setting ur a voluntary but Government 
subsidized private insurance program to 
cover medical and other similar costs for the 
aged side by side with a compulsory govern
ment medicare program to finance hospital 
and nursing home care under the Social Se
curity Administration would create compllca
tions when both get involved with every 
patient who has hospital and medical bills. 

3. If the supplementary plan is .adopted, 
there will be little, if any, room left for pri
vate health insurance for all those over 65. 
If such plans are eliminated, beneficiaries 
could be hurt because private nursing, etc., 
are provided. 

4. Adoption o! the voluntary program 
could have serious implications for the 
future of the private insurance business be
cause the Government for the first time 
would be offering coverage along lines charac
teristic of the private insurance program to 
be additionally subsidized from general reve
nues. It is an invasion of private enterprise. 

5. Section 303 of the bill would broaden 
the disability insurance protection by pro
viding disability insurance benefits for an 
insured worker who has been totally disabled 
for at least 6 calendar months. This provi
sion has several undesirable effects: · 

(a) It would cause employers difficulty in 
getting employees back to work because in 
many cases the money collected under this 
plan and the workmen's compensation bene
fits would be greater than the employee 
makes in salary. 

(b) It would seriously interfere with 
labor-management agreement when employ:. 
ers insist on an offset for social security 
benefits provided by section 303. 
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(c) State workmen's compensation pro

grams could be destroyed. 
(d) The additional cost of this liberaliza

tion feature was never considered. 
6. Various suggestions were made to amend 

the Kerr-Mills Act, which are generally cov
ered by the bill. 

Dr. John J. McGraw, Jr., Bucks County 
Medical Society, Bucks County, Pa.: 

1. They urge the use of the social security 
tax or a similar payroll tax to finance medi
cal care. 

2. Benefits should be disbursed by provid
ing the aged with approved private insurance 
policies such as Blue Cross and Blue Shield. 
The proposed bill permits the use of insur
ance companies as disbursing agents. They 
request that Congress directs the issuance of 
approved private insurance policies to the 
aged. 

3. The services of all physicians, including 
pathologists, radiologists, and anesthesiolog
ists should be covered. 

4 . The policies should have a larger deduc
tible or a capay of a larger percent of the 
bill, which would enable more coverage for 
long term or exceptionally costly illnesses. 

5. The fund should be empowered to re
gain the cost of premiums from the estates 
of those who received coverage but who did 
not pay into the fund for at least 10 years. 
This would offer an additional source of in
come for at least 10 years, which is needed 
because present cost estimates of the pro
gram are not much more than educated 
guesses. 

Mr. Don B. Goodloe, legislative representa
tive, Washington, D.C., Teachers Union, Local 
No. 6 of the American Federation of Teach
ers: 

He formerly supported the position of tes
timony presented by Mr. Nelson Cruikshank, 
of the AFL-CIO, on Monday, May 2, who 
strongly supported the passage of the bill. 

Dr. Edward L. Young, chairman, the 
Physicians Forum: 

1. Radiologists, anesthesiologists, and 
physiatrists who would be included under the 
basic hospital services, that are covered. 

2. The bill should be amended to limit 
eligible nursing homes to those operated by 
or affiliated with a hospital. This would 
prevent the use of any substandard nursing 
homes that are permitted to dominate the 
field because of the shortage of decent facili
ties. 

3. Coverage of radiologists, etc. should be 
included in the hospital coverage as a hospi
tal service. 

4 . The $50 deductible for hospital coverage 
and the 20 percent payment under the 
voluntary program will place a heavy burden 
upon the aged. 

5. Experience with the proposed reason
able charges for physicians services has 
made it clear that the program will be sub
ject to rising costs. 

6. The bill turns over the administration 
of physicians service benefits entirely to the 
insurance carriers, thereby effectively ab
dicating the principle of Government re
sponsibility for the expenditure of Govern
ment funds. 

REVITALIZATION OF THEUNITED 
NATIONS 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, last 
Friday, over 1,000 Maryland residents 
sent to President Johnson a petition 
urging that he "help revitalize the 
United Nations." This petition, endors
ing the planning-for-peace resolution, 
introduced by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], 
carried the signatures of Gov. J. Millard 
Tawes, Mayor Theodore R. McKeldin, of 
Baltimore, Bishop Doll, Bishop Lovie, 
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Bishop Powell, Rabbi Liberman, Rabbi 
Shaw, and many oth~r religious, busi
ness, and political leaders of my State. 

I am proud to be one of the bipartisan 
group of 26 Senators to cosponsor this 
resolution. 

Senator CLARK's resolution recognizes 
that one of the most critical problems 
facing American foreign policy today is 
the establishment of a standby world 
peacekeeping force. 

There can be little doubt that such 
peacekeeping machinery is sorely needed. 
Last year, when the United Nations 
forces went to the island of Cyprus, 
the United Nations was for the 13th time 
answering the need for peacekeeping 
forces. However, it took 2 weeks for the 
first troops to arrive, after the Security 
Council had decided to establish the 
Cyprus force. Another week passed be
fore the United Nations force was inau
gurated. Had not British troops been 
present, the delay might have had 
serious consequences. 

Afterward, the U.S. Ambassador to the 
· United Nations, Adlai Stevenson, ob

served: 
Cyprus has vividly exposed the frailties 

of the existing machinery. 

His prescription: a standby United 
Nations peace force composed of national 
military units. 

Such a peace force is certainly prac
tical. To date, Denmark, Sweden, Nor
way, Finland, New Zealand, Iran, Can
ada, and the Netherlands have offered to 
select military units which they might 
make available, upon request, to the 
United Nations. In late February of this 
year, Great Britain joined in supporting 
this concept, by offering to commit itself 
to provide logistical support to six 
infantry batallions of a United Nations 
peace force. Until called into service by 
the United Nations, these units would be 
financed and controlled by their own 
governments. 

In view of this evidence of consider
able ·world support for some kind of 
permanent United Nations peace force, 
what stands in the way of the creation of 
such a force? I believe the United Na
tions has failed to create such a force 
primarily because enough attention has 
not been given the rules within which 
it would operate. 

One group which could profitably 
study this problem is the Special Com
mittee on Peacekeeping Operations, 
meeting in New York under the distin
guished leadership of the President of 
the General Assembly, Sir Alex Quaison
Sackey. The Committee of 33, as it is 
generally known, was established to con
sider "peacekeeping in all its aspects." 

Up to now, the committee appears to 
have emphasized the question of pay
ment of past peacekeeping forces which 
plagued the last General Assembly. It 
is hoped, however, that the committee 
will seriously consider the future possi
bilities of peacekeeping, as well as past 
problems. 

The present international situation 
clearly indicates that the establishment 
of a standby United Nations peacekeep
ing force deserves close study within the 
administration and Congress. Ideally, 
we should be taking the lead and pre-

paring plans for a United Nations peace
keeping force, to be considered by the 
international community. At the very 
least, the United States must be pre
pared to evaluate quickly and intelligent
ly viable peacekeeping plans proposed by 
any source. It would be a great tragedy, 
indeed, if such plans were to fail be
cause we were not prepared to make an 
adequate response. 

Careful studies of this problem have 
been made. Recently, I had the pleasure 
of receiving a copy of a document en
titled "Wanted: Rules To Guide U.N. 
Peacekeeping Operations of the Future." 
It was written by Marion McVitty, the 
United World Federalist official United 
Nations observer. It seems to me that 
this document is based on ideas and con
cepts which all of us should consider. · 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of Mrs. McVitty's paper be printed in 
the RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the 
United Nations will be 20 years old in 
June of this year. Although much has 
been made of its recent problems, there 
is no question that the United Nations 
has been of major service to humanity in 
those 20 years. 

The problems of the United Nations 
are a test of our will to work for a world 
where world peace and world law can 
become a reality. This is a great chal
lenge to this administration and to this 
Congress. 

Only a few years ago, many people 
scoffed at Vice President HUMPHREY 
when he became the Senate's one-man 
subcommittee on disarmament. Yet 
from his studies and his thinking came 
the tools which enabled us to deal in
telligently with the opportunities pro
vided by the test ban treaty. 

As Ambassador Stevenson has so aptly 
put it, we have "No mission but peace, no 
enemy but war." Let us not delay in pro
viding our future peacekeeping forces. 
If the task is impossible, then let us 
know why. If it is possible, as I believe 
it is, then let us begin. 

ExHmiT 1 

WANTED: RULES To GUIDE U.N. PEACE
KEEPING OPERATIONS OF THE FuTuRE 

(By Marion H. McVitty) 
INTRODUCTION 

The course of international events since 
the United Nations was founded has caused 
the international organization to evolve new 
methods, based on new concepts, in order to 
fulfill its primary purpose of maintaining 
world peace. 

As envisioned in the U.N. Charter, collec
tive security . was generally supposed to re
quire collective military action to prevent or 
repel aggression. In the case of Korea the 
United Nations implemented its charter 
powers in these ternrs and used collective 
armed forces on the side of the victim of an 
armed attack. 

At that time the United Nations could 
hardly have justified its further existence 
had it not thus demonstrated that aggres
sion would not be tolerated. The use of war 
as an instrument of national policy was 
suocessfully halted on that occasion-by the 
use of war as an instrument of international 
policy. 
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Since Korea, this approach to collective 

security has been refined by dint of circum
stances, ingenuity, and liberal charter in
terpretation. In the Middle East, in Congo, 
Cyprus, and elsewhere the United Nations 
has undertaken peacekeeping operations di
rected toward the more impartial service of 
law and order. The collective military con
tingents deployed have been used to serve 
a police function. They have been author
ized to use only a minimum of force, and 
only as a last resort, in self-defense in carry
ing out the particular U.N. mandate. Paci
fication of a crisis has been attempted with 
a minimum of prejudice to the rights and 
claims of the parties in a settlement of the 
dispute. 

Although new concepts and new practices 
relating to international collective security 
are as yet scarcely emerging from con tro
versy and confusion, there is a discernible 
consolidation of favorable opinion regard
ing them. In the course of the evolutionary 
process described-whether as cause or ef
fect--the world community seems to have 
developed a more enlightened attitude 
toward collective security, and an expecta
tion that it will be pursued henceforth by 
more morally acceptable means than those 
envisioned by chapter VII of the U.N. 
Charter. 

MAJOR POLITICOLEGAL AND OPERATIONAL 
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED 

Misunderstandings appear to have arisen 
out of a confusion of the new impartial 
pacification method with coercive enforce
ment action associated with articles 42 and 
43 of the U.N. Charter. In Congo, for in
stance, the Lumumba governinent and cer
tain African states which contributed U.N. 
contingents were disappointed that the U.N. 
peace force requested to assist the central 
Congo Government did not fight on its side 
against secessionist factions. Similarly, the 
Turkish Government seems now to expect 
the U.N. force in Cyprus to enforce the 
treaties of guarantee, although the treaties 
are one of the major issues in dispute. Fi
nally, the Soviet Union has contended that 
military measures not carried out in strict 
conformity with the provisions of chapter 
VII of the charter are illegal, regardless of 
the fact that U.N. peace forces in the Mid
dle East, Congo, and Cyprus have been de
ployed by voluntary consent to maintain in
ternational security by more peaceful means. 

Political opposition to the new concept 
of collective security, however, has not been 
confined to the overt expressions noted 
above. In varying degrees most U.N. mem
bers have indicated political doubts and 
constitutional reservations about U.N. peace
keeping operations of a kind not specified, 
or even foreseen, by the United Nations Char
ter. The general politicolegal malaise is 
reflected in the ambivalence of U.N. member 
governinents between their occasional acute
ly felt need for interposing a U.N. peace 
force and their more constant unwillingness 
to face the international obligations in
volved. It is expressed in the general in
clination of most U.N. members to keep U.N. 
peacekeeping machinery ad hoc in order to 
be able to give, or withhold, support for 
U.N. peacekeeping operations on the merits 
of each case as it arises. 

Nevertheless, it seems unlikely in most fu
ture international emergencies that the de
velopment of international peacekeeping 
theory and practice which has taken place 
in recent years will be reversed by a return 
to the coercive collective security measures 
expressly provided by the U.N. Charter as it 
stands. It is no more realistic to suppose 
that United Nations Charter amendments, 
capable of spelling out the new peacekeeping 
method, could be agreed upon in the near 
future. Yet between the constitutional pro
visions which are unlikely to be operable 
and constitutional revisions not yet attain-

able there is a legal vacuum which cannot 
be ignored. The new type of peacekeeping 
operation is certainly consistent with the 
principles and purposes of the lJ.N. Charter, 
and if the charter is otherwise silent on the 
matter, it may be taken to be permissive. 
The misunderstandings, disaffection and fi
nancial irresponsibility evidenced may well 
be due, however, to a constitutional per
missiveness which, not being delimited, al
lows far too much uncertainty with respect 
to implementation. 

In that legal "limbo," legal uncertainties 
have prompted U.N. members to let political 
expediency determine to a dangerous degree 
national positions on momentous interna
tional issues. 

The absence of precise U.N. legal rights and 
functions have also impeded U.N. operations 
in the field. Experience with United Nations 
Emergency Force (UNEF), United Nations 
Force in the Congo (ONUC), and United Na
tions Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UN
FICYP) reveals that the following opera
tional difficulties have been encountered, 
because of politico-legal inadequacies: 

First, the U.N. has encountered operational 
difficulties in the Middle East, Congo, and 
Cyprus because it was either not agreed, or 
not clear, that U.N. police were not deployed 
to take the side of one party against another 
by combining U.N. military force with the 
military force of the victim in order to de
cide the issue by combat; 

Second, because UNEF, ONUC, and UN
FICYP were not established under articles 
42 and 43 of chapter VII of the charter, the 
U.N. contingents in these areas could be with
drawn at will by the nations contributing 
them, and the host country (theoretically at 
least) could expel them at its pleasure, thus 
leaving the Secretary General in doubt as to 
the meg,ns to fulfill his mandate; 

Third, member governments have used 
with impunity the withdrawal of forces and 
the withholding of funds as political tools 
'With which to influence the particular in
cident, or the international situation as a 
whole, so that efficacy and economy were 
threatened by political variants; 

Fourth, under present circumstances the 
U.N. cannot have preponderant force vis
a-vis major powers or the combined military 
strength of several well-armed states, but 
in the Middle East, Congo, and Cyprus the 
United Nations has not had preponderant 
power even over the purely local forces in 
those areas, so that U.N. operations were 
often.at the mercy of local authorities; 

Fifth, in Congo, the U.N. Charter injunc
tion against U.N. intervention in matters 
"which are essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of a state" complicated fulfill
ment of the U.N. mandate and may hs.ve 
prolonged the Congo crisis, and the same dif
ficulty seems to pertain in Cyprus, so that 
it is pertinent to question whether complete 
internal sovereignty is always compatible 
with the preservation of world peace during 
an international emergency; 

Sixth, controversy arose in connection with 
the Katanga secession as to what constitutes 
a legitimate degree of force to be exerted by 
U.N. police in fulfilling a peacekeeping man
date; 

Seventh, in UNEF, ONUC, and UNFICYP 
each national contingent is subject to its 
own military discipline, and to its own na
tional authorities in the case of civilian 
crimes in the host country, so that U.N. 
forces do not receive uniform treatment for 
similar misbehavior, or criminal acts; 

Eighth, in Cyprus, and to a lesser degree 
in Congo, the U.N. was not in a position to 
prevent escalation of the emergency by pre
venting the importation of additional arma
ments and the increase of contending forces 
in the crisis area; 

Ninth, a U.N. force, which is not fighting 
a war to stop a war as in Korea, may be 
opposed or impeded by recalcitrant 1nd1-

victuals (mercenaries, leaders of irregulars) 
not under the immediate control of any na.;. 
tiona! governinent, but the U.N. does not 
have direct competence over such individuals. 

In the light of all of the foregoing, it is 
concluded that prompt consideration should 
be given to ·the formulation of legal guide
lines which could be generally applied to 
future U.N. peacekeeping operations of the 
type under discussion without revision, or 
violation, of the present U.N. Charter. Fur
thermore, to meet adequately the problems 
described, an agreed instrument of rules 
would seem to be required which would be 
somewhat more than a status-of-forces 
agreement. 

CONDITIONS INVOLVED 

Past attempts to improvise politico-legal 
guidelines after a crisis has arisen in which 
U.N. is involved have given rise to difficulties 
that might be obviated ·l!' advance planning 
in an atmosphere of objectivity and calm. 
At the same time, situations requiring U.N. 
peacekeeping machinery vary widely in na
ture and extent, so that future needs can
not be definitely foreseen. Therefore, the 
general rules that may be prepared and 
agreed in advance of future emergencies 
must allow for flexibility in their application. 

It is, perhaps, natural that U.N. member 
governments are more willing to act under 
the stimulus of a crisis than they are to 
make plans and accept obligations to meet 
future emergencies in the abstract. Fear 
and immediate self-interest are strong goads 
to action when actual danger threatens, 
while preparations for greater efficiency in 
meeting hypothetical crises tend to magnify 
the onus of obligations without carrying 
sufficient conviction that such virtues "will 
have their own reward." 

It would appear, therefore, that to be suc
cessful, efforts to prepare legal guidelines in 
advance must closely approximate the abil
ity to "have one's cake and eat it" in two 
important respects. The benefits of plan
ning must be provided without impairing 
flexibility of perfo!"mance. The dynamic 
motivation to act in an emergency must not 
be inhibited by too onerous preconditions 
produced by forethought. 

It is believed that these conditions can be 
kept in balance to the general satisfaction 
if the proposals for guidl.!lines combine legal 
"teeth" for the international organization 
while preserving to the greatest extent pos
sible the voluntary character of commit
ments to be made by member nations. The 
"teeth" must be available when needed. 
National governments should be able to re
view their voluntary commitments in the 
light of actual events. 

It is believed that the conditions thus out
lined can be met by the formulation of tem
porary powers for the United Nations in 
emergencies, and of safeguards against mis
use of U.N. peace forces. 
TEMPORARY U.N. POWERS IN AN EMERGENCY 

In a local community when a disaster, or 
other emergency, has made unusual protec
tive measures necessary, martial law is insti
tuted. In such local crises, although mili
tary forces are used, their function is 
primarily a large-scale police action. The 
military rule is known to be temporary and 
without prejudice to the rights and claims 
of those involved, or to the restoration of 
full local civilian authority. 

It is not possible, of course, to draw a per
fect analogy between martial law in the 
event of local emergencies and U.N. peace
keeping capabilities in an international 
crisis. There is, however, enough similarity 
in the two situations to illuminate a poten
tial application of the general principle to 
United Nations collective security actions. 

When a crisis arises in which the United 
Nations is requested to take emergency po
licing action, the U.N. could be given emer-
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gency powers, defined to meet the pa:"ticu
lar situation, applicable to the geographical 
area and to the parties concerned, for an 
agreed period of time specified at the outset 
and renewable if necessary. 

The heart of this suggestion is the possi
bility that in an emergency there may be 
some willing suspension of national sover
eignty to the extent immediately required 
for the limited time specified. 

United Nations experience to date, par
ticularly with UNEF, ONUC, and UNFICYP, 
indicates the nature of the powers which the 
U.N. might need to expedite emergency po
licing actions in future. These powers in 
turn suggest certain safeguards which might 
be required to insure against abuses. How
ever, it must be understood that the powers 
and safeguards outlined hereafter cannot be 
considered definitive, but should be taken as 
illustrative of what should, and could, be 
done. 

TEMPORARY POWERS INDICATED 

The United Nations should have control 
of the forces placed at its disposal. During 
the agreed emergency period, contingents 
should not be permitted to be withdrawn 
by contributing states or to be expelled by 
the host territory without United Nations 
permission. The United Nations should be 
permitted to institute common disciplinary 
standards for all national contingents in an 
emergency force, and the U.N. should be 
responsible for the consistency of their 
application. 

The United Nations should have the right 
to internationalize, disarm, or otherwise neu
tralize local armed forces in the host terri
tory. U.N. contingents are usually insuffi
cient to give the U.N. preponderant force 
in the area of a peacekeeping operation. 
Under certain circumstances, local forces as 
a whole, or in part, may oppose, or obstruct, 
a U.N. mandate. By "internationalizing," 
or incorporating, local forces to augment its 
own, or by "neutralizing" or disarming local 
forces, particularly "irregulars" (uniformed 
or unidentified armed bands not under the 

·full control of local authorities), the United 
Nations might accomplish its objectives 
without unduly enlarging the number of 
contributed contingents, and maintain con
trol with a minimum use of force. 

The United Nations should be able to con
trol unauthorized assistance from outside 
the area of U.N. operations. When it is 
advisable for the U.N. to decide that outside 
assistance shall not be given to any of the 
parties involved in an emergency situation 
except through the United Nations, itself, 
the United Nations should be able to enforce 
that stipulation. It should, therefore, have 
the right to halt the importation of un
authorized materials and personnel, or to 
take them into custody. Effective measures 
to this end would presumably include the 
right of search, the control of roads, railways, 
airports, etc. to the extent necessary. The 
power suggested in the next paragraph would 
also be an adjunct to this end. 

The United Nations should have compe
tence over individuals opposing, or impeding, 
a. U.N. mandate. Recalcitrant individuals 
involved in a particular emergency situation 
should be liable to U.N. apprehension, de
tention and disposition. A U.N. legal unit 
would, no doubt, need to be available to 
undertake the proper disposal of such cases. 
Individuals likely to come under U.N. com
petence in this sense would know in advance 
what actions would make them liable to 
U.N. apprehension and within what geo
graphical area this could occur. 

U.N. forces should be authorized to use the 
minimum degree of force necessary to fulfill 
their mandate. U.N. forces should have the 
right of self-defense when physically at
tacked. They should have the right to use 
force as a last resort in maintaining their 
essential positions, their lines of communi
cation and supply, to gain access to the whole 

area covered by their mandate, and to exer
cise the powers suggested in these rules. By 
the judicious application of one or another 
of these legitimate uses of minimum force 
after negotiation and persuasion have failed, 
the U.N. police should be able to fulfill the 
functions of U.N. peacekeeping mandates. 

The U.N. must have dependable sources of 
revenue to cover the cost of emergency op
erations undertaken. Although. financial re
sponsibility for U.N. peacekeeping operations 
may be dealt with as a separate problem, an 
agreed special formula for emergency as
sessments is a proper adjunct to other legal 
rules governing U.N. peacekeeping opera
tions. Should such a formula and other 
financing methods be adopted in isolation 
from the other temporary powers sugges~ed 
here, the for~ula and methods might there
after be added to them. 

INDICATED SAFEGUARDS 

Strict adherence to the voluntary nature 
of u .N. peacekeeping actions undertaken 
without reference to chapter VII of the char
ter should be maintained. The host terri
tory should not be subjected to temporary 
U.N. powers without its consent. A nation 
requesting U.N. assistance, or permitting a 
U.N. operation in its territory, would know in 
advance that this entailed assent to the pos
sible temporary suspension of certain inter
nal prerogatives identified with domestic 
jurisdiction as enumerated above. Similarly, 
U.N. members would offer to contribute con
tingents only if they were willing to leave 
them at the disposal of the United Nations 
for an agreed and specified period in a par
ticular crisis situation. 

United Nations peacekeeping forces should 
not be deployed to decide an issue by force 
of combat. It should be understood that 
U.N. peacekeeping operations are undertaken 
to pacify a threat to, or breach of the peace, 
rather than to determine the outcome of the 
cause. Settlement of the issues in dispute 
should be sought by other agencies. U.N. 
police should, therefore, be deployed in the 
interest of law and order, and not on the 
side of any of the parties, no matter how 
just the case of any one of them may seem. 

None of the temporary powers of the U.N. 
should be permitted to prejudice the inter
nal political and constitutional situation 
within host territories, or the status quo ante 
of the parties. U.N. police action should to 
the greatest extent possible be undertaken 
without prejudice to the rights, claims, or 
positions of the parties. This safeguarding 
principle has been recognized as valid in the 
past and has been pursued in practice. How
ever, it may be well to formalize it in rela~ 
tion to the exercise of temporary U.N. au
thority. "Internationalization" or "neutral
ization" of local forces, for instance, should 
not be undertaken in such a way as to re
strain the troops of one faction while leaving 
the troops of another faction free to gain 
advantage. Nor should one faction be free 
to import arms while the other is not. 

Limiting factors should restrain undue 
use of force by U.N. police. Two of the pro
posed U.N. temporary powers should by their 
nature tend to limit the need to use force in 
carrying out a U.N. mandate. No military 
force and little police coercion should be 
required to exercise competence over recalci
trant individuals, and this competence 
should reduce the likelihood of concerted 
opposition by depriving it of leadership. 
The power to "internationalize" or "neu
tralize" local forces in whole or in part 
should give the U.N. preponderant power in 
the area, and recognition of the fact of that 
preponderance should deter armed opposi
tion to the fulfillment of a U.N. mandate. A 
further safeguard against undue recourse to 
force might be appended in the form of 
peaceful procedures to be followed prior to 
the use of force by U.N. police in exercising 
their authority, or in maintaining their 

positions, contact with each other, or access 
to their facilities and to all of the area cov
ered by the mandate. 

Extension of the emergency period should 
require the consent of governments actively 
involved. Host territories would in fact 
have a veto power over the extension of an 
emergency period which they were unwilling 
to continue. Nations contributing contin
gents would not be bound to leave them at 
the disposition of the U.N. for an extension 
of the emergency period without their fur
ther consent. However, other nations might 
be willing to replace the contingents which 
might be withdrawn at the end of the initial 
period. Such newly volunteered forces 
would then become bound to U.N. disposi
tion for the duration of the extended period. 

Recourse to legal appeal should be pro
vided for individuals who might come under 
temporary U.N. competence. While such 
individuals might be able in due course to 
obtain redress of grievances through their 
own national governments, statelessness or 
other impediments, might prevent them 
from doing so. An appropriate international 
tribunal might be set up ad hoc in a place 
removed from the emergency area in order 
to insure that all individuals affected by 
U.N. jurisdiction would have access to prompt 
and equitable 4ppeal. 

Executive responsibility for the exercise of 
temporary powers may require a broader 
U.N. base. The Secretary General should be 
the chief executive and administrative om.
cial responsible for carrying out a U.N. peace
keeping operation. In the execution of tem
porary emergency powers, the personal 
responsibility of the Secretary General might 
be expected to be increased by the exten
sion of actual U.N. authority, and to be 
reduced by the greater precision and clarity 
of his mandate. It is possible, therefore, 
that the area in which he, himself, would 
render decisions might be considerably nar
rowed, but within that narrowed area his 
personal decisions Inight be more momen
tous. To insure the maximum degree of 
confidence in the U.N. executive, it might 
be wise to formalize the device of "advisory 
committees" with which the Secretary Gen
eral consulted in carrying out the UNEF 
and ONUC operations. An appropriate com
mitteee, similarly composed for each future 
emergency action might have certain limited 
powers pro tem as an executive arm of the 
Assembly or Security Council. These pow
ers should probably be no more than the 
right to determine the final directive if a 
decision of real moment had to be made 
which was not clearly covered by Assembly 
or Security Council resolutions, and over 
which -the U.N. membership might be too 
evenly divided, or be otherwise incapable of 
prompt clarifying action. 

In addition to the powers and safeguards 
of the type suggested, the agreed instrument 
of rules should at the outset define the new 
concept of collective security as separate and 
distinct from coercive enforcement action 
under chapter VII of the U.N. Charter. 
Chapter VII would remain valid for the pur
poses for which it was intended, should the 
need arise to implement its provisions. 

ACCEPTABll.ITY 

It is important to note that the "willing 
suspension" of national sovereignty re
quired to implement this proposal is limited 
in degree, occasional in time, not fully ap
plicable to all members in every event, and 
susceptible of review by governments in the 
light of known circumstances. The volun
tary commitment of U.N. member govern
ments would pass through several stages, 
and a number of conditioning factors would 
intervene, before that commitment had any 
binding legal force. 

At first, governments would be asked to 
agree to legal guidelines for possible use in 
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future international emergencies. There
after when a crisis arose the Security Coun
cil, or the General Assembly, would deter
mine if the instrument of general rules 
should be invoked to meet the event. Should 
it be invoked, a further determination would 
have to be made as to the duration of its 
application. This might be for a short pe
riod of a few months or even weeks, or 
longer according to the apparent need. An 
extension of the initial period would require 
still another formal decision after some ex
perience had been gained. 

Although these decisions would be taken 
by the usual method of the appropriate U.N. 
body acting on the issue, individual member 
governments would not thereby be bound 
against their will, except in respect of their 
financial obligation to contribute to the 
costs. Otherwise the emergency powers 
would be applicable primarily to ~he host 
territory and to the nations contributing 
contingents. The powers could not be ap
plied by any U.N. body to these two cate
gories of nations without their own freely 
determined action--either in requesting U.N. 
assistance, or in volunteering to contribute 
forces. Unauthorized intervention in an 
emergency area would be prevented by na
tional governments unless they had lost con
trol of nongovernmental agencies or indi
viduals, in which case the U.N. would exer
cise a competence which those governments 
did not in fact possess. Deliberate unau
thorized intervention by a government must 
naturally be taken to make th;:~.t nation a 
party to the threat to peace, in which case 
U.N. restraints upon it of the limited char
acter described would be a minimum form 
of control knowingly incurred by the gov
ernment in question. 

The general application of collective finan
cial responsibility has already been accepted 
in principle by a very substantial number 
of U.N. members. Explicit definition of that 
principle in a special scale of assessments, 
and clarification of the implications and 
implementations of the new concept of col
lective security might serve .to remove some 
of the political and constitutional reserva
tions which have impeded unanimous agree
ment on the financial obligation thus far. 

FLEXmn.ITY 

A further examination of the procedures 
involved in implementing an agreeed general 
instrument of rules will show that there 
would be a pervading and continuous inter
play between the available norms of the legal 
guidelines and ad hoc decisions as to their 
application. 

The instrument of rules would make the 
practical powers available, but an ad hoc 
decision would determine when they were to 
be applied. The instrument might specify 
permissible outside limits for the duration 
of emergency powers, while an ad hoc deci
sion would be made as to the actual length 
of the period in a given case. The instru
ment might specify that a cemmittee should 
be established with limited executive author
ity to augment that of the Secretary General, 
but the composition of such a committee 
would be chosen ad hoc to insure that its 
membership was appropriate to the opera
tion being undertaken. The instrument 
would give the U.N. control over forces con
tributed, but the Secretary General would 
decide ad hoc which contingents volunteered 
could be suitably used. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The necessary legal guidelines for future 
U.N. peacekeeping operations could be set 
out in a general instrument to be adopted 
by any seven members of the Security Coun
cil and by a two-thirds majority of the Gen
eral Assembly. Such an instrument should 
define the new concept of collective security, 
the emergency powers which could be in-

voked by the U.N., and the essential safe
guards to avoid abuses. 

The degree of legal planning proposed is 
likely to improve the orderly and effective 
exercise of collective security by the inter
national organization without unduly cur
tailing the soverign independence of member 
states. 

Nothing suggested violates the present 
U.N. Charter. The proposal is based on ac
cepted principles contained therein, and on 
precedents already set. At most it interjects 
where the charter is silent some clarifying 
definition of proper and effective means for 
preserving international security without re
course to armed combat. 

The instrument required and its imple
mentation conduce to the conviction that it 
is less formal, and less formidable, than a 
supplementary treaty. It is more nearly a 
formulation of model rules to guid& rather 
tentative new experiments in the more effi
cient exercise of executive operations under
taken to preserve world peace. Hence, the 
present Committee of 21, or a similar ad hoc 
body, might be charged with preparing the 
instrument. 

If a general instrument of rules of the 
kind proposed could be considered in the 
absence of a crisis in being, it is believed 
that it would be acceptable to a substantial 
majority of U.N. members, and there is no 
apparent need for its unanimous adoption, 
although that would be desirable. Clearly 
unless it were universally approved, it could 
not be universally applied. However, it 
might be applicable in a given case to an 
extent sufficient to warrant its use, even if 
some few States declined to be bound by its 
provisions. As the U.N. had more oppor
tunity to demonstrate both its impartiality 
and its efficacy under these rules, the in
strument might acquire universal acceptance 
in due course. 

It may be argued that the instrument of 
rules might make the parties involved in a 
crisis situation unwilling to request a U.N. 
Peace Force when the interposition of such a 
force seemed essential to the Security Coun
cil or General Assembly. Application of the 
rules might seem to the parties too .big a 
price to pay for pacification of an emergency 
situation out of which each side hoped for 
some change in the status quo, or some ad
vantage. Experience to date, howeve:-, sug
gests that a U.N. Peace Force is not now re
quested unless those concerned cannot gain 
their ends or control the situation by any 
means available to them. Should such rules 
as are suggested here actually inhibit re
course to U.N. peacekeeping operations, it 
may be pertinent to question whether with
out such rules the U.N.· should in future be
come involved in peacekeeping operations 
in which it may be overwhelmed or dis
credited. Perhaps. it would now be wiser to 
set the minimum terms likely to insure 
successful U.N. action before the U.N. is 
thrust into precarious efforts to save well
nigh hopeless situations. In the anxiety 
attendant upon serious crises, it is likely that 
proper rules wlll be acceptable as reasonable 
terms by both the parties and the world 
community as a whole. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. 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. 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 
Th~ Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 1564) to enforce the 15th 
amendment of the Constitution of the 
United States. 

PROPOSED UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
believe that this request has been clea~ed 
all the way around, especially with the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER] and the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. ER
VIN], the author of the .amendment now 
pending, and the minority leadership as 
well. I ask unanimous consent that 
there be a vote on the pending Ervin 
amendment at 2 o'clock tomorrow after
noon, with the proviso that if the request 
of the President for additional funds, 
embodied in House Joint Resolution 447, 
is reported to the floor of the Senate this 
afternoon, the Sena.te, under the unani
mous-consent agreement of yesterday, 
will start debate thereon immediately; 
that if House Joint Resolution 447 is not 
disposed of this afternoon, debate will re
sume thereon immediately after the 
prayer tomorrow; and, that, if necessary, 
action on the Ervin amendment may be 
delayed for an hour, or an hour and a 
half, or something of that order, because 
of that contingency. 

There would be no morning hour in 
such situation; and, before a vote would 
be taken, at least 15 minutes would be 
allocated between the distinguished Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] 
and the mahrity leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not expect 
to object, I should like to have at least 
an hour in which to explain my amend
ment. However, we could adjust the 
time tomorrow. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator can 
be assured of an hour's time. 

Mr. ERVIN. I should also like to have 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator can 
be assured of that, too. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. The yeas and nays are ordered. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object, and I shall not 
object, because the two leaders are 
agreed on this arrangement, as I have 
stated, I shall continue to object to unan
imous-consent requests on most legisla
lation pending in the Senate, but I shall 
never object to such a request when it 
concerns a measure which I consider to 
be of an emergency nature, although t 
disagree with the President that his re
quest involves any emergency. He has 
the authority to transfer funds, anyway. 
Nevertheless, the President considers it 
to be an emergency, and I shall cooperate 
so that the Senate can reach a vote. 

I have one parliamentary suggestion to 
make to the distinguished majority and 
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minority leaders. As the majority leader 
knows, I agreed with him yesterday to go 
along with the 5-hour limitation. Some 
of my colleagues were not happy about it. 
They did not know about it. I was not 
present when the request was actually 
put. I have not had a chance to check 
the RECORD. I do not know whether a 
quorum call was called in advance. 

I wonder if the majority and minority 
leaders think that anything would par
ticularly be lost if we offered this agree
ment this afternoon after there had 
been a quorum call, so that no one can 
say that we entered into the agreement 
without a quorum call, although I recog
nize that there is no right to a quorum 
call. However, I am very anxious to 
avoid any possible basis for criticism of 
any action which we may pursue. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, that 
would be perfectly agreeable. I point 
out that there was a quorum call which 
was withdrawn just before the request. 

Mr. MORSE. But the agreement had 
not been suggested. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, reserving the right to object, I 
should hope that we do not set the prece
dent that if some Senator offers an 
amendment and is ready to have his 
amendment voted on, and the leadership 
is opposed to the amendment but is will
ing to agree to a limitation, we would be 
unable to have a time limitation without 
clearing it with every Senator. The au
thor of an amendment has complete 
power over his amendment until the yeas 
and nays are ordered. He may with
draw the amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am 
merely suggesting what I think is a 
peaceful approach to the parliamentary 
problem. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
the interest of comity, I suggest the ab
sence 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. · 
· Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request of the majority leader? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as fol
lows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Ordered, That the Senate proceed to vote 

at 2 p.m. on Thursday, May 6, 1965, on the 
Ervin amendment, No. 135, to the substitute 
amendment by Senators MANsFmLD and 
DIRKSEN, No. 124, as amended, for the bill 
(S. 1564), to enforce the 15th amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States: Pro
vided, That the Senate, operating under 
the unanimous-consent agreement of May 4, 
1965, passes House Joint Resolution 447, mak
ing a supplemental appropriation for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1965 for military 
functions of the Department of Defense, and 
for other purposes, on Wednesday, May 5, 
1965. Should passage of House Joint Resolu
tion 447 not be concluded on Wednesday, 

May 5, then on Thursday, May 6, after its 
passage, the consideration of which will be 
continued immediately following the prayer 
on that day, debate of the so-called Ervin 
amendxr.ent will be continued for not more 
than 2 hours following the passage of the 
said bill (H.J. Res. 447) with the time to be 
equally divided between the majority and 
minority leaders: Provided further, That the 
last 15 minutes of the above-allotted time be 
equally divided and controlled by the Sena
tor from North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN] and 
the majority leader [Mr. MANSFmLD]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
order to clarify the record still further
! have sent word to both the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], who is on his way to the 
Chamber, and to the distinguished senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS], 
who is in the Chamber-! would like to 
ask the following question: When is it 
anticipated that the so-called poll tax 
amendment will be before the Senate, 
and when is it anticipated that there will 
be a vote? 

Before the Senator from New York 
answers, let me say that we have now an 
agreement to vote on the Ervin amend
ment tomorrow afternoon. 

Mr. JAVITS. I assume, therefore, Mr. 
President, that tomorrow will see the con
clusion of action on the Ervin amend
ment and the conclusion of the appro
priation problem sometime tomorrow 
afternoon? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is our antic
ipation. 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] is not present 
at the moment, but I believe he is prob
ably prepared to submit his amendment 
today, giving Members of the Senate a 
chance to consider it, and I believe if 
Friday is devoted to that amendment, 
which we consider of great importance, 
we ought to be ready, if the majority 
leader feels so disposed, to vote on it on 
Monday. As soon as the Senator from 
Massachusetts arrives, I do not think 
there will be much trouble about arrang
ing that, perhaps by unanimous consent, 
if the majority leader so desires. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe that is 
agreeable. As I understand it, the as
sumption of the distinguished Senator 
from New York is that the Kennedy 
amendment will be introduced and laid 
down at the desk today; that there will 
be debate on it on Friday, provided House 
Joint Resolution 447 and the Ervin 
amendment both are disposed of on to
morrow; and that a vote is very likely on 
the poll tax amendment on Monday, that 
the Senator is not unwilling to consider 
the possibility of a time certain for a 
vote, provided the author of the amend
ment, the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] agrees. 

Mr. JAVITS. I assume when the dis
tinguished Senator says "laid down," he 
means will be presented. It cannot be 
laid down until it is made the pending 
business. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; it will be in
troduced today; in view of these develop
ments there will not be a Saturday ses
sion this week. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. As the Senator 
knows, I have been waiting for some 
days to speak on the poll tax amendment, 
not at great length, but I have a great 
interest in that question. I wish to make 
sure, whatever arrangement is · made, 
that I shall have a chance to give my 
views on that question, which I think is 
an important one. 

What is the present plan with refer
ence to the poll tax question? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The poll tax 
amendment will be debated all day Fri
day and perhaps a unanimous-consent 
request can be agreed upon for a vote 
thereon for Monday, but we must wait 
for the distinguished Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] to come into 
the Chamber before we can propound the 
request. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I have heard conflict
ing stories as to whether the leadership 
intends today to bring up for discussion 
and possibly for a vote, under the 5-hour 
unanimous-consent agreement, the ap
propriation for $700 million for Vietnam. 
I would hope very much that that would 
not be done. I should like to speak at 
reasonable length in that regard and 
should like to have my views reasonably 
well matured. 

Justice Holmes once said, when he 
came in with a very long opinion, that he 
apologized to his colleagues but he did 
not have time to write a short one. It 
seems to me that this is a matter of very 
great moment because the Senate and 
the world are interested. I hope that 
the Senate will not rush the measure 
through without giving Senators at least 
an opportunity overnight to prepare 
their statements. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That was my 
original intention, but if the Senator will 
recall by the terms of the unanimous
consent agreement, it was agreed to that 
the President's proposal would become 
the pending business immediately upon 
being reported to the Senate; that the 
present pending business, S. 1564, would 
be laid aside temporarily; ·and that 5 
hours would be allotted to House Joint 
Resolution 447. 

However, a number of factors have 
come up which seem to indicate that if 
the bill is passed by the House and 
brought to the Senate this afternoon, it 
might be advisable to spend 2 or 3 hours 
on it and complete consideration tomor
row, prior to a vote on the Ervin amend
ment; it was for these reasons that I 
presented the request with such elastic
ity. 

I realize that this is not too satisfac
tory to many Senators, and they have 
made their position known to me in no 
uncertain terms. I sympathize with 
them. But, it is the best way I can think 
of to arrive at a solution which may be 
acceptable in some degree to most Sen
ators. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield further? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
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Mr. CLARK. I should like to support 
my leauership. Of course, I will do so in 
this instance. There is no doubt that 
the majority leader can do this, because 
he has the highest authority to do so. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senate has 
the power. 

Mr. CLARK. With procedures that a 
majority or a minority leader agree to 
follow I find myself in accord with many, 
and some I do not because they do not 
express the will of the Senate. Why the 
unseemly haste? I believe that a mat
ter of such grave importance might go 
over at least 24 hours after the House 
has acted, particularly since it is my 
understanding that the App!'opriations 
Committee of the Senate--and I am not 
criticizing it, other than to say it is an 
unusual procedure--has already ap
proved the bill subject to approval by the 
House, which is certainly not the way 
appropriation measures are handled in 
the Senate. As I have said, I yield to 
my colleague in this matter, but this is 
a very important issue and I should 
like to have overnight to prepare my re
marks. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me assure the 
Senator that I certainly do not by any 
means disagree with his thesis about the 
time situation. It so happens that in 
this respect, a set of circumstances has 
arisen which places the leadership in a 
delicate position. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania, as usual, is most gracious 
and understanding of the position in 
which the leadership finds itself. I as
sure him that it is not my personal doing. 
Fundamentally I agree on the question 
of time and continuity with the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, but in the role of 
majority leader I have to do many things 
to bring about a compromise. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield once more? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I should like to have the 

attention of the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSEl. It is my understanding 
that it is not intended to rush the pro
posal to a vote today; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is my under
standing, because of the fact that we do 
not know for certain that a bill will be 
sent over from the House. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from·Mon
tana has a rather good idea, though. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; but there are 
ministerial duties that can cause a delay 
in the receipt by this body. I believe 
that those who legitimately anticipate-
as I do-that we might not complete it 
until Thursday, and thus will prepare 
their remarks with that timetable in 
mind, should be given at least some con
sideration. 

Mr. CLARK. Could I then ask whether 
the Senator would be in a position to 
assure me, with the help of the Senator 
from Oregon, that I may have not in 
excess of half an hour tomorrow, per
haps divided equally, to make my re
marks, before the Senate comes to a 
vote? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If I had the au
thority to make such a promise, I would 
do so, but the time will be divided be
tween the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 

MoRSEl, and the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. HAYDEN], or whom ever he may 
designate. However, I shall do my best 
to see that the Senator from Penn
sylvania gets that much time. 

Mr. CLARK. I am more concerned 
that I get it tomorrow and not be forced 
to make my speech tonight. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I shall do my best. 
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSEl 
is in the Chamber, and he has control of 
2% hours of the 5-hour limitation. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me make two com
ments concerning the current colloquy, 
on the first and last points. I have re
ceived so many requests for time in the 
2% hours allotted to me, from the 5 hours 
on the bill which seeks to impose the pro
posal of the President upon the country, 
that unless the Senator from Pennsyl
vania can assure me that he is opposed 
to it, I could not give him any of my time, 
not because I would not always like to 
extend him that courtesy, but I have my 
own time obligations to Senators who 
wish to speak out against the President's 
shocking proposal while there is still time. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Ore
gon is persuasive, but let me suggest to 
him that it might be worthwhile to con
sider splitting his 2% hours in more than 
two ways. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Penn
sylvania knows that I am not interested 
in mere words, I am interested in votes. 

If I may have the attention of the 
majority leader, the intervention of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania shows what 
the problem is in regard to the situation 
in the Senate, which .is important, after 
all, for future reference. 

I shall go along with the majority 
leader's proposal if that becomes neces
sary, but I believe that the leadership 
should give some consideration to the 
possibility of continuity of debate on the 
President's proposal, either Friday or 
Saturday, or for that matter, on Monday, 
because this matter is receiving great 
attention across this land. We need to 
be careful that we follow a course of ac
tion which will maintain the high regard 
of the Senate for American public opin
ion in the way it handles this problem. 
It needs great deliberation. The Senate 
should not proceed with unseemly haste. 
However, I yield to the judgment of the 
Senator from Montana, and the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] as to the 
procedure. Apparently, one of the rea
sons why we cannot have continuity of 
debate toll.lorrow is that some Senators 
may have other commitments tomorrow 
afternoon. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. YoUNG] 
and I have canceled our commitments 
for the remainder of the week. We had 
joint enterprises in Oregon, but we have 
canceled them because we did not be
lieve that we should interfere in any way 
with the orderly procedure of the Senate. 
Our place is in the Senate at a time like 
this, not in Oregon. 

At the present moment, we are seeking 
to arrange another series of dates for 
those commitments I have just men
tioned. We should debate this matter 
on Friday, or on Saturday. That is one 
of the reasons why the Senator from 
Ohio and I-at my recommendation, and 

with his complete cooperation-eanceled 
the Oregon meeting. I do not know why 
we cannot start Friday morning to debate 
this problem rather than to have a split 
presentation, because I realize that is 
against the views of all concerned. 

In my judgment this will be one of the 
most historic votes that any Member of 
the Senate, no matter how long he re
mains in the Senate, will ever cast. I b~
lieve that as a result of the vote we shall 
be on our way to a major war and the 
sacrifice of hundreds of thousands of 
American lives in the immediate future. 

I would prefer and would hope that we 
could arrange the debate for Friday 
morning. 

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

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Mon
tana has the floor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I should like to support 

the Semitor from Oregon in what he has 
said. This is an extremely important 
subject. It requires the best thinking of 
each of 100 Senators. If we were dealing 
with a matter of peace, we could be sure 
that the debate would be long and ex
tended. 

If we were dealing with a matter of 
foreign aid,. it would be similarly ex
tended. We are dealing with a subject 
which is as a matter of fact, if not in 
law, a declaration of war. We are asked 
to make that declaration without having 
sufficient time even to properly prepare 
our remarks overnight. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I 
may make an observation on that point, 
I, too, would like to go through with the 
debate in 1 day. However, I believe, on 
the other hand, in view of arrangements 
which have been made, that a great 
deal of information will be available in 
the RECORD, which will be read with great 
interest tomorrow by Members of the 
Senate who otherwise might not be here 
or have it available to them. So, per
haps, through a split session, consider
ing these 5 hours, it might redound to 
the benefit of all concerned and be favor
able to the thesis which the Senator 
from Pennsylvania has stated. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. As I understand, we 

shall not even have the benefit of the 
printed hearings of the Committee on 
Appropriations when we deal with 3 of 
the 5 hours of debate. How can Senators 
intelligently debate a recommendation 
of the Appropriations Committee without 
having the printed hearings before them, 
much less a written report of the 
committee? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe that most 
of the information would be contained in 
the message sent by the President yes
terday. It is my understanding that that 
formed the foundation for the hearings 
before the Appropriations Committee 
this morning. 

I hope, furthermore, that the measure, 
which I understand has been reported 
by the Committee on Appropriations, will, 
if at al: possible, be put in the form of a 
report of some kind. Therefore, in addi
tion to the measure itself, the Members 
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of the Senate will have tl:le report to 
study. 

Mr. CLARK. But that cannot be done 
this afternoon. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It could be done 
this afternoon, depending on when the 
measure comes from the House, how large 
the report is, and what speed is requested 
from the Government Printing Office. It 
is surprising how qUickly the Printing 
Office can turn out material if the appro
priate request is made. 

Mr. CLARK. I shall make one further 
comment, and then I shall desist. I shall 
support the majority leader. Frankly, I 
am a little upset about this unseeming 
haste, which the country will not under
stand. It occurs to me that even though 
the Government Printing Office works 
overtime or double time and can have a 
piece of paper up here within a short 
time, it will not make it possible for us to 
read it and study it. I understand that 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
was the principal witness before the 
Committee on Appropriations. This does 
not seem to me, I say to my friend the 
majority leader, whose request I shall 
accede to, to be . an appropriate and 
orderly procedure of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania that it is not 
the ordinary procedure. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. I should like to say, for 

the assurance of the Senator from Penn
sylvania, that the hearing before the 
Committee on Appropriations this morn
ing did not disclose any revolutionary 
facts. I assure my friend from Penn
sylvania that Senators who are con
vinced will remain convinced, and those 
who are not convinced will not be con
vinced by anything that was heard :.n 
committee this morning. This is not a 
case in which the hearings have the 
usual importance that Appropriations 
Committee hearings have. 

Mr. CLARK. May we have an indi
cation as to when the majority leader 
will bring up the measure? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It depends on the 
House. I understand the House will vote 
on it between 2:30 and 3 o'clock this
afternoon. 

Mr. CLARK. Can the Senator assure 
us, because of the importance of the 
matter, that we shall have a live quorum 
call before he brings up the measure? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 

VOTING R~GHTS AC'~, OF 1965 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus

SELL of South Carolina in the chair) . 
The hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the 
Chair lays bef.ore the Senate the un
finished business, which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 
1564) to enforce the 15th amendment of 
the Constitution of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 135 of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. ERVIN] to the amendment of 
the Senator fr.om Montana [Mr. MANS
FIELD] and the Senator from Dlinois 

[Mr. DIRKSEN] in .the nature of a sub
stitute, No. 124, as amended. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, there 1s a 
time-honored maxim of law which reads, 
"caveat emptor." Literally translated, 
it means "buyer beware." 

An emotional hysteria-the unthink
ing mood which has destroyed many a 
free system in the history of this world
is about to sweep aside in the name of 
civil rights some of the most vital pro
visions of the Constitution of the United 
States, and I say to the people of Amer
ica-North, South, East, and West
"Caveat emptor:" "Buyer beware." For 
the American people may discover some 
day that, if S. 1564, the so-called voting 
rights bill, becomes law and is upheld 
by the courts, it can create a precedent 
for the most far-reaching changes that 
could affect not merely voting rights in 
a few Southern States, but the rights 
of citizens of all States in almost every 
other field of law and endeavor. For, in
deed, S. 1564 constitutes a revolution in 
American law and in our system of 
government. 

Thus, by applying the formulas and by 
using the schemes of the proposed voter 
legislation, Congress could decide that a 
State may be punished if it had main
tained a given percentage of segregation 
or integration ·in its schools at some ar
bitrarily selected point of time, or if it 
had had segregated schools going back 
for a period of time, say 5 years as re
cited in this bill. But, once the princi
ple is established, it could go back for 
any period of time. 

By the same token, States which for 
an abitrarily selected period of time, or 
for the 5-year period set out in this bill, 
did not have laws denying the right of a 
citizen to discriminate in the sale or 
rental of his property could for a con
siderable period of time be deprived of 
all rights to legislate anew in the field of 
housing. 

In short, Mr. President, all States 
which have had practices that are now 
disapproved could be put on probation 
for 5 years in the same way that certain 
States would be placed under such a ban 
by the new voting rights legislation now 
before us. 

As the Wall Street Journal so aptly 
put it in an editorial of March 22, 1965: 

To play with complicated formulas, to 
measure justice by percentages, and to aim 
punitive laws at some States, not only vio
lates both the letter and the spirit of the 
Constitution but buries the real moral ques
tion in sophistry. 

Until now we have had a government 
and a society based upon respect for law 
and adherence to the Constitution. 
Now we are being asked to pass a bill to 
conform to those who say they will obey 
only those laws which their conscience 
tells them to obey. 

Until now the processes provided for 
·amendment to the Constitution have 
been respected and followed by this Con
gress. Now we are being asked to pass 
a bill that would disregard the provisions 
for amendment of the Constitution as set 
out in article V thereof, and substitute 
for a two-thirds vote of both Houses of 
Congress and ratification by three
fourths of the States a bill passed by a 

simple majority of Congress and ratified 
by five men, a majority of the Supreme 
Court of the Unitecl States. 

Until now we have not permitted our 
legislative halls to become mere echo 
chambers for howiing masses of demon
strators. Now we are being asked to pass 
this bill, in complete disregard of all con
sequences, to appease the demonstrators 
and to satisfy the emotional hysteria of 
the day. 

Mr. President, I say again to my col
leagues in this Chamber and to the 
American people in all sections of the 
country "buyer beware"-beware of a bill 
of goods that originated in the streets 
and nurtured in emotional hysteria and 
expediency. 

Beware of this bill of goods or of any 
other bill of goods that would give a 
politically appointed Attorney General 
the power to control the election machin
ery of a State in local and State elec
tions, as well as in Federal elections. 

Beware of this bill of goods or of any 
other bill of goods that would disregard 
the competency and impugn the integrity 
of the Federal judiciary system and of 
Federal judges in the individual States, 
in favor of a three-man judiciary in the 
District of Columbia. 

Beware of this bill of goods or of any 
other bill of goods which would require 
the legislature of an individual State to 
submit to a three-man court outside its 
jurisdiction any proposal or legislation 
duly enacted by it for approval before it 
could be put into effect as the law of 
that State. 

Beware of this bill of goods or of any 
other bill of goods that would adjudicate 
by its enactment a particular State or 
number of States guilty by a slide rule 
formula and simultaneously impose a 5-
year sentence on them. 

Beware of this bill of goods or of any 
other bill of goods that can determine in 
-ex post facto fashion that a person, a 
State, or a subdivision thereof is guilty 
if, at a certain period of time, a particular 
situation existed although it no longer 
exists today. 

Beware of this bill of goods or of any 
other bill of goods that. would reverse 
the concept that one is presumed inno
cent until proven guilty, and would sub
stitute therefor, as this bill does, the 
presumption that one is considered guilty 
until he proves himself innocent. 

The Wall Street Journal, not a south
ern paper, not written or published in 
the South, recently referred to the bill as 
an immoral law. 

The New Republic, not a southern 
publication, in an April 3, 1965, editorial, 
referred to the bill as a tough measure, 
as the toughest since Reconstruction, 
and then finally it called the bill out
rightly a Reconstruction measure. 

The National Observer, again not a 
southern publication, referred to it as 
"plainly punitive legislation." 

I say again, Mr. President, to those in 
this Chamber who may be blinded to the 
full import and consequence of this legis
lation because of the banner under which 
it has been presented and the expediency 
with which it has been rushed, and to the 
American people in all sections of this 
Nation: "beware, buyer beware"; for 



9484 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 5, 1965 

the evil this bill does in the name of 
good to the constitutional way of govern
ment and life we have known from our 
beginning may well find its arbitrary, dis
criminating, and punitive ways tomorrow 
into every home, into every life, into 
every endeavor. I say this as one who 
has always believed and advocated the 
position that all qualified Americans 
should have the right to vote. I continue 
to believe this as I stand here today. I 
believe, however, that this basic guaran
tee without discrimination because of 
race or color, can be accomplished with
out violating and destroying the very 
foundations on which this Nation was 
founded and has grown to greatness. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, 
there are presently seven different laws, 
which, if used, would guarantee the right 
to vote. Three of them were passed in 
the last 8 years-one of them last year. 

First. Any citizen may sue any election 
official for damages who denies him the 
right to vote--42 U.S.C. 1983. 

Second. Any citizen who alleges he is 
wrongfully denied the right to vote may 
sue in Federal court without a jury to 
prevent the denial of that right-42 
u.s.c. 1971. 

Third. Any election official, anywhere 
in the United States, who denies any 
qualified voter his right to register and 
vote under color oLlaw is punishable by 
fine and imprisonment-18 U.S.C. 242. 

Fourth. Any election official who con
spires with another to deny any citizen 
the right to vote is subject to a fine of 
$5,000, or imprisonment for 10 years, or 
both-18 u.s.c. 241. 

Fifth. The Attorney General may sue 
in the Federal courts for an injunction 
at any time any person is engaged or 
there are reasonable grounds to believe 
he is about to engage in any act designed 
to deprive a person of his right to vot&-
42 u.s.c. 1993. 

Sixth. If a Federal judge finds a pat- · 
tern of discrimination pursuant to the 
1960. Civil Rights Act, he may appoint 
Federal voting referees to replace local 
officials. 

Seventh. The 1964 Civil Rights Act 
provides that all voting cases be expe
dited; that if less than 15 percent of a 
race is registered, Federal referees be ap
pointed; and that everyone with a sixth
grade education is presumed literate-
42 u.s.c. 1971. 

And so, as we see, Mr. President, there 
are ample means available to those con
cerned with guaranteeing the right to 
vote to all qualified Americans, many of 
which this Congress has made available 
in the last feu years. Again, let me say 
that I include myself in that number who 
are concerned with guaranteeing the 
right to vote to all qualified Americans. 

When the civil rights bill was before 
the Congress last year-the most far
reaching bill in the field of civil rights 
ever to pass an American Congress-we 
were told by the proponents of the bill 
that, if it passed, the street demonstra
tions would stop, the lie-ins and sit-ins 
would cease, and that section by section 
the bill would provide all the people with 
all of their rights free of any discrimina
tion, and that there would be no need 
for further legislation on the subject. I 

have cited the statutes available for 
relief-civil and criminal-from any al
leged discrimination and in the absence 
of this bill the Federal courts are open 
in all the States to enforce them. Now, 
however, less than a year after the pas
sage of the omnibus civil rights bill of 
1964, which included a provision guaran
teeing the right to vote to every citizen of 
the United States regardless of race, 
color, or creed, who pGssesses a sixth
grade education, and which the propo
nents of the bill very strenuously insisted 
and firmly asserted would guarantee any 
rights any citizen of the United States 
had to vote, and we are presented with 
another so-called voting rights bill and 
are asked to rush it through to enact
ment after a couple weeks of hearings. 
I say again to my colleagues in the Sen
ate and to the people of the Nation "buy
er beware." 

Mr. President, S. 1564 is entitled "A 
bill to enforce the 15th amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States 
and for other purposes." In view of the 
statutes already on the books to enforce 
the 15th amendment, I really think, Mr. 
President, that the authors of the bill 
have the title in reverse. As I study and 
analyze the proposed legislation, I be
come more and more convinced that it 
is for "other purposes." The bill pre
tends, however, to be "appropriate legis
lation"-to prevent the voting right of 
citizens of the United States from being 
denied or abridged by States on account 
of race or color. In fact, the bill is not 
that at all. "Buyer beware." The bill's 
real purpose is to establish voting qualifi
cations to displace those now established 
by State laws. Its real purpose is to 
abolish State voting qualification laws 
whether they are valid or invalid, fair or 
unfair, and whether they are adminis
tered by States in violation or not in vio
lation of the Constitution of the United 
States. It is clothed in the garments of 
the 15th amendment for the purpose of 
concealing its unconstitutional design. 

The 15th amendment provides: 
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. 

The amendment gives Congress the 
power to enact appropriate legislation to 
carry out the amendment, but this grant 
of power does not authorize Congress to 
amend the Constitution by legislation by 
nullifying article I, section 2, which, by 
express language, gives to the States the 
power to set voter qualifications; or does 
it give to the Congress the power to pre
scribe those qualifications. Those who 
drafted and debated the Constitution at 
the time of its origin made this very 
clear; that is, that the right to prescribe 
voting qualifications should and would 
remain with the individual States. 

When the question of voting qualifica
tions came up in the Convention of 1787, 
Gouverneur Morris, of Pennsylvania, 
proposed "to leave it to the State legisla
tures to establish the qualifications of the 
electors and elected, or to add a clause 
giving to the National Legislature power 
to alter the qualifications." To this, 
Oliver Ellsworth, of Connecticut, objected 

that "if the National Legislature can al
ter the qualifications, they can disqualify 
three-fourths or a greater proportion of 
the electors--this would go far to create 
aristocracy. The clause is safe as it is
the States have staked their liberties on 
the qualifications which we have pro
posed to confirm"; and said Ellsworth, 
"the States are the best judges of the 
circumstances and temper of their peo
ple." James Wilson, of Pennsylvania, 
said that "it would be difficult to form 
any uniform rule of qualification for all 
the States." It was then suggested by 
Mr. Morris that the electors be confined 
to freeholders; that is, to persons own
ing land. John Dickinson, of Delaware, 
also favored this proposal, considering 
such a provision to be "a necessary de
fense against the dangerous influence of 
those multitudes without property with 
which our country like all others will in 
time abound." Mr. Morris was afraid 
that if the vote were given to people with 
no property they would sell their vote to 
the rich, and, said he, "the ignorant and 
the dependent can be as little trusted 
with the public interest." On the other 
hand, Wilson, Ellsworth, G~orge Mason, 
of Virginia, Pierce Butler, of South Caro
lina, and Nathaniel Gorham, of Massa
chusetts, were opposed to confining the 
electors to freeholders. Gorham pointed 
out that a requirement of freehold would 
operate against mechanics and mer
chants. Mason said that "everyone who 
is of full age and can give evidence of 
his common interest in the community 
should be an elector"; and Ellsworth said 
that "the rule should be that. he who 
pays and is governed should be an elec
tor; virtue and talents are not confined 
to the freeholders." Madison was in
clined to favor different qualifications for 
voting for the two branches of the legis
lature, so as to provide reasonable se
curity for both persons and property, 
each being an essential object of govern
ment. Finally, Dr. Benjamin Franklin, 
of Pennsylvania, always liberal in spirit, 
said: 

It is of consequence that we should not 
depress the virtue and public spirit of our 
common people. • • • This class possess 
hardy virtues and great integrity. 

When we read the debates, we see how 
clear, how definite, and how certain it 
was made that the fixing of the qualifi
cations of voters was left to the States, 
without any right given to the Federal 
Government in any way to interfere with 
the fixing of the qualifications. 

When the vote was taken in the Con
stitutional Convention of 1787, Mr. 
Morris' proposal to confine electors to 
freeholders was defeated; and the Com
mittee of Details proposal that the 
qualifications of electors for the House 
of Representatives "shall be the same, 
from time to time, as those of the electors 
in the several States, of the most numer
ous branch of their own legislatures" 
was then adopted without dissent, on 
August 8, 1787, and thus the Convention 
declined to establish any special form of 
property as a necessary qualification of 
those who were to elect the Congress. 
It is fair to point out, however, that this 
rejection of possession of freehold as a 
qualification was not entirely the result 
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of an opposition to property qualifica
tions per se; for it was perceived by many 
th~t such action would exclude 
owners of other kinds of property
merchants and security holders--from 
voting and would subject their interests 
to attacks from the small farmers who 
were freeholders but who at the same 
time were the advocates of paper money 
and similar destructive forms of legisla
tion. 

The result of the Convention's action, 
however, was to avoid discriminating for 
or against any particular class of prop
erty owner and to leave the whole mat
ter of qualification of voters to regula
tion by each State for itself. If the 
States in whose legislatures the small 
farmowners had a large representation 
were content to exclude other classes of 
men from suffrage, the Convention was 
content to abide by their decision. 

The Convention, those who forged our 
blueprint for democracy, a written Con
stitution, and brought this Nation into 
being, was content to abide by their deci
sion-that is, the decision of the indi
vidual States with regard to the setting 
of qualifications for voting. Thus, in 
the written document, the authors of the 
Constitution, our Founding Fathers, in
cluded the express provision in article I, 
section 2. The language, which every
one here has heard and read so many 
times that there should be no question as 
to its clarity or meaning, reads that: 

The House of Representatives shall be 
composed of Members chosen ~very second 
Year by the People of the several States, and 
the Electors in each State shall have the 
Qualifications requisite for Electors of the 
most numerous Branch of the State Legis
lature. 

As we know, when Congress submitted 
and the people adopted the 17th amend
ment providing for the direct election of 
U.S. Senators, exactly the same, spe
cific language was adopted, leaving the 
fixing of qualifications wholly, solely, 
and entirely in the several States. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished 
colleague from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The 15th amend
·ment, to which the Senator has referred, 
provides: 

The Congress shall have power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 

Does not that mean, and has it not 
been held by the Supreme Court to mean, 
within the powers that are granted by 
the Constitution? 

Mr. HILL. Exactly. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. And is not in any 

way to conflict with other provisions of 
the Constitution? 

Mr. HILL. That is exactly true. As 
the Senator knows, the courts have so 
held time and time again. 

The Senator knows that before the 
Constitution was ratified, there was a 
definite and specific agreement that there 
would be 10 amendments to the Consti
tution-the Bill of Rights. The lOth 
amendment provides: 

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. 

The 1Oth amendment confirms the very 
principle that is proposed in section 2, 
article I of the Constitution, and the very 
thing that was ratified. confirmed, and 

·reiterated by the people in the adoption 
of the 17th amendment, which provides 
for the direct election of the U.S. 
Senators. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Can the Senator 

confirm my understanding concerning 
something that happened at the time the 
15th amendment was being debated, prior 
to its submission to the people? Did not 
the amendment as it was proposed by 
the Senate actually include the words 
"education, race, color, or previous con
dition of servitude"; and did not the 
House, in its debates and its consideration 
of the amendment, delete the word "edu
cation," so that it was not in the amend
ment as it was submitted to the people? 
In other words, did not Congress itself 
eliminate that restriction? 

Mr. HILL. The debates in the House 
of Representatives on the proposed 15th 
amendment show clearly that the word 
"education," was willfully stricken from 
the language of the 15th amendment. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. HILL. The language of section 2 
of article I of the Constitution is clear, 
Mr. President, but if anyone still doubts 
the thought and intention behind it, I 
would read to them the following dis
cussion and explanation of article I, 
section 2, from the Federalist, the notes 
and essays written about the Constitu- · 
tion and how it came into being and 
written at the time that it came · into 
being by those who were intimately in
volved in bringing it into being. The 
Federalist says this about suffrage: 

The first view to be taken of this part of 
the Government relates to the qualifications 
of the electors and the elected. 

Those of the former are to be the same 
with those of the electors of the most numer
ous branch of the State legislatures. The 
definition of the right of suffrage is very 
justly regarded as a fundamental article of 
republican government. It was incumbent 
on the Convention, therefore, to define and 
establish this right in the Constitution. To 
have left it open for the occasional regula
tion of the Congress, would have been im
proper for the reason just mentioned. To 
have submitted it to the legislative discretion 
of the States, would have rendered too de
pendent on the State governments that 
branch of the Federal Government which 
ought to be dependent on the people alone. 
To have reduced the different qualifications 
in the different States to one uniform rule, 
would probably have been as dissatisfactory 
to some of the States as it would have been 
difficult to the Convention. The provision 
made by the Convention appears, therefore, 
to be the best that lay within their option. 
It must be satisfactory to every State, be
cause it is conformable to the standard al
ready established, or which may be estab
lished, by the State itself. 

Who are to be the electors of the Federal 
representatives? Not the rich, more than 
the poor; not the learned, more than the 
ignorant; not the haughty heirs of distin
guished names, more than the humble sons 
of obscurity and unpropitious fortune. The 
electors are to be the great body of the peo
ple of the United States. They are to be 

the same who exercise the right in every 
State of electing the corresponding branch 
of the legislature of the State. 

Who are to be the objects of popular 
choice? Every citizen whose merit may rec
ommend him to the esteem and confidence 
of his country. No qualification of wealth, 
of birth, of religious faith, or of civil pro
fession is permitted to fetter the judgment 
or disappoint the inclination of the people. 

Suppose an article had been introduced 
in the Constitution empowering the United 
States to regulate the elections for the par
ticular States, would any man have hesitated 
to condemn it, both as an unwarrantable 

. transposition of power, and as a premeditated 
engine for the destruction of the State gov
ernments? The violation of principle, in this 
case, would have required no comment; and, 
to an unbiased observer, it will not be less 
apparent in the project of subjecting the 
existence of the National Government, in a 
similar respect, to the pleasure of the State 
governments. An impartial view of the mat
ter cannot fail to result in a conviction, that 
~ach, as far as possible, ought to depend on 
itself for its own preservation. 

Here then, Mr. President, is a first
hand account of what the authors of the 
Constitution had in mind in connection 
with article I, section 2. Certainly, no 
one can charge ambiguity regarding the 
language of article I or the discussion 
and explanation of it in the Federalist, 

· but even if the language of article I, sec
tion 2, had not been expressly stipulated 
in the Constitution, the lOth amendment 
with respect to the reserved powers of 
the Bill of Rights would protect the rights 
of the individual States to determine the 
qualifications of voters. For the lOth 
amendment reads that: 

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. 

Certainly, nowhere in the Constitution 
has there been given any power to the 
United States to set qualificP.tions for 
voters. Nor was this power given to the 
United States when the 14th or 15th 
amendments were enacteti and became 
part of the Constitution. On the con
trary, however, section-2 of article I very 
clearly defines where tpe power of fixing 
the qualifications for voters shall be, and 
that is, with the States. 

Mr. President, there has been a tenden
cy to put the lOth amendment into cold 
storage, so to speak. Especially is this 
true when we get into certain areas of 
legislation such as that now before us. 

The lOth amendment .;o the Constitu
tion was the bulwark of the Bill of Rights 
and without it the original Constitution 
would never have been ratified. As I 
have said, by its own terms it. protects the 
rights of the States to prescribe the qual
ifications of voters. With thf> trend we 
witness toward centralization, there are 
those who would like to get rid of the 
lOth amendment. Nevertheless, it is still 
in the Constitution, and I contend, Mr. 
President, that it deserves as much at
tention in connection with S. 1564 as does 
the 15th amendment. Actually it de
serves more. It has been disregarded 
and pummeled by the courts and by the 
Executive and kicked occasionally by 
Congress, but it is still in the Constitu
tion and under it there can be no ques
tion that the right to set voter qnalifica
tions is reserved to the States. 
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And so, we see that at the very begin
ning the power to set voter qualifications 
was vested in the States. The lOth 
amendment makes it abundantly clear 
that this power is reserved to the States, 
but the proponents of S. 1564 now ask 
us to disregard all of this, to render null 
and void, by an act of Congress, article 
I section 2, of the Constitution of the 
United States, article V of the Constitu
tion, and the lOth amendment to the 
Constitution. They say that the 15th 
amendment gives us the authority and 
the power to destroy these and other pro
visions of the Constitution by a simple 
majority vote-to amend the Constitu
tion thrice in this instance without ratifi
cation by the people-in the name of 
guaranteeing that no one shall be denied 
the right to vote because of race, color, 
or creed, and preserving the 15th amend
ment. They say that at the time of the 
enactment of the 15th amendment the 
Congress intended to give us this power 
to destroy. They say that the 15th 
amendment assumes "the right of citi
zens of the United States to vote" to be 
a vested right; that it gives Congress the 
power to enforce this assumption; and, 
consequently, that it takes from the 
States its prerogative of fixing the qual
ifications of electors. 

This is the crux of the argument on 
which the proponents of S. 1564 rest their 
case. This is the provision of -the Con
stitution, they say, which gives the Con
gress the authority to strike down State 
qualification tests and replace them with 
civil service examiners appointed by an 
Attorney General. Thus, they say that 
under the 15th amendment Congress 
does have the power to fix and regulate 
voting qualifications in the individual 
States. 

My colleague called attention to the 
fact that one of the proposed amend
ments carried a provision which referred 
to education. As the Senator and I have 
commented, when that question was 
thrashed out and it was exposed to the 
light of day, so to speak, the word "edu
cation" was thrown out. It became no 
part of the 15th amendment to the Con
stitution in any way, shape, fcshion, or 
form. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder if the 

Senator would say that the history with 
reference to that matter and the lan
guage having been taken from the four 
corners of the amendment itself might 
have had a great influence on the Su
~reme Court in the several decisions 
that it has made to the effect that States 
have a right to prescribe literacy tests 
provided they are not used purposely to 
discriminate. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely 
correct. Undoubtedly, in these cases
and there are many of them, as the Sen
ator suggests-the Court had the argu
ments and briefs of various counsel, and 
the arguments and debates that took 
place with reference to the amendment 
presented to it. This material made it 
definite, positive, and clear that the fix
ing of the qualifications of the voters 
was to be left to the States. 

There is no doubt about it. Anyone 
who will go back and read those debates 
can arrive at only one conclusion. 
There is but one answer, and that is 
that it was clearly the intent and pur
pose of Congress that these qualifications 
should continue to be fixed by the States, 
as was provided in section 2 of article I. 

There were three separate measures 
introduced in the Congress which even
tually culminated in the 15th amend
ment. Two of these were joint resolu
tions, H.R. 402 and S. 8, which proposed 
a constitutional amendment with respect 

In fact, Mr. President, the 15th amend
ment does nothing of the kind. It 
declares, simply, that "the right of citi
zens of the United States to vote shall not 
be denied or abridged," by either State 
or Nation, "on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude"; and it 
gives Congress the power to enforce this 
provision for impartial suffrage by "ap
propriate legislation." There is an as
sumption only of the potential right to 
vote. There is no assumption of a vested 
right to vote. The potential right to 
vote can become actual only by a law of 
the State, or in a territory by a law of 
Congress. There is no mandate that the 
actual right shall be conferred in either 
case. The only mandatJ is that, in ..:on
ferring it, the grant must be impartial 
among all citizens. The plain import of 
the amendment, therefore, is that when 
the right to vote is granted, it must be 
impartially granted; but it is always com
petent to the State to declare that 
"when." 

. to suffrage. One proposal, H.R. 1667, 
was an attempt to secure virtually the 
same provisions as the 15th amendment 
in the form of a mere statute. 

The debates and the proceedings in 
Congress at the time the 15th amend
ment was adopted makes this abundantly 
clear. They make clear beyond the 
shadow of a doubt that the proponents 
of the amendment had no intention of 
giving Congress any authority to fix and 
regulate voting qualifications in the in
dividual States; and they repudiate the . 
theory on which the proponents of this 
bill travel. 

This proposed statute, H.R. 1667, read 
as follows: 

No State shall abridge or deny the right 
to any citizen of the United States to vote 
for electors of President and Vice President 
of the United States or for Representatives in 
Congress, or for members of the Legislature 
of the State in which he may reside by 
reason of race, color, or previous condition 
of slavery; and any provisions in the laws of 
Constitution of any State inconsistent with 
this section are hereby declared to be null 
and void. 

H.R. 1667 was an attempt to have the 
Congress regulate the State qualifica
tions for voters by forbidding the States 
to disqualify voters by reason of race, 
color, or previous condition of slavery. 
This attempt in the Congress to enact 
H.R. 1667 and thereby invade the 
province of the States with respect to 
suffrage was bitterly fought in Congress 
and went down in defeat. 

Congressman Eldridge, of Wisconsin, 
who was a member of the House Judi
ciary Committee, expressed the senti
ments of the Congress regarding the pro-

posal when he said in a speech delivered 
on the floor of the House on January 23, 
1869, in opposition to the bill: 

I shall not attempt to analyze this bill or 
to examine its provisions in detail. The 
main feature and purpose of the bill are to 
take from the States the right to determine 
the qualifications of voters. 

• • • It is proposed by this bill to invade 
the jurisdiction of State authority and sub
ject all the States of the Union to Federal 
control. This long-conceded right of the 
States to determine for themselves who of 
their citizens shall exercise the right of suf
frage within their respective jurisdictions is 
now for the first time to be taken away 
by act of Congress from all the States of 
this Union. 

Congressman Eldridge continued: 
Their [the proponents of the bill) views 

an d opinions are confused, and they seem 
uncertain upon what provision of the Con
stitution to rest them. They based them 
more upon what they consider the necessity 
of the times, the wants of the Nation, and 
the will of the people, as expressed through 
the party to which they adhere, than upon 
any express or implied grant of power to the 
Federal Government in and by the Constitu
tion itself. 

How appropriate Congressman El
dridge's concluding remarks, how fitting 
they are to the situation today. In fact, 
in the absence of identity, one might 
think that these words had been spoken 
about S. 1564, and may I say arrain that 
this attempt in 1869 to amend the Con
stitution in the form of a mere statute
the very .attempt being made today
was on that occasion soundly defeated
as it should be today. 

The joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution with re
spect to suffrage was passed by the House 
as an amendment forbidding any denial 
of the right to vote by reason of race, 
color, or previous condition of slavery. 
The Senate amended the resolution to 
include a provision that no discrimina
tion shall be made in the exercise of the 
elective franchise on account of nativity, 
property, education, or creed. The Sen
ate passed the amended resolution, and 
if it had been concurred in by the House 
and ratified by the States, the States 
would have lost their rights to prescribe 
literacy tests or other educational quali:
fications for their voters. The House, 
however, adamantly refused to do so. 

A New York Times editorial on Febru
ary 15, 1869, expressed the sentiments 
and reaction to the Senate amended res
olution of the overwhelming majority 

-of people throughout the country which 
it said: 

The amendment as reported by the Recon
struction Committee and passed by the 
House is simple and moderate. 

The Senate amendment is sweeping enough 
to justify the charge of being revolutionary 
preferred by Mr. Conkling and others. 

Remember, the Senate amend~ents to 
which the editorial refers would have 
prohibited any State literary tests. 

Following a great storm of protest 
throughout the country, the Senate 
backed away from its effort to restrict 
the rights of the States to prescribe edu
cational and property qualifications for 
their voters. On February 17, 1869, the 
Senate passed the joint resolution which 
became the 15th amendment to the Con-
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stitution. The debates in Congress at 
that time-the fact that it considered 
and rejected a proposal restricting the 
rights of States to prescribe educational 
qualifications-make it clear beyond any 
doubt that the 15th amendment was not 
intended in any way to restrict or take 
away from the States their rights to pre
scribe educational or property qualifica
tions of voters. 

And, if we need any further clarifica
tion-any further proof of what was in
tended by the 15th amendment--we may 
look to the language of the 17th amend
ment. When the 17th amendment '\7as 
passed, it contained the very same lan
guage as section 2 of article I, insofar as 
qualifications for voting for U.S. Sena
tors, that is that: 

The electors in each State shall have the 
qualifications requisite for electors for the 
most numerous branch of the State legis
lature. 

So we see, Mr. President, the language 
of the 17th amendment again leaves the 
setting of qualifications of voters to the 
States, and remember at the time the 
17th amendment was being debated, the 
15th amendment had already been 
adopted, and it is fair to assume that 
those debating the 17th amendment were 
aware of the debates regarding the 15th. 
If there had been any thought that the 
15th amendment took away from the 
States the right to set voter qualifica
tions, would not the language of the 17th 
amendment been other than that as con
tained in section 2 of article I? Would 
not the language of the 15th amendment 
have been included? 

It is abundantly clear, Mr. President, 
that the 15th amendment was not in
tended to give Congress the power to 
strike down State literacy tests, -and a 
long line of Supreme Court decisions 
have upheld this. Many of these cases 
have been cited and discussed during this 
debate. 

As I have said, there is a long line of 
Supreme Court decisions upholding the 
constitutionality of State literacy tests, 
the most recent being the 1963 North 
Carolina case of Lassiter against 
Northampton County Board of Elections. 
In that case, Justice Douglas, speaking 
for the Court, said: 

We come then to the question whether a 
State may consistently with the 14th and 
17th amendments apply a literacy test to all 
voters irrespective of race or color. The 
Court in Guinn v. United States, supra, 238 
U.S. 366, 35 S. Ct. 931, disposed of the ques
tion in a few words, "No time need be spent 
on the question of the validity of the literacy 
test, considered alone, since, as we have seen 
its establishment was but the exercise by the 
State of a lawful power vested in it not sub
ject to our supervision, and indeed, its 
validity is admitted." 

Justice Douglas continued: 
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, 10 S. 
Ct. 299, 301-302, 33 L. Ed. 637) are obvious 
examples indicating factors which a State 
may take into consideration in determining 
the qualifications of voters. The 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 re
ports around the world show. Literacy and 
intelligence are obviously not synonymous. 
Illiterate people may be intelligent voters. 
Yet in our society where newspapers, periodi· 
cals, books, and other printed matter can
vass and debate campaign issues, a State 
might conclude that only those who are 
literate should exercise the franchise. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, be
fore the Senator leaves that case, will 
he yield to me without losing his right 
to the floor? _ 

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished 
colleague from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is it not true that 
as recently as March 1, 1965, only 2 
months ago, a decision was handed down 
by the Supreme Court in the case of 
Carrington against Rash and others, in 
which Justice Stewart, writing the de
cision, had this to say--

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, without los
ing my right to the floor, I ask unani
mous consent that I may yield to my col
league in order to read that quotation. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator had 
yielded for a question. I could not finish 
the question without this quotation: 

Texas has unquestioned power to impose 
reasonable residence restrictions on the avail
ability of the ballot. There can be no doubt 
either of the historic function of the States 
to establish, on a nondiscriminatory basis, 
and in accordance with the Constitution, 
other qualifications for the exercise of the 
franchise-

Now listen to this quotation: 
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." 

The Senator recognizes that language, 
does he not, as being the language of the 
Lassiter case? · 

Mr. IDLL. That is correct. The 
Court in that recent decision took that 
language from the Lassiter case. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It did. 
Mr. HILL. The case the Senator has 

cited is the most recent case. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. It was decided 2 

months ago. 
Mr. HILL. The Lassiter case was de

cided in 1963. This recent case ratifies, 
confirms, and reiterates the Lassiter de
cision. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The decision said 
the States had broad powers to deter
mine the qualifications of its voters. 

Mr. HILL. That is correct. 
To continue with the quotation: 
Franklin v. Harper, 205 Ga. 779, 55 S. Ed. 

2d. 221, appeal dismissed 339 U.S. 946, 70 
S. Ct. 804, 94 L. Ed. 1361. It was said last 
century in Massachusetts that a literacy test 
was designed to insure an "independent and 
intelligent" exercise 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 ability to read and wr~te likewise has 
some relation to standards designed to pro
mote intelligent use of the ballot," the Court 
said. Is this sentence difficult to understand? 
It says plainly-and clearly that literacy tests 
have a relation to standards designed for in
telligent use of the ballot. 

The Lassiter case was decided on 
March 13, 1963. At that time all of the 
present members of the Supreme Court 
were members. Note, if you will, that 
the case of Lassiter against Northamp
ton is cited in the opinion with approval 
not just once but again so that this 
Court again ratified and approved that 
decision that says a State may regulate 
voting so long as it does not discriminate 
by reason of race or color. · 

It may be well here to state the names 
of some of the members of the Court who 
have in the past affirmed the constitu
tionality of the State passing on voter 
qualifications. It is a "Who's Who" in 
great and learned men-Justices Hughes, 
McReynolds, Sutherland, Stone-at 
whose feet I was privileged to sit when 
he was Dean of the School of Law at 
Columbia University-Justices McKen
na, John Marshall Harlan, Oliver Wen
dell Holmes, Cardozo, Roberts, Brandeis, 
Butler, White, and many others. 

Could there be a greater or more bril
liant roll of great judges than those on 
the list I have read, confirming the right 
of the States to fix the qualifications of 
voters? Two months ago the Court 
again confirmed that right, in the case 
cited by the Senator from Alabama. 

Were they all wrong? Did none of 
these Justices have a feeling for the Con
stitution-for the rights of American 
citizens? Did they all feel that an in
dividual had rights protected but not 
granted under the Constitution? Appar
ently they did for I find no dissents. 

Do the present members of the Court 
now feel otherwise? They did not 2 
years ago when they reaffirmed Lassiter 
against Northampton. Would the At
torney General have us believe that the 
Court has had a change of heart in 2 
years, when 2 years ago civil rights acts 
dealing with voting were law and within 
their judicial knowledge? When voting 
cases had been before that Court? 
When the Court had had ample oppor
tunity to decide, declare, and legislate in 
this field and failed to do so, but instead 
reaffirmed its past decisions that qualifi
cations of voters-a literacy test--is a 
State function? If the Attorney Gen
eral is so positive, as he was in all of his 
testimony, that this present bill is con
stitutional, where does he go for his crys
tal ball gazing? Does he go to the floor of 
the House of Representatives and wit
ness the ovations and enthusiastic ap
plause the members of the Supreme 
Court give the President in response to 
his voter legislation proposals? 

Who told the Attorney General? On 
what basis can he declare this legislation 
in the teeth of an opinion 2 years old? 
What has changed since then? One 
thing; we have had demonstrations in 
the streets, in the Capital of this coun
try, in the White House, and along a 
50-mile stretch of highway but nothing 
has changed in the law. 

Mr. President, throughout the hear
ings on this voting rights legislation the 
Attorney General repeatedly justified his 
position on behalf of the bill by referring 
to a "living Constitution"-one which 
defines equal justice under the law as 
singling out a few States for arbitrary 
and punitive treatment, a Constitution 
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that declares all who come under it 
guilty until they prove themselves inno• 
cent. · 

I find it difficult to adopt this new 
"living Constitution," as the Attorney 
General calls it, and the weird concepts 
of law and justice therein. I would 
rather stay with what the Attorney Gen
eral must consider the "dead" Constitu
tion, the one that the founders of this 
Nation pledged their lives, their fortunes, 
and their sacred honor to. Our Consti
tution was not written in a day, and I do 
not think we should try to rewrite it in 
a day. There are those who want revo
lutionary changes in all phases of life, 
btit such changes cannot and will not 
last unless they are evolutionary, that is, 
unless they come about by ·orderly proc
esses. The task is hard and the way 
may be long, but the promise of freedom 
is the great gift of this Nation, and our 
freedoms have not been won overnight. 
Freedoms come and are protected by 
good order--vigorous debate--people of 
good will working together for the com
mon good of all, not for a few. 

Mr. President, in this speech I have not 
endeavored to dwell in detail on every 
line and section of S. 1564, the bill before 
us, and to expose each and every drastic, 
arbitrary, discriminatory, and punitive 
provision of it. I shall continue my 
arguments at another time. Suffice it 
to say now, however, that I oppose S. 
1564 and any other legislation as drastic, 
as arbitrary and as punitive as it. 

Two hundred years ago, Mr. President, 
before our Nation ever came into being, 
Rousseau wrote "The Social Co'ltract." 
He wrote of the dissolution of the state 
and how it could come about. He wrote 
this: 

The same thing happens when the mem
bers of the government severally usurp the 
power they should exercise only as a body; 
this is as great an infraction of the law, 
and results in even greater disorders. There 
are then, so to speak, as many princes as 
there are magistrates, and the state, no less 
divided than the government, either perishes 
or changes its form. 

When the state is dissolved, the abuse of 
government, whatever it is, bears the com
mon name of anarchy. To distinguish, 
democracy degenerates into ochlocracy, and 
aristocracy into oligarchy; and I would add 
th~t royalty degenerates into tyranny; but 
this last word is ambiguous and needs 
explanation. 

The body politic, as well as the human 
body, begins to die as soon as it is born, and 
carries in itself the causes of its destruction. 
But both may have a constitution that is 
more or less robust and suited to preserve 
them a longer or a shorter time. The· con
stitution of man is the work of nature; that 
of the state, the work of art. It is not in 
men's power to prolong their own lives; but 
it 1-s for them to prolong as much as possible 
the life of the state, by giving it the best 
possible constitution. The best constituted 
state will have an end; but it will end later 
than any other, unless some unforeseen ac
cident brings about its untimely destruction. 

Let not the passage of this bill, this 
S. 1564, be that "unforeseen accident." 

Let us :.1.ot be parties to bringing about 
"its untimely destruction." 

Let us not avoid the Constitution nor 
destroy it. 

Let us not be sold a bill of goods mis
labeled and misconceived. 

I say again to my colleagues in the 
Senate and to all the people in all sec
tions of this great Nation: "Caveat emp
tor"--"buyer beware." 

I implore the Members of this body and 
the people in all sections of thi~ great 
Nation, regardless of sectional differ
ences and philosophical viewpoints, to 
put above all things the need for ad
herence to law and order and the integ
rity of our constitutional system. 

For, if we lose these, we have lost our 
soul as a nation. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed a joint resolution <H.J. Res. 
447) making a supplemental appropria
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1965, for military functions of the De
partment of Defense, and for other pur
poses, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate. · 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 447) 
making a supplemental appropriation 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 
for military functions of the Department 
of Defense, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

ORDER OF BUSINES8--ADDITIONAL 
APPROPRIATIONS TO MEET MILI
TARY REQUIREMENTS 
Mr. SPARKMAN obtained the :floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Alabama yield to me, 
without losing his right to the :floor? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield under those 
conditions. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
special appropriation measure has passed 
the House, has been received in the Sen
ate, has been referred to the appropri
ate committee, and will be on the :floor 
for consideration, under the unanimous
consent agreement agreed to yesterday, 
at 3:30. 

I ask unanimous consent that at 3: 15, 
at the conclusion of the speech of the dis
tinguished Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], there be a live quorum call, 
so that at 3:30 the Senate may begin 
consideration of the special appropria
tion measure under the specified time 
limitation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. KEN
NEDY of New York in the chair) . Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Alabama will yield 
further--

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Montana, under the 
same conditions as before. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. This matter has 
been discussed with the distinguished 
minority leader, with the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], who 
will have charge of half the time, and 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEN-

NisJ, who has been delegated by the 
chairman of the committee to handle the 
rest of the time. 

It is anticipated that approximately 
3 hours will be spent on the joint resolu
tion this afternoon and evening. 

Tomorrow, immediately after the 
morning prayer, the Senate will return 
to the special appropriation resolution 
until it is completed. 

Mr. President, to emphasize what I 
have said, immediately after the morn
ing prayer tomorrow the Senate will re
sume consideration of the special ap
propriation measure. There will be no · 
morning business. 

Following disposition of the appropri
ation measure, under the unanimous
consent agreement of today, the Senate 
will then revert to the Ervin amend
ment. 

Mr. President, while t~s procedure is 
a little extraordinary, it is made manda
tory because of the fact that a number 
of Senators were of the opinion that the 
joint resolution would not come up until 
tomorrow. Therefore, in the interests of 
comity, I believe that nothing will be 
lost by it because Senators will have an 
opportunity to study the REcORD over
night. 

I repeat the announcement that the 
5 hours under the unanimous-consent 
agreement will be used today and to
morrow, and there will be no morning 
hour tomorrow. 

·I thank the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] for yielding to me to 
make these comments. 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr: MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unammous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand in 
recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

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

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 1564) to enforce the 15th 
amendment of the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
shall analyze the voting rights proposal 
before this body on a section-by-section 
basis. While I intend to fight its adop
tion at every turn, I wish it clearly under
stood that I firmly believe in the right 
of every qualified person to vote. How
ever, I believe that this right should be 
exercised under State, not Federal laws. 
In this belief I am strongly supported by 
the very source of Federal law, the U.S. 
Constitution. 

In the course of my speech, I expect to 
show how our Founding Fathers sought 
to prevent passage of laws under the 
pressure of emotional demonstrations. I 
wish to caution my colleagues about the 
kind of legislation before us and the at
mosphere in which it is engendered. I 
wish also to touch upon the grave re
sponsibilities now resting on the shoul
ders of all Members of Congress to avoid 
heated passion and to act for the good of 
the preservation of our form of govern
ment, as well as the Constitution itself, 
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as a guiding instrument in our national 
life. 

We have heard on various occasions, 
in this great Chamber throughout our 
history, that we are at the crossroads of 
either preserving our traditions of gov
ernment or plunging out into uncharted 
seas. Members of this body have heard 
the eloquent voices of many men, includ
ing Daniel Webster, warn in most schol
arly and impassioned terms against cast
ing aside the structure as well as the 
spirit of the Constitution. 

I do not speak as an alarmist, but I 
say in all candor that never in my 28 
years of active service in both the House 
of Representatives and the Senate, have 
I seen a proposal so bent upon changing 
the spirit as well as the letter of our form 
of government, all under the guise and 
in the name of providing the right to 
vote to all qualified citizens, a basic prem
ise with which I agree. 

Let me add that during all the time 
I have been a Member of this body I have 
never seen a bill which I considered more 
in opposition to the Constitution of the 
United States than this one. It violates 
the principle, the letter, and the law of 
the Constitution in so many different re
spects that I cannot see how it can pos
sibly ever be held to be constitutional. 

This bill, however, would grasp upon a 
purposely designed intense sequence of 
public demonstrations in my own State 
of Alabama, and would bypass the nor
mal method of letting the courts deter
mine where and how discrimination in 
voting exists. It would expand an emo
tional so-called march as though it were 
a balloon, and would use it as a justifica
tion for the most harsh punitive measure 
on State governments that I have seen in 
this Nation, short of actual military oc
cupation. 

This measure is fraught with iniquitous 
consequences. Let us not ignore this 
merely to accommodate mass demonstra
tion demands. Let us look at this meas
ure in terms of whether the little good 
that may be accomplished can, in all 
fairness to justice and democracy, justify 
the terrible consequences on our form of 
government and the Constitution. If we 
do not do this-if we do not look at every 
word and sentence of this bill to see just 
what it really means, we are not fulfill
ing our oaths and we certainly are out of 
step with the history of Congress on the 
point of not wishing to pass legislation 
because the pressures and anxieties of 
the moment are aroused by mass demon
strations demanding more and more leg
islative action when the demonstrators 
themselves do not respect existing law 
and, in fact, seem to wish not to use the 
full powers of existing law unless they 
agree exactly with what they want. 

I should like to emphasize that Con
gress moved out of Philadelphia in June 
1783 to avoid further mass demonstra
tions like the one it faced on June 21, 
1783, when a large number of troops who 
had mutinied and were demonstrating in 
the streets with guns, surrounded the 
statehouse in which Congress was sit
ting and demanded that they be paid by 
Pennsylvania State authorities. Con
gress, in fear of bodily harm, petitioned 
George Washington to send in regular 

troops to protect them. Then the dem- demonstrations. This is the Nation's 
onstrators repented and asked for for- Capitol, but it is no place to come to put 
giveness, promising to help protect Con- on mass political demonstrations or to 
gress rather than to demonstrate and try to compel Congress to act by the de
mutiny. mands of a mob. These laws provide 

Congress-then called the Continental criminal penalties. They also empower 
Congress-did not like the atmosphere the Sergeants at Arms of the Senate and 
nor the exigencies of the moment and the House of Representatives to deputize, 
passed a resolution on June 24 to move to if necessary, the entire Metropolitan Po
Princeton, N.J. The language of this lice force to assist them in carrying them 
resolution is important to us here today; out. 
it is filled with timely meaning. I will With a background such as this, is it 
quote it: "In order that further and more not just and proper that we consider the 
effectual measures may be taken for sup- very unhealthy way that the pending 
pressing the present revolt and main- legislation was presented to Congress? 
taining the dignity and authority of the It · came to us on the emotionalism and 
United States." the heated passion of the hour. It was 

In other words, Congress moved to started by a mass march on Montgomery, 
Princeton and away from the pressure of Ala., which capitalized on religious feel
mass demonstrations to maintain the ings, which places the church as such in 
dignity and authority of the United a peculiar position in a government 
States. If we now respond to the highly wherein church and state are supposed 
planned and purposely called demonstra- to be entirely separate. It capitalized 
tions in Alabama and elsewhere by en- on the medium of television and pub
acting the proposed voting rights bill just licity, which was its main purpose. It 
because Martin Luther King says that we capitalized on the extreme acts and 
must, we will be doing the exact opposite crimes of people on the other side, which 
of maintaining the dignity and authority I do not condone, and which usually arise 
of the United States. We will be doing when extremism and disregard for ac
what the Continental Congress of 1783 cepted standards of law and order seem 
told us that we should not do. themselves to be the order of the day. It 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, we was born out of a feeling of not wishing 
are in the District of Columbia at this to use existing laws, which last year we 
very moment simply because those early were told were quite strong enough-a 
Congresses and our Founding Fathers of feeling that law, even court orders, 
the Constitution wanted Congress to be should not be obeyed willingly unless they 
removed from the presst:.res of mass dem- agreed in all respects to the demands of 
onstrations and independent of the police the demonstrators; The actual facts as 
powers of a sovereign State. The strong to the effectiveness and to the implemen
~eeling of the resolution of 1783, which I tation of existing laws became unimpor
JUst quoted a moment ago, held over to tant. It was the public impression that 
the Co.nstitutional Convention ~nd re- ·. a denial existed which was important. 
sul~ed m the 17th cl~ms~ of sec~wn 8 ?f This was skyrocketed into gigantic pro
article I of the ConstitutiOn, v.rhich I will portions until we here in Congress re
read: ceived a hastily drawn and savagely de-

The Congress shall have Power • • • to structive bill and the public was given 
exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases the impression that we were supposed to 
whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding act on it with the same sort of haste that 
ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of par- had engendered it and with which it was 
ticular States, and the Acceptance of Con- prepared. 
gress, become the Seat of the Government 
of the United States, and to exercise like I, for one, Mr. President, take my oath 
Authority over all Places purchased by the of office more seriously than this. I have 
Consent of the Legislature of the State in studied the bill and I find it entirely in
which the Same shall be, for the erection of sufficient as a national bill. It is punt
Forts, Magazines, and Arsenals, dock-Yards, tive, sectional legislation. I deplore the 
and other needful Buildings; whole atmosphere in which it is being 

The language of this part of the ·Con- considered, and at the same time, I im
stitution is clear and it was the result of plore all Members of Congress to let their 
strong feelings that Co::1gress shall and unbiased commonsense control their ac
must be free from mass demonstrations, tions on a drastic measure that could dis
radical emotionalism, and all of the fac- rupt our form of government and estab
tors of intimidation and pressure that Iish such precedents that we might be 
make for bad and hasty laws and for bad compelled to do likewise in the future. 
government as a result. Our Founding This type of legislation usually carries 
Fathers wanted Congress to have full and with it more fundamental harm to our 
exclusive jurisdiction and exclusive legis- form of government than the little good 
lation over the area that would become that might be accomplished in the long 
the seat of government so that Congress run by its enforcement. 
would not be intimidated or unduly in- The original bill would punish the 
fiuenced by mob violence, mass hysteria, States that first, maintain a literacy 
or the collateral force of State govern- test; second, in the November 1964 pres
ments. idential election failed to have 50 per-

When Maryland and Virginia made cent or more of the adult population go 
their offers of cession for the seat of to the polls; and, third, do not have at 
Government, Congress in 1800 accepted least 50 percent of the adult population 
and moved to Washington, D.C. registered. The Judiciary Committee 

A long series of resolutions and laws added a few percentage provisions. All 
have been passed by Congress to make of the so-called triggering provisions re
sure that the Capitol grounds within the strict the bill mainly to Southern States, 
District of Columbia are free from public thereby making it regional legislation 
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rather than national; general legislation 
which it should be if it is necessary at all. 

The maintenance of literacy tests by 
States has been upheld by the Supreme 
Court time after time. 

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 

Alabama if the so-called triggering 
formula in the bill does not carefully 
select 7 States or parts of States to 
be included in the purview of the bill and 
automatically excludes the other 43 
States from . coverage by the bill? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is 
correct. The Senator has plainly point
ed that out in the speeches he has made 
on the floor. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Alabama if the bill does not provide, in 
effect, that 7 States shall have their con
stitutional power and right to resort to 
literacy tests to determine the qualifica
tions of their voters suspended, whereas 
the other 14 States which maintain lit
eracy tests will be permitted to use the 
literacy tests? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. ERVIN. Can the Senator from 
Alabama :find any possible basis for 
justifying a bill which selects 7 States to 
be included and 43 States to be excluded, 
and which selects 7 States to be deprived 
of their constitutional power to prescribe 
a literacy test while permitting such lit
eracy tests to be used in 14 other States? 
Can the Senator :find any rational basis 
on which he can reconcile those provi
sions with the constitutional truism, as 
expressed by Professor Corwin, of 
Princeton University, that all States have 
equal dignity and power? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I cannot reconcile 
the provisions of the bill to which the 
Senator has referred with that philos
ophy, which is the correct philosophy of 
our Nation. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Alabama if the bill, by the triggering 
process, does not select 7 States or parts 
of States out of the 50 States and con
demns those States to some kind of sec
ondary status for violating the 15th 
amendment on the basis of a fact which 
happened in the past, namely, in Novem
ber 1964. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect; it does condemn them. While they 
are condemned for that, other States 
which have discriminatory practices go 
scot free and are not covered by the bill 
at all. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Alabama if the bill does not also provide 
for the condemnation of those seven 
States or parts of States by legislative act 
rather than by judicial trial. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. It takes the matter out of the 
courts and turns it over to one man, and 
in that way the process becomes govern
ment by the actions of men rather than 
of law. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Alabama how anyone, operating on a ra
tional basis, can reconcile this provision 
of the bill, making a condemnation with
out Judicial trial, and the provision of the 

bill making that condemnation depend
ing upon a past event, with the provision 
of the 9th section of article I of the Con
stitution, which provides that Congress 
cannot pass any bill of attainder or ex 
post facto law. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I cannot reconcile 
lt with that constitutional provision. 
While the Senator was temporarily ab
sent from the Chamber, I said that dur
ing the entire time that I have been in 
Congress I have never seen a bill which 
so flagrantly violated the Constitution as 
does this bill. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator re
call that during the War Between the 
States, or immediately after the War Be
tween the States, Congress enacted a law 
which provided in substance that no at
torney at law should be permitted to 
practice in the Federal courts unless he 
took an oath that he had no-t occupied 
any office under the Confederate States? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; that was one 
of the laws in the so-called Reconstruc
tion days. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator 
from Alabama recall that a very distin
guished Arkansas lawyer whose surname 
was Garland, who was unable to take 
that oath because he had held office un
der the Confederacy, contested the va
lidity of that act of Congress before the 
Supreme Court of the United States? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ERVIN. Did not the Supreme 
Court of the United States hold that that 
act of Congress, depriving Garland of 
the right to practice law in the Federal 
courts on the basis of a past event in the 

..,life of Garland, was a bill of attainder, 
and also was an ex post facto law, thus 
depriving Garland of a constitutional 
right? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator 
from Alabama recall that at about the 
end of the War Between the States, the 
State of Missouri, under some hysteria 
like that which prevails now, inserted a 
provision in the Missouri constitution 
which even denied to ministers of the 
Gospel the right to preach the Gospel in 
the State of Missouri if they had lent 
any encouragement to the Confederate 
States? 

Mr. SPARKMf\N. Yes. 
Mr. ERVIN. Did not that constitu

tional provision of Missouri require a 
minister of the Gospel, as a condition 
precedent to preaching the Gospel and 
calling sinners to repentance in the State 
of Missouri, to take an oath that he had 
not encouraged the Confederacy in any 
way? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator 
from Alabama recall that a Roman 
Catholic priest named Cummings was 
actually indicted in the State of Mis
souri, sentenced to imprisonment, and 
:fined for attempting to preach the Gos
pel without :first taking that oath? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator 

from Alabama recall that that case was 
appealed by Cummings from the Su-

preme Court of Missouri to the Supreme 
Court of the United States, and the Su
preme Court of the United States held 
that that portion of the constitution of 
the State of Missouri was a bill of 
attainder as applied to Cummings, in 
that it condemned him without judicial 
trial, and also it was an ex post facto law 
as applied to Cummings, in that it made 
his guilt depend upon a past event? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Alabama if he agrees with the Senator 
from North Carolina that from a con
stitutional standpoint the Garland case 
and the Cummings case are on all fours 
with the triggering provisions of the bill? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe they are, 
and I believe there are other provisions 
in the bill which would render it grossly 
in violation of the Constitution. 

A while ago my colleague read off the 
names of distinguished jurists in this 
country who had sustained the provi
sions of section 2 of article I of the Con
stitution, giving the States the right to 
prescribe the qualification of voters even 
long after the 15th amendment was 
adopted. I cannot see how anyone 
looking at that list of distinguished 
jurists and reading their opinions down 
until the case to which I have called at
tention, which was decided March 1, 
1965, in which Justice Stewart delivered 
the majority opinion--

Mr. ERVIN. That was the Carring
ton case. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That was the Car
rington case. I cannot see how anyone 
:reading those decisions and looking at 
the distinguished lawyer-judges who au
thored those decisions could have any 
feeling whatsoever that the bill could 
possibly be constitutional. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Alabama if he does not recall that a few 
years ago the Supreme Court had before 
it a celebrated case in which the United 
States was the party on one side and a 
man named Lovett, an employee of the 
Federal Government, was a party on the 
other side. In that case the Supreme 
Court of the United States held that an 
act of Congress which attempted to pun
ish a man by loss of his job or by denying 
him compensation for his job on account 
of supposedly subversive acts or affilia
tions entertained by him in the past was 
a bill of attainder within the meaning of 
section 9 of article I of the Constitution. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator 
from Alabama recall that in the Lovett 
case the Supreme Court of the United 
States took occasion to say in its ma
jority opinion that the Cummings case 
and the Garland case were good law, 
good constitutional interpretation, and 
still stood? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

By the way, speaking of bills of at
tainder-and the Senator states that the 
decision -that would be made by the At
torney General would constitute that 
kind of bill-! think of another point, 
and that is that if the Attorney General 
should make a ruling, the courts would 
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be closed to the one against whom he 
would make the ruling, as I understand. 
The ruling would not be subject to ap
peal. I wonder if the Senator can tell 
me if I am correct in that statement. 

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from Ala
bama is eminently correct. The bill is 

, the most peculiar proposed piece of legis
lation of that kind that could be imag
ined. It would leave all the Federal 
courts in the country open to the At
torney General, and it would close all 
the Federal courts, except one in the 
District of Columbia, to the States, the 
subdivisions of States, and other officials. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If I understand 
correctly, even that court would be closed 
so far as the decision of the Attorney 
General in such a case would be con
cerned. 

Mr. ERVIN. Oh, yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. The door would be 

closed completely. To my way of think
ing, that would be absolutely unheard of 
in time of peace. It might be necessary 
in case of war or at a time of great na
tional emergency. Sometimes the right 
of habeas corpus is taken away under 
such circumstances. But even in those 
cases it has been rare that the court has 
been willing to do that. 

Mr. ERVIN. The Attorney General 
of the United States would be put above 
any other human being on the face of 
the earth so far as Congress could put 
him there. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; even the 
courts. 

Mr. ERVIN. His mistakes could not 
be reviewed anywhere. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. Furthermore, 
even if a State should later measure up 
to those standards, the decision as to 
whether grace would be extended would 
depend upon the attitude of the Attorney 
General. I cannot understand that pro
vision. 

Mr. ERVIN. That is another decision 
which would not be subject to review. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It would not be 
subject to review and, as I understand, 
under the terms of the original bill, the 
Attorney General could hold it over their 
heads for 10 years, I believe, and 5 years 
in the substitute, with no forgiveness, 
even if a State should desire to correct 
some condition. 

Recently-within the last few weeks, 
since those terrible demonstrations down 
in Alabama that had a great deal to do 
with pushing the bill before us-the 
State Legislature of Alabama adopted a 
resolution which would completely re
peal the registration laws of Alabama 
and write a new law which would, as I 
understand, be completely in line with 
the law in New York State, which has 
been upheld by the courts. What good 
would that action do Alabama? There 
is no balm in Gilead. 

Mr. ERVIN. No; there is no place for 
repentance, even though they should 
seek it as Esau did, with tears. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from 

Alabama recall any other statute which 
has given anyone the legal omnipotence 
that the bill would give the Attorney 
General? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Never in all Amer
ican history. I hope there will never be 

a law that gives that much power to 
anyone. 

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the able 
Senator from North Carolina for bring
ing out some of those points. I wonder, 
in keeping with our colloquy, if I may 
read a portion of the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute that is now before 
the Senate. 

Mr. ERVIN. In some respects, it is 
not unlike the original bill, because 
under the original bill the States of 
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and 
Georgia could not get ·into court for 10 
years. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. No. The bill pro
vides a 10-year forgiveness period, and 
the Attorney General could keep every 
courthouse door in the land slammed in 
our faces for 10 years; under the sub
stitute, the courthouse doors could be 
slammed in our faces for 5 years. 

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Not slightly ajar; 

they would be slammed in our faces 
completely; they would be closed; they 
would be shut. 

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true that 

the new procedure would let them come 
in after 5 years, but only to beg for par
don, not for the determination of a 
justiciable issue? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Again, if I understand the proposal cor
rectly, when the Attorney General, who 
would be all powerful under the bill, made 
his determination, it could not be 
appealed. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Those States could 
not be extricated from his decision except 
in the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Columbia, and after a lapse of 5 years. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. TALMADGE. The amendment in 

the nature of a substitute would sub
stitute for judicial procedure-the right 
to trial, the right to petition, the right 
to a hearing, the right to have evidence 
produced, and all of the other normal 
proceedings-the opinion of the Attor
ney General. It would substitute his 
opinion for due process of law, would 
it not? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. That re
minds me of something that once hap
pened in court when I was practicing. 
The judge was a good judge. But I 
remember that one day he was trying a 
case in which the defendant, who was a 
woman, rather stirred his sympathies. 
The defendant was guilty; I do not think 
anyone would have questioned that. 

The judge called her around and said, 
"You have stirred my sympathies. I am 
very sorry for you. But the evidence 
shows clearly that you are guilty. Under 
the statute, I could sentence you to from 
5 to 20 years. But I shall not do that; 
I shall make the sentence from 5 to 10 
years." 

Of course, it is the lower penalty that 
counts, not the upper one. 

That is what has happened in this in
stance. The proponents have reduced 

the time from 10 years to 5 years; but 
they say, "You cannot escape from this.'' 

By the waY, Alabama is now in the 
process of enacting a law which, as I 
understand, is on an exact parallel with 
that of New York State. Yet we are 
told that we cannot use a literacy test in 
Alabama to keep persons from voting, 
even if we used it nondiscriminately. 
Yet New York State can use its literacy 
test, and does so, to keep from voting, 
according to everything I have heard, 
several hundred thousand Puerto Ricans, 
some of whom have lived in New York 
all their lives-50 years or more. Still, 
because they cannot read or write the 
English language, they are barred from 
voting under New York's literacy test. 

Mr. ERVIN. I dislike to be discour
aging to the Senator from Alabama, but 
I do not know whether that law will 
do Alabama any good. It is a strange 
thing. North Carolina voted a larger 
percentage of its adult population than 
New York County did in the last election; 
yet North Carolina would come under 
the bill, but New York would not. 

North Carolina voted 5 or 6 percent 
more of its adult population than did 
two congressional districts in New York. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yet New York is 
not touched. 

Mr. ERVIN. North Carolina is covered 
by the bill, but not the two congressional 
districts in New York. 

North Carolina voted 51.8 percent of 
its total adult population, while Texas 
voted only 44.4 percent of its adult popu
lation. Yet North Carolina is under the 
bill, but Texas is not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN
NEDY of New York in the chair) . Under 
the unanimous-consent agreement, the 
clerk will call the roll for a quorum. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 

[No. 63 Leg.] 
Aiken Harris Morton 
Allott Hart Moss 
Anderson Hartke Mundt 
Bartlett Hayden Murphy 
Bass Hickenlooper Muskie 
Bayh HUI Nelson 
Bennett Holland Neuberger 
Bible Hruska Pastore 
Boggs Inouye Pearson 
Brewster Jackson Pell 
'Byrd, Va. Javlts Prouty 
Byrd, W.Va. Jordan, N.C. Proxmire 
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Randolph 
Carlson Kennedy, Mass. Riblcofi' 
Case Kennedy, N.Y. Robertson 
Church Kuchel Russell, S.C. 
Clark Lausche Saltonstall 
Cooper Long, Mo. Scott 
Cotton Long, La. Simpson 
Curtis Magnuson Smith 
Dirksen Mansfield Sparkman 
Dominick McCarthy Stennis 
Douglas McClellan Talmadge 
Eastland McGee Thurmond 
Ellender Mcintyre Tower 
Ervin McNamara Tydings 
Fannin Miller Williams, Del. 
Fong Mondale Yarborough 
Gore Montoya Young, N.Dak. 
Gruening Morse Young, Ohio 

Mr. LONG, of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
BURDICK], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD], the Senator from Arkansas, 
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. McGovERN], the Sen
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY]. 
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
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WILLIAMS], are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. METCALF], the Senator 
frvm Georgia [Mr. RussELL], the Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING
TON], are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. 

We received a breakdown on the 
amounts of money that are proposed to 
be expended on the various major cate
gories of appropriations. These figures 
obviously cannot be exact. They are ap:.. 
proximations and estimates. 

At the end of my remarks, which will 
not be extended, I hope the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], who is 
present on the floor, as usual, will make 
some explanation of the items, and any 
other particulars that he may wish to 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION, cover. 
FISCAL YEAR 1965, FOR :".fiLITARY I shall list them briefly now. Out of 
FUNCTIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF the $700 million as proposed by the Presi
DEFENSE-REPORT OF A COMMIT- dent and recommended by the Appro
TEE <S. REPT. NO. 176) priations Committee, $100 million is ex-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pected to be used for military construc
tion. 

hour of 3: 30 having arrived, under the I shall not go too much into detail on 
unanimous-consent agreement, the Sen- that, unless pressed to do so, but we have 
ate wlll- proceed to the consideration of had and wlll continue to have large scale 
House Joint Resolution 447. expenses in regard to installation con-

The Senator from Mississippi is recog- struction. We have need for storage of 
nized. equipment and supplies and additional 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, from amounts of storage in strategic areas. 
the Committee on Appropriations, I re- The Department of Defense will be 
port favorably, without amendment, a able to salvage a like amount, in round 
joint resolution <H.J. Res. 447> making numbers, $100 million, of what we call 
a supplemental appropriation for the fis- old money from savings and deferred 
cal year ending June 30, 1965, for mili- projects out of past military construc
tary functions of the Department of De- tion appropriations. 
fense, and for other purposes, and I sub- Also included in the $700 million, $135 
mit a report thereon. million is being requested for mainte-

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- nance and operation funds, which are 
port will be received. briefly described as day-to-day opera-

The Clerk will state the joint resolu- tions of the Army, the Marine Corps, and 
tion by title. others. They are mostly for supplies, 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution housekeeping needs, and items of that 
<H.J. Res. 447), making a supplemental kind. 
appropriation for the fiscal -year ending Approximately $275 million of the $700 
June 30, 1965, for military functions of million is expected to be used for the pro
the Department of Defense, and for other curement of additional ammunition. A 
purposes. good deal of this money will be used to 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under replace various military funds that have 
the unanimous-consent agreement, the been available during the current year 
resolution now becomes the pending and have been spent directly in Vietnam, 
business before the Senate. thus leaving in a depleted condition our 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President-- funding sources. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How Also, some of the money will be used 

much time does the Senator allot to for modernizing various kinds of am
himself? munition and rockets, as well as aircraft 

Mr. STENNIS. I allot myself 30 min- and related developments. 
utes. The members of the committees also 

As was announced, this is a joint reso- have before them a request for an addi
lution reported from the Committee on tiona! $94 million in reprograming of old 
Appropriations. It was passed today by money for expenditure for ammunition 
the House of Representatives. It pro- for use in Vietnam. It is expected that 
vides for a defense appropriation of $700 the committee will approve transfer of 
million. These are funds to be used di- these funds. A great deal will go into 
rectly for the purpose of paying the costs rockets of various kinds. 
that have already accrued and will con- In addition thereto, $180 million of the 
tinue to accrue in the future regarding $700 million will be used for the pro
military activities in Vietnam. curement of aircraft and helicopters and 

A meeting was held this morning. I for the procurement of additional spare 
have been designated by the Senator parts and items of that kind. 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] under the An additional $10 million could be clas
unanimous-consent agreement, to con- sifted as for miscellaneous items. Most of 
trol the time. The meeting was well at- this money will go for the Army, but 
tended. Most of the committee mem- some of it is for the Navy and the Air 
bers were there. Also, a majority of the · Force. 
members of the Committee on Armed It might be well at this time if there 
Services were present. Secretary of De- were included in the RECORD at this 
fense McNamara and Gen. Earle G. point the message of the President of the 
Vlheeler. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs United States to the Congress on this ap
of Staff, were present. At the 2%-hour propriation. I ask unanimous consent 
meeting, all major parts of the joint that the message be included in the REc-
resolution were gone into. ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I ask the Congress to appropriate at the 

earliest possible moment an-additional $700 
million to meet mounting military require
·ments in Vietnam. 
. This is not a routine appropriation. For 
each Member of Congress who supports this 
request is also voting to persist in our effort 
to halt Communist aggression in South Viet
nam. Each is saying that the Congress and 
the President stand united before the world 
in joint determination that the independ
.ence of South Vietnam shall be preserved 
and Communist attack will not succeed. 

In fiscal year 1965 we will spend about 
$1.5 billion to fulfill our commitments in 
southeast Asia. However, the pace of our 
activity is steadily rising. In December 
1961, we had 3,164 men. in South Vietnam. 
By the end of last week the number of our 
Armed Forces there had increased to over 
35,000. At the request of the government of 
South Vietnam in M~arch, we sent marines to 
secure the key Da Nang-Phu Bai area; 2 days 
ago, we sent the 173d Airborne Brigade to 
the important Bien Hoa-Vung Tau area. 
More than 400 Americans have giver .. their 
lives in Vietnam. 

In the past 2 years, our helicopter activity 
in South Vietnam has tripled-from 30,000 
:Hying hours in the first quarter of 1963 to 
90,000 flying hours in the first quarter of 
this year. 

In February we flew 160 strike sorties 
against military targets in North Vietnam . 
In April, we flew over 1,500 strike sorties 
against such targets. 

Prior to mid-February we flew no strike 
sorties inside South Vietnam. In March and 
April, we flew more than 3,200 sorties against 
military targets in hostile areas inside the 
country. 

Just 2 days ago, we dispatched Gen. C. L. 
Milburn, Jr., Deputy Surgeon General of the 
Army, to assist U.S. representatives in Viet
nam in formulating an expanded program 
of medical assistance for the people of South 
Vietnam. We are contemplating the expan
sion of existing programs under which mo
bile medical teams travel throughout the 
countryside providing on-the-spot medical 
facilities, treatment, and training in rural 
areas. 

The additional funds I am requesting are 
needed to continue to provide our forces 
with the best and most modern supplies and 
equipment. They are needed to keep an 
abundant inventory of ammunition and 
other expendable. They are needed to build 
facilities to house and protect our men and 
supplies. 

The entire $700 million is for this fiscal 
year. 

The Secretary of Defense will today sup
port this request before the appropriate con
gressional committees. 

Nor can I guarantee this will be the last 
request. If our need expands I will turn 
again to the Congress. For we will do what
ever must be done to insure the safety of 
South Vietnam from aggression. This is the 
firm and irrevocable commitment of our 
people and Nation. 

I have reviewed the situation in Vietnam 
many times with the Congress, the American 
people and the world. South Vietnam has 
been attacked by North Vietnam. It has 
asked our help. We are giving that help be
cause our comm!.tments, our principles, and 
our national interest demand it. 

This is not the same kind of aggression 
with which the world has been long familiar. 
Instead of the sweep of invading armies, 
there is the steady deadly stream of men and 
supplies. Instead of op_en battle between 
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major opposing forces,- there is murder in the 
night, assassination and terror. Instead of 
dramatic confrontation and sharp division 
between nationals of different lands, some 
citizens of South Vietnam -have been re
cruited in the effort to conquer their own 
country. 

All of this shrouds battle in confusion. 
But this is the face of war in the 1960's. 
This is the "war of liberation." Kept from 
direct attack by American power, unable to 
win a free election in any country, those 
who seek to expand communism by force now 
use subversion and terror. In this effort they 
often enlist nationals of the countries they 
wish to conquer. But it is not civil war. It 
is sustained by power and resources from 
without. The very object of this tactic is to 
create the appearance of an internal revolt 
and to mask aggression. In this way, they 
hope to avoid confrontation with American 
resolution. 

But we will not be fooled or deceived, 
in Vietnam or any place in the world where 
we have a commitment. This kind of war 
is war against the independence of nations. 
And we will meet it, as we have met other 
shifting dangers for more than a genera
tion. 

Our commitment to South Vietnam is 
nourished by a quarter century of history. 
It rests on solemn treaties, the demands of 
principle, and the necessities of American 
security. 

A quarter century ago it became apparent 
that the United States stood between those 
who wished to dominate an entire continent 
and the peoples they sought to conquer. 

It was our determined ·purpose to help 
protect the independence of the Asian peo
ples. 

The consequence of our determination 
was a vast war which took the lives of 
hundreds of thousands of Americans. Surely 
_tbls generation will not lightly yield to new 
aggressors what the last generation paid for 
in blood and towering sacrifice. 

When the war was over, we supported the 
effort of Asian peoples to win their freedom 
from colonial rule. In the Philippines, 
Korea, Indonesia, and elsewhere we were 
on the side of national independence. For 
this was also consistent with our belief in 
the right of all people to shape their own 
destinies. 

That principle soon received a,nother test 
in the fire of war. And we fought in Korea, 
so that South Korea might remain free. 

Now, in Vietnam, we pursue the same prin
ciple which has infused American action in 
the Far East for a quarter of a century. 

There are those who ask why this respon
sibility should be ours. The answer is simple. 
There is no one else who can do the job. 
Our power is essential, in the final test, if 
the nations of Asia are to be secure from 
expanding communism. Thus, when India 
was attacked, it looked to us for help, and 
we gave it gladly. We believe that Asia 
should be directed by Asia1;1s. But that 
means each Asian people must have the right 
to find its own way, not that one group or 
nation should overrun all the others. 

Make no mistake about it. The aim in 
Vietnam is not simply the conquest of the 
South, tragic as that would be. It is to 
show that American commitment is worth
less. Once that is done, the gates are down 
and the road is open to expansion and end
less conquest. That is why Communis-t 
China opposes discussions, even though such 
discussions are clearly in the interest of 
North Vietnam. 

Moreover, we are directly committed to 
the defense of South Vietnam. In 1954 we 
signed the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty. That treaty committed us to act 
to meet aggression against South Vietnam. 
The U.S. Senate ratified that treaty and that 
obligation by a vote of 82 to 1. 

CXI-600 

. Less than a year. ago, the Congress, by 
an almost unanimous vote, said that the 
United States was ready to take .all nec
essary steps to meet its obligations under 
that treaty. 

That resolution ef the Congress expressed 
support for the policies of the administra-. 
tion to help the people of South Vietnam 
against attack-a policy established by two 
previous Presidents. 

Thus we cannot, and will not, withdraw 
or be defeated, The stakes are too high, 
the commitment too deep, the lessons of 
history too plain. 

At every turning point in the last 30 years, 
there have been those who opposed a firm 
stand against aggression. They have always 
been wrong. And when we heeded their 
cries, when we gave in, the consequences has 
been more bloodshed and wider war. 

We will not repeat that mistake. Nor will 
we heed· those who urge us to use our great 
power in a reckless or casual manner. We 
have no desire to expand the conflict. We 
will do what must be done. And we will do 
only what mus:t be done. 

For, in the long run, there can be no mili
tary solution to the problems of Vietnam. 
We must find the path to peaceful settle
ment. Time an.d time again we have worked 
to open that path. We are still ready to 
talk, without conditions, to any government. 
We will go anywhere, discuss any subject, lis
ten to any point of view in the interests of a 
peaceful solution. 

I also deeply regret the necessity of bomb
ing North Vietnam. 

But we began those bombings only when 
patience had been transformed from a virtue 
into a blunder-the mistaken judgment of 
the attackers. Time and time again men, 
women, and children-Americans and Viet
namese--were bombed in their villages and 
homes while we did not reply. 

There was the November 1 attack on the 
Bien Hoa Airfield. There was the Christmas 
eve bombing of the Brinks Hotel in Saigon. 
There was the February 7 attack on the 
Pleiku base. In these attacks 15 Americans 
were killed and 245 were injured. And they 
are only a few examples of a steady cam
paign of terror and attack. 

We then decided we could no longer stand 
by and see · men and women murdered and 
crippled while the bases of the aggressors 
were immune from reply. 

But we have no desire to destroy human 
life. Our attacks have all been aimed at 
strictly military targets-not hotels and 
movie theaters, and embassy buildings. 

We destroy bridges, so it is harder to con
vey the instruments of war from North to 
South. We destroy radar stations to keep 
our planes f rom being shot down. We de
stroy military depots for the infiltration of 
men and arms to the South. We patrol 
routes of communications to halt the in
vaders. We destroy ammunition dumps to 
prevent the use of explosives against our men 
and our allies. 

Who among us can feel confident that we 
should aliow our soldiers to be killed, while 
the aggressor sits smiling and secure in his 
sanctuary, protected by a border which he 
has violated a thousand times. I do not be
lieve that is the view of the American people 
or of the Congress. 

However, the bombing is not an end in 
itself. Its purpose is to b;ring us closer to 
the day of peace. And whenever it will serve 
the interests of peace to do so, we will end it. 

And let us also remember, when we began 
the bombings there was little talk of nego
tiations. There were few worldwide cries for 
peace. Some who now speak most loudly 
were quietly content to . permit Americans 
and Vietnamese to die and suffer at the hands 
of terror without protest. Our firmness may 
well have already brought us closer to peace. 

Our conclusions are plain . 
We will not surrender. 
We do not wish to enlarge the conflict. 
We desire peaceful settlement and talks. 
And the aggression continues. 
Therefore I see nci choice but to continue 

the course we are on, filled as it is with peru 
and uncertainty. 

I believe the American people support that 
course. They have learned the great lesson 
of this generation: Wherever we have stood 
firm aggression has been halted, peace re
stored, and liberty maintained. 

This was true in Iran, in Greece, and Tur
key, and in Korea. 

It was true in the Formosa Straits and in 
Lebanon. 

It was true at the Cuban miss1le crisis. 
It will be true again in southeast Asia. 
Our people do not flinch from sacrifice or 

risk when the cause of freedom de.mands it. 
And they have the deep, abiding, true in
stinct of the American people: When our Na
tion is challe~ged it must respond. When 
freedom is in danger we must stand up to 
that danger. When we are attacked. we must 
fight. 

I know the Congress shares these beliefs 
of the people they represent. 

I do not ask complete approval for every 
phrase and action of your Government. I do 
ask for prompt support of our basic course: 
resistance to aggression, moderation in the 
use of power, and a constant search for peace. 
Nothing will do more to strengthen your 
country in the world than the proof of na
tional unity which an overwhelming vote for 
this appropriation will clearly show. To deny 
and delay this means to deny and to delay 
the fullest support of the American people 
and the American Congress to those brave 

·men who are risking their lives for freedom in 
Vietnam. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON • . 
THE WHITE HousE, May _4, 1965. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. · President, the 
need for these additional SUillS is very 
clear. Those of us who have been work
ing on the military budget and military 
construction and other such matters dur
ing the entire year have known that the 
figures with which we were dealing were 
not firm, but were subject to the drain 
of the military activities into which the 
military funds fall. 

Those of us on the Preparedness In
vestigating Subcommittee as well as 
members of the Armed Services Commit
tee, who have been closest to the prob
lem, have repeatedly urged that there be 
a special budget of some kind set up to 
take care of the operation of the war 
and thereby prevent the drain on mili
tary funds which we knew was going on 
under present conditions. We have 
pointed this out on the floor of the Sen
ate several times. The Preparedness In
vestigating Subcommittee indicated to 
the Department of Defense what the 
facts were. In checking the record, I 
find that it was brought up on March 25, 
April 6, and April 27. Hearings were 
scheduled to begin Tuesday morning of 
this week with reference to this matter. 
The hearings were canceled to enable 
the White House meeting to be held. 
The supplemental appropriations came 
in at a time to fill the void, to replenish 
the funds which have been used for fiscal 
year 1965. One of the major functions 
of this special appropriation is to replen
ish the funds which have been taken out 
of those for fiscal year 1965, and leave 
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them available to be carried over, to a 
great extent into 1966 fiscal year to pre
vent the anticipated drain over fiscal 
year 1966. 

This fits like a hand in a glove to meet 
that very situation, not only for the re
quired expenditures, but also to augment 
a firm, definite policy and a sound budget 
for the operation of the rest of our mili
tary forces throughout the world for fis
cal year 1966. 

For that reason alone, as well as other 
reasons, I believe that it is timely and 
proper for the President to request this 
extra money of Congress. 

One question which came to the minds 
of members of the committee was: Can 
any of the $700 million be used for what 
we call the military assistance program? 
That is ordinarily taken up in the eco
nomic aid and military aid bill. The 
answer to that question is "No." None of 
this money can be used for a special 
program of that kind. All of the money 
is confined to what -we might call the 
regular military activities of the United 
States, the operations of our military 
forces. 

The funds will be appropriated and 
made available until expended. It is 
expected that a portion of the money 
will be programed-that is, obligated
within the next 60 days of the current 
fiscal year, but by no means all of it. 
It can be obligated at any time after the 
end of the fiscal year, and the money will 
be available until actually expended. 

We have filed a report which is brief 
and to the point. It covers a broad 
statement on the joint resolution which 
is to provide for our military operations 
in southeast Asia. 

We raised that point with Mr. Mc
Namara, as to what he meant by "south
east Asia." His answer was that geo
graphically it meant exactly what it 
said, that it would not be used, for ex
ample, in the Dominican Republic. But 
the passage of the joint resolution in 
that form is not intended at all to ne
glect the question of the problem in the 
Dominican Republic. The cost of that 
operation is relatively small, and out of 
the funds which are subject to transfer 
in the military budget can be well taken 
care of for some time. Of course, we 
hope the situation will become better 
and not worse. 

Therefore, "southeast Asia" means 
what it says in the joint resolution, but 
it is not contemplated to provide funds 
to start operations somewhere else. The 
money will be spent for supplies gener
ally for the Navy, Army, and Air Force-
in the United States, Vietnam, and other 
areas. 

I believe that generally covers the high 
points. They are well understood. We 
listened to healthy questioning by mem
bers of the Appropriations and Armed 
Services Committees. Many points were 
made, and I am glad to report that the 
inquiries were satisfied, at least in part, 
to the extent that every member present 
supported the appropriation as being 
necessary, and for the additional reason 
that unless something like this is done, 
it will impair the rest of our preparedness 
program. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KucHEL] has an observation on the sit
uation which he wishes to make, and I 
am now glad to yield to him. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Mississippi performs a high 
service to his country today in bringing 
immediately to the Senate, proposed leg
islation authorizing $700 million in addi
tional funds to our Commander in Chief 
and to the Department of Defense for 
the responsibilities they have undertaken 
in the defense of freedom. 

Mr. STENNIS. I accept the compli
ment only for the whole of the commit
tee and all those who worked on the bill. 
I thank the Senator for his fine senti
ments. 

Mr. KUCHEL. My vote, I wish the 
Senate to know, was cast this morning 
in committee in favor of the appropria
tion. 

Sometime tomorrow the Senate will 
overwhelmingly approve this proposed 
legislation and will then send it on to the 
White House. 

I rise merely to express the fact that 
my support for this proposed legislation 
is unstinted. I know that the Senate 
will overwhelmingly approve it tomor
row. 

I am compelled to be absent tomorrow. 
Thus, I regret that I shall be unable to 
be here and cast my vote in favor of it. 

Mr. President, the world is in trouble. 
A year ago Congress laid down by reso
lution a policy and the President of the 
United States enunciated and reiterated 
that policy. 

The proposed legislation will indicate 
not merely to the American people-
who approve of it--but also to the world, 
that an American commitment is a com
mitment which will be hono·red. 

I thank the Senator from Mississippi 
for yielding to me to make these com
ments. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California for 
his very fine remarks and for his interest 
in the proposed legislation. 

Let me cover one more point and I 
shall then yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] if he 
wishes. 

The joint resolution waives the ordi
nary checks and procedures requiring 
authorization and then appropriation 
for military construction, for missiles, 
planes, and similar hardware, but time 
was of the essence to a degree that we 
did what was considered best. We 
scrutinized the items and then re
quired-in the report, at least, and had 
it understoOd with the Secretary of De
fense--that the appropriate committees 
of Congress shall be advised of the 
transfer of funds in the joint resolution 
under the reporting provisions of the 
established reprograming procedures. 

At intervals, the Department of De
fense will give to the committees an ac
counting, which will become a public 
document-open to Congress at least-
of where and how the moneys are being 
expended. That procedure will provide 
an accounting to Congress and the pub
lic for this money. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts 
for such time as he may wish. 

Mr. President, I allot 30 more minutes 
to the proponents of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the proponents of the 
joint resolution may proceed for 30 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield for a 
question? 

Mr. STENNIS. I have yielded to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall be very 
glad to yield to the Senator from Florida. 
My remarks will be few. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I will wait until the 
Senator from Massachusetts has fin
ished his remarks. Then I wish to ask 
a question. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. President, I rise to suport the ad
ministration in carrying out its recom
mendations for an additional appropri
ation of $700 million. 

I support the acting chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services and on 
Appropriations with defense matters in 
this joint resolution. 

The $700 million, as the Senator from 
Mississippi has pointed out, is necessary 
to meet additional expenses in southeast 
Asia. The Senator from Mississippi has 
gone into a breakdown of the $700 mil
lion. I merely wish to reiterate that $100 
million is for construction; $135 milliQil 
is for operation and maintenance; $275 
million is for additional ammunition; 
$180 million is for building up our air
craft; and $10 million is for miscella
neous expenses. 

In addition to that, there is a re
programing request of $94% million for 
additional ammunition, reprogramed 
from funds that would ordinarily be ex
pected to be available in the 1966 budget. 
The Secretary of Defense emphasized 
that at the present time there was no 
immediate indication that the $94% 
million would be replaced by additiona_l 
requests in the 1966 budget. He hoped 
that the $700 million that we are now 
appropriating would be sufficient to 
cover the needs. 

My feelings on this matter are very 
strong. The President has described to 
us our present actions in southeast Asia. 
Last summer, on August 7, Congress sup
ported the President in a practically 
unanimous vote on a joint resolution 
dealing with the maintenance of inter
national peace and security in southeast 
Asia. 

The House report on the $700 million 
appropriation states clearly what is in
volved. I read the third paragraph: 

As the President stated in his message of 
May 4, "This is not a routine appropriation. 
For each Member of Congress who supports 
this request is also voting to persist in our 
effor t to halt Communist aggression in South 
Vietnam." 

That language is in the House report 
on the joint resolution and is a direct 
quotation from the President of the 
United States. 

The President told us, when 150 of us 
gathered in .the White Ho~e yesterday, 
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the purpose for which he wanted the ap
propriation. He indicated that he 
needed the appropriation not only, as we 
all know, to carry out our efforts in 
southeast Asia, but also to show that 
Congress feels the same way today as it 
did last year when it passed the joint 
resolution urging the President of the 
United States to take whatever action he 
believes necessary in the interest of in
ternational peace in southeast Asia. 

Therefore we have before us an addi
tional appropriation request which is re
quired to carry out our efforts in south
east Asia, to maintain a country and a 
people who wish to be free and who wish 
to go forward in their own manner, in 
which they believe and we believe to be 
for their best interest. We could go into 
greater detail in this appropriation, but 
the fundamentals that I have expressed 
clearly show that the money will be 
needed. Perhaps more will be needed. 
However, the principle behind the appro
priation is the principle that we believe 
our actions in southeast Asia are for the 
best interest of international peace, for 
our own security, and for a greater op
portunity for peace in the world. 

I support the appropriation in that 
spirit and in the spirit that the Presi
dent of our country, the Commander in 
Chief of our Armed Forces, will use his 
best efforts in a very difficult situation to 
build up greater security for us and 
greater opportunity for a freedom loving 
people, and that we will exercise our 
abilities as the leader of the free nations 
of the world to accomplish these results. 

We could talk at length and we could 
go into a breakdown of the appropria
tion, as we or9-inarily do in a budget mes
sage. I do not believe it is necessary. I 

· believe the report of the House of Rep
resentatives on the bill expresses entirely 
the spirit in which we are making the 
appropriation. I hope that we shall pass 
the joint resolution by a substantially 
unanimous vote when we vote on it to
morrow. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much for the very :fine contributions 
he has made. 

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. In view ·of the state

ment the Senator has made-and he has 
correctly and with meticulous accuracy 
interpreted both what the President said 
to us at the White House meeting yester
day and what he said in his message to 
Congress-how would a defeat of the 
$700 million request be interpreted? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator for asking that question, be
cause it goes to the heart of the matter. 
If we do not pass the appropriation by a 
very substantial vote-and I hope it will 
be by a practically unanimous vote, be
cause I 1\now it is difficult for m: to act 
unanimously-it will be reflected not 
only in southeast Asia and in the Com
munist countries, but in every one of the 
countries that are our friends today and 
who are counting on us to carry on the 
leadership of the free world. 

The defeat of the appropriation bill 
would be tantamount to a repudiation 

of the earlier joint resolution adopted by 
Congress. 

Mr. MUNDT. Not only would it be a 
repudiation of that joint resolution but 
it would also be a repudiation of the 
leadership of our country in a very im
portant international question which we 
all believe is fpndamental to the peace of 
the world. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator for his contribution. I agree 
with his conclusions. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 

for yielding and also for the very :fine 
service he has rendered in this matter, 
as in many others. I :find myself, of 
course, in accord with everything that 
has been said by the distinguished Sena
tor from Mississippi, the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts, and the 
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota. 

However, I believe it is easy to state in 
a very simple way why I think it is my 
duty to support wholeheartedly the mak
ing of this appropriation. I attended 
the hearing this morning and I listened 
to the able testimony given by the Sec
retary of Defense. I listened to the tes
timony given by the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

I have read the message of the Presi
dent, the Commander in Chief. It seems 
to me that the essence of this whole sit
uation is stated in two short passages 
contained in the message from the Presi
dent of the United States. I read those 
passages as follows: 

The :first reads: 
In December 1961, we had 3,164 men in 

South Vietnam. By the end of last week the 
number of our Armed Forces there had in
creased to over 35,000. 

The second reads: 
The additional funds I am requesting are 

needed to continue to provide our forces 
with the best and most modern supplies and 
equipment. They are needed to keep an 
abundant inventory of ammunition and 
other expendables. They are needed to 
build facilities to house and protect our men 
and supplies. 

It seems to me that the simple issue 
before the Senate, before Congress, and 
before the Nation is this: Having sent 
more than 35,000 of our best men in 
uniform to South Vietnam, where they 
are confronted with very difficult and 
dangerous situations, as we all know, 
having sent there many others in civilian 
positions, including a great many women, 
and being told now by the Commander 
in Chief and the Secretary of Defense 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff that this added sum is needed to 
give them what they should have to best 
equip themselves and this country to 
meet this danger that confronts them, I 
deem it to be my duty to vote for the 
appropriation. I believe that Members 
of Congress generally regard it in that 
light. There is no Member of the 
Senate and no Member of Congress who 
does not have some of his acquaintances 
and neighbors, and some even kinfolk, 
who are involved in t:Qis tragedy-and it 
is a tragedy-in this terrible danger that 

overhangs those whom we have sent to 
Vietnam; and no doubt we shall send a 
great many more. 

I think that it is our clear duty to sup
port them by passing this appropriation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MoNTOYA in the chair). The 30 min
utes allotted the Senator from Missis
sippi have expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 30 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Florida for his con
tribution to the debate. In addition to 
the reasons stated by the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] and 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT], which are very valid indeed, I 
should like to point out that the money 
and military situation is such that if the 
funds are not appropriated, our other 
military· programs will suffer. One fund 
after another in the various services, and 
particularly in the Army, will be bled to 
the extent that the hurt will be great. In 
fact, we were so impressed with that 
point in the Preparedness Subcommit
tee that, in spite of the action on the 
measure now before the Senate, the sub
committee will conduct hearings, which 
will be in executive session, to determine 
further to what extent we are depleting 
items of equipment and hardware, such 
as tanks and other military weapons in 
our current regiments, battalions, and 
divisions which are stationed in the 
United States and in other parts of the 
world. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Does the Sena

tor recall that during the Korean war the 
Committee on Armed Services appointed 
a subcommittee to go into the subject of 
ammunition because our ammunition 
supplies were running low, as General 
Van Fleet said, and it takes time to build 
up our ammunition supplies? That is 
one of the fundamental purposes behind 
the Senator's statement in relation to 
hearings. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I do not believe 
that in Vietnam there has been any lack 
of bullets, rifles, machineguns, and other 
weapons on the line. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. There is not 
yet. 

Mr. STENNIS. There might have 
been an isolated instance or two. But 
we investigated reports to that effect and 
found them without basis, unless a man 
had become isolated. But all our mili
tary program will be adversely affected 
unless we appropriate the money re
quested. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOTT. ' I appreciate very much 
the courtesy of the chairman in yielding. 
First, I should like to pay my own re
spects to him, not only for the able way 
in which this subject was handled this 
morning, but also the able wa. 7 in which 
we handled the posture hearings which 
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we had earlier in the year, in February 
and March, at which the full Armed 
Services Committee, as well as the De
fense Appropriations Subcommittee, sat 
together. · 

The chairman's genial attitude, plus a 
very strong and firm hand in permitting 
Senators to take turns in questioning, I 
believe were very great contributions to 
the acquisition of a large number of facts 
and the great exploration of the entire 
subject, both in that hearing and the 
present one, which were of great help to 
all of us. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ALLOTT. As the Senator knows, 

I was present at the hearing this morn
ing. I know that this afternoon or later 
there will be those who will attack the 
proposed appropriation. I should like to 
say a word about that subject, with the 
Senator's permission. No matter how we 
may assess the legality or anything else 
in relation to the Vietnam war, we are 
there. We are there at the request of 
the Government, and we are there to 
keep any more land on this earth from 
falling into the hands of the Communists. 
Whether we regard the Vietcong as a sep
arate entity from the North Vietnamese 
or whether we regard them as an entity 
of guerrillas financed by North Viet
nam, nevertheless they are Communists. 
The basic and ultimate fact that we face, 
without question, if we permit South 
Vietnam to collapse, is that all of south
east Asia will collapse. Therefore, we 
have no choice except to do what we are 
doing. I believe that in the past few 
weeks particularly-perhaps in the past 
few months-the President has added an 
additional facet to the war-the escala
tion. I had thought for a long time, and 
I think now that such escalation was nec
essary if we were to win. I do not pro
pose, if I can ever help it, to see a single 
American boy on foreign soil dying unless 
we intend to win, because in a war that 
is the only way action pays off. 

I realize also that there are many argu
ments that other people use to the effect 
that we should get out of there. We 
should leave that area. The question is 
asked, "Why are we over there?" 

The fact is that we are there and that 
we must win. 

This is the first, I think, of perhaps 
several considerations of like subjects 
that we shall have during this year and 
next, and following the reasoning of the 
Senator from Massachusetts, the dis
tinguished chairman, the distinguished 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] and 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT], it seems to me that 
there would be a repudiation if we did 
not vote for the joint resolution and pass 
it overwhelmingly. I do not say that no 
Senator has a right to vote against it. 
He does, of course. But unless we pass 
the joint resolution overwhelmingly, in 
effect we shall be repudiating the policy 
which we enunciated last August. We 
shall repudiate the leadership of the 
President. Worse than that, we would 
repudiate the leadership of the United 
States for the freedom of people, wher
ever they may be. So I again congratu
late the distinguished chairman. I am 

appreciative of his letting me have these 
few words at this time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am delighted that 
the Senator from Colorado has expressed 
his views. His points are excellent and 
well made, indeed. 

Mr. President, I wish to take 2 or 3 
minutes on a point or two, and then per
haps it would be well for me to yield the 
floor. 

A question was raised as to why the 
funds are being requested now, since 
there are only 2 months remaining in the 
current fiscal year. The simple answer to 
that question is that the funds are needed 
now to meet obligations that have al
ready accrued and those that will have 
accrued and are supposed to be paid be
fore June 30, 1965, and in order also that 
contracts may be made for procurement 
of needed military equipment, and also 
plans and negotiations started for con
tracts. Those plans must start now, and 
construction and delivery must start as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Carrying fur

ther a thought which the Senator has 
mentioned, I should like to point out that 
the funds will be available until 
expended. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is true. They 
will be available for obligation and ex
penditure indefinitely. 

Another point I wish to make clear is 
that the $700 million is not an estimate 
of what will be required to conduct the 
war for another year. If it lasts another 
year at the present level, it will probably 
require more than $700 million. The 
present request is an estimate now of 
what would be required to replenish 
funds and also of what will be needed for 
some time in the future. 

Mr. MILLER rose. 
Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator from 

Iowa wish me to yield for a question? 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would 

appreciate it if the Senator from 
Mississippi would yield briefly to me. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I commend the distin

guished Senator from Mississippi, who is 
acting chairman of the Senate Commit
tee on Armed Services. He knows very 
well what the requirements are, and I 
wish to let him know that I am fully in 
support of the pending appropriation 
measure. It seems to me that the joint 
resolution would merely be an imple
mentation of a commitment which the 
Congress overwhelmingly made last fall. 
As I recall, a commitment was made, with 
only 2 dissenting voices out of the 535 
Members of the House and the Senate, 
to support the President in his actions, 
including the use of armed force, to resist 
aggression in southeast Asia. I hope that 
there will be a yea-and-nay vote on the 
measure, and that the yea-and-nay vote 
will show not less than the vote that 
passed the joint resolution last fall. 

Mr. STENNIS. The acting chairman 
of the committee expects to ask for a 
yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate that. 
However, I wish to make one observation. 

I will support the joint resolution fully, 
because I completely support the Presi
dent in his present policies with respect 
to the conduct of the war in southeast 
Asia. But I read in yesterday's Washing
ton Evening Star an article which causes 
me some concern. The article is entitled 
"Great Society To Be Pushed Despite 
Crises, Johnson Says." I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, May 4, 

1965] 
GREAT SociETY To BE PUSHED DESPITE CRISES, 

JOHNSON SAYS 

President Johnson says first-quarter fig
ures for 1966 show the economy is booming 
along at a great rate and that international 
crises are not going to slow down his plans 
for creating the Great Society. 

Corporate profits at the end of the first 
quarter were 13 percent above last year and 
amount to $36 billion after taxes, Johnson 
told representatives of the national legisla
tive council of the AFL-CIO building and 
construction trades department. 

He said figures "just out of the typewriter" 
show there are 7,300,000 people working 
today, 1,500,000 more than a year ago. 

Wages and salaries for the first quarter 
amount to $347 billion, an increase of 8 
percent over the same period last year, he 
said. 

"You don't know until you talk to the 
leaders of 314 other nations how much 
you've got to be grateful for, to be proud of," 
he told several thousand labor convention 
delegates. 

He said some have said that parts of his 
domestic program should be put off because 
of the world problems. 

"We're not going to put anything off," he 
said. "I promise you that no one, no group 
here or in any land, is going to stand in our 
way as we march forward. We're going to 
build a Great Society where no man or woman 
will be the victim of fear, poverty or hatred, 
where everyone will have the chance for 
prosperity, fulfillment and hope. No world 
problem must be allowed to divert us from 
building the Great Society at home." 

TO PUSH PROGRAM 

He said he would continue to push Con
gress to enact his legislative program. He 
said that before the Congress ends its work 
this year he wants it to be known as the 
"most productive, enlightened, progressive 
Congress that ever sat in Washington." 

Johnson said that the three branches of 
Government--legislative, executive; and judi
cial-have never gotten along better and 
that "never in the history of the Republic 
has there been more cooperation with the 
President" from business, labor and other 
segments of the Nation. 

In giving the statistics on the growth of 
the economy, Johnson said he did not be
grudge the corporations a dime of their $36 
billion profit after taxes because it meant 
that they had $72 billion "and I took half 
of it." 

He said he is happy about the increase in 
wages because the Government man is there 
"with his scissors" cutting out withholding 
taxes. He said the better the workers do 
the better everyone does. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, it seems 
to me that this is an unexpected ex
penditure by our Government. It is 
necessary and should be supported. But 
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at the same time, we should face the 
fact that we cannot conduct a war and 
have everything we wish to have on the 
domestic scene, as well. 

I would hope that after the appropria
tion has been passed by Congress, the 
President would see fit to submit to Con
gress some recommendations as to how 
$700 million can be reduced in the vari
ous appropriations relating to some of 
his legislative programs. Anyone who 
thinks we can achieve the task of win
ning a war and at the same time go "all 
out" on the domestic scene is not facing 
up to the facts of fiscal life. We shall 
not be able to provide our men in South 
Vietnam and our alliE>s with all the mili
tary equipment that is necessary to com
plete our program successfully there, at 
the same time spend hundreds of mil
lions of dollars on various types of pro
grams on the domestic scene, and hope 
that we shall be able to accomplish all 
of the programs well. 

Something will have to give. Some
thing will have to be delayed. The war 
effort cannot be delayed. 

I would hope that in the very near · 
future, if the President does not see fit 
to do so, the Committee on Appropria
tions itself would see fit to assign priori
ties and determine what programs on the 
domestic scene can be delayed, so that 
the Nation can get on with the war ef
fort in the way in which we want the 
President to act and in a way which will 
make possible its successful prosecution. 

I thank the Senator from Mississippi 
for yielding. · 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the passage of 
the joint resolution. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 

Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] has asked me to 
yield to him. 

Mr. JAVITS. I shall take 5 minutes. 
Mr. STENNIS. I shall first yield 10 

minutes to the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, U.S. sol

diers are in South Vietnam under orders. 
They are there at the command of the 
Commander in Chief of the U.S. Armed 
Forces. They have no choice. I expect 
to support the appropriation. I find it 
untenable for American servicemen to be 
sent into an area of danger without· hav
ing supplied to them the equipment and 
the materials by which they can execute 
their orders with maximum safety to 
themselves and the interests of the 
United States. 

However, lest my vote be interpreted as 
a 100-percent endorsement of the policy 
by which American combat troops are in 
South Vietnam, I wish to say emphati
cally that it is not. I have heard on the 
floor of the Senate this afternoon re
peated references to the passage of an 
earlier joint resolution as an endorse
ment of the policy which is now being 
executed and which the pending joint 
resolution would implement. I did not 
so intend. I did not intend by voting 
for that joint resolution to approve an 
escalation of the war or to approve the 
sending of combat units into South Viet
nam. So I feel that with respect to the 

present issue I should niake my position 
-plain. 

I support the pending appropriation, 
because wherever American ·soldiers are 
sent, they must be supplied with the 
necessary equipment and support. 

I did not agree to-indeed, I counseled 
against--the assumption of the bUrden 
in South Vietnam in 1954, after the fall 
of Dienbienphu. I did not then believe 
that the United States should intervene 
in South Vietnam; r do not now believe 
that we should have done so. I coun
seled repeatedly during the administra
tion of the late great President Kennedy 
against a widening of the commitment. 

Members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations know that in executive sessions 
of that committee, for 4 years, I have ex
pressed grave concern, doubt, and res
ervation about the wisdom, advisability, 
and effectiveness of the policy being 
pursued in South Vietnam. It seemed to 
me that that was in pursuance of my 
duty as a Senator. 

It was only after I had come to realize 
that an escalation of the war in dan
gerous proportions was in the offing that 
I spoke out publicly. I do not criticize 
anyone who spoke out publicly earlier, 
nor do I pin any roses on myself for hav
ing done so early in January. I did so 
because I felt the responsibility of doing 
so. It seems to me that our country is 
tempting ·fate and is practicing brink
manship with the greatest tragedy that 
might face this country. Quite aside 
from the strategic value of this immedi
ate piece of real estate, quite aside from 
the prestige of our country that is there 
involved, it seems to me that if we look 
at the situation on a broader scale, either 
one of two consequences might flow from 
a further escalation of the war in south
east Asia, neither of which would be 
favorable to our country. 

First, we run the risk of becoming 
bogged down in an endless war on the 
land mass of Asia, leaving the Soviets free 
to work their · machinations in Latin 
America, evidence of which we have re
cently seen; free to work their machina
tions in Africa and in the Mediterranean 
basin. We are bogged down in a com
mitment to a major war, the tragedy and 
consequence of which no one can foresee. 
Second, we tread a course which may 
have closed the breach and healed the 
schism between Russia and Red China. 

One big factor that has made interna
t ional communism so dangerous to free
dom has been its monolithic unity. We 
have followed policies intended to drive 
wedges within that monolithic power. 

I have supported, in debate on this 
floor, aid to Poland and to Yugoslavia in 
order to encourage revisionism, to chip 
off those countries from the monolithic 
body of the Communist world. 

We did not earlier hope-at least, I 
did not--for the deep and wide schism 
that has developed between Russia and 
Red China. It has occurred without our 
making. 

I warn the country and the President 
against the hazard and the danger of 
following a policy which may have the 
ultimate consequence of closing that 
breach and reunifying the Communist 

world. How could this be to our inter
est? 

The Constitution places upon Sena
tors not the power to command in this 
field, but to adv!se and consent. Be
cause I feel this responsibility, I have 
spoken today. Having thus spoken, let 
me reiterate that I should like to see my 
country undertake a peace offensive. 

I commended the President for his 
speech at Johns Hopkins University. I 
do so again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes of the Senator have expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator from Tennesseee be 
permitted to speak for an additional 3 
minutes. 

The PRESID!NG OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized for 
an additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it seemed 
to me that before then, the United States 
was in an untenable position. Though 
this was not the real position of my 

• country and President, we were being 
portrayed to the world as refusing to 
negotiate for peace. 

The President recovered from that 
position. He has offered to negotiate 
for peace without conditions. I com
mend him for it. However, as Congress 
makes ready to approve this measure to 
accelerate the firepower, I should like 
to see the President take advantage of 
the situation and simultaneously launch 
a peace offensive. 

I suggest that after the firepower has 
been increased, the President propose a 
cease-fire, provided it is met in good 
faith by the Vietcong with a cessation of 
their violence. This would be a mani
festation of the good faith of the country 
in desiring to negotiate for peace. 

The citizens of our country accord to 
President Johnson 100 percent sincerity 
and good faith. There may be people in 
the world who do not. Perhaps a mani
festation of good faith such as I have 
suggested, as Congress by an overwhelm
ing vote would provide the guns, am
munition, planes, and materiel with 
which to fight a war, would be in the 
cause of peace. 

I close by saying that I am unwilling 
to deny support to servicemen who are in 
Vietnam not of their own choice, but at 
the command of their country. 

Therefore, I support the joint resolu
tion. However, I urge President John
son to undertake along with this, not an 
escalation of the war, but a peace offen
sive, which, I hope, will bring about a 
cessation of the killing and pillage that 
are now underway. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts, and then I shall yield 10 
minutes to the senior Senator from New 
York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is recog
nized for 1 minute. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
while I do not agree with the Senator 
from Tennessee, I appreciate the spirit 
in which he speaks as a responsible leg
islator. As I interpret his remarks, the 
Senator does not agree with all decisions 
made by the Commander in Chief, the 
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President of the United States. How
ever, he supports the actions needed to 
carry out those decisions in order that his 
countrymen who are doing their duty in 
far parts of the world may have the 
means with which to do it. 

That is the spirit in which I under
stand that the Senator from Tennessee 
is supporting the joint resolution. 

Mr. GORE. The Senator is correct. 
I thank him sincerely. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senior Senator from New York is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 
heard with great interest the views of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Tennessee. I associate myself with 
them. However, what I have to say is in 
addition to what the Senator has already 
said with respect to an offensive for 
peace, the design of the United States, 
and the reason for voting for this ap
propriation. I shall not repeat those 
words. They were excellently stated. I 
consider it a privilege to join in them. 

What I say is a direct corollary to what 
has been said by the Senator from Ten
nessee. I cannot accept the statements 
of the President as to the meaning of my 
vote in support..of this appropriation. 

I wish to make it crystal clear that I 
reserve the right to vote differently than 
as the President in his message said I 
would be voting if I were to vote in favor 
of the appropriation. 

The President has said: 
This is not a routine appropriation. For 

ea.ch Member of Congress who supports this 
request is also voting to persist in our effort 
to halt Communist aggression in South Viet
nam. 

If that were all he said, that would not 
be so bad. However, the President went 
on and said: 

Por we will do whatever must be done to 
ensure the safety of South Vietnam from 
aggression. This is the firm and irrevocable 
commitment of our people and Nation. 

The President then stated: 
South Vietnam has been attacked by North 

Vietnam. It has asked our help. 

Mr. President, I want to be consulted 
again, I say to the President of the Unit
ed States, before we send divisions, rather 
than some of our Air Force and troops to 
protect our people who fight a war in 
Asia. I want to be consulted again. I 
expect to be consulted again. 

I do not want my vote in favor of the 
appropriation to stand as my vote for 
the continuation of that policy. Suppose 
we were to have differences with the 
South Vietnamese and they were to say 
to us: "We do not want you here, Mr. 
American. Go home." I want to be con
sulted again if we decide that we are not 
going to go home, but intend to stay, 
which we might very well do, and might 
have to do. I do not take my vote as a 
blank-check commitment. It may be of 
interest to have a person who describes 
himself as a liberal speak about blank
check commitments. However, this is a 
very important point. 

I believe that the President wrote a 
very good and interesting message to seek 
support for this appropriation. However, 
I believe that he is reading into the votes 

which will be cast here in support of the 
appropriation exactly the opinions of 
which the senior Senator from Tennessee 
spoke--our intention to support our 
troops and the policy so far as it has 
gone-but with a blank check for the 
future. · 

The Senate of the United States must 
advise and consent. When we encounter 
an incident which may involve·a massive 
struggle with a tremendous number of 
casualties for years to come, I may very 
well vote in favor of it, and so may the 
Senator, and the rest of the country. 
However, I want to be consulted again. 
I am not voting for it at this time-not 
yet. _ 

Now I think it is absolutely true that 
this is a novel situation. Wars of lib
eration, which the President is really 
dealing with now, open a new historic 
chapter in American policy. 

I join my colleagues who have said that 
we would rather be doing this ourselves, 
knowing the dangers to our young men 
and women, than to be voting as we shall 
be doing. However, let us vote to take 
this responsibility step by step. Let the 
President and the Congress act as a 
team. Let it not be assumed by anyone 
that voting for this $700 million, which 
we do advisedly, and which is pursuant 
to a resolution of August 10, 1964, gives 
a blank check to the President, and that 
it is the last request he will have to make 
of Congress except requests for more 
money. 

If the President is to send divisions to 
Asia to engage in ground struggles with 
the Vietcong, I expect the President to 
ask Congress for approval, in order to 
make sure that what they are doing there 
is being- done with the consent of the 
local people. 

Having said that, let me pledge my
self, as I am sure all Senators will, to 
full responsibility for what we are doing. 
As everyone will be able to see, we are 
certifying the fact that we will not let 
communism be fixed on people without 
their consent. We consider it our duty 
to go ahead, as honorably as we can, and 
we will do it. This means the sacrifice 
of our treasure and, what · is more im
portant, the lives and shattered bodies 
of our young men. We understand it 
too well. But casualties in this hard 
world are not measured in an absolute 
way; they are measured relatively. The 
question is: What do we expend now in 
terms of what we may spend later? 
That is the spirit in which I shall cast 
my vote. 

I hope the President will not let this 
vote go to his head. We are voting to 
uphold the President in this particular 
action, but we are not voting for the 
President to do everything in violation 
of our consciences and full consent. I 
expect to be consulted on future steps. 
If there is to be a ground war in Viet
nam, or if South Vietnam has changed 
its mind about whether it wants our help, 
I expect to be consulted. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to 

much time does the Senator from Ken
tucky desire? 

Mr. COOPER. Five minutes. 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I shall 

vote for the joint resolution, to support 
the President, and our forces in Vietnam, 
but I vote for it with open eyes. When 
we voted in this body in 1964 for the 
joint resolution supporting the Presi
dent, I said on the floor of the Senate 
at the time that we were granting to the 
President, prospectively, authority to 
take whatever action he thought neces
sary to repel aggression in Vietnam. I 
believe we provided to him then any au
thority that he needed for the action that 
he has taken in Vietnam. 

I rise today to say that I consider 
this a solemn day and a solemn vote that 
we take. We have been conscious of the 
acceleration of military action in South 
Vietnam. But today, in our considera
tion and vote on this bill, we recognize 
that war in Vietnam has expanded and 
that no one can foresee the er-d. 

We must recognize all the possibilities 
of an expanded war, even though it is 
one we do not cause. It is only fair to 
say that the open and direct interven
tion of South Vietnam may precipitate 
war with that country, and with Com
munist China. There is the possibility, 
horrendous though it may be to consider, 
of nuclear warfare, if Soviet Russia 
should intervene. 

I wish to say again, as I have in the 
past on several occasions, that unre
warding as it may seem at present, the 
President should continue his efforts to 
find some avenue for negotiations, to 
find a just and honorable settlement. 
We have nothing to lose by so doing. If 
the Communists will not negotiate, so 
be it. We shall stand by our commit
ments. If they will negotiate, the 
United States is not required to accept 
any settlement that we do not think 
just and in accord with our basic policy. 

In 1964, when I voted for the resolu
tion, I said in the debate that as we were 
providing the President great authority 
I thought it imposed on him a very heavy 
responsibility to seek in every way pos
sible a just settlement. The situation 
in Vietnam was not of his making, for 
we have been involved in Vietnam for 
10 years. But as we pass this bill, rec
ognizing the expansion of our involve
ment and the possibility of an expand
ing war, I . express the concern, and one 
that I believe is held in the country, that 
the President will continue his efforts to 
secure a solution honorable to our com
mitments. 

While the avenues for negotiation may 
seem closed, I remind the Senate that 
in 1954 when the Communists might have 
overrun all of Vietnam, negotiations did 
occur. Likewise, in Laos, in 1962, in a 
similar situation, negotiations were un
dertaken. While the results were not 
wholly satisfactory, the Communists 
did not take over Laos and South Viet-
nam. 

me. I offer some suggestions, modest as 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the they may seem. Although U Thant, 

next request for time came from the Sen- Secretary General of the United Nations, 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER.]. How has been rebuffed in his peacemaking ef-
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forts, I hope that our country will en
courage his good offices. The United Na
tions has weakened, but still the position 
of U Thant carries weight and influence 
throughout the world. 

Several friendly countries have offered 
their good offices and services-Great 
Britain, cochairman of the Geneva Con
ference, Canada, among others, and 
other nations who call themselves con
cerned nations. It is possible that the 
initiative of these and other countries, 
not immediately concerned, may be 
fruitful. 

In South Vietnam we should make the 
greatest efforts to encourage stability in 
government, one that -would give hope 
to the political and economic advance
ment of its people. 

On March 28, speaking in the Senate, 
I urged that the President make clear 
that the United States was prepared to 
enter negotiations without "precondi
tions." 

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

Mr. COOPER. May I have an addi
tional minute? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Later, in his speech at 
Johns Hopkins, the President stated 
clearly that the United States would ne
gotiate without preconditions. 

I will vote for this measure to support 
the President, to support our forces
the men who are engaged in action in 
Vietnam. We stand together in times 
of crisis and danger. But I urge today, 
as I have in the past, and shall continue 
to do, that our Government continue to 
seek a solution, consistent with our 
honor, and with freedom. If it is not 
possible, we shall have done our duty. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to yield 6 minutes to the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized for 
6 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I quote 
from the President's message yesterday: 

This is not a routine appropriation. For 
each Member of Congress who supports this 
request is also voting to persist in our effort 
to halt Communist aggression in South 
Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I wish to make it plain 
that my vote is not intended as an en
dorsement of the costly mistakes of the 
past, nor as authority to wage war in the 
future unless such war has been de
clared by Congress. I realize quite 
clearly the position in which the Presi
dent has found himself. I have wanted 
Lyndon Johnson to be a good President. 
I have wanted ~'lim to be a great Presi
dent. I have wished with all my heart 
that I could help him with his problems. 

But I cannot let the impression go out 
from this Chamber that in voting for 
this appropriation I am giving blanket 
approval to waging undeclared war any
where or delegating the right to express 
my thoughts to anyone. 

Once we are officially at war, all our 
resources, all our finances, all our man
power, should be and will. be dedicated 
to the winning of such war. 

As a matter of fact, I doubt if the 
President needs the authority which 
would be granted in this joint resolution. 
I doubt if he has an urgent need for the 
funds which the Congress will vote him 
today. However, if we do not vote th!s 
money now, we will be asked to do so at 
a later date. Therefcre, there is no rea
son, now that the request has been made, 
and refusal would be misunderstood and 
misinterpreted around the world, for de
laying approval of the joint resolution 
for a matter of a few weeks at most. 

I realize that the President is under 
great pressure. I realize that he has 
undergone great pressure from thqse 
whose only solution to international 
problems is war, to kill, and who wish to 

· try out weapons which perhaps have not 
been tried on human targets before, 
those who take the position that we are 
powerful enough to lick the whole world, 
so why do we not do it now. I fear, 
however, that they 1o not give much 
consideration to what we would do with 
the world once it has been devastated 
and pounded into submission. 

We who are in Congress are also be
seeched by those who take the position 
that the United States is never right 
about anything, that Cuba and Castro 
are always right or that China is always 
right and the United States is always 
wrong. They used to say that Russia 
was always right, but they seem to have 
had some doubts about that recently. 

Therefore we have to put up with those 
extreme opinions. U.S. policy is not al
ways wrong, it is usually sound and good. 
I disapproved of the wholesale bombing 
of North Vietnam. I protested to the ad
ministration months ago. I do not be
lieve that has helped settle the affairs of 
the world or even of southeast Asia. I 
believe that the reports of infiltration of 
men and supplies into South Vietnam 
from North Vietnam were greatly exag
gerated. I resent the letters I receive 
from persons who believe that the United 
States is always wrong, because there is 
no country which has done so much to 
improve the lot of so many . human be
ings in this world as has the United 
States of America. 

Mr. President, I am glad that the 
President, in his recent statements, has 
left the door open and invited negotia
tion. I commend him for this action. I 
wish it had been done months ago, the 
offer probably would more likely have 
been accepted then. 

So we offer to negotiate. Negotiate 
with whom? Negotiate with China? 
With Russia? With North Vietnam? 
With the Geneva conference parties? 

The United Nations?-which has been 
disintegrating until it is now unable to 
perform its rightful duties at a time 
when they are needed most. 

What about SEATO? That organiza
tion is apparently tottering on the rocks 
at the present time. 

However, the President has offered to 
negotiate with anyone. If none of these 
countries accepts the President's offer 
and indicates a willingness to at least 
sit down at the conference table and talk 
the situation over, then they, too, are 
greatly at fault; and if the war continues, 
they will have to take the responsibility. 

I am talking about China and Russia
and all the other countries which could 
help bring the present conflict to an end 
if they so desire. 

.Mr. President, the United States now 
has an opportunity to prove its sincerity 
when it asserts that it has no ulterior 
motives, no territorial ambitions, no de
sire to tell people how to run their coun
try, because now we have the situation 
in the Dominican Republic and if that 
situation can be handled properly-and 
the news reports this afternoon say that 
the OAS reports both sides have agreed 
to sit down and negotiate-then--

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

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Vermont may proceed for 1 addi
tional minute. 

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

Mr. AIKEN. If we handle the situa
t ion properly and withdraw promptly 
after the OAS has established a stable 
government in the Dominican Republic, 
then we will have proved to the world 
what we are saying about our position in 
southeast Asia, that it has been said in 
all sincerity, and our prestige among the 
nations will be materially advanced. 

I am sure that South Vietnam does not 
wish to be a territory occupied by the 
United States, any more than North Viet
nam wishes to be a territory occupied by 
China. 

There is an opportunity here, and I do 
hope that the President will concentrate 
on settling the Dominican Republic 
matter without delay. Then we can go 
before the rest of the world with our 
controversies in other areas and say, 
"Look, we have proved our case." 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
2· minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

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

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, it is 
my good fortune to sit next to the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] on the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and I 
therefore have a great opportunity to 
benefit from his sound judgment and ex
cellent advice day in and day out. 

Today, I wish to commend him for the 
statement he has just made regarding 
the situation confronting the Senate 
and, more personally, for his reasons for 
voting for the proposed legislation. 

I, too, shall support the joint resolu
tion. 

Again, I find myself in the same posi
tion which the Senator from Vermont 
has just mentioned. I sincerely· hope 
that every effort will be made, somehow, 
some way, to solve the problem by ne
gotiation. We should overlook no effort 
to proceed as rapidly as we can in this 
endeavor. 

One of the problems confronting the 
nations of the world, as I see it, is that 
they have not learned to live together 
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except through fo::.-ce and military 
strength. It is not a satisfactory way. 
A solution should be sought in some other 
way. 

I sincerely regret the inability and in
effectiveness of the United Nations, 
which I had hoped could be of some help. 
So far, the United Nations has been un
able to demonstrate its usefulness. 

Again, I wish to say that my position 
will be to support the joint resolution. I 
feel that the Senate must support the 
joint resolution. I wish the RECORD to 
show that I hope we will not be con
fronted with an escalation of the war 
with ground troops used in division 
strength, without certainly coming back 
to the Congress for advice and consent. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 

much time does the Senator from Ore
gon yield himself? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am not 
yielding myself any time, I am suggest
ing that the time not be charged to 
either side in order that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum so that we !":lay 
be in conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Oregon will kindly with
hold his request for a quorum call, the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] had 
some questions he wished to ask at this 
time. 

Mr. MORSE. Of course I am glad to 
withdraw my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest of the Senator from Oregon is 
withdrawn. 

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to answer 
any questions the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CHURCH] may have. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, I ask these questions for 
purpose of developing a legislative rec
ord, in view of the experience we had 
last year with the resolution we passed, 
following attacks upon the American de
stroyers in the Gulf uf Tonkin. During 
discussion of that resolution, the floor 
leader-then the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT]-in re
sponse to many questions which were 
asked, kept emphasizing that he inter
preted the resolution within the context 
of the attacks which had occurred in 
international waters in the Gulf of Ton
kin. However, after the vote had been 
taken in both Houses of Congress, and 
after the character of the war had 
changed considerably, the resolution was 
often referred to as having, somehow, 
conferred congressional approval, in ad
vance, on any step the President might 
take, even those decisions which greatly 
broadened the war, substantially in
creased the number of American troops, 
and extended the bombing into North 
Vietnam. 

All of these things happened after Con
gress had acted and certainly were not 
foreseen at the time the vote was taken. 

In the light of that experience, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi wbether he construes 
the joint resolution as conferring con
gressional approval upon future acts in 
Vietnam about which we can know noth
ing at this time. 

For example, would he construe the 
joint resolution as giving congressional 
approval to a future decision, let us say, 
to bomb Hanoi? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, I wish to answer 
the Senator's question as fully as I pos
sibly can, but the Senator will have to 
remember that this is an appropriation 
bill, and it does not set policy language 
to any appreciable degree. The lan
guage speaks for itself as far as it goes. 
As acting chairman of the committee this 
morning, at the request of the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN), I did direct 
questions to Secretary McNamara which 
precluded Indonesia, for instance, and 
other areas in southea$t Asia as peing 
within the contemplation of this joint 
resolution. However, I did not attempt 
to limit him to anything in South Viet
nam. I do not see how we could. 

No, I do not think this puts any lim
itation on bombing of other areas that 
are tied in with the conflict that is pres
ently going on over there, which would 
include Hanoi. 

As an individual Senator, I do not feel 
that a vote for the joint resolution is a 
vote for a declaration of war. If it were, 
I would feel compelled to examine this 
more closely and from other angles. 
I do not think it carries any limitation 
on the President's judgment with refer
ence to carrying out his present activi
ties. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 5 ad
ditional minutes. 

The joint resolution states: 
For transfer by the Secretary of Defense, 

upon determination by the President that 
such action is necessary in connection with 
military activities in southeast Asia to any 
appropriation available to the Department 
of Defense--

And so forth. 
Mr. CHURCH. I understand that 

there is no limiting language that would 
reduce the powers the President now 
holds. But what concerns the senior 
Senator fror ... 1 Idaho, is that his vote, 
which he would like to give in support 
of the money requested, because Ameri
can lives are involved out there, and 
American troops must be furnished with 
all the equipment, supplies, ammunition, 
and protection that we can give them, 
may be construed as giving advance ap
proval for decisions in the future that 
I have no possible way of knowing, such 
as the bombing of Hanoi, or, let us say, 
the enlargement of American combat 
forces in South Vietnam by some strik
ing degree. 

I do not know what might happen. I 
would not want my vote to be construed 
as an endorsement of moves which 
might entirely change the character or 
dimension of our involvement in south
east Asia. 

As I understand it, the joint resolu
tion is for the purpose of paying bills 

that are accumulating by virtue of our 
present policy and commitment in Viet
nam. Is that not correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. Bills are accumulat
ing. Construction must take place for 
instance, to continue this same activity, 
and there is no limitation against going 
to Hanoi. I am frank to say that the 
Senator has brought up a very serious 
point. All of us must decide whether it 
will be black or white, yes or no. The 
Senator has brought up a very impor 
tantpoint. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator, once 
again, whether by voting for the joint 
resolution the Senator believes that each 
one of us endorses whatever action may 
t ake place in the future? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, I do not think 
so. No, I do not think so. But that is a 
decision that every Senator must make 
for himself. It is not a blank check. 
I do not believe we are signing a blank 
check. We are backing up our men and 
also backing up the present policy of the 
President. If he substantially enlarges 
or changes it, I would assume he would 
come back to us in one way or another. 

Mr. CHURCH. I agree. The Senator 
knows that I have expressed misgivings 
about some aspects of our policy in Viet- · 
nam. At the same time, I have sup
ported the action the President has thus 
far taken in stepping up our military 
initiative. My views are on record. 
They have not changed. . 

At the same time, I realize that our 
fighting forces in the field must be sup
ported. But I would not want it to be 
said later-and it is for this reason that 
I have asked these questions of the Sen
ator-that by my vote I have given carte 
blanche approval to future actions, 
which I cannot possibly forecast, that 
might greatly change the character of 
the war out there. 

I believe that a full-scale American 
involvement in a land war in Asia would 
be the greatest possible calamity. I have 
endorsed the recent statements of the 
President that a political settlement 
must be reached in Vietnam and that he 
stands ready to enter into unconditional 
negotiations looking toward a peaceful 
solution. That is the policy as I under
stand it today. I have it from the Pres
ident himself. 

I believe during the last 2 months the 
policy has come a long way in the right 
direction. 

I shall vote for the joint resolution, but 
I shall do so with the understanding, 
supported by this colloquy, that no blank
check endorsement of decisions to be 
made in the future is involved, which 
would drastically alter the dimensions of 
the American commitment in this part 
of the world. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If I may add to 
what the Senator from Mississippi has 
said, I should like to quote from the 
House report: 

As the President stated in his message 
of May 4, "This is not a routine appropria
tion. F'or each Member of Congress who 
supports this request is also voting to persist 
in our effort to halt Communist aggression 
in South Vietnam." 
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I believe each one of us must interpret 

those words in accordance with our best 
judgment. 

I certainly would interpret those words 
to mean what they say. As far as I am 
concerned, I am sure the President would 
come before us at a later time if what 
those words meant were to be greatly 
changed. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator. 
I have one more question. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. · 

Mr. CHURCH. Is there anything in 
the pending joint resolution which would 
give the President greater powers than 
he now has in conducting American pol
icy in southeast Asia, anything· that 
would enlarge or extend his powers be
yond their present scope? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think not. There 
is a general outline of the operations 
now. I do not believe it excludes him 
from bombing Hanoi or related matters. 

Mr. President, I yield myself a half 
minute more. The Senator from Mis
sissippi is not trying to keep the :floor; 
he is trying to serve the Senate. 

We must save some time for debate. 
We have used an hour and a half of our 
2% hours. I do not know what the op
position may have in mind. 

May I ask the senior Senator from 
Oregon if he expects to use any time this 
afternoon? 

Mr. MORSE. On the time of the Sen
ator from Mississippi, I will state that 
I should like to use 20 or 30 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Prenident, I yield 
to the Senator from Texas for a question. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I should like to ask the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi a question. 
·The President's message requesting the 
appropriation appears in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of May 4 at pages 9282-
9284. The joint resolution which would 
appropriate the $700 million is limited 
to southeast Asia and does not include 
any funds for the action in Santo Do
mingo; is that correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. It does not include 
any funds for the Dominic~n Republic. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Only Asia. 
Mr. STENNIS. It does not include 

any funds for actio!). in the Dominican 
Republic. As of now, expenses for th~t 
activity can be readily covered by cer
tain emergency funds in the appropria
tion bills for 1965 and 1966. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. There is an en
tirely different situation iL Asia, where 
the combat has continued for 11 years 
under three different Presidents, from 
what I hope is temporarily the occupa
t ion of a portion of the city of Santo 
Domingo. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

I now yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I wish to state my support of 
the joint resolution making a supple
mental appropriation of $700 million for 
military functions of the Department 
of Defense in connection with military 
activities in southeast Asia. I voted for 
this resolution earlier today, during its 
consideration by the Senate Appropria-

tions Committee. · I was present at the 
briefing at the White House yesterday, 
at which time the President stated the 
need for such an appropriation. Defense 
Secretary McNamara and Gen. Earle 
Wheeler appeared before a joint meet
ing of the Senate Appropriations and 
Armed Services Committees to justify the 
appropriation request, and, in the light 
of their testimony, I believe the appro
priation to be justified and I hope that 
the Senate will approve the resolution 
unanimously. All of us regret the neces
sity, of course, of expending this Nation's 
men, money, and materiel in the strug
gle now being conducted in South Viet
nam. Nevertheless, the necessity is 
clear, and I feel that a favorable vote 
on the resolution before us will consti
tute congressional endorsement of the 
actions of our Commander in Chief, our 
Defense Department, and our s ·tate De
partment in their efforts to thwart the 
Communist design to take over South 
Vietnam, and, following that, other 
countries ·in southeast Asia. A unani
mous vote or a vote of near unanimity 
woq.ld be an indication to Hanoi and its 
Red Chinese and Soviet supporters that 
there is no real division within the Con
gress or among the American people 
when it comes to the question of standing 
firm in our commitments to free nations 
and our resolve to back up our commit
ments with whatever resources are re
quired. 

Too often in the past, as a result of 
statements, and speeches, and as a re
sult of the recent pacifistic demonstra
tions which took place here in the Na
tion's Capital, our signals to Hanoi may 
appear to have been confused. On the 
one hand the President has made clear 
his determination to stand firm, while 
on the other hand there may have been 
some indication that he did not have 
the full support of the American people 
in this regard. An overwhelming or 
unanimous vote on this resolution will 
serve to eliminate ·the confused signals 
to Hanoi and should indicate to the 
Communists as well as to peoples in the 
free countries that there is no equivoca
tion on our part and that we mean busi
ness. So, Mr. President, the resolution 
before us really constitutes more than a 
"nuts and bolts" appropriation. It con
stitutes a psychological action which can 
be all the more effective if speedily taken 
and if adopted overwhelmingly, and I 
hope unanimously. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 
20 minutes. · 

Mr. MORSE. In 1955 I stood on this 
:floor as deeply disturbed and moved as 
I am now. If I were to name the two 
times in my 20 years in the Senate when 
I have been the most greatly c:mcerned, 
I would name, first, the time in 1955 
when I pleaded with the Senate not to 
pass a preventive war resolution in con
nection with Formosa. The second time 
is today. 

In 1955, I stood with the Senator from 
New York, Mr. Lehman, and the great 
Senator Langer from North Dakota. We 
were the only three who refused to vote 
for the resolution before the Senate then. 

Time has proved us completely right, for 
in that course of action the Congress of 
the United States then, as now, abdicated 
its constitutional responsibility. 

The first point I wish to make is that 
no matter what semantics Senators use 
and no matter how much they protest
and they doth protest too much-the fact 
is that they are abdicating their clear 
constitutional duties under the Consti
tution of the United States, for, when 
they vote for this appropriation, they 
will again vote to ' give the President 
power to make an undeclared war. No 
Senator and no Representative under 
the Constitution of the United States 
has that constitutional authority. Sena
tors can violate their constitutional trust 
all they desire to. But the senior Senator 
from Oregon will not be with them. In 
my judgment, what Senators will do in 
supporting the request of the President 
of the United States will be, in effect, 
action to support the President to con
tinue his own violation of the Constitu
tion of the United States. The President 
of the United States is acting outside the 
Constitution in conducting this un
declared war in Asia. Senators seek to 
give him additional authority, but it is 
not within their· senatorial power, for 
they cannot delegate the power to make 
war. 

Mr. President, in the interest of saving 
time, I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed at this point in the RECORD 
article I, section 8, of the Constitution. 

There being no objection, the section 
was ordered to be printed in the R:mcoRD, 
as follows: 

SEc. 8. The Congress shall have power-
To lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts 

and excises, to pay the debts and provide for 
the common defense and general welfare of 
the United States; but all duties, imposts and 
excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States: 

To borrow money on the credit of the 
United States: 

To regulate commerce with foreign nations, 
. and among the several states, and with the 
Indian tribes: 

To establish an uniform rule of naturaliza
tion, and uniform laws on the subject of 
bankruptcies throughout the United States: 

To coin money, regulate the value thereof, 
a.nd of foreign coin, and fix the standard of 
weights and measures: 

To provide for the punishment of counter
feiting the securities and current coin of the 
United Rtates: 

To establish post offices and post roads: 
To promote the progress of science and 

useful arts, by securing for limited times to 
authors and inventors the exclusive right to 
their respective writings and discoveries: 

To constitute tribunals inferior to the su
preme court: 

To define and punish piracies and felonies 
committed on the high seas, and offenses 
against the law of nations: 

To declare war, grant letters of marque and 
reprisal, and make rules concerning captures 
on land and water: 

To raise and support armies, but no ap
propriation of money to that use shall be for 
a longer· term than 2 years: 

To provide and maintain a navy: 
To make rules for the government and 

regulation of the land and nava: forces: 
To provide for calling forth the militia to 

execute the laws of the union, suppress in
surrections and repel invasions: 

To provide for organizing, arming, and 
disciplining the militia, and for governing 
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such part of them as may be employed in 
the service of the United States, reserving to 
the States, respectively, the appointment of 
the officers, and the authority of training 
the militia according to the discipline pre
scribed by Congress: 

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases 
whatsoever, over such district (not exceeding 
10 miles square) as may, by cession of par
ticular States, and the acceptance of Con
gress, become the seat of the Government of 
the United States, and to exercise like au
thority over all places purchased by the con
sent of the legislature of the State in which 
the same shall be, for the erection of forts, 
magazines, arsenals, dockyards, and other 
needful buildings; and 

To make all laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution the 
foregoing powers, and all other powers 
vested by this Constitution in the Govern
ment of the United States, or in any Depart
ment or officer thereof. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, that sec
tion vests the power to declare war in the 
Congress; and that is a power that can
not be delegated by a resolution. 
PRESIDENT SAYS NEW MONEY NOT NEEDED, ONLY 

A NEW ENDORSEMENT BY CONGRESS 

The next point I wish to make is that 
the Senate need not pass this appropria
tion measure, for the President, from his 
own lips in the East Room of the White 
House yesterday, told the members of the 
committees that he had assembled there 
that he did not need to ask for an ap
propriation. From his own lips yester
day the President told Members of Con
gress assembled that he has the legal au
thority to transfer the necessary funds. 
The President then proceeded to tell 
those assembled why he was doing it in 
this way. 

The President wants to commit Sena
tors again. He told those assembled in 
the East Room yesterday, in effect, that 
he wanted them to know that, when they 
voted for this joint resolution, they 
would again be committing themselves to 
support the President's policy in south
east Asia. 

That policy has been one of interna
tional outlawry, besides having been a 
failure. It has been a case of the United 
States walking out on its clear interna
tional treaty obligations ever since we 
first started violating the Geneva accords 
of 1954. We started violating them in 
1954, and we have violated them 24 hours 
of the day and night ever since. 

Of course, others have, too. The Com
munists have, too. My colleagues have 
heard me say ad infinitum for the past 
year and a half here on the floor of the 
Senate that we and the Communists are 
the outlaws of the world in Asia, to the 
everlasting shameful discredit to the his
tory of our Republic. 

Mr. President, it is a pretty sad thing. 
In my judgment, we have a President 
who is worried about being on top of very 
thin ice so far as American public opinion 
is concerned. So the President now 
wishes Senators to come to his rescue 
again, as they did last August. He wants 
Senators again to support him so that 
he can say, "The Congress by a vote of 
500 to 2 endorsed my policy." He is 
using Senators; and that is unfortunate 
because Senators have some vital ques
tions to which they should have answers 
from the President of the United States 

before they fall into this Presidential 
trap. 

I shall answer some of those questions 
before I finish this part of my speech to
night. But I wish to turn to my third 
point now. 
FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE OPPOSITION 

RISING 

Last Friday the Foreign Relations 
Committee met with Secretary Rusk on 
the situation in Vietnam. It gave the 
Secretary of State a bad time. The Sec
retary of State discovered that there was 
great concern within the Foreign Rela
tions Committee about the overextension 
of U.S. policies in Vietnam. There were 
those on that committee protesting the 
interpretation of the resolution of last 
August 1964, to the eff~ct that if the in
terpretation was the interpretation that 
this administration gave to it, they would 
not have voted for it. 

I say most respectfully that I believe 
the interpretation of the administration 
as to what the Congress voted last Au
gust is absolutely correct. If Senators 
wish to extricate themselves from that 
trap, I say to them, "You ought to in
sist on certain questions being answered 
by the President of the United States be
fore you move to support him again with 
such reservations as you wish seman
tically to make here on the floor of the 
Senate." 

Listen to what the President in his 
message has told us: 

This is not a routine appropriation. For 
each Member of Congress who supports this 
request is also voting to persist in our effort 
to halt Communist aggression in South Viet
nam. Each is saying that the Congress and 
the President stand united before the world 
in joint determination that the independ
ence of South Vietnam shall be preserved 
and Communist attack will not succeed. 

If Senators want to know how far the 
House has gone in making legislative 
history on the joint resolution, let them 
read the report that was issued today. 
The House even goes the President one 
better in respect to the invitation of the 
President to have unity on the part of 
Congress behind him in what I think is a 
most unfortunate historic mistake my 
President is making. This is what the 
House report says: 

As the President stated in his message of 
May 4, "This is not a routine appropria
tion. For each Member of Congress who sup
ports this request is also voting to persist 
in our effort to halt Communist aggres
sion in South Vietnam." 

The House does not intend any ver
bal reservations to be considered as 
limiting. 

Are we really going to take the 
position that we take it upon ourselves 
to police the world in regard to Com
munist revolutions around the world? 
We have neither the resources nor the 
manpower for that police job. If we 
are to act unilaterally on the basis of 
this statement by the President and this 
pledge by the House, I warn the Ameri
can people from my desk in the Senate 
today that we shall be drained both in 
blood and in economic power in the dec
ades immediately ahead. 

In my judgment, the vote the Sen
ate will cast tomorrow can be described 

as a vote of destiny for the United 
States; but it will be a vote of destiny 
that will start the decline of this Re
public, as great powers before us in the 
history of mankind declined after they, 
too, became drunk with military power. 
I say sadly and solemnly, but out of 
deep conviction, that today my Govern
ment stands before the world drunk with 
military power. My Government, ap
parently, has come to the conclusion that 
because of military power its dictates 
around the world will have to be obeyed. 

That power will be challenged, and I 
believe we are now headed into decades 
of turmoil and strife. We shall win one 
military victory after another; we shall 
destroy cities, industrial installations, 
and nuclear installations; we shall kill 
by the millions. But in my judgment, 
that course of action will lay a founda
tion of hatred on the part of the colored 
races of the world against the American 
people. In due course of time, those in
stallations will be rebuilt, not only on 
material foundations, but on the foun
dation of intense hatred by Asians for 
the people of the United States. 

That hatred will even be inherited by 
generations of American boys and girls 
50, 75, 100-yes, 200 years from now. It 
will be a foundation of intense Asiatic 
hatred that will eventually vent its 
vengeance upon future generations of 
American boys and girls. I shall never 
be a party to casting a vote in support of 
what I am satisfied will be such a pro
gram, irrespective of what may be said 
about my vote cast against the joint 
resolution. 

Now I wish to speak a little about the 
flag-waving argument that has crept into 
the debate and has crept into the mes
sage the President sent to Congress. 
Waving the flag into tatters is no way 
to pay respect to the flag. 

My answer to all the talk to the effect 
that our boys are fighting and dying in 
Vietnam, and that therefore it is neces
sary to enact the proposed legislation, is 
that it is not necessary to pass the joint 
resolution now in order to provide the 
necessary military equipment and sup
port for those boys in Vietnam. My wit
ness? The President himself, for he ad
mits that he can transfer funds for the 
present to give those boys the protection 
they need. The joint resolution is but 
the vehicle which he seeks to have us 
climb aboard in order to give a semblance 
of unity for a bad policy. 
UNITED STATES STILL SEEKS TALKS ON ITS OWN 

CONDITIONS 

Even the support of Congress for the 
joint resolution asked for by the Presi
dent would not give either the President 
or Congress the unity across the Nation 
that we may think will be achieved. I 
am satisfied that there is a growing tide 
of deep concern on · the part of increas
ing millions of fellow Americans about 
the mistaken policy that the President 
and Congress are following by acting 
outside the framework of international 
law, making war on a unilateral basis, 
and killing, killing, and killing human 
beings who, even though they are en
emies, are also children of God Almighty. 

I am at a loss to understand the posi
tion taken by the administration in seek-
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lng to rationalize a unilateral military 
course of action by the United States in 
southeast Asia. It has been said in de
bate this afternoon: "High praise for the 
President of the United States for his 
Johns Hopkins speech." I do not praise 
his Johns Hopkins speech, other than to 
say that I am glad that, at long last, he 
at least talked about negotiation. But 
what kind of negotiation? Unconditional 
discussion. Did the President propose 
unconditional negotiation? He did not. 
Did the President propose to carry on a 
discussion with the Vietcong? He did 
not. It is generally recognized and 
granted that the negotiations would be 
with the North Vietnamese, with the as
sumption-and it is a false assumption 
on the part of the President-that the 
North Vietnamese represent the Viet
cong. 

The Premier of Japan sent a special 
emissary to South Vietnam to make a 
report to him because of the rising tide 
of public opposition in Japan to U.S. 
action in South Vietnam. The report 
to the Premier of Japan was that the 
overwhelming majority of the Vietcong 
are South Vietnamese, not North 
Vietnamese. North Vietnam does not 
represent the Vietcong; yet all the talk 
by the President of the United States 
about unconditional discussion and 
negotiation excludes the Vietcong. 

Furthermore, there cannot be uncon
ditional discussion when the discussion 
1s supposed to be bilateral. The war in 
southeast Asia cannot be settled in a 
bilateral discussion between the com
batants. It will be necessary to put at 
the head of the international negotiating 
table noncombatants having procedural 
authority vested in them by the Charter 
of the United Nations, article after arti
cle of which the United States has vio
lated year after year ever since we went 
into South Vietnam. 

When will the President propose that 
we lay the whole dispute before the 
United Nations, as we are obligated to do 
by our signature on that charter, and 
have the United Nations proceed at least 
to attempt to settle the war under the 
procedure of the one major charter that 
we have signed and which we and every 
signatory thereto committed ourselves to 
use when there was a threat to the peace 
of the world? I am sorry that our al
leged allies, signatories to that charter, 
have not been willing thus far to bring 
the dispute within the procedure pre
scribed by that charter. 

I say to my President, "Do not talk to 
the American people about uncondi
tional discussion when you have a sorry 
record of never at any time being will
ing to let the United Nations come in and 
take jurisdiction, and you havz not only 
the right, but also, in my judgment, the 
responsibility, of bringing this threat to 
the peace of the world before the United 
Nations to see what it can do." Per
haps it will fail. But, certainly we ought 
to clear our record. Certainly we ought 
to show our good faith. Certainly we 
ought to make the try. 

It is rather interesting that the Presi
dent of the United States in recent days 
has been talking so much about using 
the peaceful procedures of OAS, but not 

a whisper out ol him about using inter
national procedures in Vietnam. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. _ 

Mr. MORSE. How much time have I 
used? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon had 20 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 
an additional 10 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there has 
not been a whisper out of the President 
about using another charter which we 
have signed. Of course, we are dealing 
with different people. When we deal 
with Latin American allies, we are deal
ing with people who are more inclined to 
stand up against us. Mexico, Chile, 
Venezuela, Argentina were greatly con
cerned about the possible violation of the 
Organization of American States Charter 
by the United States in the Dominican 
Republic. 

I said last Friday, and repeat today, 
that the President of the United States 
had the right as Commander in Chief, 
after he had been invited by the Gov
ernment of the Dominican Republic, to 
move in to protect American lives. That 
is not intervention. However, may I say, 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Latin American Affairs, that the Presi
dent did intervene in violation of the 
Charter of the Organization of American 
States when he went beyond the evacua
tion of American nationals from the 
Dominican Republic. When the Organi
zation of American States finishes writ
ing the history of this intervention, we 
shall find that, to that degree, and in 
those particulars, the United States, un
der the Johnson administration, re
treated 30 years or more into gunboat 
diplomacy. No, Mr. President; we are 
dealing with a different group, but the 
principle is the same. 

If it was right for the President to 
plead, as he has--and I support him in 
the plea-for the application of the 
Charter of the OAS to the Dominican 
Republic crisis, he had an equal respon
sibility to make a plea for the applica
tion of the Charter of the United Nations 
to the South Vietnam crisis. 

I believe it is obvious that the Presi
dent has made up his mind that he is 
going to do everything he can to force a 
vote of confidence on his policy. I be
lieve that he has serious doubts about 
the overextension of his policies in South 
Vietnam among American public opinion. 

The President is determined to com
pel approval of what he is doing no mat
ter what the cost to the Nation. When 
the Saigon Embassy was bombed, he 
demanded instant action-even though 
he had no need for the· money. He 
demanded that Congress show its sup
port of h is policies. In his message he 
said: 

This bill will show them that the United 
States has no intention of abandoning them. 

Yesterday in his message the Presi
dent demanded that we prove by our vote 
here "that the Congress and the Presi
dent stand united." 

UNITED STATES LOSING BATTLE FOR MEN'S MINDS 

For 15 years we have said that the 
struggle in the world is for the hearts 
and minds of men. We have had a de
cent respect for the opinions of man
kind. 

Today we are barging ahead, caring 
not for the opinions of mankind. We 
are offering world opinion to the Soviet 
Union on a silver platter. It is theirs for 
the taking. 

This is what is happening to world 
opinion of the policies of the United 
States: 

A Gallup poll in Great Britain shows 
that in February, 40 percent approved 
American armed action in Vietnam. In 
April, only 30 percent approved Ameri
can action. In February, 31 percent dis
approved of our action in Vietnam; by 
April 8, 47 percent disapproved. 

In March the British were asked by 
the Gallup poll: 

Should a war come, do you think it is more 
likely to arise through the United States, 
Russia, or some other way? 

The answers: Percent 
Both United States and Russia __________ 19 
United States--------------------------- 13 Itussia _________________________________ 15 

China (volunteered)-------------------- 15 C>ther vvay _____________________________ 14 
· Don't know ____________________________ 27 

What fine company to be in. To think 
that even such a substantial block of 
British opinion is fearful that the United 
States would be the cause of another ma
jor war. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con~ 
sent that the entire poll be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

GREAT BRITAIN 

TABLE 1.-"If the U.S. Government asks Bri t
ain to help in the war in South Vietnam 
what should we do?" 

Dec. 10-15, 1964: Percent 
Send troops----------- -- - ------------ 10 
Send war materials only ______________ 17 
Take no part at alL- - --------------- - 46 
Don't know-------------------------- 29 

Feb. 18-29, 1965: 
Send troops__________________________ 14 
Send war materials only _______________ 22 
Take no part at alL __________________ 50 
Don't know __________________________ 15 

Mar. 25-30, 1965: 
Send troops-------------------------- 10 
Send war materials only ______________ 19 
Take no part at alL __________________ 56 

Don't knoW-------------------------- 15 

TABLE 2.-"Do you approve or disapprove of 
the recent American armed action in 
Vietnam?" 

Feb. 18-29, 1965: Percent 
Approve----------- ·----------------- 40 
Disapprove__ ________________________ 31 
Don't know_________________________ 29 

Mar. 18-23, 1965: 
Approve-- - -- - ----- ·----------------- 31 
Disapprove__________________________ 37 
Don't know_________________________ 32 

Mar. 25-30, 1965: 
Approve---------:-- ·----- ------------ 30 
Disapprove__________________________ 45 
Don't know------------------------- 25 

Apr. 8-13, 1965: 
Approve----------------- ~---------- 30 
Disapprove----------------~--------- 47 
Don't. knoW------------------------- 23 
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TABLE 3.-"A group of Labor and Liberal 
Members of Parliament have protested 
against the use of gas by Americans in 
Vietnam. Do you agree or disagree with 
this protest?" 

Mar. 25-30, 1965: Percent 
Agree------------------------------- 55 Disagree ____________________________ 30 

Don't know ________ ----------------- 15 

TABLE 4.-"Should a war come, do you think 
it is more likely to arise through United 
States, Russia, or some other way?" 

Mar. 18-23, 1965: Percent 
Both United States and Russia_______ 19 
United States----------------------- 13 
Russia------------------------------ 15 
China (volunteered)----------------- 15 
Other ~Y-------------------------- 14 
Don't knOW------------------------- 27 

TABLE 5.-"What do you think is most im
portant for Britain?" 

Mar. 18-23, 1965: Percent 
To support the Americans in Vietnam_ 9 
Try to get peace talks going in Viet-

nana______________________________ 71 
Don't knoW------------------------- 20 

TABLE 6.-"It is sometimes said that the for
eign policy of Britain depends too much on 
the United States. Do you think that this 
is true or not true?" 

Feb. 18-29, 1965: Percent 
True________________________________ 47 
True partly (volunteered)----------- 18 
Untrue------------·----------------- 18 
Don't knoW------------------------- 17 

TABLE 7.-"Do you think the United States 
should continue its present efforts in South 
Vietnam, or should it pull out its forces?" 

Mar. 5-9, 1965: Percent 
Continue present efforts_____________ 40 
Pull out____________________________ 32 
Don't knoW------------------------- 28 

TABLE 7(a) .-"If 'continue present efforts:' 
Should the United States continue its 
present efforts in South Vietnam, at the 
risk of a war spreading?" 

Mar. 5-9, 1965: Percent 
Continue present efforts_____________ 20 
Should not__________________________ 17 
Don't know_________________________ 3 

All saying continue present efforts 
in table 7-------------------- 40 

TABLE 7(ai) .-"If 'continue present efforts:' 
Should the United States continue its 
present efff?rts in South Vietnam, even at 
the risk of a nuclear war?" 

Mar. 5-9, 1965: Percent 
Continue present efforts_____________ 9 
Should not_________________________ 8 
Don't know_________________________ 3 

All saying continue present efforts 
in table 7(a)------------------ 20 

TABLE 8.-"It has been suggested that a 
United Nations army deal with the prob
lems in southeast Asia and Vietnam. Do 
you approve or disapprove of this pro
posal?" 

Mar. 5-9, 1965: Percent 
Approve----------------------------- 53 
Disapprove__________________________ 17 
Don't knoW----------- ·-------------- 30 

FRANCE 
TABLE 9.-"Do you approve or disapprove of 

U.S . policy toward Vietnam?" 
Mar. 3-15, 1965: Percent 

Approve--------------------------- 10 
Disapprove________________________ 41 
Don't know______________________ 49 

Source: French Institute of Public Opin-
ion. 

FRANCE AND WEST GERMANY 
TABLE 10.-"The French Government advo

cates the neutralization of Indochina 
(Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos). Do you 
believe that under present circumstances 
this is desirable or not?" 

France, Oct. 1Q-19, 1964: Percent 
Yes------------------------------- 46 
No ___ ____________ ---------------- 14 
No opinion--------·--------------- 40 

West Gernaany, Nov. 1-23, 1964: 
Yes------------------------------- 27 
NO-------------------------------- 32 
No opinion________________________ 41 

Sources: Genn.any-EMNID (Gallup af-
filiate); France-French Institute of Public 
Opinion. 

WEST GERMANY 
TABLE 11.-"Recently the Americans bombed 

targets in North Vietnam heavily. Who is 
to blame for this escalation: The Ameri
cans or the Communists?" 

Mar. 1-15, 1965: Percent 
Conanaunists______________________ 49 
Americans_________________________ 9 

Mar. 1-15, 1965: 
Both equally_____________________ 20 
Undecided------------------------- 13 
Not queried because unaware of 

U.S. involvenaent in Vietnana____ 9 

Source: Institute for Denaoscopy. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I say 
sadly that, in my judgment, Senators who 
vote "yea" tomorrow for the joint reso
lution will have voted for an undeclared 
war and for the continuation of an un
declared war. They will be voting, in my 
judgment, for an increased draft. They 
will be voting for the . use of nuclear 
weapons if the President so desires. They 
will be voting for thousands and. thou
sands of American casualties in the war 
that I am satisfied will result on a mas
sive basis if we continue our policy in 
Asia. They will be voting for all that 
Goldwater stood for in the recent presi
dential election. 

I am shocked by the difference between 
the New Hampshire speech of the Presi
dent of the United States in that election 
and the policies of the President of the 
United States since the election. In his 
New Hampshire speech, the President 
clearly repudiated the Goldwater pro
gram. However, since the election, in my 
judgment, he has carried out in full 
measure the Goldwater program. 

Senators who vote for this joint reso
lution will also be voting to carry out the 
Goldwater program. In my judgment, 
they will be voting to make Americans 
the most hated group of people on the 
face of the earth at the present time. 
Senators who vote for the resolution will 
be voting to make the President a dic
tator, or attempted dictator, over the 
conscience of this Nation. They will be 
voting to turn the conduct of foreign 
policy over to the Pentagon and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. They will be voting to 
amend the Constitution by taking away 
from Congress the power to declare war. 
However, they cannot do that 
constitutionally. 

The check will still be vested in the 
American people at the ballot box. I am 
satisfied that many Members of Con
gress will understand that check in 1966 
and 1968. By that time, I believe that 
the American people will be sufficiently 
aroused in regard to the uncalled for mis-

take that is being made that they will 
exercise their present right to vote their 
check. 

Mr. President, we have stood firm, it is 
said by some, because of the domino 
theory. But, let it be understood again 
that the State Department itself repudi
ated the· domino theory. But it ought to 
tell the American people so. It should 
not confine its statement to the execu
tive sessions of Senate committees. 

That is why the senior Senator from 
Oregon has warned the Senate time and 
t:me again that this administration has 
not been telling us the facts about the 
situation in southeast Asia. Let the Sec
retary of State deny my statement that 
the State Department is on record in 
repudiation of the domino theory. 

However, Mr. President, if we want to 
stay with the domino theory for a while, 
the dominoes are falling. But they are 
falling under the present policies of 
this administration-Pakistan, Indone
sia, India, the Philippines, Japan, and 
France-all former friends or allies-
now question or oppose American leader
ship in southeast Asia. 

What about the free world that is fol
lowing the U.S. leadership? Where are 
they? They are not in Vietnam. Where 
are these allies in Vietnam? Australia 
announced that it would have 800 men 
over there. But, it ought to get its con
tingents over there to keep the peace, 
not to make war. They ought to be 
pleading with the United States and 
other nations involved in this dirty war 
to join forces in sending in whatever 
number of divisions are necessary to 
maintain peace, not to kill-to carry out 
the procedures of the United Nations, not 
kill; to substitute the rule of law, which 
we claim is our ideal, for the rule of 
American jungle law in Asia, not to kill. 
That is where the allies ought to be 
standing. 
WAR IN VIETNAM NO LONGER BEING HANDLED 
AS A FOREIGN POLICY MATTER, ONLY MILITARY 

I also ask-and this is the first 
time this has been mentioned in the de
bate-What has happened to the For
eign Relations Committee of the U.S. 
Senate? The Foreign Relations Com
mittee of the U.S. Senate has been by
passed. Since when, may I ask the Sen
ator from Mississippi and others, should 
a question of authorization in regard to 
American foreign policy be transferred 
to the Armed Services Committee and 
the Appropriations Committee of the 
Senate so far as this body is concerned? 
This measure proposes a position on for
eign policy; and the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee ought to have been 
called into joint session with the Armed 
Services Committee, at least, to decide 
whether or not this authority should be 
authorized. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield myself another 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 
another 5 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the sup
porters of this resolution apparently 
want war cheap. We have even heard 
them "let it out of the bag" that we 
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ought to cut domestic expenditures 
while this trouble is going on. Unfor
tunately, on both sides of the aisle there 
are Senators who would like to join in 
defeating the Great Society domestic 
program of the President which is in 
keeping with our obligations under the 
general welfare clause. 

I find myself in the unhappy posi
tion of agreeing with the President 99 
percent of the time on his domestic pro
gram and with much of his foreign policy 
program. Only on his warmaking pro
gram do I disagree. I think the war
making program is going to be the Presi
dent's Achille's heel. I believe that in 
due course of time the American people 
will repudiate the program and those who 
support it. 

It is proposed that we use aircraft in
stead of men. Mr. President, let the ad
ministration tell the American people 
the facts about any such argument. Let 
anyone in the administration deny what 
I now say. This administration knows, 
and states, but not publicly, that we can
not defeat Red China with airpower. 
We cannot defeat Red China with bomb
ings, conventional or nuclear. 
PLANS FOR WAR WITH CHINA ARE WELL ALONG 

It is the pronounced position of this 
administration that with bombing, con
ventional and nuclear-if the dirty war 
is not stopped, there will be nuclear as 
well as conventional bombing-we can 
bomb all the cities and bomb Red China's 
nuclear installations, but they will be re
built, in terms of history, for to the Chi
nese time has little meaning. We can 
kill millions of people by bombing., and 
still we cannot defeat Red China by 
bombing. That is an admission of the 
administration. Let them deny it tomor
row or tonight. 

Therefore, they are preparing to meet 
Red China on the ground, with American 
troops. How many? To begin with, a 
minimum of 300,000. As Professor Mor
genthau, of Chicago University, said 
when I lectured at that institution not 
long ago, we shall have to start with 
3 million. Hundreds of thousands will 
come back to the United States in coffins 
in the first 18 months. 

Let me say to my colleagues and, from 
my desk, to the American people today: 
Continue this escalation, and if Red 
China moves on the ground and we move 
in with 300,000 men, plus hundreds of 
thousands more as that war bogs down, 
in my judgment, we shall have performed 
a criminal act against the history of 
mankind, when it is so unnecessary. 

We have the clear moral obligation to 
exhaust every possible step to avoid such 
an unnecessary war, and that, I say to 
my President most respectfully, up to 
this moment he has not done. Mr. Presi
dent, you have not done it, and you owe 
a duty not only to the American people 
but to the. people of the world to make 
use of existing international procedures, 
through the Charter of the United Na
tions, to try to get United Nations 
support. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield myself 5 min
utes more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
SenatoT from Oregon is recognized for 
5 more minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Let us face it. The 
President is pressuring this Congress be
cause he does not intend to change his 
policy. Many Members of Congress 
seem to think he is doing the best he 
can, but what he is doing is building up 
massive world resentment among the 
very people we have been saying for 
many years we want to win over to the 
cause of freedom. 

The policies of the President of the 
United States are driving millions of 
people into the arms of communism, be
cause Asians will stand up against white 
men, and even American white men. 
Asians are no longer going to let any 
western power dominate Asia or estab
lish a dominating foothold in Asia. 

I close this part of my opposition to 
this joint resolution with these questions 
to the President of the United States: 

Mr. President, are you ready to tell 
the American people whether or not you 
are ready to :fight a ground war with 
China? · 

Mr. President, are you ready to tell the 
American people how many hundreds of 
thousands of men you will have to use 
to start with? 

Mr. President, are you willing to in
tervene in every Communist revolution 
that may · arise, in Asia or elsewhere in 
the world? 

Mr. President, you owe it to the Amer
ican people to clarify some of the state
ments you have made in recent days in 
regard to what we are going to do in 
regard to the Communist threat. Are 
we going to take a unilateral position 
in regard to Communist uprisings in 
other parts of the world? 

As I said in the beginning, Mr. Presi
dent, if that is your position, you are 
going to take a position that is going to 
bleed the United States, both economi
cally and in actual blood. 

Are we willing to substitute our mili
tary power for settlements of threats to 
the peace when, under our treaty obliga
tions, we should get other nations to 
join with us in peacekeeping, rather than 
in warmaking, as we did in the Gaza 
strip, in the Congo, and in Cyprus? 

Mr. President, what great precedents 
of international law we helped to mold 
in respect to those three great threats 
to the peace of the world. Yet we walk 
out on our dedication to international 
law as a substitute for international 
jungle law in southeast Asia. When are 
we going to return to our treaty obliga
tions? 

Mr. President, are you ready to tell 
the American people that, if this course 
of action brings this country into con
flict with China, and even possibly Red 
Russia, you are ready for a nuclear war? 
Are you ready to fight a nuclear war 
over the issues that have arisen in 
Vietnam? 

Tell it to the American people. They 
will give you their answer, if that is your 
position, Mr. President. 

I am satisfied that the overwhelming 
majority of the American people will re
pudiate you if that is what you are will
ing to do. 

Mr. President, I have already covered 
the point about having offered to nego
tiate for peace without conditions, but 
we did not offer to negotiate for peace 
without conditions because the Johns 
Hopkins speech is not subject to that 
interpretation. The President continues 
to say that he is willing to go anywhere, 
anytime, to negotiate, but he is talking 
about bilateral negotiations. I am talk
ing about multilateral negotiations, with 
a third party force at the head of the 
table. 

I have been heard to discuss many . 
times in the Senate our violation of the 
Geneva accords. 

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Oregon is 
recognized for 5 additional minutes. 
VIOLATIONS OF GENEVA ACCORDS TO BE FINANCED 

WITH THIS MONEY 

Mr. MORSE. Let me quickly point out 
that the Geneva accords did not set up 
a government in South Vietnam. The 
President keeps telling the American 
people that we went into South Viet
nam in answer to an invitation from a 
government of South Vietnam. But no 
sovereign government for either north or 
south was provided for in the 1954 
agreement. It was a puppet government 
of the United States, set up by the United 
States that became the Government of 
South Vietnam. We took a South Viet
namese named Diem out of New York, 
sent him to South Vietnam, militarized 
him, financed him, and supported him, 
and then used him as our stooge for the 
abili that we are in South Vietnam on the 
basis of an invitation from the Govern
ment of South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, that is as much a Gov
ernment of South Vietnam free of the 
United States as the Government of East 
Germany is free of Russia. Both are 
puppet governments. All we have done 
in South Vietnam is to pattern ourselves 
after Russia in East Germany. That is 
shocking. However, history will record 
its truth. 

Mr. President, we talk about democracy 
in South Vietnam, but the United States 
has been the major force in preventing 
democracy in South Vietnam. 

The Geneva accords created two zones, 
with an artificial line drawn at the l'ith 
parallel. It was provided in the ac
cords that in 1956 free supervised elec
tions be held in both zones, which would 
provide for reunification of North and 
South Vietnam, and for the election by 
self-determination of officials of the gov
ernment. That is what the Geneva ac
cords provide. The United States, of 
course, refused to sign them and per
suaded its puppet, Diem, not to sign 
them either. Yet the President keeps 
saying that we are in South Vietnam 
because the Geneva accords are being 
violated. 

Being violated by whom? By the 
Communists? Yes, by the Commu
nists--and also by the United States and 
South Vietnam. 
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We· are all tarred with the same brush 
in regard to violations of the Geneva 
accords. However, one . of the saddest 
chapters in the sordid history of the 
United States in South Vietnam is that it 
prevented the election in 1956. 

How well I remember, as a member of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, sit
ting through the briefings of our intel
ligence reports in regard to that situa
tion. Thank God, I protested at that 
time. I also protested in 1954 the at
tempts of Mr. Dulles and Mr. Nixon to 
get the United States to join in sending 
American boys into South Vietnam. I 
protested then, as the record will show, 
what I considered to be the shocking 
secret diplomacy of John Foster Dulles, 
when he went to London and tried to get 
Winston Churchill and Anthony Eden to 
enter into a secret deal with him, where
by he would pledge American boys, and 
the British would pledge British boys, 
and then they would go across the chan
nel and promise the French Government 
that if France would continue the war, 
they would support France with Ameri
can and British troops. 

Winston Churchill refused to accept 
the deal, as Eden points out in his 
memoirs. Churchill told the Secretary 
of State of the United States, "Do you 
not think that would be deceiving the 
Congress of the United States?" 

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Oregon is 
recognized for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. MOR_SE. Mr. President, in 1954, 
the American people were not protected 
by John Foster Dulles. They were pro
tected by the then Prime Minister of 
England-Winston Churchill-against 
Dulles' stock in trade, his secret diplo
macy, whereby he always came before 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
with an accomplished fact, an agreement 
into which the United States had entered 
in secret, and then his plea was, "You 
cannot let us down. The Government 
has negotiated it. You cannot let us 
down." 

The Senate must understand why, 
during the 20 years I have been a Mem
ber of the Senate, I have pleaded against 
government by secrecy in the United 
States. 

Let me say to the American people to
night: "You are already a long way 
down the road toward control by a gov
ernment of secrecy." 

I wish to return this Government to 
the checks and balances of the Constitu
tion of the United States. I wish to give 
some assurance that the secret diplo
macy of a Dulles can never rear its ugly 
head again to endanger the destiny of 
America. 

The United States prevented the elec
tions in South Vietnam. Had those 
elections been held, what did the intelli
gence reports show? They showed that 
the previous American hero, Ho Chi 
Minh, would have been elected president 

of both South and North Vietnam in a 
unified country. 

Most Americans do not know the story 
of Ho Chi Minh. During World War II, 
he was an American hero. However, he 
is a Moscow-trained Communist.- I hold 
no respect and no support for this des
picable Communist ideology. I do not 
have to offer any explanation of my po
sition on communism to the Senate. I 
shall always point with pride to the fact 
that I am one of the three authors
along with Jack Kennedy, of Massachu
setts, and HUBERT HUMPHREY, of Minne
sota, in 1954---of the ·amendment which 
was passed and became law, outlawing 
the Communist Party in the United 
States. 

Because I opposed our policies in Asia 
I must expect-and I am "getting it" 
from reactionary colwnnists-to be 
criticized because I am aiding and abet
ting communism because I do not be
lieve we can justify, either in theory or 
in policy, following a unilateral police
man,s course of action in seeking to 
contain communism everywhere in the 
world. 

Ho Chi Minh, the North Vietnamese 
Moscow-trained Communist, languished 
for a year in a Chinese prison. He hates 
Chinese Communists, although we are 
driving him into their arms. There is 
not a single country in southeast Asia 
which is pro-Chinese. The interesting 
thing is that all the countries in south
east Asia-including South Vietnam 
which opposed China for 1,000 years
happen to be anti-Chinese. Yet, if we 
follow President Johnson's foreign policy 
in Asia, we are going to end by unifying 
them. They will hate us more than 
they will dislike each other. That is the 
great challenge which confronts us. 

In this resolution are provided the 
funds for another series of violations of 
the 1954 Geneva agreement. The Presi
dent states the money will be used to con
struct military installations and ware
houses, which are illegal under the ac
cords, to maintain U.S. troops whose 
presence is illegal under the accord, and 
to buy more aircraft, nearly all of which 
are illegal if they are anything more 
modem than what was in use then in 
1954. 

How can Senators, or the President, 
talk any more about Communist viola
tions of the agreement, when with this 
resolution we are formally repudiating it? 
- Mr. President, there has been great 
wrong done on both sides, but our hands 
are not clean. Our hands are not clean, 
as we lawYers say, in a court of equity. 
OUr hands are not clean in another re
spect. Our hands are bloody, because 
we have been conducting a war of out
lawry. 

Mr. President, I wish to see my coun
try cleanse itself. I wish to nee my 
country change its course of action. It 
has stood by as an accessory to the vio
lation of the Geneva Treaty for the han
dling and treatment of war prisoners. 

UNITED STATES VIOLATING RULES OF WARFARE 

Did Americans ever believe that they 
would live to look upon pictures of Amer
ican soldiers in South Vietnam standing 
by witnessing shocking and heinous per-

sonal crimes committed upon the bodies 
of captured prisoners? 

Have any Senators read anywhere or 
heard anyWhere of any protest of the 
United States to the United Nations in 
respect to the violation Qf the Geneva 
Treaty on the handling of war prisoners? 
Were not Senators shocked at least a 
little bit the other day when they read 
in the United Press dispatch that South 
Vietnamese soldiers put a length of cloth 
around the throat of a Vietcong soldier 
and conducted a tug of war over his 
throat because he would not squeal and 
talk? 

I thought it was interesting that the 
United Press dispatch made reference 
to the fact that U.S. military forces were 
standing by in silence. 

I say, tell the American people the 
truth. Tell them the truth about our 
participation in this dirty war. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield myself 2 more 
minutes. 

Tell the American people the truth 
about our violation of the Geneva ac
cords. Tell the American people the 
truth about our acts as provocateur in 
southeast Asia for many years. Tell the 
American people the truth about what 
we plan to do in southeast Asia unless 
the Vietcong and the North Vietnamese 
and the Red Chinese put their diplo
matic tails between their legs and come 
to a conference of the type referred to by 
President Johnson in his Johns Hopkins 
speech, which means, when, we analyze 
his statement, that they must come and 
surrender. 

They have no intention of surrender
ing, any more than we have. 

That is why we must bring in third
party efforts under the existing proce
dures of international law to conduct 
the negotiations, with the United States 
and South Vietnam on one side and the 
Red Chinese and the North Vietnamese 
on the other side, although as of now 
only the North Vietnamese would be in
cluded. However, Red China should be 
there, too, because, although she has not 
shown her hand above the board, I am 
satisfied she is already there working un
der the table. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 

Mr. President, that is my plea. It is 
unpopular at the present time in the 
Senate. I suspect that tomorrow two 
votes will be cast against the joint reso
hition, namely my vote and the vote of 
that great Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GRUENING]. I shall always be proud to 
walk in his footsteps on this issue. I 
believe we can be sure of those two votes. 
In my prayers tonight, however, I shall 
pray that other Senators may recognize 
the facts about our sordid record in 
southeast Asia before they vote tomor
row, so that there may be more votes 
against the joint resolution. Whatever 
the outcome of the vote, I say to the 
President and to my colleagues in the 
Senate: "Your vote tomorrow will not 
settle this issue so far as American ·public 
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opinion is concerned, for I am satisfied 
that American public opinion will even
tually hold you to an accounting, and 
that accounting will be by way of re
pudiating support of the President's re
quest that you now give him by way of 
a vote of confidence to conduct and carry 
on a war of outlawry and an undeclared 
war in southeast Asia." 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. This is a war that cannot be 
reconciled with article I, section 8 of the 
Constitution, and cannot be justified on 
the ground of the inherent power of the 
Commander in Chief. That inherent 
power lasts only so long as it is neces
sary for him to respond in the interest 
of meeting an emergency, and he has the 
clear duty of .proceeding as quickly as 
he can to Congress to ask for a declara
tion of war. 

That the President has not done. I 
ask him, as I close: "Mr. President, when 
are you going to do it? When are you 
going to keep faith with what I consider 
to be your trust to abide by the Consti
tution of the United States?" 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
sure the debate will resume tomorrow. 
I wish to yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

THE SITUATION IN THE DOMINICAN 
REPUBLIC 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
it is my understanding that the senior 
Senator from Oregon made certain com
ments earlier about the Dominican Re
public, particularly about the President 
taking action without consulting the Or
ganization of American States. It is my 
understanding that on Tuesday, the 27th 
of April--

Mr. MORSE. I did not say that. 
Quite to the contrary. I pointed out that 
the President is using the OAS. I want
ed to know why he was not using the 
United Nations in Vietnam. He is work
ing through the Organization of Ameri
can States. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. He tried to work 
through the Organization of American 
States prior to sending in the marines. 
That is my comment. 

Mr. MORSE. There is doubt about 
the time. It was within a few hours, one 
way or another. I made the point that 
the Organization of American States has 
been very much divided and are divided 
with regard to the course of action that 
we followed. I pointed out that this 
will rise to plague us. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall not ar
gue with the Senator from Oregon as to 
what he ~id or did not say. 

It is my understanding that on Tues
day, the 27th of April, our Government 
notified the Peace Committee and had a 
discussion with the Peace Committee. 
No action was taken. 

On Wednesday, the 28th, a Council of 
Ministers meeting was held in the morn
ing. I believe some discussion was had 
with the Dominican Ambassador. 

Our marines ·were sent in. there in the 
evening of the 28th, I believe about 9: 15 
p.m. 

The OAS was not notified at that time 
that they were going to be sent in, be
cause the time was so short. 

American civilians, including women 
and children, were lying on their faces. 
The Embassy was being shot at. 

The Department of State did call the 
OAS after the marines had been ordered 
sent in. 

I point out that an effort was made to 
get action through the OAS prior to 
sending the marines into the Dominican 
Republic, on the evening of April 28. 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
FOR MILITARY FUNCTIONS OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 447) 
making a supplemental appropriation 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, 
for military functions of the Department 
of Defense, and for other pur_poses. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. The debate will re
sume tomorrow, I am sure. I must re
serve some time for other Senators. By 
way of a quick summary, I say to the 
Senator from Oregon that he was bril
liant, as always, in his argument. He 
raised some serious points. 

No one can guarantee the future. 
Certainly the Senator. from Mississippi 
cannot guarantee it. 

I feel that unless we appropriate the 
money requested we shall be giving no
tice that we are backing out from what 
we started. To whom would we give 
that notice? We would be giving it not 
only to the American people, but also to 
those who are arrayed against us, the 
North Vietnamese, the Communist Chi
nese, and the Communist Russians. 

-This we cannot afford to do. If we are 
to change our course, we must do it in 
one way or another, but not by refusing 
to pass a military appropriation measure 
to pay for the steel and iron and am
munition and food and all the other 
things that are needed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. We would not be 
backing out if the President, instead of 
asking us to make the appropriation, 
were to make it clear that he will lay 
the .issue of southeast Asia before the 
United Nations. 

That would not only be a backing out, 
but it would be acclaimed around the 
world. But if the President wishes to 
follow a warmaking course of action, 
then rather than ask Congress to support 
his undeclared war, let him come forth 
with a recommendation for a declaration 
of war against North Vietnam, and let 
Members of Congress then stand up and 
vote on a clear issue as to whether or 
not they want to bind this Republic in 
war. That is the duty of the President. 
He has two alternatives, and they do not 
constitute a backing out, no matter which 
alternative the President takes. But the 
action would give clear notice as to what 
the position of the United States really is. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the de
bate will be resumed tomorrow, at which 
time I shall have some further remarks 
to make. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I shall vote 
for this authorization of $700 million 
because our President says support of it 
is necessary to halt Communist aggres
sion in South Vietnam, a condition that 
is necessary for the achievement of peace 
and stability in southeast Asia. 

I vote for this appropriation, though, 
with a heavy heart just as I am sure our 
President does in asking for. it, because 
what we are voting is not simply the ex
penditure of dollars, but the expenditure 
of American and Vietnamese lives. For 
this reason, I fervently urge our Presi
dent and our administration to make 
every effort to avoid escalation of this 
war. 

Our President has had more than a 
normal President's share of respon
sibilities, problems, and critical decisions. 
And he has always handled these prob
lems with decision, with resolution and 
with compassion. Accordingly, I sup
port him in this request. 

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
additional routine business was trans
acted: 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The -PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HARRIS in the chair). The Chair, on be
half of the Vice President announces the 
appointment of Senators MoRsE and 
HrcKENLOOPER as members of the Second 
Special Inter-American Conference, to 
be held at Rio de Janeiro, from May 20 
to June 4, 1965. 

The Chair on behalf of the Vice Presi
dent, pursuant to 49 Stat. 425, ·also 
announces the appointment of Senators 
GORE, MONTOYA, DOMINICK, and FANNIN 
as members of the Fourth American 
Inter-Parliamentary Conference to be 
held at Buenos Aires from May 25 to 
May 31, 1965. 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965-
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 157 THROUGH 161 

Mr. ERVIN submitted five amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the Mansfield-Dirksen amendment 
<No. 124), in the nature of a substitute, 
to the bill <S. 1564) to enforce the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 162 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts <for 
himself and Senators BARTLETT, BASS, 
BAYH, BREWSTER, BURDICK, CASE, CLARK, 
DODD, DOUGLAS, FONG, GRUENING, HARRIS, 
HART, INOUYE, JACKSON, JAVITS, LONG of 
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Missouri, MAGNUSON, McGOVERN, Mc
INTYRE, McNAMARA, MoNDALE, MoRSE, 
MOSS, MUSKIE, NELSON, NEUBERGER, PAS
TORE, PELL, PROXMIRE, RANDOLPH, RIBI
COFF, ScOTT, SMITH, TYDINGS, WILLIAMS 
of New Jersey~ YARBOROUGH, and YOUNG 
of Ohio) submitted an amendment, in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the Mansfield-Dirksen amendment 
(No. 124), in the nature of a substitute, 
to Senate bill 1564, supra, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

RECESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I move, pursuant to the 
order previously entered, that the Senate 
stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. Before the Chair puts the mo
tion, it is the understanding of the Sen
ate that after the prayer, there will be 
no morning hour, but the Senate will 
proceed with the pending question. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 2 minutes p.m.) the Senate, 
pursuant to the order previously entered, 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
May 6, 1965, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

,. NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate May 5, 1965: 
IN THE NAVY 

The following-named midshipmen (Naval 
Academy) to be permanent ensigns in the 
line of the Navy, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law: 
James L. Abbot III John F. Birmingham, 
Hugh R. Adair Jr. 
David J. Adams, Jr. Douglas L. Bishop 
Frederick A. Adams Ronald F. Bishop 
Roy C. E. Ahlgren Charles G. Blaize 
Edward C. Alexander Leonard F. Blankner 
Carl H. Allen, Jr. III 
John C. Allen Norman G. Bliss 
Wayne R. Allen William M. Bliss, Jr. 
Stephen B. Allman Paul S. Bloch 
Harold F. Amerau, Jr. John G. Bloomer 
James F. Amerault Warren W. Boles 
Daven A. Anderson Doyle J. Borchers II 
David W. Anderson Michael W. Bordy 
Robert A. Andretta Thomas J. Bove 
Kenneth J. Andrzejew-Ammon W. Bower III 

ski Larry D. Brady 
Rodger A. Asbury Frederick N. Broberg 
Robert B. Avery Samuel L. Brogli, Jr. 
David L. Bailey Jonathan P. Bromberg 
Frederick E. Baker Edward J. Broms, Jr. 
Ronnie B. Baker George H. Brown III 
Ronald M. Bancroft Michael T. Brown 
Donald G. Barger, Jr. Robert D. Brown, Jr. 
Herbert E. Barnett, Jr. Robbins E. Brown 
Philip C. Barr Stephen R. Brown 
Raymond T. Barrett Wendell E. Brown 
Thomas A. Barry Joseph M. Browne 
Janney L. Barto Frederick J. Brush, Jr. 
William C. Bartusek Robert B. Bryant 
Merrick Bayer, Jr. Terry L. Bubnash 
Richard D. Bayer William G. Burd, Jr. 
Walter B . Bayless, Jr. Richard E. Burdette, 
Robert L. Beauchamp Jr. 
Alan R. Becker Paul D. Burgess 
David R. Bell Anson H. Burlingame, 
Brookes M. Bendetsen Jr. 
James L. Benson Francis M. Burns III 
Alan C. Bernard Walter F. Burns III 
Frederick M. Dee W. Burrows 

Berthrong John A. Burt 
Conrad C. Best Robert P. Bush III 
William M. Biggs Robert L. Bushong 
Clyde L. Bingham Charles M. Butterfield 
Barry S. Birch Stewart W. Caldwell 

Franklin W. calkins, Roger F. Fasting 
Jr. Joseph D. Favaro 

Jeffrey E. Callahan Charles H. Fehrs 
Garry W. Campbell Joseph P. Ferrara, Jr. 
John L. Camphouse Edward R. Fickenscher 
I'homas P. Carson, Jr. ill 
James J. Carter Robert A. Finley 
Stanley J. carter, Jr. Stephen J. Fischer 
Randall M. Case Patrick E. Fitch 
Kenneth M. Castelano Preston H. Fitzgerald 
Robert L. Champoux William E. Fitzpatrick, 
Douglas C. Chisholm Jr. 
John E. Chubb, Jr. Daniel V. Flanagan, Jr. 
Stephen D. Chubb Norman P. Fluhrer 
Gordon R. Chubbuck Ernest A. Flynn 
Joseph F. Clare John P. Flynn 
Gordon Clarke, Jr. JohnS. Foard, Jr. 
Raymond H. Clary, Jr. Reau E. Folk II 
Marlin D. Clausner, Jr. George T. Forbes 
Ronald L. Claussen Robert E. Fornal 
Fred J. Clift Clarence A. Foy, Jr. 
John B. Clodig John J. Foy, Jr. 
Lewis L. Coburn William D. Fraher III 
William J. Cochran Gerald F. Franzen, Jr. 
John B. Coleman, Jr. Joe N. Frazar III 
James E. Coleman William A. Fries 
John P. Collins, Jr. William J. Frigge 
Thomas J. Colyer Bruce L. Fuller 
Michael J. ConcannonHarry P. Fulton, Jr. 
David D. Conniff Peter M. Galbraith 
Robert F. Cook Thomas S. Galbraith 
William P. Cooper III 
John R. Cope Edwin J. Gale 
Frank L. Corah Richard W. Gardner, 
Michael T. Coyle Jr. 
William J. Criss Lynn F. Garst 
Joseph L. Croteau Joseph A. Garuba 
Gilbert c. Crouse, Jr. Vincent F. Garvy, Jr. 
Thomas B. Crowder Ira Gaston III 
Loyd A. Crowe, Jr. Thomas R. Gatliffe 
Theodore T. Czech Edwin P. Geiger, Jr. 
Arthur H. czerwonky John A. General 
William R. Dailey Richard P. Genet 
John E. Daly ill Hugh J. Gillogly 
Matteo J. D'Amico George M. Giltinan 
Paul A. Damrow Paul E. Girard 
Paul P. Daulerio, Jr. Frederick J. Glaeser 
Bruce E Davidson John K. Glenn, Jr. 
Fleet G .. Davis II Peter D. Gness 
Marks. Davis Rene E. Gonzalez, Jr. 
Norman A. Dean Howard W. Goodroe 
Joseph A. Deitch Michael R. Goodwin 
Vincent J. DeNicola, John L. Grady 

Jr. Gary C. Granai 
Elliott-Kenneth K. M. Oscar E. Gray ill 

DeMa tta Floyd F. Grayson, Jr. 
John V. DeThomas Robert A. Green 
John C. DeVine, Jr. Dana T. Griffen 
Thomas W. Michael A. Griffin 

DiFransico RobertS. Grimm, Jr. 
William A. Diprofio Robert N. Groce 
Ralph P. Dobson Geoffrey J. Groves 
Hugh M. Doherty William L. Gsand m 
Peter J. Dolan Francis L. Gunther 
David W. Driver Fred P. Gustavson 
Cornelius R. Duarte Judd G. Halenza, Jr. 
John R. Duck, Jr. Donald A. Hallwachs 
Fabrizio M. Dudine Robert H. Halsey III 
William A. Duncan Charles D. Hamilton 
Brian J. Doherty Martin R. Hamilton II 
Wayne C. Durham Richard M. Hamilton 
Samuel R. Dutrow, Jr. William J. Hancock 
David M. Eaton Keith G. Hansford 
George A. Eaton, Jr. Wayne L. Hanson 
Rufus 0. Eddins, Jr. Thomas E. Harding, Jr. 
James N. Edwards, Jr. JereL. Harper 
George L. Eggert Joseph C. Harper 
Philip R. Elder John P. Harris III 
Richard c. Emerson Richard N. Harris 
Edward R. Enterline Scott B. H~rris 
Michael J. Epprecht Lloyd Harrison, Jr. 
William J. Erickson WilliamS. Hart II 
Eric R. Ernst Leonard A. Hartshorn 
Craig L. Etka Donald R. Haverkamp 
Gordon J. Evans Jack H. Hawver, Jr. 
Thomas Y. Eversole Charles M. Henderson, 
Andrew W. Fahy Jr. 
Joseph E. Faltisco Neil M. Henderson 
William A. Robert D. Hennessy 

Farnsworth, Jr. Terry L. Herrick 
Richard S. Farrell Leslie R. Heselton III 

Ralph C. Hesse ill David H. Laizure 
Jerry T. Hickman Brian F. Lantier 
Daniel D. Hill Robert C. Lasseter 
Edward J. Hlopak Gary R. Laughlin 
Timothy H. Hodgens James A. Lawin 
Harry P. Hoffman, Jr. William C. Lawless 
Robert M. Hogenmiller Carl D. Lawley, Jr. 
John H. Hoggard William J. Lazarus 
Jonathan T. Hooks, Jr. Jon A. Lazzaretti 
James R. Hopkins John C. Lehman 
Forrest A. Horton Frederick c. J. Lentz, 
Donald C. Houghton Jr. 
William H. House II Lawrence J. Leovic 
Hugh W. Howard, Jr. Henry M. Lewandow-
Thomas J. Howell ski 
James D. Hudson Jeffrey L. Lewis 
James D. Hutl' Vincent J. Lieggi 
Roger W. Huml John C. Lindahl 
Charles E. Humphrey William P. Link 
Thomas B. Humphreys Edwin R. Linz 
Byron R. Humphries Robert B. Liska 

II Ralph S. Lobdell 
John P. Hunt III Ernest R. Lockwood 
William B. Hunt Ronald E. Lodzieskl 
George E. Hurley, Jr. Dennis E. Lough 
CulPepper F. Ingram Joseph J. Luckard, Jr. 

II John M. Luecke 
Michael D. Jaccard Peter J. Lumianski 
Carl M. Jackson Claude C. Lumpkin 3d 
Leslie M. Jacobi Donald E. Luther 
James S. Jenkins III Elroy A. McAlexander 
Neal C. Jenkins Edward F. McCann II 
Donald R. Jennings Douglas J. McCarty 
Dennis J. Johnson Dennis N. McComb 
Donald W. Johnson Bernd McConnell 
John H. S. Johnson, Seaborn M. McCrory 

Jr. III 
Leland W. Johnson, Michael J. 

Jr. McGaraghan 
Thomas 0. Johnson Arnold W. 

III McKechnie, Jr. 
Jasper B. Johnston, William F. McKenna, 

Jr. Jr. 
Albert 0. Jones John W. McKinney 
Charles W. Jones John W. McKlveen 
Dennis A. Jones George T. McLaughlin 
RichardT. Jones Edward J. McLyman 
Gerald P. Joyce II III 
John C. Judd Larry J. McMurry 
Michael T. Juene- James B. McPike 

mann Lawrence J. Mack 
Kurt T. Juroff John L. MacMichael 
Bru-ce D. Kallsen John D. Maddox 
Joseph E. Kane II George L. Mager, Jr. 
S. Steven Karalekas Charles C. Manger III 
Allen R. Kasper John C. Markowicz 
Douglas J. Katz Paul E. Marshall 
Stephen E. Katz Robert J. Martin 
Henry B. Keese John A. Marymont 
Paul J. Kellogg William G. Matton III 
Joseph J. Kelly, Jr. Regis A. Matzie 
Brian J. Kennedy Edward A. Mayer, Jr. 
George A. Kent Gary M. Mayetani 
Bruce H. Kenton Kenneth W. Meeks 
Robert A. Killion Douglas P. Metzger 
HenryY. H. Kim Thomas B. Meyer 
Thomas H. Kinder John R. Mickelson 
Leon F. King, Jr. Paul F. Mickelson 
Lawrence P. King Clarence K. Miles 
Brian V. Kinney Kenneth K. Miles 
William B. Kirkland David L. Miller 

III Patrick J. Milligan 
Howard D. Kirkpat- James L. Minderlein 

rick John B. Mitchell, Jr. 
Andrew R. Kish Frank L. Mixner 
Mark L. Kittredge Stephen V. Mladineo 
Henry M. Kleemann Joseph Molishus, Jr. 
William D. Klopfer Wayne J. Moni 
Frederick L. Koberlein Edward G. Moninger, 
Thomas 0. Koch Jr. 
Lawrence M. Kocisko Van S. Monroe 
Jack E. Kohl, Jr. Kenneth A. Moore, Jr. 
John E. Kohler, Jr. Patrick N. Moore 
George D. Koren Raymond E. Moore 
Howard E. Koss III 
Theodore A. Krauss Thomas S. Moore 
Gary L. Krebs James R. Morford III 
John E. Krechting Thomas A. Morgenfeld 
Edward K, Kristensen Dennis M. Moritz 
Richard W. Krom Thomas E. Morris 
Dennis K. Kruse Eric P. Morrissette 
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Michael J. Moscovls Ralph E. Rickard 
John B. Mouw Charles T. Riedel 
Clyde T. Moyer III Michael F. Riley 
John D. Moynehan, Jr.Michael J. Riley 
Mark M. Muhsam ROnald L. Rinker 
Thomas P. Murphy Charles A. Roach 
John R. Musitano William N. L. Robert-
Kenneth R. Myers son 
Ernest V. Nahr, Jr. David W. Robinson 
Theodore G. Nanz Gerard F. Robinson 
Edward T. Napp Gary N. Robinson 
David L. Neal Paul M. Robinson 
Jon L. Neary PeterS. Robinson 
John A. Nelson Kevin G. Rogers 
PaulL. Nelson Paul F. Rogers 
Dennis J. Nemura George J. Roletter, Jr. 
Arthur W. Newlon, Jr. James A. Roorbach II 
Merrit H. Nicewander James R. Rouse 
Gordon M. Nichols, Jr. FrederickS. Rowe III 
Ronald N. Nichols Richard C. Ruben 
Timothy B. Nichols Edmund T. Rumble 
Michael J. Nicholson III · 
Paul F. Noe, Jr. DanielL. Rumbley 
Patrick H. Nolan John E . Rutkowski 
Robert J. Norman, Jr. Lester H. Sadler 
Douglas M. Norton Burton M. Saft 
Anthony F. Notari Raymond A. Sanders 
Edward F. O'Connor Charles N. Sapp, Jr. 
Peter E. O'Connor James F. Savard, Jr. 
JohnS. Odom, Jr. James R. Scales, Jr. 
John J. O'Dwyer Oscar D. Scarborough 

· Walter L. Ogle III 
James P. O'Hanlon Peter F. Scardigno 
Richard N. Olds Kurt Schildknecht 
Jack L. Olson Frederick J. Schineller 
Edward A. Orr, Jr. III 
John C. Owens Frederick C. Schlem-
John E. Padgett mer II 
Norman R. Padgett John P. Scott III 
Nicholas A. Paldi~o Michael R. Scott 
Robert B. Parker III Richard J. Scuba 
Gaylord S. Parrett, Jr. David E. H. Secrest 
Franklyn K. Dean D. Sedar 

Paskewich Peter K. Seibert 
Ronald A. Pasqua Thomas R. Seigle 
Michael E. Paul Richard J. Selman, Jr. 
Richard J. Petersen Robert F. Sermier 
Gordon L. Peterson Raymond H. Setser, Jr. 
Allan A. Petinos James R. Sexton 
George H. R. Petitjean Harry A. Seymour, Jr. 
James R. Petr~vic Harry L. Shackelford, 
Patrick Philbin Jr. 
Richard L. Pierson Richard J. Sharpe 
Eric C. Pilger Robert J. Shaw 
Donald L. Pilling William p. Shealy 
Elden L. Ploof, Jr. Gerald E. Sheldon 
Jerry E. Plum Roger Sherman III 
Willard 0. Pool, Jr. David H. Shipley 
Robert K. Porter, Jr. Paul D. Shuman 
Douglas R. Powell Alan E. Siebe 
Legh R. Powell IV William M. Siegel 
Edmund L. Pratt, Jr. Gary B. Simkins 
William H. Previty Richard s. Sirota 
Frederick G. Prickett, Charles E. Sloan, Jr. 

Jr. Ronald M. Slusser 
Andrew S. Prince Bernard J. Smith 
Andrew M. Prydybasz, Laughton D. Smith 

Jr. Richard K. Smith 
William H. Purdy Roger J. Smith 
Timothy D. Pyecha Terry D. Smith 
John N. Quisenberry Robert J. Snelling III 
Donald C. Railsback Darrell P. Synder, Jr. 
William R. Ramsey Arne p. Soderman 
Craig M. Rasmussen Francis E. Soley 
John M. Reade IV Carl R. Spangler, Jr. 
Joseph P. Reason Jay w. Sprague 
Lawrence E. Reece Joseph w. Springman 
Michael P. Reed Dennis R. Spurgeon 
Phillip L. Reed Aaron R. Spurway 
Frederick D. Rees, Jr. Robert A. stanfield 
Carter B. Refo Norman G. Stanley 
Thomas J. Regan, Jr. James R. Stark 
Mark A. Rein Robert L. Starkey 
Peter D. Reiniger John H. Stein, Jr. 
Norvald J. Reppen, Jr. Charles R. Stephan 
George B. Reynolds George M. Stephan 
Gary L. Rezeau Robert E. Stevens 
Donald R. Rhodes Wynne A. Stevens III 
John L. Riccio Robert D. Stevenson 
Terence E. RichardsonFinlay J. Stewart III 
W1llard D. Richardson George C. Stewart 

CXI--601 

Lawrence L. Stewart David W. Webster 
Hallett R. Stiles Dennis L. Wedekind 
Robert W. B. Stoddert Glen A. Weeks 
John F. Strahm Lynn A. Wegner 
John L. Stringer George W. Weiler 
David W. Strong Thomas R. Weinel 
George H. Sudikatus,Glenn E. Welch, Jr. 

Jr. Raymond V. Welch, Jr. 
Jerry M. Sullivan Kendrick W. Wentzel 
Frederic C. Swan, Jr. H all B. Wessinger, Jr. 
Larry G. Swenson Gordon R. White, Jr. 
John M. Szubski St even J. White 
Peter D. Tamny Robert M. Whitehead 
Ivan M. Tanner, Jr. William J. Widhelm, 
Craig M. Taylor Jr. 
James L. Taylor Billie W. Wieland , 
Ernest F. Tedeschi, Jr. Marshall J. Wilkes 
Timothy W. Tedford John Wilkinson 
Walter M. Teichgraber Raymond 0. Wilkin
Anthony R. Tesoriero son II 
Furman E. Thomas Herbert B. Williams 
David R. Thompson, Lyndon D. Williams 

Jr. Richard C. Williams 
Hugh L. Thompson, Jr. III 
John A. Thompson · William F. Williams 
Paul A. Thorsen Jr. 
Philip W. Tower Henry T. Willis II 
Lynn M. Travis Francis E. Wilson 
James E. Tucker George E. Wilson, Jr. 
Donald B. Tulodieski James H. Wilson 
Harry L. Turner II Doyle E. Winters 
Brian D. Uber Donald C. Witham 
Jack Urban William W. Wither-
Wallace R. Utley spoon, Jr. 
Gerald J. VanHorn Arthur W. Wittig 
Kim G. VarnaGaris Charles M. Wood III 
Patrick G . Varriano Robin C. Wood 
Robert C. Vaughan DouglasS. Wright 
Richard L. Vesey Joseph C. Yachanin 
Anthony D. Vinsavich Thomas R. Young 
Ronald E. Voelkel Gilbert M. Zemansky 
James A. Wagner Richard P. Zimmer-
Robert A. Wahlfeld mann 
Alan J. Waiss ·Stanley M. Zimny, Jr. 
Wayne L. Warnken Gerard J. Zopf 
Edison L. Watkins III Charles W. Zschock 
George J. Webb, Jr. William F. Zuna 
John A. Webber, Jr. 

The following-named midshipmen (Naval 
Academy) to be permanent ensigns in the 
Supply Corps of the Navy, subject to the 
qualifications therefor as provided by law: 
Michael L. Artherholt Patrick E. Martin 
Gary M. Burris Edward B. McCaffrey, 
James M. Carroll Jr. 
James C. Cheney Stephen S. McDonald 
Craig W. Clark Clement T. Meehan, 
Steven E. Fabry Jr. 
James W. Foley Brian E. Muir 
James K. Freeman Dennis R. Neutze 
John K. Fyfe, Jr. Leon P. Okurowski, 
Charles S. Garber, Jr. Jr. 
JosephA. Giardina Gordon M. Riddick, Jr. 
Nicholas W. Glover Stephen J. Seufer 
James E. Golden Roger T. Staubach 
Robert A. Gosnell William E. Stawitz 
Robert H. Hartman Wilbert J. Tovrea 
James E. Hatfield Eugene C. Trim pert 
Ronald R. Henderson Cary G. VanHaaren 
Jan M. Jobanek David H. Vigrass 
Anthony W. Johns Andrew J. Waldron, 
Boyd K. Knowles Jr. 
LarryT. Lund Charles H. Wolf, Jr. 
Roy G. Lycett Robert F. Zitzewitz 
Frederick R. Marlin, 

Jr. 
The following-named midshipmen (Naval 

Academy} to be permanent ensigns in the 
Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy, subject 
to the qualifications therefor as provided by 
law: 
John G. Ariko, Jr. 
WilliamL. Covington 
Thomas A. Dames 
William P. Donnelly 
Theodore I. Harada 
Mark A. Hopper 

Timothy C. Kelley 
John T. MacDermott 
Francis D. Schlesinger 
William K. Vizza 
James E. Weston 
Roger B. Woodhull, Jr. 

The following-named (Naval- Reserve om
cers Training, Corps candidates) to be perma-

nent ensigns in the line or Stat! Corps of 
the Navy, subject to the qualifications there
for as provided by law~ 

Noah H. Long, Jr. 
Ira F. Patt 

The following-named graduates from Navy 
enlisted scientific education program to be -
permanent ensigns in the line of the Navy, 
subject to the qualifications therefor as pro
vided by law: 

James R. Adamek Lawrence W. Kozoyed 
James M. Aquino John D. Meloy 
Richard P. Avers Jerry E. Menikheim 
J ames H. Banvard David L. Molnar 
Russell A. Bell Thomas W. Moomey 
Jon H. Bortis Sanford A. Mullet 
Carl M. Brenden James W. Patterson 
Leroy W . Brown W1lliam S. Phillips 
Harvey E . Bull George J. Pitely 
Gary A. B~h William W. Poseneck-
John L. Byron er 
Roger J. Colkitt Eugene J. Rairdan 
Ronald E. Colsen James 0. Rector 
Ronald L. Crepeau James J. Richards 
Charles A. Davison Gerald J. Riley 
Billy S. Douglas - Robert W. Roose 
John J. Fahsl Ferdinand A. Scholz 
Monty G. Fickel David H. Schultz 
Donald L. Finch Kurt Schwarting 
William D. Francis Alvah E. Setzer 
Maurice G. Fulton Jon A. Shinabarger 
Barney F. Garrick, Jr. John A. Sinkovec 
Daniel E. Gilchrist Glen D. Snyder 
Philip-E. Hoover Andrew Sorbie 
James R. Hough Frederick M. Stubbs 
Bra dley W. Hull James A. Sutclit!e 
Keith G. HUnsaker John F. Swanson 
Charles W. J aget Lewis C. Thomas 
Roland W. Joslin Walter K. Williams 
Moritz E. Kirkland Michael J. Wojdyla 
Lawrence M. Kost John J. Zerr 

John C. Ralston, Jr. (Naval Reserve offi
cer), to be a permanent lieutenant com
mander in the Medical Corps of the Navy, 
subject to the qualifications therefor as pro
vided by law. 

Karl J. Reckenthaler (Naval Reserve offi.
cer) to be a permanent lieutenant and a 
temporary lieutenant commander in the 
Medical Corps of the Navy, subject to the 
qualifications therefor as provided by law. 

Daniel P. Hoback (Naval Reserve ofll.cer) 
to be a permanent lieutenant in the Medical 
Corps of the Navy, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law. 

Robert J. Mollerus (Naval Reserve offi.cer) 
to be a permanent lieutenant (junior grade) 
and a temporary lieutenant in the Medical 
Corps of the Navy, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law. 

David C. Buckis (Naval Reserve offi.cer) to 
be a permanent lieutenant in the Dental 
Corps of the Navy, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law. , 

The following named (Naval Reserve offi.
cers) to be permanent lieutenants (junior 
grade) and temporary lieutenants in the 
Dental Corps of the Navy, subject to the 
qualifications therefor as provided by law: 
Walter C. Bell Glen C. Hornbuckle 
Paul C. Charbonneau Bobby M. Sharp 

Barney 0. Green, U.S. Navy retired offi.cer 
to be a permanent lieutenant commander in 
the Medical Service Corps of the Navy, sub
ject to the qualifications therefor as pro
vided by law. 

CWO, W-2 Paul Shafner, U.S. Navy, to be 
appointed a chief warrant officer, W-3, for 
temporary service, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law. 

The following-named (Naval Reserve of
ficers) (dental intern program) to be perma
nent lieutenants (junior grade) and tem
porary lieutenants in the Dental Corps of the 
Navy, subject to the qualifications therefor 
as provided by law: 
David T. Beverly 
James J. Brennan 

Robert s. Burke 
John W. Chandler 
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Vincent P. Corbett, Jr.Stephen W. Oshinsky 
Max "Z" Crigger Richard A. Pena 
John W. Crowell Ronald G. Presswood 
Herbert H. Eighmy, Jr.George W. Raborn 
Newell R. Frei Charles J. Romero 
Henry T. Gonsoulin Edward J. Ryan 
James M. Hasik Michael Schemick, Jr. 
Ronald C. King Charles E. Schutt 
Robert M. Landman Paul T. Shore 
Jon K. Magendanz Hugh P. Skidmore, Jr. 
Donald L. Mittie- William H. Snell 

hauser John R. Smith 
Richard S. Moll I'heodore A. Souliotis 
Don R. Morris Dennis P. Vaillant 
Clyde B. Myers, Jr. 

The following-named (Naval Reserve of
ficers) (dental intern program) selected as 
alternates, to be premanent lieutenants 
(junior grade) and temporary lieutenants in 
the Dental Corps of the Navy, subject to the 
qualifications therefor as provided by law: 
Richard E. Derrick Enice T. Boon, Jr. 
Whitson L. Daily James J. Blado 
James R. Allen 

The following-named line officers of the 
Navy for transfer to and appointment in the 
Supply Corps of the Navy in the permanent 
grade of lieutenant (junior grade) and in 
the temporary grade of lieutenant: 
Jay E. Hinkel Charles R. Von 
Paul F. Jackson Radesky II 
Donald W. Mac Neill 

The following-named line officers of the 
Nav·• for transfer to and appointment in the 
Supply Corps of the Navy in the 1-ermanent 
grade of ensign: 
Martin J. Block Forrest N. Siburt 
Neal c. Hansen Thomas E. Sollars 
James F. Hinchman Grace Day 
John J. Oehler 

The following-named line officers of the 
Navy for transfer to and appointment in the 
Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy in the 
permanent grade of lieutenant (junior grade) 
and in the temporary grade of lieutenant: 

Raymond G. Hepburn 
Milton D. Jantzen 
The following-named line officers of the 

Navy for transfer to and appointment in the 
Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy in the 
permanent grade of lieutenant (junior 
grade): 

Eugene S. Henry 
John L. Mountjoy 
The following-named line officers of the 

Navy for transfer to and appointment in the 
Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy in the 
permanent grade of ensign: 
Eugene s. Henry Casimir S. Skrzypczak 
John L. Mountjoy Warren 0. Wheeler 

IN THE MARINE CoRPS 

The following-named (U.S. Military 
Academy graduates) for permanent ap
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant 
in the Marine Corps, subject to the quali
fications therefor as provided by law: 
Robert R. Butterfield James W. Murphy 
Reginald W. Dryzga Gregory C. Steele 
Steven R. Leach Charles W. Zadel 

The following-named (U.S. Air Force 
Academy graduates) for permanent appoint
ment to the grade of second lieutenant in 
the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law: 

Edward C. Hein 
Albert R. Pfeltz Ill 

The following-named (meritorius non
commissioned officers) for permanent ap
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant 
in the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifi
cations therefor as provided by law: 

James P. Asher 
Kenneth P. Clarendon 
Calix L. Reneau 

The following-named (U.S. Naval Academy 
graduates) for permanent appointment to 
the grade of second lieutenant in the Marine 
Corps, subject to the qualifications therefor 
as provided by law: 
Ernest G. Ambort William G. Kemple 
Lee H. Anderson Lynn J. Kimball 
Terrence E. Anderson Timothy R. Kirkman 
David D. Auld Roy C. Kline 
FrederickS. Avery III Joseph J. Klocek 
John W. Bailey M::~.lcolm V. Lane, Jr. 
Bradley R. Baird Gary W. MacLeod 
John E. Bishop Michael G. Malone 
Donald E. Bonsper , John R. McDermott 
Donald P. Brown Thomas J. McKay 
Robert M. Brown Ronald W. Meyer 
Edward B. Burrow, Jr. Frank D. Mitchell, Jr. 
James H. Butler Jack M. Moore 
Lawrence D . Clark Charles H. Morrison 
Thomas P. Craig, Jr. III 
William C. De Fries Simone J. Pace 
John B. Doherty Frank K. Peterson 
Stephen J. Erickson Richard W. Piatt 
Earl W. Ferguson Dean "J" Richman 
RobertS. Friedrick Jerry N. Roach 
Jeffrey A. Gaugush James A. Rumbley, Jr. 
David D. Gillespie Charles A. Saldarini 
David P. Graham Robert C. Shepherd 
William M. Grammar Michael S. Shirley 
Courtland P. Gray III John J. Smith 
Frederick A. Grim- Edward W. Stillman 

shaw, Jr. Stanford I. Storey 
Harry A. Hadd, Jr. Robert J. Sullivan 
Harold D. Hansen, Jr. John A. Summa 
James G. Hart Steven F. Szabo 
Leslie B. Herman Harold W. Teasdale 
Milton J. Hester Raymond A. Thomas 
Allen W. Hoof Frederick J. Vogel 
John t,. Hudock, Jr. Richard J. Vogt 
David R. Hunter John W. Wroten, Jr. 
Bradford "N" Jealous, Ronald H. Wecht 

Jr. 
The following-named officers of the Marine 

Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of first lieutenant, subject to qualifica
tion therefor as provided by law: 
Paul R. Aadnesen James P. Cooney 
Larry W. Allen Carson L. Culler 
Roland S. Bannister Scott C. Detrick, Jr. 
Bruce L. Canaga James R. Dirmann 
David C. Corbett Joseph G. Flynn 
James G. Custar Paul A. Fratarcangelo 
James R. Davis David A. Frederick 
Dennis M. Dicke Orville E. Hay 
Martin T. Farmer Kyle G. Hayes 
Harold F. Gahelman DeweyL. Herring 
Ronald L. Gatewood Philip B. Hines 
James A. Graham Jack N. Hudson 
Donald E. Green James D. Keown 
Karl J. Kabza Thomas W. Kelly 
Michael A. Kehoe William D. King 
Lawrence C. Kutchm.a, C:ifford R. Kirby, Jr. 

Jr. Manuel E. Menezes 
Douglas C. MacCaskillMichael R. Miller 
Robert M. Mallard Robert A. Mondillo 
John J. McCoy Douglas W. O'Donnell 
Timothy E. Me- William T. Old, III 

Williams George S. Olivas 
James C. Panther Leonard E. Oliver, Jr. 
Jack F. Perry Robert W . Poolaw 
Samuel J. Pitts Ronald D. Ray 
Jon D. Quinn Richard M. Reilly 
Dennis W. Robbins David J. Richsteig 
Kenneth G. Stark Victor M. Russillo 
John 0. Trott RobertS. Saunders, 
Stanley A. Weld Jr. 
Gerald P. White Denis L. Shortal 
William S. Whorton Larry M. Smith 
William E. Zelm Daniel J. Sullivan, Jr. 
Robert C. Allison Alexander G. 
Donald L. Bartlett Sundberg 
Donald R. BirminghamKy L. Thompson 
Edward W. Blackwood Raymond H. Williams 
John J. Cassidy, Jr. Frederick C. William-
Charles R. Chiles son, Jr. 
John A. Cirie Lawrence A. Young 

The following-named officers of the 
Marine Corps for permanent appointment 

to the grade of first lieutenant, subject to 
qu:tlification therefor as provided by law: 
Franklin 0. Bryant James E. Egloff 
William H. Cllmo, Jr. William D. Jones 

The following named (Naval Reserve Offi
cer Training Corps) for permanent ap
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant 
in the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifi
cations therefor as provided by law: 

Robert K. Brooks 
The following named (Army Reserve Offi

cer Training Corps) for permanent appoint
ment to the grade of second lieutenant in 
the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law: 

John H. Grant 
Robert L. Harding 
Richard M. Zell 

IN THE NAVY 

William E. Brush (cadet, West Point) to 
be a permanent ensign in the Supply Corps 
of the Navy, subject to the qualifications 
therefor as provided by law. 

Timothy J. Vogel (cadet, West Point), to 
be a permanent ensign in the line of the 
Navy, subject to the qualifications therefor 
as provided by law. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following-named officers for promo
tion in the Regular Air Force, under the 
appropriate provisions of chapter 835, title 
10, United States Code, as amended. All 
officers are subject to physical examination 
required by-law. 

Major to lieutenant colonP.' 
Line of the Air Force 

Abbott, Walter L., 51975A. 
Abraham, Jake L., 48769A. 
Abrains, Seymour, 48776A. 
Adains, Howard R., 16065A. 
Adains, S::tmuel B., Jr., 16867A. 
Adkins, George M., 35112A. 
Aguilar, Adolph, 35225A. 
Ahern, Timothy I., 17198A. 
Albright, Carl H., 20762A. 
Allen, J. F., Jr., 16865A. 
All1son, John H., 35733A. 
Ambrosen, Edwin C., 35289A. 
Amos, Carl H., 51968A. 
Anderson, Charles T., 52094A. 
Anderson, Daniel, Jr., 52158A. 
Anderson, Harold L., 35195A. 
Anderson, James E., 35775A. 
Anderson, James M., 16515A. 
Andonian, Harry, 52039A. 
Andre, Daniel, 35425A. 
Angus, Robert, 35355A. . 
Anthony, HenryS., Jr., 35739A. 
Apgar, Charles F., 35550A. 
Arbogast, William C., 35396A. 
Arinstrong, Clyde W., 35714A. 
Arnold, Carl G., 35804A. 
Ash, Ralph K., 16113A. 
.A...«hmore, Benjamin H., 35332A. 
Atkins, Walter J., 35786A. 
Atom, Terry, 35847A. 
Attinger, FrankS., Jr., 16859A. 
Audick, Albert E., 24345A. 
Augustine, Art W., Jr., 16549A. 
Auman, Robert M., 35349A. 
Aune, Edward H., 35379A. 
Avery, Charles J ., 16877A. 
Bach, Lawrence V., Jr., 16589A. 
Backman, Van N., 35127A. 
Bagley, James M., Jr., 35708A. 
Bailey, Clarence E., 35116A. 
Bailey, Frank, 78280A. 
Bailey, Iris W., 35173A. 
Bailey, Jack L ., 35421A. 
Bailey, Robert L., Jr., 35188A. 
Baird, Ralph B ., Jr., 35250A. 
Baker, Paul Jr., 16795A. 
Baldwin, Richard A., 18262A. 
Ball, Clarence C., Jr., 35165A. 
Ballard, Dempsey E ., 16508A. 
Ballard, Ralph T., Jr., 22718A. 
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Banner, Alvin W., 16676A. 
Barber, William E., 35164A. 
Barker, James L., 52243A. 
Barlow, Harley T., 35507A. 
Barnes, James T., 16527A. 
Barnes, Robert W., 35825A. 
Barnett, Charles E., 1685SA. 
Barr, Ellis L ., 35682A. 
Barry, Ray L ., 16539A. 
Barton, Marshall M., 35886A. 
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Schoeffler, Clifford, 18179A. 
Schofield, James S., 16782A. 
Schroeder, George z., 16578A. 
Schroll, David A., 35336A. 
Schumacker, Robert L., 52074A. 
Schutt, Vincent L., 35111A. 
Schwalier, Charles D., 17731A. 
Schwitzgebel, Will C., 16599A. 
Scott, Rufus W., 16702A. 
Seebaldt, Curtis S., 50434A. 
Seed, Donald J., 16645A. 
Seeger, Charles M., 16956A. 
Sergeant, Charles, 35418A. 
Serowski, Richard, 52233A. 
Sestokas, Victor G., 52141A. 
Severn, Theodore, 35559A. 
Seward, Edward D., Jr., 52167A. 
Seward, John H., 35548A. 
Seward, William A., Jr., 16602A. 
Shadeck, Jack C., 52106A. 
Shadel, William N., 17197A. 
Shadwell, Ralph E., Jr., 35193A. 
Shaffner, George E., 17018A. 
Shambaz, John C., 51947A. 
Shapiro, Harold, 48757A. 
Shaver, James N., Jr., 35880A. 
Shaw, Norman E., 35477A. 
Shearin, Cornelius D., 35416A. 
Shepard, Lelan C., Jr., 21435A. 

Sheridan, Woodrow P., 35227A. 
Sherman, Robert F., 16477A. 
Sherwood, John W., Jr., 16938A. 
Shiderly, Daniel C., 35883A. 
Shimonkevitz, William F., 23711A. 
Shipp, John B., -Jr., 17975A. 
Shipp, Warren C., 35484A. 
Shippey, Edwin F., Jr., 28341A. 
Shisler, Harry E., 52127A. 
Shivar, William H., 26392A. 
Short, Vere, 35217A. 
Shulkin, Irving A., 35808A. 
Shumate, John C., 52024A. 
Sicklesteel, Milton E., 16199A. 
Siewert, Donald A., 35125A. 
Sigl, Robert V., 35540A. 
Silcher, Bruce E., 52150A. 
Simon, Henry, 16608A. 
Simon, James S., Jr., 35239A. 
Simpson, Warren L., 16517A. 
Simpson, William S., 16926A. 
Sinclair, William D., 17227A. 
Singer, Solomon E., 20666A. 
Sinnett, Jefferson D., 18269A. 
Sipes, Erwin R., 35486A. 
Siravo, Pasco F., 52140,A. 
Sixt, Fred W., 35302A. 
Sizemore, Robert, 17157A. 
Skeens, Roy H., 64397A. 
Skelton, Chester A., Jr., 16851A. 
Skidmore, Hubert N., 16502A. 
Skiffington, Thomas J., 17082A. 
Skinner, Harry G., 16637A. 
Slay, Alton D., 17201A. 
Slover, Julius E., 23012A. 
Small, William D., Jr., 17063A. 
Smith, Albert E., 52112A. 
Smith, Arnold, 52055A. 
Smith, Clark B., 17730A. 
Smith, Edward F., 23674A. 
Smith, G. Stanley, 51936A. 
Smith, Howard P., Jr., 17205A. 
Smith, James E., 35435A. 
Smith, John B., 35408A. 
Smith, John B., 52087A. 
Smith, John E., 16644A. 
Smith, Joseph W., 15782A. 
Smith, Kenneth B., 16537A. 
Smith, Louis W., 48759A, 
Smith, Milford T., 35819A. 
Smith, Morris E., 35169A. 
Smith, Paul L., 25785A. 
Smith, Robert D., 52212A. 
Smith, Robert G., 27673A. 
Smith, Robert L., 35119A. 
Smith, Roscoe B., 17162A. 
Smith, Rowland D., Jr., 16534A. 
Smith, Ted, 35224A. 
Smith, Vernon M., 16844A. 
Smith, William H., Jr., 23685A. 
Snelling, Rollins C., 36009A. 
Snyder, Frankly!'. C., 35648A. 
Sobieski, Thomas J ., 26426A. 
Solomon, William G., 22627 A. 
Son, Herman F., 17734A. 
Sparks, Clinton W., 35597A. 
Spencer, Loren J., 18255A. 
Sperry, Harry C., 35494A. 
Spiegel, Morton, 17008A. 
Stabley, StewartS., Jr., 17014A. 
Stahmer, Milton C., 35465A. 
Stamler, Arnold E., 35660A. 
Stanford, Thomas W., Jr., 35741A. 
Stapleton, Leroy E., 24343A. 
Starnes, James R., 16652A. 
Starr, John W., Jr., 35630A. 
Statum, Glen W., 23668A. 
Stebbins, Albert K., III, 16804A. 
Steele, William N., 22707A. 
Steen, John M., 35517A. 
Steifman, Harold M. , 35754A. 
Stein, Allan T., 35654A. 
Steinberg, Jacob, 38508A. 
Stepp, Ira M., 35257A. 
Sterling, Ray E., 17058A. 
Stevens, Emanuel N., 52007A. 
Stevenson, Charles L., 52184A. 
Steward, Maurice G., 52192A. 
Stewart, Douglas D., 22680A. 
Stewart, Kenneth M., 16667A. 
Stick, Henry H., 16855A. 
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Stickler, William C., 51950A. 
Stickman, Wllliam R., Jr.,17084A. 
Stickney, La.wrenoe M., 17104A. 
Stiles, Joseph E., Jr., 35312A. 
Stinson,, Guren E., Jr., 35264A. 
Stirling, John B .. 51954A. 
Stocks, Harold J., 52122A. 
Stockton, D3.vid E., 52210A. 
Stockton, Glen W., 17117A. 
Stoer, JohnS., 16803A. 
Stone, Robert, 51945A. 
Stoner, John R., 16658A. 
Stoner, Rex K., Jr., 16659A. 
Storrs, Elwood D., Jr., 16785A. 
Storrs, John T., 35532A. 
Stowers, Frederic P., 52172A. 
Strand, Sherman R., 52186A. 
Strecker, Charles W., 35815A. 
Strickland, Razzle R., Jr., 35276A. 
Sturdevant, Philip A., 16008A. 
Stutts, Martin L., 16771A. 
Styrqn. Woodland M., 35636A. 
Sullivan, Marvin B., 27695A. 
Sullivan, William F., 16641A. 
Sullivan, William J., 24334A. 
Summer, Peter D., 16577A. 
Sussky, Ira M., 35770A. 
Svoboda, John, 35283A. 
Swadley, Clyde W., Jr., 35543A. 
Swain, Harold D., Jr., 16850A. 
Swanagon, Harold L., 35862A. 
Swearingen, Jay C., 64396A. 
Swearingen, Robert C., 35551A. 
Sweeney, Edwin F., 35700A. 
Swindall, Daniel F., 35599A. 
Swisher, Kenneth C., 26834A. 
Switzer, John W., 17102A. 
Tage::t, Hugh B., 35570A. 
Taliaferro, Russell E., 16915A. 
Talley, John W., 16136A. ' 
Tanner, Theodore J., 18287A. 
Tate, Howard B., 35472A. 
Taylor, Charlie T., Jr., 17172A. 
Taylor, Miles E., 16573A. 
Taylor, Paul P., 16660A. 
Taylor, Thomas E., 52040A. 
Taylor, William D., Jr., 16588A. 
Teel, Wilford L., 23691A. 
Terry, Warren H., 51978A. 
Tetirick, Jimmie L., 35383A. 
Tet:ault, William B., 35278A. 
Thacker, Allie A., 52216A. 
Thaete, Max G., 35433A. 
Thayer, Frederick C., Jr., 16921A. 
Thielen, Wllliam C., 35166A. 
Thomas, John L.,l5590A. 
Thomas, John R., 35641A. 
Thomas, Joseph T., 35301A. 
Thomas, Lawrence 0., 16696A. 
Thomas, William H., 35114A. 
Thompson, Alfred G., 16839A. 
Thompson, Carmi A., 51957A. 
Thompson, E. Wimer, 51110A. 
Thompson, Earl A., 35749A. 
Thompson, Earl M., 16860A. 
Thompson, Jack W., 353TIA. 
Thompson, John A., 25796A. 
Thompson, Lawrence A., Jr.,l8295A. 
Thompson, Montie, Jr., 16714A. 
Thompson, Robert C., 35738A. 
Thompson, Thomas D., 35634A. 
Thornhill, Howard A., 35516A. 
Thornton, Jack R., 52205A. 
Tice, Andrew W ., 35665A. 
Tickno:-, Ernest J., 16648A. 
Tilton, James E., 35424A. 
Timmins, Edward A., 52221A. 
Tisdale, Pierre A., 15834A. 
Tolley, Oswald D., 25515A. 
Tom, Jerry W., 16765A. 
Tomlinson, Robert C., 16758A. 
Toomey, James, Jr., 35334A. 
Tormoen, George E., 22765A. 
Tosh, William A:. 35226A. 
Townley, Thomas J ., 35672A. 
Townsend, Donley P., 35402A. 
Townsend, James B., Jr., 16831A. 
Townshend, Jesse F., Jr., 20724A. 
Trammell, William H., 15566A. 
Trimble, Robert F., 16943A. 
Trogdon, Floyd H., 16737A. 

Trout, Max D., 52058A. 
Truxal, William W., 35726A. 
Tully, Dermot. M., 35419A. 
Tully, Robert J., 35633A. 
Turner; Austin W., 16575A. 
Tuuri, Ralph M., 51962A. 
Twedten, Harold A., 51983A. 
Twyman, Richard G., 16699A. 
IDrich, Arthur J., 16494A. 
Underhill, Harold W ., Jr., 35835A. 
Underwood, Lawrence D., 26761A. 
Upton, Troy H., 52097 A. 
Urton, Samuel B., 35172A. 
Usis, Felix M., Jr., 16430A. 
Utterback, Curtis L., 16643A. 
Valpey, Robert G., 16856A. 
Vanausdal, James F., 35344A. 
Vanbrunt, Irving A., 35722A. 
Vance, Cyrus B., 35767A. 
Vanhouten, Warren G., 16524A. 
Vannest, John H., 52060A. 
Vanpelt, David B., 16685A. 
Vansant, Edward ·R., 17060A. 
Vantrease, William T., 52144A. 
Vanya, Joseph J., 35773A. 
Vanzandt, Kenneth R., 16596A. 
Vaughan, Marvin R., 48756A. 
Verdieck, Edmund R., 51997A. 
Vermeire, Virgil L., 17134A. 
Verploegh, Russell A., 35230A. 
Vette, Alan R., 35365A. 
Via, Ernest A., 52201A. 
Vickers, Robert E., Jr., 16587A. 
Vinay, John H., Jr., 35581A. 
Voith, Clifford J., 35535A. 
Volker, Frederick W., 52232A. 
Vanfossen, Smith L., 16769A. 
Voyles, Valley J., 34474A. 
Wagoner, Arthur E., 35617A. 
Wahl, Charles N., 35852A. 
Walker, Arthur I., Jr., 52169A. 
Walker, Colin J., 35777A. 
Walker, John R., 50396A. 
Waller, Harry S., 52023A. 
Wallingford, GeorgeS., 35436A. 
Walsh, John P., 16592A. 
Walsh, William J., 35690A. 
Walters, Donald M., 16604A. 
Ward, James F., Jr., 16591A. 
Ward, William L., 35533A. 
Wareham, Samuel A., 17166A. 
Warner, Willis L., 35330A. 
Warren, Henry L., 16802A. 
Washburn, Benjamin M., 51689A. 
Watkins, Ray M., 35413A. 
Watson, Robert F., 16503A. 
Watson, Wallace R., 16561A. 
Watt, James G., 52069A. 
Wayne, James C., 16922A. 
Weaver, Earl G., 52152A. 
Webb, James E., 17141A. 
Weber, Joseph H., 35534A. 
Webster, Kenneth D., 35539A. 
Webster, Robert M., Jr., 19670A. 
Wedlan, Paul A., 52174A. 
Wegman, George W., 37018A. 
Wehlander, Erling 0., 16545A. 
Welford, Dewey N., Jr., 35772A. 
Weiss, Reuben K., 25812A. 
Welbes, Alvin M., 17047A. 
Welch, Bushnell N., 16721A. 
Welch, Fred S., Jr., 35485A. 
Weldon, Andrew J., Jr., 52105A. 
Weldon, William C., Jr., 16731A. 
Welles, Robert W., 35142A. 
Wells, Cecil M .• 35212A. 
Wells, Eugene 0., 35342A. 
Wells, Howard W., 35427A. 
Werb, William R., Jr., 16706A. 
Werner, Milton H., 52095A. 
West, Donald V., 35313A. 
Westberg, Leslie J., 35854A. 

· Westerfield, Marvin J., 35196A. 
Weston, George G., 50958A. 
Whalen, Edward C., 16722A. 
Wheeler, Joseph C., 16606A. 
White, Allen S., 51999A. 
White, Thom~ L., 25607A. 
Whitley, Geor~e A., '35618A. 
Wiederhold, ;Kenneth R., 35774A. 
Wilcox, Geo,rge 0., 52240A. 

Wilcox, M a x A., 52117 A. 
Wildman, Winthrop W., 16966A. 
Wiles, Arthur, Jr., 35400A. 
Wiley, Miles C., Jr., 17155A. 
Wilkes, Hollie A., 16526A. 
Wilkie, Francis E., 16511A. 
Wilkinson, Earl V., Jr., 16994A. 
Willcox, Lyman S., 17030A. 
Williams, Charles E., Jr., 35214A. 
Williams, Donald A., 26674A. 
Williams, George A., Jr., 16843A. 
Williams, Harry E., 35129A. 
Williams, Henry B., 28196A. 
Williams, J ames C., 18261A. 
Williams, Lewis E., 17056A. 
Williams, Robert F., 25606A. 
Williams, Scott L ., 64395A. 
Williamson, Cliff B., 35593A. 
Williamson, Darrell G., 16332A. 
Williamson, Henry W., 52222A. 
Willingham, Arthur P., 35513A. 
Willson, Dean W., 35197A. 
Wilson, Charles R., 35745A. 
Wilson, Claude J., 52101A. 
Wilson, Clyde R., 26468A. 
Wilson, Lowell D., 35123A. 
Wilson, Nelton R., 16677A. 
Wilson, Richard C., 22588A. 
Wilt, Mark E., 16556A. 
Windes, William S., 24265A. 
Winemiller, Perry P., 35616A. 
Winner, Donald C., 17973A. 
Winter, Frank, 3584.6A. 
Winters, Robert E., 51946A. 
Wittel, Edward F., 51061A. 
Witwer, Bruce D., 35600A. 
Wofford Kenneth 0., 16772A. 
Wojnar, Casimir A., 35141A. 
Wolf Robert E ., 35395A. 
Wolfersperger, Richard B., 35432A. 
Wood, Horace E., 35326A. 
Wood, R. L .•. 23732A. 
Wood, WilliamS., 16885A. 
Woodward, John C., II, 35746A. 
Woolfolk, William F., 17168A. 
Wooten, Albert F., 35689A. 
Wootten Edward, 26779A. 
Wright, Harold B., 35622A. 
Wright, William E., 35666A. 
Wright, William R., 16623A. 
Wyatt, J. R., 35619A. 
Yates, Charles C., 16563A. 
Yeaton, Carl G., 17099A. 
Young, Charles W., l4111A. 
Young, Elton C., 35469A. 
Young, Elton F., Jr., 35823A. 
Young, Harry C., Jr., 52182A. 
Young, Leroy A., 35755A. 
Young, Rush L., 25621A. 
Young, Samuel R., 35685A. 
Zigrang, Adrian K., 35316A. 

Medical Corps 
Anderson, George R., 22950A. 
Baird, Glenn D., 20845A. 
Banning, GeorgeS., Jr., 20547A. 
Brown, Benjamin H., 76420A. 
Cheeseman, Sumner A., 20544A. 
Clark, Randall, L ., 29611A. 
Cook, Ferris E., Jr., 20532A. 
Currie, Edward H., 24132A. 
Curtis, James L., 21688A. 
Dahl, Elmer V., 25654A. 
Dettinger Garth B., 25478A. 
Deuel, James T., 23588A. 
Dooling, John A., 25662A. 
Eastwood, Herb K., Jr., 23065A. 
Eggertsen, Paul F., 20533A. 
Fraysse, Louis A., III, 22961A. 
Gant, Billye G., 26740A. 
Gillespie, Elmer F., 24190A. 
Good, Hugh D., 25657A. 
Graf, John E., 22967A. 
Harmon, John B., 24214A. 
Hensler. Nestor M., 20840A. 
Hertz, Harvey W ., 55904A. 
Holmstrom, Fritz M.G., 26694A. 
Hood, Richard H., Jr., 23035A. 
Hood, Robert F., 29470A. 
Johnson, Louis F., Jr., 27591A. 
McChesney, John A., 24127A. 
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McGeary, Joseph D., 23062A. 
Melvin, Walter W., Jr., 24126A. 
Orth, J .ohn S., 24668'A. 
Peterson, John A., 25694A. 
Remmar, Michael I., 29618A. 
Richard, Eli F., 25471A. 
Robards, Robert E., 23061A. 
Russell, Carl M., 20536A. 
Screws, Carl, Jr., 27488A. 
Scripter, Lyman J., 25461A. 
Shea, Edward J., 24188A. 
Smith, Robert B. W., 26352A. 
Stavig, Paul H., 20538A. 
Steele, Jack E., 55210A. 
Stumpe, Alfred R., Jr., 29474A. 
Thiele, Arthur J., Jr., 23105A. 
Tracey, John F., 20527A. 
Upp, Charles W., 23174A. 
White, Stanley C., 23173A. 
Wuesthoff, Hubert E., 24665A. 

rrental Corps 
Askinas, Samuel W., 28127A. 
Hagen, Sidney A., 23178A. 
Jones, Edward, 26734A. 
Lee, Donald s., 20015A. 
Lindberg, ~obert L., 25464A. 
Lord, Hunting J., Jr., 55772~. 
Peer, Wayne A., 25484A. 
Roth, Louis H., 29414A. 
Segreto, Vincent A., 22405A. 
Sture, Vernon J., 20554A. 

Veterinary Corps 

Halstead, James R., 25333A. 
Harris, Milford D., Jr., 25670A. 

Medical Service Corps 
Bethurum, James L., 48933A. 
Black, Wilbert A., 21629A. 
English, Robert L., 48934A. 
Flavion, Raymond A., 21637A. 
Heitlinger, Robert V., 48932A. 
Jones, Harold M., 55329A. 
Kobylk, Nickol~ F., 4893£A. 
Leahy, Joseph H., 55326A. 
McLellan, Walter J., Jr., 55327A. 
Moss, Robert J., 5S328A. 
Munroe, Duncan J., 48935A. 
Nicely, Harry B., Jr., 21622A. 
Spiers, Don J., 21636A. 
Sturtevant, Robert M., 48939A. 
Sullivan, Robert E., 21631A. 
Zinnemann, George, 21644A. 

Nurse Corps 
Anderson, Carol L., 56171W. 
Ditchfield, Flora J., 21065W. 
Falkenhagen, Irene C., 22063W. 
Fannin, Juanita E., 21176W. 
Grazin, Ann E., 21035W. 
Haynes, Genevieve E., 22077W. 
Henry, Arland R., 25746W. 
Moreland, Catherine B., 21119W. 
Stephens, Ruth .E., 21006W. 
Vereen, Bertha E., 21081W. 
Whitehead, Zada Z., 22076W. 
Wilson, Betty J., 21182W. 

Biomedical Science Corps 
Ballentine, Frances G., 22084W. 
Ellis, Thomas G .• 48937A. 
Woods, Dorothy G., 22082W. 

Chaplains 
Behnken, John W., Jr., 48592A. 
Carlock, Freddie W., 23203A. 
Durkin, John R., 48599A. 
Edmonds, Leonard S., 48591A. 
Finke, Frederick K ., 48593A. 
Graf, John F., 55111A. 
Groome, Thomas M., Jr., 24689A. 
Henry,Leroy,55110A. 
Hobgood, Clarence E ., 48589A. 
Jorgensen, Daniel B., 48597A. 
Kullowatz, Vernon F., 24686A. 
New, John W., 76629A. 
Rutan, Robert M ., 55112A. 
Schade, Paul G., 48595A. 
Stowers, Willis L., 48594A. 
Tinsley, Raymond E., 25736A. 
Tomme, Wade·K., 23205A. 
Wolk, Henry c., Jr., 24688A . • 
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CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 5, 1965: 

UNITED NATIONS 

William C. Foster, of the District of Colum
bia, to be deputy representative of the 
United States of America on the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission. 

Jack Hood Vaughn, of Virginia, to be rep
resentative of the United States of America 
in the 11th session of the Economic Com
mission for Latin America of the Economic 
and Social Council of the United Nations. 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Charles W. Adair, Jr., of Virginia, a For
eign Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary a nd Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Panama. 

William R. Tyler, of the District of Colum
bia, a Foreign Service officer of the class of 
career minister, to be Ambassador Extraor
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands. 

Nathaniel Davis, of New Jersey, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 2, to be Envoy Ex
traordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to Bulgaria. 

Henry J. Tasca, of the District of Colum
bia, a Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to the 
Kingdom of Morocco. 

Henry A. Hoyt, of Pennsylvania, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Uruguay. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 5, 1965 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., quoted these words of Scripture: 
I John 4: 11: Beloved, if God so loved us, 
we ought also to love one another. 

Almighty God, help us to feel that this 
exhortation to love one another has 
meanings and prophecies of which we 
have never dreamed or explored. 

May we feel that we .are being inspired 
and moved by this divine compulsion 
and that the crying need of our democ
racy to love our fellow men is an idea 
whose time has come. 

Grant that the emphasis which our 
President is giving to the Great Society 
may enlist the dedication of strong and 
heroic spirits everywhere. 

May we truly believe in the oneness 
of humanity and that as members of 
the human family we are bound to
gether and inseparably related. 

Give us a clearer vision of the higher 
unity of mankind and help us to under
stand that it is something moTe wonder
ful than we have ever imagined. 

Hear us in the name of our Blessed 
Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approJVed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 

amendment a concurrent resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 305. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to the designation of a grove of red
wood trees as a memorial to the late Dag 
Hammarskjold. 

FILING OF REPORT ON INDEPEND
ENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION 
BILL,1966 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations have until midnight 
Thursday to file a report on the inde
pendent offices appropriation bill for 
1966. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONAS reserved all points of 

order on the bill. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio 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 r~ll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 91] 
Blatnik Holland 
Cahill Jones, Mo. 
CUrtis McDowell 
Giaimo MacGregor 
Gilligan Mathias 
Griffiths May 
Halleck O 'Hara, Mich. 
Hamilton Powell 
Hays Resnick 

Rodino 
Schmidhauser 
Senner 
Shipley 
Sullivan 
Toll 
Williams 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 409 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that. the Committee 
on Banking and Currency may be per
mitted to sit during general debate today. 

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

There was no objection. 

VETERANS REOPENED INSURANCE 
FUND 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 7597) 
to establish the Veterans Reopened In
surance Fund in the Treasury and to 
authorize initial capital to operate in
surance programs under title 38, United 
States Code, section 725. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-04-19T00:07:06-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




