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tine George Xida.ris and his wife, Isminl 
Xida.ris; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WINN: 
H.R. 2501. A blll for the relief of Dr. Jinks 

Einstein Walter; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

SENATE 
MONDAY, JANUARY 16, 1967 

<Legislative day of Thursday, January 12, 
1967) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess, and 
was called to order by Hon. WILLIAM B. 
SPONG, JR., a Senator from the State of 
Virginia. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, Father of all men, Thou 
hast taught us that in quietness and in 
confidence shall be our strength. In the 
midst of these feverish days we pray Thou 
wilt breathe through the heats of our 
desire Thy coolness and Thy balm. 

Take from our souls the strain and 
stress and let our ordered lives confess 
the beauty of Thy peace. Send us forth 
as sons of the morning to bring Thy 
light to every shadowed life we meet. As 
every ray of sunshine leads back to the 
.sun, so this hour teach our thoughts to 
travel up the road of Thy benedictions to 
·~hyself. 

"For every virtue we possess 
And every victory won, 
And every thought of holiness, 
Are Thine alone." 

For Thine is the kingdom and the 
power. Amen .. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., January 16, 1967. 
To the Senate: 

Being tempora.rlly absent from the Sen
ate, I appoint Hon. WILLIAM B. SPONG, JR., 
a senator from the State of Virginia., to per
form the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

CARL HAYDli:N, 
President pro tempore. 

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

THE JOURNAL 
on request of Mr. MANsFIELD, and by 

unanimom; consent, the Journal of the 
proceeding,s of Thursday, January 12, 

· 1967, was approved. 

ATTENDANCE OF A SENATOR 
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE, a Sena

tor from the State of Minnesota, ap
peared in his seat today. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United states, submitting 

nominations, were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Jones, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

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

AMENDMENT OF STANDING RULES 
OF THE SENATE 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. McGovERN] to proceed to the 
consideration of Senate Resolution 6. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-

COMMITl'EE ON FINANCE 
Messrs. Williams of Delaware, Carlson, 

Bennett, Curtis, Morton, Dirksen. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Messrs. Hlckenlooper, Aiken, Carlson, Wil
liams of Delaware, Mundt, Case, Cooper. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
Messrs. Mundt, Curtis, Ja.vits, Hansen, 

Baker. 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAmS 

Messrs. Kuchel, Allott, Jordan of Idaho, 
Fannin, Hansen, Hatfield. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Messrs. Dirksen, Hruska, Fong, Scott, 

Thurmond. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE 
Messrs. Javits, Prouty, Dominick, Murphy, 

Fannin, Grtmn. 
COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 

Messrs. Carlson, Fong, Boggs, Fannin. 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 

Messrs. Cooper, Fong, Boggs, Murphy, Jor
dan of Idaho, Baker. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADllrllNISTRATION 
Messrs. Curtis, Cooper, Scott. 

ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU- SENATOR SMATHERS ELECTED 
TINE MORNING BUSINESS CHAIRMAN OF THE SELECT COM-
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by MITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

unanimous consent, statements during 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes. 

ASSIGNMENT OF MINORITY 
PARTY'S MEMBERSHIP ON 
STANDING COMMITTEES 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk a resolution setting forth the 
names of Senators who shall constitute 
the minority party's membership on the 
standing committees of the Senate for 
the 90th Congress, and I ask unanimous 
consent for its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion (S. Res. 18) was read, considered, 
and agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 18 
Resolved., that the following shall consti

tute the minority party's membership on the 
standing committees of the Senate for the 
Ninetieth Congress: 

COMMl'l'TEE ON AERONAUTICAL AND SPACE 
SCIENCES 

Mrs. Smith, Messrs. Hickenlooper, Curtis, 
Jordan, Brooke, Percy. 

COMMITI'EE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
Messrs. Aiken, Young, Boggs, Miller, Hat

field. 
COMMI.Tl'EE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Messrs. Young, Mundt, Mrs. Smith, Messers. 
Kuchel, Hruska, Allott, Cotton, Case, Ja.vits. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mrs. Smith, Messrs. Thurmond, Mlller, 

Tower, Pearson, Dominick. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND ctnUt.ENCY 

Messrs. Bennett, Tower, Hickenlooper, 
Brooke, Percy. 

COMllrllTTEE ON COMMERCE 
Messrs. Cotton, Morton, Scott, Prouty, 

Pearson, Grlftln. 
COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Messrs. Prouty, Dominick, Morton. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a resolution and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

Without objection, the resolution <S. 
Res. 19) was read, considered, and agreed 
to, as follows: 

Resolved., That Mr. Smathers, of Florida. be, 
and he is hereby, elected chairman of theSe
lect Committee on Small Business, in lieu 
of Mr. Sparkman, of Alabama., resigned. 

STATEMENT OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER AT THE DEMOCRATIC 
CONFERENCE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 

January 10, just prior to the convening 
of the new session, the Senate Demo
cratic conference held its first meeting 
of the year. At that meeting I made 
some brief remarks on Vietnam and other 
problems confronting the 90th Congress. 
I also indicated my thoughts . on the 
course of action the Senate, and, in 
particular, its Democratic Members, 
should endeavor to pursue in the new 
Congress in order to meet the respon
sibilities which devolve upon us to make 
a contribution to the leadership of the 
Nation. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, that the text of my statement 
to the Democratic conference be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
STATEMENT OF THE MAJORITY LEADER AT THE 

DEMOCRATIC CONFERENCE, JANUARY 10, 1967 
There is no point in blinking a.t the fact 

that we enter upon the 1st session of the 9oth 
Congress at a time of deep national concern. 
It is a concern which traces to Viet Nam, and 
it wlll not lighten very soon or very easily. 
The preoccupation will continue because the 
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commitment of lives and resources in Viet 
Nam will continue. That 1s the case despite 
the widespread desire to bring the war to a 
prompt and satisfactory conclusion. 

The Conferenc·e is aware, I am sure, that 
there are no panaceas for the situation in 
VietNam. Even if circumstances should per
mit the opening of negotiations for peace in 
the near future, a fortuitous outcome is not 
to be expeoted, at least not for many, many 
months. Looking beyond the end of hostil
ities, moreover, there is the immense task of 
restoration, after the shattering devasta
tion to which Viet Nam-North and South
has been subjected. The longer the conflict 
persists, obviously, the greater will be the 
rubble of human life, hope and achievement 
and the more prolonged and costly will be 
the aftermath of rehabi11tation and recon
struction. 

As the people of the nation are disturbed 
over Viet Nam, so the Senate 1n the 90th 
Congress will be concerned with Viet Nam. 
That is as inevitable as it is proper. In the 
coming session, therefore, it is to be antici
pated that there will be discussion of the 
conduct of military and other affairs in Viet 
Nam, of costs and manpower, of m111tary 
means and political ends, and of the world
wide and domestic ramifications of this pro
longed and brutal struggle. There will be 
discussion, finally, of negotiations as a way 
to bring to an end the massive destruction 
of life and property. 

It would be my hope and anticipation that 
every member of the Conference will bear in 
mind the weight of responsibillty which 
rests upon the President of United States 
with respect to VietNam. To be sure, in the 
Senate, we may discuss, we may consider 
and we may resolve. In the end, however, 
the decisions of the President are the ir
revocable decisions. The decisions of the 
President are the decisions which involve 
the lives not only of Americans in Viet 
Nam but, in the end, the life of every · 
inhabitant of the nation. 

Beyond Viet Nam, there are other aspects 
of the nation's foreign relations which will 
engage the attention of the Senate. I would 
note, in particular, the question of U.S. 
milltary forces stationed in Europe. On 
yesterday, there was a meeting of .the 13 
Senators, members of the Majority Polley 
Committee, who last year formed the nu
cleus of the 32-sponsors of a resol:tttion call
ing for a substantial reduction in these 
forces. Once again, they agreed unani
mously that the resolution should be re-in
troduced in the near future and that mem
bers of both parties should be invited to 
co-sponsor. 

Speaking for myself alone, may I say 
that I believe we have for too long tolerated 
an anachronistic and costly inertia with 
respect to the consignment of U.S. forces to 
Nato-Europe. I would .point out that a 
Senate resolution in 1951 was a key factor 
in raising the U.S. force commitment in Eu
rope from two to its present siX divisions. 
It seems to me that the Senate has an equal 
responsib111ty at this time to express itself 
just as unequivocally on the question of 
whether or not there should now be a sub
stantial reduction in these divisions. 

With respect to domestic matters, the Sen
·ate will await wirth attention and interest 
the message on the State of the Union which 
will be presented this evening to a joint 
session by President Johnson. Let it be 
known. now, however, that whatever recom
mendations the President may make for the 
stab1llty, well-being and progress of the na
tion will be most . respectfully received by 
the Senate Majority. His legislative program 
will have the thoughtful and sympathetic 
consideration of the Leadership, the Com
mittee Chairmen and every member of the 
Conference. 

We are, as the President would say, Amer
icans before we are Democrats. But we will 

also say that, along wi.th the President, we 
are also all Dem.ocrats as well as Americans. 
We will look to the President-to a Demo
cratic President-to supply the leadership 
which the nation requires if it is to remain 
abreast of the times and capable of meeting 
their ever-changing demands. 

May I add that the Senate, too, also has 
its own responsibilities to make a contribu
tion to the leadership of the nation. That 
is why I asked the Chairmen of the Com
mittees in a recent letter to consider with 
their colleagues, the Senate's oversight func
tion as it might apply to their committees. 
It seems to me that an obligation rests upon 
us to take a careful retrospective look at 
what has emerged in administrative prac
tice from the new federal programs which 
have been set in motion during the past 
three or four years. We have a responsib111ty 
to see to it that these programs are off on 
the right foot and that they are doing what 
they were designed to do, in an effective and 
equitable fashion. If there are rough spots, 
it is incumbent upon us to help to sand them 
down. 

I would hope that in the 90th Congress 
we would also begin to look at some of the 
older undert~kings of the federal govern
ment such as the military draft, Indian af
fairs, or trade controls which have not had 
a thorough top-to-bottom study for many 
years. We have a responsib111ty to see to it 
that these older enterprises are functioning 
in terms of the requirements of 1967, rather 
than the needs or expectations of 1947 or 
1917. 

In my judgment a periodic and thorough 
look backward, such as is suggested, is an 
essential element in maintaining an appro
priate federal initiative--amply but not 
wastefully financed-in grappling with the 
ever-changing requirements of the nation. · 

If they are to be discharged at all, the 
Senate's responsibilities for oversight must 
be discharged through the legislative com
mittees. It is an immense load to ask the 
Chairmen and members of the Committees 
;to assume, but I do not know of any other 
way that the job can be done in the Senate. 
I must say that the responses which I have 
so far received from the Committee Chair
men to my suggestions have been most en
couraging. I assure the Chairmen that they 
will have full cooperation from the Leader
ship in whatever they may require. But I 
reiterate, if we are to make an effective con
tribution, it will be made preponderantly as 
the result of the hard work, dedication, and 
the perseverance of Chairmen and members 
of the Committees. The chief responsibllity 

' wlll rest there. 
In closing, let me say that I do not know 

how others may interpret the results ,of the 
last election. I know only how~ I feel about 
them. In my judgment, the election of 1966 
1n no sense calls upon the Democrats in the 
Senate to sound retreat from the exceptional 
record of the past two Democratic Con
gresses. In no sense does it call for the blow
ing of taps over the imntensely constructive 
legislative programs of the Kennedy-Johnson 
Administrations. Rather, the election of 
1966 tells us-as the responsible federal 
party-to take soundings. It tells us in the 
Senate not to ignore the nation's needs but 
to exercise a soberness of judgment and a 
thoughtful restraint in weighing those needs. 
It tells us to work carefully and conscien
tiously to refine and perfect the federal gov
ernment's means of responding to those 
needs. It urges us to cooperate with the 
President in giving every possible sustenance 
and support to the men whose lives have 
been committed in Viet Nam . . Finally, tt 
compels us, with the President, to search for 
the only way in which the safety of those 
men and the nation's safety and, in the last 
analysis, the world's safety can really be 
secured. That is by ending the conflict in 
Viet Nam at the soonest possible moment in 
a just and honora.ble peace. 

SENATOR MANSFIELD INTER-
VIEWED ON "ISSUES AND AN
SWERS" 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 

January 8, it was my privilege to appear 
on tne ABC television and radio program 
"Issues and Answers." In the hope that 
the content of the program will be of in
terest to my colleagues and others, I ask 
unanimous consent that the transcript of 
the broadcast be inserted in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the transcript 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
"ISSUES AND ANSWERS," SUNDAY, JANUARY 8, 

1967 
Guest: Senator Mike Mansfield (D. Mont.) 

Senate Majority Leader. 
Interviewed by: B111 Lawrence, ABC Po

litical Editor and Bob Clark, ABC Capitol Hill 
Correspondent. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator Mansfield, as Ma
jority Leader, do you foresee any general tax 
increase this year? 

Senator MANSFIELD.' It is a possib111ty. I 
think the President is trying to decide at the 
moment just how the income to the govern
ment w111 match with the necessary out-go 
and upon that basis will make up his mind. 
I don't think he has made it up as yet. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Do you think if the Presi• 
dent wants a tax cut, do you think the Con
gress wm be inclined to go along? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Yes, I do. 
Mr. CLARK. You proposed an extension .of 

the holiday truce in Vietnam into Febru
ary, but you didn't get any takers either in 
the Johnson Administration, or the Viet 
Cong. 

Would you still like to see some sort of 
suspension of the fighting? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Yes, I would if it would 
lead toward negotiations and I think no one 
would like to have it more than the Presi
dent himself because he is exploring every 
avenue, and he has said if there was any 
possib111ty he was prepared to go anywhere 
any time to discuss it. 

Mr. CLARK. Do you see any pointed sign 
that any suspension of the fighting or sus
pension of the. bombing or any such thing 
would lead the Communists to the negotiat
ing table? 

Senator MANsFIELD. Only on the basis of 
what they have said indirectly and their 
friends in Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union and U Thant, the Secretary General, 
have said directly. 

I have been very much encouraged by 
the--well, I won't say vercy much encouraged; 
but encouraged by the interview which Pham 
Van Dong, the North Vietnamese Foreign 
Minister, gave to Harrison Salisbury. I think 
tha.t could well be the sign which the Ad
ministration has said from time to time 
it is seeking from the other side. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Do you really think then 
that maybe we are moving toward the con
ference table? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I can't say that I really 
think it. All I can say is, I hope we are 
moving in that direction. No angle is be
ing left uncovered. Every effort is being 
made, both publicly and privately, and per· 
haps Pham Van Dong who, of course, would 
act with the full recognition of Ho Chi Minh, 
the Chief of State of North Vietnam, might 
have done this deliberately. But I think it is 
indicative, I think it is worth exploring and 
I am very sure the Administration is look
ing into it very thoroughly and carefully. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. I was about to ask, sir, 
whether you thought the Adminis·tration had 
given any response that would indicate that 
it has caught this "hint" from the North 
Vietnamese and would, therefore, now be 
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willing to entertain a new round of sugges
tion? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Yes, I think so. I 
think they are going over Salisbury's articles 
with a fine tooth comb. They are probably 
asking for clarification through various in
direct sources and in private, and I think 
they are very interested in this latest pro
posal, if we can call it that, which indicates 
that the four points laid down by the North 
Vietnamese consistently are not necessarily 
pre-conditions to negotiations, but subjects 
to be discussed at a n.egotiating session. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, at several times in 
recen.t months and over the past few years 
you have said things about Vietnam that 
were at least ahead of, if not in opposition 
to the thinking of the Administration. Does 
this cause you any troubles in your day to 
day dealings as Majority Leader with the 
White House? 

Senator MANSFIELD. No, not at all, nor 
with the President either, because the Pres
ident is not averse to constructive criticism 
or to proposals which may have some merit 
and I must say that the President has been 
more than kind in considering all these pro
posals which I have made because he has 
understood that I have been trying to be 
helpful. He knows, of course, that as far as 
I am concerned, and I am sure as far as he 
is concerned, that--I can't speak for him
but I would say that our chief worries are 
Vietnam because it overshadows everything 
else in our relations with the rest of · the 
world and also with the domestic economy as 
well. · 

Mr. CLARK. The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee will shortly start a new round of 
hearings on Vietnam. Even though you are 
a member of that committee, you did not 
participate last year in the public hearings, 
presumably because it might cause some em
barrassment to your relations with the Pres-
ident? • 

Senator MANsFIELD. No, not at all, but be
cause my duties as Majority Leader precluded 
giving me the opportunity to participate in 
these hearings which I would have very much 
liked to. 

Mr. CLARK. Do you expect this year to par
ticipate in the public hearings? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I certainly intend to 
make every effort, but there again you come 
into con:fiict with two jobs. 

· Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, what is your as
sessment of Communist China's current in
ternal problem? 

Senator MANsFIELD. I think it is a situation 
which calls for the most careful considera
tion. We don't know yet just what is going 
on inside of Mainland China, but it 1s a 
possib111ty that there is a power struggle be
tween Mao Tse-tung, Lin Piao on the one 
side, and others. It is also a possib111ty that 
this thing could get so much out of control 
that the answer to it, to bring it under con
trol, might well be a foreign adventure of 
some sort against somewhere outside of 
China itself. So I think we had better act 
carefully, cautiously and with the greatest 
discretion until we are absolutely sure as 
to what is happening in Communist China. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. What information do you 
get about the depth of this cleavage? 

Senator MANSFIELD. What I read in the 
newspapers is the only information I get. 

Mr. CLARK. You were predicting at this time 
last year that the Vietnam War might ex
plode into a general war on. the Asian Main-
land. . 

Senator MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. CLARK. Do you still entertain such 

fears? 
Senator MANsFIELD. Yes, the possibiUties 

are still there because we have just under 
400,000 troops in South Vietnam itseif. We 
have 37,000 in Thailand; we have 50,000 to 
60,000 men in the Seventh Fleet in the South 
China Sea. We have back-up forces in 
Guam, the Philippi~ and Okinawa, and 

the danger is that the more you escalate, North Vietnamese and the NLF, relative to 
the closer you get to China, the possib111ty the suggestions made by Pham Van Dong 
of an incident, accidentally or otherwise, in his most recent interview. 
arising which might carry this con.:fiict be- Mr. CLARK. Senator Mansfield, you are 
yond its present confines. sponsoring a Senate Resolution which would 

Mr. CLARK. Of course, we have escalated call for reduction of American forces in 
very sharply this last year in a sort of troop Europe. Do you see this as a priority item 
commitment. in the new session of Congress? 

Senator MANSFIELD. We have, indeed. Senator MANSFIELD. Yes, I do, and I see it 
Mr. CLARK. Would you say then a war in as a matter of principle with no connection 

Asia is greater now than it was a year ago? with Vietnam or the gold outflow, because 
Senator MANSFIELD. Just as great. I think for too many years we have main
Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, is it possible that tained too many troops and their depend

going into the Southeast Asia might be the ents in Europe. The European nations have 
foreign adventure that you spoke of-- recovered substantially. They should take 

Senator MANSFIELD. That is a possib111ty over the primary responsib111ty of their de
that we should not foreclose and we know fense, which does not mean we would not 
of other countries who have used outside honor our commitments to NATO. We 
adventures to bring peace and harmony at would. But I do think it is overdue as far 
home, at least for the time being. as troop reductions are concerned--

Mr. CLARK. You have proposed in the past Mr. CLARK. Do you see that as a matter 
an all-Asia conference on Vietn.am and the to be hashed out before the Foreign Rela
President was apparently trying to please tions Committee? Senator Fulbright has 
you to a certain degree when he held his already said that he will get into NATO, 
Manila conference-- among other foreign policy problems. 

Senator MANsFIELD. No, not pleasing me, Senator MANSFIELD. Well, I would hope 
because after all that idea was advanced by that when I introduce the resolution it wlll 
President Ferdinand Marcos of the Philip- be brought up before the Senate as a whole 
pines, it was a Philippine initiative. The and then the Senate either can dispose of it 
President felt that he had to, and I think or refer it to a committee or committees as 
he did the right thing, to attend the con- it desires. 
ference and to do what he could. And you . Mr. LAWRENCE. The last I heard the Presi
may recall that the President stayed pretty dent and the Secretary of State were stlll 
much in the background and tried to let opposed to your resolution. Have you heard 
the Asians themselves take the lead in the of any change? 
discussions. Senator MANsFIELD. No, they are not 1n 

Mr. CLARK. Did that conference satisfy favor of it. 
you, or would you now like to see a full- Mr. LAWRENCE. Well, would you anticipate 
blown Asian conference with others partici- that you would have a chance of getting 
pating other than our allies in Veitnam? serious action in the Senate then without a 

Senator MANSFIELD. Oh, yes, I would, but nod from the White House and the State 
the Manila Conference did satisfy me be- Department. , 
cause I think it was a step forward and I senator MANSFIELD. Oh, yes, oh, yes, be
was very pleased with the emphasis on peace- cause it was a Senate resolution which in
:ful initiatives rather· than escalation. · I creased the troops in Europe from two divi
would hope that the idea, again propounded sions to six, and I think that we are well 
by President Marcos of the Republic of the within our sphere of responsib111ty. As a 
Philippines, to expand this conference would matter . of fact, this resolution would 
take shape, so that an all-Asian conference strengthen the President's hand, give him 
with the Occident excluded could get under- greater fiexib111ty in dealing with our allies 
way. and allow him to determine what "substan-

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, just how do you tial troop reductions" means. 
think the President can continue to resist Mr. LAWRENCE. In other words, he wouldn't 
all these demands from the Pope, from Sec- have to reduce the troops; it would simply 
retary General U Thant and from many 
others that at least we stop the bombing of give him this authority. It is not an order 
North Vietnam? to the executive to do anything? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, I don't think the Senator MANsFIELD. It is not an order, but 
President is continuing to resist them in the it is a pretty strong request. 
sense that you seem to indicate, Bill. It Mr. LAWRENCE. What about the suggestion 
appears to me that he is willing to go along of some of the opponents of this, Senator, 
with U Than.t, the Pope and the others if that this should be tied-any American 
he can get some sign from the other side, or troop reduction should be tied to a similar 
if somebody's antenna catches up some sig- reduction in forces by the Warsaw Pact 
nals and it appears to me that the first Nations? · 
sign of any sign.i:ficance, at least in recent Senator MANSFIELD. I don't see any justi
years, are the interviews which have been :fication for that. I have an idea that if we 
had most recently with Pham van Dong in were to reduce our forces that the Soviet 
Hanoi. Union might correspondingly, without pub-

Mr. CLARK. Would you agree with the · licity, reduce theirs. If we are going to get 
White House, with the State Department and into negotiations with them about mutual 
with Secretary of State Rusk that the next withdrawals, I don't know how you are going 
move is still up to the Communists, that they to come to the right definitions. Do you 
have to demonstrate to us in some way that mean one American division withdrawal is 
they are ready to deescalate the war? the equal of five or ten Soviet divisions in 

Senator MANSFIELD. Not necessarily . up to East Germany, or what? 
the Communists. I think it is up to both You can get into all areas and I think we 
North Vietnam, the NLF and ourselves as ought to keep it sharp and clean and settle 
well as Saigon, to see if we can't make some it on its merits up or down. 
move in unison. ' Mr. CLARK. How about those Senators who 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Do you yourself feel that it disagree with you on this issue and feel a 
might be useful on a unilateral basis to sus- reduction of American forces at this time, 
pend the bombing? coming on top of the French pull-out from 

Senator MANSFIELD. Not at the moment. I NATO, could be a mortal blow to the whole 
would like to see a suspension of the bomb- NATO organization? 
ing based on the suggestion which I made Senator MANSFIELD. I don't think so. The 
which would fill in the gaps between the only nation which has fulfilled its commit
various holidays ending with the Vietnamese ments consistently has been the Un.ited 
Lunar New Year on February 12. So if that States. Every other nation has failed to 
could be done then maybe we could enter ., meet its promises and I think that .the time 
into a better neg'otiating stance with the is long overdue for action of this kind. 

·. •. 
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Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, the Congress con

venes on Tuesday; the President comes be
fore it Tuesday night to deliver the State 
of the Union Message. How do you see the 
state of the Union? 

Senator MANSFIELD. It is hard to say. I 
would imagine the President is struggling 
with this matter of what he is going to say 
up to the last minute, because he has so many 
questions and problems on this mind. He is 
going to make himself as up-to-date as he 
possibly can, and be prepared on that basis 
to give a State of the Union Message on 
Tuesday. 

Mr_. LAWRENCE. Do you anticipate any sur
prise legislative proposals? 

Senator MANsFIELD. Well, with the Presi
dent, you never can tell. 

Mr. CLARK. YoU: have said that the major 
business of this Congress should be a re
examination of Great Society Programs 
passed by the last Congress. Do you think 
the President agrees with you generally on 
this? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I don't know, but I 
would imagine that he wants to see pro
grams effectively enforced, money wisely ex
pended, and I want to see the Congress carry 
out its responsibilities. We authorized the. 
laws; we know their intent. We appropriate 
the monies and say where they are supposed 
to go so we ought to take the third step and · 
make certain that the laws are being ad
ministered as we said they should, that the 
money is being spent as we indicated it 
should, and to to make sure that there is 
greater efficacy and efficiency in the carry
ing out of these programs and that assist
ance when called for goes to the people who 
had been designated in the first place; not 
only the Great Society programs, but pro
grams going back b~yond the Great Society 
as well. 

Mr. CLARK. You have talked about rough 
edges and overlapping of some Administra
tion. programs, Great Society and otherwise. 
Can you give us any examples of what you are 
thinking about? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, I think in the 
Poverty Programs, for example, we have had 
areas where the administratiV'e personnel has 
been too heavy in carrying out the functions 
of office. I think now that they have had a 
year or so to settle down, so to speak, that 
it is time for u.s to take a look at the pro
grams to make sure that they are being ad
ministered as we would like to see them, and 
I think this would be helpful to a man like 
Sargent Shriver and that he would wel
come it. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Do you expect any mean
ingful Civil Rights B111 this session, includ
ing another try at open housing? 

Senator MANSFIELD. That I think would be 
up to the Administration, Bill. I have had 
no word from them but I would not be sur
prised if another Civil Rights B111 was sent 
up. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Now, you lost the last one 
at the end of the last session because you 
couldn't i:g:1pose cloture. If you get such a 
bill, would this be a first order of business 
that would get up early in the session so 
that you could wear out a filibuster, or would 
it--

Senator MANsFiELii. No. You can't wear 
out a filibuster. If you are referring to the 
fact that we ought to go around the clock the 
advantages are always on the side of the 
an'!;agonists and those who are in favor of 
such legislation are the ones who will not be 
there when yo·u need them. When they are 
called on, they are somewhere else and the 
difficulty is in maintaining the necessary 
numbers to pass legislation of that kind. 
But it would not be called up early because 
we have the Rule 22 :fight :first, then we have 
the Monroney Reorganization Bill second, 
and then I believe somewhere along the line 
we will have to consider an increase in So
cial Security payments. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Why do you say, Senator, 
that those who want the legislation are al-

ways those you can't find when you need 
them? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Because they just 
aren't there, to be honest with you. 

Mr. CLARK. You mentioned, , Senator, the 
Rule 22 fight which will be the first order of 
business of the Senate, the move by the 
Liberals to tighten the anti-filibuster rules 
of the Senate. Is this just the same old 
story, what has become almost an annual 
fight in the Senate, or do you think it might 
be won this year? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I don't know what will 
happen. We will have our debate; we will 
have some votes. I will let you know when 
the votes have been cast, how it comes out. 

Mr. CLARK. Have you heard of any commit
ments by Vice President Humphrey who may 
be the key man in this fight, and that he 
might have to rule on whether the new Sen
ate has the right to set its own rules by ma
jority vote? 

Senator MANSFIELD. No, but I imagine h.e is 
giving it an awful lot of thought. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Well, dO you think that 
there could be a successful anti-filibuster 
rule? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, I lean toward the 
three-fifths rule rather than the two-thirds 
rule. I would never vote for a straight ma
jority rule because there has to be a degree 
of flexibility and a stop, look and listen at
titude on the part of the Senate so that 
nothing is passed too quiekly without proper 
consideration. And when you get to the 
great issues, we do need that amount of space 
to thoroughly debate a subject and to make 
sure that we know what we are doing. If 
we were to get down to a bare majority, it 
would be possible for two or three Senators to 
shift from one side or the other and that, I 
think, would be most unsatisfactory on ex
tremely critical issues. 

Mr. LAwRENCE. As I understand it, the new 
Republican crop of Senators reflects an in
fusion of moderates. Do you tb,ink they 
might be willing now to go along with a 
stronger anti-filibuster rule in conjunction 
with these Northern Democrats? 

Senator MANSFIELD. That is a question I 
can't answer, Bill, but all I have heard about 
Senators Baker, Hatfield, Brooke, Hansen, 
and Percy is good. They do seem to be 
moderates in the sense that you have indi
cated and I think they Wfll furnish a shot 
in the arm to the Republican Party. 

Mr. CLARK. A number of Senators seem 
to be having second thoughts about the 
heavy cost of the Space Program. Senator 
Dirksen for one, Clinton Anderson another, 
the Chairman of the Space Committee, have 
talked about the Space Program as a possible 
area where substantial money could be saved 
as you move into a critical problem of budget 
deficits because of the high cost of the Viet
nam Wa;r. Do you have any feelings along 
this line? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I would be prone to 
go along with them and I would have great 
respect for the judgment of Senator Ander
son of New Mexico, who is the Chairman of 
the Space Committee. 

Mr. CLARK. Do you think this is a place 
where you might--Senator Anderson I be
lieve has said the anticipated space budget 
for the new year is something like $6- 7'2 
billion, that he could see this cut as low as 
$4- Y2 billion. Do you think that is a possi
bility? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I would agree with 
him. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Would this reflect a deter
mination to slow down our race to the moon, 
Senator? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, I wonder some
times if we aren't placing too much emphasis 
on our race to the moon and not enough 
emphasis on the problems which confront us 
here on earth. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. That was, as I remember 
it, the commitment to get to the moon in 
the '60's. 

Senator MANsFIELD. Why? What is the 
reason for it? 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Well, Senator, that really 
wasn't my question. It was not "Why" to 
me, but "Why" to you. President Kennedy 
threw this out as a challenge to the Con
gress and said "If you don't want to do it, 
say so now." 

Senator MANSFIELD. That is true, but other 
matters have come up since. We have to 
take cognizance of these new programs. The 
situation in Vietnam and the difficulties 
which confront us in various areas. 

Mr. CLARK. You would actually abandon 
th~ race to get to the moon first, if neces
sary, for budget reasons? 

Senator MANSFIELD. No, I would postpone 
it, slow it down a little bit. 

Mr. CLARK. Couldn't that well mean losing 
the race to the moon? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, that remains to 
be seen, and I am wondering just what 
would be gained by getting on the moon 
first. As far as getting on the moon is 
concerned, I don't think the country which 
lands there first ipso facto gets to raise its 
flag and assumes control of it. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. I remember though, Sen
ator, and I am sure you do too, the national, 
well, apprehension I guess is a good word 
for it, when the first sputnik was fired. 

Senator MANSFIELD. Concern, yes. 
Mr. LAWRENCE. You don't think there 

would be a similar national reaction if the 
Russians--

Senator MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. LAWREl'fCE. Now beat us to the moon? 
Senator MANSFIELD. I do not. 
Mr. CLARK. If we don't have a tax increase 

pretty early in this year there is obviously 
going to be a pretty big budget deficit in the 
next fiscal year. Do you have an educated 
guess of how big that deficit might go? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I haven't the slightest 
idea. 

Mr. LAWRl!=NCE. Do you have any feelings 
about how big it should be? Senator Dirk
sen has said he could go along with a rea
sonable budget deficit. Would you like to 
define "reasonable" for Mr. 'Dirksen? 

Senator MANSFIELD. I would if I could, but 
I can't. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, in the last elec
tions the Republicans made gains across the 
country and a few in the Senate, not very 
many. Do you anticipate more trouble for 
the President in getting his legislation 
through this yea;r? 

Senator MANSFIELD. No, I wouldn't think 
so because the President, I believe, has got
ten through the greater part of the program 
which he envisaged and wanted passed and 
what we will get this year, I think, are 
those elements which we did not take up 
over the past three years-at least did not 
pass--such as an increase in Social Security, 
crime bills, other measures of that sort; 
truth in lending, truth in packaging. But 
I would point out that the President has 
really made a magnificent record in the Con
gress, a record which I think will stand up 
with the record of any other administration 
in the history of the Republic. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Well, you sound, though, 
as if you do not expect very much big in the 
way of new legislation. 

Senator MANSFIELD. That is my assump
tion, yes. 

Mr. LAwRENCE. And, as you have suggested 
before, largely a repair and review and "over
sight" as the phrase is in Congress? 

Senator MANSFIELD. That is right. 
Mr. LAWRENCE. Look at what has been done 

before. 
Senator MANSFIELD. I think it is ·OUr re

sponsibility. I think it will make these pro
grams, which we have passed, better, and I 
think the benefits will be more widespread 
among the people. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, there seems to be 
some speculation around the country now, 
and I wonder if you would join in it? Do 
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you think President Johnson will run again 
in'68? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Oh, yes, and I hope he 
does. · 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Do you foresee any possi
b111ty, including health, that might bar him 
from such--

Senator MANSFIELD. No, I do not. I expect 
without question that he will be a candidate 
in 1968, and he should be. 

Mr. CLARK. We hear reports coming back 
from people close to the President, people at 
the White House and people on the Hill, who 
have gotten the strong feeling that he mlght 
not run. Have you ever discussed this point 
with the President? 

Senator MANSFIELD. Oh, no. No, no. 
Mr. CLARK. Never at all? 
Senator MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, you have heard, I 

suppose, from the New York Times reports, 
for example, the division within the party as 
to whether or not he should run in view 
of--

Senator MANSFIELD. Oh, I have read those 
stories, but I think the press, generally speak
ing, has taken a most unfair attitude to
wards the President. It seems to me there 
is almost a crusade to find fault with him 
and to pick every little bit they can to try 
and put him in a lesser light. I think he has 
acted well. I think he has been honest in 
what he has told the American people; I 
place no faith in this credib111ty gap and 
while he is not responsible for everything his 
subordinates say in other departments, he is 
responsible for what he says and he has been 
as honest as he could be with the American 
people in tell1ng them facts as they are, and 
as he knows them. 

Mr. CLARK. Senator Mansfield, it has been 
a great pleasure having you with us on 
ISSUES AND ANSWERS. I am sorry our time 
is up. 

Next week: Hon. Everett McKinley Dirk
sen, (R-ni.), Senate Minority Leader. 

INVITATION FOR A CONGRES
SIONAL DELEGATION TO VISIT 
GREAT BRITAIN 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate a letter from 
the Lord Chancellor and Speaker of the 
House of Commons of Great Britain, ex
pressing cordial greetings to the Presi
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and inviting 
them to arrange for a delegation from 
the U.S. Congress to pay a visit to Great 
Britain; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
J'l ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore laid before the Senate the following 
letters, which were referred as indicated: 

REPORT OJ' U.S. TRAVEL SERVICE 
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the U.S Travel Service, for the calendar year 
1965 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Commerce. 
AMENDMENT OJ' INTERCOASTAL SHIPPING ACT 

OF 1933, TO PROVIDE FOR ACCOUNTING AT THE 
EXPIRATION OF A RATE SUSPENSION 
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Mari

time Commission, Washington, D.C., trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend the Intercoastal Shipping Act of 1933 
to provide for accounting at the expiration 
of a rate suspension (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Commerce. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 27 OF SHIPPING ACT, 
1916 

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Mari
time Conunission, Washington, D.C., trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend section 27 of the Shipping Act, 1916 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 
ESTABLISHMENT OJ' WORKING CAPITAL FuND 

FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
A letter from the Secretary of the Treas

ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to establish a working capital fund 
for the Department of the Treasury (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Finance. 
REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED STATES 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, his report on the activities of the U.S. 
General Accounting Office, during the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1966 (with an accom
panying report); to the Conunittee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on need for prompt adjustment · 
in compensation payments to injured Fed
eral employees from total to partial disablUty . 
rS~tes, Bureau of Employees' Compensation, 
Department of Labor, dated January 1967 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 
THIRD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE 

CLASSIFICATION FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 
A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra

tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
reports concerning visa petitions according 
third preference and sixth preference classifi
cation to certain aliens (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT ON SciENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL 
POSITIONS 

A letter from the Assistant Administrator 
for Legislative Aft'alrs, National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, Washington, D.C., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
scientific and professional positions in that 
Administration, for the calendar year 1966 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

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

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the ACTING PRESrDENT pro tem-
pore: . 

A resolution adopted by the Capitol Hlll 
Southeast Citizens Association, Washington, 
D.C., regarding crime and new anticrime 
legislation; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

A Letter in the nature of a petition signed 
by Edward Russaw, of San Bernardino, Calif., 
relative to his employment in his community; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

The petition of Richard H. Davis, of New 
York, N.Y., relating to procedures in cer
tain impeachment cases; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

A resolution adopted by the National His
torical Publications Commission, Washing
ton, D.C., expressing regret at the retirement 
of Senator Leverett Saltonstall; ordered to 
lie on the table. 

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION 
ACT OF 1967-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 1) 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 

am most pleased to report an original 

bill, the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1967, on behalf of .the Special Commit
tee on the Organization of the Congress. 
I am also filing the Report of the Special 
Committee recommending favorable 
Senate action on the bill. 

The bill is in substantial conformity 
with S. 3848, the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1966, which was introduced 
last session. The legislation implements 
the recommendations made in the 18-
month study of the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of the Congress. Un
fortunately, the pressures of the last 
months of the session precluded con
sideration of this important bill before 

·adjournment. 
The bill omits two jurisdictional 

changes which appeared in S. 3848 and 
which had been recommended by the 
joint committee. One was the proposal 
for a new Committee on Education with 
jurisdiction taken primarily from the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
The other was the recommendation for 
the expansion of the jurisdiction of the 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences Com
mittee. The hearings held by the 
special committee last fall and discus
sions with a large number of Senators 
since that time have indicated wide op
position to these proposals and a view 
that sufficient consideration had not 
been given to potentially detrimental ef
fects on existing committee operations. 
The committee has concluded that the 
inclusion of these provisions would 
seriously jeopardize the passage of the 
bill. 

It is imperative that the Senate pro
ceed with consideration of the many 
important provisions of the bill. This is 
a particularly appropriate time to do 
so. The President has emphasized the 
need for sound organization at all levels 
of government in his state of the Union 
message. Our distinguished majority 
leader has urged the committees of the 
Senate to intensify their statutory obli
gation to review existing programs. In
deed, the pundits have suggested that 
this should be a "stop, look, and listen" 
Congress. 

Passage of this bill would be a major 
step forward in providing the organiza
tional tools which are necessary to meet 
our many responsibilities. The bill pro
vides for a legislative assistant to aid 
each Senator in the analysis of issues in 
committee and on the floor. It provides 
a new staff position of review specialist 
for each standing committee-an indi
vidual to be directly charged with the 
evaluation of existing programs under 
the committee's jurisdiction. It creates 
the opportunity for congressional access 
to a much higher level of budget informa
tion-in both quantity and quality-for 
the analysis of spending measures. It 
strengthens the informational fac111ties 
available through the Legislative Refer
ence Service of the Library of Congress. 
These, and many other provisions, are 
designed to make Congress better 
equipped to meet the challenges of a 
complex and technical age. 

It is not my intention today to detail 
the many provisions of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1967. However, 
my distinguished colleagues on the spe-
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cia! committee and I look forward to dis
cussing the bill with you after you have 
reviewed its provisions. Of course, we 
expect many Senators to have other sug
gestions-and perhaps differing views
when the bill is considered on the floor. 
I am confident that the Senate will work 
its will in such a manner that the bill 
sent to the House for consideration will 
ultimately be landmark legislation. 

The committee is grateful to the dis
tinguished majority leader for his agree
ment to make this bill one of the first 
orders of business when the current dis
cussion of the rules of the Senate has 
been concluded and that issue decided. 
In this connection, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article appearing on Decem
ber 29, 1966, in the Washington Daily 

. News be included with my remarks, as it 
expresses the importance of this legisla
tion in implementing some of the major 
responsibilities of the Congress during 
this and future sessions. 

There being no objection, the article 
was or4ered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

"LEGISLATIVE 0VERSIGHT"-0REAT SOCIETY 
CHECK ASKED 

(By Marshall McNeil) 
The Senate will have a chance early next 

year to provide itself with power and person
nel for one of its most important, but often 
neglected jobs. 

The job is checking on laws already on the 
books and ways they are administered to 
pinpoint changes required to meet present
day needs. 

This is called "legislative oversight," a 
. function of the standing committees of the 
Senate. 

Chairmen of these committees were prod
ded this week by Democratic Leader Mike 
Mansfield (Mont.) to use authority they al
ready posess to check on Great Society wel
fare and relief programs, some of which were 
hastily approved in the last Congress, as well 
as farm subsidy, tax and draft programs that 
have been in existence for years. 

More specific authority for such review is 
included in the Congressional reorganization 
bill drafted last session but shelved by the 
leadership. However, in shunting the bill 
aside, Sen. Mansfield promised Sen. Mike 
Monroney (D., Okla.), its principal sponsor, 
he would call it up soon after the new con
gress convenes Jan. 10. 

The measure, drafted by a joint committee 
and covering both Houses, provides for mild 
revisions in Congressional procedures. But 
several of these have aroused the jealousies 
of congresmen anxious to keep aU their 
present prerogatives. 

So, while some portions of the bill probably 
will be killed or amended, its provisions for 
better "legislative oversight" may be 
approved. 

Existing law providing for such review 
failed to achieve the desired result, Sen. 
Monroney told the Senate. Altho some com
mittees have carried out "extensive over
sight activities," he added, "most are pre
occupied with new legislative programs." 

The bill would allow each standing com
mittee to appoint a permanent, non-partisan 
review specialist. He would help the com
mittee determine what existing programs are 
being efficiently administered in accordance 
with Congressional intent. He would be re
quired to keep tabs on hundreds of reports 
on specific Government programs made by 
the auditing experts of the General Account
ing omce. 

RECOMMENDING 

Every year, not later than March 31, each 
committee would report on its review activ
ities, evaluating programs under its jurisdlc-

tion. assessing the qaulity of administration, 
and recommending organizational or pro
gram changes, and elimination of unneces
sary activities. 

The reviews also would check on program 
spending. Reports would be sent to the Pres
ident, the Budget Bureau and the Executive 
agencies involved. In this way, ground work 
would be laid for any changes Congress might 
want to make. 

The Monroney bill authorizes $924,000 to 
pay the salaries of review specialists for all 
House and Senate committees. 

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished junior Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BoGGS], who has 
been so helpful in preparing the study 
and report. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished chairman, the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY]. 

Mr. President, the intent of the pro
posed Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1967 is clear. Simply stated, it is to help 
Congress do a better job. 

What the Joint Committee on the 
Organization of the Congress did in its 
lengthy hearings during the last session 
was stand back and examine the opera
tions of the legislative branch. It col
lected the thoughts and advice of ex
perts, including those now serving in 
Congress. It distilled these many sug
gestions to produce the bill which has 
been introduced here today by the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Okla
homa. 

Independent and informed judgments 
by Congress of legislation proposed by 
the executive branch depend chiefly on 
the study given that legislation by the 
committees of Congress. Therefore, the 
main thrust of the Reorganization Act 
is to strengthen the committee system. 

How the bill proposes this be done will 
be discussed in detail later when the bill 
is called up. 

Particular attention is focused on the 
need to examine carefully, and more in
dependently and fully, the budget pro
posed by the executive. 

Since the validity of the individual 
and committee study depends greatly on 
the sources of information available to 
to the Members of Congress, the bill also 
proposes to strengthen this area. 

It should also be mentioned that Con
gress cannot again afford to let 10 Con
gresses pass by before taking another 
critical look at its operations. There
fore, this bill would set up a Joint Com
mittee on Congressional Operations to 
keep under constant review methods of 
making Congress more effective. 

Mr. President, we all know how quickly 
events move today. We know that there 
is increasing emphasis on Federal-State 
cooperation to tackle domestic problems. 
We know that business and private orga
nizations are more and more being called 
to join in a cooperative partnership with 
government to improve our society and 
achieve the promise of excellence which 
lies ahead. 

This bill will help Congress perfonn 
its function more effectively in this great 
enterprise which is the responsibility of 
all levels of government and all sectors 
of our society. 

It is a pleasure to be associated with 
the distinguished chairman of the Spe
cial Committee on the Organization of 
the Congress and the other members of 
that committee, and I am hopeful of 
speedy action by the Senate on this most 
important bill. 

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the dis
tinguished junior Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN]. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to join with the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY] and the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BOGGS] in the good 
things being said regarding the bill 
which the chairman of the committee, 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY], has just reported . 

I believe that I have never been asso
ciated with a committee that worked 
harder and more conscientiously in pre
paring a program that would provide at 
least some degree in needed overhaul of 
Congress, and particularly the commit
tee system, as has been mentioned by the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BoGGS]. 

Mr. President, the bill is not a perfect 
bill. I do not believe that anyone claims 
that it is, but I think that it makes 
progress of the kind we need. 

I wish to pay tribute to the able Sen
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY] 
for the tremendous job which he has 
done in steering the joint committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representa
tives through weeks and months of study 
and work; to the individual members of 
the committee from both sides of the 
Capitol; and to the very able staff that 
we have. I believe that a good job has 
been done and I hope that very soon we 
may be able to take action on the bill. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], WhO was SO faithful and 
helpful in this effort, and I also wish to 
thank him for his remarks about the 
staff. 

The entire committee, which w.as bi
partisan in both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, attended reg
ularly and worked sincerely in an effort 
to prepare as good a bill as possible to 
present to the Senate. 
· Mr. President, I now yield to the dis

tinguished Senator from MontallA [Mr. 
METCALF], who is a member of the com
mittee, and who worked faithfully in the 
preparation of this legislation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator from 
Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time of 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY] be extended for 5 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for 
yielding. I wish to join Senators who 
are members of the committee, and I 
concur with them in their praise of the 
chainnan for his wisdom, knowledge of 
legislative procedures, and, of course, the 
background he had in connection with 
the reorg;anization act that preceded 
this one. 
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I believe that we have brought forth 

legislation which is a notable achieve
ment, with the concurrence, help, and 
assistance of the Members from the 
House of Representatives, and the lead
ership of the cochairman, Representa
tive MADDEN. I believe we have a bill 
that will answer many of the questions 
and problems that have been presented 
as to the future of this legi.slative body. 

Many of our colleagues have written 
textbooks about the future of Congress, 
and also its functions. This is a bill 
which will strengthen committee organi
zation, which will strengthen the role of 
each individual Member, and will go a 
long way toward answering many of the 
objections which have been raised by our 
colleagues and have been presented to 
us by students of our form of govern
ment. 

Especially I want to point out that 
many of the committees in Congress to
day-powerful and important commit
tees--were not even in existence or 
thought of when Congress passed the 
present Reorganization Act, which bears 
the name of the Senator ·from Oklahoma 
[Mr. MoNRONEY]; namely, committees 
on atomic energy, space, and so forth
all ·those matters upon which we spend 
so much money and upon which we take 
so much time. As I said, they were not 
even thought of at the time of reorgani
zation. 

Thus, I believe that one of the most 
important things which will come out of 
this study will be the need for constant 
attention to changes in jurisdiction of 
committees, changes in procedures them
selves, and changes in the many con
cepts in this ever-changing world. I 
believe that the bill will accomplish all 
this. During the course of debate on the 
bill, it will be the privilege of all . Sen
ators to .bring out many other things 
which have been learned in the course 
of hearings, in the course of debate, and 
in the course of the long and considered 
discussion which we have had on this 
legislation. 

This is landmark legislation, as the 
chairman has described it. Much of the 
credit for bringing this important legis
lation to the :fioor of the Senate in the 
form of a bill today belongs to the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma, who 
has done so much to iron out disputes 
and to bring about what is virtually a 
unanimous report after so much con
sideration. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my distin
guished colleague for his complimentary 
remarks. The committee. worked on this 
bill with the greatest of harmony. It 
worked long hours to try to get an agree
ment and a consensus as to the best sug
gestions which would equip Congress to 
meet its present-day problems. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my very great appreciation to 
the distinguished Senator from Okla
homa for his persistence in this second 
e:ffort to reorganize congressional func
tioning. I hope that this e:ffort will be 
successful, as was the former one. I 
know that the Senator has spent a great 
deal of time and effort on it. 

I join in complimenting a,.nd congratu
lating the Senator from Oklahoma, as 

well as the Senator from Delaware and 
other members of this special commit
tee on both sides of the aisle. 

I hope that we may come up with an 
excellent reorganization bill which will 
accomplish the objectives which the Sen
ator from Oklahoma and his associates 
have in mind. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The report will be received and 
printed, and the bill will be placed on 
the calendar. 

The bill (S. 355) to improve the opera
tion of the legislative branch of the Fed
eral Government, and for other purposes, 
reported by Mr. MoNRONEY, was read 
twice by its title, and placed on the cal
endar. 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR CO~T
TEE ON FINANCE-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana, from the Com

mittee on Finance, reported the follow
ing original resolution <S. Res. 21), 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Finance 
is autporized from February 1, 1967, through 
January 31, 1968, to employ six additional 
clerical assistants, to be paid from the con
tingent fund of the Senate at rates of com
pensation to be fixed by the chairman in 
accordance with the provisions of Public Law 
4, Eightieth Congress, approved February 19, 
1947, as amended. 

REPORT ON BATTLE OF NEW OR
LEANS SESQUICENTENNIAL CELE
BRATION 
Pursuant to Public Law 87-759, 87th 

Congress, Mr. ELLENDER submitted are
port on the Battle of New Orleans Ses
quicentennial Celebration. 

REPORT OF ACTIVITIES OF JOINT 
COMMITTEE ON DEFENSE PRO
DUCTION-REPORT OF A JOINT 
COMMITTEE 
Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Joint Com

mittee on Defense Production, Congress 
of the United States, submitted a report 
entitled "Sixteenth Annual Report of the 
Activities of the Joint Committee on De
fense Production, Congress of the United 
States," with material on mobilization 
from departments and agencies. 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable report of a 

nomination was submitted: 
By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee 

on Public Works: 
.Iohn J. Linnehan, of Massachusetts, to be 

Federal cochairman of the New England 
Regional Commission. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 
S. 319. A bill for the relief of Branko 

"Bronco" Balle; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ERVIN: 
S. 320. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Army to release certain use restric
tions on a tract ·of land in the State of North 
Carolina 1n order that such land may be used 
in connection with a proposed water supply 
lake, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 321. A bill for the relief of Charles Bern

stein; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. METCALF (for himself, Mr. 

HRUSKA, and Mr. TYDINGS) : 
S. 322. A bill to amend the Migratory Bird 

Conservation Act to provide that no land 
contained in the national wildlife refuge 
system shall be sold, transferred for any 
other use, or otherwise disposed of without 
the approval of the Migratory Bird Com
mission, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. METcALF when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CURTIS: 
S. 323. A bill to provide for the payment of 

expenses incurred by members of the uni
formed services in traveling home under 
emergency leave or prior to shipment outside 
the United States; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CURTIS when he 
introduced the above b111, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 
S. 324. A blll for the relief of Jesse c. John

son; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HILL (for himself, Mr. ALLOTT, 

Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BmLE, 
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
BYRD of Virginia, Mr. BYRD of West 
Virginia, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CARLsoN, 
Mr. CLARK, Mr. COOPER, Mr. COTTON, 
Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. 
EASTLAND, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. FANNIN, 
Mr. FONG, Mr. GRUENING, Mr. HART, 
Mr. HARTKE~ Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JACK
SON, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY of New 
York, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. LONG of Mis
souri, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. McGEE, 
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. 
MONTPYA, Mr. MORSE, Mr. MORTON, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MuSKIE, Mr. NEL
soN,Mr.PELL,Mr.PROUTY,Mr.RAN
DOLPH, Mr. RmiCOFF, Mr. SMATHERS, 
Mrs. SMITH, Mr. TOWER, Mr. TYDINGS, 
Mr. WILLIAMs of New Jersey, Mr. 
YARBOROUGH, and Mr. YOUNG of 
North Dakota): 

S. 325. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for the establishment 
of a National Eye Institute in the National 
Institutes of Health; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HILL when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HILL (for himself, Mr. CoT
TON, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. MORSE, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. PELL, Mr. PROUTY, Mr. 
RANDOLPH, and Mr. YARBOROUGH): 

S. 326. A bill to offer means for coordi
nating State health and welfare services at 
the community level by providing common 
facilities and encouraging their administra
tion as elements of a comprehensive whole; 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. RANDOLPH relating 
to the above bill, which appear under a 
separate heading.) 

By Mr. CLARK: 
S. 327. A bill for the relief of Dr. Carlos 

Victor de Ia Concepeion Garcia; 
S. 328. A bill for the relief of Dr. Oscar 

Lopez; , 
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s. 329. A bill for the relief of Dr. Oswaldo 

F. Lopez; 
S. 330. A bill for the relief of Kwok Ching 

Yee (also known as Ip Kwok Ching); 
S. 331. A b111 for the relief of Heather 

Gwendolyn Boyd-Monk; and 
S. 332. A bill for the relief of Nariko Susan 

Duke (Nakano) : to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: 
S. 333. A bill to amend the Watershed 

Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as 
amended, so as to permit Federal cost shar
ing for certain uses of water stored in res
ervoir structures constructed or modified un
der such act; to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. 

S. 334. A bill to authorize the payment of 
pension under section 541 of title 38, United 
States Code, to the widow of a veteran of 
World War I, World War II, or the Korean 
conflict without regard to the period of time 
such widow was married to the veteran, if 
the veteran committed suicide; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

S. 335. A bill to amend the Act of July 1, 
1948 (62 Stat. 1215), providing for the fur
nishing of Government headstones and 
maTkers; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

S. 336. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ram
murti S. Mishra; 

s. 337. A bill for the relief of Tommie 
Shou; and 

S. 338. A bill for the relief of Mario Inoue; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 339. A b1ll to provide for retroactive 
payment of annuities payable under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act to the sur
vivors of Members of Congress who died be
tween February 29, 1948, and March 5, 1954; 
to the Committee on Post O:ffl.ce and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. BREWSTER: 
S. 340. A b111 to amend section 209 of the 

Merchant Marine Act, 1936, so as to require 
future authorization of funds for certain 
programs of the Maritime Administration; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

S. 341. A bill to provide for improved em
ployee-management relations in the Federal 
Service, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post O:ffl.ce and Civil Service. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BREWSTER when he 
introduced the first above-mentioned bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

(NOTE.-The first above-mentioned bill (S. 
840) was ordered to be held at the desk tintil 
January 26, 1967, for additional cosponsors.) 

By Mr. BREWSTER (for himself and 
Mr. TYDINGS) : 

S. 342. A bUI to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code to provide that the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Maryland 
shall sit at one additional place; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

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

By Mr. HART (for himself and Mr. 
GRIFFIN): 

S. 343. A bill to provide that the Federal 
o:ffl.ce building to be constructed in Detroit, 
Mich., shall be named the "Patrick V. Mc
Namara Federal Office Building" in memory 
of the late Patrick V. McNamara, a U.S. 
Senator from the State of Michigan from 
1955 to 1966; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. ELLENDER: 
S. 344. A bill for the relief of Louis Beaud 

(Brother Amable) ; and 
S. 345. A bill for the relief of Dr. Benito V. 

Odulio and his wife, Dr. Brunhilda- G. 
Odulio; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRUENING: 
S. 346. A bill for the relief of George Or

fanoudis; 
S. 347. A b111 for the relief of Charles R. 

Hartew; 

s. 348. A bill for the relief of Bertha Delia; 
and 

s. 349. A bill for the relief of Datil Park; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McGEE (for himself and Mr. 
HANSEN): 

S. 350. A bill to provide for the establish- . 
ment of a national cemetery in the State of 
Wyoming; and 

s. 351. A bill to authorize the establish
ment of the Fossil Butte National Monu
ment; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. McGEE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der separate headings.) 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 352. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched

ules of the United States to accord to the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands the 
same tariff treatment as is provided for in
sular possessions of the United States; to the 
Co mini ttee on Finance 

By Mr. DIRKSEN (for hitnself and Mr. 
PERCY): 

S. 353. A bill to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make a prelimi
nary survey of the proposed George Rogers 
Clark Recreation Way within and adjacent 
to the Shawnee National Forest in the State 
of lllinois; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. DIRKSEN when he 
introduced the above b111, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware: 
S. 354. A bill for the relief of Peter Drossos; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MONRONEY: 

S. 355. A bill to improve the operaliion of 
the legislative branch of the Federal Gov
ernment, and for other purposes; placed on 
the calendar. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MoNRONEY when 
he reported the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 356. A bill to permit the establishment 

and operation of certain branch offices by 
the Michigan National Bank, Lansing, Mich.; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware: 
S. 357. A bill to amend section 504(a) of 

the Labor-Management Reporting and Dis
closure Act of 1959 which prohibits the 
holding of union office by persons convicted 
of certain offenses, so as to make such sec
tion applicable with respect to convictions 
of certain additional offenses; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

S. 358. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment by the Postmaster General of post
masters at first-, second-, and third-cla.ss post 
o:ffl.ces; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 359. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mary 

c. Ryan; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: 
S. 360. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ashwin 

Vaiodya; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PROUTY: 

s. 361. A bill for the relief of Marija Mal
nar; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAUSCHE: 
S. 362. A bill for the relief of Sofia Dorr; to 

the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HARTKE: 

S. 363. A bill for the relief of Milorad Segrt; 
and 

S. 364. A bill for the relief of Julianno 
Rado; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAUSCHE: 
s. 365. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mary 

Geromi; to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

ByMr.PELL: 
S. 366. A bill to extend the well-established 

concept of the free public school system to 
pl'ovide the broadest educational opportuni-

ties possible to all students as a matter of 
right by authorizing the U.S. Commissioner 
of Education to award scholarships to under
graduate students to enable them to com
plete two academic years of higher educa
tion; to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PELL when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. 
CooPER): 

S. 367. A bill to promote excellence in edu
cation and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee· on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PELL when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separaJte heading.) 

By Mr. NELSON (for himself and Mr. 
MONDALE): 

S. 368. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of the St. Croix National Scenic River
way in the States of Minnesota and Wiscon
sin, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

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

By Mr. BAYH: 
S. 369. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act so as to eliminate, in 
certain cases, the requirement that an in
sured individual have first been admitted 
to a hospital in order to qualify under such 
tttle for the extended care services provided 
thereunder; to the Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BAYH when he in
troduced the above bill; which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

(NoTE.-The above bill was ordered to be 
held at the desk until January 26, 1967, for 
addi tiona! cosponsors.) 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and Mr. 
MAGNUSON): 

S. 370. A bill to amend the act of June 12, 
1948 (62 Stat. 382), in order to provide for 
the construction, operation, and mainte
nance of the Kennewick division extension, 
Yakima project, Washington, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JACKSON when he 
introduced the above bill, which appeazo 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MUNDT (for hixnsel!, Mr. THuR
MOND, Mr. MORToN, Mr. TOWER, Mr. 
STENNIS, and Mr. DOMINICK) : 

S.J. Res. 12. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States providing for the election of the Presi
dent and Vice President; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MUNDT when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

(NOTE.-The above joint resolution was 
ordered to be held at the desk until Janu
ary 26, 1967, for additional cosponsors.) 

By Mr. HOLLAND (for hitnself, Mr. 
.ALLoTI', Mr. CURTIS, Mr. DoMINICK, 
Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. TOWER, and Mr. 
YouNG of North Dakota): 

S.J. Res. 13. Joint resolution to require the 
removal of certain agricultural products from 
negotiation of tariff reductions under the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HoLLAND when he 
introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
S.J. Res. 14. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, extending the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. RANDOLPH when 
he introduced the above joint resolution, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
S.J. Res. 15. Joint resolution proposing . a 
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nationwide popular vote for election of the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

RESOLUTIONS 

MINORITY PARTY'S MEMBERSHIP 
ON STANDING COMMITI'EES 

Mr. DIRKSEN submitted a resolu
tion <S. Res. 18) designating the minor
ity party's membership on standing com
mittees, which was considered and agreed 
to. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. DIRKSEN, 
which appears under a separate heading.) 

APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRMAN OF 
SELECT CO~TTEE ON S~ 
BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD submitted a resolu

tion (S. Res. 19) appointing Mr. 
SMATHERS as chairman of the Select 
Committee on Small Business, which was 
considered and agreed to. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when SUbmitted by Mr. MANSFIELD, 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

EXTENSION OF SPECIAL COMMIT
TEE ON AGING 

Mr. MANSFIELD submitted the fol
lowing resolution (S. Res. 20), which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 20 
Resolved, That the Special Committee on 

Aging, established by S. Res. 33, Eighty
seventh Congress, agreed to on February 13, 
1961, as amended and supplemented, is here
by extended through January 31, 1968, ex
cept that thirteen members of such Com
mittee shall be appointed from the majority 
party and seven members from the minority 
party. 

SEc. 2. It shall be the duty of such com
mittee to make a full and complete study and 
investigation of any and all matters per
taining to problems and opportunities of 
older people, including but not limited to, 
problems and opportunities of maintaining 
health, of assuring adequate income, of find
ing employment, of engaging in productive 
and rewarding activity, of securing proper 
housing, and, when necessary, of obtaining 
care or assistance. No proposed legislation 
shall be referred to such committee, and such 
committee shall not have power to report by 
bill or otherwise have legislative jurisdiction. 

SEc. 3. The said committee, or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author
ized to sit and act at such places and times 
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned 
periods of the Senate, .to require by subpenas 
or otherwise the attendance of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, papers, 
and documents, to administer such oaths, to 
take such testimony, to procure such print
ing and binding, and to make such expendi
tures as 1t deems advisable. 

SEC. 4. A majority of the members of the 
committee or any subcommittee thereof shall 
constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business, except that a lesser number, to be 
fixed by the committee, shall constitute a 
quorum for the purpose of taking sworn 
testimony. 

SEC. 5. For purposes of this resolution, the 
committee is authorized ( 1) to employ on a 
temporary basis from February 1, 1967, 
through January 31, 1968, such technical, 

clerical, or other assistants, experts, and con
sultants as lt deems advisable: Promcled, 
That the minority is authorized to select one 
person for appointment, and the person so 
selected shall be appointed and his compen
sation shall be so fixed that his gross rate 
shall not be less by more than $2,300 than 
the highest gross rate paid to any other em
ployee; and (2) with the prior consent of the 
executive department or agency concerned 
and the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, to employ on a reimbursable basis such 
executive branch personnel as it deems 
advisable. 

SEc. 6. The expenses of the committee, 
which shall not exceed $221,000 from Feb
ruary 1, 1967, through January 31, 1968, shall 
be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate upon vouchers approved by the chair
man of the committee. 

SEc. 7. The committee shall report there
sults of its study and investigation, together 
with such recommendations as it may deem 
advisable, to the Senate at the earliest prac
ticable date, but not later than January 31, 
1968. The oommittee shall cease to exist at 
the close of business on January 31, 1968. 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT
TEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana reported an 
original resolution <S. Res. 21) to provide 
additional funds for the Committee on 
Finance, which was referred to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. LoNG of Loui
siana, which appears under the heading 
"Reports of Committees.") 

STUDY OF ENTRY OF NONIMMI
GRANT ALIENS INTO THE UNITED 
STATES TO PERFORM SERVICES 
OR LABOR 
Mr. TOWER submitted a resolution <S. 

Res. 22) to provide for a study of the 
entry of nonimmigrant aliens into the 
United States to perform services or 
labor, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. TowER, which 
appears under a separate heading.) 

<NoTE.-The above resolutiQn was or
dered to be held at the desk until Janu
ary 23, 1967, for additional cosponsors.> 

AMENDMENT OF MIGRATORY BIRD 
CONSERVATION ACT 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, as I 
have previously pointed out, the Con
gress in 1929 created the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission, on which I 
have the honor to serve. 

As you know, the Commission passes 
on recommendations of its Chairman, 
the Secretary of the Interior, for addi
tions to the migratory bird refuges 
within the national wildlife refuge sys-
tem. Members of the Commission in
clude the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of Commerce, another Mem
ber of this body, the senior Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] and two Mem
bers of the House [Mr. KARSTEN and Mr. 
CONTE]. 

We of the Commission are trustees of 
the funds of American duck hunters and 
other contributing conservationists who 

came to the Congress and asked that we 
provide for a duck stamp and use the 
proceeds to acquire the land necessary 
for migratory bird refuges. In addition, 
we are trustees of the funds of organiza
tions and private individuals, who have 
contributed millions of dollars for acqui
sition, and in some cases, development of 
these refuges. 

While we trustees are consulted on 
proposed additions to the refuge system,. 
no such approval is required when ref
uges are eliminated, reduced, or portions. 
are taken for other than wildlife uses, 
such as highways. It may be that there 
are units in our wildlife refuge system 
which on the basis of experience should 
be reduced or eliminated-despite the 
fact that the basic statute, the Migra
tory Bird Conservation Act, provides in 
its title for the acquisition of these areas 
of land and water "in perpetuity." But. 
this is a program set up by the Congress 
and administered only in part by a Com
mission created by the Congress. 

In the 89th Congress, the senior Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] and 
I introduced S. 2192, to require that land 
gets out of the refuge system the same 
way it now gets in-by Commission ap
proval. The measure-H.R. 8807-was 
introduced in the House by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. DINGELLJ. 

We also would require that the migra
tory bird conservation fund be reim
bursed in the amount of fair market 
value of any refuge lands taken for non
wildlife purposes. Conservationists buy 
duck stamps and make other contribu
tions to expand the national wildlife 
refuge system. When land passes from 
that system, the duck stamp fund should 
be reimbursed for the value of the land 
taken. otherwise we are picking the 
pockets of our duck hunters, investing 
their money in additions to the national 
wildlife refuge system while, at the same 
time, relinquishing land already in this 
system. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the senior 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] 
and the junior Senator from Maryland· 
[Mr. TYDINGS], I am reintroducing the 
bill to amend the Migratory Bird Con
servation Act. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 322) to amend the Migra
tory Bird Conservation Act to provide 
that no land contained in the national 
wildlife refuge system shall be sold. 
transferred for any other use, or other
wise disposed of without the approval of 
the Migratory Bird Commission, and for 
other purposes introduced by Mr. MET
CALF (for himself and other Senators>, 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
2 of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. 715a) is amended by inserting 
"(a)" immediately after "SEc. 2." and by 
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inserting at the end of such section the quired with public funds from the proceeds 
following new subsection: of the duck stamps that hunters buy. By 

OorpsmellJ to go home on vacation during 
the Christmas holidays. 

"(b) (1) No land located within any wild- either financial route, the refuges have the 
life refuge, wildlife range, game range, wild- character of a special trust. Indeed, the 
life management area, or waterfowl produc- Migratory Bird Conservation Act provides 
tion area, administered by the Secretary of for the acquisition of these lands and water 
the Interior through the Fish and Wildlife areas in perpetuity. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars would like 
to point out that there is something inher
ently and fundamentally wrong when Job 
Corpsmen enjoy vacation travel at the tax
payers' expense and, at the same time U.S. 
fightingmen are denied such privileges as 
those accorded the Job Corpsmen. 

Service, Department of the Interior, shall be Not every wildlife refuge that was closed in 
sold, transferred for any other use, or other- this economy drive represented a real loss. 
wise disposed of- Like every large operation, the National • • • It is the belief of the Veterans of 

Foreign Wars that there should be prompt 
corrective action in this matter which dis
crimlnates so viciously against our men in 
uniform. 

"(A) without the approval of the Com- Wildlife Refuge System makes changes as 
mission, and conditions change. But some of the refuges 

"(B) without the payment by the Secre- were still useful. Moreover, changes should 
tary of the Interior to the migratory con- be dictated by the needs of the system and 
servation fund (established under section 4 not by the arbitrary pressure of periodic 
of the Act of March 16, 1934 (16 U.S.C. 718d)) economy drives. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars has pro
posed and supports such administrative or 
legislative action as would provide govern
ment payment of transportation to their 
homes and return to duty for servicemen 
who are on: (a) emergency leave; (b) con
valescent leave from hospitalization result
ing from injury in the line of duty; (c) 
leave immediately prior to departure for 
overseas; and (d) leave immediately on re
turn from overseas duty. 

of the fair market value of such land. Under these circumstances, we endorse the 
"(2) Except for a road constructed for the . b111 recently introduced by Senators METcALF, 

sole purpose of maintaining and protecting of Montana, and HRUsKA, of Nebraska, to for
any such refuge, or area, no road, shall be bid removal of land from the system except 
constructed within any such refuge,· range, with approval of the Migratory Bird Conser
or area-- vation Commission. The Commission's ap-

"(A) without the approval of the Com- proval is needed to add land to the system; 
mission, and its approval should be necessary to take land 

"(B) without the payment by the Secre- out of it. This year's squeeze from .the 
tary of the Interior to such migratory bird Budget Bureau proves that this elementary 
conservation fund of the fair market value protection for the wildlife refuges is essential. 
of the right-of-way. 

It is the firm belief of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars that such assistance to our 
servicemen is long overdue; that the cost 
would be insignificant in terms of the divi
dends which would be realized in increased 
morale and higher reenlistment rates; and 
would be fully justified in view of the fact 
that Job Corpsmen, whose duties do not in
volve the obligations and risks of military 
service, already receive vacation travel at 
the expense of the U.S. taxpayer. 

" ( 3) Any funds transferred to such mi-
gratory bird conservation fund under para- TRANSPORTATIO PA 
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection shall N Y FOR MEM:-
be used exclusively for the acquisition of BERS OF UNIFORMED SERVICES 
areas for migratory bird refuges." WHEN ON EMERGENCY LEAVE 

THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I wish 
to bring to the attention of the Senate 
an editorial in the New York Times of 
August 4. It supports the Hruska-Met
calf bill <S. 1816) which would forbid 
removal of land from the national wild
life refuge system except with approval 
of the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Commission. 

The editorial points out the vital dif
ference between closing a military in
stallation and closing a wildlife refuge. 
One can be rebuilt or replaced, the other 
cannot. When the Bureau of the Budget 
sought economy, by closing 11 refuges in 
12 States, it was not only ignoring other 
values but it was not economizing at all. 
It did not consider the dollar income 
from sale of timber and other resources 
on wildlife refuges. 

I wish to commend the Times for its 
editorial. I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

RETREAT ON WILDLIFE 

Although the record of the Johnson Ad
ministration on major conservation issues 
has thus far been excellent, it has intro
duced an oddly regressive note into its man
agement of the Nation's wildlife refuges. 

For the sake of economy, the Bureau of 
the Budget this year has compelled the In
terior Department to get rid of five wildlife 
refuges, cut back its work on four and turn 
two others over to the States. The purpose 
of these closings was to save the sum of 
$200,000. This squeeze on the refuge system 
is part of the much-publicized economy drive 
that has produced some closings of ship
yards, army bases and veterans' hospitals. 
But there are two significant differences be
tween those installations and the refuges. 

If a new hospital or military base is needed, 
it can always be built or the old one re
activated. But once land and water areas 
reserved for migratory birds and wild ani
mals are gone, they are usually gone forever. 

The second difference is that land in ref
uges has either been given by private indi
viduals and organizations or has been ac-

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am to
day introducing a bill similar to the one 
I introduced in the last Congress. This 
proposal, if enacted into law, will provide 
that the members of our uniformed serv
ices shall have their transportation paid 
when they come home ·on emergency 
leave or when they come home just be
fo~ they go overseas. 

At the present time, servicemen on 
leave from Vietnam or military posts re
ceive no Federal pay for transportation 
in the United States. They must pay 
their own way. This is true when they 
come home because of a death or illness 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill <S. 323) to provide for the 
payment of expenses incurred by mem
bers of the uniformed services in travel
ing home under emergency leave or prior 
to shipment outside the United States, 
introduced by Mr. CURTIS, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

or other emergency. The bill I am intro- NATIONAL EYE INSTITUTE 
ducing would correct this. Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I am intro-

Mr. President, I am sure that every ducing a bill to amend the Public Health 
Senator has observed our servicemen 
waiting around in the airports for a Service Act to provide for the establish-
chance to buy a ticket at a reduced rate ment of a National Eye Institute in the 

National Institutes of Health. 
with their own funds on a space-avail- The bill is identical to S. 3514, which I 
able basis. Other Government person-
nel are not so treated. introduced in the 89th Congress in co- 1 

I call attention to the fact that the . sponsorship with 52 Members of this 
Chamber. 

U.S. Government spent $1,920,910 for Briefly, Mr. President, the bill would 
sending Job Corps enrollees home for authorize the establishment of a National 
Christmas in December ·1965. The Eye Institute to mobilize an attack on 
amount spent for transportation for Job blindness and other visual disorders. 
Corps enrollees for Christmas in 1966 Through research and the training of 
was $1,200,000. We should do no less research scientists, the new Institute 
for our servicemen who are fighting for would develop new treatments and cures 
us or who are prepared to fight for our for visual disorders, and more important, 
country· diScover how to prevent blindness and 

Mr. President, the January 12, 1967, other visual disorders that take such a 
issue of the Stars and Stripes carries a toll. 
letter by Commander in Chief Leslie M. The dimensions of the problem of vis
Fry of the Veterans of Foreign Wars on ual disorders in this country demonstrate 
this subject of transportation payments the need for the new institute: 
for our servicemen. I wish to include in About 400,000 persons have 10 percent 
my remarks the pertirient parts of that vision or less, including 50,000 persons 
letter, as follows: who are totally blind; 

The purpose of this letter is to bring to More than one million persons are un-
your attention, and in so doing express the able to read regular newspaper print, 
vigorous opposition and resentment of the even with the help of glasses; 
Veterans of Foreign Wars over a Government Nearly 90 million persons have, to 
policy that discriminates aga.tnst U.S. 
servicemen. some degree, impaired eyesight; 

I am referring specifically to the proce- About 30,000 adults and children be-
dure, as reported in the press, of the Govern- come blind each year, and most impor
ment paying the transportation for Job tant of all-
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Eighty percent of all blindness is the 

result of diseases whose causes are not 
known to science. 

In addition, Mr. President, we are all 
familiar with the economic consequences 
of blindness: 

The cost of providing public assistance 
to nearly 100,000 needy blind persons; 

The cost of special facilities, teachers, 
books, and materials needed in the educa
tion of more than 20,000 elementary and 
secondary-school-attending blind chil
dren. 

The cost of centers and facilities pro
viding adjustment to blindness and 
other services to the newly blind and the 
long-neglected blind; 

The cost of vocational rehabilitation 
agencies, programs and training facili
ties to provide occupational retraining 
and job placement help to the employ
able blind; 

The cost of braille and recorded books 
for the blind, the buildings to house them, 
the personnel to distribute them. 

The human and economic toll of blind
ness is a burden that we need not endure 
if we take advantage of the opportunities 
offered by medical research. Let me cite 
an example. In 1953 we made the dis
covery that too much oxygen adminis
tered to premature infants resulted in 
retrolental fibroplasia, a cause of blind
ness. As a result of this finding, the in
cidence of retrolental fibroplasia fell dra
matically from 1,900 cases in 1952 to only 
28 in 1958. Today, the condition is a 
rarity. 

If this medical advance had been dis
covered 1 year later, the lifetime cost of 
care for the additional number of blind 
persons would have amounted to more 
than $120 million. If the discovery had 
come 10 years later the cost would have 
exceeded $1 billion. 

But costs alone are a poor measure of 
the problem of blindness, for they do not 
portray the human suffering nor the dis
advantages and difficulties of blind peo
ple in a sight-oriented world. 

Mr. President, our goal must be the 
eradication of blindness from our so
ciety. Even though blindness can be 
lived with successfully in our society, it 
is not a condition that should be need
lessly continued in America nor in the 
world. I urge my colleagues to support 
the bill I am introducing today to estab
lish a National Eye Institute that we may 
effectively work to prevent blindness and 
develop new treatments and cures for 
visual disorders. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD, along 
with the names of the 50 Senators who 
are joining with me in sponsoring the 
legislation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, · the bill and the names of 
Senators will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 325) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the 
establishment of a National Eye Insti
tute in the National Institutes of Health, 
introduced by Mr. HILL (for himself, Mr. 
ALLOTT, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BAYH, Mr. 
BIBLE, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
BYRD of Virginia, Mr. BYRD of West Vir-

ginia, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CARLSON, Mr. 
CLARK, Mr. COOPER, Mr. COTTON, Mr. 
DIRKSEN, Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. EASTLAND, 
Mr. ERVIN, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. FONG, Mr. 
GRUENING, Mr. HART, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. 
INOuYE, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. KENNED·Y 
of New York, Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. LONG of 
Missouri, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. McGEE, 
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. MON
TOYA, Mr. MORSE,Mr.MORTON,Mr. MUR
PHY, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. PROUTY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. RIBI
COFF, Mr. SMATHERS, Mrs. SMITH, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. TYDINGS, Mr. WILLIAMS of 
New Jersey, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and Mr. 
YouNG of North Dakota), was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Puhlic Welfare, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
together with the names of the cospon
sors, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That title IV 
of the Public Health Service Act ( 42 U.S.C., 
ch. 6A, subch. III) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new part: 

"PART F--NATIONAL EYE INSTITUTE 

"Establishment of National Eye Institute 
"SEC. 451. The Surgeon General is author

ized, with the approval of the Secretary, to 
establish in the Public Health Service an in
stitute for the conduct and support of re
search for new treatment and cures and 
training relating to blinding eye diseases and 
visual disorders, including research and 
training in the special health problems and 
requirements of the blind and in the basic 
and clinical sciences relating to the mechan
ism of the visual function and preservation 
of sight. The Surgeon General is also 
authorized to plan for research and train
ing, especially against the main causes of 
blindness and loss of visual function. 

"Establishment of advisory council 
"SEc. 452. (a) The Surgeon General 1s 

authorized, with the approval of the Secre
tary, to establish an advisory council to 
advise, consult with, and make recommenda
tions to the Surgeon General on matters re
lating to the activities of the National Eye 
Institute. 

"(b) The provisions relating to the com
position, terms of office of members, and re
appointment of members of advisory coun
cils under section 432(a) shall be applicable 
to the council established under this section, 
except that the Surgeon General, with the . 
approval of the Secretary, may include on 
such council established under this section 
such additional ex officio members as he 
deems necessary. 

" (c) Upon appointment of such council, 
it shall assume all or such part as the 
Surgeon General may, with the approval of 
the Secretary, specify of the duties, func
tions, and powers of the National Advisory 
Health Council relating to the research or 
training projects with which such council 
established under this part is concerned and 
such portion as the Surgeon General may 
specify (with such approval) of the duties, 
functions, and powers of any other advisory 
council established under this Act relating 
to such projects. 

"Functions 

"SEC. 453. The Surgeon General shall, 
through the National Eye Institute estab
lished under this part, carry out the purposes 
of section 301 wtlh respect to the conduct 
and support of research with respect to 
blinding eye diseases and visual disorders 
associated with general health and well
being, includin!S ~he special health problems 

and requirements of the blind and the 
mechanism of sight .and visual function, ex
cept that the Surgeon General shall, with 
the approval of the Secretary, determine the 
areas in which and the extent to which he 
will carry out such pur.poses ot section 301 
through such Institute or an institute esta.b
lished by or under other provisions of this 
Act, ·or both of tliem, when both such in
stitutes have functions with respect to the 
same subject matter. The Surgeon General 
is also authorized to provide training and 
instruction and establish and maintain 
traineeships and fellowships, in the Na
tional Eye Institute and elsewhere in mat
ters relating to diagnosis, prevention, ahd 
treatment of blinding eye diseases and visual 
disorders with such stipends and allowances 
(including travel and subsistence expenses) 
for trainees and fellows ·as he deems nec
es.sary, and, in addition, provide for such 
training, instruction, and traineeships and 
for such fellowships through grants to pub
lic or other nonprofit ins·titutions." 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, there is 

no bill that will be introduced in this 
Congress, or, for that matter, in any 
other Congress, which will have a more 
moving effect on the Senator from Cali
fornia than the bill just introduced by 
the Senator from Alabama. 

I doubt that I should hesitate in simply 
saying that my own beloved mother is 
now 96. She was blind for a number of 
years. By an almost miraculous opera
tion last year, her eyesight was restored. 

I think the Senator, ·in the introduc
tion of his bill, is participating in a field 
which needs more scientific research 
than we have had in the past. 

I simply rise to pay him once again the 
just metes of respect by his colleagues 
for the interest he has taken in all prob
lems of health and welfare of human 
beings. 

Mr. HILL.· I thank the distinguished 
Senator from California for his interest
ing statement about · his mother. I re
joice that her eyesight has been restored 
to her. The distinguished Senator from 
California is one of the sponsors of the 
bill. He and I are marching together in 
the effort to try to save people from 
blindness through research and training. 
RANDOLPH SUPPORTS ANOTHER MEASURE TO Am 

THE BLIND AND NEAR-BLIND: JOINS SENATOR 
HILL IN SPONSORn<G BILL TO CREATE NATIONAL 
EYE INSTITUTE 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, it is 
a distinct pleasure for me to cosponsor, 
once again, a bill to creat a National Eye 
Institute in the National Institutes of 
Health. 

As Senator HILL knows, I have been 
concerned with aid to the blind and near
blind for many years. Since 1936, when 
the Randolph-Sheppard Act was passed, 
I have been working in both public and 
private life to help ameliorate the condi
tions under which our blind citizens live 
and work and to assist them in better 
performing useful roles in our society. 

But I am also cognizant of the fact that 
many are blind who need not have lost 
their eyesight. Many eye defects and 
diseases can be cured, and the eyesight 
of thousands more could be saved each 
year with adequate knowledge and treat
ment. It is my hope that by creating a 
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separate Institute in our National Insti
tutes of Health for research into eye 
sicknesses only, we will assist countless 
thousands of our citlirens-many now 
living, many yet unborn-to enjoy the 
soft glow of a sunrise, the graceful flight 
of a swallow, and the breathtaking view 
of creation best known to a mountaineer. 

RANDOLPH PRAISES HILL-DE
LIGHTED TO COSPONSOR COM
MUNITY SERVICES ACT OF 1967-
CITIES PROGRESS BROUGHT BY 
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVEL
OPMENT ACT (S. 326) 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, 

before I comment on the bill which I am 
privileged to cosponsor with the distin
guished Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HILL], I would like to express my pro
found admiration for that gentleman as 
both a legislator and a friend. There 
is no other Senator here today whose 
contributions to the cause of improved 
health facilities for our citizens are as 
well known and as far reaching as those 
of LISTER HILL's. It is a source of de
light to me, and a responsibility which I 
cherish, to be able to sponsor with my 
dear friend this vital piece of legislation 
he introduced today. 

As the sponsor of the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act in this body 
several years ago, I have maintained 
close contact with the community serv
ices being discussed and proposed under 
that landmark legislation. That these 
services will be of inestimable value to 
the citizens of our Appalachian States 
is certainly beyond doubt. That there 
is a need for similar services to other 
States, is also beyond doubt. And the 
bill just introduced will be responsive, I 
believe, to this need. 

Mr. President, I want the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] to know that I will 
work with him for the enactment of the 
community services legislation. It is my 
hope that we will have the support of 
our colleagues in bringing to fruition a 
proposal which offers hope to young and 
old alike in all geographical areas of this 
vast land of ours. We must each try, 
with the help of our Creator, to see the 
promise of America fulfilled for all. 

ON AUTHORIZATION OF MERCHANT 
MARINE FUNDS 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
introduce, for appropriate reference, 
a bill which would require the annual 
authorization of merchant marine funds 
by the Commerce Committee, which is 
charged with general oversight of our 
merchant marine. This bill is identical 
to one which I introduced last year. 

There are two ·reasons which I feel 
that this particular change would be ap
propriate. First, there is substantial 
precedent for such a move. Second, the 
need for such a change is urgent. 

Congress has, for a number of years, 
followed the practice of authorizing an
nual appropriations for military_ con
struction of bases and facilities. In 1959, 
this procedure was extended to the pro-

curement of aircraft, missiles, and naval 
vessels. 

In 1963, the same procedure was 
adopted for the Coast Guard, whose an
nual appropriations are to be authorized 
by the Commerce Committee. The bill 
which I am introducing would place the 
merchant marine-the fourth arm of the 
Nation's defense-on the same basis as 
the Coast Guard and the naval vessels. 

There is, of course, ample other prece
dent for this proposal. The Peace Corps, 
the NASA program, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, certain housing programs, 
and a number of other activities are 
subject to both authorization and ap
propriation. 

Granted that the precedent exists, why 
should merchant marine funds be au
thorized by a legislative committee? It 
seems to me that there are two valid 
reasons why. 

First, it assures effective congressional 
scrutiny of executive policy decisions. 
The committee which is charged with 
legislative oversight of the agency in 
question can determine whether the 
policy involved in a particular appropria
tion is a proper one. It can give the time 
and the expertise required to scrutinize 
executive discretion. 

Thus, in 1959, the conferees on the 
military authorization proposal stated: 

An effective method for maintaining proper 
surveillance over this procurement would be 
in the manner described above (annual ap
propriations) . 

Second, the bill I am proposing would 
effectively spotlight the need for mer
chant marine appropriations. As I have 
often stated to the Senate, our merchant 
marine is being sunk. 

We should have the individuals who 
really know the maritime picture up to 
testify each year before a legislative com
mittee on what they feel to be an appro
priate level of congressional funds. 
Needless to say, the Appropriations Com
mittee would retain its power _to cut the 
allotment, in view of overall budgetary 
considerations. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to go 
through the dreary picture of the mer
chant marine in depth. It is, I assure 
the Senators, a very dreary picture. 

The United States was once the prin
cipal maritime power of the world. We 
have fallen far in recent years. We now 
transport only 8 percent of our foreign 
commerce. 

What is worse, we do not seem to be 
able to learn from history. George San
tayana, the noted philosopher, wrote that 
those who will not leam from history are 
forever condemned to repeat it. 

We allowed our shipping to decline in 
. the early colonial days until we found 
ourselves with no fleet at the time of the 
Revolutionary War. We built up a fleet 
for that conflict, but dismantled it im
mediately thereafter. 

Thus we entered the War of 1812 help
less at sea. Once again, a high-powered 
shipbuilding effort-ended after the war. 
In the Civil War, the same story. In 
World War·r, World War II, the Korean 
war-every battle finds us unprepared to 
fight it and supply it at sea. 

Now we are· embroiled in southeast 
Asia. We send the vast majority of our 

men by sea. Ninety-eight percent of our 
cargo goes in ships-most of them non
Government vessels, our private mer
chant marine. But our fleet, once again, 
is a disgrace. 

I do not know that we are ready to 
wake up now. I would hope that we are. 
It is time that we learn from our past 
mistakes. 

One step in this direction would be to 
require annual hearings and authoriza
tions by the committee which oversees 
the merchant marine. I urge the Sen
ate to do so. 

Mr. President, I ask that the bill lie 
on the table for 10 days. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without objec
tion, the bill will lie on the desk, as re
quested by the Senator from Maryland. 

The bill (S. 340) to amend section 209 
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, so as 
to require future authorization of funds 
for certain programs of the Maritime Ad
ministration, introduced by Mr. BREW
STER, was received, read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Cpm
merce. 

TO HOLD DISTRICT COURTS IN 
MARYLAND SUBURBS 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill which would provide that the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Mary
land shall sit at one additional place. 
My colleague, Senator TYDINGS, joins me 
in sponsoring this legislation. 

Of the 3.6 million people in the State 
of Maryland, approximately a third live 
in the Washington suburbs. Frequently 
litigation arises which they would like to 
take to the Federal court. 

But for a Maryland citizen living in 
the Washington suburbs, taking a case to 
Federal court usually means taking it 
60 miles away, to Baltimore. 

The United States Code already pro
vides that the judges from the Federal 
district court in Baltimore can also sit 
in Cumberland and Denton, Md. The 
bill which I am introducing would merely 
provide that the court-if and when it 
so chooses-would be authorized to sit 
in nearby Hyattsville, as well. 

This bill; which is a companion to one 
being offered by Congressman HERVEY 
MACHEN in the House, would not estab
lish a new district, for a new division 
within a district. It would cost little or 
nothing, for I am reliably informed that 
there is an o:mce building in the Hyatts
ville area with space available for the 
court to use . 

In brief, this bill would merely grant 
to residents of this area the access to 
Federal court facilities which other 
Maryland citizens have already. It 
would make unnecessary the 60-mile 
trip to Baltimore to make a 5-minute ap
pearance at a hearing. It would make it 
possible to obtain expert witnesses wlll
ing to go to court nearby, instead of de
voting an entire day to an exhausting 
trip to Baltimore. 

What is more, this measure would 
partially alleviate the crowded courts of 
both Washington and Baltimore, by al-
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lowing suburban cases to be tried here. 
The District of Columbia District Court 
is already several years behind in its 
caseload. Some of these cases could 
doubtless be handled by a Federal court 
sitting in Hyattsville. 

This proposal has the solid support of 
the bar associations of the District, 
Prince Georges, and Montgomery Coun
ties. The need for the bill has been es
stablished by studies conducted by Prof. 
Robert Goostree, of American University 
Law School. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill <S. 342) to amend title 28 of 
the United States Code to provide that 
the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Maryland shall sit at one additional 
place, introduced by Mr. BREWSTER (for 
himself and Mr. TYDINGS), was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I join 
Senator BREWSTER in introducing this to 
allow the District Court for the District 
of Maryland to sit in Hyattsville. The 
bill is identical to one introduced in 
the last two sessions of Congress by 
Representative MACHEN. I support this 
bill because I believe there is a real need 
for a place of oourt in Maryand suburbs 
of Washington, and I hope that adequate 
quarters can be provided for a court. 

It is my understanding that the judges 
of the Maryland court are quite willing 
to sit in the District of Columbia sub
urbs if adequate facilities are made avail
able. I am certain that hearings on this 
bill will establish whether and where 
such facilities exist. I also recognize 
that the Judicial Conference of the 
United States last September disap
proved bills which would have provided 
for the holding of court in Hyattsville 
because of the lack of adequate facili
ties there. 

I want to make clear that I support 
the establishment of a place for sitting 
of the Maryland' District Court in the 
District of Columbia suburbs. But any 
such place for holding court must have 
as an absolute minimum both adequate 
facilities and equal accessibility to Mont
gomery and Prince Georges Counties. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL 

observe. Wyoming very much desires, 
Mr. President, to have on its soil a na
tional cemetery-a place where we can 
honor our young men who have given 
the ultimate sacrifice for the people of 
this State and this Nation. I trust that 
this measure will gain consideration 
from this body and be looked upon with 
favor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill <S. 350) to provide for the es
tablishment of a national cemetery in 
the State of Wyoming, introduced by 
Mr. McGEE (for himself and Mr. HAN
SEN), was received, read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FOSSIL 
BUTTE NATIONAL MONUMENT, 
LINCOLN COUNTY, WYO. 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in behalf 

of myself and Senator HANSEN, I send to 
the desk, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to authorize the establishment of the 
Fossil Butte National Monument in 
Lincoln County, Wyo. 

This bill is identical to S. 83, which I 
introduced in the 89th Congress. It is 
intended to preserve for the benefit and 
enjoyment of the people some outstand
ing paleontological sites and geological 
phenomena near Kemmerer, Wyo. Es
tablishment of the monument has been 
endorsed by the Secretary of the In
terior, and local differences chiefly over 
the size of the monument have been 
resolved. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that this 
bill will be given early consideration by 
the Senate and passed this session so 
that the truly significant fossil remains 
to be found here will be safeguarded for 
the future. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill (S. 351) to authorize the es
tablishment of the Fossil Butte Na
tional Monument, introduced by Mr. 
McGEE (for himself and Mr. HANSEN), 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

CEMETERY IN THE STATE OF THE GEORGE ROGERS CLARK REC-
WYOMING REATION WAY 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in behalf 

on myself and my colleague from Wyo
ming [Mr. HANSEN], I introduce, for ap
propriate reference, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of the Army to establish a 
national cemetery in the State of 
Wyoming. 

Mr. President, Wyoming is a State 
which today lacks such a fac111ty though 
the desirability is apparent, I would say, 
to everyone fam111ar with the State. As 
for siting such a cemetery, there should 
be no difficulty. As the proposed legis
lation makes clear, the Secretary would 
be authorized to use any federally owned 
lands surplus to the needs of the Gov
ernment. And there is a plentiful sup
ply of such land in Wyoming, I would 

Mr. DmKSEN. Mr. President, I in
troduce on behalf of myself and the 
junior Senator from Dlinois [Mr. 
PERCY], for appropriate reference, a bill 
to authorize and direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make a preliminary sur
vey of the proposed George Rogers Clark 
Recreation Way within and adjacent to 
the Shawnee National Forest in the State 
of Tilinois. 

One of the necessary prerequisites of a 
satisfactory recreation way is public con
trol of the right-of-way and adequate 
lands along it to assure scenic conserva
tion and development of desirable public 
recreation areas. Last year, the Na
tional Forest Reservation Commission 
extended the Shawnee National Forest 

Purchase Unit to connect the two seg
ments of the National Forest. 

This 100-mile proposed recreation way, 
sometimes referred to as the River-to
River Road, would extend from Foun
tain Bluff on the Mississippi River to the 
general area of Old Shawneetown, m., 
on the Ohio River. 

This preliminary survey would be a 
major step toward accomplishing the 
desires of the local sponsors of .this scenic 
highway. The study is estimated to cost 
approximately $40,000. This road and 
the attractions along the way across lines 
of seven counties, and Federal and State 
agencies are involved. It also has an 
important place in the State•s program 
of development through the board of 
economic development in IDinois, the 
department of conservation, and other 
agencies . . George Rogers Clark, a Rev. 
olutionary War figure, is closely asso
ciated with this general area of southern 
Dlinois. Mr. John Allen in his book 
"The Legends and Lore of Southern IDi
nois" stated: 

It w,a:s through his efforts, more than those 
of any other, that IlUnois along wtth the 
remainder of the Whole northwestern terri
tory became a part of the United States. 
Most of the mmtary activities thart; Clark 
conducted to accomplish :this objective were 
enacted in nunois. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob
jection, th~ bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 353) to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of Agriculture to make a 
preliminary survey .of the proposed 
George Rogers Clark Recreation Way 
within and adjacent to the Shawnee 
National Forest in the State of Dlinois, 
introduced by Mr. DIRKSEN (for himself 
and Mr. PERCY), was received, read twice 
by its title, referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.353 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and 
directed to make a preliminary survey of a 
possible route for a recreation way to be 
known as the George Rogers Clark Recrea
tion Way, extending from the vicinity of 
Fountain Bluff on the Mississippi River to 
the general area of Old Shawneetown on the 
Ohio River, in the State of Ill1nois, and 
traversing a scenic route along the Shawnee 
Hills through the Shawnee National Forest, 
the recently approved additional national 
forest purchase unit of the Shawnee Na
tional Forest, and adjacent areas. An esti
mate of the cost of construction of an appro
priate recreation way over the indicated 
route, together with all other pertinent data, 
shall be obtained through such preliminary 
survey for the purpose of determining the 
feasib111ty and desirab111ty of constructing 
the proposed recreation way. A final report 
of such survey, accompanied by full infor
mation and data, with recommendations, 
shall at the earliest possible date he made 
and submitted to Congress for its consid
eration. 

SEC. 2. There is authorized to be appropri
ated such amount as is necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. 
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THE HIGHER EDUCATION SCHOLAR

SHIP ACT OF 1967 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, legislation 

to aid education at all levels, both public 
and private, has been a major congres
sional consideration almost from the 
founding of the Republic. From the 
Morrill Land Grant Act to the latest 
amendments to the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, the Senate has 
shown its deep concern about the quality 
and status of those institutions charged 
with the responsibility of educating our 
youth. 

While it is true that congressional con
cern has brought about the enactment 
of various programs, it is also a fact that 
the , concept of the free public school is 
one of local origin and administration. 
Each city, town, and county operates its 
school system which is generally of 12-
year duration. 

It has always puzzled me as to just why 
free public education must cease after 
12 school years, or around a youth's 17th 
or 18th birthday. In any event, however, 
this is the system as it now operates and 
here is an area in which I believe the 
Federal Government can step into the 
breech, so to speak. 

I refer to the concept that free public 
education should not cease at the 12-
year, secondary education level, but 
should be extended to 14 years. And 
this would be accomplished through the 
adoption of the Higher Education 
Scholarship Act of 1967, which I now 
offer for introduction. 

Basically, this bill is an across-the
board act to give scholarship assistance 
for 2 years to every student who has, or 
will be, accepted by an institution of 
higher education. It would provide up 
to $1,000 for each of the 2 years to be 
applied toward tuition, fees, and books. 
The definition of institution is broadened 
to include accredited private business, 
trade, technical, or vocational schools, 
much as did the GI bills. 

Today's complex world calls for skills 
which are not to be learned in a 12-
year school system. All too often we 
are told that a high school diploma sim
ply is not enough. And on the other 
hand, we are informed that in a recent 
study called Project Talent, 80,000 high 
school graduates who ranked in the up
per 20 percent of their class did not go 
on to higher education. True, some may 
not have been motivated to do so, but I 
am concerned that many missed the op
portunity to further their education due 
to a lack of funds. 

The Higher Education Scholarship 
Act of 1967 would give each and every 
student the absolute right to an extra 
2 years of education. And, indeed, this 
is the very heart of the matter. Those 
youths whose parents can afford the pre
vailing expensive tuitions 'go on to col
lege. The brilliant student is the re
cipient of scholarship aid, NDEA funds 
are available to others. However, Mr. 
President, I plead for the average stu
dent with moderate means. His grades 
do not quality him for scholarship aid. 
And yet this is the person who, if given 
the proper stimulus could and probably 
would do a creditable job in an institu
tion of higher education. 

I believe that our Nation should not 
let the talent of our youth go to waste. 
Let us give all an equal opportunity to 
reach those peaks which would other
wise be denied to them due to the lack 
of higher education--education which 
should be his as a matter of right and 
not privilege. 

I ask, Mr. President, that this bill be 
appropriately referred, and that its text 
be printed in full in the REcoRD at the 
conclusion of these remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 366) to extend the well
established concept of the free public 
school system to provide the broadest 
educational opportunities possible to all 
students as a matter of right by author
izing the U.S. Commissioner of Educa
tion to award scholarships to under
graduate students to enable them to 
complete 2 academic years of higher ed
ucation, introduced by Mr. PELL, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in 
~he RECORD, as follows: 

S.366 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as "The Higher Education 
Scholarship Act of 1967". 

SEc. 2. The United States Commissioner of 
Education (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Commissioner") is hereby authorized, in 
the manner hereinafter in this Act provided, 
to award scholarships to undergraduate stu
dents to enable them to pursue their courses 
of study for not more than two academic 
years or its equivalent at institutions of 
higher education. 

SEc. 3. The total amount rpaid to any stu
dent awarded a scholarship under this Act 
shall be baaed upon the aggregate amount 
of his costs for tuition, course fees, and 
books during any academic year or its equiva
lent, as defined in the regulations of the 
Commissioner, but in no event shall the 
amount paid to such student exceed $1,000 
for such academic year or its equivalent. 

SEc. 4. A student awarded a scholarship 
under this Act shall continue to be entitled 
to payments only if the Commissioner finds 
that such student (1) is maintaining good 
standing in the course of study which he is 
pursuing, according to the regularly pre
scribed standards and practices of the insti
tution which he is attending, (2) devotes 
essentially full time to such course of study, 
during the academic year or its equivalent, 
in attendance at an institution of higher 
education, except that failure to be in at
tendance at an institution during vacation 
periods or periods of m1litary service, or 
during other periods during which the Com
missioner determines, in accordance with 
regulations, that there is good cause for his 
nonattendance (during which periods such 
student shall receive no payments) ; shall not 
be deemed contrary to this clause, and (3) is 
using payments under such scholarship only 
for costs of tuition, course fees, and books 
necessary to pursue his course of study. In 
no event shall any student receive payments 
for in excess of two complete academic years 
or its equivalent. 

SEc. 5. In order to carry out the policy of 
sections 3 and 4, the Commissioner may (1) 
award a scholarship during any academic year 
or its equivalent in such installments as he 
may deem appropriate and (2) provide for 

such adjustment of scholarship payments 
under this Act as may be necessary, includ
ing, where appropriate, total withholding of 
payments. 

SEc. 6. (a) An individual shall be eligible 
to compete in any State for a scholarship 
under this Act if he (1) is living in the State 
or, if not living in any State, is domiciled 
in such State; (2) make application at the 
time and in the manner prescribed by the 
State commission; and (3) (A) is enrolled 
full time in any course of undergraduate 
study at an institution of higher education 
or (B) is attending a public secondary school 
in, or a private secondary school accredited 
by, any State. The State commission estab
lished under, or designated pursuant to, sec
tion 7(a) may, in accordance with regula
tions of the Commissioner, for good cause 
waive or modify the requirements of clause 
(3) (B). 

(b) From among those competing in any 
State for scholarships for any academic year 
or its equivalent, the State commission shall, 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
State plan approved under section 7, select 
persons who are to be awarded such scholar
ships and determine the amounts to be paid 
to them. Within the amounts appropriated 
for scholarships under this Act, the Com
missioner shall award a scholarship to a per
son so selected, and in the amount so deter
mined, if-

(1) the State commission certifies that 
such person (A) has received a certificate 
of graduation, baaed on completion of the 
twelfth grade, from any public secondary 
school in, or any private secondary school 
accredited by, a State, or (B) in the case of 
an individual who has not received such 
a certificate, is determined by such State 
commission to have attained a level of ad
vancement generally accepted as constituting 
the equivalent of that required for gradua
tion from secondary schools accredited by 
such State; and 

(2) such person has become enrolled for a 
course of undergraduate study in an institu
tion of higher education or, in the case of 
a student already attending such an institu
tion, is in good standing and in full-time 
attendance there as an undergraduate stu
dent. 

In the event the total amount of all such 
scholarships tp be awarded pursuant to this 
subsection for any fiscal year exceeds the 
amounts appropriated for such scholarships 
for such fiscal year, the Commissioner shall 
proportionately reduce the amount of each 
such scholarship to the extent necessary so 
that the amounts so appropriated are suffi
cient to contribute toward all such scholar
ships. 

(c) In awarding scholarships under this 
Act, the Commissioner shall endeavor, by 
advice and consultation with State commis
sions and institutions of higher education, 
to promote an equitable distribution of schol
arships among the States. 

SEc. 7. (a) Any State desiring to partici
pate in the scholarship program under this 
Act may do so by establishing a State com
mission on scholarships broadly representa
tive of secondary schools and institutions 
of higher education, and of the public, in 
the State, or designating an existing State 
agency with equivalent representation to 
serve as the State commission on scholar
ships, and by submitting, through such com
mission, a State plan for carrying out the 
purposes of this Act which is approved by 
the Commissioner under this seotion. The 
Commission shall approve any such plan 
which-

(1) is designed to carry out the intent of 
this Act; 

(2) provides for certification to the 
Commissioner o!-

(A) individuals selected pursuant to the 
state plan for scholarships and the amounts 
thereof, and 
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(B) the . amounts of payments under 

their scholarships to individuals previously 
awarded such scholarships; 

(3) provides for such fiscal control and 
fund accounting procedures as may be nec
essary to assure proper dis·bursement of and 
accounting for Federal funds paid to the 
State under subsection (b); and 

( 4) provides for the making of such re
ports, in such form and containing such in
formation, as may be reasonably necessary 
to enable the Commissioner to perform his 
functions under this Act. 

(b) The Commissioner shall pay to each 
State such amounts as the Commissioner 
determines to be necessary for the proper 
and efficient administration of the State plan 
(including reimbursement to the State for 
expenses which the Commissioner determines 
were necessary for the preparation of the 
State plan) approved under this Act. There 
are hereby authorized to be . appropriated 
such sums as may be· necessary to make such 
payments. 

(c) No school or institution of any agency 
of the United States shall be eligible to re
ceive any payment under this Act. 

SEC. 8. An individual awarded a scholar
ship under this Act may attend any institu
tion of higher education which admits him. 

SEc. 9. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

SEc. 10. Nothing contained in this Act shall 
be construed to authorize any department, 
agency, officer, or employee of the United 
States to exercise any direction, supervision, 
or control over the curriculum, program of 
instruction, administration, or personnel of 
any educational institution. 

SEc. 11. In administering this Act, the 
Commissioner is authorized to utilize the 
services and facilities of any agency of the 
Federal Government and of any other public 
or nonprofit agency or institution, in ac
cordance with agreements between the Secre
tary or the head thereof, and to pay there
for, in advance or by way of reimbursement 
as may be provided in the agreement. 

SEc. 12. Payments under this Act to any 
institution of higher education, State com
mission, or Federal agency may be made in 
installments and in advance or by way of 
reimbursement. 

SEC. 13. As used in this Act--
(a) (1) The term "institution of higher 

education" means an educational institu
tion, whether or not such institution is a 
nonprofit institution, which (1} admits as 
regular students only persons having a cer
tificate of graduation from a school pro
viding secondary education, or the recog
nized equivalent of such a certificate, (2} is 
legally authorized to provide a program of 
education beyond secondary education, (3) 
provides an educational program for which 
it awards a bachelor's degree or provides not 
less than a two-year program which is ac
ceptable for full credit toward such a de
gree, and (4) is accredited by a nationally 
recognized accrediting agency or association 
or, if not so accredited, is an institution 
whose credits are accepted, on transfer, by 
not less than three institutions which are so 
accredited, for credit on the same basis as 
1! transferred from an institution so ac
credited. For purposes of this subsection 
such term includes any private business or 
trade school or technical or vocational in
stitution which meets the provisions of 
clauses (1), (2), and (4), except that if the 
Commissioner determines there is no na
tionally recognized accrediting agency or as
sociation qualified to accredit any category 
of such institutions, he shall appoint an ad
visory committee, composed of persons spe
cially qualified to evaluate traini:p.g provided 
by such institutions, which shall prescribe 
the standards of content, scope, and quality 
which must be met in order to qualify such 
institutions as meeting this definition and 
shall also determine whether particular in
stitutions meet such standards. 

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
Commissioner shall publish a list of nation
ally recognized accrediting agencies or asso
ciations which he determines to be reliable 
authority as to the quality of training offered. 

(b) The term "secondary school" means a 
school which provides secondary education, 
as determined under Sta.te law or, if such 
school is not in any State, as determined by 
the Commissioners except that it does not 
include any education provided beyond grade 
12. 

(c) The term "State" includes, in addition 
to the several States, the District of Co
lumbia, the Canal Zone, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto . Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
and American Samoa. 

QUALITY IN EDUCATION ACT OF 
1967 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, we, in the 
Congress, have long recognized that leg
islation affecting the education of our 
youth is perhaps one of the most impor
tant responsibilities with which we are 
charged. A brief perusal of the actions 
of the last three Congresses will demon
strate that elementary and secondary 
education has been of major congres
sional concern. 

The ultimate aim of this legislative 
activity has been to improve the quality 
of the basic education available to the 
youth of our Nation. However, at the 
present time, there is, in effect, no na
tional, uniform method of determining 
how successful these legislative efforts 
have been. However, reports from many 
sources indicate that the quality of edu
cation in different sections of the coun
try is not at a uniform level; the selec
tive service rejection rates are one indi
cation of this variance. 

I believe that it is incumbent upon the 
Congress to provide a voluntary method 
whereby the school systems throughout 
the Nation have a gage with which to 
make an attainment comparisqn. It is 
with this in mind that I introduce on 
behalf of Senator CooPER and myself, 
the Quality in Education Act of 1967. It 
attacks the problem through two ave
nues of approach. 

Provision is ·made for the establish
ment of a President's Advisory Council 
on Education, composed of eight mem
bers and the Commissioner of Education, 
to advise the Chief Executive on the 
means needed to improve the quality of 
education in this country. This Council 
of distinguished educators would be 
available for consultation with Gov
ernors, State, and local officials, and 
other interested organizations on the 
means of improving curriculums; raising 
standards of scholarship, quality and ef
fectiveness of teaching; raising the levels 
of educational achievement, and deter
mining areas of priority. 

A body of highly qualified, distin
guished educators can be invaluable to 
both the Federal Gbvernment and the 
States. There are ways, invariably, by 
which we can improve our education sys
tem, and it apparently needs improving, 
when we consider the fact th,at as re
cently as 1961, 42 percent of our high 
schools did not teach trigonometry; 21 
percent did not teach physics; and 13 
percent did not even teach world history. 

The bill also provides for the establish
ment of a national secondary education 

examination. To be devised by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, this exam would be administered, 
on a voluntary basis, by the local school 
systems throughout the country. Such 
an examination would give the school 
system an indication of how its students 
compare with those in other areas; that 
is, pointing out weaknesses or strengths 
in the program. The Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare would 
have the authority to issue a certificate 
to those students who passed the exami
nation; this could serve to identify talent 
which would otherwise not be recognized. 

Our willingness to enact legislation of 
this type may eventually result in an im
proved educational system that can ac
commodate a fast-moving, space age so
ciety.' Our unwillingness can result only 
in greater problems of uneducation and 
undereducation, the loss of opportunities 
for many of our young citizens. 

I request that the text of the bill be 
printed in full in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (8. 367) to promote excellence 
in education, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. PELL (for himself and 
Mr. CooPER), was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the "Quality in Education 
Act of 1967". 

SEC. 2. The Congress declares that educa
tion of the highest quality is essential to the 
security and economic strength of the Na
tion, as well as to the full realization of the 
individual capacities of its citizens. 

The Congress recognizes that the quality 
and extent of education must keep pace with 
the needs of the future. 

The Congress finds that public and private 
studies since World War II have established 
the need for improving the quality of educa
tion in the United States. These studies 
have shown that greater emphasis should be 
placed on the quality and content of curric
ulu~. on higher standards o! soholarship, 
and on the effectiveness of teaching. 

The Congress reaffirms the principle that 
the States and local communities have the 
primary responsib1lity for public education. 
It is consistent with this principle to provide 
means for the States to draw upon the ex
perience and abilities of a distinguished body 
of educators, and to authorize a nationally 
recognized certificate !or academic excel
lence. 

Therefore, it is the purpose of this Act to 
promote excellence in education by estab· 
lishing the President's Advisory Council on 
Education and by authorizing the award of 
a national certificate for passing a test of 
academic excellence. 

SEc. 3. (a) The United States Commis
sioner of Education (hereinafter referred to 
as the "Commissioner") is authorized and 
directed, after ·consultation with the Presi
dent's Advisory Council on Education, to 
prepare or approve a comprehensive test of 
academic excellence designed to identify 
students with outstanding aptitude and 
ability who are 1n the twelfth grade of sec
ondary schools. The Commissioner shall pre
scribe a passing grade for such test. 

(b) The Commissioner shall establish a 
program, through arrangements with appro-
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priate State educational agencies, local edu
cational agencies, or secondary schools 
throughout the Nation, whereby the test of 
academic excellence prepared or approved by 
him may be given by such agencies or schools, 
on a voluntary basis, t·o students descri.bed in 
section 3 of this Act who have filed applica
tions therefor by such time and in such man
ner as the Commissioner may prescribe. 
Upon application by a.ny appropriate agency 
or school by such time and in such manner 
as the Commissioner may determine, the 
Commissioner shall pay to such agency or 
school the cost of the administrative ex
penses it has incurred pursuant to an ar
rangement made under this section. 

(c) The Commissioner is authorized and 
directed to prepare a certificate, of such ap
propriate design as he shall prescribe, and in 
such numbers as are necessary, for issuance 
to students who have successfully passed the 
test of academic excellence prepared or ap
proved by him and given in accordance with 
arrangements made under this Act. Each 
student who has so passed such test shall be 
awarded such a certificate within sixty days 
following the date on which he was given the 
test. Each certificate awarded pursuant to 
this Act shall be signed by the Commissioner. 

SEc. 4. (a) In order to provide a perma
nent advisory body of distinguished educa
tors which will be regularly available for con
sultation with the President of the United 
States and with State and local educational 
agencies on means of improving the quality 
of education in the United States, and in 
order to bring continuing public attention to 
the importance of academic excellence and 
higher standards of education, there is hereby 
established the President's Advisory Council 
on Education (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Council"). 

(b) The Council shall be composed of eight 
members appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
who are leaders in the :field of education. 
The President shall designate the Chairman 
from among such members. The Commis
sioner shall be an ex officio member of the 
Council. 

(c) Each member shall hold office for a 
term of four years, except that (1) any mem
ber appointed to :fill a vacancy occurring prior 
to the expiration of the term for which his 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
for the remainder of such term, and {2) the 
terms of members first taking office after the 
date of the enactment of the Quality in Edu
cation Act of 1967 shall expire as follows: 
Two shall expire with the close of the :first 
calendar year which begins after such date of 
enactment, two shall expire with the close of 
the second such calendar year, two shall ex
pire with the close of the third such calendar 
year, and two shall expire with the close of 
the fourth such calendar year, as designated 
by the President at the time of appointment. 

(d) Members of the Council shall receive 
no compensation for their services, but while 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business while attending conferences or meet
ings of the Council, they may be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 
73b-2) for persons in the Government service 
employed intermittently. 

(e) The Council may appoint, without re
gard to the civil service laws, consultants and 
such other personnel as may be necessary to 
carry out its duties under the provisions of 
this Act. 

(f) The Council shall meet at the call of 
the President or the chairman, but not less 
often than three times each calendar year. 

(g) The Council shall transmit to the 
President and the Congress annually a report 
of its activities under the provisions of this 
Act. 

SEc. 5. For the purpose of assisting State 
and local efforts to improve the quality of 
education in the United States, the Council 
shall-

(1) be available for consultation with Gov
ernors, the chief officials of State or local 
educational agencies or institutions, and ap
propriate groups of other interested citizens, 
on-

(A) means of improving the quality and 
content of curriculums, 

(B) means of raising the standards of 
scholarship expected of and attained by 
students, 

(C) means of improving the quality and 
effectiveness of teaching, 

(D) determination of areas of priority in 
education, and 

{E) other means of raising levels and in
creasing the extent of educational achieve
ment; 

(2) encourage meetings of, and upon re
quest consult with, regional educational as
sociations and organizations of State educa
tion officials held to exchange and dissemi
nate information on means of improving the 
quality of education; 

(3) advise and consult with the Commis
sioner on the initial preparation or appt<oval 
and subsequent revision of the comprehen
sive test of academic excellence authorized 
in this Act; 

(4) examine the results of the comprehen
sive test of academic excellence in order to 
identify areas of national concern in the field 
of education. 

SEc. 6. There are authorized to be appro
priated such amounts as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 7. The Act entitled "An Act to estab
lish a National Advisory Committee on Edu
cation", approved July 26, 1954 (68 Stat. 533), 
is hereby repealed. 

ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIV
ERWAY 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, for my
self and the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. MoNDALE], I introduce, for appro
priate reference, a bill to establish the 
St. Croix Natiopal Scenic Riverway in 
the States of Wisconsin and Minnesota. 
With the exception of a few technical 
changes, this is the same bill which 
passed the Senate in its last session. Un
fortunately, the bill was not acted upon 
in the House. 

There is no need to repeat all the re
ports, facts, and statistics which have 
been presented recently that point up the 
great need for and the interest in rec
reational land. The St. Croix River rep
resents in the Midwest a truly unique 
resource-it is the only large, unpolluted 
river near a major metropolitan area. 

It is inevitable that unless something 
is done quickly, the beauty that is the 
St. Croix will be swallowed up in the 
urban and industrial growth of the Twin 
Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul. 

There was a time not long ago when 
the cries of the conservationists fell on 
deaf ears. That is no longer the case. 
When this legislation was originally pro
posed, there was a groundswell of popu
lar support not only in Wisconsin and 
Minnesota but also across the Nation. 
The public has become aware of the need 
for conserving those few precious nat
ural resources that remain. 

In recent years the Federal Govern
ment has taken major strides in the field 
of conservation. There is still much to 
be done. We must not stop now. 

North from its confluence with the 
Mississippi for some 100 miles, the St. 
Croix River marks the boundary be
tween Wisconsin and Minnesota. Na-

ture has divided the St. Croix into two 
distinctive physiographic provinces, a 
factor which this legislation recognizes. 

The upper St. Croix north of Taylors 
Falls, Minn., as well as its main tribu
tary-the Namekagon-is an outdoors
man's paradise. There are many miles 
of riverbank covered with a mixed hard
wood and conifer forest; .along these 
stretches is some of the finest white wa
ter for canoeing in the entire United 
States. Smallmouthed bass and wall
eyed pike abound in these waters. Wild
life is abundant along the banks and 
adds .an exciting dimension to a canoe 
trip down the river. 

One purpose of this legislation is to 
preserve the upper St. Croix and its trib
utary, the Namekagon, as a wild river in 
a primitive condition. 

The wild river portions extend 102 
miles along the St. Croix north from 
Taylors FalLs, Minn., to Gordon, Wis., 
and along the Namekagon from its 
meeting with the St. Croix north 87 
miles to Lake Namekagon. 

I point out that the Northern States 
Power Co. has owned and preserved in a 
primitive condition land on both banks 
of the St. Croix for some 70 miles north 
of Taylors Falls. 

The bill is designed to provide a Fed
eral umb~ella under which State, county, 
and mumcipal, as well .as Federal devel
opment of the scenic and recreational 
potential of this unique river valley can 
go forward in an orderly and coopera
tive manner. 

Interstate Park, south of Taylors Falls 
is an example of a small part of the rive; 
that has been preserved. 

About this park, Howard Mead, in the 
spring 1965 issue of Wiscon.sin Tales and 
Trails, said the following: 

A geologist's paradise, a camper's haven, 
and a sightseer's playground, this gift of na
ture, molded by the forces of time and 
weather and preserved by the thoughtful
ness of responsible men offers to each of its 
visitors the chance to pursue his own per
sonal outdoor pleasure in one of the most 
magnificent settings in all Wisconsin. 

It is my fervent hope that some day 
soon this statement can be applied to the 
entire St. Croix River. This would be a 
fitting heritage for our grandchildren. 

The lower St. Croix south of Taylo.rs 
Falls is a quiet, slow-moving river. Tim
bered, gently sloping banks surround the 
river and its many narrow, winding 
sloughs. This area has been developed to 
some extent and the purpose of the bill 
is to allow broad recreational use of the 
lower river. 

Zoning rather than land acquisition 
and easements would be used to protect 
the intensive outdoor recreation portion 
of the St. Croix south of Taylors Falls. 
This portion of the St. Croix has several 
communities along its banks including 
Hudson and Osceola in Wisconsin, and 
Stillwater, Marine, and Oak Park Heights 
in Minnesota. 

Acquisition in the recreation area 
would be limited to small, key parcels 
needed for public access to the water and 
for adequate parking facilities. 

Zoning to protect the recreation area 
would require approval of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 
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The bill includes these provisions de

signed to facilitate cooperation of Fed
eral, State, county, and local authorities. 

State land within the waterway will 
not be acquired by the Secretary of the 
Interior without consent of the State in
volved, and the Secretary may agree not 
to acquire any land which either State 
plans to acquire and develop. 

City, town, and village land within the 
waterway would not be acquired as long 
as accepted zoning ordinances for the 
protection of the river and its environ
ment remain in force. 

The St. Croix River is an outstanding 
example of the kind of land use crisis we 
face coast to coast as pressure for both 
recreational land and industrial sites 
grows with increasing wealth and popu
lation. 

It is our hope that this bill, with its 
concept of Federal, State, and local co
operation, will prove a good example of 
what reasonable people can do to solve 
this kind of problem. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill <S. 368) to provide for the es
tablishment of the Saint Croix National 
Scenic Riverway in the States of Min
nesota and Wisconsin, and for other 
purposes, introduced by Mr. NELSON <for 
himself and Mr. MoNDALE) , was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

EXTENDED MEDICAL CARE 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I intro

duce for appropriate reference a bill 
which would eliminate in certain cases 
the requirement that an insured indi
vidual must first have been admitted to 
a hospital in order to qualify for extend
ed care services. This bill is nearly iden
tical to S. 2926 which I submitted on 
February 16, 1966, some 11 months ago. 
However, in line with a separate meas
ure which it is my intention to intro
duce in the near future, the new version 
of the bill contains language which 
would contemplate expanding posthospi
tal extended care services to include 
therapeutic as well as nursing care serv
ices under certain circumstances. 

It is well known that Public Law 88-
97 now provides that in order to qualify 
for extended care service a person must 
first have been a patient in a hospital 
for not less than 3 consecutive days. No 
doubt in the majority of cases elderly 
persons who become seriously ill may 
require hospitalization, but there are 
many other instances in which the na
ture of the specific illness may not be of 
sufficient severity to justify the special
ized treatment provided by a medical 
hospital. 

Under these circumstances it does not 
make sense to me to require a prior 3-day 
stay in a hospital for all older patients 
who are in need of extended care. I 
fully realize that medicare is not in
tended to provide mere custodial care 
for persons confined to convalescent 
homes, but in the case of those elderly 
who are sick enough to require medical 
attention but do not require specialized 
hospital treatment, I see little reason to 

insist in all cases that at least 3 days 
must first be spent in the hospital. 

It is entirely proper, of course, that 
procedures be established to certify that 
a patient's physical condition is such 
that he would need and could benefit 
from extended care. However, this ob
jective can be achieved without requir
ing, as the law now does, that persons 
must first be admitted to a hospital and 
stay a minimum of 3 days in such an in
stitution. My bill proposes that extend
ed care would be made available to an 
eligible person who has received out
patient hospital diagnostic services, who 
has been certified within 7 days that he is 
in need of extended care, and who has 
been admitted to an extended care facil
ity within 14 days after that need was 
certified. In my opinion this would pro
vide adequate safeguard against any 
possible lessening of standards, because 
each patient would have to be certified 
that he was in need of extended care 
services by both the hospital and the 
patient's physician. 

Mr. President, this relatively minor 
change in the law ought to help relieve 
some of the pressures for space in our 
hospitals, but at the same time it would 
not reduce the standards for eligibility 
for care nor would it complicate admin
istration of the act. There is no reason 
why hospital beds, which are both scarce 
and very costly, should be occupied by 
elderly persons even for 3 days, if they 
can receive adequate care and treatment 
in extended care facilities. I urge that 
this proposal be given prompt and serious 
consideration, along with other changes 
which have been suggested in this impor
tant act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 369) to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act so as to 
eliminate, in certain cases, the require
ment that an insured individual have 
first been admitted to a hospital in order 
to qualify under such title for the ex
tended-care services provided there
undeT, introduced by Mr. BAYH, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to 
the Committee on Finance, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 369 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 1814(a) (2) (D) of the Social Security 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(D) in the case of post-hospital extended 
care services, such services are or were re
quired to be given on an inpatient basis 
because the individual needs or needed 
sk11led nursing care on a continuing basis 
for-

"(i) any of the conditions with respect to 
which he was receiving inpatient hospital 
services (or services which would constitute 
inpatient hospital services if the institution 
met the requirements of paragraphs (6) and 
(8) of section 1861(e)) prior to transfer to 
the extended care fac111ty or for a condition 
requiring such extended care services which 
arose after such transfer and while he was 
still in the fac111ty for treatment of the con-

dition or conditions for which he was receiv
ing such inpatient hospital services, or 

"(11) any condition requiring such ex
tended care services and the existence of 
which was discovered or confirmed as a result 
of findings made while the individual was 
receiving outpatient diagnostic services, or, 
in the case of an individual who has been 
admitted to an extended care facility for 
such a condition, any other condition arising 
while he is in such facility;". 

(b) The first sentence of section 1861(i) 
of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
"The term 'post-hospital extended care serv
ices' means extended therapeutic and/ or 
nursing care services furnished an individual 
(A) after transfe·r from a hospital in which 
he was an inpatient for not less than three 
consecutive days before his discharge from 
the hospital in connection with such trans
fer, or (B) after he has received outpatient 
hospital diagnostic services, if, after review
ing the findings revealed by such services. 
his physician and the hospital from which 
he received such services certify (not later 
than 7 days after the termination of such 
services) that he is in immediate need of 
extended care services, and if he is admitted 
to an extended care facility within 14 days 
after the date on which his need for extended 
care services was so certified." 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the bill introduced 
by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BAYH] 
relative to medicare remain at the desk 
for 10 days for additional cosponsors. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

KENNEWICK DIVISION EXTENSION, 
YAKIMA PROJECT, WASHINGTON 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference on be
half of myself and my colleague, Senator 
MAGNUSON, a bill to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to construct, 
maintain, and operate the Kennewick 
division extension, a 6,300-acre irriga
tion development of the Yakima project, 
in the State of Washington. 
· This project has an extremely high 

benefit-cost ratio. It is in excess of 4 
to 1. When authorized, it will bring an 
additional 6,300 acres of land under ir
rigation in the southern part of the State. 
This land is especially suited to the 
cultivation of fruit, specialty crops, and 
row crops. When completed, the project 
will make a valuable contribution to the 
economy of my State. 

Water for the Kennewick division is 
available from extra capacity built into 
the division's main canal, the construc
tion of which was recognized as a de
ferred cost in the original authorizing 
legislation. 

The Senate considered and passed this 
bill during the 89th Congress on Feb
ruary 10, 1965, but final action was not 
taken in the House prior to adjournment. 

This measure is consistent with our 
national objectives of a strengthened 
economy, of encouraging development 
and growth in rural areas, and of assur
ing a stable supply of national and in
ternational food supplies. 

I believe it merits authorization by the 
90th Congress. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred. 
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The blll <S. 370) to amend the act of 

June 12, 1948 <62 Stat. 382), in order 
to provide for the construction, opera
tion, and maintenance of the Kennewick 
division extension, Yakima project, 
Washington, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. JACKSON (for himself 
and Mr. MAGNUSON) , was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

ELECTORALCOLLEGEREFORM 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I intro
duce for appropriate reference a joint 
resolution <S.J. Res. 12) which has borne 
that name in the last several Con
gresses-! hope it may bear the same 
label in this Congress-the so-called dis
trict plan for the electoral college re
form so basically needed in this country. 

Considerable additional support has 
developed for electoral college reform as 
a result of the attempt of the distin
guished attorney general of the State of 
Delaware to bring this matter before 
the Supreme Court, and also by a recent 
report of the American Bar Association. 

The district plan, it seems to me, has 
the virtue and the value of meeting the 
problem with a minimum of constitu
tional changes. 

On 'behalf of myself and cosponsors, 
I send this joint resolution to the desk, 
and ask that it be printed at this point 
in the RECORD, and that it lay on the 
table for 10 days for additional cospon
sors. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The joint resolution will be re
ceived and appropriately referred; and, 
without objection, the joint resolution 
will be printed in the RECORD, and held at 
the desk for additional cosponsors, as 
requested by the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 12) pro
posing an amendment to the Constitu
tion of the United States providing for 
the election of the President and Vice 
President, introduced by Mr. MUNDT (for 
himself, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. MORTON, 
Mr. TOWER, Mr. STENNIS, and Mr. DOM
INICK) , was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Cominittee on the 
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 12 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That the follow
ing article is proposed as an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States which 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes 
as part of the Constitution if ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within seven years from the date of its 
submission by the Congress: 

"ARTICLE-

"SECTION 1. Each State shall choose anum
ber of electors of President and Vice President 
equal to the whole number of Senators and 
Representatives to which the State may be 
entitled in the Congress; but no Senator or 
Representative, or person holding an omce 
of trust or .profit under the United States, 
shall be chosen an elector. 

"The electors to which a State is entitled 
by virtue of its Senators shall be elected by 
the people thereof, and the electors to which 
it is entitled by virtue of its Representatives 

shall be elected by the people within single
elector districts established by the legislature 
thereof; such districts to be composed of 
compact and contiguous territory, containing 
as nearly as practicable the number of per
sons which entitled the State to one Repre
sentative in the Congress; and such districts 
when formed shall not be altered until an
other census has been taken. Before being 
chosen elector, each candidate for the office 
shall officially declare the persons for whom 
he will vote for President and Vice President, 
which declaration shall be binding on any 
successor. In choosing electors of President 
and Vice President the voters in each State 
shall have the qualifications requisite for 
electors of the most numerous branch of the 
State legislature, except that the legislature 
of any State may prescribe lesser qualifica
tions with respect to residence therein. 

"The electors shall meet in their respective 
States, fill any vacancies in their number as 
directed by the State legislature, and vote 
by signed ballot for President and Vice Presi
dent, one of whom, at least, shall not be an 
inhabttant of the same Sta.te with them
selves; they shall name in their ballots the 
person voted for as President, and in distinct 
ballots the person voted for as Vice Presi
dent; and they shall make distinct lists of 
all persons voted for as President, and of all 
persons voted for as Vice President, and of 
the number of votes for each, excluding 
therefrom any votes for persons other than 
those named by an elector before he was 
chosen, unless one or both of the persons so 
named be deceased, which lists they shall 
sign and certify, and transmit sealed to the 
seat of government of the United States, 
directed to the President of the Senate; the 
President of the Senate shall, in the presence 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives, open all the certificates and the votes 
shall then be counted; the person having 
th greatest number of votes for President 
shall be the President, if such number be a 
majority of the whole number of electors 
chosen; and the person having the greatest 
number of votes for Vice President shall be 
the Vice President, 1f such a number be a 
majority of the whole number of electors 
chosen. 

"If no person voted for as President has a 
majority of the whole number of electors, 
then from the persons having the three high
est numbers on the lists of persons voted for 
as President, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, assembled and voting as in
dividual Members of one body, shall choose 
immedia.tely, by ballot, the President; a quo
rum for such purpose shall be three-fourths 
of the whole number of the Senators and 
Representatives, and a majority of the whole 
number shall be necessary to a choice; 1f 
additional ballots be necessary, the choice on 
the fifth ballot shall be between the two 
persons having the highest number of votes 
on the fourth ballot. 

"If no person voted for as Vice President 
has a majority of the whole number of elec
tors, then the Vice President shall be chosen 
from the persons having the three highest 
numbers on the lists of persons voted for as 
Vice President in the same manner as herein 
provided for choosing the President. But no 
person constitutionally ineligible to the office 
of President shall be eligible to that of Vice 
President of the United States. 

"SEc. 2. The Congress may by law provide 
for the case of the death of any of the per
sons from whom the Senate and the House of 
Representatives may choose a President or a 
Vice President whenever the right of choice 
shall have devolved upon them. 

"SEc. 3. This article supersedes the second 
and fourth para;graphs of section 1, article II, 
of the Constitution, the . twelfth article of 
amendment to the Constitution and section 
4 of the twentieth article of ·amendment to 
the Constitution. Except as herein expressly 
provided, this article does not supersede the 
twenty-third article of amendment. 

"SEc. 4. Electors appointed pursuant to the 
twenty-third article of amendment to this 
Constitution shall be elected by the people of 
such district in such manner as the Congress 
may direct. Before being chosen as such 
elector, each candidate shall officially declare 
the persons for whom he will vote for Presi
dent and Vice J;>resident, which declaration 
shall be binding on any successor. Such 
electors shall meet in the district and per
form the duties provided in section 1 of this 
article. 

"SEc. 5. This article shall take effect on the 
1st day of July following its ratification." 

REMOVAL OF CERTAIN AGRICUL
TURAL PRODUCTS FROM NEGOTI
ATION OF TARIFF REDUCTIONS 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on be-

half of myself and Senators ALLOTT, CuR
TIS, DOMINICK, HRUSKA, TOWER, and 
YouNG of North Dakota, I send to the 
desk, for introduction and appropriate 
reference, a joint resolution identical to 
Senate Joint Resolution 171 of the 89th 
Congress and ask that it lie on the table 
for 1 week for additional cosponsors. 

This joint resolution provides for the 
removal of certain agricultural products 
from the Presidential list of items to be 
considered for tariff reduction under the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 

Florida is one of the leading producers 
of fruits and vegetables in this country. 
It is primarily an agricultural State and 
its economic well-being and prosperity 
are overwhelmingly linked to products of 
the soil. 

The immediate, as well as the long~ 
range effect of certain national policies 
are of deep concern to all agricultural 
interests. 

The first of the adverse actions that af
fected the fruit and vegetable growing in 
my State, was the virtual elimination of 
imported workers who prior to 1965 had 
been brought into the State under ap
propriate regulations to help in the grow
ing and harvesting of various crops. 
Severe hardship was caused by the pre
cipitate manner of the cutoff and the in
flexibility of the Department of Labor in 
acceding to emergency needs. 

The second is the Fair Labor Standards 
Act Amendments of 1966-Public Law 
89-601-with its provisions for extended 
coverage of farmworkers. 

Already there have been outcries from 
the public against the rise in food prices 
in this country since a year ago. l have 
reliable reports to the effect that farm 
wages in Florida have risen greatly since 
1965 in efforts to attract additional do
mestic labor. At the same time the 
growers have been plagued with a higher 
labor turnover and lower productivity 
per man-day or man-week. 

The overall net effect has been to in
crease the cost of production and to 
stimulate imports. Not only have im
ports increased but acreage devoted to 
fruit and vegetable crops in Mexico and 
the Caribbean islands and Central Amer
ica has been rising sharply. 

As if this were not enough to bring 
discouragement to Florida growers or to 
lure them to offshore plantings of their 
own, the tariff on fruits and vegetables 
under the so-called Kennedy round, 
which is under negotiation in Geneva, 
might be reduced a full 50 percent across 
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the board with a bare minimum of ex-
ceptions. - · 

Mr. President, I confess to an inability 
to understand the reason for this triple 
assault on the fruit and vegetable in
dustry. What has this industry done to 
incur so high a degree of hostility from 
our Government and administrative offi
cials? I believe that it is imperative if 
our fruit and vegetable industry is to sur
vive that these policies be reviewed in 
the light of their effects on this branch 
of agriculture that is so important to the 
consumer health of this country. 

Florida is the source of a high propor
tion of our citrus products, in the form 
of oranges, grapefruit, limes, and tan
gerines. It also contributes heavily to 
the supply of tomatoes and a large vari
ety of other vegetables such as green 
beans, cabbage, celery, cucumbers, straw
berries, sweet corn, green peppers, and 
so forth. These items are all recogniza
ble as elements of the national diet of 
which they are a vital constituent. 

The question is threefold: 
First. Are we in the United States to 

continue using our land resources to 
their best advantage in growing such 
crops or is an increasing part of the 
supply to be shifted to low-wage areas 
that lie close at hand across our na
tional boundaries or offshore at no 
great distance? Second, is the American 
housewife to be saddled with the higher 
costs forced by the cutoff of imported 
workers and the extension of minimum 
wages to farm labor, thus again increas
ing costs? Third, are we to hasten the 
mechanization of growing and harvest
ing of our crops to the point of displacing 
farmworkers more rapidly than produc
tion expands, in feverish efforts to meet 
import competition? 

Let me say a word about each of these 
three questions. As for the utilization 
of our land resources to their best ad- · 
vantage in producing fruits and vege
tables, this will be greatly discouraged 
by the strong impetus, already felt, that 
will send more and more dollars into 
farm purchase and operation in Mexico 
and the islands and lands in or adjacent 
to the Caribbean and the gulf. 

In a recent report of the Foreign Agri
cultural Service of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture--May 1966-it is esti
mated that planting of orange trees in 
Mexico has doubled in the past 5 years. 
several reasons are given for this ex
pansion, one being the "many press arti
cles on the problems in harvesting U.S. 
citrus following the end of the bracero 
program." Another reason is given as 
"the need in Mexico for crops that re
quire more hand labor than the basic 
field crops." 

The attraction to American capital is 
obvious. The same report gives the mini
mum wages paid in various parts of 
Mexico per 8-hour day. For 1965-66 
these are reported as $1.72 per day on 
the west coast of Mexico, $1.48 in 
Veracruz, and $1.42 in Montemorelos. 
Social security adds about 10 percent to 
these rates, the report says. Skilled 
wages are higher, it adds, but few are 
paid over $3 per day. 

Compare this pay with the domestic 
wages and we find that hourly wages on 
the farms in Florida are nearly as high 
as the daily wages in Mexico. ·· 

The upsurge in citrus production
oranges and tangerines-in Mexico is 
illustrated by the jump of the number 
of trees from 14,500,000 trees in 1961 to 
34,900,000 in 1966. Over half of these 
are concentrated in the state of Vera
cruz and close to water transportation to 
this country. 

The expansion aimed at the American 
market is, however, not confined to citrus 
crops. Fresh tomato production has also 
climbed sharply and other vegetable 
products are on the upgrade. Fresh 
tomato exports from Mexico have risen 
to a record high. 

The trend in strawberry production in 
Mexico is also alarming for our growers. 
Mexican production has more than dou
bled in the last 4 years. U.S. imports of 
frozen strawberries have risen from 23 
million pounds in the 1959-61 period to 
51.8 million pounds in 1965. In 1966 they 
ran ahead of 1965. Meantime Mexico is 
pushing us out of the Canadian market. 

Mr. President, what more do we need 
to point up the trend which I believe to 
be a direct result of the policies adopted 
by our Government toward our growers? 
The outlook for greater expansion in 
nearby countries and islands is very 
bright. The outlook for the American 
grower is proportionately bad. 

The answer to my first question then 
is that a growing share of the American 
consumption of fruits and vegetables of 
the kind grown in Florida, with the in
tensive utilization of the State's land re
sources, will in the future shift beyond 
our boundaries if present policies are al
lowed to continue. 

The second question has to do with 
higher costs. Unquestionably increased 
costs in the past year have been sufficient 
to denote a trend. This will be aggra
vated as a result of Public Law 89-601. 
Costs will rise, and this will produce two 
effects that will be injurious to our farm 
labor. One of these is feverish exertion 
to achieve greater mechanization of both 
growing and harvest operations, thus 
leading to massive displacement of work
ers. The other will be acceleration of 
investment of American capital in farm
ing operations in Mexico and the islands 
and other areas already mentioned. This 
is already well underway. It means es
sentially that while we have virtually cut 
off the access of foreign workers to our 
farms, we are taking our work to them 
on their home grounds. 

This course of investment effectively 
circumvents the higher costs incurred 
in this country by the policies designed 
in theory to help American farm labor. 
Thus we produce some bizarre effects 
through legislative and administrative 
action that refuses to be guided by the 
facts in the premises. 

Mr. President, it seems unthinkable 
that on top of this evidence of rising im
ports and increasing farm costs in this 
country, it would be proposed to cut our 
tariffs on fruits and vegetables. Yet, 
under the Kennedy round, and under the 
ground rules agreed to in Geneva, we are 
committed to a 50-percent tariff cut 
"across the board with a bare minimum 
of exceptions." 

I must repeat that I find it difficult 
to believe that we should knowingly com
mit ourselves to such a course as I have 

described. Therefore, I have introduced 
the joint resolution, cosponsored by 
some of my colleagues, that would -re
move all agricultural products that prior 
to 1965 were grown or harvested with 
the substantial help of foreign workers 
admitted lawfully into this country for 
the purpose, from the possibility of 
further tariff reduction. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore. The joint resolution will be re
ceived and appropriately referred. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 13) to 
require the removal of certain agricul
tural products from negotiation of tariff 
reductions under the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. HoLLAND (for himself 
and other Senators), was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

RANDOLPH INTRODUCES HIS 
EIGHTH JOINT RESOLUTION FOR 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
TO EXTEND FRANCHISE TO 18-
YEAR-OLD CITIZENS IN FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, Ire

gret that I was not present on the floor 
of the Senate on Thursday to express my 
delight that our majority leader, the dis
tinguished Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD] introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 8, to lower the voting age to 
18. I am, of course, also delighted to 
note that his resolution has so many 
splendid Senators as cosponsors--includ
ing my beloved friend, Senator DIRKSEN. 
Since 1942, when I introduced my first 
resolution on this subject, Mr. President, 
the extension of the franchise to our citi
zens of 18 years and older has been a 
cause quite dear to my heart. 

I am introducing today my eighth 
joint resolution proposing such an ex
tension through the process of amending 

· the Constitution of the United States. 
My thinking on this subject has not 
changed since, as a Member of the House 
of Representatives in 1942, I introduced 
House Joint Resolution 354. I had then, 
as I have now, the utmost confidence in 
our young citizens' ability to think, to 
weigh issues, and to make judicial deci
sions on matters closely affecting their 
futures. That this opinion is shared by 
many official and quasi-official groups
within the Government as well as in the 
private sector of our Nation-is made 
abundantly clear by the following partial 
list of those responsibilities which our 
18-year-old citizens now share with the 
rest of society: 

They share the burden of fighting our 
wars; 

They share the burden of paying our 
taxes; 

They stand responsible in adult, not 
juvenile, courts of law; 

They stand responsible for the welfare 
and the lives of their own wives and chil
dren; 

They stand responsible for the lives of 
their fellow citizens traveling on our 
streets and highways, for we allow them 
to operate motor vehicles; 

They bear the burden of the future of 
their families, for we allow them to make 
wills and to purchase insurance; 
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They bear the burden of the financial 

consequences of their own actions, for we 
allow them to be sued; 

And they are, finally, responsible for 
their own ultimate social future, for we 
allow them to choose their own profes
sions. 

Mr. President, I shall not speak at 
length in support of this measure. The 
arguments f.or this extension of the 
franchise are well known and numerous. 
The arguments raised by opponents of 
this proposal are equally well known and, 
I believe, unconvincing in view of the 
foregoing statements relating to the re
sponsibilities we already extend to our 
youthful citizens. 

I ask, however, that I may have unani
mous consent to include in the RECORD 
at this point the following items: 

The White House press release of De
cember 20, 1963, on the report of the 
Commission on Registration and Voting 
Participation, with appendix 1. 

A list of proposals lowering the age 
limit for voting-69th to 88th Congresses. 

Article from the Christian Science 
Monitor, "Is an 18-Year-Old Ready To 
Vote?" July 23, 1965. 

Remarks by the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH] on April 3, 
1961, upon introduction of Senate Joint 
Resolution 71. 

Article from the Christian Science 
Monitor, Friday, January 13, 1967, "Re
sponsible Students at Berkeley." 

I w.ould like to add one brief comment 
with reference to the last article men
tioned, Mr. President. For many, many 
years I have been involved with students 
on the campuses of this great Nation. I 
have met with them, spoken with them, 
and listened to them. And I want to 
state unequivocally that the vast major
ity of our college students today are se
rious-minded, hard-working, idealistic 
young men and women-for whom I can
not help but have the very highest 
regard. 

Mr. President, although Senate Joint 
Resolution 8 has been referred, already, 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, the 
joint resolution I now introduce will 
soon follow it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The joint resolution will be re
ceived and appropriately referred; and 
without objection, the items referred to 
by the Senator from West Virginia will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 14) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States, extending 
the right to vote to citizens 18 years of 
age or older, introduced by Mr. RAN
DOLPH, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

The articles presented by Mr. RAN
DOLPH are as follows: 
(A White House press release, Dec. 20, 1963] 
REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT UPON ACCEPT· 

ANCE OF THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION 
ON REGISTRATION AND VOTING PARTICIPATION 

I am pleased to receive today the Report 
of the Commission on Registration and vot
ing Participation. The Comxnission is here 
with me this morning to witness the sign
ing of the extension of the President's 
Commission on Registration and Voting Par-

CXIII--33-Part 1 

ticipation. Very shortly I will sign that 
Executive Order. 

President Kennedy's action in appointing 
this Commission was motivated by his deep 
commitment to the principles of democracy. 
This Report is the result of a very long and 
very serious study. I want to express my 
gratitude to this bipartisan Commission 
for the excellent job they have done and 
for the results of their efforts. 

We should be deeply concerned that less 
than two-thirds of the Americans of voting 
age cast ballots in Presidential elections. 
In other words, one out of every three quali
fied Americans do not vote in a Presidential 
election, and less than half do so in elections 
for Members of Congress. So it is disturbing 
that our National record of voter participa
tion compares so unfavorably with other 
democratic countries. This Report identi
fies many of the causes for this. It calls 
attention to the little recognized fact that 
restrictive statutes and procedures deny 
many of our citizens the right to register 
and vote, or at least make it difficult or 
virtually impossible for them to do so. 
Such denials contradict one of the basic 
principles upon which this Nation was 
founded, the principle of government by the 
consent of the governed. 

The Commission has made an important 
contribution to improving our democratic 
system by offering specific recommendations 
to meet the problem. These recommenda
tions are directed to the States. Great dis
parity exists among the States in their elec
tion laws and practices, but even the most 
advanced State can profit by measuring its 
own electoral machinery against these rec
ommended standards that we have put in 
the Report. In that regard, the Commis
sion's proposal that each State establish a 
State body to review its election laws in the 
light of this Report is both constructive 
and desirable. I am hopeful that in each 
State where such a review is not already un
derway the Governor and legislative leaders 
will give serious consideration to this sug
gestion. I shall send a copy of the Report 
to each governor with that request. 

The Report is useful in that it points out 
the problem and suggests remedies, but the 
solution depends upon further action. In 
order to provide impetus for consideration of 
the Commission's proposals by the individ
ual States and to provide further informa
tion and services for those States desiring 
assistance, I am today issuing an Executive 
Order extending the life of the Commission 
on Registration and Voter Participation un
til March 30, 1964. The members of the 
Commission have graciously consented to 
continue serving. I am also very hopeful 
after a conversation with Senator Holland, 
who is author of the repeal of the poll tax 
amendment, that by that time we can have 
action taken by other States that wm assure 
that the poll tax will be repealed. I call 
upon both political parties, Republicans and 
Democrats, the governors and officials of 
each State in the Union, and all citizens, to 
join this effort. Only through concerted 
action can we secure for all the right to vote 
without unnecessary or unreasonable restric
tions. 

For instance, I am told that it is easier 
today to buy a destructive weapon, a gun, in 
a hardware store, than it is to vote. The 
whole problem that we have in each State 
in this Union, in each precinct in each State, 
is to make it easier for people to vote instead 
of harder. Why should we make it diftlcult 
for people to vote? It is easier now to reg
ister and enlist in the Service in many cases 
than it is to vote. Why should a man have 
an easy path provided for him to go and 
fight, but a difficult path for him to go and 
vote? 

I would say that we should make it as 
easy for a man to vote as for a man to serve 
in the Armed Services. I am hopeful that 

in the next Presidential election three out 
of every three eligible voters wlll vote for 
their President instead of only two out of 
every three. 

APPENDIX 1 
Members of the Commission: Richard M. 

Scammon, Chairman; Bert L. Bennett, Bren
dan Byrne, Robert A. Forsythe, Evron M. 
Kirkpatrick, Bradshaw Mintener, John A. 
Perkins, Ruth Schertz Phillips, Roy L. Reu
ther, Victoria Schuck, Leon H. Washington, 
Jr. 

Recommendations: 
I. Each State Should Create a Commission 

on Registration and Voting Participation, 
or Utilize Some Other Existing State Ma
chinery To Survey in Detail Its Election 
Law and Practices. 

II. Voter Registration Should Be Easily 
Accessible to All Citizens. 

III. State Residence Requirements Should 
Not Exceed Six Months. 

IV. Local Residence Requirements Should 
Not Exceed 30 Days. 

V. New State Residents Should Be Allowed 
To Vote for President. 

VI. Voter Registration Should Extend as 
Close to Election Day as Possible, and 
Should Not En~ More Than Three or Four 
Weeks Before Election Day. 

VII. Voter Lists Should Be Kept Current. 
VIII. No Citizen's Registration Should Be 

Cancelled for Failure to Vote in Any Period 
Less Than Four Years. 

IX. Voter Registration Lists Should Be 
Used Only for Electoral Purposes. 

X. States Should Provide Absentee Regis
tration for Voters Who Cannot Register in 
Person. 

XI. Literacy Tests Should Not Be a Requi
site for Voting. 

XII. Election Day Should Be Proclaimed a 
National Day of Dedication to Our Ameri
can Democracy. 

XUI. Polllng Places Should Be So 
Equipped as To Eliminate Long Waiting 
Periods. 

XIV. Polling Places Should Be Open 
Throughout the Day and Remain Open Un
til at Least 9 p.m. 

XV. The State Should Provide Every Pos
sible Protection Against Election Fraud. 

XVI. Voting by Persons 18 Years of Age 
Should Be Considered by the States (full 
text given here) . 

The Commission is concerned over the 
low-voter participation of the age group 
from 21 to 30. We believe a maJor reason 
for this low turnout is that, by the time 
they have turned 21 (the minimum voting 
age in 46 of the 50 States) many young 
people are so far removed from the stimula
tion of the educational process that their 
interest in public affairs has waned. Some 
may be lost as voters for the rest of their 
lives. 

Despite the growing enrollment in insti
tutions of higher education, it is a fact that 
only a minority of Americans are st111 in 
school when they near or reach their 21st 
birthdays. We believe that each State 
shoUld carefully consider reducing the mini
mum voting age to 18. 

If 18 is adopted as a minimum age, we 
also recommend programs under which regis
tration of students could be facilltated, per
haps through voter registration days at high 
schools themselves. 

States might also incorporate in the cur
riculum of high school senior classes a three
point plan of action to inspire good citizen
ship: 

(1) Explanation of the importance of a 
single vote to the American way of life. 

(2) Information on the requirements and 
mechanics of registration. 

(3) Demonstration of the actual process 
of voting in the local community. 

If such citizenship programs are to be 
developed, it is clear that teacher training 



514 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE January 16, 1967 
must be improved also to insure that teach
ers have a firm grasp of the principles upon 
which good citizenship rests. 

XVII. Candidacy Should Be Open to All. 
XVIII. The Right to Vote Should Be Ex

tended to Those L1 ving on Federal Reserva
tions. 

XIX. Absentee Voting by Mail Should Be 
Allowed for All Who Are Absent From Home 
on Primary or General Election Day. 

XX. The Poll Tax as a Qualification for 
Voting Should Be Eliminated. 

XXI. Each State Should Keep Informed 
on Other States, Practices and Innovations 
in Election Administration. 

[From the Library of Congress] 
LIST OF PROPOSALS LoWERING THE AGE LIMIT 

FOR VOTING (69TH-88TH CONGRESSES) 

THE 77TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 166. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. October 19, 1942. Intro
duced by Mr. Vandenberg. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 352. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age in all elections for Federal omcers. 
October 19, 1942. Introduced by Mr. Wicker
sham. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 354. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. October 21, 1942. Intro
duced by Mr. Randolph. Referred to the 
Oommittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 356. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. October 27, 1942. Intro
duced by Mr. Johnson. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE 78TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 7. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. January 7, 1943. Introduced 
by Mr. Vandenberg. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 89. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older, October 25, 1943. Introduced 
by Mr. Kilgore. Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 8. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. January 6, 1943. Intro
duced by Mr. Fish. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. · 

H.J. Res. 33. Suffrage for citizens 19 years 
of age or older. January 6, 1943. Intro
duced by Mr. Snyder. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 34. Suffrage for persons 18 years 
of age in all elections for Federal 01ficers. 
January 6, 1943. Introduced by Mr. Wick
ersham. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 39. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. January 7, 1943. Introduced 
by Mr. Randolph. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. (Hearings held on 
Oct. 20, 1943) 

H.J. Res. 71. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. January 26, 1943. Intro
duced by Mr. Lane. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 167. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. September 28, 1943. Intro
duced by Mr. Furlong. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE 79TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res.17. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. January 18, 1945. Intro
duced by Mr. Kilgore. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 40. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
and older. January 3, 1945. Introduced by 
Mr. Randolph. Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 45. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age and older to vote for all Federal Of
fices. January 3, 1945. Introduced by Mr. 
Wickersham. Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 357. Suffrage for all citizens of age 
18 or older. May 23, 1946. Introduced by 
Mr. Johnson. Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

THE 80TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 71. Extending the right to vote 
to citizens 18 years of age or older. Febru
ary 19, 1947. Introduced by Mr. Vandenberg. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 73. Extending the right to vote 
to citizens 18 years of age or older. Feb
ruary 19, 1947. Introduced by Mr. Kilgore. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 2120. Extending the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. February 
20, 1947. Introduced by Mr. Klein. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 148. Extending the right to vote 
to citizens 18 years of age or older. March 
10, 1947. Introduced by Mr. Klein. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE 81ST CONGRESS 

H.J. Res.122. Extending the right to vote 
to citizens 18 years of age or older. January 
31, 1949. Introduced by Mr. Klein. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE 82D CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 127. Suffrage for citizens who are 
18 years of age or older. February 4, 1952. 
Introduced by Mr. Moody. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(Reported in the Senate on July 1, 1952, 
accompanied by S. Rept. 2036.) 

H.J. Res. 103. Suffrage for citizens 18 years 
of age or older. Introduced by Mr. Klein, 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 497. Suffrage for citizens who are 
18 years or older. July 5, 1952. Introduced 
by Mr. Doyle. Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

THE 83D CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 53. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. March 2, 1953. Intro
duced by Mr. Langer. Referred to tne Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(Reported in the Senate on March 15, 
1954 accompanied by S. Rept. 1075.) 

S.J. Res. 64. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. April 1, 1953. Intro
duced by Mr. Humphrey. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 103. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. July 18, 1953. Intro
duced by Mr. Morse. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 112. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. January 7, 1954. In
troduced by Mr. Knowland. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 30. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. January 3, 1953. In
troduced by Mr. Doyle. Refe·rred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 265. Granting to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. Introduced by Mr. 
Keating. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 274. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. June 10, 1953. Intro
duced by Mr. Wickersham. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 288. Granting to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
19 the right to vote. June 30, 1953. Intro
duced by Mr. Wainwright. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 311. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. July 27, 1953. Intro
duced by Mr. Rabaut. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 341. Relating to the right of citi
zens of the United States, 18 years of age 
or older, to vote. January 7, 1954. Intro
duced by Mr. Rogers. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 342. Relating to the right of citi-

zens of the United states, 18 years of age 
or older, to vote. January 7, 1954. Intro
duced by Mr. Widnall. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE 84TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 40. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. February 8, 1955. In
troducecl by Mr. Langer. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 12. Relating to the right of citi
zens of the United States, 18 years of age 
or older, to vote. January 5, 1955. Intro
duced by Mr. Diggs. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 37. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age 
of 18 the right to vote. January 5, 1955. 
Introduced by Mr. Grant. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 51. Granting to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age 
of 18 the right to vote. January 5, 1955. In
troduced by Mr. Keating. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 89. To grant to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age 
of 18 the right to vote. January 5, 1955. In
troducect by Mr. Wickersham. Referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 93. Relating to the right of citi
zens of the United States 18 years of age 
or older to vote. January 5, 1955. Intro
duced by Mr. Widnall. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE 85TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 11. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. January 7, 
1957. Introduced by Mr. Dirksen. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 34. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. January 3, 
1957. Introduced by Mr. Doyle. Referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 51. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. January 3, 
1957. Introduced by Mr. Keating. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
. H.J. Res. 109. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. January 3, 
1957. Introduced by Mr. Wldnall. Referred 
to the Committee on. the Judiciary. 

THE 86TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 81. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. March 24, 
1959. Introduced by Mr. Keating. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 179. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. March 29, 
1960. Introduc&d by Messrs. Randolph and 
Byrd. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.J. Res.193. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. January 26, 
1959. Introducted by Mr. Wldnall. Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 515. Extends the right to vote to 
all citizens 18 years of age or older. Septem
ber 1, 1959. Introduced by Mr. Hechler. Re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE 87TH CONGRESS 

S.J. Res. 20. Granting to citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. January 5, 1961. In
troduced by Mr. Kefauver. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 54. Granting citizens of the 
United States who have attained the age of 
18 the right to vote. February 24, 1961. 
Introduced by Mr. Dirksen. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 67. Granting to citizens of the 
United States who have attained age of 18 
the right to vote. Introduced by Mr. Keating. 
March 22, 1961. Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 71. Granting the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. AprilS, 1961. 
Introduced by Messrs. Randolph and Byrd. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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H.J. Res:81. Relating to the right of cit

izens of the United States 18 years of ag~ or 
older to vote. January 3, 1961. Introduced 
by Mr. Widnall. Referred to the Committee 
dn the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 350. Relating to the right of cit
izens of the United States 18 years of age or 
older to vote. March 29, 1961. Introduced 
by Mr. Diggs. Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 368. Relating to the right of cit
izens of the United States 18 years of age 
or older to vote. April 13, 1961. Introduced 
by Mr. Ellsworth. Referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

THE 88TH CONGRESS 
S.J. Res. 2. Extending the right to vote to 

citizens 18 years of age or older. January 14, 
1963. Introduced by Mr. Randolph. Re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 38. Extends the right to vote to 
citizens 18 years of age or older. February 5, 
1963. Introduced by Messrs. Keating and 
Kefauver. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 941. Granting the right to vote to 
citizens of the United States 18 years or older. 
March 4, 1964. Introduced by Mr. Gallagher. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

GROVER S. WILLIAMS, 
Legislative · Attorney, American Law • 

Division, January 4, 1965. 

(From the Christian Science Monitor, July 23, 
1965] 

Is AN 18-YEAR-OLD READY To VoTE? 
(By Gall Matthews) 

Instead of sitting back and wishing 18-
year-olds could vote, a group of young adults 
is doing something about it. The newly 
founded Connecticut Organization for 18-
Year-Old Voting hopes more young people 
will join the cause. Shortly after the Con
necticut organization started rolling, a group 
of ·Massachusetts teens started a similar pro
gram in the sister state. (A bill has been 
filed on the issue and is before the Bay State 
Legislature now.) However, in fighting to 
lower the voting age from 21 to 18, their role 
as reformers won't be an easy one. For 
they are trying to upset a centuries-old tra
dition. 

The law setting the voting age minimum 
at 21-drafted by pioneer English settlers of 
the United States-seems downright medi
eval in the space era. No wonder. It is ac
tually based on statutes dating back to the 
Middle Ages. 

Ancient English Common Law, from which 
many United States laws were derived, states 
that there were several ages at which men of 
different classes of medieval English society 
reached the legal status of adulthood. 

"The young burgess is of full age when 
he can count money and measure cloth; the 
young spokesman when he is 15; the tenant 
by knight's service when he is 21," it ex
plains in the "History of English Law" by 
Pollock and Maitland. 

In those times, a serf could till his own 
land at 21, and a soldier who had some rela
tionship to the Crown could become a knight 
at 21. 

This, then, is the archaic concept the 
young members of the Bay State and Con
necticut VOTES (Vindication of Twenty
Eighteen Suffrage) organizations are striving 
to condemn to the scrap heap. 

The idea for such an organization began 
when Joe Dolan of Wethersfield, Conn., was 
cochairman of his high-school political
affairs association. The history teacher pre
sented the question on 18-year-olds voting 
and Joe thought the issue was absurd I He 
reviewed the whole issue as it would affect 
the 18-to-20-year-olds (some 85,000) in Con
necticut. 

The Connecticut organization feels that 
most young people have sufficient and sub
stantial :maturity to allow them to vote. It 

cites several instances where 18 is the age 
to assume responsibility. 

Insurance companies state an adult is 18 
years and older. Penal codes affect the 
18-year-old just as the 21-year-old. Pension 
and welfare cases are treated equally regard
less of whether the person is 18 or 21. 
Eighteen is also the age when a young man 
can be drafted to fight for his country. One 
can enter the Civil Service at 18, one is taxed 
at 18 without representation, and one can 
marry at 18. 

In the time span between 18, when a per
son is just out of high school, to 21, when 
eligible to vote, is when apathy and indiffer
ence set in. 

The habit of voting should be formed at 
the ripest time. Those for 18-year-old voting 
point out that we need proper balance. 
"Older folks vote who cling to the past and 
old ideas and ways. We need the young, 
honest approach without political strings," 
claims a supporter. 

Recorded as favoring 18-year-old suffrage 
are: President Kennedy, former President 
Eisenhower, former Vice President Nixon, 
Ambassador Stevenson, Governor Rockefeller, 
Senators Kefauver, Margaret Chase Smith, 
and Dirksen, along with United States Su
preme Court Justice Douglas. 

European historian and outstanding schol• 
ar, H. Stuart Hughes, a Havard professor, 
feels: "Physically, socially, and intellectually, 
youths are maturing faster and earlier than 
a generation ago. In our society, the stand
ard of what constitutes 'corning-of-age• 
should be lowered to 18. Eighteen-year-aids 
read more and know more than many adults. 
In many instances, a person of 18, graduated 
from high school, is better informed on vital 
world and national problems than older 
people. Adults are frequently too occupied 
with private lives and problems of family and 
finances to worry about matters seemingly 
far removed from them." 

Why do 18-year-olds think they have sub
stantial maturity and sufficient experience to 
vote? "Experience is a continual process in 
life," VOTES replies. "Real experience does 
not come from observation, but from par
ticipation. An 18-year-old tod,ay is much 
more mature than his parents were when 
they were 18." A much higher percentage of 
18-year-olds have a better education than 
their parents, let alone their forebears. 

The history of the 18-year-old suffrage 
dates back to 1770 when there were attempts 
to draft a lower voting age in state constitu
tions. In 1954, President Eisenhower advo
cated the 18-year-old suffrage and in the 
same year a constitutional amendment bill 
failed to get two-thirds passage by the United 
States Senate with five votes. It failed only 
because the Senate felt it involved states 
rights. In 1961, the Justice Department ad
vocated a constitutional amendment to give 
18-year-olds the ballot. 

Votes supporters feel that a nation dis
trustful of its youth, "is a nation that does 
not have the vision to endure." They point 
to Kentucky, a state that gave their 18-year
olds that ballot in 1956 and 80 percent of 
almost 200,000 between 18-20 went to the 
polls. Georgia juniors made up 20 percent 
of the electorate after being given the right 
to vote. Gallup Polls in 1954 showed that 77 
percent would go to the polls if given the 
chance. 

Votes backers have got a hard struggle 
ahead to fight the old cliches-eynicism, and 
Congress. Lowering the voting age has been 
a high-school debating issue for many years. 
Some adults are ignoring the group, feel their 
cause will never be legislated, or are laugh
ing at it. But, the issue shouldn't be quickly 
shoved aside. The groups advocating the 
18-year-old voter are alive and spouting with 
intelligent, alert, go-getting youth. Some 
laughed, too, at the Woman's Suffrage Move
ment which ended with the 19th Amend
ment, and until 1870 the Negro's right to 
vote was thwarted. Eighteen other coun-

tries, including the Soviet Union, Israel, 
Turkey, and Brazil allow their 18-year-olds 
to vote. 

It's really interesting to talk to someone 
who is vehemently against the 18-year-old 
voter. His reason? Generally that "the 18-
year-old lacks maturity and judgment to cast 
a vote ... what will the country come to?" 
Then ask that same person why he wants a 
certain candidate to win an election. Some
times he makes a lightweight attempt to 
point out the candidate's experience, and 
then often includes a personality judgment 
rather than a judgment based on facts. "Oh, 
he's so good looking"; "He's a family man"; 
"His family's store sells such good eggs and 
butter," etc., etc. Some voters today base 
their decisions on what kind of a television 
actor the candidate is. Does this make an 
intelligent electorate? 

Clinton Rossiter in "Goals for Americans" 
writes: 

"The American future rests rather on the 
quality of our votes . . . and of our par
ticipation of every kind ... than it does on 
the quantity. What America needs is not 
more voters, but more good voters, men and 
women who are informed, understanding 
and reasonable. To produce such men and 
women in ever larger numbers should be a 
major goal of all labors to preserve American 
democracy." 

VOTING RESPONSIBILITY SHOULD BE EXTENDED 
TO 18-YEAR-OLD CITIZENS; CONSTITUTION 
SHOULD BE AMENDED 

(Remarks of Senator RANDOLPH, Apr. 3, 1961) 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, when a 

Member of the House of Representatives I 
introduced a resolution more than 18 years 
ago to amend the Constitution and extend 
voting rights to 18-year-olds. My interest 
in this matter has not abated during the al
most two decades which have intervened. 
On March 29, 1960, I presented Senate Joint 
Resolution 179 for this purpose. Senator 
BYRD, of West Virginia, joined me in intro
duction of the measure to amend the COnsti
tution to provide for such voting. 

It is gratifying, therefore, to observe that 
this concern is shared by other members of 
this body, and particularly by our able col
leagues, the senior Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], the junior Senator from New 
York [Mr. KEATING] and the leader of the 
minority, the eloquent junior Senator from 
Ill1nois [Mr. DIRKsEN]--each of whom has 
independently submitted such a resolution 
during this session of Congress. 

I shall not presume upon the time of the 
Senate in order to relate the arguments which 
are well known to all of us. However, I be
lieve it would be of more than passing in
terest and value to summarize the actions 
of the individual States in this field, and to 
note th,e present status of age requirements 
that prevail in the various States. 

ALASKA AND HAWAll ACT 
It is, perhaps, not mere coincidence or an 

accident of history that the two States most 
recently admitted to the Union, and hence 
the two which have achieved statehood under 
distinctively modern conditions of education 
and communication, are among the few with 
voting limitations of less than 21 years. The 
State of Alaska entered t .. le Union under a 
constitution approved by a 2-to-1 majority 
which established the voting age at 19 years 
or above. During the same year our friends 
in Hawaii were admitted to the Union under 
a consti.tution which provided for voting at 
the age of 20 or above. 

However, the first State to take positive 
action in this fleld was the State of Georgia, 
which lowered the voting age to 18 by refer
endum in 1943. The State of Kentucky, 
after several inconclusive efforts in the leg
islature during the forties and early fifties, 
finally succeeded in having the issue put to 
a referendum test, and in 1955 the citizens of 
Kentucky voted to lower the voting age to 18. 
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This is the roster of the States, Mr. Presi

dent, where a voting age of less than 21 pre
vails. But it is not an accurate index of the 
actions taken by the other individual States, 
nor is it an adequate gage of the interest and 
sentiment among the American people in 
favor of lowering the voting age. 

Since October 21, 1942, when I first sub
mitted my resolution (H.J. Res. 354} in the 
other body-a time which I use as a bench
mark simply because it relates to my own 
actions in this field-all but three of the 
States have taken some legislative action to 
lower the voting age, many of them having 
made repeated efforts. And in no less than 
14 States-according to a study performed 
by the Library of Congress-measures to 
lower the voting age to 18 have passed in at 
least one house of the legislature. In three 
States-Indiana, Pennsylvania, and Tennes
see-such measures have passed both houses, 
but have failed for lack of meeting other re
quirements of the amendment procedure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HUMPHREY in 
the chair}. The time of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, may I ask 
unanimous consent to have 1 additional 
minute, since there are few Senators who 
wish to make speeches? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
the Senator is granted 2 additional minutes. 

TWENTY-THIRD AMENDMENT IS RATIFIED 
Mr. RANDOLPH. These actions have been 

taken, Mr. President, without benefit of the 
added momentum which would accrue if 
there were a national movement to amend 
the Federal Constitution. We have recently 
seen how effective such an effort can be in 
the record time in which the 23d amendment 
was ratified by the States. 

Gratifying though it is to see the en
franchisement of the citizens of the Dis
trict of Columbia, their plight was no less 
real or urgent than that of the mi111ons 
of 18 to 21 year olds who bear so many 
of the responsibilities of citizenship with
out this most essential prerogative. It is, 
therefore, in the hope of correcting this 
inequity that I submit this resolution to 
amend the Constitution and extend the 
right to vote to .ciitzens 18 years of age or 
older. 

I ask that the joint resolution be appro
priately referred and printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of these remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint reso
lution wlll be received, appropriately re
ferred, and, without objection, printed in 
the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 71) pro
posing an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, extending the right to 
vote to citizens 18 years of age or older, 
introduced by Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself, 
and Mr. BYRD of West Virginia), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

"Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein}, That the follow
ing article is hereby proposed as an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which shall be valid to all intents 
and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three
fourths of the several States: 

"'ARTICLE-
" 'SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the 

United States, who are eighteen years of age 
or older, to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State 
on account of age. The Congress shall have 
power to enforce this article by appropriate 
legislation. 

" 'SEc. 2. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 

amendment to the Constitution by the legis
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years from the date of its 
submission to the States by the Congress.'" 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 

STUDY OF ENTRY OF NONIMMI
GRANT ALIENS INTO THE UNITED 
STATES TO PERFORM SERVICES 
OR LABOR 

Jan. 13, 1967] Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I send to 
MIRROR OF OPINION: RESPONSmLE STUDENTS the desk a resolution providing for a 

AT BERKELEY study of the provisions and administra-
(From a talk by Prof. Garff B. Wilson, tion of several sections in the Immigra-

University of California, Berkeley} tion and Nationality Act. 
The student on the Berkeley campus has This legislation directs the Judiciary 

been defamed and caricatured. The repre- Committee, or appropriate subcommit
sentative student is not a beatnik or a tees, to review the interpretation being 
w:eLrdie or a rebel. He is a clean-cut, serious, given to certain specific sections of the 
intell1gent, idealistic student deeply involved act affecting so-called "green-card 
in his studies, proud of his university, and holders." 
keenly aware of his responsibilities as a citi-
zen. News media seldom give the representa- The term "green-card holders" refers 
tive student any notice. Newspapers, TV, to citizens resident of countries along our 
and radio record what is bizarre and sensa- borders who have obtained permission 
tiona!. F'or example: from the Attorney General of the United 

You are aware that in December, 1964, 773 States to cross into the United States on 
people were arrested in Sproul Hall sit-in. a daily or other periodic basis to per-
Do you know that in that same semester bo 
3,540 undergrads made the honor roll with form la r or services in the United 
B average or better? A year later the per- States. 
centage was raised one point-to 22 percent. As presently written, the law allows 

You read that hundreds of dollars were such travel to the United States by non
raised in December, 1964, to bail out sit-in immigrant aliens for employment pur
students. Do you know that in the same se- , poses if their employment does not ad
mester $9,062 were raised by students for Gal versely affect other American wage earn
Camp for underprivileged children, staffed ers. The determination as to what con
by 50 volunteer students? stitutes an adverse effect is left up to 

You read that last year four students were 
suspended for participation in so-called the Attorney General. 
"dirty word" demonstration. Do you know As a result of leaving this determina
that in the same year, 262 students spent tion to the discretion of the Attorney 
20,000 hours in Resource Volunteer Program General, a history of conflict and dis
tutoring students in Berkeley public schools? agreement has developed. My bill would 

You read that. this year three or four stu- merely provide at this time for a study 
dents were disClplined for defying campus by the appropriate Senate committee or 
rules. Do you know that 10 times that num- bco itt b t 
ber cleaned off 200 cubic feet of refuse from a su . m.m ee, u do~s not embody any 
Berkeley hillside, removed 200 old tires from legislatiOn .or suggestions. 
Albany mud fiat, and cleaned up the east side Mr. President, I have received anum
of Aquatic Park? This was volunteer work. ber of complaints from many good 

You read that this year mobs, including friends of Mexican origin who live along 
some students, have marched in parades pro- the Texas border and who are citizens of 
testing Vietnam war. Did you know that the United States that their jobs are 
there are now serving (or have recently b ·n t db, 1 h ·t· 
served) overseas in Peace Corps 560 Cal stu- ei g preemp. e Y peop e "'! o are CI I-
dents, far more than from any other campus zens and restdents of MeXICO and who 
in the nation-and do you know that this come across the border and take jobs 
spring more than 1,000 additional Gal stu- away from them. 
dents applied to serve? It is likely that at a later date I may 

You read that Vietnam Day Committee offer some remedial legislation. For the 
held a "rowdy" dance in the campus gym. time being, I should like the Judiciary 
Do you know that last year 205 students C •tt t 1 k · t thi t 
joined VISTA (Volunteers in Service to ommt ee 0 oo In o s mat er. 
America}, and many more are in process of I ask unanimous consent that the res-
joining? olution lie on the table for 1 week so that 

You read that last March about 800 stu- other Senators may cosponsor it as they 
dents walked out of the Greek Theater to see :fit. 
protest appearance of Ambassador Arthur The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
Goldberg, but are you aware that 12·000 re- pore. The resolution will be received 
mained to give him more standing ovations . . . 
than any Charter Day speaker has had. and a~propnate~y referred, and, With-

You have read that frats hold beer busts, out ObJection, Will be held at the desk, 
break windows, and swipe street signs. Do as requested by the Senator from Texas, 
you know that for more than 30 years the and, under the rule, will be printed in the 
frats at Cal have financed a Big Brother Pro- RECORD. 
gram in Berkeley to help rehabllitate delin- The resolution (S. Res. 22) was re
quent boys? Do you know that last term, ferred to the Committee on the Judi
all-frat scholastic average was 2.61 compared ciary as follows. 
to an all-living group average of 2.55? • · 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse-
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the joint resolution 
introduced earlier today by my distin
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH], 
concerning the Federal voting age of 18 
years remain at the desk for 2 weeks for 
additional cosponsors. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

S. RES. 22 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord
ance with its jurisdiction specified by rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
to make a full and complete study and review 
of those provisions of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act which authorize entry into 
the United States of nonimmigrant aliens 
for the purpose of performing services or 
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labor, as well as the administration of such 
provisions, with a view to recommending such 
legislative or administrative modifications 
with respect to such provisions or their ad
ministration as it deems necessary or desir
able in the public interest. 

SEc. 2. The Committee shall report its find
ings upon the study and investigation au
thorized by this resolution, together with 
such recommendations as it deems advisable, 
to the Senate at the earliest practicable date, 
but not later than July 31, 1967. 

SEc. 3. For the purposes of this resolution 
the Committee, through July 31, 1967, is 
authorized (1) to make such expenditures 
as it deems advisable; (2) to employ upon 
a temporary basis, technical, clerical, and 
other assistants and consultants; and (3) 
with the prior consent of the heads of the 
departments or agencies concerned, and the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, to 
ut111ze the reimbursable services, informa
tion, fac111 ties, and personnel of any of the 
departments or agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the Committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$50,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the Committee. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COSPON
SORS-TAX-SHARING BILL 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, there is 
a bill (S. 92) on the desk which I intro
duced last week on tax sharing. I ask 
unanimous consent that that bill remain 
at the desk until Wednesday of next 
week. I previously requested it be held 
there until the end of this week; but I 
now ask unanimous consent that that 
time be extended until Wednesday of 
next week, for the purpose of permitting 
additional cosponsors. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, last 

week I introduced, along with a number 
of my colleagues, S. 270, which provides 
for Federal participation in the construc
tion of a 42-acre manmade island off 
the coast of California, actually off the 
coast of my home county of Orange, in 
which nuclear energy will be used to 
create electric power and also to trans
form salt water of the sea into potable 
water to the extent of 150 million gallons 
a day. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
name of our esteemed colleague, the 
junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HAN
SEN], be added as coauthor of the bill 
at the next printing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

RECEIPT OF NOMINATION BY COM
MITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I desire to announce that to
day the Senate received the following 
nomination: 

Richard F. Pedersen, of California, to be 
Deputy Representative of the United States 
of America in the Security Council of the 
United Nations. 

In accordance with the committee rule, 
this pending nomination may not be con
sidered prior to the expiration of 6 days 
of its receipt in the Senate. 

SPAIN, SOUTH AFRICA, UNITED 
STATES ALONE FAIL TO RATIFY 
ANY HUMAN RIGHTS TREATY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to-

day I continue my daily effort to rivet 
attention upon the failure of the United 
States to ratify a single one of the Hu
man Rights Conventions on Slavery, 
Forced Labor, Political Rights of Women, 
or Genocide. 

It may be both interesting and reveal
ing to my colleagues that of the charter 
members of the United Nations, the 
United States-which hosted the found
ing conference in San Francisco and has 
provided a home for the United Na
tions-is one of only three nations which 
has failed to ratify a single one of these 
human rights conventions. 

Who have been our companions in 
apathy and indifference toward the cause 
of human dignity? The Union of South 
Africa and Spain. The former nation's 
record in the area of human rights re
quires no lengthy statement here. It 
must be said of Spain, in that nation's 
defense, that until the recent national 
referendum enabling the creation of a 
legislature, Spain lacked the ratifying 
machinery. 

But the United States has neither the 
tragic history of South Africa nor the 
constitutional impotence of Spain. Our 
Ambassador to the United Nations signed 
these treaties and our President submit
ted them to the Senate. 

But what has happened? Is the Unit
ed States truly indifferent to the cause 
of human rights? 

I have perceived a most disconcerting 
phenomenon-"a certain circle of non
responsibility." 

The Foreign Relations Committee will 
not report the treaties until there is as
surance of a two-thirds majority in the 
Senate. The White House "believes" 
this is a Senate matter. The State De
partment "supports" U.S. ratification. 

We have a Tinker-to-Evers-to-Chance 
juggling act. In short, nobody is doing 
anything. This might be amusing if it 
were not so tragic. 

These treaties are not concerned with 
academic or esoteric subjects. They deal 
with matters vital to our own national 
history and tradition. Surely, of all the 
members of the family of nations, the 
United States should assume our right
ful position in the front rank-fighting 
for the basic human rights of political 
equality for women, the elimination of 
slavery and forced labor, and the inter
national drive to assure that never again 
on our earth will there be the horrible 
nightmare of genocide. 

The ultimate responsibility for Senate 
ratification resides in the Senate. :J: shall 
continue to speak until the Senate meets 
that responsibility and puts the United 
States squarely on record in support of 
these vital human rights. 

KUCHEL-CLARK RULE XXII RES
OLUTION NO GAG RULE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
Friday the Washington Post published 
an editorial that in the mind of any 
thoughtful reader ,should end the notion 
that the Kuchel resolution will impose 
gag rule on this body. 

As the Post editorial states: 
The most striking aspect of the antifili

buster fight is the extreme conservatism of 
the reforms offered. 

Mr. President, the most striking as
pect of the editorial is that it then pro
ceeds to understate the conservatism by 
100 percent. 

The editorial states th.at the Kuchel 
resolution would permit 20 days of de
bate. The fact is that on any significant 
issue, the opposition can and will debate 
the motion to "take up" for 20 days un
der the pending resolution. If cloture 
is invoked, they would have another 20 
days for .a second marathon debate. 

Anyone who calls this gag rule is being 
funny. They certainly are not being 
accurate in any sense. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial entitled "Fighting the Filibuster" 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

FIGHTING THE F'ILmUSTER 

The most striking aspect of the anti
filibuster fight in the Senate is the extreme 
conservatism of the reforms offered. Sena
tors McGovern and Morton are asking only 
that the number of Senators required to end 
debate be reduced from two-thirds to three
fifths, or, if all were present, from 67 to 60. 
Senators Kuchel and Clark would permit de
bate to be ended by a constitutional majority 
(51) regardless of how many members might 
be present and voting. And this cut-off could 
be invoked only after discussion of the issue 
had been in progress for 20 days or more. 

The more liberal of these measures stops 
somewhat short of meeting the argument 
that any systematic frustration of majority 
action is unconstitutional. A rule that 
would permit the Senate to chew over every 
highly controversial issue for 20 days or more 
without restraint could be a potent source of 
obstruction. No doubt Senators Kuchel and 
Clark have made their resolution extremely 
lenient in the hope of establishing the prin
ciple of majority cloture. But in practice it 
would require substantial refinement before 
the Senate could be regarded as a modern 
legislative body. 

We agree, however, with the view that the 
most important thing is to establish the 
principle of majority cloture. With that once 
recognized, the Senate would be free to 
bring about further changes by majority 
action wherever the need for it might arise. 

The right of the majority to work its will 
in the Senate has become the foremost issue 
before that body. We think it ought to be 
decided this time before the Senate turns 
to other business. There is a strong hope 
that Vice President Humphrey will rule, when 
the right moment comes, that the Senate 
has a constitutional right to modify its rules 
by majority action in disregard of the odious 
Rule 22. The whole country has an interest 
in demanding that Mr. Humphrey stand by 
l;lis convictions of the past on this issue and 
that the Senate sustain him. 

Nothing is to be gained by further pro
crastination. The question is one of prepar
ing the Senate to meet its broadened 
responsibilities in addition to reinstating the 
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constitutional principle of majority rule. It 
is a principle worth fighting for, and those 
who are carrying the burden of the battle 
ought to have unfiagging support until their 
objective has been won. 

WHY THE WASHINGTON POST 
OPPOSES THE TAX HIKE 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
Washington Post has published a series 
of some of the .finest and most thought
ful editorials in the Nation in opposition 
to the proposed tax increases. 

The Washington Post has been 
thoughtfully sympathetic to the Presi
dent and to the so-called new economics. 
It enthusiastically favors the use of .fiscal 
policy-taxing and spending-to influ
ence economic growth and retard infla
tion. Its voice on the tax increase 
deserves thoughtful attention. 

Recently the Post published an edito
rial entitled "The Wrong Fiscal Path." 
This editorial makes the vital point that 
the tax increase will not achieve the end 
its proponents fervently want. They 
want lower interest rates. But interest 
rates are already beginning to move 
down and they can and will continue to 
move down if the Federal Reserve Board 
simply increases the money supply. 
Whether taxes are raised or lowered will 
have little effect. 

What the Federal Reserve Board does 
will have the only significant effect on 
interest rates. 

Proponents want a tax increase to save 
Great Society programs. The tax in
crease, as a matter of cruel political fact, 
is far more likely .to kill such programs, 
as Members of Congress and the public 
recognize the price. 

Finally, the tax increase could lead us 
to a recession, unemployment, an end to 
this long, happy period of economic 
growth. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Post 
editorial, entitled _"The Wrong Fiscal 
Path," be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

THE WRONG FISCAL PATH 

Some observers believe that President 
Johnson proposed the 6 per cent surcharge on 
income taxes in an effort to buy more mone• 
tary ease. Others lean toward the view that 
he wished to keep the administrative budget 
deficit below $12.4 billion, the record estab
lished by the Eisenhower Administration in 
[the fiscal year 1959. But whatever the 
motives, it is difficult to defend the Ad
ministration's proposal on either economic or 
political grounds. If the proposal has any 
virtue, it 1s the July 1 effective date which 
gives the Congress ample time to debate 
the issue in the light of economic develop
ments that unfold during the course of this 
year. 

The economic objection to the higher taxes 
1s that the economy is exhibiting unmistak
able signs of sluggishness and 1s more ll'kely 
to require a fiscal stimulant than a seda
tive in the months ahead. On the day that 
the President delivered his message, it was 
announced that retail sales declined in De
cember. There is a slump in the construc
tion industry. Capital expenditures Will 
not rise significantly in the first half of 
this year and are likely to decline in the 
second. 

In view of these trends, the tightening of 
fiscal policy, by diminishing the stream of 
consumer expenditures and dampening busi
ness expectations, involves the very real 
risk of precipitating a. deep recession. There 
1s a widespread-and erroneous--belief that 
such a recession could not occur in the face 
of high defense expenditures. But defense 
expenditures-and more importantly, de
fense production-are leveling off. 

There are those of the President's advisers 
who cling to the view that a tighter fiscal 
policy, however inappropriate, 1s the price 
that must be paid for a reversal of the Fed
eral Reserve Board's monetary policy. In 
addition to viewing the Board as if it were 
somehow a. sovereign power instead of a. 
creature of the Congress, this yiew overlooks 
the fact that interest rates have already 
fallen as a consequence. of the softening of 
the demand for credit. And with the deci
sion of the German Bundesbank to lower its 
discount rates and the prospect that other 
European central banks wlll follow there is 
no balance-of-payments reason why market 
force should not be permitted to lower rates 
on this country. 

Professor J. Kenneth Galbraith and others 
who believe that the attainment of the high
est good is predicated on shifts of resources 
from the private to the public sector of the 
economy, are supporting the surcharge. But 
they are blind to the dangers of tying 
specific programs to tax increases. Raising 
taxes to continue Great Society programs is 
a move hardly calculated to increase their 
popularity, and the difficulties will be com
pounded if the economy is also depressed 
in the process. 

President Johnson said that he would soon 
send his specific proposals to the Congress 
and added that: "Yours is the responsibllity 
to discuss and debate them-to approve or 
modify or reject them." Congress made a 
mistake by rushing through the suspension 
of the investment tax credit. There is no 
reason at all for haste on the income tax 
surcharge. 

JOINT ECONOMIC 
HEARINGS ON 
ECONOMY 

COMMITTEE 
THE CHINESE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, dra
matic and momentous events are oc
curring in China today, events that may 
not only shape history for many years in 
the Far East, but could have a most 
serious effect on our own military and 
foreign policy. 

The Milwaukee Journal spelled out 
in an editorial yesterday how serious is 
the gap in our knowledge about develop
ments in this immense Communist dic
tatorship. 

This Government has a responsibility 
to the security of our country to find out 
all we can about China, not only about 
its attitudes and the tendencies of its 
political developments, but the more 
basic facts about its economy-what 
kind of potential threat or promise 
China really represents. 

What limits does the Chinese economy 
really place on its military capacity, on 
its ability to help or hurt other nations 
in Asia and throughout the world? 

Senator JAVITS suggested to the Joint 
Economic Committee last year that the 
committee should study and hold hear
ings on the Chinese economy. 

The Javits suggestion made excellent 
sense. The Joint Economic Committee 
has made some of the very best and most 
authoritative studies of the Russian 
economy. They are highly prized among 

university experts as well as in Govern
ment. 

Since Senator JAVITS made his sug
gestion last summer, the committee has 
been busily following up with a series 
of studies of the Chinese economy by 
the Nation's top experts. Those studies 
are now being printed. And hearings 
will begin before the Joint Economic 
Committee on the Chinese economy after 
hearings are held on the President's 
Economic Report. 

What we learn about the Chinese 
economy should contribute greatly to 
our evaluation of our military and for
eign policies throughout Asia, and, in
deed, the world. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial from the Sunday Milwaukee Jour
nal be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

NEWS COVERAGE OF CHINA 

The news stories out of Communist China 
reported mostly from Hong Kong or Tokyo 
are blood chilling. The nation is apparently 
in a power struggle and in great turmoil. 
What is really happening? We don't ac
curately know. The sources of news are so 
limited and restricted that coverage is all 
but impossible. 

Much of the news now comes from Red 
Guard posters displayed in the cities. These 
are political documents meant to serve politi
cal ends and cannot be accepted as factual. 
Many may not even be posted by the Red 
Guard but by their opponents. 

At a recent meeting of the International 
Press Institute .in India, news coverage of 
China was discussed in depth. 

There are only 30 foreign correspondents 
in Peking and nearly half are from Com
munist countries. Nine represent Japan, 
four the west. None is from the United 
States. All are restricted to within 25 miles 
of the center of Peking. Their sources are 
confined to Peking newspapers, New China 
News reports and official publications. They 
may not buy any provincial publications not 
sold in Peking. They may not talk with 
Chinese on the streets. Their interpreters 
are supplied by the diplomatic service bu
reau, a government agency. There are al
most no press briefings. When there are, the 
Chinese officials talk in a mixed jargon of 
Chinese obscurities and their brand of Marx
ism. Radio Peking broadcasts drab, unnews
worthy programs that tell little or nothing. 

The basic fact is that, as an Israeli editor 
said, one does not cover China, one seeks to 
uncover it and with little success because 
the Chinese don't want outsiders peering 
around. The Chinese trust no one. The 
Chinese people get so little outside news 
that they know nothing of the world. What 
news there is has to be read between the 
lines for the most part. When the Com
munist coup in Indonesia was crushed there 
was no mention of it for almost two weeks in 
Chinese papers. Then the only indication 
that something had happened came in a let
ter reprinted in the press in which President 
Liu Shao-chi congratulated President Su
karno on his being in good health in spite 
of what has happened. Only later was the 
coup discussed. 

The United States has almost no contact 
at all with China. Our nationals don't travel 
there, nor theirs here. We have no diplo
matic contact save occasional meetings in 
Warsaw. It is indeed the "mysterious east." 
And the problem is all the more aggravating 
now when momentous things may be hap
pening but no one knows for sure what 
they are or what they mean. 
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DICKEY CHAPELLE MEMORIAL 

DISPENSARY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 

November 4 the Dickey Chapelle Me
morial Dispensary was dedicated in 
Vietnam. This dispensary is a most ap
propriate memorial to a native of Mil
waukee who was a great war cor
respondent. She died as she lived, in 
a war zone on patrol with a group of 
marines. 

General Walt made an excellent 
speech at the dispensary dedication cer
emonies highlighting the ingredients 
that made Dickey Chapelle a unique 
human being, who brought great pride 
to my State of Wisconsin. Her uncom
promising honesty as well as her great 
courage should be an inspiration to all 
who follow in her footsteps. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
speech be printed at this point in the 
RECORD so that Senators can better 
understand the sorrow Wisconsinites felt 
at the death of this unique woman. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY LT. GEN. LEWIS w. WALT, USMC, 

CG, III MAF, DELIVERED AT DEDICATION OF 
DICKEY CHAPELLE MEMORIAL DISPENSARY, 
NOVEMBER 4, 1966 
A year ago today, not far from here, the 

world lost a dedicated and professional com
bat correspondent-and American fighting 
men lost a true friend. 

For more than twenty years, Dickey Cha
pelle could be found where the action was; 
Iwo Jima, Okinawa, Lebanon, Hungary, 
Cuba, Quemoy, India, Laos, the Dominican 
Republic, and finally South Viet Nam. 

Mr. Jim Lucas has spoken this morning 
about Dickey Chapelle from his correspond
ent's point of view. She was a professional 
from any point of view-highly respected by 
her contemporaries, her readers, and by the 
men whom she accompanied into battle. The 
front lines was her beat. 

It is difficult to say just when the mutual 
romance and respect between this reporter 
from Milwaukee and the American fighting 
man began. Perhaps it was aboard a hos
pital ship off Okinawa or on the black 
beaches of Iwo Jima. But wherever it had 
its start, it compelled her to travel the 
world over to be with our fighting men and 
to tell the story of what they were doing. 

She wore baggy utilities-a jauntily set 
jungle hat-and a perpetual smile. She was 
half the size of the Marines she followed 
into combat, until she spoke; then sudden
ly she grew in stature, speaking with the 
authority of a combat veteran-which, of 
course, she was. 

When this frail looking woman showed 
up on the front lines, tough veterans would 
shudder. Who was going to take care of 
her, they wondered. 

"Forget that I'm a woman," she would 
say. "I'll lug my own stuff and ask no 
favors." And she was true to her word. She 
asked no quarters, and would have been 
offended had it been offered. 

As General Krulak noted shortly after her 
death, "The Marines are a fraternity, and 
if a woman can belong to a fraternity, Dick
ey Chapelle managed to do it." 

Never complaining, determined always to 
carry her share of the load, ever enthusias
tic, she had the ability to convey the reality 
of war to film and paper in a degree seldom 
matched. She had a deep-seated feeling for 
people and events. She showed no fear and 
had a total disregard for her personal safety. 

For twenty years her life was one of being 
with the fighting men and telling their 
story to the world. 

It is most fitting that we here today dedi
cate this dispensary to her memory-the 
memory of a woman who loved pe,ople and 
hated the violence which causes hurt and 
pain and misery. 

For this facility is, by its very nature, 
dedicated to overcoming the physical rav
ages of war and disease and pestilence. 

Today marks a beginning-for this build
ing is only the central portion of a dis
pensary that will eventually grow to en
compass a 44-bed facillty. 

Built by the 9th Engineer Battalion, the 
dispensary will serve our Vietnamese friends, 
staffed by both Vietnamese and American 
medical personnel. It has been made pos
sible by funds which have been provided 
through CARE and donated by friends of 
Dickey Chapelle. 

Anyone who met Dickey Chapelle could 
not forget her. Her willingness to involve 
herself with the crises of our time showed 
a rare spirit. As a result, thousands of 
Americans at home 11 ved closer to our men 
in Viet Nam and came to know the strug
gle for dignity and freedom of the Vietnam
ese people. 

She had dinner at my quarters the day 
before she was kUled. Several of my offi
cers and myself had a wonderful evening 
listening to her tell of her many experiences 
with our Marines. As she left my quarters 
that evening, she mentioned she was going 
out on patrol the next day. I told her to 
keep her head down and not to take chances. 
She said, "When the time comes for me 
to go, I want it to be on a patrol with Ma
rines." And that's the way it was. 

And so we dedicate this building to the 
memory of Dickey Chapelle--combat corre
spondent, patriot, and humanitarian. 

DEATH OF MRS. BESSIE STALEY 
CHEATHAM 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, Satur
day, one of the outstanding women of our 
times passed away-Mrs. Bessie Staley 
Cheatham. She died at the age of 86, 
as she was born on Aprilll, 1880. 

It was almost 7 years ago, on April 11, 
1960, when I made a statement on this 
floor calling the attention of the Senate 
to her 80th birthday that day. In ob
serving that she was a grand lady well 
known and beloved to the Members of 
the U.S. Senate, I said that the shortest 
and best description that we could give 
her was the unofficial title of "the 101st 
Senator" for she had truly become one of 
the fixtures of the Senate. 

For decades, Bessie Staley Cheatham 
was as constant in her attendance of the 
sessions of the U.S. Senate as was any of 
the Senators. She faithfully took her 
place in the Senate Gallery near the 
clock. She followed the debate ever so 
closely with her ever keenly analytical 
mind. 

She was probably a better parliamen
tarian than most Members of the Senate. 
In fact, at times, fellow g-alleryites over
heard her "quarterback" remarks in
tended for her favorite choice for Presi
dent, and then Senate majority leader, 
Lyndon Johnson. 

The Senate will not seem the same 
without the glowing presence of Bessie 
Staley Cheatham in the Senate Gallery. 
It has lost one of its most beloved fixtures 
with her passing. We have lost a good 
counselor and a loyal friend who con
stantly gave inspiration to us. 

The church services in Washington 
will be held tomorrow morning at 11 at 
the All Souls Memorial Episcopal Church. 

The next day, the afternoon of Wednes
day, January 18 at 2 o'clock, final rites 
w111 be conducted at the Suffolk Christian 
Church in Suffolk, Va., where her father 
was pastor for nearly 50 years. The serv
ice will be conducted by a minister, who 
assisted her father and was later pastor 
at that church. 

Among her survivors is her son, Wil
liam S. Cheatham, former administra
tive assistant to the Sergeant at Arms of 
the Senate. Eight Senate doorkeepers 
will serve as honorary pallbearers. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcoRD at this point an 
article about Bessie Staley Cheatham 
published in the May 31, .1958, issue of 
the Burlington, N.C., daily Times-News. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MRS. BESSIE CHEATHAM COMES BACK TO 

AREA FOR VISrr AND GRADUATION 
(By Ruth Rush) 

Not every college can boast of an alumnae 
of the class of 1898 who attends reunions 
regularly. 

But Elan College has that distinction be
cause of Mrs. Bessie Staley Cheatham of 
Washington, D.C. She attended the Elan 
commencement this week after a trip from 
Raleigh where she visited Peace College, her 
school from 1888 through 1890. 

Today she is on her way to Chapel Hill to 
renew friendships with fellow graduates 
from the class of 1900 at the University of 
North Carolina where she was the school's 
second coed to register. 

Mrs. Cheatham, a native of Graham, also 
is doing quite a bit of visiting in this area 
where she has numerous friends and rela
tives. Her father, Dr. W. W. Staley, was the 
second president of Elan College. 

At present, the 78-year-old lady resides in 
Washington, D.C., and leads an active life 
working for civic groups, visiting hospitals 
and taking part in church work. · 

Friends say she also can act as an excel
lent guide any place in the city. Her son, 
William Staley Cheatham, is assistant to the 
Sergeant at Arms of the U.S. Senate, and her 
daughter-in-law is secretary to Justice Har
old Hitz Burton of the U.S. Supreme Court. 

The active little lady who follows a rigor
ous schedule all year long, hasn't missed a 
University of North Carolina reunion in 10 
years. 

Commenting on a reception this week at 
Elan College, Mrs. Cheatham told of a com
panion who suggested they "pull up a chair 
and rest a bit" during the long periods while 
waiting in the receiving line. 

"I had no idea of doing that," she ex
claimed. "Couldn't let people think I'm 
getting old. I may call myself old, but I'm 
not ready to act that way yet." 

And proof of that statement comes to light 
when Mrs. Cheatham tells a little of her 
background. 

She went to Washington after the death 
of her husband and when her son "was just 
a youngster in rompers.'' She continued 
working there until her son was educated. 

"They finally retired me from my Gov
ernment job. But then I went right to work 
in a printshop, doing proofreading from 
midnight until 8 a.m. And the graveyard 
shift didn't bother me a bit-not even when 
we had dinner at 4 o'clock in the morning," 
she asserted. 

Describing her life in Washington, Mrs. 
Cheatham says she has seen all the presi
dents since Theodore Roosevelt. She speaks 
of meeting Wilson, Taft, Harding, Hoover, 
and Coolidge at open houses held at the 
President's home every New Year's. 

Going a Uttle further back, Mrs. Cheat
ham's first job after graduating from college, 
was teaching school, and she held positions 
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in Raleigh, Suffolk, Va., and Greenvllle, 
N.C. And all through her life, she notes 
that there has been a great deal of traveling. 

"My father used to say that travel was the 
best way to educate--next to studying books. 
First, you have to learn what's in the books, 
and then you can appreciate what you see 
while traveling," she stated. 

Mrs. Cheatham's first big trip was a tour 
of Europe--her father's present to her after 
she graduated from the university. 

And she's kept up with her traveling 
through the years with excursions to South 
America, Canada, Cuba, Jamaica, Mexico, 
and 40 States in the United States. 

Mrs. Cheatham pointed out that her son 
took numerous trips with her that all began 
when he first saved enough money to buy a 
model T coupe. 

"It was quite a surprise when he told me 
he had bought a car," she said. "But, of 
course, I was proud of him." 

She explained that he began working as 
a Senate page when he was 12 years old. 
And Mrs. Cheatham remarked that she stlll 
remembered the valedictory address he gave 
when he graduated from night grammar 
school. 

Her son was one of the first Washington 
officials to arrive here for the funeral of 
the late Kerr Scott. 
Com~enting on friends and family ties 

in this area, Mrs. Cheatham expressed her 
pleasure returning for visits each year. 

"It's something I always look forward to-
I have a special interest in the people here 
and, of course, in Elon College," she said. 

Mrs. Cheatham showed a ring she was 
wearing-a miniature pansy enameled in 
royal purple and lavender with a tiny chip 
diamond in the center, set on a thin gold 
band. 

She explained that it was the ring she 
designed for her graduating class at Elon 
College. Underneath the tiny flower, petals 
bear her initials, and the initials for Elon 
College, and the year, 1898. 

"A good year," remarked Mrs. Cheatham. 
And her friends wlll agree: a good year 

for Elon when a cum laude graduate be
came one of the most loyal alumnae. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
join my distinguished colleague, the Sen
ator from Maine, in the very beauti{ul 
tribute which she has just paid to Mrs. 
Bessie Staley Cheatham. 

Mrs. Cheatham was a remarkable per
son. It can be said of her that she was 
more constant in attendance upon meet
ings of the Senate than any other per
son except those who are members of the 
staff of the Senate. 

For ye.ars, she sat in the gallery just 
behind the clock and gave complete at
tention to the proceedings of the Senate. 

Mrs. Cheatham was a native of my 
State of North Carolina. She came of a 
family which made rich contributions to 
culture, education, and religious life in 
my State. She was, in many respects, 
one of the most remarkable persons I 
have ever been privileged to know. 

Notwithstanding the fact that she had 
passed the age of four score years, she 
maintained a youthful interest in every
thing which was going on in the world 
around her, particularly in respect to the 
affairs of our National Government in 
washington and also in respect to the 
personal lives of her many friends. No 
person was more devoted to those who 
were privileged to know and to love her 
than she was. 

On special occasions, such as -birth
days, wedding anniversaries, and the like, 
she always remembered her friends with 
notes or with greetings. It is rather re-

markable that at the time she was 
stricken by the illness which culminated 
in her death, she was attempting to re
turn to her apartment after having 
mailed a greeting to a friend. 

She lived life to the fullest. Those of 
us who were privileged to call her friend 
will miss her very much and recognize 
that her passing will leave in our lives 
a great void which cannot be filled. 

On behalf of my wife and myself, I 
wish to extend to her son, Bill Cheatham, 
who was for a long-time a member of the 
staff of the Senate, our deepest sympathy 
in the irreparable loss which the mem
bers of her family and her friends have 
sustained. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, all of us lost a dear friend with 
the passing of Mrs. Bessie Staley 
Cheatham on Saturday. 

"Miss Bessie" was a beloved friend of 
a great many Members of the Congress 
and others who knew her for the many 
years she lived in Washington. 

She was also the mother of William S. 
Cheatham, who for many years served 
with distinction as an officer of the 
Senate. All of us have long had deep 
respect and admiration for Bill 
Cheatham for the outstanding service he 
gave for so many years as administrative 
assistant to the Sergeant at Arms of the 
Senate, and our thoughts and our pray
ers are with him in this hour of such 
great loss. 

I am proud of the fact that Miss 
Bessie's roots were deep in North Caro
lina. We in North Carolina took pride 
in the fact that she was the second 
woman to graduate from the University 
of North Carolina, and she always dearly 
loved our State as she dearly loved her 
Nation. 

Her father, the Reverend William 
Wesley Staley, served as the second presi
dent of Elon College in North Carolina, 
and he provided the leadership which 
makes that college today one of the fast
est growing and most highly respected 
church-related institutions in the Na
tion. While he served as pastor of the 
Christian Church in Suffolk, Va., he also 
served as president of Elon College, and 
he made weekly trips back and forth be
tween Elon and Suffolk. 

Miss Bessie carried on in the same 
vigorous manner of her father. She was 
a schoolteacher, and among other places 
taught at Peace Institute at Raleigh, 
another of our fine church-related in
stitutions in North Carolina. 

After she moved to Washington, Miss 
Bessie became an employee with the De
partment of Agriculture where she 
worked for 27 years until her retirement 
in 1945. 

During all these years Miss Bessie 
went through life with great spirit and 
great enthusiasm. For many years she 
was a Sunday school teacher at the All 
Souls Episcopal Church here in Wash
ington. On one occasion when she won 
a contest by naming the winner in the 
Kentucky Derby, she took the c·ash prize 
and bought new ·Bibles for all of her 
Sunday school pupils. 

Until her death, Miss Bessie was a 
familiar figure around the Capitol. She 
took tremendous interest in the activities 
of Congress, and she spent many, many 

hours in the galleries of the Senate listen
ing to debate. 

All of us will miss Miss Bessie a great 
deal, but we will never forget her quick 
smile and the active interest she took in 
the world around her. 

SENSIBLE APPROACH TO AUDIENCE 
SUITABILITY RATINGS FOR MO
TION PICTURES 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, last 

year, the Motion Picture Association 
took a forward step toward solving the 
aged conundrum of how to protect our 
children from unsuitable infiuences and 
yet maintain our cherished freedom of 
expression. The MPA's new production 
code is based essentially on a system of 
public classification which leaves the 
ultimate decisions regarding a child's 
motion picture diet to his parents. Presi
dent Jack Valenti of the MPA has stated: 

The final responsibility in the control of 
film attendance rests with the parents. 

I would add that the alternative of 
censorship is repugnant to our society. 
Such rigidity could mark a disastrous 
decline in public confidence in our de
mocracy. 

The MPA's innovation has met a warm 
response across the Nation. I am de
lighted to state that one of the leading 
newspapers of California, the Los An
geles Times, which has long been deeply 
interested in the motion picture indus
try, has just announced the publication 
of a weekly feature listing current films 
according to audience suitability. The 
Times grading system establishes three 
categories of suitability according to the 
emotional maturity of the audiences. 
These categories are to be carefully 
ch~cked by the newspaper's own expert 
staff, which has been studying for dec
ades the problems of the film industry at 
first hand. 

The Times merits congratulations for 
this constructive step. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a column 
appearing in the Times of January 8, 
1967, by the distinguished Times news
paperman, Mr. Charles Champlin, ex
plaining the new grading system, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
GRADING FILMS: A NEW GUIDE FOR READERS 

(By Charles Champlin) 
This week's Calendar (Page 4) carries a new 

feature: a list of current films graded ac
cording to their audience suitabiUty and 
appeal. 

The list will appear in Calendar every 
Sunday and in the daily entertainment pages 
of The Times on Wednesday and Friday as 
a guide to mid-week and weekend movie
going. 

We have established three categories: 
Family, Mature Audiences and Adults Only. 
They are for the most part self-explanatory. 
Family films are those which in our best 
judgment contain no material unsuitable for 
viewing by young children (although some 
of the pictures in this category may be less 
interesting than others to young children). 

Adults Only films are just that films so 
unsparing in candor and content as to be 
unsuitable only for adult audiences. 

The Mature AucLiences category reflects, 
essentially, an awareness that not all teen
agers come of age at the same rate Intel-
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lectually and emotionally. The films in this 
category contain material which certainly 
rules them out for the very young, but which 
does not rule them out for today's mature 
young people-those who are in, let's say, 
their middle teens. 

PARENTS RESPONSIBLE 
But, as the Motion Picture Assn. recog

nized in formulating its new Production 
Code last year and as we recognize in offering 
this classification, the ultimate responsibility 
in the control of film-going resides with the 
parent. 

Under the new code, certain films must 
carry the identification "Suggested for Ma
ture Audiences" in all their advertising, as a 
guideline for parents. This system is a con
siderable improvement on the old code's 
inflexible Yes/No workings, which in effect 
forced all films to seek to be acceptable to 
all audiences and which placed sharp lim
itations on American filmmakers. But by no 
means all current films come under Pro
duction Code review, and a more inclusive 
listing has been needed. 

Indeed, to judge by the volume of in
quiries we receive, a good many parents are 
aware of their responsibilitity in the con
trol of film-going and are eager to exercise 
it. While a frequent complaint is that there 
aren't enough films for the whole family 
these days, there are quite a number, as the 
listings indicate. 

The difficulty lies in the middle ground 
area, north of Disney and south of "Night 
Games." "Alfie," for instance, is a portrait 
of a charmingly promiscuous cad, yet the 
film on balance hardly makes the case for 
promiscuity, quite the reverse. "The Blue 
Max," on the other hand, carries some 
matchless aviation footage calculated to de
light a young audience, but also has some 
steamy and explicit love scenes which dis
tinctly aren't for the immature. "Virginia 
Woolf" is a relentless portrayal of a warring 
yet oddly dependent couple, but at that some 
parents might well and rightly find it pref
erable for their ·teen-agers to this larger
than-life fun and games of "Thunderball." 

On one recent day, The Times carried ads 
for nearly 230 different films in its pages. To 
list them all would consume enormous space. 
In Calendar and in our daily pages we wm 
carry the new films in their first runs and 
the films which are appearing in multiple 
locations around Southern California. 

The actual classifications refiect the opin
ions about the films expressed by various 
national . organizations, double-checked by 
The Times' own staff of film reviewers. The 
responsib111ty for the classifications is finally 
our own. 

Underlying this new service is our convic
tion that the film audience is not a mono
lithic body with a mentality of 12-or 36 
or 6. Films do not exist in that kind of in
tellectual or emotional straight-jacket, nor 
should they. There is a wide and admiring 
audience for "Born Free" or "Follow Me 
Boys." There is an audience, not so wide 
but presumably as admiring, for "Loves of 
a Blonde" and "Dutchman." In a free so
ciety which increasingly recognizes the film 
as an art form, all four films have a right 
to be shown and be seen. 

But in a responsible free society which 
would rather police itself than be policed, 
the alternative to an imposed censorship is 
a voluntary control on who sees what. In 
particular, there is a voluntary parental con
trol on what their children can usefully see 
or should in their own best interests avoid. 
The motion picture remains a potent shaper 
of attitudes and understanding. 

This truth is universally recognized. 
Other nations, indeed, feel as strongly about 
the adverse influence of excessive violence 
on the screen as we have traditionally felt 
about sexual candor or nudity. (Both areas 
of concern will be refiected in our listings.) 
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What is universally acknowledged is that the 
films have the power to move us and change 
us. 

It is quickly possible for reasonable men 
to argue about specific decisions in the Cal
endar listings, for they occur at a time when 
manners and mores are shifting in society 
at large. But they are a guide and the par
ents, to whom they are primarily addressed, 
should regard them as such. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE SHOULD 
NOT WAIVE POLAND'S OBLIGA
TION TO PAY UNITED STATES IN 
DOLLARS FOR PUBLIC LAW 480 
SALES 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, re

cent newspaper articles have reported 
that the Department of State is consid
ering a proposal to waive the dollar pay
ments which Poland is obligated to make 
to the United States for agricultural 
commodities delivered in past years to 
that country under Public Law 480. The 
Department of State had previously de
ferred about $32 million due the United 
States through October 1966. Accord
ing to newspaper accounts, the Depart
ment of State is now considering a plan 
whereby the $26 million due the United 
States in 1967 would not be collected. 
Instead, the United States would give 
this amount to Poland, in Polish zlotys, 
for what was described as "mutually ad
vantageous projects." 

Since 1957, the United States has 
"sold" to Poland agricultural commodi
ties amounting to $538.2 million. In 
payment for the commodities, the United 
States has collected Polish zlotys, which 
have been held in Polish banks. Poland 
had agreed to convert these zlotys to 
dollars over a 40-year period. The 
agreement required Poland to convert 
over $66 million in zlotys in the next 5 
years. Because this represented a siz
able drain on Poland's balance of pay
ments, the Department of State has 
been considering ways to alleviate their 
problem. 

My concern that the Department of 
State might agree to turn back a sub
stantial amount of the $66 million in 
zlotys to Poland, as a form of economic 
assistance to that country, led me to 
undertake a careful analysis of this mat
ter, which resulted in my forwarding a 
lengthy letter to the Secretary of State 
on December 6, 1966. 

I pointed out in this letter that: 
The substantial economic assistance 

provided Poland in the form of over half 
a billion dollars in commodity deliver
ies has not moved that country away 
from communism; 

Poland is a major supplier of assist
ance to North Vietnam; 

Poland has taken unconscionable ad
vantage of the United States in other 
financial dealings; 

Public Law 480 sales to Poland have 
been represented to the c ·ong.ress as dol
lar sales; 

To permit Poland to avoid its obliga
tion to repay the United States in dollars 
might well have the effect of setting a 
precedent which other countries would 
want to follow; 

That a grant of U.S.-owned zlotys to 

Poland for mutually advantageous proj
ects would be giving that country eco
nomic assistance which would be speci
fically prohibited if the Department of 
State attempted to provide it under exist
ing foreign aid legislation. 

It is my understanding that the De
partment of State has entered into fur
ther discussions with the Government of 
Poland, and has proposed terms for 
meeting the dollar payments due the 
United States in 1967 which are substan
tially different from those first reported 
to me. Nonetheless, I believe it impor
tant that the Senate be apprised of this 
matter and that the Department of 
State be put on notice that any agree
ment worked out with Poland which does 
not protect U.S. interests fully will be 
subject to strenuous objection on my 
part. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Henry Kamm's article in the New York 
Times of December 30, 1966, and my 
letter to Secretary of State Rusk dated 
December 6, 1966, be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

[From the New York Times, Dec. 30, 1968] 
UNITED STATES WOULD EASE WARSAW'S DEBT&

OFFERS To ACCEPT ZLOTYS FOR MOST OF 1967 
PAYMENTS AND SPEND FuNDS IN POLAND 

(By Henry Kamm) 
WARSAW, December 29.-The United States 

offered Poland an unrequested helping hand 
today and thus posed a delicate diplomatic 
problem. 

Ambassador John A. Gronouski submitted 
to senior officials a proposal to free Poland 
from a substantial part of her dollar debt 
repayment to the United States during the 
coming year by accepting payment in zlotys 
and to use this Polish currency, called coun
terpart funds, for "mutually advantageous 
projects." 

Although the nature of the projects was 
not disclosed, it is understood that the ad
vantage to Poland would be direct and con
crete and the hoped-for advantage to the 
United States would consist largely of good
will . 

TWENTY-SIX MILLION DOLLARS DUE· 
THE UNITED STATES 

The problem for the Polish Government 1s 
how to accept an act of generosity from a 
nation that it v111fies daily for its acts in 
Vietnam and elsewhere. 

No immediate reply was given, and hours 
after Mr. Gronouski had called on Deputy 
Foreign Minister Jozef Winiewicz and For
eign Trade Minister Witold Trampczynski a 
Foreign Ministry press spokesman said he 
had no knowledge of a United States offer. 

American sources said the officer covered 
"a substantial part, but not all" of $26-mil
lion due to the United States between Jan. 2, 
1967, and Jan. 2, 1968, for purchases of sur
plus agricultural commodities, mainly grain 
and cotton, under a 1964 agreement. The 
accord provided for a three-year interest-free 
loan under Public law 480. 

Any possible savings of her scarce hard
currency holdings tempting to Poland, 
which badly needs dollars or other converti
ble funds, for purchases outside the Com
munist bloc. But, United States sources em
phasized, Poland has always met her dollar 
obligations on her debt to the United 
States-now a little short of half a billion 
dollars--on time. 

The Polish Government has not asked the 
United States to help it ease the debt bur
den. Total payments due in 1967 amount 
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to $31.2 mlllion, a post-war "hump," as 
United States omclals call it. In 1968, the 
obligation will go down to $24-mill1on. 

However, Polish omcials are reported to 
have reacted with keen interest to the debt
relief idea, which Mr. Gronouski espoused 
vigorously even before he assumed his post 
here in November, 1965. 

CONGRESS STILL A HANDLE 

The plan has been one of the main sup
ports of the "bridge" between Poland and 
the United States that Mr. Gronouski has 
assiduously tried to build. President John
son called for such a "bridge of understand
ing" when he named Mr. Gronouski, a former 
Postmaster General, to be ambassador here. 

Mr. Gronouski staked much of his credit 
as an envoy on the proposal. He is known 
to have discussed the idea widely with Polish 
omcials since his arrival, but he had to make 
a 24-hour trip to Washington a week ago to 
get the approval of Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk and other omcials involved. 

Final White House approval did not come 
until yesterday, five drays before Jan. 2, 
when an initial payment of $9-million is due 
to the United States. 

Having won over the Administration in 
Washington, Mr. Gronouski still faces the 
hesitations of the Polish Government and 
the eventual hurdle of Congress, which has 
to approve spending for any project that 
United States and Poland agree on. 

The contents of the offer to the Poles to
day were not made known. Possible com
ponents are projects similar to the American
Polish Children's Hospital opened in Cracow 
last year, public works, subsidizing of Eng
lish-language studies and other educational 
and cultural programs. 

Mr. Trampczynski has promised an initial 
reply next week. Even if it is positive, a deli
cate negotiating process is believed to be the 
best the United States can hope for before 
its largesse is accepted. 

Based on the experience of the Ora.cow 
Hospital, which cost the United States Gov
ernment more than $12-m1llion, informed 
American sources do not look forward to 
much public acknowledgement of American 
generosity by the Polish Government or its 
press. 

Hon. DEAN RUSK, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Was!J-ington, D.C. 

DECEMBER 6, 1966. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As part of its con
tinuing study of the Food for Peace program, 
the Subcommittee on Foreign Aid Expendi
tures staff has reviewed certain aspects of 
the agricultural sales agreements with Po
land under Public Law 480. This review has 
disclosed that the United States has received 
payment in dollars for only a very small part 
o:f the dollar obligation assumed by Poland 
at the time the initial sales agreements were 
negotiated. 

O:f some $35 million due the United States 
through October 1966, only about $3 million 
has actually been collected, payment on the 
remaining $32 m1111on having been deferred 
until 1967 and thereafter. Further, I un
derstand that the Department of State is now 
giving consideration to additional waivers 
of the requirement for dollar payments in 
calendar year 1967 and thereafter. 

Eight agreements have been entered into 
with Poland since 1957 for the sale of agri
cultural commodities totaling $538.2 million. 
The agreements provided that Poland would 
pay the United states in Polish currency for 
the value of the commodities and that the 
local currency could be converted to dollars 
over a 30 to 40 year period. The following 
table lists the sales agreements and shows 
the dates on which dollar payments were 
scheduled to start in accordance with the 
terms of the original agreements. 

Public Law 480 sales agreements with Poland 
requiring payment in U.S. dollars 

Date of agreement 

June 7, 1957-------------------
Aug. 14, 1957 (amendment) __ _ 
Feb. 15, 1958------------------June 10, 1959 __ ___ ____________ _ 
Nov. 10, 1959 (amendment) __ _ 
Feb. 11, 1960 (amendment) ___ _ 
June 21, 1960_ ----------------
Dec. 15, 196L _ ----------------
Apr. 19, 1962 (amendment) ___ _ 
Feb. 1, 1963 __________________ _ 
Feb. 3,1964------------------
Feb. 3, 1964 __ -----------------

TotaL------------------

$18.9 
46.1 
73.0 
44.0 
11.8 
41.5 

130.0 
44.6 
15.8 
51.6 
30.7 
30.2 

538.2 

June 1,1962 
Do. 

Mar. 1,1963 
June 1,1964 

Do. 
Do. 

July 1,1970 
Jan. 1,1972 

Do. 
Jan. 2,1973 
Jan. 2,1974 
Jan. 2,1965 

Dollar payments on the first three agree
ments and on the last agreement were to be 
made at various times beginning on June 1, 
1962. Had these payment schedules been 
adhered to the United States would have re
ceived $35,080,000 through October 1966. 
However on July 1, 1960, agreements were 
negotiated with Poland which deferred the 
start of dollar payments on the first three 
sales agreements for five years. The dollar 
payment on the first agreement was sched
uled for June 1967 and payments on the 
second and third agreements were deferred 
until 1968 and 1969. A payment of $3 mil
lion on the last agreement due on January 2, 
1965, was the only one not deferred and I 
understand that the Treasury has received 
this amount from Poland. 

As matters now stand, Poland is required 
to make payments in dollars in the next five 
years totalling $66,150,000 and it is these 
amounts which I understand the Depart
ment of State is considering deferring for an 
additional five years or longer. 

The adverse effects on the United States 
balance-of-payments of the Department's de
cision in 1960 to grant Poland a five year 
moratorium is so obvious that there is no 
need for me to discuss it at any great length. 

The $538 m11lion in agricultural sales is 
payable in dollars over a 30 to 40 year period 
with no interest. This represents a loss of 
$27 million each year in interest which would 
otherwise have been available to alleviate our 
balance-of-payment difficulties. The 1960 
decision of the Department of State to defer 
dollar payments due from Poland in 1962 
through 1966 has resulted in a loss of dollar 
interest earnings of about $5,000,000. 

Nor do I believe it would serve any useful 
purpose at this time to discuss the rationale 
of the policy to provide over half a billion 
dollars in commodity assistance to a member 
of the Warsaw Pact countries, an alliance 
which we have considered a sumcient threat 
to the security of the United States and its 
allies to justify fully the expenditure o:f bil
lions of dollars for the buildup and the main
tenance of NATO forces to counter such 
threat. Suffice it to say that the expecta
tions that our Public Law 480 assistance 
would make a significant contribution to the 
development of free institutions in Poland 
have not been realized. As our former Am
bassador to Poland, John M. Cabot has said: 
"We must recognize that since the heady 
days of 1956, the general trend has been for 
the Polish authorities to tighten the screw 
over Polish nationals rather than loosen it 
further." The material aid in mmtary sup
plies which Poland has been sending to North 
Vietnam and the considerable number of 
ships which Poland bas assigned to carrying 
supplies from other communist countries to 
Haiphong are further indications, subsequent 
to Ambassador Cabot's observations, that our 
Public Law 480 assistance has not moved 
Poland out of the communist camp by one 
iota. 

However, even apart from these questions 
of broad policy, it one examines significant 
aspects of United States-Polish financial re-

lations it becomes apparent that this has 
been a one-sided affair with all the benefits 
fiowing to Poland and very little in the way 
of tangible benefits accruing to the United 
States. A few examples may serve to 1llus
trate my point. 

Data obtained from the Department of the 
Treasury show that there is a total of $337 
mill1on in pre-World War II debts still un
paid and outstanding. Poland has made no 
payment on either the principal or the ac
crued interest in more than thirty years and 
it is not likely that the United States will 
ever receive any payment on these obliga
tions of the Polish Government. 

The United States Government has ob
tained an eighty year lease on land for its 
Embassy at a price fixed by the City of War
saw which Ambassador Cabot has described 
as "preposterously expensive" and a "hold
up." It is estimated that equivalent land in 
Washington could be obtained at one-tenth 
the cost. Similarly, Ambassador Cabot has 
protested the extremely high cost of rental 
housing for the Embassy staff under rates set 
by the City of Warsaw, which, according to 
the Ambassador, must be paid for in dollars. 

The terms of the Public Law 480 agree
ments have been extremely favorable to Po
land, to put the matter mildly. Terms of 
payment have been set generally over a 
thirty-year period and for one agreement the 
terms are over forty years. In most cases no 
payment is required until the tenth year 
after delivery of the commodities. Further, 
none of the agreements provide that any in
terest will accrue on unpaid balances, nor 
will the Polish Government pay any interest 
on the zlotys which have been paid to the 
U.S. and which are being held in Polish 
banks. 

Finally, the Public Law 480 agreements 
provide for payment in Polish zlotys, later 
convertible to dollars, at a rate of 24 zlotys to 
one U.S. dollar. This vastly overvalues the 
zloty since the realistic rate, as evidenced by 
other transactions approved by the Polish 
Government in converting dollars to zlotys, 
places the exchange rate at closer to 80 to 
one. Ambassador Cabot has summed up this 
situation correctly in my opinion when he 
stated that "Whether prices expressed iri 
present zlotys or in dollars payable without 
interest in 10 to 40 years, we are getting only 
a fraction of commercial value of our 
products." 

My own view is that many of the foregoing 
matters are not of major consequence pro
vided that there is assurance that the Polish 
currency which the United States now holds 
as payment for sale of agricultural com
modities will be converted to dollars in ac
cordance with the terms of the sales agree
ments. The fact that the Department of 
State has waived dollar repayments in the 
past in the amount of $35 million and is cur
rently considering additional waivers, pro
vides no such assurance and is deeply dis
turbing in its portent for the future. 

The dollar payment provisions of the Pub
lic Law 480 sales agreements with Poland 
have been presented repeatedly to the Con
gress as firm and fixed, and it comes as a 
shock to learn that the U.S. Embassy and 
the Department of State are now considering 
further deferral of dollar payments and large 
scale use of U.S.-owned zlotys for various 
projects in Poland which would be of bene
fit to that country. It seems clear to me that 
when the United States gives Poland con
vertible zlotys for the construction by the 
Polish Government of hospitals, schools, and 
cultural centers which that Government will 
own and control, it is giving Poland economic 
assistance in every sense of that term. I 
question whether the Congress would ap
prove o:f such economic assistance if it were 
part of the administration's annual request 
for authorization and appropriations for for
eign aid. 

I believe it worthwhile to bring to your 
attention the numerous representations 
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which have been made by the Executive 
Branch to the Congress and its committees 
to the e1fect that the Public Law 480 sales 
to Poland will be paid for in dollars. For 
example, on October 11, 1963, the Secretary 
of the Treasury wrote to Senator John L. 
McClellan, Chairman of the Senate Govern
ment Operations Committee in reply to a 
letter from Senator McClellan in which the 
Chairman expressed his concem about the 
unfavorable exchange rate specified by the 
Public Law 480 sales agreements. After de
scribing the unsuccessful efforts of the U.S. 
negotiators to secure a more favorable rate, 
Secretary Dillon assured Senator McClellan 
that since the zloty sales proceeds would be 
converted to dollars, no loss would occur as 
far as the U.S. Government is concerned. 
Secretary Dillon stated: 

"Since 1957, the Public Law 480 agreements 
with Poland provide that, to the extent that 
the zlotys are not used by the United States, 
they will be repurchased by Poland with dol
lars at this same rate over a specified period 
of years in the future. Since relatively few 
of the zlotys are being used, the bulk of them 
will be subject to this provision and, to the 
extent that the zlotys are repurchased, no 
loss to the U.S. Government will result." 

Mr. Raymond Iones, Director, Foreign Agri
cultural Service, Department of Agriculture, 
testified before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee in 1962 as follows: 

11 Senator Russell. How long do we hold 
this soft currency, like in Poland, before we 
turn it back to the country for public works 
projects, or is it a continuous problem? 

"Mr. Jones. In Poland there is no legal 
authority to turn the currency back to the 
Polish Government. . . . In Poland it is 
1llegal under present law for the U.S. Gov
ernment to make grants of Public Law 480 
local currency for loans of Public Law 480 
currency to the Polish Government. So that 
all the currency acquired under that program 
will either be used to meet U.S. expenses or 
at some future date will be repurchased for 
dollars by the Polish Government." 

Mr. David Bell, AID Administrator testi
fied before the House Appropriations Com
mittee in 1964 as follows: 

11Mr. Conte. This may be a little out of 
your jurisdiction but let's start out this way: 
What can we use these local currencies for? 

"Mr. Bell. It varies by country .... In the 
Polish case the arrangement with the Gov
ernment of Poland is such that gradually 
they will become convertible in future years. 
They gradually will be turned into dollars 
so that in effect they represent a deferred 
dollar payment. 

"Mr. Conte. Does that mean we will be able 
to use those dollars outside of Poland? 

"Mr. Bell. Yes." 
It is clear from the foregoing that the 

Congress and its committees were led to 
believe that the United States would receive 
dollars in payment for the agricultural com
modities sold to Poland. I have been unable 
to find any statement by a responsible ad
ministration official which even hinted at 
the possib111ty that a significant part of the 
$66 mill1on due the United States in the next 
five years will be given back to the Govern
ment in Poland in order to assist that 
country in its balance of payments difficulty. 

I am aware of the arguments being made 
in justification of the proposed give-away 
of convertible zlotys owned by the United 
States. It has been said that the large 
amount of dollars coming due in the next 
few years will pose great difficulties for 
Poland in light of its limited foreign ex-

. change holdings. This was foreseen by 
Ambassador cabot in 1963 when he cau
tioned against additional large Public Law 
480 sales. Yet some $60 million in addi· 
tiona! sales were negotiated in 1964. It has 
been said that to press Poland for dollar 
payments wlll impair that country's ability 
to expand trade with the United States. But 

data which I have obtained from official 
sources show that Poland's commercial pur
chases of agricultural commodities from the 
United States has not increased appreciably 
since 1957, although such increase is a basic 
objective of the Public Law 480 legislation. 
It is contended that by alleviating Poland's 
foreign exchange difficulties by further defer
ral of dollar payments or by waiving such 
payments entirely, the Un!ted States may be 
able to acquire some infiuence over Polish 
policy. Ambassador Cabot summed up the 
great difficulties in doing so when he stated: 

"The benefit of all of this on the $477,000,-
000 of agricultural commodities we have sold 
to Poland under PL 480 accrues to the Polish 
communist regime. It is no ·trifiing benefit, 
but just so much help to the regime to 
achieve its economic objectives. In other 
words, if we are to extend material help 
which importantly strengthens the commu
nist bloc we should be very certain that what 
we are receiving in retum is worth as much 
to us as what Poland is getting. 

"We must not fool ourselves as to what 
we can accomplish. We are not going to 
change the essential character of orientation 
of the regime. It is going to remain com
munist and it is going to maintain its adher
ence to the Warsaw Pact. If it d11fers from 
other communist regimes in its agricultural 
policy, its treatment of the church and the 
relatively greater freedom it gives its citizens, 
this is not primarily because of United 
States policy-it is due to domestic consid
erations. Important as it is for us to take 
Poland's special position and interest into 
account, it is unlikely that we can induce 
Poland to adopt markedly more favorable 
policies from our viewpoint no matter what 
we do. In short the communist regime in 
Poland is going its own way in accordance 
with its own concepts of its interests. If 
from time to time it adjusts its course some
what to take our views and interests into 
account this is primarily to get what it can 
out of us." 

I have not seen anything since Ambassador 
Cabot wrote these words which require a 
modification of his evaluation. 

On the other hand, waiving the rights 
which the United States has to dollar pay
ments for past Public Law 480 sales may well 
establish an unfortunate precedent in other 
dealings with Poland and with other coun
tries. Poland has obtained large Export
Import Bank loans, repayments on which 
are scheduled to run through 1976. If Po
land's foreign exchange shortages are an 
acceptable reason for waiving Public Law 
480 dollar payments, the United States leaves 
itself open for Poland to advance the same 
reason for not repaying its Export-Import 
loans. 

The new Public Law 480 legislation enacted 
during this past session of the Congress pro
poses to shift from local currency sales to 
sales for dollars on credit terms. Waiver of 
Poland's dollar obligations on past Public 
Law 480 sales may well be taken by other 
countries as an indication that dollar obliga
tions assumed as a result of sales under the 
new legislation are subject to waiver when
ever foreign exchange difficulties are experi
enced. This can easily turn the "sales" pro
gram into a grant program-a situation 
clearly not contemplated by the Congress 
when it enacted the new legislation. 

At a time when the United States is in
volved in a costly war and when severe cut.s 
are being made in expenditures for our 
domestic programs, it is astonishing to find 
the Department of State even contemplating 
forgiving a half billion dollars of Poland's 
indebtedness to the United States-an in
debtedness incurred by Poland to buy food 
to feed its own people because the commu
nist agricultural system has failed, as it has 
in other communist countries. 

Your careful consideration of the fore
going points is suggested before you arrive at 

a decision on waiving Poland's obligations. 
I would appreciate any comments you may 
wish to make on this matter. 

With best wishes, I remain 
Cordially yours, 

ERNEST GRUENING, 
U.S. Senator. 

AWARDS OF HONORARY LIFE MEM
BERSHIP TO PRESIDENT JOHNSON 
AND GOV. JOHN CONNALLY IN OR
GANIZATION OF RETIRED MILI
TARY, OF KILLEEN, TEX. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, last Oc
tober, as the 89th Congress was ending, 
the Organization of Retired Military, of 
Killeen, Tex., awarded honorary life 
membership in the organization to Presi
dent Johnson and Gov. John Connally. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD an 
article published in the Killeen Daily 
Herald which reports this event as well 
as other important news of the activities 
of this growing organization. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
[From the Killeen (Tex.) Dally Herald, 

Oct. 21, 1966) 
ORM CHAPTERS GIVEN CHARTERS 

Charters were presented to three chapters 
of the Organization of Retired M111tary, and 
the organization's colors were received in the 
first state level meeting of the ORM Thurs
day night during a dinner at the officers• club 
at Ft. Hood. 

The ORM, which came to life in Kllleen in 
July of 1965, has since organized chapters 
in Temple and Copperas Cove, but charters 
had not been officially presented. 

Herman H. Morrison, state chairman, told 
the directors and their wives that ORM 
now has a membership of more than 500 and 
a potential of 700,000. 

Members can be found as far away as Cali
fornia in one direction and Maryland in the 
other, he said. 

"We should have organizations wherever 
there is a concentration of retired military," 
he added. 

Morrison announced that chapters are 
planned in El Paso, San Antonio, Waco and 
Dallas in the near future and said that every
one must push the newly adopted motto of 
"Strive For One Another" by seeking new 
members. 

W1lliam G. Ho1fman, ORM state secretary, 
made a report on his recent visit to Washing
ton, D.C., where the ORM program was dis
cussed with congressional leaders, he said. 

It was agreed there that the retired mili
tary have no direct leadership or voice and 
that the ORM "could take the lead" in this 
area. 

Resolutions ·adopted by the state board 
conferring 11fe memberships in the ORM to 
President Lyndon B. Johnson and Governor 
John Connally were read by Ho1fman. 

Morrison presented the K1lleen charter to 
.w. J. Richard; Harry F. Lane, vice chairman, 
presented the Temple charter to Mike Muir
head, and W. J. O'Brien made the presenta
tion of the Cove charter to James T. Adams. 
Receiving the awards were the chapter 
chairmen. 

The Temple chapter was organized in De
cember, 1965, and the Cove Chapter was acti
vated in June of this year. 

The Killeen and Temple chapters now have 
ladies auxiliaries and the Cove is taking steps 
to organize such a unit. 

other state officers present included Nor
man York, Temple, and George LaFountain, 
Copperas Cove. 
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Ladies Auxillary presidents, Mrs. L. G. Meri

dith, Temple, and Mrs. Charles Denny, Kil
leen, were introduced. 

HON. RICHARD B. RUSSELL: "THE 
GREAT AMERICAN FOR 1966" 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, it 
was my privilege and pleasure on De
cember 28 to attend a banquet in At
lanta, Ga., honoring the senior Senator 
from Georgia as "The Great American 
for 1966." This well-deserved salute to 
our beloved colleague was sponsored by 
the Atlanta Federal Savings & Loan As
sociation and WSB radio. 

For more than three decades, Senator 
RussELL has tirelessly devoted all his be
ing to service to his State and Nation. 
In the preservation of our republican 
form of government and the strengthen
ing of the Senate as a great deliberative 
institution, no other Member in modern 
history has had a more significant role 
or exerted a greater influence. He has 
been at the vanguard as a stalwart sup
porter and leader in the enactment of 
legislation which has advanced the se
curity and well-being of this Nation and 
the American people. In the area of 
national security, Senator RussELL has 
especially served with great distinction. 
Thanks in large part to his efforts, this 
Nation has remained the mightiest in the 
world, with a strong and alert Defense 
Establishment second to none. 

All Georgia looked on with a great 
deal of pride on Tuesday of this week 
when DICK RUSSELL took the oath Of Of
fice in the Senate for the seventh con
secutive time, becoming one of only three 
Senators in the entire history of the Sen
ate ever to take the oath that many 
times. 

On January 9, the Dublin, Ga., Cou
rier-Herald published an excellent edi
torial commending Senator RussELL for 
the Great American Award and praising 
him for his work in the Senate. I 
proudly bring it to the attention of the 
Senate and ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

SENATOR RUSSELL AND ANOTHER AWARD 
To present Senator Richard B. Russell 

with another award for praising him edi
torially are like carrying coals to Newcastle. 
But when one views the great stature of the 
Senior Senator from Georgia and realizes 
that the entire nation looks upon him as 
one of the country's greatest statesman, it 
is never superfluous to add another word. 

The recent Great American Award made 
in Atlanta could not have gone to a more 
worthy recipient than Senator Russell. 

Georgians have long realized that his 
abilities were such that the state and the 
nation, even the world, needed him in the 
Senate. So this week Senator Russell will 
be sworn in for the seventh time, a record 
that has been equaled by few and excelled 
by fewer. Georgians have done themselves 
proud by their continued returning of the 
gentleman from Winder to the Senate of the 
United States. 

Though he has served long over the span 
of many years, Senator Russell still looks 
to the future. In his award acceptance 
speech, he stated again this ever forward 
looking philosophy he has. Said he: 

"In the past 35 years, the South, with 
Georgia in the forefront, has undergone an 
economic miracle that has transformed our 

section from a region of economic problems 
to a region of economic opportunity . . . 

"We have diversified our agriculture and 
discovered new uses for the products of the 
farm and forest. 

"We have learned how to make wiser and 
more productive use of our human and nat
ural resources. 

"We have worked to achieve an harmon
ious relationship between the races based 
on the worth and the dignity of the indi
vidual. 

"And we have at great sacrifice, built an 
educational system to open doors of oppor
tunity for our young people. 

". . . The beckoning promise of the future 
is written in the face of the land and the 
rising skyline of our cities. The South today 
is indeed the land of the future." 

Georgia and the South owe a great debt 
to Senator Russell and men like him, men 
who have realiZed the leadership qualities of 
the Georgia Senator and followed his guid
ance. 

We are convinced that in the 90th Con
gress and in the Congresses that will follow 
with Senator Russell in his accustomed place, 
there will be men who will seek his counsel 
and be ready to follow his leadership. 

This is the man that Georgians have named 
again as their Senator in the U.S. Congress. 

No other state has done so well so long. 

THE CIVIL DELINQUENT 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today's 
complex world is alive with men and 
issues; it is alive with protests and dem
onstrations, and involved philosophies 
which often amount to nothing more 
than that if what is demanded is not 
given, violence will ensue. 

If students are not permitted to con
trol the universities, certain members of 
the new left tell us, then the universities 
will not be permitted to function. If cer
tain laws meet with our disapproval, 
other protestors have said, then such 
laws need not be obeyed. Each of us is 
obligated not to obey the laws duly 
passed by Congress or the State legisla
tures, according to this view, but simply 
to obey the so-called higher moral law. 
Those who advocate this view, of course, 
hold themselves out as the sole deter
minant of what that higher moral law 
is to be. 

Morris Liebman, chairman of the 
American Bar Association's Standing 
Committee on Education about Commu
nism, has given an address which high
lights this phenomenon. He has called 
individuals who embrace such philoso
phies "civil delinquents'' and notes that--

once upon a time freedoms and rights, 
debate and discussion, meant stab111ty, rea
son, and responsibility. Somehow, today, 
these basic concepts have been debased to 
include coercion, provocation, incitement, 
violence, and destruction. 

Mr. Liebman notes that today we no 
longer concern ourselves with a serious 
analysis of complex problems. We have 
reverted to labels and rather than reply 
to critics, we often call them names. 
This can be done in many ways: 

The civil delinquent can do it by pigment 
of skin-the other fellow is anti-Negro or 
anti-White; an integrationist or a segrega
tionist. And, of course, the other fellow is 
always a liberal or a conservative, or a leftist 
or rightist. The civil delinquent doesn't 
want to stop to analyze the issues. He just 
invents new labels. In order to classify the 
complexities of foreign policy, our label mak
ers have turned to ornithology. You're 

. I 

either a "hawk" or a "dov.e", with subclassi
fications of "owls", "chickens", or "pi
geons"-and don't forget we also have a few 
"parrots." 

Mr. Liebman's plea is that we consider 
issues on their own merits ,and not resort 
to name calling and generalization. He 
urges that tho.se who disagree with par
ticular laws use the democratic process to 
change such laws. To obey laws which 
have been duly passed is to challenge not 
those laws individually, but the very sys
tem of rule by law itself. Mr. Liebman 
stated: 

Civilization is the victory of reason over 
force and law is the only possible instrument 
in the search for justice. We are alive now 
because of civilization. It is a unique and 
delicate process. Our civil rights were 
created by a very few civilized men and, once 
gone, would be as thoroughly lost as if they 
were blasted to bits by a nuclear bomb. The 
issue is clear. Aristotle says that only two 
kinds of beings can live outside of civil 
society-gods and beasts. Let us never dare 
to pretend that we are gods, let us ever re
member our heritage so that we never be
come beasts. 

Mr. Liebman's speech was made be
fore the Chicago Crime Commission, and 
I wish to share it with my colleagues. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to enter into the RECORD at this 
point the entire text of Mr. Liebman's 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
INTRODUCTION OF SPEAKER AT ANNUAL PuB

LIC MEETING OF THE CHICAGO CRIME CoM
MISSION, OCTOBER 10, 1966 

(By William B. Browder, president, 
Chicago Crime Commission) 

It is most appropriate that our speaker 
today at the start of Chicago Law Enforce
ment Week should be Morris I. Leibman. 
He believes that an understanding and re
spect !or the rule of law by every citizen is a 
basic requirement for successfully waging 
war against crime and preserving the free 
society. 

As senior partner in the law firm of Leib
man, Williams, Bennett, Baird and Minow, 
he is one o! Chicago's most distinguished 
lawyers. At the same time he is serving the 
larger community as a Civilian Aide at Large 
to the Secretary of the Army, as a member 
of President Johnson's Panel of Consultants 
on International Affairs and National Secur
ity, as Chairman of the American Bar Asso
ciation's Standing Committee on Education 
about Communism and its Contrast with 
Liberty under Law, just to name a few of 
his many consulting activities. 

Whether the problems are international or 
local in scope, Mr. Leibman's incisive and 
penetrating mind gets to the heart of the 
problem. As you will now see. 

THE YEAR OF THE CIVIL DELINQUENT 
(Address by Morris I. Leibman, at annual 

pubiic meeting of the Chicago Crime Com
mission, October 10, 1966) 
Many of our citizens seem to be suffering 

from a new malady--dvil delinquency. This 
ailment--civil delinquency--seems to strike 
all ages. 

Some of the kids are involved in political 
questions in a new way-a kind of panty 
raid approach to policy. The first stage of 
this disorder is called "wayout." The more 
"wayout" it gets, the more "in" it is. This is 
a new kind of logic that seems to mean that 
the sillier it is the better it is. Some of the 
common symptoms of civil delinquency are 
tantrums and exhibitionism. Other symp
toms include violent pacifism and dirty 
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tricks. Also, one of the aspects is worship 
of fire-burning crosses or burning draft 
cards, burning stores or burning cars. 

Among the middle-aged, one of the most 
widespread symptoms appears in the form of 
the self-appointed expert with all the instant 
solutions. These people conduct a kind of 
off-Broadway political voodoo show that rep
resents a modern Don Quixote riding in a 
souped-up sports car. We need these self
appointed experts as much as we need "do it 
yourself" brain surgeons. At least such a 
"do it yourself" surgeon risks only one per
son at a time. 

Mind you, I am delighted that our free so
ciety permits this childish nonsense, but we 
have the right--probably the duty-to chal
lenge this foolish behavior. 

Once upon a time freedoms and rights, 
debate and discussion, meant stability, rea
son and responsibility. Somehow, today, 
these basic concepts have been debased to 
include coercion, provocation, incitement, 
violence and destruction. 

Once upon a time if a dog bit a man that 
wasn't news-but if a man bit a dog that 
would make headlines! Today you probably 
couldn't get that kind of headline because 
we seem to be in an era when all the news 
is about man biting man. We seem to be 
involved in a national bad dream-an LSD 
orgy-a kind of escape from reality into the 
world of mirage-the world of UFO's and 
IFO's. 

You know about UFO's-Unidentified Fly
ing Objects? I cannot get very excited about 
UFO's because I am much more troubled 
about IFO's-Identified Flying Objects
mischievous immaturity, infectious igno
rance, "chip on the shoulder" protest, and 
arrogant irresponsibility. These IFO's are 
manned by pilots. These IFO pilots can be 
properly described as the civil delinquents. 

THE LABEL MAKERS 

Let's look at some of these civil delin
quents. What about the label makers? You 
know them. The label makers suffer from 
a tyranny of categories. This civil delin
quent doesn't want to think about issues. 
He just wants to make categories. He can 
do it by color-the other fellow is red, pink; 
or pinkish. The civil delinquent can do it 
by pigment of skin-the other fellow is anti
Negro or anti-White; an integra-tionist or 
a segregationist. And, of course, the other 
fellow is always a liberal or a conservative, 
or a leftist or rightist. The civil delinquent 
doesn't want to stop to analyze the issues. 
He just invents new labels. In order :to clas
sify the complexities of foreign policy, our 
label makers have turned to ornithology. 
You're either a "hawk" or a "dove," with sub
classifications of "owls," "chickens," or 
"pigeons"-and don't forget we also have a 
few "parrots." 

The civil delinquent is not only a label 
maker but he talks in cliches. 

1. "He" is law abiding; "they" are the crim
inals. "He" never violates the spirit or letter 
of the law. "He" obeys traffic rules. "He" 
doesn't fudge on his income tax; "he" never 
shuns jury duty; "he" always cooperates 
with the police; "he" is very willing to testify 
in any case; "he" doesn't mind getting in
volved; and "he" never avoids controversy. 

The civil delinquent has a preconceived no
tion of what hate is. Of course, "he" has no 
hate or prejudice. It is the other fellow. 
But just imagine what the civil delinquents 
would have said if the accused killer of eight 
nurses had not been white; or the mad killer 
as Houston or the assassin at Dallas had not 
been white men. Remember the morn
ing after the shock of Watts? As the civil 
delinquent walked down the street and saw 
non-whites going to work, can you imagine 
what he was thinking? 

THE HOOTERS AND THE SHOOTERS 

Another type of civU delinquent is the 
hooter. I have never understood that free 
speech involved the right to disrupt public 

hearings of any kind. I don't think the 
spectators at the UN, or at a House Commit
tee hearing, or a Senate Committee hearing, 
or a City Council, have a right to shout, 
interrupt or interfere with the procedures as 
conducted by the authorities. If the civil 
delinquents have any objections of substance 
or form this should be handled through legis
lation and legal process. 

THE SHOOTERS 

We've mentioned the "hooters," now what 
about the "shooters"?-! mean the "weapon
happy" men in your own community. 
Among all forms of civil delinquency, this is 
the worst. Whether he's a Minute Man, a 
Ku Kluxer, or a RAM, the civil delinquent 
who relies on weapons to affect social justice 
really merits only one epithet--criminal. 
Let's start a sensible disarmament program 
at home. 

POLICE BRUTALITY 

Among the civil delinquents it is the fad to 
claim "police brutality" on every occasion. 
You notice they always use the same two 
words "police brutality"-never manhan
dllng by police, assault by police, beating by 
police. This concept of police brutality 
stems from a special freedom granted in 
America and a few other societies in the his
tory of the world. Simply stated it is that 
even if you are a criininal, the law officer, who 
is the only one who has a right to use force, 
may not use excessive force. This special 
freedom has now been perverted by the civil 
disobedient into a notion that the police
man cannot use any force. 

Let's get this straight. The creator of 
brutality is the man who fails to obey a police 
command, whether it is "come with me" or 
"move on." The moment that person, of 
any color or race, refuses to comply peacefully 
and promptly, he is the man · who compels 
force to be brought into play. 

One of the basic theories of the Judea
Christian Code and Western civilization is 
reason-not force-and the citizen who fails 
to obey a police command is violating a basic 
fundamental of civ111zed society. The min
ute that he forces the officer to touch him, 
the civil delinquent has transformed a con
filet of opinion into a confiict of physical 
violence. 

Thus, the refusal to move, the lying down, 
the sitting down-though passive actions in 
theinselves--are actually active criminal 
brutality for they demand the use of phys
ical force. We have performed many mir
acles in this society, but uilltil now we have 
not found a nonviolent way to pull a living 
deadweight body from under a car or out of a 
doorway. 

Let us be clear, once and for all, that the 
culprit is not the officer; it is the civil delin
quent. If the arrest or command is im
proper, the resort must be to legal remedies. 

THE SITDOWN STUDENT 

What about the striking student? Where 
does he fit into this picture of civil delin
quency? Hasn't one of the really shocking 
spectacles of recent times been the students 
sitting-in at academic institutions? 

The history of civ111zation is the struggle 
of reason over force, and the right of an 
individual to attain his highest potential as 
a human being by the development of his 
mind. One of the majestic symbols of this 
historic struggle is the idea of a free uni
versity where men can study and search for 
the truth. It is the sanctuary of the human 
mind. The academic struggle is with the 
forces who believe in the physical and the 
muscular-not in the moral or the intellec
tual. 

The student civil delinquent violates the 
whole concept of reason by using physical 
obstruction. Any student guilty of such 
physical activity falls to understand the 
nature and importance of the university to 
a free society. He ought to be treated ac
cordingly. 

Let's get straight on the youth issue. 

I know it is going to be their world. It 
has to be their world; and I want them to 
have every opportunity to learn and pre
pare. 

What I resent is the refusal of the Ininor
ity to use their great opportunities tor 
equipping themselves for tomorrow. 

I don't object to having them now and 
then stuff theinselves into Volkswagens, but 
let's not make the mistake of letting anyone 
think that this is how you solve serious prob
lems. 

THE CIVIL DELINQUENT 

Now-for the last and most common of 
the civil delinquents-the civil disobedient. 

It is claimed by some that civil disobedi
ence is one of man's highest moral acts; that 
a truly moral man is one who, encountering a 
law he deeins unjust, will disobey that law. 
The moral man, they argue, is the man who 
transcends the law for the higher moral 
justness beyond. We would then be faced 
with each man making his moral decision 
outside of our system. 

I believe that the democracy we have 
created in this country is the most ideal sy&
tem and environment a moral man could 
hope· to find. For his concern with the nat
ural law, the higher law, he is not banished
frustrated-from society. Rather, he 1s 
given maximum avenues of protest. He is 
given the remarkable opporutnity to present 
his moral opposition to the law of the land 
through machinery provided by the demo
cratic framework. He is allowed-even en
couraged-to improve man-made laws and 
bring them closer to a higher moral law. The 
voice in the courts, not on the streets, will 
strike the "immoral" laws. 

Some supporters of civil disobedience ask, 
"Isn't disobedience to a law one of the most 
accepted legal procedures for the testing of 
our substantive rights?" "Isn't it true," 
they ask "that disobedience fits well into this 
theory of democracy?" 
. Certainly democracy allows us to challenge 
laws in order to test them in the courts 
through our unique machinery of justice. 
Remember that only one court decision is 
needed to change a law. The test case has 
never been considered civil delinquency. 
Civil delinquency is the counterfeit of orderly 
challenge! 

Should the entranceways of this room be 
blocked by pickets or demonstrators using 
the excuse of free speech, they would not-
in my eyes-be civil demonstrators, but 
rather, criminal demonstrators. 

In effect they would be committing assault 
and battery on our right to assemble here 
peacefully because such mob action destroys 
the dialogue. Can you seriously accept that 
it is necessary to bring out the latent hostil
ity in the streets to advance the public inter
est? Do those who practice and promulgate 
disobedience to the law offer us a new· sys
tem, a new society-a meaningful choice? 

Civil disobedience is impractical because 
it makes an enemy of the law and offers no 
valid substitute. When used as a mass tac
tic it verges on anarchy. Anarchy is the 
antithesis of freedom and justice. To con
tinue to practice it in the face of this 
reality and where social reform is operative, 
is fanaticism. 

And a fanatic has been well defined as one 
who redoubles his effort while forgetting his 
aim. 

Civil disobedience is not a civil right. 
Civil disobedience is an implicit denial of 
the very political process that insures most 
of the rights that those who disobey enjoy. 
Law protects the minor! ty. That process 
deserves and requires something better from 
both the minority and majority. Demagogu
ery is not democracy. Provocation is not 
dissent. 

Unfortunately, however, it is much easier 
and far more exciting to cause social dis
turbances than to undertake the painfully 
hard work for social progress. Any idiot can 
cause a riot' and .riots can becon1e fads. And 
since when are riots not an abomination? 
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Since when are Molotov cocktails ever justi
fied? Since when, in a free society, with all 
of its imperfections, is it a badge of honor 
to go to Jail? Marching on jails? The first 
step in lynching. Is this the kind of society 
we want? It is the kind of society we are 
going to get if we continue to be satisfied 
with street politics, with the substitution of 
drama for dialogue. Make no mistake about 
it. What is happening is aimed directly at 
the structure of our society. And it cannot 
end soon enough. 

I think it is most appropriate that the 
Chicago Crime Commission has this year 
taken a firm stand against the lawlessness 
called "civil disobedience." We in Chicago 
are proud of our Citizens Crime Commission 
and most grateful for its strong, unswerving 
leadership in the battle against all forms 
of crime. 

WHAT IS TO BE DONE? 

Now what can we do about all of this? 
What is the cure for the civil delinquency 
malady and for the civil delinquent? First, 
we will have to adjust our perspective. 

Thomas H. Huxley, the eminent English 
biologist and political philosopher, in a 
speech at Johns Hopkilis UniverslJty some 90 
years ago-get that date--said: "You Amer
icans and your descendants, who reasonably 
can be expected to number 200 millions at 
your second centenary, have to ascerta-in 
whether this great mass will hold together 
under the forms of a republic .... Your one 
condition of success, your whole safeguard, 
is the moral worth and intellectual clearness 
of the individua.l citizen." 

Our priority allegiance must be to our 
system of law, which is not only the best, but 
the only system ever invented to reconcile the 
continuing struggle for justice and the indi
vidual's privilege to follow his moral con
science. It is the greatest multi-remedy gov
ernment ever created. Therefore, you must 
play it by its rules. The more individualistic 
you are, the more you must subscribe to. 
lawful methods. 

Ours is a society that accommodates 
change peacefully because it knows that the 
law of life is change. It makes provision for 
change through system-not leaving it to 
whims. 

History teaches us that there are only 
two ways of effecting deliberate social 
change: evolution and revolution. Again 
and again we have chosen to accommodate 
change through political evolution rather 
than through vlolence and the secret of our 
success has been our devotion to law as the 
only meaningful instrument by . which to 
seek justice. 

The only purpose of revolution is to create 
this system which the true revolutionaries 
dreamed of. If we revolt against this, we 
have no place to go. 

Not only are we required and duty-bound 
to obey the technical law of the system, but 
we owe even a higher duty-we must elevate 
the spiritual and moral requirements of the 
unwritten law of manners and civ111ty. 

Civ111ty is required ·and it is more than 
mere obedience to the law. The tradition of 
civility in our society is bound up with re
spect for law. Respect not only precludes 
civil disobedience, but goes beyond mere 
technical obedience to the law. Respect 
means, at least, that the l·aw is not looked 
upon as an enemy or a necessary evil. Re
spect means that the law is regarded as the 
primary medium of change in a free society. 
Respect means realizing that the alternatives 
to law are coercion, intimidation and, event
ually, violence. 

Respect means, above all, that one is con
cerned with the spirit as well as the letter 
of the law. 

Civility also requires a personal plus fac
tor. By personal plus I mean: 

1. Let's not be trapped by labels. 
2. The complex problema must be handled 

issue by issue. 
3. Avoid superficiality; instant solutions: 

pseudo and anti-intellectualism; nihilism; 
insist on standards of excellence. 

4. Organized crime is your enemy because 
it is against our system. We must avoid its 
support or even a suspicion of support. 

5. Stay away from group defamation
Maddox is not the South-and Carmichael 
is not the Negro. 

6. Don't apologize for, or excuse stupidity, 
violence or criminality. 

7. Look out for the wrecker in any move
ment who attacks his own moderates. Don't 
compromise any movement by permitting the 
wreckers to join it. It's your duty to keep 
the Nazis and the Reds, the hooters and the 
shooters and the kooks out of your move
ment. The justness of the cause does not 
justify joining forces with the enemies of 
society. 

If we don't have self-discipline plus, then 
we agree with those who assert that men 
need masters. 

Our individual responsibility at all levels 
also will require higher standards. My em
phasis today is that the times require even 
more care; that our conduct must be even 
more meaningful than it has been, particu
larly in a dangerous world of instant com
munication and instant transportation. Our 
law enforcement will only be as strong as the 
courage and commitment of our citizens. 
The citizens are "us" not the mythical "they." 

With respect to the whole series of prob
lems involving use of the streets and hound
ing public officials in their homes, the time 
has come to distinguish between freedom of 
speech and provocation; between petition 
and lawful assembly; as opposed to physical 
pressure and coercion. The right of free 
speech is not a club to deny others their 
rights. Our rights to use the streets and the 
rights of public officials to enjoy the privacy 
of their homes need not be counter to the 
First Amendme-nt-when all these rights can 
co-exist without conflict. 

Civil delinquency offers no solutions; it 
merely interferes with them. We have to 
spell out a newly marked and complex path 
with civility and decency. The remedies 
are here in the courts-many courts with 
many views-we can begin to chart out the 
balance of rights where millions of people 
are clustered in closely packed cities. Let's 
have a whole series of law suits on a whole 
series of specific situations. Our legislative 
bodies of all kinds and the courts are the 
proper civil forums to test out the new issues 
and the new problems. 

Civ111zation is the victory of reason over 
force and law 1s the only possible instrument 
in the search for justice. We are alive now 
because of civilization. It is a unique and 
delicate process. Our civil rights were 
created, by a very few civilized men and. 
once gone, would be as thoroughly lost as if 
they were blasted to bits by a nuclear bomb. 

The issue is clear. 
Aristotle says that only two kinds of beings 

can live outside of civil society-gods and 
beasts. Let us never dare to pretend we are 
gods; let us ever remember our heritage so 
that we never become beasts. 

RECENT SPEAKERS AT CHICAGO CRIME COMMIS
SION ANNUAL PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Right Honorable Lord Shawcross, former 
Attorney General of England, 1965. 

Honorable J. Edward Lumbard, Chief 
Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, Second Cir
cuit-New York, 1964. 

Honorable John L. McClellan, Member 
United States Senate, 1963. 

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF AGRI
CULTURE FREEMAN BEFORE HA
WAIIAN SUGAR PLANTERS ASSO
CIATION 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, early 

last month, the Hawallan Sugar Planters 

Association was honored by the presence 
of Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. 
Freeman, who addressed association 
members in Honolulu. 

In his address, Secretary Freeman 
clearly delineated world f')od needs in 
the next three decades and outlined what 
we can do as a nation to help to alleviate 
the growing problem of hunger in under
developed nations. 

I commend Secretary Freeman's re
marks to the Senate and ask unani
mous consent that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE ORVILLE 

L . FREEMAN AT 86TH ANNUAL MEETING OF 
HAWAIIAN SUGAR PLANTERS AssOCIATION, 
AGEE HALL, HSPA EXPERIMENT STATION, 
HONOLULU, HAWAII, DECEMBER 6, 1966 
Walt Mason once wrote that "Little grains 

of sugar mingled with the sand, make the 
grocer's assets swell to beat the band." 

Let's substitute the word "Hawali" for "the 
grocer" in Mr. Mason's satire, and see what 
we have. Now it reads, "Little grains of sugar 
mingled with the sand, make Hawaii's assets 
swell to beat the band." 

That's exactly what has happened in 
Hawaii. Your assets have been swollen for 
a hundred years by the "grains of sugar" 
which, added together, make up your most 
important trade commodity. "Sand," as ex
emplified by Waikiki and other famous 
beaches on these lovely islands, has become 
another of your principal income producers
tourism. 

I need not remind you people meeting here 
today of the overriding importance of sugar 
in the Hawaiian economy and society. Your 
industry is a marvel of efficiency and or
ganization; your mechanized operations are 
without a peer in the sugar world; your 
sugar workers are the highest paid anywhere, 
at home or abroad, and on top of that you 
furnish fringe benefits that are virtually 
unknown in most agricultural operations. 
Still you are highly competitive with other 
sugar-growing regions and nations. 

How were you able to achieve this remark
able record? We both know-both you peo
ple responsible for it, and I-that it didn't 
just happen. A century ago you began to 
recruit a working force from all over the 
world, and this ethnic fusion, or blending, 
produced a healthy, tolerant, and efficient 
society that long has been a model for all 
the world to see and admire. I'd like to 
insert here a personal note of regret that 
not all the world has yet seen fit to 
emulate it. 

Almost from the beginning, research has 
bulked large in your. progress-and promises 
to continue to do so, in the future, in ad
vancing sugar and other products. Your 
Association established this grower-financed 
Experiment Station where we meet today, 
more than 70 years ago. In it, your scien
tists have developed new plant varieties and 
weed and insect controls. Your insistence 
upon efficient organization has opened the 
door to better work methods and to improved 
technological skills in your mills. 

Research supported by your Association is 
presently being 90nducted on the physiology 
and biochemistry of sugarcane. You are in
vestigating chemicals to control plant ripen
ing. You are exploring the mysteries of 
photosynthesis, including the influence of 
nitrogen and sunlight on the process and 
the role of water on the conversion of nu
trients into plant growth and sugar yield. 

I'm glad to learn also that you are doing 
research in mechanical harvesting equip
ment. When you are able to minimize the 
expensive cleaning operations presently re
quired to remove trash brought to the mills 
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with the cane, you will have improved im
measurably the efficiency and economics of 
sugarcane production. 

Your own wide-ranging chemical and tech
nical curiosity, combined with research of 
the Hawaiian Agricultural Experiment Sta
tion and studies being made by the Agricul
tural Research Service of the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, balds great promise of 
future gains for the industry. 

Finally, not the least of the factors con
tributing to your success has been the daunt
less determination of your people to be 
successful. 

I relate these factors not because I am a 
guest who wishes to flatter you-although 
certainly you are entitled to flattery on many 
scores-but to cite your historical experience 
as an example of what can be done with the 
aid of determination and enterprise. 

American agriculture-perhaps the great
est production marvel in the history of man
kind-is another such example. I think you 
will agree that it is little short of miracu
lous that fewer than 8 percent of our people 
are able to produce food that: ( 1) Feeds the 
residents of 50 States at the lowest real cost 
and highest quality level in the world; (2) 
furnishes quality food, at welfare rates or 
free, to about 5 million needy people at 
home; (3) provides commercial exports of 
food and fiber worth $5.1 billion a. year; and 
( 4) contributes to the diets of many millions 
of people in more than 100 less-developed 
nations around the globe. 

Since 1960, the per capita. rate of increase 
of farm productivity in the U.S. has been 
almost double the rate of increase in the 
nonagricultural economy. 

While this miracle of agricultural pro-
. duction has contributed hugely to the Amer
ican image of world leadership, it has not 
been without its problems, to be sure. You 
have only to think back to the burdensome 
surpluses and low farm prices of the 1950's
only half a dozen years ago-to ·reoall a wide
spread belief that the so-called "farm prob
lem" was all but insoluble. 

We learned to live with those problems
by abolishing them. Today we have no food 
surpluses. Gross farm income is the high
est in history, and net income in 1966 will 
have been exceeded, by a small amount, in 
only one other year: 1947. 

One of our early remedies for the "farm 
problem" was establishment of a goal-a 
National Food Budget-that still guides our 
agi'icultural policies. The Food Budget con
cept is a key in determining the best "mix" 
of food products needed for commercial mar
kets at home and abroad and for domestic 
and foreign aid as well. Last year, the Con
gress gave us a four-year agricultural pro
gram-the best in history-that enables us 
to adjust acreage so we can produce what 
we need for use at home aJad overseas rather 
than to under-produce or to over-produce 
for storage, as too often was the case in the 
past. 

The "do-much" 89th Congress also gave 
us a Food for Freedom program that pro
vides both continuity and new direction to 
U.S. food aid efforts. 

With these tools in our agricultural kit, 
we are confident that the gains racked up 
for American farmers in the past six years 
were only a beginning. 

Now we are mightily challenged by a threat 
of worldwide famine in the dangerously-near 
future-unless we can produce more food 
to nourish the million-plus persons added 
every week of the year to the b1llions of 
people in the world. 

This food crisis lacks the high visib1lity 
of the confrontation in Vietnam. Incipi
ent hunger on a world scale is harder to 
visualize than in a single individual-in a 
starving child, say, who is too weak to cry 
for food. 

This imminent food crisis compels us to 
ask these questions: 

What is the greatest challenge of our age? 

Is it the conquest of space? Final victory 
over disease? Permanent peace? 

These are all great goals, to be sure, and 
all to be sought. But unquestionably the 
greatest challenge of our age is to banish 
hunger from the earth in our time. If we 
fail . . . and widespread famine erupts . . . 
global catastrophe and another Dark Age lie 
ahead. 

If we win, this age, our age, could well be 
immortalized as the Age of the End of Hun
ger, and all succeeding ages of man will call 
it blessed. 

In this strange new war, the strategists 
are more concerned with demographers' 
charts than with topographical maps. Last 
year these charts showed a gain of 65 million 
persons in the world population. Unfortu
nately-, most of those millions were born in 
the underdeveloped nations least able to feed 
them. 

President Johnson expressed it this way 
when he signed the Food for Freedom bill 
into law last month: "Most of the developing 
world is now in crisi.s--{)ne that is more seri
ous than any ideological disagreement. Rap
id population growth is putting relentless 
pressure on food supplies. 

"For six consecutive years, world food con
sumption has exceeded production. 

"A precarious balance has been maintained 
through our surplus stocks. Seventy million 
tons of surplus grain have been used since 
1961. But today the surpluses are gone." 

It is estimated that in 3 to 4 years 2Y:z 
billion people will be living in the food-short 
developing countries of Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America. Nearly one-third-or about 
800 million-will be in Communist Asia. 
Nearly one-fourth-some 600 million-will be 
in India . 

This hunger war is global, striking hardest 
at the South American barrios, African vil
lages, and embattled Asia. Eventually it will 
affect all of us. 

While population growth of 3 percent a 
year doesn't sound like much, · it means that a 
population growing at this rate doubles with
in a generation and multiplies 18 times with
in a century. Each new female has a poten
tial of producing six children. Often this 
potential is realized in the less-developed 
Nations. 

Much has been said and written about the 
population explosion. But there is a second 
explosive force that is generating additional 
demand for food production-production 
which last year was static as the world's pop
ulation grew by 65 million. 

The second explosive force is a rapid rise 
in per capita income. It is occurring in 
many countries, and particularly in the more 
advanced ones. Rising incomes exert pres
sure on the world's food-producing resources 
largely because they generate an additional 
demand for meat and other animal products. 

The use of grain for direct consumption
that is, for human food-rarely exceeds 400 
pounds per person per year, regardless of 
income. Once annual incomes reach several 
hundred dollars a year, the consumption of 
grain as food begins to decline, dropping to 
the 150-200 pound level where it seems to 
level ofl. 

But a higher-quality diet requires greater 
quantities of grain. 

That is true because it takes only about 
400 pounds of grain a year to sustain a diet 
of some 2,000 calories a day in countries 
where most of the grain is consumed directly 
as food. It takes about 1,600 pounds a year 
to support the U.S. diet of 3,000 calories 
dally, since most of our grain is eaten in
directly as meat, milk, and eggs. That 
amounts to four times more grain for one
half more calories. 

So, in this decade of the '60s, two factors 
are at work: Sharp population gains in the 
less developed nations are causing rising de
mand for food grains; rising income is push
ing up demand for the feed grains. Taken 
together, these forces are causing an ex-

plosion in demand that the world's farmers 
are not equipped to meet at this time. 

In the past, the excess of consumption over 
production was satisfied in food-deficit coun
tries by using surplus stocks held by the 
major exporting nations, . particularly the 
United States. Today, however, our stocks 
are down to the level of prudent reserve, and 
next year we are bringing back into produc
tion more than half of the acreage we have 
been holding in ready reserve. _ 

This situation has led to a basic re-think
ing of our food aid policies. 

A half-dozen rules of conduct have been 
adopted as guidelines in American food aid 
policy. Not all of them are in full operation, 
but soon they will be. 

We must, first and most importantly, help 
developing nations to stimulate their own 
agricultural production. This, in the end, is 
the only way in which to win a lasting vic
tory in the silent war against hunger, mal
nutrition, and famine. 

The ability of the United States and other 
so-called developed countries to feed the 
world is strictly limited. In the long run, 
the two billion-plus people in the less-de
veloped world must learn to feed themselves. 

President Johnson proposed this principle 
of "self-help," in his Food for Freedom ap
proach to food aid, as a major long-term fac
tor in averting a global food crisis. 

We must continue our food aid tem
porarily to ward off famine and to buy time 
during which the developing world may up
grade its own agriculture. 

We must bring new lands into cultivation 
in whichever of the less developed nations it 
is feasible in terms of economics and con
servation. 

We must do more to make available birth 
control information to those nations that re
quest it. The new Food for Freedom program 
authorizes the use of foreign currencies from 
export sal·es in support of family planning 
progr:am. 

We must expand our eflorts to develop new 
sources of protein foods. Under Food for 
Freedom, we have placed additional em
phasis, especially in donation programs, on 
foods for children that meet their require
ments of proteins, minerals, and vitamins. 

As a corollary to this final point, we must 
recognize that a first cousin of hunger
malnutrition-is an insidious foe of normal 
physical and mental growth in children. 
Hunger is related to the quantity or calories 
of food, malnutrition to the quality of it. 
We don't know how many millions of chil
dren suffer permanent mental and physical 
impairment because of malnourishment be
fore the age of 5 years. 

Now we have stated the problem. What 
can we do about it? 

Most of the food increase to meet projected 
increases in demand during the next three 
decades must come from increased crop 
yields-principally in the underdeveloped 
nations. 

How can this be achieved? 
The vast potential for increased produc

tivity is illustrated-to cite one example
by the fact that in India there are some 90 
million acres sown to rice. Average yield is 
1,300 pounds per acre. If only 5 percent of 
this acreage were made to produce at the 
U.S. rate of yield and· if that land were 
double-cropped (one of the advantages of 
agriculture in the tropics), 16 m1llion addi
tional tons of rice could be grown each year. 

The fertilizer industry says such an in
crease could be accomplished within two 
years with varieties of rice and other agri
cultural practices already existing in India. 
If so, it could eliminate the Indian grain 
deficit which has been such a burden on 
the U.S. foreign aid program. 

You in Hawaii have pointed out the right 
direction ... with your application of re
search and advanced agricultural technology 
in the production of sugarcane. You have 
proved that tremendous increases in pro-
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ductivity can be found in greater capital in
vestments and wider use of adaptive research 
and advanced technology. 

Three basic efforts, then, are required in 
food-deficit regions seeking to become more 
nearly self-sufficient in agriculture: 

1. Adaptive research, followed by education 
of producers at the farmstead and rice paddy 
level to accept and employ advanced agricul
tural technology developed by research 
centers. 

2. Action by their own governments to im
prove farm prices, and thus to give local 
farmers an incentive to use the products of 
research and technology. 

3. A sharp change of policy and attitude 
in many developing nations. Agriculture 
must be assigned greater priority-:-and pres
tige. To do this may well mean postponing 
spectacular industrial projects that hereto
fore have received a lion's share of the na
tional investment and interest. 

The leadership in food-deficit n,ations will 
have to make some l;lard and unpopular po
litical choices in order to achieve these ends. 
Food price policies must be changed so that 
farmers will find it profitable to use fertilizer 
and other essential production investments. 
And, if farmers in developing lands are to 
receive massive help in the form of techni
cal and capital aid, their governments must 
create a far more favorable climate for for
eign investment than exists in most of them 
today. 

Winning the war against hunger will re
quire the compressing of a hundred years of 
agricultural progress into 10 or 15 years. It 
means, in some nations, a leap from primi
tive to modern-from the stick-plow to the 
tractor and combine-in a single generation. 

Recent rapid progress of Israel, Mexico, 
Taiwan, and a number of other developing 
nations has shown it can be done. 

Between 1942 and 1964, Mexico changed 
from a wheat-importing nation to a wheat 
exporter. Average wheat yields rose from 11 
bushels per acre to 39 bushels, and total 
wheat output went up 6Y:z times. 

Mexico's program was balanced to increase 
soil fertility, to suppress pests and diseases, 
·and to use irrigation and improved wheat 
varieties. Equally important: The govern
ment gave farmers an incentive by support
ing farm prices. 

Other nations in the developing world can 
do as well. We are prepared to help 
them . . . with technical assistance and 
food aid to those countries that seek to im
prove their own production . . . thereby 
meeting reasonable standards of self-help. 

I shall conclude my remarks with several 
examples of what is taking place in the effort 
to meet the serious protein deficiency in the 
world. 

Since less developed nations cannot afford 
to obtain their protein from animal sources, 
our scientists are seeking to convert vege
table proteins-such as soybean flour or cot
tonseed-into tasty food mixtures that will 
provide nutritionally adequate diets at low 
cost. At the same time, we are trying geneti
cally to breed more protein into grains and 
seeds. 

Perhaps you have heard of IncaP.arina. 
USDA scientists in the Agricultural Research 
Service (ARS) helped to develop this pro
tein food product which has produced 
remarkable results in curing protein de
ficiency diseases in children of ,Latin 
America. Incaparina is used to make ·a thin 
gruel drink, to m.ake non-bread foods, to en
rich soups, puddings, and other foods. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture labo
ratory at Peoria, Ill., recently achieved a 
breakthrough in developing a simple hand 
process that can be used in the remotest vil
lages to make high-protein soybe_an flour. 
Also at Peoria, ARS scientists learned to fer
ment cereals and soybeans to make a food 
that resembles tempen. This is of great 
value in food..short Indonesia, where tem
peh is a dietary staple heretofore made en
tirely from soybeans. 

A simple, practical process for making pea
nut flour is being developed at our Southern 
Laboratory in New Orleans. Our Western 
Utilization Research Laboratory (WURL) in 
Albany, Calif., has developed a high-protein 
food known as WURLD wheat. A soy coating 
is steamed onto the whole or cracked wheat 
kernel from which the bran has been re
moved by lye-peeling. 

Many more such products have been de
veloped by USDA scientists working with 
the Agency for International Development 
(AID), the United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF), and the food industry. 

My personal staff adviser in this nutrition 
field-so vital to the undernourished popu
lations of the developing world-is a distin
guished scientist from our Southern Labo
ratory, Dr. Aaron M. Altschul. He is work
ing with scientists in India and other devel
oping countries. He is also seeking to enlist 
private industry to produce protein-en
riched foods tailored to the traditional eat
ing habits of the less-developed countries 
and then actively to promote a market for 
them where needed. This dual approach is 
necessary because eating habits are deep
rooted and hard to change. 

Research · has shown the value of fertilizer 
in stimulating grain production. Under 
proper conditions, one pound of fertllizer 
yields on the average 10 pounds of addi
tional food grains. The Indian government 
has recognized this in setting a production 
goal of 2 ,~ million tons of nitrogenous fer
tilizer by 1970-71. Equally important, it 
has taken steps to insure fair prices to the 
Indian cultivator so he will find it worth his 
while to use fertilizer. 

You, in Hawaii, know that enough water 
used at the right time is often the answer 
to greater production. You have set an ex
ample here with your well-planned systems 
of irrigation. With adaptation, what you 
have learned about sugarcane irrigation can 
be exported to other regimis where water is 
the vital ingredient for production gains. 

Here in Hawaii you have an ideal instru
ment not only for carrying on research, but 
for the exchange of scientific findings and 
ideas as well. Your East-West Center, with 
its magnificent concept, offers facilities for 
interchange of technical skills, of experi
mentation with the new, and probing of the· 
unknown. Dedicated as it is to helping to 
satisfy fundamental human needs, it pro
vides a training ground to bring into active 
service people from many Asian and Pacific 
nations and our 50 States. 

The subject of adaptive research and tech
nology in tropical agricultural production is 
one of interest to the Federal Government. 
In recent legislation containing the Presi
dent's Food for Freedom proposals, it was 
stated that laboratories should be established 
in the United States and abroad. 

the world would not be faced with a shortage 
of food. 

You have given agriculture the emphasis 
it needs ... and the .stature it deserves. 

You have carried out that adaptive re
search so fundamental to advancing agri
cultural proficiency. 

You have provided inspiration for greater 
capital investment ... and at the farm level 
you have given the right incentives' for 
greater use of the products of research and 
technology. 

The next step is to adapt what you, and 
others, have done in research and produc
tion and make it usable in less fortunate 
lands. This is one reason we shall give con
structive and sympathetic consideration to 
your proposal for a research center that will 
help to serve the world . . . as your earlier 
work has so well served your State and Na
tion. 

The world must take heed of the lesson 
you and the others can teach if it is to 
survive as the domain of civilized man. 

It that lesson is not learned in time . . . 
ahead lies terror and despair. For there is 
neither security nor serenity in a world gone 
mad with hunger. 

Let me close now by quoting two lines I 
came across just the other day. In their 
simplicity lies eloquence ... for they sum 
it all up in just 15little words: 

"When my stomach was full 
They called me Man 

When empty, · 
They called me Beast." 

ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC LANDS 
UNDER DIRECTION OF BUREAU OF 
LAND MANAGEMENT- ADDRESS 
BY PHIL HARVEY 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, late last 

year, a prominent El Paso businessman 
and constituent of mine, Mr. Phil Har
vey, addressed the Public Land Law Re
view Commission in Albuquerque, as a 
representative of the New Mexico Cattle 
Growers' Association. 

I secured a copy of Mr. Harvey's ad
dress, and after reviewing his comments 
I came to the conclusion that the address 
is of sufficient import to share with my 
colleagues in the Senate and in the 
House. 

The subject of Mr. Harvey's remarks 
is the administration of public lands un
der the direction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, especially grazing lands. I 
urge Senators to read and consider his 
valuable comments. 

Accordingly, I ask unanimous consent 
that the address be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
· was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

This authorization has been discussed in 
the USDA and other agencies and With mem
bers of Hawaii's Congressional delegation. 
The Administrator of the Agricultural Re
search Service has visited these Islands and 
discussed the matter here. There is little 
immediate prospect of financing such devel-
opments in the United States or abroad, but STATEMENT OF THE NEW MEXICO CATTLE 
I have directed Dr. George Mehren, Assist- GROWERs' AssociATION 
ant Secretary of Agriculture and Director I am Phil Harvey, Secretary Treasurer of 
of Science and Education, to work With ap- the New Mexico Cattle Growers' Association, 
propriate officials in the Agency for Interna- an organization of 3500 ranchers in the State 
tiona! Development (AID) to launch a loca- of New Mexico. The statement I am pre
tion study, including the merits of Hawaii. senting is the feeling of the Association re
When this has been completed and the Con- garding public lands and their future oper
gress has appropriated construction funds, ations. 
we shall be ready to proceed without delay. The Public Lands of the United States 

Meantime, I am gratified at the strong With which we are concerned are largely 
emphasis that agriculture continues to have made up of National Forests, Military Reser
in the economy of Hawaii. You have per- vations, and those lands administered by the 

Bureau of Land Management. 'r.he peren
formed a miracle of development that should nial question is the dilemma of what, if 
stand as inspiration and guidance to tropical anything, to do with or about the lands ad
agriculture everywhere. If the less-devel- ministered by the Bureau of Land Manage-

~ oped countries could do with their farming ment, commonly referred to as the Public 
resources what you have done here 1n Hawaii, Domain. An excellent series of articles ap-
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peared in AMERICAN FORESTS in the Jan
uary, February, March, and April 1966 issues 
titled "The Public Domain-Heart of the Re
public" by William W. Porter ~- It is our 
understanding that this material has been 
made available to you. We most urgently 
request that ·you read and study it. We will 
. refer ,to portions of it as we proceed. 

We will generally confine our remarks to 
the grazing lands administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management. The first question is 
what is the nature of these lands. They are 
best described as residue, or better yet, they 
are what is left after all of the original lands 
have been picked through by government 
and individuals. Those lands having greater 
economic value, most esthetic value, etc. 
have been pulled out. The Forest and Parks 
were reserved, and Homesteaders, holders o! 
scrip, and others entitled to select land chose 
nearly all the rest which would support a 
!amily. Mining claims have been patented 
where there was sufficient mineral value and 
the States have made their selections. As 
stated, this land is the residue. The average 
acre or section is virtually worthless when 
taken alone. This is due to any number of 
natural !actors such as lack of sufficient 
moisture at the right time or at all, lack of 
water-either in quantity or quality, geo
graphical location remote from those factors 
which lead to concentrations of people, poor 
soil, rough terrain, etc. About the only ex
ception to this is in the proximity of certain 
growing communities. In these areas, land 
values are very inflated due to a simple eco
nomic fact; supply and demand. It has been 
most difficult to acquire Federal land for 
private development, thus driving up the 
yalue of what little private or State land 
happened to be in the area. As a matter o! 
fact, these vast Federal landholdings are a 
significant factor in the inflated value of all 
lands in the United States. 

This history of the administration of these 
lands is of none in the beginning and has 
developed into the present pattern o! too 
little and too much. At the outset, the 
prospective homesteader was assured that he 
could own his homestead and at the same 
time have the free use of the land around 
him upon which to graze his livestock. He 
proceeded to do just this. In addition, the 
inhabitants of the Spanish Land Grants 
-grazed much of this land. In the Southwest, 
huge migratory bands of sheep were grazed, 
according to the season, from the central 
Arizona area to near El Paso in the winter 
and up to the high country to the North as 
far as Colorado in the summer. They used 
up the available forage as they moved. There 
was no incentive for conservation in that if 
the first band did not eat it up, the next one 
would. The settlers who had a home base 
were greatly damaged by this. They were 
unable to keep a grass reserve for winter nor 
storage water. Any attempt to segregate an 
area and develop it was contrary to law, and 
some ranchers who tried to fence in an area 
and protect it were tried in Federal Court. 
This intolerable situation led to the passage 
of the Taylor Grazing Act. This Act is 
first and foremost a conserva tio'n measure 
to prevent the abuse of the land and to im
prove it. It recognizes that what is every
one's business is no one's business-that 1! 
land is operated in common, it will be abused, 
but that if areas of responsibility are laid 
out and the responsible one may reap the 
benefit of his labor, the la.nd will also benefit. 
The lands were used and abused, until the 
advent of the Taylor Grazing Act. This was 
then the turning point. There has been a 
steady, but slow, reclamation. In New 
Mexico, the records will show that individual 
allotments have been better cared for and 
are in much better condition than com
munity allotments. 

The Taylor Grazing Act provides for the 
allotment of the grazing privileges in much 
the same manner as the old water laws--on 
the basi$ of the .. first in time is the .first in 
right. The permittee has a privilege to graze 

a given area-and the grave responsibility to 
conserve the area. If he does not conserve 
it, he will lose his privilege, fail financially, 
or both. His tenure is uncertain. There is 
no certain time. His own acts may cause the 
loss of his privilege, but he has control of 
these. Grazing is mistakenly considered by 
Government to be the lowest use of the re
newable resource. He may lose his privilege 
at any time, based upon the character · of the 
land, there is considered to be any higher 
use for the land. The permittee has done 
virtually all conservation and improvement 
work on the land until, very recently, the 
Federal Government has started spending 
some money. In the past, most Federal 
money has been used in administrative over
head rather than on the land itself. As a 
matter of fact, it is doubtful that there is 
need for the Federal Government to spend 
money on these lands if there were sufficient 
encouragement for the permittees to do so. 
This encouragement might well take the 
form of security of expectation that they 
would be able to enjoy the fruits of their 
labor and investment. 

The idea of "security o! expectation" is 
nothing new. It is· the b!tSic theory upon 
which this Nation has been built. Because 
of this, the American People have been will
ing and eager to work and build. One of 
the greatest examples as it applies to land 
use and development is the growth of the 
States which were originally carved out of 
the Public Domain and put into private own
ership. The Public Domain residue remains 
today for the previously discussed reasons-
economic mostly-but for an additional very 
strong reason. The laws allowing transfer to 
private ownership do not fit the character of 
the land nor the economics of the time. It 
appears that the development process of the 
Federal Land has reached a point of stagna
tion and is effectively blocking the growth 
and .development of the Public land States 
and Communities. "The Public Domain" in 
Part III goes into the question of disposal, 
methods, prices, and various effects very well. 
This lesson applies now and to ·the future 
just as' well as it did to the past. Federal 
ownership under our form of government is 
a very disruptive influence to good govern
ment. Public interest generated in the Fed
eral Lands, while well intentioned, was and 
is generally uninformed and misinformed as 
to the true character, location, and situation 
of the lands. This leads to problems in gov
ernment such as the perennial changes in 
personnel in the Bureau of Land Manage
ment and Interior Department and the Tea
pot Dome Affair. The result is no consistent 
management of the land or minerals. The 
very existence of the Public Land Law Review 
Commission can be partly attributed to this. 
Generally Nations have never successfully 
managed, and worked their resources as na
tions. Only has this been done by individ
uals within the nation. Private ownership or 
security of expectation in the form of cer
tain tenure is the incentive and spur for 
development. · 

Federal ownership cannot be compared 
with private ownership. Government owns 
land absolutely to the extent that it can 
physically defend it against an aggressor. 
This applies to all aspects of title. An in
dividual holds land . only to the extent per
mitted by the sovereign. It may be taken 
away under certain circumstances, it is taxed, 
it may be physically violated in various ways, 
and certain aspects of title may never have 
passed from the sovereign. The righ't to tax 
the land and its products is many· times 
more valuable than the land itself. The 
point is that the sovereign never completely 
gives up the land-it merely permits certain 
use and manipulation under prescribed 
rules. Taxes on land and its produce are in 
essence a forin of rent. The prescribed rules 
under which private ownership operates in 
this country are what has made this nation 
great and productive. We repeat--federal 

ownership and management is so inflexible 
that it stifles development and the area in
-volved stagnates. This is especially true 
where the permit system in indefinite in 
time and there is no certainty as to con
tinued use or of reasonable compensation 
for investment made. The land and the 
community suffer . 

Disposal of land has many aspects. It can 
be for a short time as under a lease or for 
an indefinite period as under a patent. The 
extent of disposal is a huge question. By 
extent is meant what parts of title would be 
relinquished. Title has been compared to 
a bundle of sticks-each stick being one part 
of the title such as the surface, minerals, oil 
and gas, fissionable materials, water (surface 
or sub-surface), timber, grazing, ability to 
limit access onto or across, hunting and fish
ing rights, grazing rights for wildlife, con
trol of air space, sand and gravel, rights of 
way control, etc. In Eastern States, title is 
assumed to be whole title, but even there it 
is much less than this due to rights of 
eminent domain, right to tax, usurpation of 
air space, and other rights of sovereignty. 
In the West, title is now much less than in 
the East with few exceptions. Most titles 
reserve some or all of the minerals to the 
government, as well as certain rights of way, 
etc. The precedent has long been set for 
the granting of only limited title. This 
might be carried somewhat further in dis
posing of the federal land or rights to it. 

We have, here in New Mexico, an interest
ing example of this in the Northern exten
sion of the White Sands Missile Range. The 
military has leased the right to · impact 
missiles and do certain other things in this 
area. All inhabitants move out on firing 
days and the military has exclusive posses
sion. They pay for any damage to posses
sions, livestock, and do what is necessary to 
preclude erosion caused by their activities. 
The system has worked well. The area re
mains in full economic production, the land 
remains on the tax rolls, and the military 
conducts its mission. This method of han
dling land needs of the military and others 
is highly recommended for use wherever 
possible. · 

Disposal should take the form of what the 
individual wants, needs, and is willing to
pay for in one form or another; whether as 
a lease or a patent. The grazing permittee 
generally needs the surface or grazing rights, 
certain water, a small percentage of the 
minerals, and a limited ability to control 
public use. Each individual case is different 
and should be variable accordingly. Some 
would want only a lease of these things 
while others would want a patent. The form 
of payment could well be in a number of 
ways. There is adequate precedent in the 
Homestead Laws for a form which could 
consist of an agreement to do range improve
ment work and conservation work on a set 
area within a set time. This method would 
be of great benefit to the community. Upon 
completion, title would issue. Another form 
could be an exchange of parts of title. The 
permittee holds certain "base" lands to which 
he has title. In some cases, these lands 
have values of interest to the public. The 
values may be scenic, access onto or across, 
hunting or fishing, unique features such as 
petrified wood, pictographs, cliff dwellings, 
ancient burials, timber or vegetation species, 
and many other things. In exchange for 
these things, the government would grant 
title to the things needed by the permittee 
on federal lands. Another form of payment 
could be cash. The cash sale method has 
problems which need attention. 

The Federal Government has long had the 
policy, in land sales, of using "fair market 
value" as the standard for minimum prices. 
It seems that the usual method of deter
mining this is by appraisal. "Representative 
current" private sales are located and used as 

-a standard. This is fine in an area where 
most property is privately owned, and similar 
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land does sell regularly and freely. In this 
case, the values set are more nearly economic 
values. In the case where a substantial part 
of the land is publicly owned, the values of 
all land are affected due to scarcity of private 
land in relation to demand. Public land does 
not sell as freely, nor in the same channels 
as private land. This creates scarcity, which 
drives up the prices of any land which can be 
traded freely. Private sales of range land in 
this type of area are generally "based land", 
carrying grazing privileges. It is practically 
impossible to fairly separate the various 
values and arrive at pure land prices. The 
"based lands" have a unique value when 
compared to surrounding lands. They are 
base lands for very good reasons. If the land 
was acquired from Federal ownership, this 
particular land was selected. It would 
qualify as a homestead due to terrain, irriga
billty, potable water, fertility, unique fea
tures (existence of a site for a water storage 
facility), or was acquired from the State, or 
was purchased for the same reasons. These 
features are well known to the purchaser and 
are key tracts. If the land adjoining were 
of equal value, it would have been acquired 
in the same manner, but generally it is not 
economically useful alone and is totally de
pendent, for use, upon the land having the 
needed features. The key features makes the 
grazing operation possible on the whole area. 
The present method of appraisal does not 
take these things into consideration and one 
acre is assumed to be generally the same as 
another. We feel that there is an immediate 
need to correct this appraisal method in that 
many exchanges and other transactions are 
taking place currently. We would suggest 
that values be based upon the productive 
value of the land in question. 

To protect the local and State economy, 
some preference to purchase must be given 
the permittee. Such preference is also a 
matter of pure justice. The permittee has 
spent all he can on the "base lands" to make 
the whole a working operation. He has spent 
all that he is able on conservation measures 
and range improvements on the Federal 
lands. This has been done based upon the 
original proposition and continuing policy 
that if he worked his original holdings and 
settled, he could graze his livestock on the 
surrounding lands. He is now in a trap. If 
he should lose his outside grazing, his "base" 
is virtually worthless except for salvage value 
of the improvements and the value of a small 
tract of land which alone wlll not support 
economic activity. This proposition was the 
basic for most of the communities and led 
to the formation of the Western States. To
day, it is still the tax base and basic eco
nomic support of a substantial part of the 
West. Private improvements on federal land 
as well as private land and water are taxed. 
This problem of loss of grazing on Federal 
lands has been recognized by Congress in 
many instances on a case by case basis. 
Where grazing privileges have been cancelled 
due to certain Federal activity, the permittees 
have been compensated fairly. This is spe
cifically set out in the case of military ac
quisition in Sec. 315q of the Taylor Grazing 
Act, and compensation was made in the 
takings for Dinosaur National Monument, 
Glen Canyon Dam, and others. There has 
been no compensation in many other cases. 
The result is serious insecurity. 

A preference for the permittee is needed 
for another substantial reason. A large pro
portion of permittees owe money and have 
mortgages. The lenders look to a going op
eration for payment. The security is the 
"base" which carries the grazing privileges. 
Loss of or the threat of loss on this grazing 
would create financial havoc in the com
munities, and in the general financial world. 
Many lenders are our larger insurance com
panies and other institutions far from the 
range country. 

In any sales of these lands in sufficient 
volume to significantly involve the per
mtttee, proper credit is essential. The 

credit resources of this country Me at near 
capacity. Any further demand from private 
sources could not be met in volume. It 
should be possible for the permittee to buy 
on a down payment with twenty or thirty 
years to pay. The interest should be set at 
not less than the Federal Government pays 
on its borrowing but not more. Many States 
sell their land in a manner similar to this. 

This discussion of "base" property values 
has an interesting sidelight. The develop
ment of water in the Southwestern areas and 
of winter feed in the North have made it 
possible for wildlife to greatly increase in 
numbers, and to, in fact, live in quantity 
where there was little or none before the 
settlers came in. Numerous writings by the 
early explorers and members of m111tary ex
peditions bear this out. Reference is sug
gested to the report of Lt. Emery of the 
"Mormon Battalion" in 1846 and to reports 
of the Spanish explorers and of Coronado to 
King PhiUp V of Spain in 1565. In essence 
this shows that wildlife is quite dependent 
upon what the permittees furnish, and that 
wildlife would not do very well in the ab
sence of the range livestock operator unless 
someone else furnished the same feed and 
water and predator control. It is a matter 
of fact that the increase in numbers of 
wlldlife has become a problem in many areas 
and it is becoming necessary to control the 
numbers. For this reason, there is growing 
interest in opening to hunting lands previ
ously closed. This brings up the question of 
public access to lands. 

Lands are posed for a number of reasons-
natural desire for privacy, to protect against 
damage, pure "cussedness", etc. Actually 
exclusion of the public is not generally the 
aim at all. The aim is really regulation of 
public activities. This is quite difficult, so 
exclusion is resorted to. Most Federal Land 
Managers agree that a degree of posting, or 
regulation of public activity is very neces
sary for sound management and conserva
tion. Great amounts of damage is done 
through ignorance, a small amount is 
vandalism. Indiscriminate travel by Jeep 
and motorcycle causes erosion, shooting at 
improvements causing loss of water can be 
catastrophic to game and livestock, killing of 
livestock, leaving gates open or closed im
properly, camping too near water, setting 
grass fires, "chousing" livestock, etc. are all 
damaging. In areas where theft is a prob
lem, travel over a ranch without a notice to 
the rancher causes him to spend much 
time "traiUng" to find out where the people 
went and what they did. There is a great 
need for some means of regulation of public 
activities on the land. At present even the 
Federal managers can do little to prevent 
damage. The only ones who can do much 
about it, if given some authority are the live
stock operators. This is what is meant previ
ously by the referenc.e to "limited posting". 
It is necessary even if the present system 
should be continued on all Federal Lands. 

The situation of the permittees ·and wild
life has a parallel in many of the other po
tential and actual uses of the land. The 
country has been opened up by the settlers, 
and they have made it accessible and useful. 
The livestock people have built roads and 
developed water. This has made it possible 
for others to reach the land for their own 
purposes. These others that come expect 
certain services and facilities. To use the 
land, they need water. The areas are quite 
remote, as a rule, and strangers very fre
quently get lost. The permittee, being the 
only person around, is expected to act as the 
rescue service, retrieve and repair broken 
down vehicles, supply gasoline, deliver emer
gency messages, furnish directions, be an 
expert on fiora, fauna, and geology, collect 
the garbage, and put out the fires. Until re
cently, he has done most of the conservation 
and range improvement work, and is the 
usual recipient of most of the criticism and 
abuse from those who feel that the situation 

I 

is not just as they think it should be-valid 
or not. He uses what time is left to try to 
conduct a livestock operation-hopefully at 
a profit. What makes the whole affair most 
frustrating is that neither he nor the Fed
eral Range Manager (if he were on the spot) 
have virtually no authority to influence the 
activities of these visitors other than to try 
to prevent damage to private property or 
government improvements. Even this fre
quently brings a :flood of abuse. 

There are several areas in dealing with the 
lands which need attention. In the matter 
of mineral rights, and by this is meant oil 
and gas, minerals below and at the surface, 
rock, sand gravel, and anything that might 
be removed from the land, there should be 
modification in the laws. Many patents have 
reserved certain parts of the minerals to the 
Government. This has created a serious 
checkerboard pattern and great inequity. 
The owner of the surface is damaged in 
tangible ways and must be compensated in 
most forms of mineral development. The 
most serious damage is intangible and most 
difficult to assess. If the surface owner holds 
some interest in the minerals, he is willing 
to accept this ctamage, but if he does not, he 
is in a poor position. Any development 
brings people, surface damage, traffic, etc. 
All of these things create day to day prob
lems and are costly to the surface owner. 
As a matter of equity, it is recommended 
that some small overriding royalty interest 
be granted the present owners where inter
ests have been retained by the Government, 
in the case of suspected mineral. The full 
estate should be granted where no mineral 
is anticipated. The type of work to be done 
in the case of mining claims in order to 
hold them should be regulated by the Ad
visory Boards and Range Managers. 

We feel that the Oommission should look 
into the field of "payments in lieu of taxes". 
This is a large field and should not be con
fined to Public Lands only. It should cover 
Federal ownership of real property of all 
kinds, wherever located. It appears to us 
that payment in kind is not generally ger
mane to the issue. There is no real differ
ence to the community whether the prop
erty is owned by the Government or a large 
corporation. This applies to a Post Office, 
Park, or range land. The City, County, and 
State are entitled to exactly the same reve
nue from the property, regardless of owner
ship. The same benefits and liabilities ac
crue to a community whether land or 
buildings are owned by Government, an 
Insurance Company~ or ranchers. The same 
is true whether range land 1s owned privately 
in fee simple or by the Government in New 
Mexico. Both conduct activities within and 
without their boundaries which are "serv
ices in kind". The Government conducts 
myriad activities everywhere ranging from 
Federal aid for highways to the Poverty Pro
gram. What it chooses to do in relation to 
its property holdings or because of them 
should have no bearing on the revenue to 
support the community. Private improve
ments on Federal Land are taxed and the 
States and communities are entitled to fair 
revenue from the land themselves just as if 
they were privately owned. 

There is a related problem to the "in lieu 
of taxes" question. Recently, some States 
have instituted the practice of taxing "pos
sessory interests." This mearis that permit
tees and lessees of Federal lands are being 
taxed on their lease or permit. This would 
indicate that the community is not receiv
ing revenue in lieu of taxes in an equal 
amount to that from private lands. This 
creates a very undesirable situation-per
mittees are put in very unequal positions and 
some are at a great disadvantage. It is gen
erally accepted that real estate is taxed to 
the land lord or owner, and in any event, only 
once. This is a matter that should be in
vestigated and steps taken to require uni-
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formity of action. Regardless of the method, 
the result should be uniform and equitable. 

State-Federal land exchanges are becom
ing a problem in some areas. The State pro
poses these exchanges for various reasons-
to get better land, better mineral opportunity, 
to "block up" their holdings, or in order to 
sell land. This can be undesirable in that it 
disrupts the land pattern, changes theory of 
administration, reduces the chance of the 
State to participate in new discoveries of 
valuable features (reduced "spread"). It is 
recommended that such exchanges be al
lowed only with the concurrence of the users, 
and then only after full examination of the 
circumstances. 

We tn the Southwest are very preoccupied 
with water. The States have developed a 
body of water right laws to suit their needs, 
and it has been accepted that the States 
have the right to control the water within 
their boundaries except for interstate 
streams. The entire economy and society 
of the West is dependent upon the security 
of the orderly use, control, and allotment of 
water. The rights to water have been con
sidered to be property rights. This entire 
concept was shattered a few years ago by a 
Federal Court decision in the "Camp Pendle
ton" case. The courts held that water rising 
on Federal Land is owned by the Govern
ment, and can be appropriated without com
pensation to the users of long standing. 
This is a serious matter in that most water 
in the West rises in the high country, which 
happens to be National Forest Land in most 
cases. In areas of high percentage Federal 
landholdings, this means that nearly all the 
water may be declared Federal and taken 
for Federal purposes. This is a Sword of 
Damocles hanging over the head of prac
tically every community. Under this doc
trine, the greater part of the :flow of the 
Colorado or Rio Grande could be diverted 
to some Federal activity leaving Los Angeles, 
Albuquerque, El Paso, and many other com
munities literally high and dry. We doubt 
that this country intended this doctrine to 
result from its landholdings. Congressional 
action is the only cure. 

In summary, we feel that, in essence, the 
Federal Government should, as rapidly as 
possible and to the greatest reasonable ex
tent, withdraw from the ownership of land 
and its management. It should hold no 
full title nor part of title that does not have 
a very strong overriding reason for retention. 
There should be .devised a means to put as 
much of this land into private ownership 
or under regular leases as can be taken up 
by individuals as soon as possible. For the 
protection of the community, state and 
nation, there must be some form of pref
erence to protect the present land users. 
The economy of the Public Land States is 
so heavily and vitally involved with present 
uses that its protection is essential. It is 
not suggested that all of this land go into 
private ownership. This question will best 
be settled by economics and the character 
of the land on an area basis. The main 
point is that it is essential that the lands 
be used and developed and that this can 
best be done under private control and man
agement. If public needs for the land to 
develop, the Government certainly has the 
means to reacquire them or the needed 
rights. In the mean time, they wm be con
tributing immeasurably more to the gen
eral good of the nation. 

The retained title and parts of title should 
be administered, if possible under long term 
lease under the direction of advisory boards 
elected by the local user groups much in 
the manner of the boards that exist under 
the Taylor Grazing Act. There should be 
a basic law setting out the uses and con
ditions of use, and the elected boards should 
administer the law. The boards should have 
full administrative authority within the 
guidelines of the law. The law should set 
out the guidelines for all types of uses as 

the Taylor Act now does for grazing. A 
frame-work for fees should be set out in 
the law so that economic uses of the re
sources would pay in relation to the economic 
facts. Fees for public uses, if any, would 
be set in the law or at a national level. Ec
onomic uses would be charged with the re
sponsibility of conversation applicable to the 
use, and if operating without title, would 
operate under leases of suitable duration. 
In the case of grazing, leases should be 
from thirty to fifty years duration. They 
should be transferrable, heritable, and suita
ble as pledges as security. The best features 
of the mining laws should be preserved to 
encourage discovery, but the method of do
ing assessment work on claims should be 
subject to approval by the boards. Recre
ation .and wildlife development should be 
the responsibility of the State and com
munity. Federal payments in lieu of taxes 
would be at a level corresponding to the 
taxes on similar values in the area. 

Exchanges should be facilitated with pri
vate interests and consideration given to 
granting of title to the surface in return for 
improvement and conservation work. Sales 
to any interest should be limited to eco
nomic areas such as a ranch unit to avoid 
speculation. Sales in the immediate area 
or rapidly expanding communities should 
be in any size area up to a limit of forty or 
so acres, with one unit to the customer un
less he has developed and sold his previous 
purchase. There should be no strings at
tached to the patent in this case, and title 
should be full. Sales should not have to 
wait on community planning or zoning. 
When land is sold away from a lessee or 
permittee, he should be paid the economic 
value of his loss out of the proceeds of the 
sale. The minimum price for urban or su
burban sales should be the productive value 
of the land, with public auction setting the 
final price. Local governments should have 
a preference at the productive value, on 
credit, only for land needed for public pur
poses with a reverter in the patent should 
the land be put to any economic use. 

EXTENDING THE RIGHT OF SUF
FRAGE TO THE 18- TO 20-YEAR
OLD GROUP 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to add my name as one of the 

· cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 8, 
Senator MANSFIELD's proposed constitu
tional amendment which would lower 
the voting age to 18. As a member of the 
Indiana General Assembly, I twice in
troduced resolutions which would have 
extended the franchise to young men and 
women 19 years of age or more, and I 
expressed my support this year for' a 
similar proposal which has been made in 
my home State. 

It has been my privilege for many 
years to work closely with young people 
throughout Indiana. I have made hun
dreds of speeches at high schools and 
colleges, have employed dozens of young 
college students in my office as interns, 
and have observed the increasing amount 
of responsibility which has been placed 
upon young people in political campaigns 
by both major political parties. 

My associations with these young 
leaders of tomorrow has always been in
vigorating and informative. Their dis-
cussion of current issues demonstrates 
knowledge as well as interest; their ques
tions are intelligent and incisive; they 
do not hesitate to challenge the views of 
others; and they demand rational and 
explicit arguments in support of con-

troversial viewpoints. Persons over 18 
today are being called upon to make deci
sions as students, members of the Armed 
Forces, wives, and employees which re
quire the same capacity and judgment 
as those who are over 21. Those who 
argue that these people are not yet 
ready, whether physically, emotionally, 
or mentally, to participate in popular 
elections ignore the tremendous changes 
in education, communication, travel, and 
culture which have occurred in the last 
half century. 

It is a well-known fact that the voting 
participation record of those who are in 
the 21 to 30 age bracket is the lowest for 
all groups. Although many factors no 
doubt contribute to this, it seems to me 
that a very important element is the 
present 3- or 4-year gap between the 
conclusion of secondary school and the 
attainment of voting age. At the very 
time when a young man or woman grad
uates from high school, eager and willing 
to participate fully in the prerogatives 
of citizenship, he is denied the right of 
expressing his will and convictions at the 
ballot box. His study of history, govern
ment, and other subjects has impressed 
upon him the importance of taking an 
active role in his Nation, his State, and 
his community, yet he must wait several 
years before he can vote. 

By the time they have aehieved the 
age of 21, many young people have be
come deeply involved in military, educa
tional, family, or vocational activities. 
Consequently, their previous interest in 
public affairs has diminished or has been 
overshadowed. Absentee voting laws of 
some States also impose obstacles which 
discourage or prevent exercise of the 
franchise. Lowering the qualifying age 
to 18 COl;lld help to establish a pattern 
of voting behavior which would improve 
the record of participation at the polls in 
later years. . 

Mr. President, a series of three articles 
on the 18-year-old vote was recently 
published in the Bloomington-Bedford, 
Ind., Sunday Herald-Times. These ar
ticles, which were written by Philip 
Werdell, of the Moderator, examine some 
of the questions involved in this issue 
and call attention to the opinions of a 
number of student groups and public 
officials. I ask unanimous consent that 
the articles be printed at this point in 
theRECORI). 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Bloomington-Bedford Herald

Times, Jan. 8, 1967] 
YoUTH EYES BALLOT-"0LD ENOUGH To FIGHT, 

OLD ENouGH To VoTE" 
EAST LANSING, MICH.-(NEA)-It did not 

make the newspapers nationally because it 
was only a minor issue to the Michigan vot
ers last November. 

But Michigan students were extremely dis
appointed when a proposal to grant suffrage 
to 18-, 19- and 20-year-old Michigan citizens 
was voted down 2 to lin a statewide refer
endum last November. 

"The major reason we lost is because not 
one politician campaigned actively for us," 
said Ed Robinson, student body president 
at the University of Michigan. 

"The issue of the 18-year-old vote could 
easily pick . up again by election time in 
1968." 
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Student interest in the issue already is 

picking up around the country. 
At the University of Colorado, the Young 

Democrats have taken up the task of or
ganizing support among the student body 
for the 18-year-old vote. Club Vice Presi
dent Terry Jones said, "I think that if the 
18-year-olds were given the vote, placing 
more responsibility on them, high schools 
would have to become more responsible in 
making students aware of politics." 

At the University of California at Los 
Angeles a student referendum was held on 
the 18-year-old vote. Students voted 2 to 
1 in favor, just the opposite of the returns 
from the Michigan referendum. "It showed 
that it is not a dead issue," said Ron Javor, 
who originated the UCLA referendum. · 

Rallies have begun by students at Adelphi 
College in New York to develop student sup
port for the votes. 

Ken Davis of Drake University has been 
elected by a group of student governments 
in Iowa and Nebraska colleges to lobby for 
the vote with .the Young Democrats in that 
region. · 

At the University of Mississippi, the stu
dent newspaper has begun an editorial cam
paign for it. 

The Redlands University Bulldog editori
alized recently in favor of the vote. Student 
editor Hal Hedrick wrote, "The 18-year-old 
who is deemed mature enough to accept the 
rigors ·of war is said to be too young to de
fend and lead his country in more peaceful 
times." 

Everybody, just about, thinks 18-year-olds 
should be allowed to vote. President John
son thinks so and the late President Kennedy 
t}lought so. In fact, no one running for 
na;tional omce since World War II has not 
endorsed lowering the voting age. 

Most of the House of Representatives and 
moot of the Senate now favor the 18-year
old vote, and so do most of our governors, 
according to a poll taken in September by 
Moderator magazine. More than 55 per cent 
of America's adults favor lowering the voting 
age. And so do most 18-to-20-year-olds. 

So why aren't 18-year-olds voting? 
Former President Eisenhower proposed 

that 18-, 19- and 20-year-olds be given the 
right to vote. A constitutional amendment 
to that effect was passed by the House in 
1954. 

But in the U.S. Senate, the amendment 
failed by five votes. Five of the senawrs 
who voted against the amendment favored 
extending the suffrage, but they favored 
"states' rights" more. Senators John F. 
Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson, Russell Long, 
Price Daniel and Richard B. Russell thought 
that the decision about voting age should 
be left up to the individual states. And the 
issue was dropped. 

Gov. George Romney proposed the 18-year
old vote for Michigan. The Michigan House 
and Senate followed by putting the issue 
up for referendum on the Nov. 8 ballot. 

With war comes the slogan, "Old enough 
to fight, old enough to vote." The war in 
Vietnam has made many people question 
whether the youngsters fighting for Uncle 
Sam shoUldn't have the right to vote. 

Many agree with that sentiment. "It is 
my judgment that the high schools and col
leges are doing a better job of teaching the 
sciences than in previous decades. I think 
this generation of young people is better in
formed about government problems and more 
actively concerned about national and in
ternational issues than my generation was 
at that age," says Congresswoman Edith 
Green of the House Commi-ttee on Education 
and Labor. 

"Our expanded communicationl'l systems 
has made today's young person much more 
aware of what is happening in the United 
States and throughout the world than was 
ht.s grandfather, even at age 25," Rep. J. 

Arthur Younger (R-Calif.) adds. There are 
facts supporting the vote: 

Experienced educators observe that stu
dents are taking their education more and 
more seriously. 

Increasing specialization of employment 
boday places heavier demands on the fresh
out-of-high-school students who enter the 
labor market, and they have responded well 
to these demands. 

Young people have become increasingly 
active in local and national political cam
paigns of both parties since the presidential 
candidacies of John F. Kennedy and Barry 
Goldwater. 

Most members of the Peace Corps and Vista 
come from the under-21 age group. Over 
200,000 American students are tutoring cul
turally deprived children in America's slums 
and ghettos. 

"America is young and getting younger," 
says Rep. Donald Rumsfeld (R-Ill.). "Half 
of the population increase in the last five 
years has been in the 14-24 age group. 
Thirty-four million Americans are between 
14 and 24, many of them serving their coun
try in the military services. There is a grow
ing awareness on the part of young America 
of the importance of the democratic way of 
life, and that this interest may be nurtured 
and encouraged through access to the ballot 
box." 

Dick Gasperini, president of the Student 
Oouncil at Michigan Technological Univer
sity, put it this way: "Today's youth are the 
real leaders of this country. People no 
longer strive to keep up with the Joneses but 
with youth." 

YoUNG "VOTERS" WOULD CAMPAIGN FOB 
RIGHT 

NEW YORK-(NEA)-To be a knight in 
King Arthur's court, a man was required to 
be 21. The English tradition of common law, 
established in the United States more than 
150 years ago, says that the minimum age 
for voting is 21. 

At 21, we say, youngsters become adults. 
But then, youngsters between the ages of 18 
and 21 assume a wide range of adult respon
sibilities: 

All can sign job con trac·ts and all are re
quired to pay property and income taxes. 
Over half do. 

All are tried in adult courts and, if found 
guilty, committed to state or federal prisons. 

All are excluded from most of the aid to 
dependent children. However, they are con
sidered adults by insurance companies and 
can sign contracts for coverage which are 
legal and binding. 

Almost all are considered by their society 
to be mature enough to marry without their 
parent's consent. 

All males can be drafted into the Army, 
and both males and females cll!n independ
ently contract for numerous branches of the 
military. 

Between the ages of 18 and 21, youngsters 
begin to raise questions about America's po
litical system. 

They wonder about the fact that the na
tion's citiznery is growing younger while the 
average age of the electorate is rising. 

Many learn that public omcials in Georgia 
and Kentucky, after more than 10 years ex
perience with 18 as a minimum voting age, 
universally praise their state's action to let 
its younger citizens vote. 

All hear about the theory of democracy 
by consensus. They read national opinion 
polls which since 1954 have found more than 
55 per cent of America's voting citizens in 
favor of suffrage for 18-20-year-olds. They 
wonder why they aren't voting. 

Young men and women 18, 19 and 20 years 
of age aren't children and aren't adults. 
What are they, then? 

Students are especially perplexed. In our 
tecb:ilological society, they must commit 
more time to an education which that so-

ciety demands. Yet, while making that com
mitment, they have no opportunity of tast
ing the rewards and responsib111ties of being 
full-fledged citizens in that society. 

Their responses are understandable, though 
paradoxical. Some have taken their com
mitment to society seriously, even though 
they have no omcial responsibility. America 
heralds their praises with special scholar
ships, trips to the Olympics, headlines about 
voter registration, Voice of America stories 
on the Peace Corps, citizenship awards and 
the occasional acknowledgement that youth
ful idealism carried a particular social move
ment beyond what anyone saw as possible in 
the near future. 

Others have taken their lack of social re
sponsibility seriously. Adults observe with 
frustration their glimpses of defiance and 
delinquency-the use of psychedelic drugs, 
joy riding, stealing unrelated to need and 
having "too much" fun. 

Both of these groups talk of alienation 
from a society that refuses to include them 
formally in its decisions. Some students be
long to both groups, who represent perhaps 
20 per cent of the young people in Amer
ica. Many of the rernaining bear their alien
ation mOTe quietly, being neither delinquents 
nor idealists. 

How do they all feel about lowering the 
voting age? Last summer, soon after a two
thirds vote in both the Michigan state 
houses placed the 18-year-old vote issue up 
for referendum. Moderator magazine polled 
students across the nation. 

Only 37 of 415 student government omcera 
who replied were not in favor of suffrage for 
18-20-year-olds. The 18-year-old vote got 
near unanimous support !rom over 1,000 stu
dent leaders of over 250 schools at the Na
tional Student Congress in August. 

Moderator asked a second question: "Do 
you expect that students on your campus 
would take an active part in a campaign for 
the 18-year-old vote?" 

The answers were many and varied, but 
they generally presented two opinions. First, 
they indicated that a very large majority of 
students are in favor of the vote. Second, 
and especially on larger, more well-known, 
urban campuses, there is a significant mi
nority of students who would work actively 
in a campaign for the vote. 

The students who would work to get the 
vote are mainly those already politically in
volved. "At almost every political gather
ing on campus, I hear at least one student 
remark, 'If I only had the vote . . .' Many 
of these students would and will work for a 
consti-tutional amendmelllt giving the 18-20-
year-old the vote," wrote Steve Finestein, 
treasurer of the Student Council at Temple 
University. 

Even among those students who won't or 
can't campaign for the issue, most support 
it. 

POLITICIANS DON'T OPPOSE THE IDEA 

NEw YoRK-(NEA)-Politicians don't op
pose the 18-year-old vote. Neither do they 
actively work for it, mainly because they 
have dimculty in finding practical reasons 
to do so. 

Young people, it is reasoned, pack little 
political power. There are few practical po
litical gains in youthful enthusiasm and 
honesty. Since both parties would support 
18-year-old voting in an election, the issue 
is not a vote-getter for one candidate as op
posed to the other. 

A politician has plenty to lose by opposing 
the 18-year-old vote, because if it passes he 
has offended the new members of his con
stituency, but he has little to gain from 
vigorous support. 

The majority in support of the issue is 
unorganized. But the minority opposed to 
it is organized, in a sense. Until the Su
preme Court decision on reapportionment, 
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senators from rural areas controlled state 
Senates. While state houses favored the 18-
year-old vote, the issue failed to pass the 
state Senates because of rural senators' op
position. 

Why? Most of the new voters live in the 
cities. With reapportionment, the situation 
has changed. 

A very powerful minority of one opposing 
the issue is Rep. Emanuel Celler, J?-N.Y., 
chairman of the House Judiciary Committee. 
Bills supporting the 18-year-old vote must 
pass through his committee. Celler has con
sistently opposed any move to call for public 
hearings of the issues and has not allowed 
any resolutions to be reported by the Judi-
ciary Committee. . 

The "States Rights" senators are the third 
minority. Robert Kennedy stands .among 
them, saying, "I personally favor lowering 
the voting age to 18 . . . But, I do not think 
we should amend the Constitution of the 
United States to require an 18-year-old vot
ing age generally. 

"This is a matter which each state should 
be free to decide for itself. It is in accord
ance with that principle that I would sup
port a decision by New York to lower the 
yoting age." 

Kennedy's fellow senator from New York, 
Republican Jacob Javits, speaks for most 
Americans: "I believe that the minimum vot
ing age should be 18 rather than 21 ... In 
order to change the minimum voting age, I 
believe that a constitutional amendment 
granting suffrage to those who reach the 
age of 18 would be far more equitable than 
state action. 

"I do not believe that the citizens of some 
states should have the right to vote at 18 
while persons in other states do not vote 
until they are 21." 

Why aren't the large minority of 12 mill1on 
Americans between 18 and 21 working for the 
18-year-old vote? There never has been a 
successful suffrage movement in the United 
States without strong initiative and organi
zation from those who want the vote. But 
it looks as if students are beginning to take 
that initiative. 

Student organizations are forming around 
the 18-year-old vote. More than one inter
collegiate attempt has been made in Cali
fornia, though none have been particularly 
successful as yet. 

The New Jersey Student Committee for 
Undergraduate Education (CUE), which 
pushed through New Jersey's tuition-free 
college plan, shifted its focus to the 18-year
old vote last year at a state constitutional 
convention. 

The University of Minnesota's student gov
ernment has taken a strong stand on the 
vote and is organizing on other campuses 
in the state. 

The students in Michigan have been most 
active, however, indicating that students will 
respond to the issue of the young vote when 
it is a realistic possibility. 

At a statewide conference about the issue, 
held before classes to inform and organize 
student leaders about 18-year-old vote, a 
record 45 student leaders from 13 colleges 
appeared. Twelve other student govern
ments indicated strong interest but were not 
able to attend the short-notice call. 

State officers of the Young Democrats and 
Young Republicans pledged their support. 
Civic leaders were led to donate over $10,000 
to the ad hoc student organization. The 
University of Michigan student government 
contributed $1,000 and similar contributions 
were pledged from a number of other student 
governments. In two short months, students 
were more organized and the organization 
was better financed than any comparable 
student issue in Michigan's history. 

But the Michigan referendum was beaten. 
Its passage doubtless would have spurred the 
18-20 age group in other states. But then, 
lts defeat isn't exactly hurting the issue. 

A GUIDE FOR THE HANDICAPPED TO 
THE NATIONAL PARKS 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the "Guide to the National 
Parks and Monuments for Handicapped 
Tourist" has at last been printed. It is 
now available through the President's 
Committee on the Employment of the 
Handicapped, the Veterans Employment 
Service and the National Crippled Chil
dren's Association. 

Many thousands of copies have been 
printed. Should more be needed I have 
been assured that they will be printed so 
that those who may have a use for the 
guide will always find them available. 

It was over 2 years ago that I first pro
posed the gathering of the information 
on which this publication is based. The 
National Parks Service has cooperated 
to the fullest extent in gathering the ma
terial. The Veterans' Employment Serv
ice is performing a great service; it has 
published the guide and is handling its 
distribution. The staff of the President's 
Committee and the Multiple Sclerosis 
Association of Greater Washington, D.C., 
performed the almost herculean task of 
editing and organizing the information 
which flooded in from parks and monu
ments across the country. Thanks 
should go to all of these organizations. 
Particular thanks should go to Mr. Ed
mond Leonard, of the President's Com
mittee, without whose determination and 
leadership this guide would not have 
been possible. 

The guide is not perfect. Not every 
park or monument is reported nor are 
the existing reports as detailed or use
ful as we might wish. This guide, how
ever, is the first; it is not the last. There 
will be new editions of the guide in years 
ahead as more information is obtained 
and as more facilities for the handi
capped are provided. 

At the present time in far too many 
parks there is for all effects and purposes 
a sign at the gate which reads "Closed to 
the handicapped." 

We are taking this sign down. 
As new facilities are constructed and 

old ones remodeled thought is being 
given to the needs of the handicapped. 
This is a good thing. It has my full sup
port. Perhaps-who knows?-in the 
years ahead it will be possible to restore 
the ramps at President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt's house at Hyde Park. These 
ramps were, of course, in place when the 
President was alive. He was restricted 
most of the time to living in a wheel
chair, and without these ramps he would 
not have been able to live at Hyde Park. 
It is ironic to find that when Hyde Park 
became a national park the President's 
ramps were removed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the preface to this guide, writ
ten by President LYI1don Johnson; the 
foreword, written by Harold Russell, 
chairman of the President's Committee; 
and the introduction, written by myself, 
may be made a part of the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I urge all Senators and 
Representatives to assist in seeing to it 
that this guide receives as wide a dis
tribution as possible. 

There being no objection, the items 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington. 
The grandeur and heritage of this proud 

land belong to all its people. The only 
limitation to the enjoyment of our scenic 
beauty is that dictated by the capacity of our 
spirit. 

Persons with physical handicaps have 
demonstrated the almost limitless capacity 
of their spirit. 

I urge them, as I do all of our citizens, to 
discover the inspiring saga of our historic 
past as preserved in our national monuments. 
I urge them to experience the remarkable 
beauty of our national parks. 

I am hopeful that this Guide will offer a 
convenient means for tourists with physical 
limitations to plan their trips and visits. 
And I hope that their visits will be reward
ing and refreshing. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

FOREWORD 

Recent years have brought the public to 
the realization that a startling revolution 
is taking place among severely handicapped 
persons. No longer are paraplegics in wheel
chairs or persons with ambulatory impair
ments content to stay at home and remain 
out of sight. They are going places and 
doing things. And they are living independ
ently and unassisted ... or, at least, they 
prefer to, as much as possible. 

One of the biggest obstacles in their path 
to independence is the problem of architec
tural barriers-thoughtless design features 
which are taken for granted by the average 
able-bodied person, but which shut out 
thousands of disabled people from the main
stream of public life. These barriers might 
be an imposing flight of steps which a visitor 
in a wheelchair, or who uses crutches or 
braces, cannot negotiate. Or, the barriers 
might be narrow doors at an entrance to 
a building or at a restroom which cannot 
admit someone who uses a wheelchair. 

Anyone with a little imagination, by put
ting himself mentally in a wheelchair for 
a day, can encounter many more barriers 
which the handicapped must surmount in 
their ordinary, day-by-day living ... water 
fountains out of reach, telephone booths de
signed like accordions, elevators shaped liked 
closets ... just to mention a few. 

The number of people caught in this prob
lem involve more than the 250,000 in wheel
chairs, 200,000 with heavy leg braces, or the 
140,000 with artificial limbs. Over 5 million 
persons with heart conditions and 17 million 
persons over 65 would also benefit by easier 
access to buildings. 

After watching a growing army of disabled 
persons take their rightful place in the world 
of work during the past two decades, the 
President's Committee on Employment of the 
Handicapped saw the need for organized ac
tion to try to elim1na te or reduce the problem 
of architectural barriers. The severely handi
capped were still being ex.cluded from pla.ces 
of work and from places intended for public 
use where they had a legitimate right to 
enter. 

The President's Committee in 1959 teamed 
up with the National Society for Crippled 
Children and Adults, and with the assistance 
of about 60 interested organizations, devel
oped a set of specifications which were ap
proved in 1961 by the American Standards 
Association. These specifications, entitled 
"Making Buildings and FaciUties Accessible 
To, and Usable By, the Physically Handi
capped," have been well received and widely 

Jadopted in the ensuing years by government 
agencies and by private builders, contrac
tors, and architects. 

Although employment opportunities for 
the handicapped is the primary mission of 
the President's Committee, its concern for 
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their acceptance in all facets of daily living 
brings the Committee to this present project 
of comp111ng a directory for the handicapped 
to our nB~tional parks and monuments. 
Leisure time activities are a natural adjunct 
to the working day, and the Committee 
through firm conviction wishes to cooperate 
with the President's advice to "Discover 
America." 

The magnificent resources of our National 
Park Service should be available to all 
American citiZens. It would seem most use
ful for our handicapped citizens to have 
some information on the accessib111ty of the 
park fac111ties. Forewarned with such in
formation, the handicapped traveler would be 
able to plan his travels with confidence and 
assurance. He would also be entitled to en
joy the grandeur of our natural resources 
without facing the embarrassment of being 
rejected at the end of his journey. 

The information contained in this direc
tory was taken from questionnaires sent to 
over 200 units of the National Park Service 
at the request of Senator E. L. (Bob) Bart
lett of Alaska, who for many years has cham
pioned the cause of the handicapped by 
promoting their acceptance into publlc life. 
Assistance to the staff of the President's 
Oommlttee in comp111ng and editing the di
rectory is acknowledged and gratefully 
credited to the Multiple S'clerosis Association 
of Greater Washington, D.C. 

The President's Committee is deeply ap
preciative of the cooperation of the Veter
ans Employment Service, Bureau of Employ
ment Security, Manpower Administration, 
U.S. Department of Labor, for making pos
sible the publication of this guidebook. 

HAROLD RUSSELL, 
Chairman, the President's Committee on 

Employment of the Handicapped. 

INTRODUCTION 

A Senator from Alaska knows well what 
beauty and pleasures exist in our national 
parks and monuments. The stark, awesome 
heights of Mount McKinley National Park, 
the eerie moonlike landscape of Katmai Na
tional Monument, the shimmering, changing 
blues of Glacier Bay National Monument: 
Alaska offers the visitor everything to in
trigue the eye and rest the spirit. 

No less is true of the other 229 national 
parks and monuments located across the 
country, in every State, not far from eve~y 
city. As a nation, one of our greatest treas
ures is our park system. Last year alone, 121 
million people visited one or more parks or 
monuments. These people know how valu
able, how restful, how pleasant is such a 
.visit. 

They are lucky. 
The handicapped are not so lucky. 
Unfortunately, most of our parks are built 

for the physically fit. The young and the 
strong may ride the trails, cllmb the hills, 
camp out under the stars. It, of course, 
would be inappropriate to ask that the trails 
climbs, and remote camping grounds be made 
accessible to those who can no longer carry 
a pack or hike a trail. 

In too many of our parks, however, it is 
only the young and the strong who can make 
use of the museums, the exhibits, the restau
rants, the hotels, the cabins, and the rest
rooms. The handicapped are unnecessarily 
barred from these facilities because of simple, . 
thoughtless, and stupid architectural bar-
rters. 

Too often there are steps leading up to 
the entrance. 

Too often the doorway into the bathroom 
is too narrow for a wheelchair. 

Too often there is no readily available 
parking place close to the building. 

Too often there are no guardrails, stair
cases are too steep, or !ac111ties are inacces
sible. 

Too often, in !act, there might as well be a 
great big sign Bit the park entrance saying, 
"Closed to the Handicapped." 

This is a sad but not permanent state of 
things. In a memorandum sent to all re
gional directors and :fleld design om.ces of the 
National Park Service !rom its Washington 
headquarters, these encouraging words were 
included: 

The Director has instructed that the Serv
ice adopt at once an architectural code that 
will, in the future, make all public use type 
buildings erected in the parks usable by the 
handicapped. In those instances where it 1s 
feasible to make modifications or additions 
to present visitor centers and other public 
use buildings that will render them usable to 
the handicapped, it should be considered and 
programed. 

Accessible f·aclllties for the handicapped 
are not enough. The handicapped must 
know where they are and how to make use 
o! them. It is for this reason that I sug
gested that such information be gathered 
and put in booklet form. The preparation 
of this booklet has taken much time, e1fort, 
and cooperation. The National Park Service, 
the President's Committee on Employment 
of the Handicapped, and the Multiple Scle
rosis Association of Greater Washington, D.O., 
deserve our grateful thanks. 

Not all of our parks are yet accessible to 
the handicapped but some of them are. This 
booklet tells which, where, and how. 

I hope it has the largest possible circula
tion. 

E. L. (BOB) BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senator. 

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, with the 

country growing more and more con
scious of the desperate need to take re
medial action to control water pollution, 
it is appropriate to invite the attention 
of Senators to a speech on this vital sub
ject by the distinguished Representative 
from Indiana [Mr. RousHJ. The ad
dress was delivered before the annual 
meeting of the Great Lakes Commission, 
December 15, 1966-a meeting which I 
also was privileged to address. 

It was particularly fitting that the 
commission chose to hold this year's 
meeting in Indiana. Until recently, In
diana was the only State bordering the 
Great Lakes which did not have a deep
water public harbor. In the closing days 
of the 89th Congress, however, we were 
fortunate in passing a bill authorizing 
the construction of the Burns Waterway 
Harbor. As a result, Indiana has be
come a full-fledged partner in the de
velopment of the Great Lakes region. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
speech be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

· RESPONSmn.rriES FOR WATER 
QUALrrY STANDARDS 

(Address by Hon. J. Edward Roush, Repre
sentative from Indiana, at the annual 
meeting of the Great Lakes Commission, 
Indianapolis, Ind., December 15, 1966) 

As attention has focused more intensely 
on the state of man's environment of late 
there have been highlighted a number of 
obstacles to optimum progress toward its im
provement through the abatement and con
trol of water pollution. There can be no 
question as to the importance of the quality 
of nation's water supply for it is of vital con
cern to each and every one of us. 

Obstacles in the way of attaining and 
maintaining quality of water to desirable 
standards include incomplete basic data, un
clear llnes of demarcation o! responsib111ty, 

shortage of trained technical personnel, and 
that bug-a-boo of all creative endeavor, lack 
of sumcient money. 

The amendments to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act which the Congress 
approved in 1965 and 1966 will I firmly be
lieve go far toward amellorating some of 
these problems, but not all by any means. I 
shall continue as I have in the past, to work 
toward the eventual conquest, so far as pos
sible, of the multi-faceted problems affecting 
our water resources, especially the abate
ment and control of pollution. 

The 1965 amendments increased funds 
available for all phases of Federal activities 
concerned with pollution control but the 
1966 Act provides an even more powerful 
weapon of attack on the problem of finance. 
The 1966 Act authorized a total of $3.4 billlon 
to be appropriated for use as Federal con
struction grants to municipallties through 
fiscal year 1971. At the same time it re
moved the ce111ng on individual grants. 
This should prove to be a valuable incentive 
for larger cities to get busy on construction 
of waste treatment fac111ties which were 
heretofore not ellgible for Federal assistance 
and were being held in abeyance because of 
financial di1H.culties. Under varying circum
stances the Federal grants may be increased 
to as much as 55 percent of construction 
cost, provided the States also extend finan
cial assistance. 

Funds were also increased for the training 
of technical personnel of public agencies. 
For the first time Federal funds are to be 
made available to States and local agencies 
for up to 50 percent of administrative costs 
for planning for a period of three years, if it 
is belleved that the agency is capable of 
developing an effective, comprehensive water 
quality control and pollution abatement 
program for a drainage basin. 

Another first is the authorization for 
grants to industry for research and demon
stration projects for the prevention of pollu
tion of water by industry. A study is called 
foro! possible methods of furnishing incen
tives to industry to construct treatment 
works, by tax preference or by other means. 

A previously neglected area-estuaries and 
the estuarine waters-is to be studied and 
recommendations are to be made concerning 
the effects of pollution on all beneficial uses 
of those waters. The study, llmited to three 
years, is to be conducted by the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration with 
the cooperation of all interested parties, 
Federal, State and local governments, and 
private interests. 

The report to Congress following comple
tion of this study is to make recommenda
tions for a comprehensive national program 
for the preservation, study, use and develop
ment of the estuaries of the Nation and the 
respective responsib111ties which should be 
assumed by Federal, State and local govern
ments and by all public and private inter
ests. 

The Oil Pollution Act was extended to 
apply to all navigable waters of the United 
States and its enforcement transferred to 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

A matter o! particular interest to the 
Great Lakes region is the provision contained 
in Section 17 of the 1966 Clean Rivers Act 
which directs the Secretaries of the Interior, 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and the 
Army and the Coast Guard to conduct a 
full and complete study and investigation of 
the extent of pollution of all navigable waters 
from litter and sewage deposited by wa.ter
craft, and of methods for combatting it. A 
report, together with recommendations for 
action is called for by July 1, 1967. 

The gaps in baste data will require time 
anct sustained effort to close. The 1966 Act 
provides for increased funds for research. 
The Federal regional research laboratories, 
of which there are now four; one being con
structed in Duluth, which is expected to be 
completed in May 1967; and possibly as many 
.as seven others, to be constructed, Will 
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broaden and extend Federal activities in this 
field. 

It should be the responsib111ty of State 
water pollution control, what resources, and 
public health agencies to be extremely active 
in this area. The local agencies wm con
tribute substantially to the total knowledge 
by providing local data to be correlated and 
coordinated on a basin wide basis, later to 
be utll1zed and coordinated by the Federal 
Government in considemtion of interstate 
pollution problems. 

Stated in as brief terms as possible the 
responsib111ty for the establishment of water 
quality standards lies in the States. This 
has long been the viewpoint of Congress 
and that body has stated in successive leg
islative acts that water pollution control is 
the primary responsib111ty of the States. 

In the Water Quality Act of 1965 authority 
was given to the Secretary of the Interior to 
establish standards of water quality to be 
applicable to interstate waters or portions 
thereof only in the absence of effective State 
action. The standards were to be formulated 
in accordance with accepted administrative 
procedures call1ng for public notice, public 
hearings, and consultation with affected pub
lic and private interests. The standards 
would then be subject to revision either by 
the Secretary on his own or when petitioned 
to do so by the Governor of any affected 
State. 

Once the standards have been established, 
by June 30, 1967, as specified in the Act, any 
discharge of matter which reduces the quality 
of the waters below the established standards 
is subject to existing provisions of law which 
authorize the Attorney General, at the re
quest of the Secretary of the Interior, to 
bring suit on behalf of the United States to 
obtain abatement of interstate pollution, and 
with the written consent of the Governor, to 
bring suit to abate intrastate pollution. 

The Secretary's authority is not arbitrary. 
The States have ample authority to act, and 
there must be a conference of affected in
terests before Federal standards may be set. 

It is the responsib11ity of municipalities 
and other local agencies to make their wishes 
known as to the type of water quality they 
desire that will meet their requirements for 
all legitimate uses. This is done through the 
medium of appearances or presentation of 
statements at public hearings held by the 
State agency responsible under State law for 
establishing quality standards. These pre
sumably and customarily are held at various 
times and places within the affected State so 
that all who desire may be heard. 

The keystone to this process is that the 
local interests, private as well as public, must 
make their wishes known and the State must 
recognize and consider all legitimate bene
ficial uses of water in estrublishing state-wide 
water quality standards. 

Where Congress has established multi
state compacts, such as the Delaware River 
Basin Compact, with authority to establish 
water quality standards, the Secretary's au
thority does not supplant that of the com
mission. Rather his authority 1s held in 
reserve, for use only if the commission fails 
to meet its responsibilities. This no doubt 
will be equally true of the River Basin Com
missions to be established under the Water 
Resources Planning Act. The Northeast 
River Basin Commission is the only one fully 
established at this time but there are several 
others that have been approved in principal 
and will be establ1shed in fact in the near 
future. 

However, the f-act remains, as it always has, 
that prim.ary responsibility resides in the 
States. 

The Secretary of the Interior on the occa
sion of assuming jurisdiction over the Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Administration 
as accomplished by Executive Order effective 
May 10, 1966, addressed identical letters to 
the Governors of the 50 States. 

Thls letter called the Governors' attention 

to the provision of the 1965 Act which called 
upon the States to signify their intention by 
October 2, 1966 to establish State-wide water 
quality standards by June SO, 1967. 

Accompanying the letters were Guidelines 
!or establishing water quality standards !or 
interstate water. 

The Secretary indicated that it was the 
position and purpose of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration to encour
age and support the States in establishing 
their own standards and that the guidelines 
were to assist the States in that formulation 
and outline the factors which the Secretary 
would consider in his determination of 
whether the criteria, their subsequent adop
tion, and plans for implementation and en
forcement are consistent with the purposes 
of the Act. 

On October 7, 1966, the Secretary an
nounced that all 50 States had signified their 
intention to establish the required criteria 
by the June 80, 1967 deadline. 

It was my very great privilege to serve as 
a member of the Subcommittee on Science, 
Research, and Development of the Commit
tee on Science and Astronautics this past 
summer which held a series of hearings on 
the Adequacy of Technology for Pollution 
Abatement. 

During the course of these hearings the 
viewpoints and knowledge of those active in 
the field were presented and discussed. Rep
resentatives of the Federal Government, of 
State water pollution control and public 
health agencies, of private industry, and of 
research organizations and some individuals 
testified or submitted statements. 

Following this, and after considering an
swers to questions put to various groups and 
individuals a report was made to the Com
mittee. 

The hearings indicated that environmental 
quality has not yet attracted suftlcient at
tention !rom the scientific and engineering 
community. The technology available today 
is capable of meeting any technical goal !or 
purifying water. What it cannot do is to 
simultaneously provide extreme purities at a 
cost that fits the value judgments of the so
ciety to be served. 

It pointed out the need for standards that 
would set goals towards which municipalities 
and industry might work and it was recom
mended th~tt the present level for research, 
development and demonstration funding, or 
$30 million per year, be expanded about ten 
times in the next five years to bring waste 
management properly under control. 

Among the conclusions reached were: 
(1) Present inadequacies of knowledge 

about the kind of natural surroundings we 
want and need and the cost and means of 
obtaining these qualities are frustrating the 
further definition of the problem and are a 
barrier to abatement progress. 

(2) An "early warning system" for un
wanted consequences of ecological changes 
is extremely important. We do not now 
have such a system. 

(3) There is insuftlcient information avail
able to set ultim.ate objectives, criteria and 
standards except in the case of gross and 
obvious pollution: 

(4) Firmly established criteria and stand
ards are necessary to intelllgent planning 
and action. 

(5) Immediate research needs are for im
proved abatement methods for gross and 
obvious pollution, an ecological and human 
health data for criteria and standards setting. 

(6) Federal Government scientific activ
ities are not yet channeled to support an
nounced goals in pollution abatement. 

(7) Technical manpower will be a 11nl1t-
1ng factor in abatement progress unless add
ed effort is expended for retraining graduate 
education and transfer of sk1lls from other 
technology programs. 

(8) Ecology, as an organized profession, is 
not in good condition to become an umbrella 
for increased research. 

(9) Complete solution of pollution prob
lems may not be possible, but two trends 
are discernible; more receiving of materials, 
and the controlled transport of unusable 
wastes to some type of perpetual safe stor
age. 

(10) Large scale demonstration of new and 
improved abatement methods wm be neces
sary to establish eftlciency and costs. 

(11) Industry may be alert to its respon
sibilities in research, but Federal support Wlll 
be needed to stimulate development of abate
ment methods to show when standards can 
be met and to bring about improvements in 
a timely manner. Beyond these points, 
abatement technology should be in the con
trol of normal commercial enterprise. 

In full contemplation of these findings the 
Committee recommended: 

(1) Scientific activity in ecology and re
lated fields should be immediately ex
panded. 

(2) Ecological surveys and research should 
be centralized as to management in some 
one science-based Federal agency. 

(3) Systems analysis and management 
capab111ty should be established within the 
Federal Government. 

(4) To improve and enhance waste treat
ment practice, an abatement extension serv
ice should be established with Federal funds 
to provide information and technical advice 
to local governments, regional compacts, 
and industry. 

(5) To stimulate the acquisition and de
ployment of new technology, Federal con
tracts !or research, development and demon
stration should employ a cost recovery prin
cipal where commercial success occurs. 

(6) The Federal Government should un
dertake an analysis to identify and separate 
those abatement action programs which are 
well supported by facts and for which prac
tical answers are available from those prob
lem areas where more research and develop
ment are needed. 

(7) The Congress should endeavor to re
view its broad authorizations and appropria
tions for water, reclamation, transportation 
and conservation in the context of environ
mental quality goals. 

(8) The scientific and .engineering com
munity should respond to the challenge of 
the pollution problem as a major opportu
nity to serve a public need. 

In the light of these findings it appears 
that the current situation with all of the 
States establishing state-wide water quality 
criteria will constitute a foundation upon 
which to build a program of activities aimed 
at eventually cleaning up the nation's vital 
water resources. It can hardly be expected 
that they will ever attain the pristine, spar
kling purity which was the particular joy 
of the early explorers of this continent. 
However, with the sustained vigorous effort 
of all levels of government, of industry, and 
of individuals, the day may not be too far 
off when· the quality of water w1Il be suf
ficiently high as to meet all of the needs for 
all legitimate beneficial uses of water whether 
it be for drinking, swimming, boating, irriga
tion, industry, navigation or disposal of 
waste, for the latter is still a necessary 
function. 

MAJOR FAILURES OF NATION IN 
PAST DECADE-ADDRESS BY E. M. 
STEVENS 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I .ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a .speech made by the dis
tinguished president of the Great West
ern Loan & Trust Co. of San Antonio, 
Mr. E. M. Stevens. 

Mr. Stevens' remarks, made in a 
speech to the Space Center Rotary Club, 
cover a broad range of national and 
world problems. I think he has summed 
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up, in a mo,st coherent, logical, and con
structive fashion, several of our major 
failures as a Nation, over the past 
dec.ade. 

In our ft,scal affairs and in our inter
national relations, we have suffered, and 
we continue to suffer, a leadership gap. 

I commend Mr. Stevens' exposition of 
these problems to the attention of 
Senators. 

There being no objection, the speech 
wa.s ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MR. STEVENS SPEECH TO SPACE CENTER RoTARY 

CLUB, AUGUST 8, 1966 
I am glad Harry invited me to speak here 

today and I chose a subject "Management by 
Responsibility", which we term "Bottoms 
Up Management". I chose that subject be
cause I have spoken so many times on it to 
my own organization and to other organiza
tions, and have always ended it with a few 
comments with some academic profound 
platitudes. I threw a few barbs at our fa
vorite political whipping boys of the times
made some optimistic forecasts, and I sup
pose it was pretty good "listening". When 
I started taking an objectional look at our 
country now, I was first--confused-then 
amazed-and then Frightened I 

Getting back to "Bottoms Up Manage
ment", as it is a part of life as much as our 
government, it is "Management by Respon
sibility". Management from the bottoms
up, putting the responsibility and decision 
making as near the bottom as possible-
where we have found that men develop bet
ter and faster and soon give the uncommon 
performance that I feel has been more re
sponsible than any other one thing for the 
accomplishments that have been made by 
our company. 

Let's see how these things fit into the gov
ernment--how responsibility from the 
ground up may be the key to the confusion 
in which we now find ourselves. I am going 
to visit with you today by asking questions, 
of which, unfortunately, I have been unable 
to fathom the answer. They are not in or
der of importance, because they are all defi
nitely correlated, and the solution of one 
only creates another. 

We in America are prone to look on the re
sult or the effect rather than the cause. My 
first inclination in this review was to blame 
our politicians and our government. The 
state follows the society rather than causes 
the society--our laws are but memorandum 
of the era, and our government--its image 
. . . so, if there be something wrong with our 
government, fundamentally then, the fault 
is with the system that created it. 

Have we outlived it? Are we no longer 
responsible enough for self-government? 
The politician is in the image of the think
ing and moral fibre of his constituents--or 
the lack of them. First, to predict our fu
ture, let's examine the past: Unfortunately, 
nothing in a society ever happens dramati
cally, but follows a trend. What is the trend 
of our Nation? We emerged from World War 
II almost unscathed. We had the only army, 
the only accepted currency, a great produc
tive society, with no one even in sec
ond place. What is our position today? We 
are still the greatest power, but we are chal
lenged all over the world-not only mili
tarily, but economically, and our dollar is 
weakened to the critical point. Our gold re
serve has dropped from 20.8 billion, with only 
6.9 billion claim against it, to 13 billion, 
which is the lowest point since 1938-while 
Europe has accumulated 19 billion and the 
world has now a 29.3 billion claim on our 
dwindled gold supply reserves-a deficit of 
almost 16 billion. If things be strong or 
good by comparison, our trend is definitely in 
the wrong direction and we are becoming 
weaker by the hour. 

Let's begin by looking first at the Execu-

tive Department. Have the demands of that 
office exceeded one man's capacity? Is it too 
dangerous to trust to I uck to find a man w1 th 
the capacity to fill it? In other words, is 
our system of election correct? Is it right 
that one man should have at his fingertips 
the power of our atomic stockpile'? Only last 
week in Austin, a man's mind slipped, and 
you all know the human carnage that was 
the result. We can thank our God that man 
was not the head of state ... think of that! 
You will hear our leaders trying to correct by 
blaming the gun-again, we are looking on 
the effect rather than the cause. A similar 
instance with the student nurses was with 
a knife. It was neither the fault of the gun 
or the knife! If our Executive Department 
is for criticism-should we blame the execu
tive or the system that put him there? What 
is the answer? Is it our two-party system 
that is a suspect--should there be five men 
in the Executive Department from different 
areas, with staggered elections, so that there 
is , an orderliness in· our society, that we in 
America could better underst and and the 
world could fathom? 

What about the halls of Congress and its 
motivations? Is all of our legislation now 
passed on fear and tribute? No one wants 
to take the responsibility for the strike legis
lation or for laws that would cure our racial 
strife. Payments for appeasement are never 
on the principal-but on interest that accel
erates with each tribute, and there will never 
be a receipt "paid in full". Our courts seem 
no longer to be the Umpire, but have been 
becoming legislative by their decisions to the 
point where that the American people never 
know exactly what the law is or will be to
morrow. If the supreme law of the land with 
their decisions on a five to four pasts, can 
they read the English language or can Con
gress write it? We cannot legislate society
each generation forms its own laws and laws 
written otherwise are on tablets of sand. 
Rights and privileges given the anti-social
the criminal-is subtracted from the orderly 
social by Harper High School arithmetic. 

If our government is a product of our so
ciety, let's think of our soQial gains over the 
past few years. Let's keep in mind-first-
our currency, which is what the world guages 
us by mostly. Currency is a nebulous thing 
and can never be stronger than the moral 
fibre of the society it represents. What 
would that society do to defend its value? 
It is a medium of exchange--it is a "promise 
to pay". It is by that token itself property 
and inflation is the most vicious erosion. 
Planned inflation is dishonest on its face. 
A society should defend its currency · and at 
all times be willing to pay in kind. It should 
be repurchased with the same moral and 
physical energies of which it represented 
when it was issued. If that be true, we have 
terribly shirked our responsib111ty since 
World War II. Purchasing power has 
dropped since 1945 on consumer prices from 
170 to slightly over 90 and in construction 
cost, a house cost slightly over $2,500 would 
now cost over $11,000. Gentlemen, where are 
we headed? Will it be as it was in Germany 
when the worker received his salary twice a 
day so that he could have .enough substance 
in his currency to buy the food for the eve
ning? What has happened to the insurance 
policy you bought in 1945? Let's talk about 
the Great Society ... What is its objective? 
Is it to be the Confucius ,, .. the Greek 
or the Roman under Caesar, or the feast and 
circus before the fall of the Roman Empire? 
A society is known by its progeny, and cruel 
history is the appraiser. Any society that is 
built on anything but purpose and challenge 
wlll not succeed. Character, as muscle, is 
strengthened only by exercise. What could 
create the Great Society? Could it be a 
privilege to be born poor? 

Our President should have· examined his 
and the adjoining counties of his genera
tion, he would have found over a half 
dozen entrepreneurs above the million dol-

lar class without the benefit of Texas oil, 
and the President of the United States, pro
duced from what would now be considered 
poor families. It is the challenges of youth 
that prepares us for the vicissitudes of life. 

Let's take a look at ~mr war ori · poverty 
and unemployment. Again, we are looking 
at the effect and not the cause. There is no 
unemployment in the United States today
only unemployables. There is no poverty
only maladjusted people, and it is that mal
adjustment that causes the Ghetto, and the 
Ghetto not the poverty. Today it is rights 
by might, rather than responsibility. A 
thing is not right because it is strong-it is 
strong because it is right. 

Let's have a look at our military. We 
cry-and I think sincerely-for peace; yet, 
we have catapulted into a position of police
men of the world and nobody loves a police
man. We cannot attempt to give the Christ
like image with the peace dove, with the 
necessary "45" on our hip. We have been 
involved in more wars during our short life 
than any other nation during that time-
so, let's face it--we must make defense a 
part of the education of our youth-through 
Universal M11itary Training. Let's equip 
him for national self-protection, because we 
have created all over the world these 
small Dictatorships before they were ready 
for self-government. In our anti-colonial
ism successes, we have created a void instead 
of giving them a stable government. We 
have created a defenseless society in a world 
that reckons only with power-ready to be 
captured by the first world Dictator-who 
will capture them by notification without a 
shot being fired. Castro is now entrenched 
in Nigeria. Could he become Alexander the 
Great, or Genghis Khan of Africa? Wha.t 
defense do they have? I could go on and on, 
and you can see why the superficial study 
that I made excited me. 

What should we look for in our future? 
As society ebbs and flows each score of years, 
it will turn back to responsibility-but only 
when it has run its course. The loose morals 
of today will be .replaced, maybe, by the 
morals of the Victorian era. It is then time 
for us to be up and doing and take our full 
share. It is time for good men to do some
thing! It is time that we met force with 
reason, or force with force until we arrive at 
reason. 

I would suggest American Federation of 
Management, so that we give our legislative 
moulders a choice that in society action will 
be met by a reaction and sometimes more 
violent, and we shall continue our role of the 
leaders of men-not with words, but with 
deeds-not with tributes, but with example-
and we can do it. 

When I hear the American people question 
whether or not we can have guns and butter, 
whether we can win and survive our war in 
Viet Nam-I am disgusted! A people 
aroused belie the statistics. We have exam
ples in modern history-a Germany without 
money-a decayed country in '33, rallied to 
the symbol of Hitler and created an economy 
that challenged the world and at the same 
time built a military force that almost con
quered it. Japan joined Germany after the 
war in survival and each challenges us eco
nomically, and set an example of a produc
tive people with a purpose, and you do not 
hear anyone question their currency. Eng
land-, the victor, at the same time, is ripping 
at the seams. 

It is now that we advent into another 
unknown era. The children born after World 
War II are becoming of age. We are going 
to become a young virile nation. By 1970, 
one-half of our population will be 27 years 
old or younger. Probably by 1975 half the 
voters will be 35 ,years old or younger. What 
kind of a nation will they give us? What 
are we doing to help them? Are we lead
ing, or letting them drift into unknown 
fathoms of the deep of a chaotic world we 
have created? Could it be that we are com-

.' 
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ing to the time that was predicted by the 
great Alfred Tennyson before anyone had 
thought of the airplane? 
"For I dipped into the future, far as human 

eye could see 
Saw the Vision of the world, and all the 

wonder that would be 
Saw the heavens fill with commerce, argo

sies of magic sails, 
Pilots of the purple twilight, dropping 

down with costly bales; 
Heard the heavens fill with shouting, and 

there rain'd a ghastly dew 
From the nations' airy navies grappling in 

the central blue. 
Far along the world-wide whisper of the 

southwind rushing warm, 
With the standards of the peoples plunging 

through the thunderstorm; 
Till the war drum throbbed no longer and 

the battle flag was furled 
In the Parliament of man, the Federation 

of the world." 
It seems that he had extrasensory per

ception when he spoke of a ghastly dew
could that be the atomic bomb? 

We have a purpose--we have a challenge, 
and we will meet that challenge! We will 
take freedom-not as a legacy, but as an 
obligation handed by our forefathers. 

To be born a free man is an accident. 
To live one--a responsibility. 
To die one--an obligation! 

THE UNDECLARED WAR IN VIET
NAM:EFFECTSABROAD-EFFECTS 
AT HOME 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 
mounting objections being heard 
throughout the country against U.S. 
intervention in an illegal, immoral, and 
undeclared war in Vietnam were evi
denced in the last few days by the pro
tests printed in the papers. 

There was the protest by the Ad HO'c 
Faculty Committee on Vietnam, listing 
more than 2,900 faculty members, whose 
plea was simple and direct, "Mr. Presi
dent: Stop the Bombing." The chair
man of this ad hoc committee is Prof. 
Hilary Putnam, of Harvard, and its sec
retary-treasurer is Prof. S. E. Luria of 
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech
nology. 

The second protest, over the past week
end, was by the Lawyers Committee on 
American Policy Toward Vietnam, which 
analyzed the legal bases for our involve
ment in the undeclared war in Vietnam 
and came to the conclusion that such 
involvement is illegal. The legal 
analysis of the U.S. position was pre
pared by the· consultative council of the 
committee, composed of the following 
eminent lawyers: Richard A. Falk, chair
man, Milbank professor of international 
law, Princeton University; John H. E. 
Fried, rapporteur, professor of political 
science, City University of New York; 
Richard J. Barnet, codirector, Institute 
for Policy Studies, Washington, D.C.; 
John H. Herz, professor of international 
relations, City University of New York; 
Stanley Hoffmann, prof.essor of interna
tional law, Harvard University; Saul H. 
Mendlovitz, professor of international 
law, Rutgers University School of Law; 
Wallace McClure, professor of interna
tional law, World Rule of Law Center, 
Duke University; Richards. Miller, pro
fessor of international law, Ohio State 
University College of Law; Hans J. 

Morgenthau, Michelson distinguished 
service professor of political science and 
modern history, University of Chicago; 
William G. Rice, professor of interna
tional law, University of Wisconsin Law 
School and Quincy Wright, professor of 
international law, University of Chicago; 
Rice University. 

The third protest was reported in the 
New York Times this morning, and indi
cated that 462 members of the faculty of 
Yale University had signed a letter to 
the President of the United States calling 
for a halt in the bombings of North Viet
nam and urging the President "to con
sider that now the potential benefits
of a cessation of bombing-far outweigh 
the risks, and that the gamble is a neces
sary one." 

There is more to the steady escalation 
of the war in Vietnam than its destruc
tiveness, its illegality, and its immoral
ity. 

It is necessary to consider, in purely 
practical terms, what such escalation is 
doing here at home. 

On the domestic front, President 
Johnson in the early days of his Presi
dency wove for himself on the domestic 
front a record of accomplishments that 
far outshone that of any President in 
the history of the United States. That 
was the time when the blueprint for the 
Great Society was enacted into legisla
tion and the country started to move for
ward in the war against poverty. That 
legislation and its early administration 
were part of President Johnson's "total 
commitme:1;1t to pursue victory over the 
most ancient of mankind's enemies"
poverty. 

All that is now being steadily eroded. 
It is, as Progressive magazine called it 
in an editorial in its January 1967, issue, 
a "Retreat at Home." That total com
mitment, the editorial states, "has be
come a tragic retreat." 

I ask unanimous consent to have in
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks the adver
tisements from the New York Times of 
January 15, 1967, by the Ad Hoc Faculty 
Committee on Vietnam and the Lawyers 
Committee on American Policy Toward 
Vietnam; the report appearing in the 
New York Times for January 16, 1967, 
concerning the letter sent to the Presi
dent by some of the faculty members of 
Yale University, and the editorial en
titled "Retreat at Home," which ap
peared in Progressive magazine for Jan
uary 1967. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Jan. 15, 1967] 

MR. PRESIDENT: STOP THE BoMBING 

AMHERST COLLEGE 

Gerald W. Barnes, Howell Chickering, Rob
ert D. Cottrell, C. W. Dempsey, James Q. Den
ton , Richard Duffy, Charles H. Ellis, Jr., 
Harold Fruchtbaum, Hugh Hawkins, William 
M. Hexter, Philip T. Ives, George Juergens, 
Frank L. Kidner, Jr., Allen Kropf, Gilbert 
Lawall, Edward R. Leadbetter, M. Gordon 
Levin, Jr., Allison W. Marsh, Leo Marx, Ray A. 
Moore, Lewis S. Mudge, Donald S. Pitkin, 
John---, Jon---, Oscar E.---, 
Norton Starr, Dudley Towne, Henry T. Yost, 
Jr., John William Ward, Colston E. Warne, 
Carroll W. Westfall. 

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

Donald W. Gieschen, Naomi M. Hardward, 
Thomas F. Hoult, Robert L. Rein'!, Robert E. 
Shaffer, Susanne M. Shaffer, Morris J. Starski. 

ASSUMPTION COLLEGE 

John E. Burke, Bernard P. Farragher, 
Joseph G. Green, Jr., Michael J. O'Shea, 
Joseph Meier, Norman Meiklejohn, Michael D. 
True. 

BELKNAP COLLEGE 

Royal M. Frye, Henry V. Muse, Noel E. 
Paradise, J. Paul Shenk, Sterling Tracy, Ruth 
Wiggins. 

BERKSHIRE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Frank Deane, Donald Lathrop, Arthur 
Phinney, Robert Pollock. 

BOGAN JUNIOR COLLEGE 

Philip Abrahamson, Corrine Allen, Ray
mond Baker, Frances Berke, Henry Dahlo, 
Robert Engler, Lee Haupt, Richard Jeske, 
Joan Kalk, Carl Kasberg, Mike Kaufman, 
Joseph G. Kempf, Arthur Lerner, Bernard 
McArdle, Raymond Minos, Andrea Morgen
stern, Thomas Palazzolo, Janice Preston, 
Charlotte Reiter, David Reiter, Thomas 
Steiner, Carol Walker, Norman Walker. 

BOSTON COLLEGE 

Gary P. Brazer, Joseph H. Burgess, Eugene 
A. Busalle, Mary Daly, Joseph F. Flanagan, 
S.J., Lois Hartley, Edward L. Hirsh, Carol E. 
Hurd, William J. Leonard, S.J., John W. 
Loofbourow, John L. Mahoney, H. Michael 
Mann, John F. McCarthy, David Nieman, 
John H. Randall, 3d, Charles L. Reagan, Lois 
K. Richards, Gastrel Riley, Jr., F. X. Shay, 
S.J., Francis Sweeney, S.J., Andrew von 
Hendy, Ellen M. Wakstein. 

BOSTON UNIVERSITY 

Morton Berman, Marion Blank, Leonard M. 
Bloksberg, Theodore Brameld, Warren L. 
Chernaik, John J. Clayton, Morton I. Cohen, 
Murray Cohen, Robert S. Cohen, Burton L. 
COoper, Paul Deats, William L. England, 
James A. Fisher, Gerald P. Fitzgerald, Ann 
Fleischman, Franklin Fogelson, Frederick S. 
Frank, Arthur Freeman, Louise A. Frey, Sam 
Hedrick, Sidney Hurwitz. 

Marilyn Kapeloff, John H. Lavely, Louis 
Lawy, Harold P. Lee, Charles K. Levy, Paul 
Lipsett, Joe Brown Love, Robert E. Luccock, 
Banks McDowell, Jr., Celia M. Millward, Betty 
Milhendler, Jean Murphy, Paul Nash, Wil
liam Overholt, Freda Rebelsky, James A. 
Riddel, Henrik Rosenmeier, Rose Segel, 
Armand Siegel, John F. Smith, Robert H. 
SproaJt, John Stachel, Ely Stock, Marx 
Wartofsky, John Wilson, Howard Zinn. 

BOSTON UNIVERSITY MEDICAL SCHOOL 

E. Friedman, HenryS. Harvey, Jerome Kas
siner, Richard J. Kahn, Herbert J. Levine, 
Arthur W. McMahon, Charles Magraw, Peter 
D. Mott, SandaL. Nogil, J. Huston Westower, 
Anna Wolff. 

BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY 

Frank Bancroft, Kenneth Barkin, Sacvan 
Bercovitch, Joseph S. Berliner, Michael 
Chang, Max Chretien, Helen Codere, George 
L. Cowgill, Samuel James Davidson, Barbara 
Dunn, Arthur Edelstein, Herman Epstein, 
Susan Jo Feiner, Gordon Fellman, Richard 
G. Fox, David Freifelder, Stephen J. Gendzier, 
David G. Gil, Eugene P. Gross, Lawrence 
Grossman, Ben Halpern, Martin Halpern, 
Robert Hartman, Ben Hoover, Everett C. 
Hughes. 

William Jenks, Leon A. Jick, Richard M. 
Jones, Sheridan W. Johns 3d, David Kaplan, 
Jay Keyser, Paul Kecskemeti, Karen Klein, 
Isaac Kramnick, Mildred E. Kravitz, Robert 
v. Lange, Susan Leeman, Joan Levin, Law
rence Levine, Norton E. Long, William F. 
Loomis, Robert A. Manners, T. N. Margulis, 
Paul Monsky, William T. Murakami, Richard 
Onorato, Robert Perlman, Robert Preyer, 
Karl Reisman. 

Arthur Richardson, Barbara Riddle, Larry 
Rosenborn1 Miriam D. Rosenthal, Marie 
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Sacks, Benson Saler, Gordon Satow, Barbara 
Setlow, Thomas Sherman, Frances Siegel, 
Morris Soodak, Maurice R. Stein, Maurice 
Sussman, Andrew G. Szent-Giorgj, E. M. 
Tarmy, Tyson Tilden, Gay Tuchman, Vir
ginia H. Turner, Helen Van Vankais, Samuel 
E. Wallace, Kenneth N. Waltz, Alex Weingrod, 
Davids. Wiesen, John Wight, Fred Wiseman, 
Alvin D. Zalinger, Irving Kenneth Zola, Ed
gar Zwilling. 

BROWN UNIVERSITY 

Beth Abramson, Edward Ahearn, Charles 
Angulo, Charles Baldwin, Stuart Berman, 
Scot Blue, Donald Belle, Herman Chase, Wil
liam Church, Jole Coleman, Stephen Crary, 
John Crocher Jr., Sam Driver, Jacques Duffy, 
Frank Durand, Laura Durand, Mac Edds Jr., 
Richard Ellis, Walter Feldman, Philip Glaser, 
Jonathan Green, Joseph Gurland, Elizabeth 
Hartline, Barrett Hazeltine, William Hend
richson. 

Robert Hill, Michael Iatropoulos, James 
Keller, Donald Kimmel, Edward Kornhauser, 

. Reinhard Kuhn, Richard Lambe, Lynne Lan, 
Robert Lanon Jr., Leo Laporte, Thomas Laud
ers, Seymour Lederberg, Barbara Lewalski, 
Joseph Lofersky, Stephen Lottridge, William 
McLoughlin, Anthony Molho, George Mor
gan, John Pawaleh. 

Walker Quevedo, John Quinn, Dennis 
Radar, James Rice, Robert Ripley, Frank 
Rothman, Boris Rotman, Anatole Shapiro, 
Peter Siersma, Arlene Silver, Babette Stew
art, Peter Stewart, Fowler Stillman, Paul 
Symonds, Alan Trueblood, Henry Uhl, Mary 
Walker, Leonard Weiss, Sandra Weiss, 
Thomas Winner, Aaron Wold, Bill Wooten. 

BRYN MAWR COLLEGE 

Jay Anderson, Peter Bachracit, Warner 
Berthoff, Maria L. Crawford, Frederic Cun
ningham, Jr., Frances De Graafl', Grace A. De 
Laguna, Frederica De Laguna, Richard B. Du
Boff, Anne Coffin Hanson, Jane C. Kronick, 
Richard Lattimore, Ph111p Lichtenberg, Isabel 
G. MacCaffrey, Charles Mitchell, Ruth L. 
O'Neill, Robert L. Patten, Elanor Paucker, 
Kyle Phillips, Jr., Eugene V. Schneider, Ed
mund Sherman, Thelma Shtasel, George I. 
Treyz, Cornelia Agurs Tucker, Phy111s Turn
bull. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Valerie E. Ahlgren, Evan Alderson, Sue Ann 
Alderson, Richard Alexander, W. S. Anderson, 
Gerald Aronow, Thomas R. Arp, Richard A. 
Atkins, Robert Atkins, Bertrand Augst, Shel
don Bank, Jonas A. Barish, Howard Barnum, 
J. H. Barry, James Battersky, Robert Bauer, 
Bruce Bennett, Peter Bergmann, Carl Berg
ren, Carole Bernstein, B. J. Bickel, George 
Bikle, Marian Birch, David Blackwell. 

Jane Bowers, Julian Boyd, Zelda A. Boyd, 
Michael Boyland, Robert Brentano, James E. 
Breslin, Ph111p Brett, Robert Breur, Gene 
Brucker, John Buck, Garin Burbank, Jackson 
Burgess, Diane Burton, James J. Burton, 
Sylvia. Carson, Francis J. Cehulin, William 
Chace, Seymour Chathan, Robert L. Chazin, 
Larry Chenoweth, Richard L. Chesney, Robert 
Christopher. 

Bill Colt, Peter A. Co111er, Daniel Coren, 
Peter Cressman, F. C. Crews, Alan Curtis, 
Monura Dass, Elizabeth F. Davids, Elizabeth 
Davidson, Mark Dawson, Richard R. Day, 
Clare Denton, Lucia G. Dick, Richard Dillon, 
John Donald, Lee Drago, Erwin Dreesen, 
Elizabeth Dubravac, Vincent Duckles, Harris 
Dunkelberger. 

Jeffrey L. Dye, Stephen Engleman, D. Ep
stein, Robert J. Epstein, Susan Erwin-Tripp, 
Robert Estes, Marilyn Fabe, Margery Farrar, 
Frederick Feied, Robert J. Flanagan, Thomas 
Flanagan, Jack Foley, Joseph Fontenrose, 
Alan Fox, Rena A. Fraboni, Michael Frank, 
Marc A. Frauenfeld, Donald Friedman, Jane 
Friedman, Sarah Fuller, Bernardo A. E. Gar
cia-Planda venes. 

Hugh Garnett, David A. Gay, Lawrence 
Gershwin, David Gilson, Rose Glickman, Der
ald Glidden, Joseph A. Gaguen, Ellen Gold
ensohn, George Goldman, Donald Goldsmith, 
Victor Goodman, Robert Gorman, Michael 

Gottlieb, Alfred Gray, Kate Shattuck Green, 
Simon R. Green, Charlotte Greenspan, Virgil 
Grillo, Kathryn B. Guberman, Lawrence T. 
Gurley, Robert S. Haller, Conn W. Hal11n, 
David Handel, T. Heaps, Anthony Herbold, 
D. W. Heroa, Joan Heyetz, Robert H. Hirst, 
Douglas Holtch, Brantley Holt 3d, Peter B. 
Howard, John Huntington. 

Arnold J. Insel, Eugene F. Irschick, Ste
phen Isard, Lynn Jackson, Marcia Jacobson, 
Oliver Jones, Sabrina Johnson, W. R. John
son, Myra L. Jordan, Coppelia Kahn, Judd 
Kahn, Claire Katz, David M. Katz, Joseph E. 
Katz, Robert Kehlmann, John L. Kelley, 
David Kinderlehrer, Fox King, Ruth Kittel, 
David Star Klein, Martin A. Klein, Jack 
Kligerman, F. James Knapton, Bernard 
Knipke, Helene M. Knox, Nancy Kope, Alan 
Kavan. 

Oiars Kratins, Ward Labler, Mary Land, 
Michael Landa, Nancy Larsen, David Lawton, 
Donald Lazere, Lucien Le Cam, E. L. Lehman, 
Carolyn P. Levine, Chuck Levine, David 
Levine, J. A. Levine, Lawrence W. Levine, 
David Lewin, Mary Lewis, Esther Leysorek, 
Karl Lindberg, Peter Lindenbaum, Leon F. 
Litwack, M. Loeve, Lawrence Loewinger, Judy 
Lowder, Florence Lowenberg. 

Martin Lowenthal, Eugene Lunn, David W. 
Lyon, Robin MacGowan, Christopher John 
Macie, Brian MacWhinney, John Makrup
oulos, Robert Mandel, John M. Manion, Har
old Mankin, Edward Manougian, Peter Manso, 
James W. Margruis, Henry F. May, Nelson 
May, Henry Mayer, Margaret McCarthy, June 
McKay, T. R. Metcalf, Jonathan Middlebrook, 
Anne Middleton, Keith Miller, Masdo Miyashi, 
Lynn Monsanto. 

Douglas Moon, Martha Moon, Harold M. 
Moren, Barry Morgen, Bernard E. Morris, 
George Moss, Mary Mullen, Amy Cohen Mur
ray, Eleanor Nagler, Michael Nagler, Yivian 
Narehood, Bruce Nelsen, Colin W. Nettel
beck, Richard C. Newton, Judith Nissman, 
Vena O'Brien, J. D. O'Neill, Stephen Orgel, 
Anthony Ostroff, Morton D. Paley, Rolf Panny, 
Michael Parker, John Patterson, Allan Paul
son, Edward Paynter. 

Oscar Penanth, Alan Pistorius, Margaret 
Pollock, Dennis D. Porter, Carol Potter, Gar
diner Potts, Ronald Pratt, Elaine Price, Roger 
Purves, Ron Rabin, Norman Rabkin, Ralph 
W. Rader, Margaret J. Radin, Ray Raphael, 
John Rasmussen, Edward Rechter, James 
Rieger, David Robbins. 

William S. Robinson, John Rockwell, Wil
liam M. Rogers, 3d, Hal Rosen, Lee Rosen, 
Donald Rothman, John Arthur Ruhlman, 
Richard Russell, Daniel St. John, Donald 
Sarason,. Leonard P. Sasso, Ellery SChalk, 
Henry Scheffe, Irwin Scheiner, Michael 
Schlessinger, E. L. Scott, Peter D. Scott, Ra
leigh Scovel, Fred G. See, Sheila Serio, 
Michael Senturia. 

Peter Sharkey, Mark Shechner, Abe Sher
man, James Shilleto, Leo E. Siegel, Roger 
Siegel, M. Silverstein, Harold Skilbred, Peter 
Slater, Dorman H. Smith, Susan Hlllinger 
Smith, Lee Soderstrom, Carole Spingarn, 
Richard Stein, Barbara Steinberg, Bonnie 
Stern, Lee W. Sterrenburg, George W. Stock
ing Jr., David M. Straus. 

Beckie Straub, Betty K. Stuart, Frank 
Stubenitsky, Patrick J. Su111van, Gerald D. 
Surh, Herbert Sussman, Howard Swann, Ar
lene Tenenbaum, Paul Theiner, William Toll, 
Robert Tracy, John Traugott, John Tuteur, 
Kathleen Tyler, Richard Tyler, Van Vaago. 

Firouz Vakil, Francis Van Loo, Anthony W. 
Vigo Jr., Frederic Wakeman, Allan Walker, 
Vaughn R. Walker, John Weaver, Sybil Weir, 
Francine Weisenberg, David Weiss, W. Weth
erby, William J. Whitacre, Jacqueline 
Wilkatz, Michael R. Winston, Fred Winyard, 
Donald Wittman, Myrsam H. Maxman, Tom 
Wright, Frank C. Wykoff, Steven C., Young, 
Reginald Zelnik, Michael Zimmerman, Alex 
Zwerdling. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE 

Carl Hufbauer, George W. Kent, R. Allen 
Lawson, Joseph Hart, Alan Gross, Douglas 
Chalmers, Pete Clecak, Stephen Shapiro, 

Grover Stevens, Duran Bell Jr., Inge Bell, 
John Bard, F. B. Cannoniot, J. B. Delany, B. 
R. Gelbaun, R. K. Juberg, H. H. Stratton, 
Z. N. Syes, E. 0. Thorp. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES 

Kenneth A. Asplund, Charles August, J. R. 
Barcia, Alan Berg, Robert Blattner, A. R. 
Bordsky, Elof A. Carlson, Irwin M. Chaiken, 
Charles Chastain, A. E. Flanigan, Don D. 
Flescher, David Fromson, Rochelle Gavalas, 
Patricia Girard, Dale Grace, A. D. Grinnell, 
Isaac Harary, Robert Hendrickson, Bruce 
Howard, A. E. Hurd. 

Patricia L. Hungerland, Craig Ihara, Don
ald Kalish, David Kaplan, Nikki Keddles, 
Carol Konrad, Michael Konrad, Paul Koosis, 
David Kreig, Peter Ladefoged, Max Lent, 
Judd Marmor, Roger A. McNabb, Alexander 
Miller, Elizabeth Nehring, William Pritikin, 
Philip J. Regal, Sidney Roberts, Abraham 
Robinson, Milton I. Roemer, Hans R.ogger. 

Enid Rokaw, William Romig, Eugene Ros
enberg, Ronald Sederoff, Ell Sercarz, John 
Seward, Anthony Shermoen, John Snoke, 
E. G. Straus, D. Ian Thiermann, Bruce J. 
Turner, Kathy Watanabe, J. Richard Whit
taker, Jerrel Wilkers, Mortan Wurtele, R. M. 
Yost, Jr., Irving Zabin, Patrice Joy Zamen
ho!. 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AT SANTA BARBARA 

Larry Badash, Thomas J. Bouchard, Walter 
F. Buckley, Otis Graham, Aaron V. Gicourel, 
David Gold, Peter M. Hall, Mireya Jaimes
Freyre, Bernard Kirtman, David Kunzle, Wil
liam Murdoch, Arnold M. Paul, Merrill Ring, 
Thomas J. Scheff, Homer Swander, L. F. Wal
ton. 

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

Fred C. Anson, Fred C. Arp, Halten C. Arp, 
John Benton, Norman H. Brooks, Robert F. 
Christy, Peter Fay, Sheldon K. Friedlander, 
Harry B. Gray, Barclay Kamb. 

Robert P. Kraft, Aaron Kuppermann, Les
ter Lees, Victor Magistrale, James J. Morgan, 
Jerome L. Shapiro, John B. Southard, Robert 
Stein, Ell Stembert, Robert L. Walker, Olin 
C. Wilson, Harold Zinn. 

CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGE AT LOS ANGELES 

Franz Adler, Sidney P. Albert, Richard Bal
vin, Willard Carpenter, Nancy J. Cobb, Solo
mon Diamond, Ann Diebardson, Robert H. 
Ewald, Herbert Goldberg, Herbert Golden
berg, L. M. Gustafson, Don J. Hager, J. J. 
Haralson, Timonthy F. Harding, Nathan Hor
witz, R. D. Hutchinson, Fred Kaplan, John 
M. Leiman, Seymour Levitan, Irwin Lublin, 
Thomas McEnroe, Thomas McGraham, Fred 
H. Marcus, Herbert Moskowitz, Walter D. 
Nelson, J. A. Palmer, Joseph G. Phelan, Leon
ard Schneider, L. H. Shoemaker, Robert H. 
Simmons, Benjamin W. Smith, Bernard J. 
Somers, Raymond A. Ulmer. 

CASE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

William Appling, Arthur H. Benade, Wil
liam Blantied, Ray Boltz, John W. Culver, 
Stanton L. Davis, Thomas A. Eck, Leslie L. 
Foldy, David G. Gordon, David Gruender, 
Marvin Hendrickson, Jasper Hopkins, Martin 
J. Klein, Robert H. Klein, Peter Kovassic, 
Kenneth Kowalski, Gustav Kuerti, Alan B. 
Kuper, Milton Lees, Harvey S. Leff, Raymond 
J. Nelson, Robert Plonsey, Eli Reshotko, Rolf 
Sartorius, Edward A. Silverstein, Robert H. 
Welker. 

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

Herbert S. Anker, Edward N. Brody, Leon
ard P. Gage, Peter Geiduschek, Alfred Hel
ler, Phillip C. Hoffmann, Harry Kalven, Jr., 
John H. Law, Michael L. Shelanskl, Donald 
Steiner, David L. Wilson, Ira G. Wool, Dr. 
Stanley Yachnin. 

CLARK UNIVERSITY 

Robert Baker, George B1llias, Charles Blin
derman, William H. Crockett, Tamara Dembo, 
Gerald Grob, Bernard Kaplan, David Mar
shall, David Moulton, Donald Stein, Jefferson 
White, Jack Wohlwill. 
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COLBY JUNIOR COLLEGE 

Thomas Anthony, Donald Campbell, Cor
nelia Childs, Daniel W. Connell, Jr., Richard 
Crockford, Harold Currier, Frederick M. 
Denny, Frank Dickerson, Dorothy Egan, L111-
ane Frank, Joseph Greenberg, Bryant Hoff
man, Alf Jacobson, Jack W. Jenson, Marilyn 
Miller, Elaine Noble, Donald Norton, Mar
gery Norton, Mary Parker, Kehn Schramm, 
David Siesicki, Helen Spaulding, Ruth Star
ratt, Joseph Topping, Jane van Delft, Mary 
Wilson. 

COLORADO COLLEGE 

Robert Allegrucci, Bernard Arnest, Tom K. 
Barton, Alvin Boderman, Mary Chenworth, 
Douglas Freed, Gilbert Johns, Thomas 
Mauch, Joseph Pickle, Jack Rhodes, Carl 
Roberts, Thomas Ross, Van Shaw, Herman 
Snyder, James Trissel. 

COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 

Verne Ahlberg, Dean Arnold, John Book
man, Benjamin Byerly, Harold Christensen, 
Ford Cleere, Janet Crawford, Richard Craw
ford, George Lowin, Stanley Matoren, Rich
ard Percmlik, Francis Quammer, Barry Roth
haus, Walter Schenkman, Richard Usher, 
Gary Willoughby, George Xoeck. 

UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT AT STORRS 

Hal Abrahamson, Steven Allaback, M. M. 
Allen, Elizabeth Ambellan, Curt Beck, Mar
lene Berman, Oscar Berman, Alvaro Bizzic
cari, Rufus A. Blanshard, Charles W. Boer, 
Gary Brodsky, Joyce Brodsky, Eric W. Carl
son, Joseph Cary, William Chapple, Arthur 
Chovnick, Thomas P. Churchill. 

William C. Clark, William R. Clark, Irving 
P. Cummings, Albert K. Cohen, David Colfax, 
Frank B. Cookson, Ronald E. Coons, Marvin 
Cox, Douglas Crowne, Richard Curry, Jack 
Davis, Norman Davis, Edmund Dickerman, 
Donald J. Dickerson, Earnest Dudera, Alvin 
Doze man. 

Albert Dreyer, Jack Eblen, Charles Ehren
preis, Donald Epstein, Hollis Fait, Amerigo 
Farina, John S. Fawcett, Kenneth Forman, 
Gilbert Friedman, AnUa D. Fritz, Ch.arles A. 
Fritz, Jr. , Anita M. Furshtan, Irving Gershen
berg, Herbert Goldstone, R. G. Gosselin, 
Michael Gregoric, John Gregoropolous, Mor
timer Guiney, K. Hakmiller, Robert Harri
son, Gerold Heiss, Heinz Herrmann, Hugh 
Hamill, George Hemphill, Raymond Hitch
cock, L. C. House, David Ivry. 

Leonard Katz, Herbert Kaufman, Raymond 
Knauerhase, Nathan Knobler, Andrew Kohen, 
F. A. Kretschmer, Everett Ladd, Hans Laufer, 
D. M. Levin, Theodore Lewis, A. M. Liber
man, Harry Marks, A. S. McGrade, James 
McKelvey, Charles A. McLaughlin, Robert 
Mead, Alex G. Medlicott, Jr., Joan Meyer, 
John C. Montgomery, D. L. Mosher, W1lliam 
T. Moynihan, · Albert Nass, Kent Newmyer, 
J. D. O'Hara, Arnold Orza, Robert Osborne, 
Charles A. Owen, Jr. 

Lawrence Parrish, Carlos A. Perez, H. LeRoy 
Peterson, Matthew N. Proser, Max Putzel, 
George N. Raney, Compton Rees, Jr., Helene 
Reschovsky, Kenneth Ring, Howard M. Rob
erts, Thomas J. Roberts, A Robert Rollin, 
Melvyn Rosenthal, Mark Ross, Jay Roth, 
Juian D. Rotter, Edward T. Rowe, Jerry 
Sazama., Carl Schaefer, Abraham Schalet, 
James Scully, W1lliam E. Sheidley, Michael 
A. Simon, Morris Singer, Jerome Smith, 
Joseph S. Smolen. 

Nicholas Sofios, David Sonstrom, William 
Spengemann, Milton R. Stern, Barbara 
Stevens, Wllliam Tabb, Karl Thaller, Sol Til
les, Allen Wachtel, Ellen Walker, Oscar Wal
ters, Edmund Wehrle, Herbert Well, Jr., Harry 
Weisburd, David Wicklund, Martha Wilson, 
W. A. Wilson, Jr., Roger Wilkenfeld, Heinz 
Wipfier, Elliot Wolk, Arthur F. Wood, David 
Zeaman. 

CONTRA COSTA COLLEGE 

Bernard Blumberg, John P. Christenson, 
Robert Chusman, James Eakle, Michael Har
per, David B. Jacobson, Helen R. Kosher, 
William V. Lawson, Charles D. Levy, Donald 
G. Moore, Wllliam S. Morgan, R. B. Pence, 

Alec Ross, Dorothy Ungaretti, Sheila Wander, 
Wilma Wright, Alfred Youn. 

DARTMOUTH COLLEGE 

Philip S. Benjamin, Edmond Berser, Fred 
Berthold, Jr., Peter A. Bien, Howard Bliss, 
G. Burgess Parke, Donald Campbell, M. 0. 
Clement, Jere Daniell, W1111s F. Doney, Claire 
Ehrmann, Henry Ehrmann, Rogers Elliott, 
Walter Englander, Robert A. Feldmesser, 
James Fernandez, Daniel Gordon, Francis W. 
Gramlich. 

David Hanlon, David Kubrin, Paul Leary, 
R. Burr Litchfield, Gay McDowell, Jonathan 
Mirsky, Rhona Mirsky, J. Neusner, Lafayette 
Noda, Robert Norman, H. H. Penner, Robin 
Scroggs, Frieda M. Silvert, Kalman H. Silvert, 
Lucile Smith, Peter H. Smith, William M. 
Smith, Hilda Weyl Sokol, Robert Sokol, Law
rence Stern, Walter H. Stockmayer, Dona 
Strauss, Paul R. Swarney, Arthur Wilson, 
Thomas P. Wilson, Charles T. Wood. 

DE PAUL UNIVERSITY 

Rosemary S. Bannan, Alphonse Buccino, 
Owen 0. Carroll, Jerald F. Creyche, Robert 
W. Faulhaber, Josef S. Giganti, Lawrence 
Gluck, Wllliam Hayes, Donald M. Jenni, 
Nancy H. Klein, Martin J. Lowery, Lavinia 
C. Raymond, Virginia Rutherford, Jack Tow
her, Adolfe Mark, Yen Peterson, Robert J. 
Starrs, Arthur Svoboda, Fred I. Tietze, Fidelis 
Walker, W1lliam R. Walters. 

UNIVERSITY OF DENVER 

Darrel Adams, Charles Beall, Alfred Crosts, 
Joseph Hardigree, Stewart B. James, Jules 
Mondschein, Bob Musil, C. D. Rawlings, 
Dan Rhoades, George W. Shepherd, Edith 
Sherman, Arthur Shirey, Bernard Spika, John 
W1111ams. 

DUKE UNIVERSITY 

J. 0. Blackburn, Jacob J. Blum, John Cur
tiss, Eugene Davidson, Lloyd Fortney, Eugene 
Grueling, S. R. Gross, Frederick Krantz, Sid
ney Markman, T. Maylor, Harvey Sage. 

FRANCONIA COLLEGE 

Edward Averill, Johnston Campbell, Ste
phen S. Chupack, Eliot W. Coleman Jr., Rich
ard D. Hindley, Nicholas S. Howe, Ion C. 
Laskaris, Marthe Obering, Marylyn Mituso 
Vause, Stephen F. Vause, Donald N. Wheeler. 

FRANKLIN AND MARSHALL COLLEGE 

Samuel Allen, Louis Ather, Robert Barnett, 
Charles Bickford, Kenneth Brookshire, Ed
wardS. Brubaker, Alan Bruns, Leonard Cher
ry, Michael Cutsumbis, Gerald E. Enscoe, 
Hugh Evans, Jay Farber, John Farrell, Leon 
Galls, Ira Grushow, Irving Guller, Richard 
Hall, George Hand, Charles Holzinger. 

Richard Hood, Bernard Jacobson, Angela 
Jeannet, Hugo Kaufmann, Jane Lean, Will 
Lyons, Adebisi Otudeko, George Pfeiffenber
ger, Lee Robbins, Roger B. Rollin, Michael 
Roth, Robert Russell, Peter Beadle, Norman 
Taylor, Soloman Wank, William Whitesell, 
Edmund Whiting, Eugene Wist. 

GODDARD COLLEGE 

Frank T. Adams, Jr., Orus C. Barker, Jr., 
C. George Benello, Kenneth W. Carter, Bev
erly B. Cassaras, Ernest Cassara, Arthur 
Chickering, Charlotte Clifford, June Edson, 
Carmine Elliott, Barbara H. Eniti, Barry 
Goldenson, Wilfred Hamlin, Richard 0. Hath
away, Erlend Jacobsen, Joe Jamele, Jr., Ray 
La Vellee, G. Ray Levin, Joseph P. McEntyre, 
Charles Perry, William J. Reeves, Jerry Rich
ard, Mark Ryder, Francis Say, Kehnroth 
Schramm, David York, Charles L. Zerby. 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY 

James Luther Adams, Rogers Albritton, 
Gordon W. Alport, Hans C. Anderson, 
William B. Averson, David J. Behling, Jr., 
George M. Bergman, Dwight Bolinger, Raoul 
Bott, A. E. Brenner, Elmer Brown, Lawrence 
Burkholder, Stanley Cavell, Wendell V. Clau
sen, Sidney Coleman, Donald G. Comb, Law
rence Corwin, Alan Cowey, D. V. Cross. 

Richard D'Art, David Denhardt, H. David 
Evan, Roderick Firth, Donald J. Foss, R. 

Booth Fowler, John R. Frederiksen, Leonard 
J. Friedman, Manfred P. Friedman, Laurel 
Furumoto, Walter Gilbert, owen Gingerich, 
S. L. Glashow, John M. Gleason, Rabbi Ben 
Zion Gold, Ronald Gold, Stanley Goldberg, 
George P. Goold, Richard M. Goody. 

Roy Gordon, Harold C. Gotoff, S. Gottes
man, Allen Graubard, Albert Gregory, C. G. 
Gross, David Hanson, Chester Hartman, 
Standish C. Hartman, Jr., Stephen Heine
man, G. M. Helmkamp, Jr., the Rev. Ralph 
Helverson, J. Allan Hobson, Paul W. Holland, 
Gerald Holton, Barbara Humphries, Reginald 
Isaacs, R. V. Jones, Robert L. Jungas, P. Kark, 
Manfred L. Karnovsky. 

Martin Karplus, Susan Karplus, Leon R. 
Kass, Gordon Kaufman, Doris Kearns, Ed
win C. Kemble, Ted Kemble, Peter Killeen, 
W1lliam Klamperer, Melodee s. Kornacker, 
George Lakoff, David Layzer, Eric H. Lenne
berg, Sanford Levinsohn, Herbert Long, Carey 
Mcintosh, Robert McLaughlin, Jeffrey E. 
Mandoula, the Rev. Edward L. Mark. 

Brian G. Marsden, David Maybury-Lewis, 
David McClelland, Everett Mendelsohn, Mat
thew Meselson Robert A. Michell, Henri 
Mitler, Egbert H. Mueller, Richard E. 
Mumma, John E. Murdoch, Henry A. Murray, 
Leonard K. Nash, DaVis G. Nathan, John 
Noseworthy, Jr., Robert W. Noyes, G. E. L. 
Owen, Sam Pancake, A.M. Pappenheimer, Jr. 

A. Reeve Parker, Edward L. Patullo, E. S. 
Pattullo, M. C. Potter, Charles P. Price, Hilary 
Putnam, David L. Ragozin, Peter Reich, s. 
David Resnick, Joel Roberts, A. Kimball Rom
ney, John Rosenbaum, Edwenna Rosser, Rob
ert A. Rothstein, George Rybicki, Carl Sagan, 
Hans Scharen, Mark A. Shermer, Bruce A. 
Schneider, H. Paul Santmire, William J. 
Schneider. 

Julian Schwinger, George S. Schapiro, Har
low Shapley, Stephen B. Shohet, Robert 
Shomer, Paul Shupack, Robert Siegel, J. L. 
Snider, Pitrim A. Sorokin, George Squibb, 
Erin Staub, Richard Stevens, Richard C. 
Sterenson, Philip J. Stone, WilHam E. Stone
man. 

Steven Strom, Tracy Strong, Walter Taylor, 
Karl V. Teeter, Ruth D. Terzahi, Stephan 
Ternstrom, Stephen Thomas, Colwyn Trevar
then, Warner Traynham, Stephen K. Victor, 
Morton White, Cedric Whitman, Stephen s. 
Winter, Ernest E. Wolwork, Edward Wright, 
Jr., James ~annatos. 

HARVARD MEDICAL SCHOOL 

Harold Amos, J. Aronovitch, Nicholas C. 
Avery, Paul Baumann, Jonathan Beckwith, 
Edgar D. Bell, Jr., Richard C. Bluehof, T. G. R. 
Bower, Boya W. Burge, Albert H. Coons, Alan 
Cooper, James S. Dalsimer, Bernard D. Davis, 
Daniel Deykin, Anne Eaton, Wolfgang Ep
stein, Daniel B. Fishman, Dan Fraenkel, 
David H. Fram, Sanford Grifforel, Warren M. 
Gold, Luigi Gorin!, Lester Grinspoon, Ben
nett S. Gurian, Stewart Hanser, L. Hartman, 
John Hershey, Mahlon B. Hoagland. 

Leonard Steven Jacobs, Cavin Leeman, L. 
David Levi, Vicki M. Levi, Robert Liberman, 
Jerome J. Liss, Edward A. Mason, Robert H. 
McCarter, Elinor Meiss, A. I. Meisler, Elliott 
G. Mishler, Theadore Nadelson, E. R. Pfeffer
korn, Mark Ptashue, Peter Reich, Arthur E. 
Reiter. EdwardS. Rendall, Stephen .Robinson, 
James E. Sabin, David Savitz, Robert D. 
Schnitzer, Julius Silberger, Jr., David H. 
Smith, John D. Stoeckle, Roger Sweet, 
Donald Wexler, Mrs. Robert Wittes, Peter H. 
Wolff, Barbara Wright, Robert A. Zimmer-
mann. 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

Dennis J. Aigner, Gary Adelman, Wilbur 
Applebaum, Michael Barr, V. Lewis Bassie, 
Paul T. Bateman, Allee Baum, Ronald J. 
Baumgarten, Gordon Baym, Dorothy M. 
Black, Hal Brandes, Anne M. Brown, John T. 
Brown, Herbert Brun, Mary M. Burdette, 
Emerson Cammack, Bernice A. Carroll, Rob
ert · W. Carroll, Ceros Cartwright, Curtin 
Cleveland, Richard Cleveland, Sandra Cleve
land, Stephen P. Cohen, Earl Cooney, Daniel 
Curley, W1lliam M. Curtin. 



540 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE January 16, 1967 
Nuell P. Davis, Clayton L. Dawson, Frances 

Day, Mahlon M. Day, Milton Derber, John J. 
DeBoer, A. J. deWitte, Paul J. Dietl, Joseph L. 
Doob, Rasia Dunatov, John A. Eagon, John 
A. Easley, Jr., William s. Eicker, Ralph J. 
Faudree, Jr., Marianne A. Ferber, A. Belden 
Fields, Morris Firebaugh, Jacqueline Flenner, 
William Francis, John Frayne, Rocco L. 
Fumento, T. M. Gagen, Gerald Garfinkle, 
Michael Gels, Gene s. Gilmore, Betty Glad, 
Scott Goldthwaite, Edwin L. Goldwasser. 

Joan E. Good, Jerry Goodisman, Fred M. 
Gottheil, Alan Greenberg, D. M. Hall, Wil
lard B. Hansen, Mathew Hauck, Josphy M. 
Heikoff, Lillian M. Heldreth, Ernest 0. Her
reid, Paul Hesselman, Joan T . Hicks, Ben
nett D. Hill, Donald J. Hogan, Allan Holaday, 
Sidney R. Homan, Richard Howard, Robert 
Howell, Benjamin B. Johnston. 

Leo Kadanoff, Howard Karp, Christopher J. 
Kertesz, Louise Kertesz, Kenneth Kinnamon, 
Samuel A. Kirk, Winifred D. Kirk, William S. 
Knee, John V. Knopp, Alan Koral, Solo
mon B. Levine, Harry Levy, Lucreita Levy, 
Oscar Lewis, Josphy L. Lore, Jr., Norman 
McFarland. 

Herbert Marder, Robert I. Mehr, Warren L. 
Meinhardt, Charles W. Mignon, James R. 
Millar, P. M. Mitchell, Carol Thomas Neely, 
Wright Neely, Grace Orzech, Morris Orzech, 
Charles E. Osgood, Hiram Paley, James T. 
Parr, Phyllis G. Parr, Sherman Paul, Good
win Petersen, Donald R. Peterson. 

David Pines, Jean Praninskas, T. Thacher 
Robinson, Herbert Schiller, Robert L. Schnei
der, Peter Schran, Herbert Semmel, Richard 
Stevens, Gardiner Stillwell, Anne Street, Nor
man Street, Ronald Szoke, Merlin Taber, 
Donald R. Taft, C. Gomer Thomas. 

H. Yuan Tien, Richard F . Tomasson, George 
Touchton, Harry C. Triangis, Preston H. Tut
tle, Benjamin Uroff, Jerome Valberg, Ru
dolf J. Vecoli, Robert A. VonNeumann, Wil
liam J. Wainwright, Charles Weller, John S. 
Werry, Robin R. Whitney, R. A. Wiisman, 
R. S. Wolfe, Robert W. Woody, Michael 
Wortis, Ludwig Zirner. 

ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

Paul Fauta, Stanley Fenster, Robert Filler, 
Caroline Hertzenberg, Octave Levenspiel, 
Ralph E. Peck, Martine L. Primack, Maxwell 
Primack, Barnard G. Rosenthal, David W. 
Zesmer. 

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

William W. Boyer, Gary Cagle, David G. 
Danskin, Joseph E. DiSanto, Lewis H. Doug
las, Eugene Friedman, Steven Handel, Herta 
Jogland, Carrol E. Kennedy, Jr., Leon Rappo
port, Edward Sabin, E. Robert Sinnet, 
Michael B. Stanislawski, Don Trumbo. 

LANEY COLLEGE 

James Atkinson, George Donovan, James 
Duggins, Norman Hall, Jerry Herman, Hilda 
Johnston, Oliver Kellogg, Flora Lynn Kirsch
ner, Don Miller, Shirley Nedham, Don Os-

. borne, Ned Pearlstein, B111 Pettas, Bill Sny
der, Stan Sommens, Charles Wollenberg. 

LASALLE COLLEGE 

Max Barth, Joseph Beatty, William Bin
kowski, Daniel Burke, Thomas Coffee, John 
F. Connors, John T. Connors, Gabriel Di
Federico, Patrick Ellis, James Fallon, Peter 
Frank, Mark Buttmann, Allan Janie, Michael 
Kerlin, Joseph Kovatch, Richard Leonard, 
Emery Mollenhauer, E. Russell Maughton, 
John Preston, Regis Ryan, Betram Streib, 
R alph Tekel. 

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 

George T. Almond, Ronald F. Banks, James 
W. Barnshok, Melvin Burke, David Clark, 
John D. Coupe, John H. Dearborn, David J. 
Eaton, Maurie Edelsteing, Trowbridge H. 
Ford, Roderick A. Forsgren, J. Duff Gillespie, 
John Green, Edward Holmes, Edward D. 
Ives, Donald R. Koehn, Gordon Kulberg, 
John A. Lindlef, Melvin J. Logan, Ralph 
Minger, Edward Nadel, George Semsel, DaVid 
C. Smith, William F. Stone, Dick Tallman, 
Karen Tallman, Harry E. Witmore. 

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST 

Robert R. Archer, Doris E. Abramson, 
Leone A. Barron, Normand Berlin, Milton 
Cantor, David R. Clark, Jane H. Davis, Joseph 
A. DellaGrotte, Ryan W. Drum, Robert V. 
Elam, Frederick H. Edwards, Walter Hal
perin, Richard Haven, John H. Hicks, John 
W. George, Robert A. Hart, Sidney Kaplan, 
Robert W. Kern, Joseph W. Langford. 

George Levinger, Carl P. Lewis, Paul A. 
Mankin, Charles 0. McDonald, Gerald W. 
McFarland, Edward J. Rising, Trevor Robin
son, Paul Sanders, Jay Savereid, Lester J. 
Senechal, Seymour Shapiro, Arnold Silver, 
D. P. Snyder, Otto L. Stein, Richard S. Stein, 
Arthur Stern, Jack M. Thompson, Robert G. 
Tucker, Everett E. Turner, Jr., Edward W. 
Westhead, Jr., DavidS. Wyman. 

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS (BOSTON) 

Lee Allen, Marvin Antonoff, Paul F. Boller, 
Jr., Thomas N. · Brown, Lawrence Chatkin, 
Mickey Clamrit, Harvey Fischtrom, Harvey R. 
Glasser, George Goodwin, Philip Heifaer, 
Nathan I. Huggins, Herbert Kamowitz, Lu
cille N. Kaplan, Marian Kilson, Donald H. 
Lyons, David Nichols, Shawn O'Connell, 
Richard Powers, Robert Prouty, Rogelio Rey
ers, Louis Ruchames, James Ryan, Freda 
Salzman, George Salzman, George Slover, 
Glen Tinder, Martha Tolpin, Dan Wakefield, 
E. V. Walter, Leonard Dwiner, Harold Wolo
zin, Charles Woods. 

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

Milton Adesnik, David Adler, Robert 
Adolph, Henry D. Alen, J. Altman, Alan Alt
shuler, W. Ambrose, Donald Appleyard, Ken
neth J. Arrow, Michael Artin, Maria L. Bade, 
Ronald Baecker, P . K. Bardhan, Ursula 
Bellugi, Aron Bernstein, Thomas A. Bever, 
Suzannah A. Bliss, Manuel Blum, Frank 
Bonma, Joseph H. Brenner. 

W. Brill, Sylvain Bromberger, Gene M. 
Brown, A. W. Brumfiel, B. F. Burke, Frederick 
Cahn, Stephen Carr, Jule A. Charney, Ronald 
Chase, S. L. Chorover, Samuel D. Clark, Julie 
M. Gouger, Charles D. Coryell, William Crout, 
F. Danon, Norman C. Dahl, Anne M. DeLuca. 

Rhea Diamond, M. Diskin, Richard E. 
Dougherty, Richard M. Dudley, G. Dworkin, 
Murray Eden, Harold W. Fairhaven, James 
A. Fay, Roy E. Feldman, H. Fell, K. L. Fields, 
Jerry Fodor, D. K. Foley, T. deForest, Jr., 
Maurice S. Fox, Harold Freeman, Barry J. 
Fry, R. P. Gallager, Theodore W. Gamelin, 
Merrill F. Garrett. 

Ira S. Gerstein, J. N. Ginocchio, John 
Gliedman, Robert Goodman, Roc Goodman, 
Anna Maria Gorini, Ellen C. Gower, C. C. 
Graham, Martha Green, William Greene, H. 
P. Greenspan, Lee Grodzins, Gaby Gross, V. 
Guillemin, A. R. Gurney, Jr., Elizabeth Gur
ney, Theodore Gurney, Jr. 

S. K. Guterman, Jessica D. Hale, Morris 
Halle, J. R. Harris, Hyman Hartman, J. M. 
Harts, John Hay, Alan Hein, R. Held, Howard 
T. Hermann, R. Herzstein, Kenneth Hoffman, 
Edwin Holstein, Charles E. Holt, Robert I. 
Hulsizer, Willard R. Johnson, Jonathan P. 
Kabat. 

E. Kaminskas, Louis Kampf, H. Karten, Eva 
Kataia, James L. Kinsey, Edward S. Klima, 
Paul Kolers, Karl Kornacker, T. Kotake, A. L. 
Krieger, Robert Leibowitz, Tiana Leonard, 
Jerome Lettvin, Mark Levensky, Norman 
Levinson. 

Cyrus Levinthal, Arthur Lieberman, John 
Lisman, S. E . Luria, Kevin Lynch, Boris 
Magasanik, Kenneth F. Manly, Bernard 
Maskit, A. Hubert Matthews, A. Mattuck, 
Jacques Mehler, Travis Merritt, Philip Mor
rison, Walle J. H . Nauta, Susan Neiman, 
Duncan M. Nelson, S. Olbert, Richard Par
melee, V. Adina Parsegian, Lisa Peattie, Nor
man Pettit, Norman A. Phillips, William H. 
Pinson. 

M. J. Piore, Bruce Pomerenz, Ronald F. 
Probstein, John T. Prohaska, Peter Ralph, 
Alexander Rich, W. A. Richards, Helen R. 
Ravel, Phillips W. Robbins, Lloyd Rodwin, 
Bruno Rossi, Preston B. Rowe, W. Ruddick, 

Herbert D. Saltzstein, Leo 8artori, Richard 
D. Schafer, H. W. Schnopper, G. E. Schneider, 
William Schreiber. 

Ascher Shapiro, Karl Shell, E. R. Signer, 
Robert J. Silbey, A. Silverstone, J. M. Singer, 
Cyril S. Smith, Robert Smith, Stanley L. 
Spiegel, Larry Squire, Richard Stanley, Victor 
P. Starr, Martin Steinbach, Jeffrey I. Stein
feld, J. E. Stiglitz, Marvin Stodolosky, Henry 
Stommel, David W. Strangway. 

Joel L. Sussman, Moss Sweedler, Stanley 
Terman, Hans Lukas Teuber, G. B. Thomas, 
Jr., Susan Y. Urban, Marcia L. Vance, Felix 
Villars, P. D. Wall, Alix J. Warga, W. B. 
Watson, Robert Weinberg, Victor Weisskopf, 
Joseph Weitzenbaum, G. W. Whitehead, Hurd 
C. Willett, Herbert L. Willhe, Jr., Stephen L. 
Williamson, R. Wishnow, George Wolf, L. c. 
Wodds, Saul A. Yankofsky, S. H. Zhung. 

UNIVERSITY OF MICIDGAN 

Robert Beyer, S. M. Blinder, Robert 0. 
Blood, Jr., K. E. Boulding, Philip E. Converse, 
Norma Diamond, Johan Elliot, Hans J. 
Fabian, William A. Gamson, J. Gendell, 
Gerald Gurin, Patricia Gurin, David Gut
mann, Max Heirich, Joel Isaacson, Arnold S. 
Kaufman. 

Keslie Kish, Kenneth B. Leisening, Sheldon 
G. Levy, Roger M. Lind, William P. Livant, 
Frank Livingston, Richard D. Mann, Thomas 
F. Mayer, James Moore, Argyl Houser, Theo
dore M. Newcomb, Roy Rappaport, Marshall 
Sahlins, Walt Scheider, Judson Stone, Arnold 
Tannenbaum, Mischa Titiev K. J. F. Verdiec, 
Eric Wolf. · 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Marvin B. Backner, Robert W. Berncohr, 
John A. Buttrick, Edward Coen, David Coop
erman, Diane Cooperman, Russell A. Dondero, 
Charles Edwards, Michael Gillespie, Cynthia 
Gliner, Robert Gliner, J. Michael Keenan, 
Dan Kieselhorst. 

Victor Lorber, David T. Lykken, Paul E. 
Meehl, DaVid Noble, Mulford Q. Sibley, Wil
liam F. Smith, Allan Spear, Donald Stein
metz, Gregory Stone, Murray A. Straus, 
Demitri Tselos, Laurence J. Victory, Houston 
Wade, David White, William Yoezs. 

MUNDELEIN COLLEGE 

M. Patricia Briare, M. Elsa Copland, Mary 
Donahey, Thereasa Avila Duffey, Mary I. 
Griffin, M. Patricia Haley, M. Carol F. Jegen, 
Arlene Keown, Charles C. Kissenger, M. Joan 
Leland, Mary J. McCulhon, Donay Merwick. 

NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY 

John Armington, Richard Arnowitt, Ralph 
E. Bach, Philip Backstrom, Ronald E. Bap
tiste, Jacob Barshay, Donna J. Bennert, Perry 
Bialor, Wallace P. Bishop, William J. Bowers. 
Roger Brightbill, Wendell R. Brown, DaVid 
Brudnoy, A. W. Oarlson, Robert L. Cord, Rose 
Laub Coser, Alan H. Cromer, Douglas G. 
Currie, Charles H. Dufton, Robert A. Feer, 
James M. Feldan. 

Walter L. Fogg, Morris Frelich, Marvin H • 
Friedman, Norbert Fullington, Maurice E. 
Gilmore, Michael J. Glaubman, Harold M. 
Goldstein, Bernard Gottschalk, Ellen Hard
ing Gordon, Arvin Grabel, Marvin J. Green
berg, Myron A. Greenberg, Josephy D. Gresser, 
Duane L. Grimes, Vaughn Gulo, Edward 
Hacker, Sidney Herman, Morris A. Horowitz. 

Robert D. Klein, Frank F. Lee, Richard H. 
Lent, Elliott Lieb, Theodore A. Litman, 
Robert K. MacDonald, John Henry Martin, A. 
Howard Myers, Harold Naidus, Irene A. 
Nichols, Edwin D. Palmer, Nathaniel C. Ray
mond. 

Norman Roseblatt, Eugene J. Saletan, Gus
tav Schachter, Bertram Scharf, Catherine M. 
Sobota, Eliot Spector, Stanley R. Stembridge, 
Robert L. Stern, Harold L. Stubbs, Michael 
T. Vaughn, Hans von Briesen, Jack Warga, 
Kenneth A. Weene, MortonS. Weiss, Robert 
Wells, Diana Berner, Linda Krantz, Marsha 
Rabinowitz, Virginia Valian. 

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY 

Lindsay N. Childs, Jerome Cohen, Carl W. 
Oondit, Karl de Schweinitz, Meyer Dweiss, 
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Richard EHmann, Robert Gesteland, Errol E. 
Harris, Eban MatUs, Nathaniel J. Raskin, 
Severin Raynor, Marvin Shinbrot, Robert R. 
Weiland, Dr. Arnold Widen, Robert Williams. 

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON 

David Aberle, Joan Acker, Martin Acker, 
Sidney Bernhard, Steven Deutsch, Ruth 
Frankel, Daniel Goldrich, Paul Hoffman, 
Robert Leeper, Donlyn Lyndon, Aaron Novick, 
Frank Stahl, George Streisinger, E. Norval 
Unthank. 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

Robert J. Allison, Barbara Baldwin, Robert 
Baldwin, Arthur Bervin, Larry T. Blaney, Roy 
Carlson, Donald H. Farness, Ignacio Funtes, 
Paula Fuentes, Walter Glooshenko, Frank 
Harper, Pat Harper, Robert Hones, Joe Lid
rich, Floyd B. McFarland, Carlton Olson, 
Mary Roberson, Gus Schroerder, Robert 
Stebbins, R. C. Vars, Janice Young, Alan 
Young. 

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

June Axinn, Baruch Blumberg, Derk Bodde, 
Jerome I. Brody, Lee C. Eagleton, Rudolph 
Eisenhardt, M. B. Farber, Joseph S. Gats, 
George L. Hagen, S. Harris, T. Harris, Z. 
Harris, Julius Jahn, Seymour Leventman, 
Harold Lewis, W. Thomas London, Beatrice 
Mintz, Melvin C. Molstad, Martin J. Nemer, 
Daniel D. Perlmutter, W. Allyn Rickelt, 
Itseph Soffen, Herbert J. Spiro, George D. 
Webster, Eberhardt Weiler. 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Elton Atwater, Rose Cologen, Alfred Engel, 
George A. Etzweiler, Irwin Feller, F. G. Fisk, 
Ernest H. Freund, James J. Fritz, Robert J. 
Graham, Theodora R. Graham, Merwin W. 
Humphrey, Barton L. Jenks, Jr., Wells H. 
Keddie, Charles R. Marsh, Maurice A. Mook, 
Michael D. Morris, David Parke, William 
Rabinowitz, Herman G. Richey, Jr., Richard 
Rosenberg, Carolyn W. Snerif, Warren S. 
Smith, David W. Seve, Werner Striedieck, 
Alan Techtenberg, Josef Van Der Kar, John 
Withall, Kenneth Woodtke, Wilber Zelinsky. 

UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH 

Norman Austern, Thomas S. Checkley, R. 
Coloduy, Edward Gerjouy, Walter Goldburg, 
Richard McCoy, J. Townsend, Arthur Tuden. 

PORTLAND STATE COLLEGE 

Joseph Blumel, Charles Bolton, Carl Camp
bell, Byron Haines, Jon Johanning, Charles 
LeGuin, Donald Moor, David Newhall, Frank 
Nunk, Jane Record, Wilson Record, Robert 
Robertson, Jr., Harold Vatter, John Walker. 

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 

Hans C. Aarsless, Pietro Aragno, David F. 
Bartlett, Maurice J. Bazin, George F. Bertsch, 
E. B. 0. Borgerhoff, William Browder, Joseph 
Brown, Byron A. Campbell, Benjamin J. 
Cohen, David W. Crabb, Malcolm L. Diamond, 
W. B. Fleischman, Robert L. Gedderf, Ernest 
Gordon, Frederick H. Harbison, Gilbert H. 
Harman, Carl G. Hempel, Bartley Hobel, 
Leon-Francais Hoffman. 

Laurence B. Holland, Andrew D. Hook, John 
B. Hughes, James E. Irby, Julian Jaynes, 
Jean-Pierre Kauvin, Edmund L. Keeley, 
David N. Kershaw, Edmund L. King, Robert 
S. Knapp, Bertram Koslin, Richard Kraut, 
Robert M. Krauss, Harold W. Kuhn, Victor 
Lange, James T. C. Liu, Vicent Llorens, W. 
Duane Lockard, Lewis H. Lockwood. 

Arno J. Mayer, John W. Milnor, Kurt M. 
Mislow, Edward Nelson, Frederick M. 
O'Grady, J. K. Radall, Richard M. Rorty, T. 
M. Scanlon, Jr., John E. Schrecker, SteveN. 
Slaby, Stanley J. Stein, Walter B. Studdiford, 
Willard Thorp, Robert C. Tucker, Robert W. 
Vandevelde, Karl D. Vitti, Gregory Vlastosy, 
H. Herbert Wilson, Bostwick F. Wyman. 

PURDUE UNIVERSITY 

Ralph Bray, Albert Cahn, D. D. Carmony, 
Sewell P. Champe, J. A. Chiscon, Norman H. 
FUchs, Anne-Marie Kahn, Arthur C. Kovacs, 
Irwin Lessman, Robert L. Mcilvain, Merwin 
Moskowitz, J. Bennet Olson, William Pak, 
Norman Pearlman, Marc Pilisuk, Michael G. 

Rossman, Robert Tomkins, H. E. Umbarger, 
R. H. White, E. C. Zachmanoglov. 

REGIS COLLEGE 

Leo Barrington, Carroll M. Beegan, Mary C. 
Bryan, Jacqueline Cove, October Cullum 
Frost, Hames Herbert, Joseph D. Lordan, 
Jeanne L. Maguire, Joyce Marieb, Virginia W. 
Robins. 

UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER 

George G. Berg, John S. Brand, Daniel C. 
Broida, Edward E. Calnek, Evan Charney, 
Emory L. Cowen, Christopher Day, John c. 
Donovan, Stanford Friedman, Arnold L. 
Green, De:).n H. Harper, C. A. Hilgartner, 
David W. John, Herman Nagler, John Rade
baugh, David E. Reed, Sanford L. Segal, Leo 
Stornelli. 

ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY 

Jacques Bourgeace, Howard Buchbinder, 
Harry J. Cargas, Leonard J. Eslick, Norman D. 
Hilllton, Jack Kirkland, John Knoepfle, Pierre 
Limouzy, Frank M. Loewenbers, A. J. Mon
tesi, James F. Scott, Ronald Rolfe, Monroe W. 
Strickberger, Joel S. Truein, Vincent C. 
Tunzo, Morton M. Weber. 

SAINT MARY'S COLLEGE 

Jack Arnold, Edward D. Beechert, Arthur 
Carson, Anthony H. Chiappe, Henry Cohn, 
Albert Dixon, Joseph M. Dongarra, Albert 
Dragsredt, Salina Faulhaber, Ben Frankel, 
Stephen J. Goldstine, George L. Hersh, Mon
roe Kanouse, Joseph Lanigan. 

Matthias Lu, Thomas Maskaleris, Peter J. 
Riga, Merrill Rodin, Samuel Schuman, J. 
Winfree Sinith, Mary Springer, Norman 
Springer, W. L. Stoyer, Susan J. Tanaka, W. 
F. Taucher, James Townsend, Jr., J. F. Wad
dell, Richard P. Wiebe, Harold Winkler, Fred 
Whelan. 

SIMMONS COLLEGE 

Frederick M. Anderson, Dorthea P. Dutra, 
Tiden G. Edestin, Richard Freedman, Ken
neth M. Green, Henry T. Halko, Bruce C. 
Hawthrone, Edith S. Helman, John C. Hunter, 
Leonard J. Kirsch, Manfred Klein, Lawrence 
L. Langer, Joseph Leverich, Charles R. Mac
key, William M. Manley, George W. Nitchie, 
George T. Noble, Emiliana P. Noether, David 
S. Perry, Quenten R. Petersen, C. Richard 
Roharbers, Richard Sterne, Wylie Sypher, 
Ray M. Tollesson, Robert C. Vernon. 

SMITH COLLEGE 

Darnel Aaron, Janet Abu-Lughod, Margaret 
Bates, Leonard Baskin, Robert J. Benewick, 
Mary Carruthers, Quentin Chavous, Charles 
Chetham, Ellen Chinoy, Ely Chinoy, Jean 
Cohn, Louis Cohn-Haft, Alice B. Dickinson, 
Robert J. Fabian, Blanche Cooney, Daniella 
Fink, Guido Fink, Maurianne S. Adams. 

Myron Glazer, Philip Green, Bruce Haw
kins, Elizabeth Hopkins, Seymour W. Itzkoff, 
Mervin Jules, Rita A. Jules, Joseph Krans
man, Alice A. Lazerowitz, Morris Lazerowitz, 
Fred Leonard, Edwin London, Margaret A. 
Marsh, Bert Mendelson, Elliot Offner, Theo
dore A. Terry. 

Edward Prenowitz, Dorothy Randall, Mi
chael Rice, Peter Rose, Roman Ruiz, Marjorie 
L. Senechal, Paul Shepard, Kenneth Stern, 
Francis Stlenon, Martha Tegh tsoonlan, Rob
ert Teghtsoonian, Donald Trumpler, Sidney 
Wasserman, Elaine Hagopian, Renee Watkins, 
Allen Weinstein, Janice Wilson, R. J. Wilson. 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY 

Robert Allway, Merton R. Bernfleld, How
ard Cann, Robert Christiansen, Richard Do
herty, Robert Greenberg, Leonard Herzen
berg, David Rogness, Marshall Klaus, Arthur 
Kohrman, Robert Lehman, Herbert P. Leider
man, Luigi Luezotti, Vincent Marinkovich, 
Lyman Page, Gene Phillips, Naomi Remen, 
W. Van B. Robertson, Eric Shooter, Rolf 
Sternglanz, Fred Weiland. 

SWARTHMORE COLLEGE 

Thomas Artin, George Avery, Carl Barus, 
Monroe C. Beardsley, Thompson Bradley, 
Leon Bramson, Hilde D. Cohn, Roland di 

Franco, Olga Lang, Barnard Merrill, Charles 
Rass, Jerome Shaffer, Gilmore Stott, Peter 
Van de Kamp, John Vantil, James T. Wood, 
Elizabeth J. Wray. 

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 

Norman Balubanian, Michael Barkun, 
Harvey Bates, Philip Booth, Paul F. Bosch, 
Randall Brune, Robert Brunet, Max Casper, 
Olivier Clubb, Donald Dike, George P. El
liott, Julian Friedman, Peter Frank, Nathan 
Ginsburg, Josua Goldberg, Marvin Goldberg, 
Sylvia Gurevitch, Robert Hardt, Erich Harth, 
Erik Hemmingsen. 

Arnold Honig, Nahmin Horwitz, Joseph V. 
Julian, Harvey Kaplan, Gordan Kent, Louis 
Frasner, Louis Kriesberg, Eric W. Lawson, 
Jacques Lewin, Tekla Lewin, Stanford B. 
Meech, Alan Miller, Ephraim Mizruchi, 
Franklin E. Morris, Donald Maston, Peter 
Matensohn, Michael O'Leary, George Pappas
tazros, Betty Putash, Douglas W. Rae, Fritz 
Rohrlich, Don L. Smithers, Waldo Shitney, 
Robert Wolssom. 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY 

Sidney Axinn, Elizabeth Beardsley, Ray
mond Bentman, Stephen Berg, Floyd c. 
Bowman, Henry Braun, Dennis Clark, Rob
ert I. Edenbaum, Jerald Fiderer, Joe Gerst!, 
Roscoe Hinkle, Paul Jackson, Robert Kleiner, 
Keith Levald, Charles McCoy, J. Laurence 
Naiman, Holger Stub, Robert West. 

TUFTS UNIVERSITY 

Freeland K. Abbott, Gerald Adler, H. V. 
Agashian, Peter Baldwin, Hugo Bedau, Ju
dith S. Chernaik, Robert M. Clatanoff, Sher
wood Collins, Leonard Corman, Dorothea J. 
Crook, M. A. Cynkin, Carleton Dallery, Rich
ard M. Dowd, Lee A. Elioseff, Sanford J. 
Freedman, M. F. Friedkin, Martin Friedman, 
Louis M. Geller, Sol Gittleman, F. B. Gold
berg, Jacqueline D. Goodchilds. 

George Grosser, Martin Guterman, Ernest 
Hartmann, Hilde Hein, Kenneth Hertz, 
Franklyn D. Holzman, James Hunt, Howard 
Hunter, David Isles, Frank P. Jones, William 
Kane, Jay W. Kenvin, Fllssa B. Koff, Bernard 
M. Kramer, Pamela E. Kramer, N. I. Krinsky, 
George Leger, Barnard Levine, Eugene Lucks, 
Zelia Luria, Lewis F. Manley, Charles Mc
Graw, S. C. MoLa.ughlin, Jr., W. S. McHutt, 
Trevor Melia, Robert L. H. Miller, A. Wil
liam Mills. 

David Newell, Martin :Frinz, Gene Reeves, 
Thorton B. Roby, Sanford Rosenzweig, F. 
Rothstein, Ronald Rouse, M. Schaechter, 
James Schlesinger, Edwin M. Schur, Myron 
R. Sharaf, Charles Sinclair, Newlin R. Smith, 
Leila Sussman, Robert J. Taylor, Jack R. 
Tessman, Albert D. Ullman, Brendan M. 
Walsh, Robert H. Webb, Frank Wicker, Har
old Zechel, and Martin Zelin. 

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 

Iver Bradley, Paul Burgess, Helmut G. Cal
lis, Robert Edminster, Don Esplin, Reed L. 
Frishknecht, George D. Hauks, Stewart Har
vey, Kyotoshi Iwanoto, Barbara L. Kaiser, 
Irwin H. Kaiser, Charles P. Miles, Harold 
Moore, Lawrence Na;bres, Charles A. Nugent, 
Richard Orkaud, Ernest Rauda, F. B. Schick, 
M. Neff Smart, John Wacker, Jack Williams, 
Robert Wolbach, and Francis D. Wormuth. 

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 

Robert P. Adams, Robert E. Burton, B. M. 
Bennett, John Bolger, Edward E. Bostetter, 
Gardner Brown, Jr., Martha Cahn, Robert 
Cahn, John Chambless, Giovanni Costigan, 
Frances Creore, Jean David, Robert Cleland, 
Colette Dutin, Robert Ellrich, D. E. Emerson, 
Robert Fernald, Edmond Fischer, Jonathan 
Gallant, Alex Gottfried, and Mary Griffiths. 

C. Louis Hafermehl, Brian Harding, Ed
ward B. Harper, James E. Herrick, James R. 
Holton, Alan Iglitzin, Raymond Immerwahr, 
Howard Kaminsky, Alex Kaplan, Gerald 
Kechley, Abraham Keller, Robert W. Kessel, 
Alfred Kogan, Robert Lasher, and Thomas G. 
Lessie. 

Charles Marks, John R. Moulton, Howard 
Nostrand, Robert Paine, Cyrus Rubin, Rob-
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ert Richman, William Rutter, Sol Soporta, 
Judith Shapiro, Eugene H. Smith, Carl Sol
berg, Joseph Sommers, David Stadler, Guy 
A. Thompson, Jr., Arthur F. Whiteley Helen 
R. Whiteley, Ph111p E. Wilcox, and Wllliam B. 
Woolf. 

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY 
Suzanne Allen, Arthur Antisdel, Estelle An

tisdel, David Asdourian, Reuben M. Baron, 
Ernst Benjamin, Trim S. Bissell, Sandor 
Brent, Esther M. Broner, Gene Brooke, Nor
man Reed Carey, Gloria Oowan, Kenneth 
Davidson, R. E. Diamond, Ralph Epstein, Far
iborz Fatemi, Otto Feinstein, Ira J. Firestone, 
Harold Fromm, Ted Goldberg, and Bernard 
Goodman. 

David Herreshoff, A. G. Holtman, Jr., Adri
anne James, James Jarvis, Christopher H. 
Johnson, SamuelS. Komorita, Aron Krasner, 
John T. Laffey, Charles Lebeaux, Paul Low
inger, Maryann Mahaffey, and Edwar-d A. 
Morlan, Jr. 

Emile A. Newcomb, Marilyn Olds, Lynn H. 
Parsons, Oscar Paskal, John Perry, Elizabeth 
Phillips, Norman Pollack, Ned Price, Michael 
Reece, Michael Rieber, Donald Roberts, John
athan Schwartz, and Steven S. Schwartz. 

S. Schweitzer, Murray Seidler, Stanley Sha
piro, Sheldon Siegel, Roberta Sigel, Melvin 
Small, Geneva Smitherman, J. K. Snyder, 
Paul Sporm, Ross Stagner, William Standing, 
Leo Stoller, Richard M. Sweeney, Athan The
ohairs, Francine Wehmner, Gerald Wehmner, 
John Weiss, David Wineman, and Kenneth 
c. Wylie. 

WELLESLEY COLLEGE 
Sigmund Abeles, L111an A. Anderson, Dun

can Aswell, Grazia Avitabile, Miriam H. Ber
lin, Elizabeth Dempster, Fred Denbeaux, 
David Ferry, Phyllis J. Fleming, Hannah D. 
French, Herbert M. Gale, Janet Glele, Arthur 
Gold, Ellen Haring, Suzanne Hoover, Roger 
A. Johnson. 

Rosalind E. Krauss, Piers Lewis, Florence 
McCUlloch, Eleanor McLaughlin, Rodney 
Morrison, Barry Phillips, Ruth Anna Put
nam, Jerome Regnier, Margery ·sabin, Gera
sismo Santas, Patrica Spacks, Adele Spitzer, 
Ingrid Stadler, Thomas Edwards Wagner, 
Richard W. Wallace, Walter Zimmerman. 

WESTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY 
Donald Anthony, Alan E. Beeman, Mark 

Bradford, N. James Carlson, David Cohen, 
Robert P. Davis, Charles C. Davis, Leo A. 
Despres, Fred A. Diehl, Jarriet Ephrussl
Taylor, Errel Friedberg, Donald Grann, Henry 
Gluck, Samuel Gorovitz, Joseph A. Grasso. 

Murray Gruber, Hans Herzberger, Emily 
Hirschman, Robert Josephson, Mortimer 
Kadish, Leonard S. Kisslinger, Rosi Kuerti, 
Ruth Laufer, Jerome Liebman, David Miller, 
Myrna Miller, Donald Payne, Sidney M. Peck, 
Eugene V. Perrin, Ronald Przybylski, Richard 
0. Recknagel. 

Jonathan J. Reichert, Berol L. Robinson, 
Rank Rosengarten, Richard Roth, Ellen 
Rothchild, Erving Rothchild, Norman B. 
Rushforth, Leonard Share, Howard Sachs, 
George Sayers, Warwick Sakami, Kenneth 
Scott, Marcus Singer, Alice M. Sloss, Chandler 
Smith, Benjamin Spock, Norman Taslitz, 
Randall H. Travis, Theodore Voneida, How
ard Webber, Leabah Winter, Paul Zilsel. 

WHEELOCK COLLEGE 
John Ahlin, Ph111p R. Craig, Paul Ellison, 

Ann Goldsmith, Charles Goodell, Henry 
Haskell, Muriel T. Hurt, Allan Leitman, Riki 
Spungin. 

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN 
L. Wilmer Anderson, Ralph Andreano, 

Richard A. Asbey, Steven F. Bauman, Anatole 
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Luis Neri-Zagal, Christian M. Ravndal, Julie 
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Edward LeFevour, Merrill Provena. 
NEW ENGLAND COLLEGE 
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Lawrence Rarese, Richard H. Hooke, James 
M. Pierce, Roger Rath. 

REED COLLEGE 
W111iam E. Baker, c. Grier Davis, Mason 

Drukman, William Halewood, G. Jon Roush, 
Howard Waskow. 
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Smith. 
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Rev. Thomas Aldington, Rev. w. A. Ander

son, Rev. E. Lee Bothast, Rev. Edward Black
man, Rev. Robert Bracey, Rev. Ross Cannon, 
Rev. Mario Cestaro, Rev. R. E. Chorley, Rev. 
Fred D. Eyster, Rev. Harold Fray, Rev. Mal
colm J. Grobe, Rev. Edwin Hinshaw, Rev. H. 
V. Kafka. 

Rev. Charles .Lemart, Rev. Richard Mayer, 
Rev. Einar Michaelsen, Rev. K. B. Morrison, 
Rev. Hugh Morton, Rev. John Pipe, Rev. 
Shambrook, Rev. Paul D. Simpson, Rev. Max 
Stackhouse, Rev. Earl Thompson, Rev. Ed
ward J. Tyler, Rev. J. Westhaver, Jr., Rev. J. 
s. Whiteneck, Jr., Rev. Jack Zoerheide. 

AUTHORS AND ARTISTS 
James S. Ayars, Beverly S. Carter, Rebecca 

Caud111, Francis Grover Cleveland, Peter 
Kane Dufault, Edward A. Mason, Ruth 
Adams, Phillip Ross, Richard Dyer-Bennett, 
David T. Eames, Alfred Edelman, Carol Edel
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Ralph Friedman, William Gibson, Nathan 
Horwltt, Betty H. Johnston, Barry G. Korn
feld, Frederick Lancome, Ursula Le Guin, 
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baum, Theodore S. Polumbaum, Esther 
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Joan Lester, Phyllis Morrison, Phyllis D. 
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(NoTE.-Institutional affiliations for pur
pose of identification only.) 

This Advertisement has been paid by con
tributions from the individual signers. Ad
ditional signatures from more than 140 other 
Colleges and Universities in over 27 States 
have been received and will appear in the 
New York Times Sunday, January 22. Com
ments, contributions, and endorsements will 
be welcome. 

Please write or wire President Johnson and 
your Senators and Representatives endors
ing the demand of this Ad. 

AD Hoc FACULTY COMMITTEE ON 
VIETNAM, 

Prof. HILARY PuTNAM, Chairman. 
Prof. S. E. LURIA, 

Secretary-Treasurer. 
BELMONT, MASS. 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 15, 1967} 
LEADING AMERICAN AUTHORITIES ON INTERNA

TIONAL LAW REPLY TO THE PRESIDENT.
U.S. INTERVENTION IN VIETNAM Is ILLEGAL 
The President, in his State of the Union 

Message, advanced as basic grounds for our 
involvement in Vietnam, our "commitment" 
under the SEATO Treaty, "aggression" by 
North Vietnam, and the Korean "precedent". 
These same grounds have been advanced by 
the Legal Adviser of the State Department 
in a detailed Memorandum, "The Legality of 
the U.S. Participation in the Defense of Viet
nam", issued in March 1966-and more re
cently in an address to the University of 
Pittsburgh Law School on December 13. Ten 
days ago our Committee submitted to the 
Secretary of State a comprehensive 45 000-
word Analysis prepared by its Consul~tive 
Council* demonstrating that the Adminis
tration's legal justification of U.S. involve
ment in Vietnam is based on misleading 
presentations of fact and unwarranted in
terpretations of law. Observance of the law 
would have spared the American people as 
well as the Vietnamese a cruel war. So that 
the American people may gauge the legality 
or illegality of our involvement in Vietnam 
our Council's Analysis is summarized o~ 
this page in Points I to V-as briefiy as is 
possible for a responsible understanding of 
the issues. Point III deals with the SEATO 
"commitment." Point I (1) deals with "ag
gression" by North Vietnam. Point I (5) 
deals with the Korean precedent. Other 
points deal with our commitments· under 
the United Nations Charter, the 1954 Geneva 

*Consultative Council: Richard A. Falk, 
Chairman, Milbank Prof. International Law, 
Princeton University; John H. E. Fried, Rap
porteur, Prof. Political Science, City Univer
sity of New York; Richard J. Barnet, Co-Di
rector, Institute for Policy Studies, Washing
ton, D.C.; John H. Herz, Prof. International 
Relations, City University of New York; Stan
ley Hoffmann, Prof. International Law, Har
vard University; Saul H. Mendlovitz, Prof. 
International Law, Rutgers University School 
of Law; Wallace McClure, Prof. International 
Law, World Rule of Law Center, Duke Uni
versity; RichardS. Miller, Prof. International 
Law, Ohio State University College of Law; 
Hans J. Morgenthau, Michelson Distinguish
ed Service Prof. Political Science and Modern 
History, University of Chicago; Willlam G. 
Rice, Prof. International Law, University of 
Wisconsin Law School; Quincy Wright, Prof. 
International Law, University of Chicago· 
Rice University. ' 
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Accords, and our own Constitution. At stake 
are not "legalisms". 

At stake are the nonns of behavior essen
tial for world order. Therefore our govern
ment must, we plead, conduct its foreign 
relations in conformity with international 
law. We have requested the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee to hold hearings on 
the legality of U.S. involvement in Vietnam. 
We urge your support. 

Consonant with international law, and in 
support of Secretary General U Thant's peace 
plan, we urge the United States Government 
to take immediately the following specific 
steps: 

1. Unconditional termination of bombings 
in North Vietnam. 

2. Cooperate in replacing U.S. military 
forces With personnel of the International 
Control Commission which is legally respon
sible for supervising the execution of the 1954 
Geneva Accords. 

3. De-escalation of military operations in 
South Vietnam starting with the cessation of 
offensive operations. 

4. Recognition of the National Liberation 
Front as possessing belligerent status, and 
hence negotiating status, equal to that of the 
Saigon regime. 

5. Commitment to negotiate on the basis of 
the 1954 Geneva accords, including the with
drawal of all foreign military forces and the 
elimination of all foreign bases in South and 
North Vietnam within a specified period of 
time. 

United States intervention in Vietnam con
stitutes a series of violations of the United 
Nations Charter and of other fundamental 
rules of in tern a tional law governing the use 
of force in international relations. 

The United States has a duty-embodied in 
our Constitution-to abide by general inter
national law and by the treaty obligations it 
has freely and sovereignly accepted. 

In the nuclear age, the survival of the 
United States and the world requires that we 
become again a nation "of laws and not of 
men," as truly in international affairs as in 
domestio life. 

Therefore, we, the undersigned calL upon 
the United States Government to cease its 
present conduct and to heed the counsels of 
restraint prudently built into international 
law as protection against the ever-worsening 
scourge of war; we call upon the United 
Stat((s Congress without delay to exercise its 
prerogatives toward these ends,· and we call 
upon fellow Americans and men and women 
everywhere to support this effort to promote 
the cause of peace. 
POINT I-THE UNILATERAL MILITARY INTERVEN

TION OF THE UNITED STATES IN VIETNAM 
VIOLATES THE CHARTER OF THE UNITED NA
TIONS. THE CHARTER'S EXCEPTIONAL AU
THORIZATION OF INDIVIDUAL AND COLLECTIVE 
SELF-DEFENSE "IF AN ARMED ATTACK OCCURS 
AGAINST A MEMBER OF THE UNITED NATIONS" 
DOES NOT APPLY IN THE CASE OF VIETNAM 

The Charter of the United Nations is a 
treaty that specifically obligates the United 
States (1) to refrain from the unilateral use 
or threat of force in international relations 
(Article 2(4)) and (2) to settle international 
disputes by peaceful means. 

The Charter creates a very narrow excep
tion to the broad prohibition of unilateral 
force. This exception (Article 51) affirms the 
"inherent right of individual or collective 
self-defense if an armed attack occurs 
against a Member of the United Nations . ... " 

Th,e Department Brief seizes upon the 
word "inherent" to argue that prior to the 
adoption of the United Nations Charter, 
states possessed a broad right of self-defense; 
that this right is not diminished by Article 
51. Hence, it argues, the exercise of this 
right of "collective self-defense" by the 
United States on behalf of South Vietnam is 
not inconsistent with the Charter. 

This contention is fallacious for several 
reasons: 

1. There has been no "armed attack" upon 
South Vietnam within the meaning of 
Article 51 of the Charter 
The question crucial for world order is

What kind of grievance permits a state to 
act in "self-defense"? 

The right of self-defense under the Char
ter exists only if an "armed attack" has oc
curred. The language of Article 51 is un
equivocal. The concrete term "armed attack" 
was deliberately introduced into the Charter 
to eliminate the discretion of states to de
termine for themselves the scope of per
missible self-defense-that is, to wage war 
without prior U.N. authorization. A claim 
for self-defense is permissible only "when 
the necessity for action is instant, over
whelming, and leaving no choice of means, 
and no moment for deliberation." This defi
nition of self-defense was stated in classic 
form by Secretary of State Daniel Webster 
in the Caroline Case, (VII Moore's Digest 
of International Law, 919) and was affirmed 
in the Nuremberg judgment and by unani
mous vote of the U.N. General Assembly at 
its First Session. Res. 95(1). 

The State Department Memorandum ac
k.nowledges that a specific form of aggres
siOn, namely, an "armed attack" is an essen
tial condition precedent to the use of force 
in self-defense, and that a mere allegation 
of indirect aggression does not· entitle a state 
to wage war by unilateral discretion. How
ever, the Memorandum blurs the essential 
distinction between the broad a),ld vague 
general concept of aggression and the narrow 
one of armed attack. Evidently endeavoring 
to justify the U.S.'s open combat actions 
against North Vietnam and in South Viet
nam which started on February 7, 1965, the 
State Department merely alleges the occur
rence of an armed attack by North Vietnam 
"before February 1965," without providing a 
convincing demonstration of why its allega
tions about the gradual infiltration of North 
Vietnamese guerrillas over a period of ten 
years in support of the Vietcong insurgency 
should be regarded as an armed attack. 

The Department Brief quotes selectively 
from the reports of the International Con
trol Commission to support its claims of sub
version and infiltration over the "years." It 
fails, however, to acknowledge passages in 
the reports of the ICC that criticize the for
bidden, and progressively increasing, mili
tary build-up of South Vietnam by the 
United States that coriunenced almost im
mediately after the Geneva Accords of 1954. 
It is in the context of this gradually increas
ing American military build-up of South 
Vietnam and American military presence in 
South Vietnam that one must assess the con
tention that the infiltration of 40,000 North 
Vietnamese between 1954 and 1965 should be 
viewed as an armed attack. 

The Department Brief itself provides the 
reasoning with which to reject its charge of 
"armed attack" by North Vietnam. The 
long-smoldering conditions of unrest, sub
version and infiltration in South Vietnam 
that it describes is an example of the very 
opposite of an emergency demanding im
mediate response "leaving no choice of 
means, and no moment for deliberation" and 
justifying a claim of self-defense. The 
State Department's argument, if accepted, 
would broaden Article 51 far beyond either 
its intended or desirable meaning. Whereas 
the Charter limits the use of force, by uni
lateral decision to specific emergencies where 
there is no time to seek authorization from 
the Security Council, the State Department's 
doctrine would grant all states-and even 
"entities" which are not sovereign states-
a dangerous and virtually unlimited discre
tion to decide when force shall be used. 
This is in clear contrast to the letter and 
spirit of the Charter. 

The Department Brief does not even sus
tain its charge of indirect aggression, it indi-

cates that prior to 1964 the "infiltrators" 
were South Vietnamese that had previously 
moved North after July 1954. Moreover, the 
lumping together of "40,000 armed and un
armed guer-rillas" is not meaningful. How 
can an unarmed Vietnamese who moves 
from one zone of his country to another be 
classified as a "guerrilla" and "infiltrator" 
contributing to "armed attack"? Above an' 
the implication that by 1964 the Souther~ 
insur~ents had been reinforced by 40,000 
guernllas from the North is -altogether mis
leading; for this figure, even if correct, fails 
to deduct all those who during a whole dec
ade died, became incapacitated, were taken 
prisoners, deserted, or simply withdrew from 
or never participated in the insurgency. 

The Mansfield Report shows that before 
1965 infiltration from the North, "was con
fined primarily to political cadres and mili
tary leadership." On the other hand it 
notes that by 1962, "United States military 
advisers and service forces in South Vietnam 
totaled approximately 10,000 men. The Re
port makes plain that significant armed per
sonnel were introduced from the North only 
after the United States had intervened when 
"total collapse of the Saigon government's 
authority appeared imminent in the early 
months of 1965." It states (at p. 1): 

"United States combat troops in strength 
arrived at that point in response to the ap
peal of the Saigon authorities. The Viet
cong counter-resvonse was to increase their 
military activity with forces strengthened by 
intensified local recruitment and infiltration 
of regular North Vietnamese troops. With 
the change in the composition of the oppos
ing forces the character of the war also 
changed sharply." The Report (p. 3) un
derscores that significant forces from the 
North followed and did not precede the di
rect involvement of the United States. 

To summarize this crucial point-self-de
fense is legally permissible only in response 
to a particularly grave, immediate emer
gency--described in international law and 
the Charter as "armed attack." The kind 
of force allegedly employed by North Viet
nam in South Vietnam cannot appropriately 
be regarded as an "armed attack" within the 
meaning of Article 51. Therefore a claim to 
act in self-defense is unavailable to South 
Vietnam; and, a fortiori, unavailable to the 
United States as an ally acting in collective 
self-defense. 
2. The United States jailed to fulfill its 

charter obligation to seek a peaceful solu
tion in Vietnam 
The State Department also ignores the ob

ligation under the Charter to seek first of all 
a pea<:eful solution by any method of the dis
putant's own choice, within or outside the 
machinery of the United Nations. This legal 
:,equirement is elaborated in Article 33(1): 

The parties to any dispute, the continuance 
of which is likely to endanger the mainte
nance of international peace and security, 
shall first of all, seek a solution by negotia
tion, enquiry, mediation, con<:111ation, arbi
tration, judicial settlement, resort to regional 
agencies or arrangem-ents, or other peaceful 
means of their own choice." 

The United States has had many years 
within which to seek a peaceful solution of 
the Vietnam situation. Indeed, a report pre
pared for the American Friends Service Com
mittee-"Peace in Vietnam"-discussing 
"The Negotiation Puzzle", points out that "a 
careful reading of the New York Times shows 
that the United States has rejected no fewer 
than seven efforts to negotiate an end to the 
war" (p. 51), citing efforts by U Thant, Presi
dent de Gaulle, Hanoi and others, made long 
before the United States embarked upon an 
active combat role in February, 1965. 

Ever since the mid-1950's the reports of the 
International Control Commission contain 
many complaints about South Vietnam's de
liberate and systematic sabotage of the ma-
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chinery created by the Geneva Accords to 
prevent dangerous developments. The 
United States has done little to dispel the 
belief that it has favored a "military solu
tion" to the conflict in Vietnam. 
3. The doctrine of "collective self-defense" 

cannot justify the United States military 
intervention in the civil war in South 
Vietnam 
If the conflict in South Vietnam is a civil 

war the intervention of the United States is 
a violation of the undertaking, fundamental 
in international law, that one state has no 
right to intervene in the internal a.ffairs of 
other countries. 

It seems most correct to regard the present 
conflict in South Vietnam as essentially a 
civil war among, what James Reston has de
scribed a "tangle of competing individuals, 
regions, religions and sects ... [among) a 
people who have been torn apart by war and 
dominated and exploited by Saigon for gen
erations." (New York Times, April 3, 1966.) 

The Charter of the United Nations is silent 
or the subject of civil war. It has been 
generally assumed, however, that a civil war 
is a matter essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of a state (Article 2 (7)), and 
that therefore even the United Nations is 
obliged to refrain from intervening unless 
the civil war is identified by a competent 
organ of the U.N. as a threat to international 
peace. Certainly if the United Nations must 
stay aloof from civil wars, then it is even 
clearer that individual states are likewise 
obliged to refrain from interfering in civil 
wars. The weight of opinion among inter
national lawyers lays stress upon a duty of 
non-intervention in ongoing civil wars. 

Even if North Vietnam and South Vietnam 
are accorded the status of separate entities 
in international law, approximating the 
status of independent countries, rather than 
being "temporary zones" of a single country 
as decreed by the Geneva Accords, the United 
States may not respond to the intervention 
of North Vietnam in the civil war in the 
South by bombing the North. There is no 
legal basis for an outside state to respond 
to an intervention by another state in a 
civil war with a military attack on the 
territory of the intervening state. Neither 
Germany under Hitler nor Italy under Mus
solin! claimed that their intervention in be
half of Franco during the Spanish Civil War 
would have vindicated their use of military 
force upon the territory of the Soviet Union, 
a state intervening in behalf of the Loyalists. 
Correspondingly, the Soviet Union, interven
ing in behalf of Spain's legitimate govern
ment, did not claim any right to use military 
force against Germany or Italy. It is sober
ing to realize that if the United States was 
lawfully entitled to bomb North Vietnam 
in response to North Vietnam's intervention 
in the Southern civil war, then North Viet
nam or any of its allies would have been 
lawfully entitled to bomb the United States 
in response to the United States' much more 
massive intervention in that civil war. 
4. The "request" of the "Government" of 

South Vietnam does not provide a legal 
basis f0'1' "collective self-defense." 
The evidence shows that in many respects 

the present Saigon regime, just as its prede
cessors since 1954, is a client government of 
the United States. These governments seem 
to have been incapable of independent ac
tion, as regards either inviting American 
assistance or requesting modification or 
termination of American assistance. Fur
thermore, these regimes have been unable to 
act on behalf of their people or even to rule 
effectively the territory under their control. 

The present government has no constitu
tional basis, and is incapable even of achiev
ing stab1lity on its own side in the face of 
the emergency represented by the ongoing 
civil war, a factor that normally postpones 
protest movement until the civil war is set
tled. The recurring protests of Buddhists, 

Catholics, business leaders, students, intel
lectuals, and other civilian groups in South 
Vietnam are dramatic evidence of the tenu
ous existence and the repressive quality of 
Premier Ky's regime. 

If the United States were to withdraw from 
South Vietnam the Ky government would 
collapse. In what sense, then, is such a re
gime sufHciently constituted as a government 
to authorize military intervention of the 
United States on its own behalf? It is hardly 
comforting to rely upon the Soviet suppres
sion of the Nagy uprising of 1956 in Hungary 
as a useful ·precedent to support whrut the 
United States is doing in Vietnam on a far 
larger and sustained scale. 
5. The KO'T'ean precedent does not justify 

the unilateral intervention of the United 
States in Vietnam 
The State Department's reliance upon the 

Korean precedent to sustain "the right to 
organize collective defense" is inadequate to 
establish a legal basis for the unilateral 
U.S. military intervention in Vietnam. Gen
eral Ridgway, among others, has pointed to 
some of the important differences between 
Korea and Vietnam (Look Magazine, April 5, 
1966, p. 82) : 

"In South Korea, we had a workable gov
ernment ... We acted in concert with many 
nations and had been deputized by the 
United Nations to repel the aggressor in its 
name." 

In Korea, a massive invasion (armed at
ta{}k) from the North had occurred, as at
tested to by United Nations observers; never
theless, the United States did not claim a 
right of "collective self-defense'' on behalf of 
the South but brought the case before the 
United Nations Security Council, and there
after acted in the name of the United Na
tions. 
POINT II--THE MILITARY PRESENCE OF THE 

UNITED STATES IN VIETNAM VIOLATES THE 
GENEVA ACCORDS OF 1954 

The State Department claims that the U.S. 
military intervention in Vietnam is compat
ible with the Geneva Accords of 1954 and, in 
fact, is based on U.S. assuran{}es made at the 
time of their signing. 

The Geneva Conference dealt with the sit
uation created by the defeat of the French in 
their 8-year war against the Viet Minh for 
control over the whole of Vietnam. After 
the battle at Dien Bien Phu in June 1954, the 
Viet Minh occupied the major part of the 
country north of the thirteenth parallel. 
However, Ho Chi Minh agreed to withdraw 
his forces to the north of the seventeenth 
parallel in exchange for two central commit
ments: (1) the unconditional promise that 
all foreign military forces in Vietnam would 
be removed, and (2) that within two years 
elections would be held under international 
supervision to unify the country, so that the 
temporary division of Vietnam into a north
ern and southern zone would end by July 
1956. 

The United States pledged on July 21, 1954 
not "to disturb" the Geneva Accords. Article 
6 of the Final Declaration of the Geneva 
Conference explicitly stated that the military 
demarcation line is provisional and shall not 
in any way be interpreted as constituting a 
political or territorial boundary. 

It is generally acknowledged that Hanoi 
initially carried out the central provisions of 
the Accords and eschewed violence south of 
the seventeenth parallel because it expected 
to win the elections and did not wish to 
alienate those whose electoral support it 
sought. (See, e.g., Fourth Interim Report 
of the International Control Commission, 
Vietnam No.3, Command Paper 9654 [1954]). 
Nevertheless, on July 16, 1955, the Diem re
gime, with United States backing, announced 
that it would not participate in the pre
scribed nation-wide elections and would not 
even negotiate with Hanoi, as also prescribed 
in the Accords, about their modalities. The 
fact that the Accords granted Diem a full 

year (July 1955-July 1956) to demand any 
safeguards for fair elections refutes the State 
Department's assertion that Diem's obstruc
tion of the central provision of the Geneva 
Settlement-reunification-was justified be
cause the elections would not have been fair 
in the North. 

As late as September 18, 1961, the Inter
national Control Commission (ICC) insisted 
upon compliance with the obligation to hold 
elections for reunification. In a Special Re
port of June 2, 1962, the ICC declared that the 
United States "increased mllitary aid" to 
South Vietnam and that the United States' 
"factual military alliance" with South Viet
nam violated the Geneva Agreement. 
POINT III-THE UNITED STATES IS NOT COM

MITTED BY THE SEATO TREATY OR OTHERWISE 
TO INTERVENE IN VIETNAM 

The State Department's claim that the 
United States military involvement in Viet
nam is in fulfillment of its obligation under 
the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty 
is untenable. The argument is a late dis
covery. SEATO was not mentioned in the 
ofHcial U.S. announcements in February 1965, 
when the bombing of North Vietnam com
menced. In March 1965, the State Depart
ment, in a Memorandum entitled "Legal 
Basis for the United States Actions Against 
North Vietnam," did not refer to SEATO. 
Neither Secretary of State Rusk, in an ad
dress on Vietnam before the American So
ciety of International Law in April 1965, nor 
President Johnson, in a statement on July 
28, 1965 explaining "Why We Are in Viet
nam," made any reference to SEATO. 

In fact, the SEATO Treaty does not en
large the legal basis for the use of force con
tained in the U.N. Charter. The State De
partment misleadingly asserts that the 
Treaty's Article 4(1) creates an "obliga
tion . . . to meet the common danger in the 
event of armed aggression". The term 
"armed aggression" is not contained in the 
Treaty. Repeating the language of the U.N. 
Charter, Article 4(1), speaks of "aggression 
by means of armed attack." Since an armed 
attack has not occurred, SEATO does not au
thorize defensive action; if an armed attack 
had occurred, SEATO would be redundant, as 
the use of force would be permissible under 
Article 51 of the Charter. 

In the event of an "armed attack" the 
United States would have had, at most, the 
legal right, but certainly not an obligation, 
to assist South Vietnam. None of the other 
SEATO parties regard m111tary intervention 
in Vietnam as legally required by SEATO. 
On the contrary, two leading members of 
SEATO-Pakistan and France-have publicly 
denounced the United States' role in the 
Vietnam war. 

Article 4 (2) of the SEATO Treaty makes 
clear that if South Vietnam were threatened 
"in any way other than by armed attack," 
the (SEATO) parties "shall consult immedi
ately in order to agree on the measures which 
should be taken for the common defense." 
And Article 2 of the Treaty makes clear that 
"subversive activities directed from without" 
does not constitute "an armed attack," but 
call for consultation by the treaty members. 
Consultation is not unilateral military assist
ance. Indeed, the Treaty presupposes 
unanimous agreement among the other seven 
partners before any SEATO power would be 
authorized to offer military support. In 1964, 
the unanimity requirement was reinterpreted 
by the United States to mean that "meas
ures" could be taken in the absence of a dis
senting vote among the SEATO partners. 

As regards "commitments" of former Presi
dents, the Department Brief falls to point 
out that President Eisenhower initially of
fered limited economic aid to the Diem 
regime if it would be "prepared to give assur
ances as to the standards of performance it 
would be able to maintain in the event such 
aid were supplied," and only on condition 
that the American "aid will be met by per
formance on the part of the Government of 
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Vietnam in undertaking needed reforms." 
(Department of State Bulletin XXXI, No
vember 15, 1954, pp. 735-736). President 
Eisenhower has stated categorically that his 
Administration had made no commitment to 
South Vietnam "in terms of m111tary sup
port or programs whatsoever." · 

President Kennedy insisted that the war fu 
Vietnam was "their war" and promised only 
equipment and military advisers. His view 
of the United States involvement in Vietnam 
was summed up in the statement he made in 
September 1963: 

"In the final analyses, it's their war. 
They're the ones who have to win or lose it. 
We can help them, we can give them equip
ment, we can send our men out there as ad
visers, but they have to win it, the people. 
of Vietnam." 

It is strange legaL logic retrospectively to 
construe these carefully guarded offe;rs of 
limited assistance as commitments for m111-
tary intervention. 
POINT IV-THE INTENSITY AND DESTRUCTlVE

NESS OF UNITED STATES WARFARE IN VIETNAM 
IS CONTRARY TO INTERNATIONAL LAW 
The intensity, indiscriminateness: and de

structiveness of United States war actions in 
Vietnam violate basic rules of warfare that 
have been part of international law at least 
since the formulation of the Hague Conven
tions in 1907. 

These actions are particularly reprehen
sible so far as North Vietnam is concerned. 
It has never been denied that the United 
States military presence vastly exceeds that 
of the North in South Vietnam. Under the 
Geneva Accords, the United States is not 
entitled to introduce military personnel and 
equipment anywhere in Vietnam (except 
man-for-man and piece-for-piece replace
ments as of the status of July 1954) and 
much less tb participate in active fighting 
in that country. Even if, as the Department 
Brief contends, reprisal · or response to viola
tions of the Geneva Accords by North Viet
nam were justified, the United States would 
be entitled to disregard these Accords only in 
proportion to their disregard by North Viet
nam. 

Long before the advent of the United Na
tions, it was a basic rule of international law 
that forc·e used in reprisal must be propor
tional to the illegal provocation. In the 
leading case of the .Pre-United Nations era 
on the subject (the Naulilaa Incident, in
volving the sheping of Portuguese forts by 
Germany in 1914), a German-Portuguese 
Mixed Tribunal emphasized that reprisals 
"are limited by considerations of humanity 
and good faith"; and more generally, that, 
"One should certainly consider as excessive, 
and therefore illegal, reprisals out of all pro
portion with the act which motivated them." 
Bombing North Vietnam, as of February, 
1965, in alleged reprisal for Vietcong attacks 
on two American airbases in South Vietnam, 
certainly seems to fiaunt this rule of pro
portionality. 
POINT V-UNITED STATES ACTIONS IN VIETNAM 

VIOLATE TREATIES WHICH ARE PART OF THE 
SUPREME LAW OF THE LAND, AND HENCE VIO
LATE THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 
Since United States actions in South Viet-

nam and North Vietnam violate treaties to 
which the United States has become a party 
by ratiflcati:on pursuant to the Constitution, 
they violate the Supreme Law of the Land. 
No branch of the Government, alone or to
gether, may, under the Constitution, author
ize actions in violation of treaties or delegate 
power to do so. There is no Constitutional 
authority to violate the Charter of the United 
Nations, a treaty of which the United States 
was a principal architect, which embodies 
the conscience o! mankind, and which 1s 
legally binding on all its members. 

The rellance of the Department Brief upon 
alleged past precedents as applicable to the 
Vietnam situation 1s wholly unfounded, and 
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the assertion that, since 1789, Presidents Mr: Thant, Secretary General of the United 
have at least '125 times ordered "armed forces Nations, was reported on Jan. 4 to have com
to take action or maintain positions without pleted, two weeks of intensive secret diplo
prior Congressional authorization" is mis- macy. He' was reported as having hopes, 
leading. None of these incidents, except pos- based on what were deScribed as hard fact, of 
sibly the Korean confiict, involved U.S. war· a positive response from North Vietnam to 
actions comparable in magnitude to those in negotiations if the United States uncondi
Vietnam. None involved the dispatch of mil- tionally ended the bombing. 
itary forces for combat to a territory fl'om QUOTE BY DONG 
which, by solemn international compact, for- ln that same day's editions of The New 
eign military personnel, foreign eqUipment, York Times, Harrison Salisbury, an assistant 
and foreign bases were to be excluded. More- managing editor of The Times, quoted Pre
over, most of these instances were the prod-
uct of "gunboat diplomacy" undertaken be- mier Dong as having said in an interview in 
fore the United Nations Charter 'limited the Hanoi. 
permissible use of force under international "The moment the Uni-ted States puts an 
law to self-defense against an armed attack. end to tpe war, we will respect each other 

and settle every question." 
The Korean precedent is especially inap- The signers of the letter included the fol-

posite, as President Truman's actions were lowing: 
authorized by a Security Council Resolution, ?rof. Paul Weiss of the philosophy depart
and were not unilaterally undertaken as are ~ ment and copresident of the American Philo-
the actions in Vietnam. "· sqphical Association. 

We petition the Congress to adopt the Prof. Robert A. Dahl of the political science 
council's 5 point program and thus, by ad-
hering to the precepts of interna,tiona1 law, department and president of the American 

Poli~ic¥ Science Association. 
help to bring peace to our country and to Prof. Samuel Ritvo of the psychiatry de-
Vietnam. 

The signers of this statement agree With partment and president of the American 
Psychoanalytic Association. 

its general tenor and conclusions, although W1llif!,m s. Coffin Jr., universit;y chaplain. 
not necessarily with every formulation that 
it contains. Names of institutions are listed Dr. Vernon W. Lippard, dean of the Yale 
for identification only. Medical School. 

LAWYERS CoMMITTEE oN AMERICAN Louis H. Pollak, dean of the Yale Law 
POLICY TOWARDS VIETNAM, School. 

WILLIAM L. STANDARD, Chairman, Robert C. Johnson, dean of the Yale Divin-
ity School. 

CAREY McWILLIAMS, Vice Chairman. Mrs. Florence S. Wald, dean of the Yale 
JosEPH H. CROWN, Secretary-Treasurer. School of Nursing. 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 16, 1967] 
BOMBING HALT URGED BY 462 ON YALE 

FACULTY 
NEW HAVEN, January 15.-A letter signed by 

462 members of the Yale University faculty 
was mailed last night to President Johnson 
urging "most respectfully" that the United 
States "declare an unconditional halt to the 
bombing of North Vietnam." 

The letter, which circulated among Yale 
faculty members during the week, included· 
signatures by 15 department chairmen, the 
university chaplain, the university librarian 
and the deans of the Schools of Medicine, 
Law, Divinity, Nursing and Drama. 

Typed in four para,graphs, the letter iden
tified the signers as "members of the Yale 
faculty," but a spokesman for the signers 
said they "by no means purport to represent 
the position df the university." The signers 
were listed in alphabetical order, without 
rank or department. 

TEXT OF Ll!.Tl'ER 
The text of the letter follows: 
"The signers of this letter, members of the 

Yale faculty, write to urge most respectfully 
that you declare an unconditional halt to 
the bombing of North Vietnam. 

"We are aware of the difficulties this de
cision entails for you. We recognize that 
you must assess important mi11tary and po
litical risks before you can make such a 
move. 

"But we believe we speak for men of good
will everywhere in the world when we urge 
you to consider that now the potential ben
efits outweigh the risks, and that the gam
ble is a necessary one. 

"We are very much strengthened in this 
view by the events of the last few days, par
ticularly U Thant's growing conviction that 
the cesSation of bombing is the necessary key 
to the opening ·of peace talks, and Pham Van 
Dong's· interview with Harrison Salisbury in 
which a new flexibility seems to have been 
indicated. 

"We know that you are as anxious for 
peace as the rest of us and we fervently hope 
you'll agree that the cessation of bombing is 
now essentia,l for the achievement of that 
peace." 

Robert S. Brunstein, dean of the Yale 
School of Drama. 

Prof. John Morton Blum, history depart
ment chairman. 

Prof. George A. Schrader Jr;, philosophy 
department chairman. · 

Roy A. Miller, chairman of the department 
of East and South Asian languages. 

Dr. Frederick C. Redlich, psychiatry depart
ment chairman. 

Dr. PhiUp K. Bondy, chairman of the in
ternal medicine department. 

Dr. Charles D. Cook, pediatrics department 
chairman. 

Dr. Carlton G. Hunt, physiology depart
ment chairman. 

Prof. Nathan Jacobson, mathematics de
pa.rtll1ent chairman. 

P.rof. Maynard Mack, English department 
chairman. 

Prof. Victor Erlich, chairman of the de
partment of Slavic languages and literature. 

Associate Prof. Robert ·L. Herbert, chair
man of the art history department. 

Prof. Jack Tworkov, art department chair
man. 

Prof. John Rodgers, geology department 
chairman and editor of the American Journal 
of Science. 

Prof. Christopher Tunnard, acting chair
man of the city planning department. 

Prof. Eric A. Havelock, classics department 
chairman. 

[From Progressive, January 1967] 
RETREAT AT HOME 

. Two news reports in the last weeks of 1966 
illuminated the road the United StateS can 
be expected to travel in 1967. The first was 
the announcement by President Johnson 
that he was canceling or deferring $5.3 bil
lion worth of domestic programs in the cur
rent fiscal year. The second was the dis
closure by the Chief Executive that the war 
in Vietnam will require-and get-in the 
current fiscal year $9 to $10 b1llion more than 
was estima,ted last January. 

Even before it was known precisely where 
the axe would fall on needed programs at 
home, it had become clear that the first 
casualty of the distorted emphasis on the 
war in Vietnam would be "the other war"
the war on poverty here in the United States. 
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On March 16, 1964, President Johnson sent 
a memorable message to Congress summon
ing it to join him in declaring war on pov
erty. This challenge, he declared, is the 
"great unfinished work" of "the richest and 
most fortunate nation in the history of the 
world." Between thirty and forty million 
Americans--one fifth of the nation-he told 
Congress and the country, still live on the 
ragged edge of subsistence with little or no 
opportunity to break out of their hopeless 
plight. 

"This program," the President emphasized, 
"is much more than a beginning. Rather 
it is a commitment. It is a total commit
ment by this President and this Congress, 
and this nation, to pursue victory over the 
most ancient of mankind's enemies." (Em
phasis added.) 

Now, less than three years later, the "total 
commitment" has become a tragic retreat. 
It started early in 1966 when President John
son proposed to appropriate little more than 
half the amount that the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, which administers the war on 
poverty, had hoped to get. "Because of Viet
nam, we cannot do all that we should or all 
that we would like to," said Sargent Shriver, 
director of the OEO, in the philosophical 
language of a loyal member of the Adminis
tration team. 

The next backward step came in the 
closing weeks of the Eighty-ninth Congress 
last fall when that body cut the President's 
modest request and seriously diluted the 
community action program, which is the 
heart of the anti-poverty program. During 
the struggle on Capitol Hill, President John
son seemed indifferent to the fate of the 
vital appropriation and made no effort to 
come to the rescue of the embattle OEO. 

The results of Congressional action and 
White House neglect were recently revealed 
to the nation by Shriver, whose team spirit 
wilted understandably under the impact of 
the blow from some members of the team. 

"Congressional action has curtailed the 
war on poverty in 1,000 communities ... for 
fiscal 1967," he said. "And hundreds of ad
ditional communities, especially in rural 
America, will be unable to join the battle. 

"The poor will feel they have been short
changed. They will feel they have been dou
ble-crossed. The poor will feel that democ
racy is only for the rich. The impact wm 
be especially harsh on those cities which 
were able to organize themselves early and 
which now have successful, ongoing pro
grams." 

Shriver had hardly finished his unprec
edented expression of· dismay over the crip
pling blows struck by Congress when the 
axe fell again. This time it was wielded in 
person by the architect of the "total com
mitment" to wage war on poverty. Presi
dent Johnson announced that the twice re
duced budget of OEO would be further 
reduced for this fiscal year. He ordered a 
$32 million program reduction and "defer
ment" of an addition.al $100 mlllion. 

This hacking away at the only-too-mod
est appropriation for -the war on poverty is 
all the more tragic because it comes even 
before new, and presumably more conserva
tive, Congress convenes. Certainly 1f the 
Administration itself reneges on its commit
ments to OEO, it can .hardly hope for en
lightened funding of the program from the 
coalition of conservative . Republicans and 
Dixie Democrats that hopes to rule the 
House of Representatives during the next 
two years. 

Nobody contends,' as far as we know, that 
the war on poverty . is a perfect operation. 
The original legfslation was faulty in some 
respects. Its administrators have made mis
takes, some serious. But the program de
serves a far better fate than starvation by 
degrees. It deserves a chance to· prove it
self, and this it has not had. Considering its 
brief existence and pitifully inadequate 
funds, it must be reckoned a significantly 
hopeful beginning-if for no other reason 

than the fact that it is the first serious at
tempt by our government to make available 
to the poor something more hopeful and 
meaningful than a permanent welfare check. 

The cut in funds for the war on poverty 
at the very moment that the Administration 
is planning to demand billions more for the 
endless war in Vietnam reminds us that it 
was less than a year ago that Mr. Johnson 
assured the nation no such choice between 
guns and butter would be necessary-and 
if by any chance it were, it would not be the 
poor who were sacrificed. 

"This nation is mighty enough," the Presi
dent asserted in his state of the Union mes
sage last January, "its society is healthy 
enough, its people are strong enough to pur
sue our goal in the rest of the world while 
still building a Great Society here at home." 
He scolded those who demanded more guns 
and less butter. "Whom will they sacrifice?" 
the President asked. "Will they sacrifice ... 
opportunity for the distressed ... the hope 
of our poor? ... In the name of justice, let 
them call for the contribution of those who 
live in the fullness of our blessing, rather 
than strip it from the hands of those in 
need." 

The harsh realities of January, 1967, 
stand in dismal contrast to the stirring rhe
toric of January, 1966. The leader who cried 
out against sacrificing "the hope of our 
poor" seems bent on doing precisely that 
as he becomes obsessively involved in the 
war in Vietnam and ignores the other war 
at home. 

Unless Mr. Johnson reverses his present 
role, unless, as Washington columnist 
Charles Bartlett put it, "he wraps a strong, 
protective arm around" the anti-poverty 
program, it will be starved by budget reduc
tions and devoured by its enemies in the 
new Congress. 

The President, it seems to us, should not 
only stop his post-election pursuit of con
sensus with the conservative, penny-pinch
ing, budget-slashing Dirksen-Ford leadership 
in the Republican camp. He should also 
reread and rediscover-and perhaps believe 
again-the eloquent appeals to build the 
Great Society which only yesterday domi
nated his finest speeches. If he does this, he 
wlll come out fighting as the new Congress 
convenes--fighting for the social programs he 
has insisted he believes in but has lately 
placed in the greatest peril. If he chooses 
the other course-collaboration and com
promise with the conservative Republican 
leadership in its commitment to a false econ
omy-Mr. Johnson, we believe, will destroy 
the all-too-fragile foundations of his Great 
Society and place his own political future 
in even graver jeopardy than it is now. 

INAUGURAL ADDRESS DE~RED 
BY DR. PAUL W. COOK, JR., lOTH 
PRESIDENT OF WABASH COLLEGE 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, on Decem-

ber 3, 1966, Dr. Paul W. Cook, Jr., was 
inaugurated as the lOth president of 
Wabash College. Although this out
standing liberal arts college, which is 
located in Crawfordsville, Ind., was 
founded in 1832, during the first 134 
years of its existence only nine persons 
had served it as president. 

For more than a century Wabash has 
been recognized as one of the leading 
undergraduate institutions of its type in 
the Nation. Although comparatively 
small in size, this private liberal arts 
college has always strived to provide the 
highest quality education possible for its 
all-male student body. In recent years 
sizable financial support from private 
foundations, alumni and friends, has 
enabled it to attract eminent scholars to 
its faculty, to construct new, more 

modern facilities, to revise and experi
ment with its curriculum, and to greatly 
expand its scholarship and financial aid 
programs." Wabash College has been 
rightly proud of its devoted faculty, its 
excellent study body, and its distin
guished alumni. 

At his inauguration, Dr. Cook spoke 
eloquently about the role of and pros
pects for the small, independent college 
in the United States. His analysis of the 
problems to be faced by and the values 
to be found in institutions of this type is 
worthy of widespread attention. In view 
of its significance I ask unanimous con
sent that Dr. Cook's inaugural address 
be printed in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY DR. PAUL W. COOK, JR., ON THE 

OCCASION OF HIS INAUGURATION AS THE 
lOTH PRESIDENT OF WABASH COLLEGE, CRAW
FORDSVILLE, IND., DECEMBER 3, 1966 
Mr. President, Members of the Board of 

Trustees, Faculty, Honored Guests--Thank 
you for your kind and inspiring words. I 
accept your charge with total personal com
mitment; that is easy, it envelops me, I 
could not do otherwise. I also accept with 
complete intellectual conviction the idea 
that Wabash College will prosper, will grow 
in significance and reputation, and will come 
to be more cherished not only by its immedi
ate family but by all who benefit from its 
being what it is. This is not to forecast 
that I will be a great president, but to reply 
to those who, noting that I am forty years 
old, might say that I was to be the "tenth 
and last president of Wabash College." 

There are many thoughtful people who say 
the private liberal arts colleges, with only 
a few exceptions, will not survive my genera
tion. Some say that, with our limited cur
ricula, we w111 not be able to attract good 
students, an idea which no facts that I have 
seen will support. The best students are too 
smart for that; they want to go to the school 
that offers the best total experience, so long 
as they are convinced their education wm 
not suffer. 

Their education w111 not suffer, though 
these same people may say a small college 
cannot offer a quality education. Perhaps 
they don't know that we can start a student 
as high as his Advanced Placement scores 
permit and can let him run as far as he can 
go. If a program needs tailoring to meet an 
exceptional need, in a good small college it 
just happens in the ordinary course of events. 
If they looked at a Wabash graduating class, 
they would see many who came as students 
and are leaving as respected associates, hav
ing acquired a great many things other than 
their specialty along the way. 

Some say we won't be able to attract and 
hold good faculty. Perhaps they cannot 
imagine a faculty of scholarly distinction 
that is also devoted to a school; they should 
meet the Wabash faculty. 

What the faculty question boils down to is 
a question of resources, since there is a limit 
to the sacrifice a professor can impose upon 
his family in order to work where his satis
factions are greatest. On the question of 
resources, Wabash has been much blessed. 
Following World War II, which for Wabash 
was simply an extension of the Great De
pression, our Board of Trustees acted with 
raw courage and the confidence that a job 
well done would find support. The job was 
well done, the support was forthcoming, and 
through the years, pure nerve could yield 
somewhat to reasoned expectation and con
scious planning, with the result that our 
plant is nearly complete and our academic 
programs are strong. I hope those who took 
part in this great' venture feel in their hearts 
the satisfaction they have so amply earned. 

Despite our many blessings and our rela-



, January 16, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL R~CORD- SENATE 547 
tive strength, let there be no doubt that these 
are extremely competitive and difficult times 
for all private colleges, including Wabash. 
All of them, and especially those west of the 
Appalachians, are caught between the ham
mer of the low charges at state schools and 
the anvil of costs that are rising faster than 
family incomes. The inundation of students 
is the root of the problem, since it has caused 
a shortage of qualified teachers which will 
persist through the next decade. Since the 
private colleges traditionally hope to keep the 
ratio of students to faculty relatively low, the 
pressure on them will be relatively high. 

Programs aimed at helping serve all too 
often to make matters far worse for the col
leges rather than better. Since the supply of 
teachers is limited, a great deal of the money 
is simply directed toward moving people 
doing the same sort of work from one insti
tution and grant to another, or from teaching 
into research, or from undergraduate teach
ing into graduate schools. This is not the 
first time the government has entered into 
competition with itself, causing a tight little 
infiationary spiral, and producing unintended 
consequences. It is, on the whole, a better 
time to be a professor than to be a president. 

Of course, there is no malice in anyone's 
heart, but my lawyer friends tell me that 
the word "intent" refers not to a state of 
mind but to the logical consequences of a 
course of action. Certainly an organization 
is presumed to have intended the results that 
its actions produce. In that sense of the 
word, we must conclude that there are mas
sive forces at work in American society that 
intend to put the small private colleges out 
of business. If that puts the matter perhaps 
too strongly, I hope that it is at least and at 
last clear. 

We are entering a decisive decade for pri
vate education in general and Wabash in par
ticular. It is the world of Alice and the 
White Queen, where we wlll have to run 
faster than ever before simply to stay where 
we a·re, and to stay where we are is not good 
enough. 

For me and for Wabash, this is more a 
matter of concern than outright worry. It 
vexes and challenges, but does not produce 
pessimism or despair. One major reason is 
that the men of Wabash have never quit 
fighting yet, they have never run from any 
competition. Just as in darker days in our 
history, they and others will see the value of 
an institution that not only does its educa
tional job well but produces such spirit. 
When devotion and dedication are mixed 
together with quality, most people know that 
there is something there that is worthy of 
support. I unfortunately cannot answer for 
all small colleges, for each must find its own 
way. For Wabash, however, there will be an 
answer. 

But, why? What is the genius of the place 
that generates for it the determination, the 
enthusiasm, the will, and, I am convinced, 
the ability not merely to survive a hazardous 
future, but to shine more brightly than ever 
before? 

One answer is its history. We celebrate 
December 3 as Founders Day, for it was 134 
years ago today that Wabash had its begin
nings as an expression of faith in education 
held by men of faith in God. Curiously, 
though Presbyterian through and through, it 
was not church related. The young State of 
Indiana apparently feared the combining of 
secular and religious institutions; perhaps 
Hanover, founded some five years before, pre
sented something of a menace at the time. 
So from its earliest beginnings, Wabash was 
as much on its own as any college could be, 
which meant it drew its support only from 
those who had personal know·ledge of i.t and 
had made a personal commitment to it. 

Wabash has always been blessed by a com
mitted and informed community of teachers, 
students and friends dedicated to its excel
lence, through the happy accident of history 
which left it · orphaned with no other re
sources and no other masters. It gained 

from what it lacked, because its support, its 
leadership and its distinctive character from 
the beginning were wholly deri~ed from the 
personal conviction that it was important 
for itself, that it must be preserved and 
cherished, and that to serve it was an act 
of service to a society that needed it. Wa
bash does not hold and has never held the 
idea that a private college was a place of 
sanctuary for a privileged class. Quite to 
the contrary, it is now what it has always 
been, a college dedicated to serving society 
through the good that young men of char
acter and high aspirations and ab111ties can 
do. We do not exist simply to broaden our 
students• opportunities or to reward their 
special graces. We exist to secure from them 
their best, not for themselves alone, but for 
the sake of the future of their world. 

This ethic, infused into faculty and stu
dents alike, produced early what seems to 
be still the college's outstanding character
istic-a spirited, bullheaded, proud, indeed 
occasionally arrogant insistence on its own 
integrity, worth and independence. Wabash 
is, and has always been in the eyes of those 
associated with it, a unique and important 
agency for the service of a high calling, an 
end beyond one's self. 

Social psychologists would undoubtedly 
add a number of other things that act to 
build distinctive spirit of the College. Men's 
colleges for a number of complex reasons 
seem to breed this outlook. Also, any in
stitution prospering in active competition on 
all fronts with bigger, better publicized, and 
in many ways more powerful rivals tends to 
exhibit the same characteristics. Lastly we 
cannot forget the imprint of great individual 
personalities, dedicated men, so numerous 
that none can be mentioned without slight
ing many; however, I am sure all of them 
would want me to say that Wabash shaped 
them as much as they shaped it. 

So we have dedication and a high pur
pose; is that enough? Does cold reason say 
that a college that admits 250 freshmen in a 
country whose colleges and universities ad
mit 1.5 m1llion can't amount to enough to 
be worth the trouble it will take? 

It can be significant · and indeed the 
chances of significance would decline if 
Wabash or the other small colleges were to 
get substantially larger. We must work hard 
to stay small, work hard because it is more 
difficult to do that than to grow. I base 
my belief in our significance on a ·belief in 
the leverage of leadership, the belief that a 
few individuals of character, with a sense of 
dedication and responsibility and armed 
with an education of highest quality can 
have immense impact. Similarly, I believe 
that a college that leads, that holds to a 
sound principle and sets an example, can 
have significance far beyond its size. Fi
nally, I conclude, and this from eleven years' 
experience being charged with the job of 
training men for responsible leadership, that 
the historic mission of the liberal arts col
leges, that of training responsible leaders 
and developing men of character, has its 
greatest chance of success in small college 
s·etting. 

There is so much that is obvious here that 
it is difficult to believe it is so often for
gotten. Perhaps people worry so much about 
the minutes when a student may be acting 
like an irresponsible boy that they forget 
the weeks and months when he is acting like 
a mature and dedicated man. I know many 
people worry far too much about what is 
said to students and have far too much con
fidence in its effectiveness for good or evil. 
There are many finer points, but the basic 
truth is simple. Men develop a sense of 
responsibillty when they are required by 
their situation to bear responsibility. They 
acquire character when they are placed in 
situations that require character of them. 
They learn organization and leadership when 
they are in situations where they must or
ganize and lead, not when they sit and listen 
to leaders paraded before them for their 

benefit. They acquire moral values when 
they learn that they cannot live effective 
lives without them. 

Of course, the educational programs must 
refiect these truths, but that is only the be
ginning. At Wabas·h, as at similar schools, 
there is no mass, no student proletariat, 
where they can sink or must be sunk -tn 
anonymity. There are more positions re
quiring responsible student participation 
than there are students; they must double 
up and accept more than one. The pressures 
to participate on the young man who is aca
demically only average or below is many 
times that in larger schools, which after 
all still have only one newspaper, one na
tional debate team, one glee club, one band, 
one intercollegiate team in each sport, one 
theater group, and so forth, and increasingly 
fewer opportunities to take part in student 
government or in the leadership of small 
scale, autonomous living units which have 
important social and, at least here, educa
tional functions. Our relatively low rate of 
student failures is due in substantial part 
to their concern for academic performance. 
In such a situation a man may observe less, 
but he does more. His satisfactions are not 
vicarious, but lie in his accomplishments. 
Even if he were to learn nothing of a sub
stantive nature from the experience, which 
is highly unlikely, he develops as a man. 
To speak of such experiences as being merely 
extracurricular, as if they were entertain
ment of some kind, seems wholly to miss the 
point. 

To this, of course, must be added the inti
macy of contact between faculty and students 
that such a setting permits. We still be
lleve the teacher should be in the classroom 
with his students. Indeed there should be 
times, perhaps once or twice in a student's 
career, when the professor's head should be 
about twelve inches away and his speech 
should be both loud and very much to the 
point. More than that, he should be capable 
of inspiring, both as a teacher and as a man. 
His heart, his home, his office and his mind 
should be open to his students. He should 
have neither so many colleagues nor so 
many courses or projects that all his inter
ests are absorbed, leaving neither time nor 
energy for students as individuals. He is 
not just a fountain of knowledge, he is a 
"fisher of men." 

These are old-fashioned virtues. They can 
be implemented; we can and will make more 
of them. They do not, however, lend them
selves to the efficient handling of large num
bers. They are expensive. They cannot be 
presented as projects or innovations which 
have appeal to sources of outside support, 
although the mere act of preserving them 
seems more radical each day. 

They are however right, and we are very 
stubborn when it comes to doing things 
right. They are right because the concern 
for the total individual, the concern for the 
development of his own, unique, distinctive 
individuality, is the single foremost lesson 
that the liberal arts of the Western World 
have taught us. Without that concern, a 
student is an object, a number, something 
to be processed and passed on. No idea could 
be more allen to our tradition. 

I focus on the opportunity for personal 
development only because I believe that the 
other main business of undergraduate educa
tion, that of simply informing the young, 
can be a virtual stand -off. Some things a 
good small school can do better, other things 
a good big school can do better; certainly 
both can achieve academic excellence. Un
doubtedly some students of equal intellec
tual qualifications but different personalities 
should go to one and some to the other. We 
gain much in this country from having· edu
cational institutions that are almost as 
diverse as the students attending them. 

The proposition ·is, however, quite simply 
stated; with the student and his educational 
advantages being equal, and I certainly would 
not settle for less than that, who do the 
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odds favor to make the most useful, fulfilled, 
responsible and contributing citizen? Who 
will make best use of what he has learned? 
Who do the odds favor to work easily with 
others without losing himself? Who do ' the 
odds favor to have the stab111ty, the drive 
and the fortitude to persevere, not· to. be 
thrown by life.~s inevitable disappointmentS 
or frustrations? 

These things are not learned in classrooms, 
though they may be reinforced there. They 
do emerge from the total experience of a 
good liberal arts curriculum in a small col
lege setting. They are what the liberal arts 
are all about, for without a synthesis in the 
personality and the work -and life-style of 
an educated man, the liberal arts are nothing 
but a miscellany of subject matter. A really 
good educational experience scars the psyche, 
it marks the man for life. 

The economics of small scale . education 
may be against 1,1s; the idea that an educa
tional experience is only acquisition of 
knowledge, a form of social and private capi
tal to be received like an injection, may be 
against us; the sheer weight of the numbers 
of people who must have more knowledge 
than they can gain in high schools has re
leased forces that work against us. But if 
the small colleges should fall before these 
pressures, it could only mean we no longer 
cared about the development of the total 
individual personality which once we held 
so sacred. Were that to happen, not just the 
liberal arts colleges but the liberal arts 
themselves would be truly dead, a business 
for scribes. 

Those who know Wabash know better; if 
they did not already know better, Wabash 
has taught them so. They are marked for 
life. The men of Wabash will not break 
faith with the humane tradition or with 
their history. We will be relentless in our 
pursuit of excellence. We wlll continue to 
develop men to lead and to serve. We will 
not compromise our sense of high purpose. 
We will do whatever we have to do to achieve 
our goal, not for ourselves, but for the greater 
benefit of· mankind. 

Mr. President, I accept your charge, hum
ble in the knowledge that this is a great 
college made by great men, inspired by ,their 
example, and with the full faith of my heart 
and the full conviction of my mind. 

PRELIMINARY REPORT ON TRIP TO 
THE FAR EAST AND MIDDLE EAST 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 

upon my return to the United States the 
first part of this month, at a news con
ference on January 6, I gave impressions 
of my trip to the Far East and Middle 
East. I ask unanimous consent that an 
article written by John Cauley with re
speot to this news conference, and pub
lished in the Kansas City Star, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Kansas City Star, Jan. 7, 1967] 
SHIFT IN VIEW: MISSOURI SENATOR RETURNS 

FROM ~OUTHEAST ASIA:t'i TRIP 
(By John R. Gauley) 

WASHINGTON.-8en. 'stuart Symington (D
Mo.) said yesterday that he was now more 
favorably inclined toward a political settle
ment for ending the war in Vietnam than 
he was a year ago. 

Symington, who returned Thursday from 
a trip to Southeast Asia, also said that "this 
is going to be a long and expensive war. I 
am not as optimistic on the long pull as 
I was last y~ar ." 

CHOICB IN 1966 

In 1966, Symington said that the United 
States should either move forward or get out 
of Vietnam. 

At a news conference the senator said he 
still felt this way .but that "the monetary 
situation and other problems have 'increased 
my desire for a political settlement more so 
than before, if it qan be arrang_ed on a prop
er basis. This should be given serious study. 

"The war looks to me like a long drawn 
out effort, very expensive, and it is difficult 
to see how it can be terminated in any way 
in a short period of time. 

In Vietnam, Symington conferred with 
embassy officials, American military com
manders and visited many areas of the 
country. 

The United States is not attacking mean
.ingful m111tary targets in the North "as 
much as I would like to see," Symington 
said, and that there had been "no outstand
ing success" in stopping the infiltration of 
Communists into the South by bombing 
raids. 

"The number of troops coming down from 
the North today is considerably greater than 
we were told last year would be coming down 
at this time," Symington said. 

DOES NOT ELABORATE 
The senator declined to elaborate on what 

precise steps he would suggest to obtain 
a political settlement. 

Asked if the United States was winning 
the war in Vietnam, Symington said that 
this was difficult to answer. He explained 
that American troops now were more suc
cessful on the ground in daytime than they 
were in the past but that there stm re
mained the proble~ of handling the guer
rillas at night. 

To a question as to whether he would ad
vocate strategic bombing of the North, Sy
mington replied "If you hit more meaning
ful m111tary targets you would make cer
tain of less infiltration from the North to 
the South. 

"But whether the reaction in some other 
countries would make it detrimental to do 
so, that's another matter." 

In citing the possible reaction of "other 
countries" Symington obviously was includ
ing Red China. 

BACKS Am POWER USE 
Symington, the first secretBiry of the Air 

Force and now the only member o~ the 
Senate who is on both the foreign relations 
and armed services committees, stoutly de
fended the use of air power in Vietnam. 

He said that the American mllitary com
manders there told him they could not pos
sibly do as much on the ground as they 
were doing without the support of air
craft. 

Asked whether a bombing lull might con
tribute to peace negotiations, Symington 
said that he was in Vietnam last year dur
ing the lull and that there was a great deal 
of conviction then that we were getting lit
tle out of the pause and that the Commu-
nists were benefiting from it. · 

"We wm be under just as much criticism 
for bombing trucks and roads in the North 
as we would be for hitting more meaning
ful targets," Symington said. 

Asked what he thought of the proposal 
of Senator Mansfield to seal off South Viet
nam, Symington said the American m11itary 
leaders in Vietnam were opposed to it. 

TOO MANY REQUmED 
"A seal-off would require tens of thou

sands of additional troops," Symington said. 
Senator Mansfield said yesterday he be

lieves "the opening has been enlarged" for 
possible negotia tlons to end the war in Viet-
nam. • 

But Senator Everett M. Dirksen of Illl
nois said in a separate interview there have 

been "no hard evidence and no firm clues" 
that Hanoi wants to negotiate. 

Mansfield sa:id he believed the "great de
gree of flexibility" Preside~t Johnson gave 
U Thant, the U.N. secretary-general, in seek
ing peace · pegotiations might already be 
paying off. ' 
· But Dirksen said "nothing has come from 

that quarter that ,I can see to raise any new 
hop~s." 

EFFECTIVE FIREARMS CONTROLS
EDITORIALS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert into the 
RECORD at this ' point editorial material 
on the need for Congress to enact ef
fective firearms controls. These two 
articles, the lead story in the January 
edition of Reader's Digest and a strong 
editorial from the January 13 issue of 
Life magazine, represent the views of 
important segments of the American 
press on the need for the kind of laws 
Congress has been attempting to adopt 
for the third consecutive Congress. 

These articles are concise and exhibit 
an unusual insight into the problem of 
crime. The publishers should be com
mended for the service they have ren
dered the public in focusing attention on 
the toll . of innocent victims killed by 
guns, a toll which exceeds by three times 
that of our servicemen lost in Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I commend these arti
cles to the attention of my colleagues 
as they consider the Senate bill!, which 
I recently introduced to amend the Fed
eral Firearms Act. 

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

[From Life, Jan. 13, 1967] 
WHO NEEDS AN ANTITANK GUN? 

Nearly five thousand Americans died in 
Vietnam last year-the expectable result of 
a shooting war. Here at home, more than 
three times as many people were shot to 
death-many of them victims of a tratfic 
in guns that is unregulated by even the most 
basic of safeguards-any child, maniac or 
parolee can buy a gun about as easily as a 
pack of flower seeds. 

Each year a million weapons come flood
ing into this country--outmoded relics of 
every m111tary action from the Crimea to 
Korea. Here the guns are frequently adver
tised in the sleaziest of the pulp and girlie 
magazines, with promises of warped fulfill
ment in owning a Japanese Nambu 8-mm 
automatic-"the gun that won the Far 
East"--or "the acme of all German ordnance. 
The original Bazooka used by German troops 
to smash American-British forces all over 
Europe." -

Any v1llage idiot, or a Lee Harvey Oswald, 
can order such a weapon-and have it de
livered by an express company even in those 
stat.es or cities that have laws restricting the 
purchase of weapons. As long as there is no 
effective federal law limiting the interstate 
shipment of everything from derringers to 
bazoekas, state and local laws are useless. 
Im a recent study Chicago police were able 
to trace the destinations of 4,000 "man
order" weapons. They found that 23% of 
them had gone to purchasers with criminal 
records ranging from murder to sexual 
molestation. 

Gun nuts justify the sale of surplus 20-
mm antitank guns as a .constitutional right. 
They base their case oli Article Two 'of the 
B111 of Rights, but quote just half the sen
tence, " . the right of the people to keep 
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and bear Arms, shall not be infringed." The 
Supreme Court has long held that right to 
be a collective one, reflecting the first words 
of Article Two, "A well regulated Militia, be
ing necessary to the security of a free 
State ... .'' 

Polls have consistently shown that over 
two thirds of all Americans want some form 
of control over the gun trade. But that 
majorlty of Americans so far has not had its 
way because Congress chooses to listen in
stead to the vecal minority which opposes 
any real controls. Speaking most forcefully 
through the National Rifle Association, the 
gun buffs have lobbied to death every at
tempt at a sensible bill. 

We need a federal law that will: 
Ban the sale of surplus monstrosities, the 

bazookas, grenade launchers and anti-tank 
guns for which no citizen can have a con
ceivable need. 

Ban the interstate 'sale of weapons to 
minors. 

Require any maU.;order purchaser to file a 
notarized affidavit that his order does not 
violate the laws of his own state or locality
and include the name of his principal local 
police official. Delivery of the weapon then 
would be delayed until the dealer has re
turned a copy of the order to the named po
lice official and he in turn clears it. 

None of these restrictions would hinder 
the legitimate hunter or target shooter. 
But they would make it possible for states 
and localities to frame meaningful regula
tions that could not be circumvented with 
a coupon and a five-cent stamp. 

The hearings have been_ held, the. statis
tics are known. The Congress has ·a duty 
to pass a strong firearm control bill. It 
could literally be a lifesaver for some of the 
17,000 Americans who otherwise wm lose 
their lives to guns this year. 

[From Reader's Digest, January 1967] 
WE NEED A FIREARMS-CONTROL LAw-Now 

(:By Alan Barth) 
The toll of death by shooting is mounting 

steadily. Whether the deaths are accidental, 
calculated or the result of psychopathic 
rages, the lesson is the same: 

Guns have played a dramatic role in Amer
ican history. They armed the Minutemen 
who won American independence; they are 
intimately associated with the winning of the 
West and the expansion of our nation's fron
tier. But for most Americans living in to
day's crowded cities, the frontier has become 
part of the national folklore, and the indis
criminate possession of firearms has become 
a threat to their very lives. 

More than 100,000 U.S. civ111ans were shot 
during 1966. About 17,000 of these shootings 
proved fa.tal. Each year guns figure in some 
25,000 aggravated assaults and about 60,000 
robberies. They are used to commit more 
than half of the nearly 10,000 annual mur
ders. Moreover, the trend of casualties is 
consistently upward. 

The United States is one of the few ad
vanced countries to permit an almost wholly 
unregulated proliferation of firearms. Ex
cept for some local restrictions-made in
effectual by mail-order houses and by laxity 
in neighboring states 0r counties-firearms 
are available to anyone who can pay for 
them, including responsible sportsmen, fools, 
hopheads, drunks, thugs, children, burglars, 
homicidal maniacs, angry spouses, and per
sons who feel like sniping at their fellow 
citizens from rooftops during a riot. 

Shootings can be divided into three cate
gories: 

Accidents, when the killing or wounding 
was unintended. This kind of mishap is so 
commonplace that, unless it involves a news
''orthy person, it is relegated to inside pages 
of the newspaper and accorded little space. 

A couple of illustrative items can be offered 
from a single issue of the Washington Post. 
One tells of a 12-year-old boy who was shot 

and killed by an 11-year-old friend while 
the two were watching television in the 
friend's home. The 11-year-old approached 
the 12-year-old with a .38-caliber pistol, say
ing. "Look what I found." At that point, ac
cording to the story, the pistol went off. The 
11-year-old's mother said that the pistol be
longed to another of her sons, and that she 
thought it was unloaded. 

The second story that day recounts the 
death of a 14-year-old girl shot by her step
brother, who was playing with a rifle which 
he had found on a wall rack in the home of 
a neighbor they had visited. The owner of 
the gun kept it loaded, he said, "for pro
tection.'' 

A word should be said about the use of 
guns for protection. In the first place, at
tempts by the average householder to defend 
his home against armed criminals rarely suc
ceed. Criminals are more accustomed to 
handling guns than are ordinary house
holders and less squeamish about killing. 
And the sight of a householder, gun in 
hand, is likely to add an unintended mur
der to a lesser crime. In this kind of dueling, 
the record runs heavily against householders. 

In the second place, pistols kept at home 
for self-protection will be used more often to 
shoot friend, by mistake, than foe. Journal
ism is full of these cases: Mother, hearing 
footsteps on the stairs, blazes away and 
learns that she has shot Junior trying to 
creep home quietly after a late date; or 
Father, seeing a silhouette on the draperies, 
takes quick aim-and finds himself a 
widower. 

A pathetic illustration appeared in a re
cent AssoCiated Press story from Indianapo
lis: "A high-school girl who arose before 
dawn to quiet the family dog was shot ~ 
death when her father mistook her for a 
burglar. Larna Kay Wilson, 18, cried, 'Oh, 
Daddy,' then collapsed and died. Her father, 
Jack Wilson, 45, was sobbing beside the body 
when police arrived." 

Another famUiar type of "accident" stems 
from the unfortunate propensity of hunters 
to mistake one another for deer, bear and 
other forms of wildlife. According to the 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., shooting ac
cidents occur with special frequency during 
the October-through-December hunting sea
son. Residents of rural areas in northern 
New England have come to consider it almost 
suicidal to venture outside their farm homes 
during this period. 

The second category of shootings can be 
called acts of desperati()n. These range from 
suicides (some 10,000 a year by guns) to the 
slaying of a loved one by a rejected suitor, 
lover or husband to the wanton slaughter 
of complete strangers. Such a desperation 
case shocked the nation last summer when a 
demented University of Texas student fl..rst 
killed his wife and mother with a gun, then 
shot 31 fellow human beings from a tower 
on the university campus, killing 13 before 
he was himself killed by a policeman's bullet. 
One of the weapons for this massacre was 
purchased at a local store just an hour before 
it was put to its terrible employment. 

A further illustration of desperation shoot
ing is found in this newspaper account of 
tragedy: "William A. Thorpe, a carpenter 
known to his friends as 'a quiet and kindly 
man,' went berserk today and kilied his 
mother, his sister, his young son and finally 
himself with a .25-caliber automatic. Thorpe 
had been worried over custody of his son 
since he became estranged from his wife six 
months ago." 

The third and most common category of 
shooting includes killings and woundings 
committed in the course of another crime. 
Such shootings occur most frequently during 
robberies and holdups, when the armed 
holdup man becomes frightened or is indif
ferent to the taking of human life. 

The Great Equalizer. · One common de
nominat<;>r runs through all these categories. 

Guns may not have prompted the killings, 
but they tnade the accidents possible, the 
suicides easier, the resentments more lethal, 
the crimes more feasible. 

Gun enthusiasts argue that the problem 
has nothing to do with guns. If the human 
will to kill is present, they say, and if no 
gun is handy, a kitchen knife, sash weight, 
rope or even bare hands will do just as well. 

It is unquestionably true that the human 
will to kill lies at the root of all non
accidental kill1ng. But guns afford pecu
liarly apt implementation for that will. Ap
propriately called an "equalizer," a pistol can 
give a heady sense of power to many who, 
without it, would never dare defy the law. 
It 1s the standard weapon of the cr1Ininal. 
It makes a boy equal to a man, the village 
idiot equal to the sage, and the thug equal 
to the police officer. 

The Secret Service is capable of protecting 
Presidents from knives, sash weights, ropes 
and bare hands, but the assassins of Pres
idents Lincoln, Garfield and McKinley all 
used guns. So did the Puerto Ricans who 
shot at President Truman in Blair House. 
And so did Lee Harvey Oswald when he de
cided to end the life of President Kennedy. 

Yet today, despite the publicity and the 
public outrage over the ease with which 
Oswald obtained his rifle, no questions are 
asked by the mail-order merchants--or, at 
any rate, no questions requiring meaningful 
answers. Some request their customers to 
sign this statement, recommended by the 
National Rifle Association: I certify that I 
am 18 years or more of age; that I have 
never been convicted of a crime punishable 
by imprisonment for a term exceeding one 
year; tha.t I am not a mental incompetent, 
drug addict or adjudged drunkard; and that 
I am not prohibited from legally acquiring a 
firearm by state or local laws. 

Since no notarization, official certification 
or witness is required, · the statement is 
worthless. 

Aim. It has been demonstrated that cities 
with gun-control laws hav~ a markedly lower 
hoinicide rate than cities without them. 
James V. Bennett, formerly director of the 
U.S. Bureau of Prisons and an ardent advo
cate of firearms-control legislation, pointed 
out that in 1962 the homicide rate per 100,000 
population in New York City was 5.4. That 
year the homicide rate in the city of Dallas, 
which has no gun controls, was 13.4. Fire
arms fatalities can be reduced by fl..real'Ill6 
control, and the reduction can be dramatic 
if federal and local controls supplement each 
other so that local legislation is not null1fied 
by mail-order sales or by the laxity of neigh
boring jurisdictions. 

This is precisely the aim of legislation in
troduced in the Senate by Connecticut's Sen. 
Thomas J. Dodd in 1965 and advocated by 
President Johnson and by law-enforcement 
authorities all acro~s the land. The bill pro
poses three major reforms: 

1. It would stop the flood of firearms from 
abroad. More than a million foreign m111-
tary weapons are dumped in this country an
nually-because other countries will not let 
them in-and are made available at cut-rate 
prices as a potential arsenal for crime. 

2. It would stop the mail-order .gun busi
ness by providing that guns could be ship
ped across state lines only by one licensed 
dealer to another. License fees would be 
high enough to keep individuals who wished 
to evade the provision from designating 
themselves "dealers," as some 99,544 persons 
did in 1964, in order to buy guns at whole
sale prices. 

3. It would permit retail, over-the-coun
ter sale of a handgun (pistol) only to a resi
dent of the state where the purchase is 
made and who is eligible by state and local 
law to purchase such a weapon. It would 
operate, in short, to help the states enforce 
their own gun-control laws by forbidding 
other states to 'frustrate them. 
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The Dodd blll came to naught in the 89th 
Congress. After extensive hearings and ap
proval by the Juvenile Delinquency Subcom
mittee, the full Judiciary Committee last 
September scuttled it and proposed a mean
ingless substitute that would regulate mail
order sale of handguns but not of carbines, 
rifles or shotguns. This makes about as 
much sense as a narcotics law restricting 
the sale of cocaine but ignoring the sale of 
heroin. 

To Lessen the Consequences. Why was the 
Dodd bill kllled? The answer lies, partly at 
least, in the opposition of the National Rifle 
Association, which has persistently mobilized 
its membership-now numbering about three 
quarters of a milUon-to thwart every gen
uinely effective attempt at firearms control 
during the past 30-odd years. 

In the light of the NRA's adamant, and 
successful, opposition to the Administration 
firearms bill, it should be noted that there 
is nothing in the bill that would curtail 
present ownership in any way or keep re
sponsible, law-abiding adults from buying 
firearms--whether for sporting purposes, for 
target shooting, for self-protection or for the 
simple pleasure of collecting guns. It 
would inconvenience the responsible, law
abiding adult to the extent of requiring him 
to make his purchases in the state of his 
residence and to wait a few days to let the 
police check his identity. It would cause 
serious inconvenience only to felons, juve
niles, habitual drunkards, drug addicts and 
the mentally ill. Can responsible Americans 
really be unwilling to undergo such minor 
inconvenience in order to keep deady weap
ons out of the hands of the irresponsible? 

The NRA has managed to imbue many of 
its members with the quite mistaken notion 
that effort at effective regulation conflict 
with the Second Amendment to the u.s. 
Constitution, which provides that "A well
regulated militia being necessary to the se
curity of a free State, the right of the people 
to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed." 
The Supreme Court has made it clear that 
the second part of this amendment must be 
read in relation to the flrst part. The Court 
ruled, in approving the existing National 
Firearms Act, that the right to bear arms 
must have "some reasonable relationship to 
the preservation or efficiency of a well-regu
lated militia." The organized mllitia of the 
states is today the National Guard, armed 
and equipped by the federal government. 
PropOsed federal legislation would not inter
fere with this; and as far as local legislation 
is concerned, the Second Amendment of 
course imposes no restraint. 

Laws, admittedly, cannot of themselves 
put an end to crime and folly. But they 
can lessen the tragic consequences of human 
frailties. What possible sense is there in 
making it easy for any criminal, any suicidal 
or hom..icidal madman, even any child, to 
obtain guns that can be used at whim to 
maim and kill? 

Let Americans who want to do something 
to lessen the tragic toll of shootings in this 
country write to their Congressmen and 
Senators, to their state legislators and mu
nicipal councillors, to their local newspapers. 
Let them make known that they have had 
enough of this senseless slaughter and want 
something done about it--now. 

IMPORTATION OF FOREIGN-MADE 
WATCHES A THREAT TO DOMES
TIC WATCH INDUSTRY 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I was 

gravely concerned late last week upon 
being informed that the Office of Emer
gency Planning had determined that im
portation of watches, watch movements 
and watch parts poses no threat to na
tional security. I must strenuously dis-

sent with this analysis, Mr. President, 
just as I must take exception to Presi
dent Johnson's immediate order that 
tariffs on watch movements entering the 
United States be reduced. The Presi
dent's action was issued in direct re
sponse to the report from the Office of 
Emergency Planning. 

During the Second World War our 
country found itself without adequate 
facilities for production of timing de
vices and mechanisms for military and 
weapons use. Until that time we had 
been depending on European-made tim
ing devices, and had not had the fore
thought to nurture a domestic watch in
dustry. 

It was the recollection of that unfor
tunate situation 25 years ago which led 
me to request the President several 
months back to take a good hard look 
at our domestic watch industry and its 
capabilities in light of the threat being 
posed by the continued high level of 
watch imports. 

It is the recollection of our historic 
experiences which leads me to question 
the report of the Office of Emergency 
Planning, that our domestic watch in
dustry is thriving in its competition with 
imports. 

In my own State, in the city of Abilene, 
a large number of workers are in danger 
of losing their jobs in a watch manufac
turing company--one of the town's larg
est employers-due to the President's de
cision upon receiving this report. 

In this report, it was observed that 
"the military production capability of 
the domestic watch industry has not 
only been unimpaired by imports in the 
past decade but is currently at its maxi
mum and is expanding." 

I do not believe that the shutting down 
of plants and the laying off of workers 
is symptomatic of an industry enjoy
ing an expanding production capability. 

The unavoidable result will be a slow
down in the growth and stability of our 
domestic watch industry and a decline in 
the number of U.S. and Texas jobs avail
able in that industry. I long have joined 
in urging protection of this industry and 
these jobs, and I do not believe that the 
administration has proved its case for 
reduced tariffs at this time when reces
sionary straws are in the wind and other 
major industries are curtailing produc
tion and laying off workers. 

For the benefit of all concerned, I urge 
that the administration withhold its rul
ing until Congress has had a chance to 
explore the problem and arrive at a less 
malevolent decision. 
' At stake are jobs of hundreds of Amer

icans. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning busi
ness? If not, moming business is closed. 

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

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will withhold that request for a 
moment, does the Senator contemplate 
having a live quorum? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Not at this time. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

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

the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the order for ·the quorum call be re
scinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF STANDING RULES 
OF THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuR
DICK in the chair) . The question is on 
agreeing to the motion of the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. McGovERN] to 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Resolution 6. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
objection to this motion. 

Mark Twain is reputed to have said: 
Truth is precious. Use it sparingly. 

But I do not propose to take Mark 
Twain's advice. Instead, I expect to be 
rather extravagant in the use of truth, 
both in the amount of the dosage which 
I should like to give to the Senate and 
also in the number of words which I ex
pect to employ in administering it. 

I expect to look to history, despite the 
fact that some of my brethren have said 
we should not look back to the words of 
Jefferson or Washington or the other 
great men of the past. 

Mr. President, I am not the only per
son who has some veneration for history. 
The founder of the Democratic Party, 
Thomas Jefferson, said, on one occasion: 

History informs us of what bad govern
ment is. 

One of my purposes in looking back to 
history is to let Senators know what some 
may have forgotten. In times past, we 
have had some bad government in our 
great Republic. 

The great French philosopher Lamar
tine said: 

History teaches everything, even the fu
ture. 

One of the reasons I expect to look 
backward to history is that we may know 
from the history of the Past what the 
future may be. 

The great German philosopher Von 
Schlegel emphasized that point. He 
said: 

A hlstorlan is a prophet looking backward. 

The reason I wish to look back to his
tory is the hope that we might avoid 
the misfortune which George Santayana 
predicts for those who ignore the lessons 
of history. He said: 

Those who cannot remember the past a:re 
condemned to repeat it. 

So I look to the past, that is, to his
tory, because I want the Senate to look 
to the future and appreciate what the 
result might be, if the Senate should re
pudiate all of its history since 1789, and 
change rule XXII so that Senators can 
be silenced in the hope that impatient 
men and organizations will get their 
way. 
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When the rulers of a nation ignore 

the lessons of history, they condemn 
their nation to repeat the mistakes of 
the past. 

I wish our country to have a great fu
ture. I wish my little grandchildren and 
their contemporaries to enjoy life in a 
nation which has institutions that safe
guard the people against governmental 
tyranny. Every time a new Congress 
comes to Washington, we repeat the per
formance we are witnessing concerning 
rule XXII. I am convinced that there 
is no popular demand abroad in our land 
for a change in rule XXII. I think that 
the effort which is made every 2 years by 
those who seek to change the rule and to 
destroy the only thing that makes the 
Senate a distinctive legislative body 
comes from a few organizations domi
nated by impatient and, I fear, some
times intemperate men. If it were not 
for such organizations, dominated by 
impatient and, as I fear, sometimes in
temperate men, the Senate could pro
ceed immediately to its work whenever 
a new Congress convenes. 

We live in a rather dangerous age for 
America, because we have abroad in our 
land many men who give their allegiance 
to what may be called the cult of con
formity. For some strange reason those 
men no longer put value on such things 
as the right of any American to dissent 
from the views of the majority. If they 
had their way, they would compel every 
American to quit thinking his .own 
thoughts and to adopt theirs, and they 
would compel every American to con
form his actions to their wishes rather · 
than to his own honest convictions. 

We sometimes see the cult of con
formity accepted among men in high 
places. The impatient organizations 
which demand that the Senate lay aside 
its work every 2 years and discuss a 
proposed change in rule xxn apparent
ly suffer under the delusion that if they 
could :find some way to keep Senators 
from pointing out the folly of some of 
the notions they entertain, they could 
induce the Senate to put their ideas of 
conformity into law and impose them 
upon all the American people. They 
suffer under a delusion, because I think 
the reason Members of the Senate will 
not vote for their proposals is that Sena
ators recognize that the proposals are 
unwise. 

As I have stated, there is a controversy 
about rule XXII every time a new Con
gress meets. We had it asserted on the 
Senate floor last week that the rules of 
the Senate should be changed so that the 
Senate might be made like all other legis
lative bodies on the face of the earth. 

We have had it asserted by one of the 
proponents of the change that the ru~es 
of the Senate ought to be changed so 
that it would operate like the House of 
Commons. 

God forbid such a calamity. The 
House of Commons has had a great part 
in the liquidating of a great empire, of 
which it could formerly be said that the 
Sun never set upon its ftag and that its 
ships controlled the seven seas. 

England was once the mightiest power 
on earth. But it has been converted, by 
acts of Parliament in large measure, into 
what is now a second-rate nation. 

For this reason I cannot accept the 
suggestion that the Senate ought to be 
changed in its nature and converted into 
a place where majority rule prevails on 
all occasions, as is the case in the House 
of Commons. Our 'Nation has steadily 
grown in power during all its history, 
and this is true in large part because the 
Senate has never limited debate other
wise than by rule XXII. 

As I have stated, there is a controversy 
about rule XXII every time a new Con
gress meets. 

I have been much intrigued by the 
reasons given in times past, during my 
service in the Senate, by those who seek 
a change in this rule. 

When I :first came to the Senate the 
proponents of change in rule XXII said 
that we should change the rule because 
the southerners thwart the will of the 
Senate. I do not claim to be an expert 
in mathematics, but I have not been able 
to comprehend how anyone can delude 
himself into believing that 22 south
erners can thwart the will of 78 other 
Senators. As a matter of fact, rarely do 
22 southerners stand together on this 
proposition. Usually several secede from 
the Confederacy. The charge that a few 
sinful southerners who never number 
more than 22 can thwart the will of 78 
other Senators is preposterous. It al
ways makes me think of the story which 
I have told before in the course of these 
discussions. 

I think all Senators have enjoyed at 
times seeing the cartoons which depict 
Jiggs and his wife Maggie. On one oc
casion one of these cartoons showed 
Jiggs and Maggie on a visit to Spain. 
They were walking along the streets of 
Madrid when Maggie became irritated 
with Jiggs and proceeded to visit her ir
ritation upon his person. It happened 
that a few days before Jiggs had learned 
about the existence of a society in Spain 
called the Kazooks. The Kazooks were 
composed of married men who had de
veloped some idea of forming a self
protective organization to guard them
selves against injury at the hands of 
their wives. Jiggs had become a member 
of this organization. Each Kazook had 
taken a blood oath to come to the relief 
of any brother Kazook when that brother 
was threatened by his wife and gave the 
word of distress, "Kazook." On this oc
casion when Maggie started to vent her 
irritation upon Jiggs, Jiggs remembered 
this :fine and great organization which he 
had joined, so he gave the word of dis
tress, "Kazook." The cartoon then 
showed about a thousand fellow Kazooks 
running to Jiggs' assistance. The car
toon then depicted the fact that Mag
gie took her umbrella and laid all the 
Kazook.s out. The last picture in the 
cartoon on that occasion showed Jiggs in 
the hospital, all bandaged up, and philo
sophizing thus, "The idea behind this 
Kazook Society is pretty good, but the 
trouble with the society is it hasn't got 
enough members." 

That is one trouble about the southern 
Members of the Senate. I think it would 
be a good thing 'for the country if there 
were more of them in the Senate, pro
vided they entertained the same sound . 
views on all subjects that I do. I am 

bound to confess, however, they do not 
all do that. 

When I :first came to the Senate the 
excuse was that rule XXII had to be 
destroyed, that the freedom of debate 
that has existed in the U.S. Senate since 
George Washington was inaugurated as 
President, had to be abolished, to keep 
22 sinful southerners from thwarting the 
will of all other Senators. That excuse 
became somewhat threadbare when a 
person used only a little mathematics, so 
the proponents of rules change aban
doned that insupportable contention as 
the basis for demanding a rules change. 

The next thing the proponents of rules 
change did was to come in at the begin
ning of a session of a new Congress with 
a very eloquently phrased document say
ing that the rules of the Senate had to 
be changed, particularly rule XXII, be
cause the rules of the Senate were con
ceived by the minds and written by the 
hands of men who were sleeping in "the 
voiceless silence of the dreamless dust." 
The proponents of rules change evidently 
came to the conclusion that there was 
no wisdom on earth until the present 
generation arrived. 

I may be guilty of some heresy in say
ing this, but I happen to entertain the 
view that there was a considerable 
amount of wisdom on this earth before 
my colleagues and I reached this earth 
or reached the U.S. Senate; but the pro
ponents of rule changes came in at the 
opening of the particular Congress to 
which I refer with the demand that the 
rules of the Senate be rewritten, and 
particularly rule XXII, because they 
were conceived by the minds and written 
by the hands of dead men. 

This movement did not get very far in 
that particular Congress, because, after 
some days of debate, it slowly began to 
dawn upon certain Members of the Sen
ate that the Ten Commandments were 
brought down off Mount Sinai by Moses, 
and that Moses had been sleeping the 
everlasting sleep on the top of Mount 
Nebo for many generations. So that con
viction, which came to Members of the 
Senate as the debate progressed, tended 
to weaken the contention that the rules 
of the Senate had to be changed merely 
because some of them had been written 
by men who had passed into the Great 
Beyond. ' 

Then after some days of debate, it 
occurred that those who embrace most 
of the great religions of the earth, and 
particularly Christianity, received their 
religious doctrines from the Man of 
GalHee and His successors, such as St. 
Paul. It dawned upon the Senate, after 
some days of debate, that the Man of 
Galilee, St. Paul, St. Peter, and the rest 
of the apostles and disciples, had van
ished from human life many centuries 
ago. The realization of that truth 
tended to minimize the appeal of those 
who urged that rule XXII ought to be 
changed, and that other rules of the 
Senate ought to be rewritten because 
they had been conceived by the minds 
and written by the hands of men now 
dead. 

It was further called to the attention 
of the Senate, during the debates on 
that occasion, that the barons who ex-
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acted Magna Carta from King John at 
Runnymede in about the year 1215 had 
also descended into the "voiceless silence 
of dreamless dust" many generations and 
centuries ago; and even those who did 
not like documents such as the Senate 
rules, which had been conceived in the 
minds and written by the hands of men 
now dead, had to concede that there were 
some things in Magna Carta that they 
were not willing to rewrite. 

As the debate on that occasion contin
ued, the contention that the rules of the 
Senate had ·to be rewritten because they 
were conceived in the minds and written 
by the hands of men now dead became 
even weaker. It suddenly dawned upon 
the proponents of rule changes in that 
session that Thomas Jefferson, the au
thor of the Declaration of Independence, 
as well as all the men who framed the 
Constitution of the United States, were 
likewise sleeping in the "voiceless silence 
of dreamless dust." So the effort to re
write the rules of the Senate, and partic
ularly rule XXII, because they were writ
ten in part by the hands of men now 
dead, lost its driving force; and the ma
jority of the Senate decided that perhaps, 
after all, the Ten Commandments, the 
Gospel, Magna Carta, the Declaration of 
Independence, the Constitution, and the 
rules of the Senate had much virtue in 
them notwithstanding that the hands 
which wrote those great documents or 
those great rules originally had crumbled 
into dust in the grave. 

The next argument that was made to 
justify a change in the rules was that 
rule XXII prevents majority rule. This 
argument is based fundamentally on the 
proposition that the way the Govern
ment ought to be conducted is not on the 
basis of debate, not by reason, not by 
adherence to principles, not by cor
rectly appraising the welfare of the 
American people, but by counting the 
number of noses on one side and the 
number of noses on the other side of a 
proposition. 

So the proponents of rule change say, 
"We want majority rule. We want to 
count the noses on this side of the ques
tion and the noses on the other side of 
the issue and decide the issue on that 
basis, without debate, without reason
ing together, without determining on 
which side wisdom lies and on which side 
folly is to be found." 

Mr. President, the Founding Fathers 
were great students of the history of 
men's bitter struggle for the right of self
rule. They knew that man had wrested 
every right he had in this area-the right 
of freedom, the right of freedom of 
speech, the right of freedom of religion, 
the right of self-government--from ty
r.ants. Anyone who reads the Constitu
tion of the United States and studies the 
speeches and writings of the men who 
framed that immortal document, and 
anyone who studies the debates which 
raged around the ratification of that 
document by the States, and anyone who 
reads "The Federalist" knows that the 
Founding Fathers were seeking to estab
lish a government to preserve liberty 
and prevent tyranny~ 

We are told on the floor of the Senate . 
by some of the proponents of the pro
posed rule change that our Government 

does not work fast enough, that it does peal half of those we have already got
not pass laws fast enough, and that it ten." There .was, and is, much. wisdom 
is not efficient enough. Those who make in his advice. 
those assertions overlook one thing It is serious business to pass laws to 
which was well known to the Founding govern the conduct of 200 million people, 
Fathers, and that is that if we want an and Congress should be a little slow 
efficient government, we must have a about passing such laws. I say that be
dictatorship. If the Founding Fathers cause of the difficulty of ever repealing 
had been concerned primarily with es- a law, no matter how foolish it ·is, when 
tablishing an efficient government, they once it is placed on the statute books of 
would not have established a House of the Nation. · 
Representatives . and a Senate; they The Founding Fathers did two things 
would have established only one legisla- to preserve liberty and to prevent 
tive body. One legislative body can pass tyranny. They used what is properly 
a law a great deal faster than two legis- called the doctrine of the separation of 
lative bodies. However, the Founding governmental powers in the Constitu
Fathers know that any one legislative tion. They also inserted in the Consti
body can make mistakes. Therefore tution what we know as the system of 
they created the senate, in order that checks and balances. Why did the 
the Senate might remedy the mistakes Founding Fathers do that when they 
in legislation committed by the House, drafted our Constitution and created the 
and they created the House, in the hope Government of the United States? They 
that the House might cure any errors did it because they had read the his
which the Senate might make in legis- tory of man's long and bitter struggle 
lation. to escape from governmental tyranny, 

There is a familiar story relating to a and they had found this lesson written 
conversation supposedly · had between in letters of blood on each page of his
George Washington, who had just com- tory: "Government itself is the deadliest 
pleted his service as the Presiding Offi- foe of liberty." 
cer of the Convention which framed the The Founding Fathers separated the 
Constitution, and Thomas Jefferson, who powers of government in a twofold man
had just returned to America from ner. In the first place, they separated 
France. According to the story these the powers of government between the 
two famous men were drinking coffee Federal Government and the States by 
together and discussing the recently assigning to the Federal Government 
drafted Constitution of the United the powers necessary to be exercised on 
States. a national level, and by preserving to the 

In accordance with the fashion of the States the powers which in equity and 
day, Thomas Jefferson had poured some in good conscience, and in commonsense 
of his coffee into a saucer to cool it. · ought to be exercised on_ the local level. 
Thomas Jefferson asked George Wash- They employed the doctrine of the sepa
ington why the Convention had created ration of powers in the second sense by 
the Senate, instead of reposing all legis- separating the powers of the Federal 
lative power in the House of Representa- Government among the executive de
tives. George Washington replied: partment, the legislative department, 

The Convention created the senate in and the judicial department of the Fed
order that it might do the same thing that eral Government. 
your saucer is doing. You are cooling off In their wise efforts to establish a gov
your hot coffee in your saucer. The Consti- ernment under which men could remain 
tutional. Convention created the Senate in free, and a government of laws rather 
order that the hot legislation passed by the than of men, they also inserted in the 
House might be cooled before it is poured Constitution what we call the system of 
down the throats of the people of America. checks and balances. 

If that was a wise course of action The Constitution provides that all the 
for 1789, it is a far wiser course of action legislative power of the Federal Govern
for 1967. At that time America con- ment is vested in the Congress, but the 
sisted of 13 sparsely settled Colonies Founding Fathers wanted to put some 
along the Atlantic coast. Today Amer- check on possible abuses in legislation by 
ica consists of 50 different States which the Congress, so they vested in the Pres
contain a population rapidly approach- ident the power to veto measures. Then 
ing 200 million persons. in order to put a counterclieck upor{ 

We are told by the proponents of rule the President and thus prevent the Pres
change that we do not pass laws fast ident from vetoing wise legislation as 
enough. The American people are per- distinguished from foolish legislation, 
haps the most law-ridden people on the the Founding Fathers inserted in the 
face of the earth. They are certainly Constitution the provision that Congress 
the most law-ridden people ruled by a could override Presidential vetoes by a 
legislative assembly such as Congress. I two-thirds vote. 
think that instead of devoting itself to a Incidentally, the vote which the Con
proposal to change rule XXII, the Sen- · stitution requires to override a Presi
ate might well give some consideration dential veto is identical with the vote 
to the question of what laws we should which rule X:XU requires for a majority 
retain which have been passed in time of the Senate to silence a minority of 
past, as well as to what laws we should the Senate. 
pass in the future. Another illustration of the system of 

When I was elected to represent my checks and balances placed in the Con
county in the North Carolina legislature stitution by the Founding Fathers to 
many years ago, the town philosopher, prevent governmental tyranny is found 
Lum Garrison, visited me to give me in the provisions which say that the 
some fatherly advice before I left tp go President is the Commander in Chief 
to the capitol in Raleigh. Lum gave me of the Army and the Navy, but that the 
this advice: "Pass no more laws andre- Congress shall have control of power of 
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the purse and make appropriations for 
the Army and Navy, but that no appro
priation made by the Congress for the 
Army or the Navy shall endure for more 
than 2 years. 

The purpose of that provision was to 
prevent a President from being able to 
become a dictator by control of the 
Armed Forces of the Nation. 

I could go on at great length to point 
out how careful the Founding Fathers 
were to draw a Constitution which would 
prevent oppression of the people by any 
governmental power. 

One of the finest documents on gov
ernment, particularly on the American 
system of government, was written by a 
Frenchman who visited America and ac
quired a very profound knowledge of our 
system of government, and who already 
possessed a profound knowledge of · hu
man nature. I refer to Alexis de Tocque
ville's book "Democracy in America." 
This is a book which contains some very 
sage advice for those of us who believe 
the Founding Fathers were wise in rec
ognizing that the most important thing 
they could do, for the benefit of their 
fellow Americans was to establish a sys
tem of government which would be de
voted primarily to the preservation of 
liberty, rather than efficient government. 

We talk about the majority · rule, 
which, as I have said, in the eyes of 
those who disagree with us who think we 
should debate public questions, is re
garded as a counting of noses rather 
than the use ot human reason and hu
man powers of persuasion. Such major
ity rule is fraught with danger. De 
Tocqueville, on page 259 of volume 1 of 
his "Democracy in America," said this 
concerning the fact that majorities can
not safely be trusted: 

A majority taken collectively is only an 
individual, whose opinions, and frequently 
whose intere~ts. are opposed to to those of 
another individual, who is styled a minority. 
If it be admitted that a man possessing ab
solute power may misuse that power by 
wronging his adversaries, why should not a 
majority be liable to the same reproach? 
Men do not change their characters by unit
ing with one another; nor does their pa
tience in the presence of obstacles increase 
with their strength. 

That is a very sage observation. I am 
very much impressed by what the writer 
said, that the patience of men does not 
increase with their power. I believe 
there are illustrations in the Senate 
which indicate that even some of the fine 
Members of the Senate are somewhat 
impatient. 

They wish to put their reform into ef
fect before the sun goes down and are 
willing to destroy the only thing that 
makes the Senate a distinctive legislative 
body in order to do so. I am delighted 
to yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana. 

I shall read one more extract from 
page 269 of De Tocqueville's book en
titled "Democracy in America." It re
lates to the dangers of majorities. De 
Tocqueville said: 

If ever the free institutions of America are 
destroyed, that event may be attributed to 
the omnipotence of the majority. 

I have discussed three of the reasons 
OXIII--3~Part 1 

advanced for asking for rule changes. 
The first was that a rule change is needed 
because there is a danger that a few 
simple Southerners, who at most never 
constitute more than 22 percent of the 
membership of the Senate, are control
ling the other 78 percent. As a matter 
of mathematics, that contention is with
out foundation. 

Then I discussed their contention that 
the rules of the Senate should be changed 
because some rules of the Senate, like the 
Ten Commandments, the Bible, Magna 
Carta, the Declaration of Independence, 
the Constitution, and George Washing
ton's Farewell Address to the American 
people, were written by men whose hands 
have crumbled into dust in the grave. 

The third reason given for a change 
was that rule XXII prevents majority 
rule in the Senate. _ 

There was another argument, which 
was made a few years ago. It was said 
that the Senate was a kind of goverri
mental atom, sailing aimlessly upon the 
sea of chaos. It was said that the Sen
ate, like the Hou~e of Representatives, 
had no rules at the beginning of a new 
Congress; that the Senate is not a con
tinuing body; that actually it had no 
rules and had to adopt rules at the be
ginning _of a new Congress. 

If I inay change the metaphor, ·the 
proponents of a change in the rules were 
saying, in effect, that the Senate was 
like Josh Billings' mule: It "didn't kick 
according to no rules"; and the reason 
why the Senate could not act was that, 
like Josh Billings' mule; the ·Senate had 
no rules. 

This argument was made notwith
standing that under the Constitution the 
Senate is a continuing body, that two
thirds of its Members are always in office, 
and that the Senate has had rules since 
1789 and has been operating under those 
rules. Those who disliked rule XXII said 
that· since the Senate had no rules, the 
majority of the Senate had constitution
at power to change the rules or to adopt 
rules at the beginning of a Congress, but 
did not have that power at any other 
time in a Congress. Of course, that ar
gument had no validity, for two reasons. 
In the first place, the Senate came into 
existence in 1789. It adopted rules in 
1789. It has had the rules ever since 
1789, and those rules have been changed 
on several occasions. 

The Senate has always proceeded ac
cording to those rules at the beginning 
of each new Congress, as well as at the 
later stages of each Congress. So the 
proponents of a rule change who said 
the Senate had no rules were confronted 
with the fact that the Senate had had 
rules long before' they were born, and 
that the Senate had always regarded 
those rules as continuing from session 
to session. 

Another obstacle confronted those who 
advanced this argument. They argued 
that the Senate could change its rules 
by a majority vote at the beginning of 
each session, but not later in the ses
sion. It is an obvious absurdity that the 
Constitution of the United States 
changes its meaning from the first part 
of a session to other stages of a session. 
The constitutional truth is that the Sen-

ate is empowered to make the rules of 
its own proceedings, and this provision 
of the Constitution applies at the begin
ning of a session and during every day 
of the session. So far as the Constitu
tion itself is concerned, it applies when 
there is no session of Congress, because 
the Constitution does not change from 
day to day, as the advocates of this very 
fantastic proposal contend. 

I shall discuss another reason that is 
given for the proposed rule change. 
Some of the proponents stand upon the 
floor of the Senate and say that the rea
son why a change is needed in rule xxn 
is that under the rule the Senate cannot 
give any consideration to so-called civil 
rights bills. There is a great deal of 
propaganda in the world. Those who ad
vocate changes in the rule have been 
listening to their own propaganda for so 
long that they have actually reached 
the point where they accept it. 

Their propaganda reminds me of a 
custom we have in the rural areas of 
North Carolina. At certain times of the 
year, it is customary in North Carolina 
for people whose relatives are buried in 
the little country cemeteries to meet and 
clear out the weeds which have grown 
up. It happened on one occasion that a 
man, somewhat like the Senator from 
North Carolina, who was somewhat op
posed to too strenuous physical work, 
attended a gathering at a little country 
churchyard to assist in removing the 
weeds from the cemetery. Being opposed 
to strenuous physical labor, he hired a 
boy named George to go along with him 
and do his work for him. George was 
down on the ground, pulling the weeds off 
the grave. All at once he burst into 
laughter. 

The man who had employed him said, 
"George, what are you laughing about?" 

George said, "I am laughing about the 
funny words written on this tombstone." 

George's boss said, "I don't · see any 
funny words written on the tOmbstone." 

George said, "Boss, just look there at 
what it says. It says, 'Not dead but 
sleeping.'" 

The boss said, ''I don't see anything 
funny in that." 

George said, "He ain't foolin' nobody 
but himself." 

Those who say it is necessary to change 
rule XXII to get civil rights bills through 
the Senate are fooling nobody but them
selv-es. If they look at the 'history of 
what has happened in the past few years, 
they will not even fool themselves any 
longer. Since 19·57, when I came to the 
Senate, the Senate has spent more time 
debating so-called civil rights bills on the 
floor of the Senate than it has spent _in 
connection with the foreign policy of the 
United States in the very precarious 
world in which we live. It has spent 
more time arguing about civil rights bills 
on the floor of the Senate since 1957 than 
it has spent in building, creating, and 
legislating the Great Society. It has 
passed some of the most drastic legisla
tion in the history of this country in the 
form of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

If those who make those arguments 
will just consider the facts, they will, 
unlike the decedent whose gravestone 
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said, "Not dead but sleeping," stop fool
ing themselves any longer on this propo
sition. 

Mr. President, I have thus far today 
discussed the reasons assigned by the 
proponents of the proposed rule change 
to justify their position. I respectfully 
submit that for the reasons I have al
ready stated none of those arguments 
made in favor of the rules changes is 
valid. I shall now devote myself to show
ing that the history of our country shows 
the advisability of having safeguards 
which will prevent hasty and impatient 
and intemperate action by those in posi
tions of authority. It was my purpose 
to refer to American history for a strik
ing illustration of the desirability, nay, 
the necessity, of protecting the people 
of this Nation against impatient and in
temperate actions on the part of their 
officials. 

Ru1e XXII of the Senate is one of the 
few restraints left. Many of the great 
Senators of the past have stated that no 
good legislation has ever been prevented 
by the rule of the Senate permitting free 
debate, but that, on the contrary, much 
bad legislation has been prevented by 
this rule. 

I might add that a very good case may 
be made for one proposition; this ru1e 
prevented two of the worst pieces of legis
lation ever proposed to the Congress of 
the United States from passing at the 
last session. 

The first was the bill to repeal section 
14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act. That 
proposed piece of legislation would have 
compelled every American, eventually, to 
pay dues to a union for the simple privi
lege of eating his own bread in the sweat 
of his own brow. And as one who is op
posed, on principle, to compelling any 
man to make any contribution of money 
in any form save in the form of taxes for 
the support of government, I condemn 
that . proposed piece of legislation as 
something wholly incompatible with 
freedom and something which counte
nances the highest degree of tyranny. 

The other piece of legislation was a 
proposal that every American owning a 
piece of residential property anywhere in 
the United States be robbed, by an act of 
Congress, of the power to determine for 
himself to whom to sell or to rent his 
property. 

I say that any rule that prevented ei
ther of those pieces of legislation from 
being enacted by Congress is a ru1e which 
shou1d be preserved inviolate for the pro
tection of liberties of the people of the 
United States. 

I see no distinction in principle be
tween the proposal to establish a major
ity cloture rule and the proposal to estab
lish a 60-percent cloture rule. The 
people who need protection are minori
ties; and the smaller the minority is, 
the more it stands in need of protection. 
To my mind, it would be repugnant to 
the continuance of freedom in the Na
tion for 51 percent of the Members of 
the Senate to have the power to silence 
the other 49 percent of the Members of 
the Senate when that 49 percent insists 
on speaking what they think shou1d be 
said for the preservation of the Nation. 

Likewise, there is very little difference, 
in effect, and no difference whatever in 
principle, between saying that 51 per-

cent of the Senate shall have the power 
to silence 49 percent of the Senate and 
saying that 60 percent of the Senate 
shall have the power to silence 40 per
cent of the Senate. 

I grant you, Mr. President, that some
times some of us may stand on the floor 
of the Senate and speak when some of 
our colleagues want to vote, and in so 
doing we may make nuisances of our
selves in the eyes of our colleagues. 
But a great commentator upon the pass
ing scene, William S. White, has well 
stated the desirability of maintaining 
this condition in his book on the Sen
ate entitled "The Citadel," in which he 
says it is well to remember that a ru1e 
which can be invoked today to silence 
a man whom we deem to be a trouble
some demagog can be invoked tomorrow 
to silence a brave man fighting for a just 
cause. 

I stand for the preservation of the two
thirds ru1e. As a matter of principle 
and also as a practical matter, I do not 
think the future interest of our Nation 
will permit the Senate to sanction any 
fewer than two-thirds of the Senate to 
silence one-third of its Members. 

I invite attention to a similar rule that 
is in the Constitution of the United 
States. First I wish to read from section 
4 of article II of the Constitution these 
words: 

The 'President, Vice President, and all civil 
Officers of the United States, shall be re
moved from Office on Impeachment for, and 
Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other high 
Crimes and Misdemeanors. 

It will be noted that this paragraph in 
the Constitution sets forth three condi
tions, and three conditions only, for 
which a President, a Vice President, or 
a civil officer of the United States can be 
impeached. They are: treason, bribery, 
or other high crimes and misdemeanors. 
The other provisions of the Constitu
tion relating to impeachment are found 
in subsections 6 and 7 of section 3 of 
article I of the Constitution. I read sub
section 6 of section 3 of article I: 

The Senate shall have the sole Power to 
try all Impeachments. When sitting for that 
Purpose, they shall be on Oath or Affirma
tion. When the President of the United 
States is tried, the Chief Justice shall pre
side: And no person shall be convicted with
out :the Concurrence of two ·thirds of the 
Members present. 

Subsection 7 of section 3 of article I 
reads as follows: 

Judgment in Cases of Impeachment shall 
not extend further than to removal from 
Office, and disqualification to hold and enjoy 
any Office of honor, Trust or Profit under the 
United States: but the Party convicted shall 
nevertheless be liable and subject to Indict
ment, Trial, Judgment and Punishment, ac
cording to Law. 

I shall later discuss these constitu
tional provisions in more detail. At pres
ent, however, I wish to emphasize that 
the provision of subsection 6 of section 
3 of article I of the Constitution, which 
prescribes that "no person shall be con
victed without the concurrence of two
thirds of the Members present," is the 
only thing which saved the United States 
at one of the most crucial hours of its 
history from witnessing a total blackout 
of constitutional government. 

In speaking for the retention of rule 

XXII in its present form, I say it is not 
beyond the realm of possibility that the 
two-thirds provision of rule XXII may 
serve like subsection 6, section 3, article I 
of the Constitution, and some day again 
prevent a total blackout of constitutional 
government in the United States. 

The scene which I propose to discuss 
in this connection was enacted in this 
very Senate Chamber. If it had not been 
for the two-thirds provision of subsec
tion 6, section 3, article I, and the 
courage of a handful of Senators, con
stitutional government in the United 
States would have been destroyed on the 
very floor of the Senate. 

In order to discuss this subject, I shall 
have to go back a little into American 
history. On one occasion on this conti
nent and in this Nation a terrible fratri
cidal war occurred, in which thousands 
of the flower of the youth of our land, 
both in the South and in the North, died. 
My study of American history has con
vinced me that that terrible war and its 
carnage would never have occurred if it 
had not been for intemperate and impa
tient men in the North and impatient 
and intemperate men in the South. If 
ever there was an event which ought to 
teach all Americans the virtue of pa
tience, it was that terrible war and the 
terrible carnage it caused. 

One of the great men in American 
history was Abraham Lincoln. I often 
wonder what would have happened to 
Lincoln, after Lee's surrender, if he had 
not fallen by an assassin's bullet. I sus
pect that perhaps he would have been 
more maligned at the hands of Members 
of Congress and at the hands of the 
American press than any other man in 
our history. Sometimes a tragic event, 
such as Lincoln's assassination, spares 
the man who suffers such an event from 
great future tragedy. Abraham Lincoln 
was a mercifu1 man. He was a man who 
loved his fellow men. 

After the surrender of Lee at Appo
mattox, the question naturally arose as 
to what was to be done to adjust the 
relations between the Union and the 11 
Confederate States. Lincoln had a very 
fine plan for the ·rebuilding of the rela
tionship between the Union and the 11 
so-called Confederate States. I shall 
read a brief statement of his plan from 
page 804 of the Concise Dictionary of 
American History, which was edited by 
Wayne Andrews and published by 
Charles Scribner's Sons: 

In his proclamation of December 8, 1863, 
President Lincoln offered pardon with cer
tain exceptions, to those ·who would take 
oath to support the Constitution of the 
United States and abide by Federal laws and 
proclamations touching slaves. When oath
takers equal in number to one-tenth of the 
State's voters in 1860 should "re-establish" 
a government in a seceded commonwealth, 
Lincoln promised executive recognition of 
such government without commitment as 
to congressional recognition. Both the 
"plan" and the whole southern policy of 
Lincoln were denounced as far too lenient, 
and there followed a storm of controversy 
with the radical Republicans who by their 
control of Congress prevented any settle
ment of this vital question during Lincoln's 
life. The hopeless deadlock between Presi
dent and Congress was seen in the Radical 
Wade-Davis bill which Lincoln killed by a 
pocket veto. After this Lincoln .issued a 
proclamation (July 8, 1964) explaining that 
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he could not accept the radical plan as 
the only method of reconstruction and was 
promptly answered by Wade and Da.vls 1n 
a truculent manifesto. 

It would be quite interesting to know 
why Lincoln pocket-vetoed the Wade
Davis bill. Those who advocate majority 
rule on the spur of the moment and in 
haste ought to ponder the Wade-Davis 
bill which Lincoln denounced and vetoed. 

Now I read a very brief description of 
the provisions of that bill, from the 
"Encyclopedia of American History," by 
Richard B. Morris, on page 246: 

The Wade-Davis b1ll, which was passed by 
Congress on the 4th of July 1864, repre
sented the congressional blueprint for re
construction. It required a majority of the 
electorate 1n each Confederate State to take 
an oath of past as well as future loyalty as 
a condition precedent to restoration. 

That condition precedent to restora
tion under the Wade-Davis bill, would 
have prevented any of the 11 Southern 
States from again being admitted to 
their rights as States of the Union, be
cause that bill required the taking of an 
oath of both present loyalty and past 
loyalty; and a majority of the people of 
the Southern States could not have 
truthfully taken such an oath. This is 
very well illustrated by the situation in 
the State of North Carolina. In 1860, 
North Carolina had a total population of 
approximately 629,000, counting all the 
men, women, and children, and both the 
white people and the Negro people. Out 
of that population, North Carolina had 
sent into the Confederate Army 125,000 
of its men and boys-a number far in 
excess of the total electorate of that 
State. Under that condition of the 
Wade-Davis bill, it would have been im
possible for any more than a very negli
gible part of the electorate of North 
Carolina to have taken the oath required 
by the terms of the bill as a condition 
precedent to readmission as part of the 
Union. In fact, the bill was designed to 
prevent any of the Southern States from 
being readmitted to the Union. 

Mr. President, a moment ago, when I 
said that perhaps the assassin's bullet 
spared Lincoln from much abuse and 
suffering, I had in mind the fact that 
even during his lifetime he was maligned 
by the authors of the Wade-Davis bill 
and by the other supporters of that bill 
for his wise action in vetoing it. 

After the assassin's bullet felled Lin
coln, Andrew Johnson, the Vice Presi
dent during Lincoln's administration, 
who was a native of North Carolina, suc
ceeded Lincoln in the Presidency. At 
that time there was in existence what 
was known as the Joint Committee on 
Reconstruction. It was composed of six 
Senators and nine Members of the House 
of Representatives, and was dominated 
by Thaddeus Stevens, a Member of the 
House of Representatives from the State 
of Pennsylvania. That Joint Committee 
acquired domination over Congress; and 
it was not long before the Joint Commit
tee found itself able to ride roughshod 
over Members of the Senate and Mem
bers of the House of Representatives who 
did not agree with its plans. 

Some day, Mr. President, history will 
recognize that Andrew Johnson was one 
of the truly great men of America. When 

he became President of the United 
States, he undertook to carry into effect 
Lincoln's plan for the so-called recon
struction of the Confederate States. An
drew Johnson made a slight modification 
in the plan, in that he added a provi
sion that those who had been disquali
fied as electors in those States by the 
Lincoln plan for reconstruction of the 
States should include those who owned 
$20,000 or more in property. But An
drew Johnson did a superb job in carry
ing out that plan, which, in effect, pro
vided that the persons residing in those 
States who were qualified to vote by 
State laws should establish a State gov
ernment, should outlaw the debts in
curred by the Confederate States for war 
purposes, and should approve the laws 
and the amendment abolishing slavery. 

Andrew Johnson was privileged to act, 
by reason of the fact that Congress was 
not in session at the time he assumed 
the Presidency and at the time he under
took to put into effect Lincoln's plan 
for reconstruction. Before Congress as
sembled in December 1865, all of the 
11 Southern States, except Texas, had 
reorganized their State governments in 
accordance with the Presidential plan 
of reconstruction and were maintaining 
law and order within the borders of their 
States and were operating civil courts for 
the trial of civil and criminal cases. The 
last Confederate soldier had laid down 
his arms and returned to peaceful pur
suits. The people of the Southern States 
were looking forward to resuming their 
old place in the Union. 

But Congress met. Congress immedi
ately entered into a controversy with 
Andrew Johnson, claiming that the Con
gress, and not the President, had the 
power to reconstruct the government 
in the Southern States. 

About that time the Supreme Court 
of the United States entered the picture 
by handing down the most courageous 
decision ever rendered by that body. I 
refer to the decision in Ex parte Milligan. 

Ex parte Milligan was a case which 
involved a civilian who was a resident 
of the State of Indiana. He had been 
tried before a military commission 
created by President Lincoln as Com
mander in Chief of the Army. Mil
ligan had been convicted of treason and 
other charges and had been sentenced 
to death. Milligan's attorneys filed a 
petition in the circuit court for habeas 
corpus, contending that the courts of 
Indiana were open for the trial of crim
inal cases, that Milligan was not within 
the jurisdiction of the military commis
sion, and that Milligan was surrounded 
by the protection of the constitutional 
provisions which required indictment by 
a grand jury and conviction by a petit 
jury before he could be punished for the 
charges preferred against him. 

Milligan was defended in the Supreme 
Court of the United States on the review 
of the habeas corpus proceeding by 
Jeremiah Black, one of the greatest 
lawyers of America. The opinion of 
the Supreme Court in Ex parte Milligan 
was written by one of the greatest judges 
our Nation has ever known-Judge 
Davis, an Associate Justice of the Su
preme Court. He was known not only 
for his great legal learning and his devo-

tion to constitutional government, but 
also for his great courage, which never 
failed him. 

Before reaching the main body of his 
opinion, Judge Davis set out some of 
the facts. Incidentally, his opinion is 
reported in 4 Wallace. The case begins 
at page 1 and runs through to page 142. 
The opinion of Judge Davis covers only a 
portion of those pages. It begins on 
page 107 and ends on page 131. It is an 
opinion which every person who believes 
in constitutional government ought to 
read and reread. 

Beginning on page 118, Judge Davis 
said: 

The controll1ng question in the case is 
this: Upon the facts stated in M1111gan•s 
petition, an~ the exhibits flied, had the mili
tary commission mentioned in it, jurisdic
tion, legally, to try and sentence him? 
M1lligan, not a resident of one of the rebel
llous States, or a prisoner of war, but a citi
zen of Indiana for 20 years past, and never 
1n the mil1tary or naval service, is, whlle at 
his home, arrested by the military power 
of the United States, imprisoned, and, on 
certain criminal charges preferred against 
him, tried, convicted, and sentenced to be 
hanged by a m111tary commission, organized 
under the direction of the military com
mander of the milltary district of Indiana. 
Had this tribunal the legal power and au
thor! ty to try and punish this man? 

No graver question was ever considered 
by this court, nor one which more nearly 
concerns the rights of the whole people; for 
it is the birthright of every American citizen 
when charged with crime, to be tried and 
punished according to law. The power of 
punishment is, alone through the means 
which the laws have provided for that pur
pose, and if they are ineffectual, there is 
an immunity from punishment, no matter 
how great an offender the Individual may 
be, or how much his crimes may have 
shocked the sense of justice of the country, 
or endangered its safety. By the protection 
of the law human rights are secured; wi.th
draw that protection, and they are at the 
mercy of wicked rulers, or the clamor of an 
excited people. If there was law to justify 
this military trial, it is not our province 
to interfere; if there was not, it is our duty 
to declare the nullity of the whole proceed
ings. The decision of this question does 
not depend on argument or judicial prece
dents, numerous and highly illustrative as 
they are. These precedents inform us of 
the extent of the struggle to preserve liberty 
and to relieve those in civil life from mili
tary trials. The founders of our govern
ment were familiar with the history of that 
struggle; and secured in a written constitu
tion every right which the people had 
wrested from power during a contest of ages. 
By that Constitution and the laws author
ized by it this question must be determined. 
The provisions of that instrument on the 
administration of criminal justice are too 
plain and direct, to leave room for miscon
struction or doubt of their true meaning. 
Those applicable to this case are found in 
that clause of the original Constitution 
which says, "That the trial of all crimes, 
except in case of impeachment, shall be by 
jury;" and in the fourth, fifth, and sixth 
articles of the amendments. The fourth 
proclaims the right to be secure in person. 
and effects against unreasonable search and 
seizure; and directs that a judicial warrant 
shall not issue "without proof of probable 
cause supported by Oath or amrmation." 
The fifth declares "that no person shall be 
held to answer for a capital or otherwise 
infamous crime, unless on presentment by 
a grand jury, except in cases arising in the 
land or naval forces, or in the militia, when 
in actual service in time of war or public 
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danger, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of law." And 
the sixth guarantees the right of trial by 
jury, in such manner and with such regula
tions that with upright judges, impartial 
juries, and an a}?le bar, the innocent will be 
saved and the guilty punished. It is in these 
words: "In all criminal prosecutions the ac
cused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and 
public trial by an impartial jury of the 
State and district wherein the crime shall 
have been committed, which district shall 
have been previously ascertained by law, and 
to be informed of the nature and cause of 
the accusation; to be confronted with the 
witnesses against him; to have compulsory 
process for obtaining Witnesses in his favor; 
and to have the Assistance of Counsel· for 
his defense." These securities for persona1 
liberty thus embodied, were such as wisdom 
and experience had demonstrated to be nec
essary for the protection of those accused 
of crime. And so strong was the sense of 
the country of their importance, and so 
jealous were the people that these rights, 
highly prized, might be denied them by im
plication, that when the original Constitu
tion was proposed for adoption it encoun
tered severe opposition; and, but for the 
belief that it would be so amended as to 
embrace them, it would never have been 
ratified. 

I now come to the portion of this opin
ion which I think contains the greatest 
judicial language ever uttered on this 
continent, Judge Davis continued: 

Time has proven the discernment of our 
ancestors; for even these provisions, ex
pressed in such plain English words, that it 
would seem the ingenuity of man could not 
evade them, are now, a.fter the lapse of more 
than 70 years, sought to be avoided. Those 
great and good men foresaw that troublous 
times would arise, when rulers and people 
would become restive under restraint, and 
seek by sharp and decisive measures to ac
complish ends deemed just and proper; and 
that the principles of constitutional liberty 
would be in peril, unless established by ir
_repealable law. The history of the world 
had taught them that what was done in the 
past might be attempted in the future. The 
Constitution of the United States is a law 
for rulers and people, equally in war and iii 
peace, and covers with the shield of its pro
tection all classes of men, at all times, and 
under all circumstances. No doctrine, in
volving more pernicious consequences was 
ever invented by the wit of man than that 
any of its provisions can be suspended dur
ing any o! the great exigencies of govern
ment. Such a doctrine leads directly to 
anarchy or despotism, but the theory of ne
cessity on which it is based is false; for the 
Government, within the Constitution, has 
all the powers granted to it, which are nec
essary to preserve its existence; as has been 
happily proved by the result of the great ef
fort to throw . off its just authority. 

" Then, after discussing the fact that 
men in naval and military service were 
subject to trial by military courts rather 
than by juries in civil courts, Judge 
Davis says: 

All other persons, citizens of States where 
the courts are open, if charged with crime, 
are guaranteed the inestimable privi.lege of 
trial by jury. This privilege is a vital prin
ciple, underlying the whole administration 
of criminal justice; it is not held by suf
ferance, and cannot be frittered away on any 
plea of State or political necessity. When 
peace preva.ils, and the authority of the Gov
ernment is undisputed, there is no difficulty 
of preserving the safeguards of liberty; for 
the ordinary modes of trial are never ne
glected, and no one wishes it otherwise; but if 
society is disturbed by civil commotion-if 
the passions of men are aroused and the 

restraints of law weakened, if not disre
garded-these safeguards need, and should 
receive, the watchful care of those instructed 
with the guardianship of the Constitution 
and laws. In no other way can we transmit 
to posterity unimpaired the blessings of 
liberty, consecraJted by the sacrifices of the 
Revolution. 

Judge Davis then proceeded and 
showed that in the military trial Milligan 
had been denied his constitutional rights 
to be indicted by a grand jury before he 
could be put on trial, and his constitu
tional right to a trial by jury, and held 
that his trial before a military com
mission was a nullity under our Con
stitution. 

As I speak in favor of the retention of 
rule XXII, which is one of the safeguards 
erected not for the benefit of individual 
Senators but, as former Senator Joe 
O'Mahoney said, "for the benefit of our 
country," I cannot help thinking that 
we ought to heed the words of Judge 
Davis when he said: 

Those great and good men-

Who drew up our Constitution-and 
the same applies to the great men who 
wrote the rules of the Senate-
foresaw that troublous times would arise, 
when rulers and people would become restive 
under restraint, ·and seek by sharp and de
cisive measures to accomplish ends deemed 
just and proper. 

As I have said, in. my judgment this 
was the greatest decision ever handed 
down by the Supreme Court of the United 
States. It proclaims a great constitu
tional principle. It was written by a 
judge of the highest legal learning, of 
the greatest character, and of the 
stanchest courage. 

When this decision was handed down 
the Joint Committee on Reconstruction 
and the other radicals in the Congress 
of the United States, and a considerable 
portion of the American press, heaped 
vituperation upon the Supreme Court of 
the United States. As a ' result of this 
decision the radicals, in· control of the 
Congress, concluded that the Supreme 
Court of the United States had entered 
into a conspiracy with the President, An
drew Johnson, to thwart the will of the 
radicals. 

They came to that conclusion because 
the purpose in the minds of the radicals 
was to destroy the State governments 
which had been erected in the Southern 
States under the Presidential plan of re
construction, and to establish military 
government in the South. 

So, in July 1866 the radicals in Con
gress enacted a law for the purpose of 
keeping President Johnson . from filling 
any vacancy on the Supreme Court. At 
that time there was one existing vacancy, 
and President Johnson had designated 
as his appointee for the vacancy Henry 
Stanbery, one of the greatest lawyers 
this country has ever known. When the 
bill was brought up in the Congress, one 
of the Representatives, who was piloting 
the bill through the House, was asked if 
the bill was intended to keep Stanbery 
from becoming a member of the Supreme 
Court. He frankly said, "Yes; and to 
prevent further appointments from being 
made by President Johnson." 

The bill would have reduced the num
ber of judges on the Supreme Court 

Bench by two, so as to take care of the 
then existing vacancy and those which 
might occur in the future during John
son's Presidency. 

Not only did the radicals in Congress 
make this proposal to prevent President 
Johnson from filling vacancies on the 
Supreme Court, but they began to de
mand that the Supreme Court be re
organized. They threatened to take 
away all of the appellate jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court, and some of them 
went so far as to threaten to abolish the 
Supreme Court by constitutional amend
ment. 

The radicals in Congress had such 
complete control over Congress that they 
would undoubtedly have been able to 
carry out their threat, so far as Congress 
was concerned, to enact a proposed con
stitutional amendment by a two-thirds 
vote, with a view to abolishing the Su
preme Court of the United States. 

It is not altogether surprising that 
some of the members of the Supreme 
Court began to lose their courage. The 
Court handed down only two other 
courageous opinions in this period. One 
was the decision in the case of Cum
mings against Missouri, and the other 
was the decision in Ex parte Garland. 

The first of these decisions involved 
the law of the State of Missouri. The 
legislature of that State had enacted 
a law providing that no man could prac
tice his profession unless he was able to 
take an oath to the effect that he had 
never aided the Confederacy in any way. 

It is a rather strange thing that the 
Missouri law was applied to a preacher. 
Cummings was a preacher, and he under
took to preach the gospel. For some rea
son, the Legislature of Missouri thought 
it was better for sinners to go to the 
devil than to be brought to the Lord 
thro1 t.gh the agency of a minister who 
could not take an oath that he had not 
aided the Confederacy in any manner. 
It is a rather strange conception that the 
State legislature could ever reach the 
conclusion that a man ought not to be 
able to preach the gospel of Christ if he 
had had anything to do with the Con• 
federacy. The Legislature of Missouri 
had evidently forgotten something of the 
record of Saul of Tarsus, who became 
Paul, the great apostle to the gentiles. 

The other case involved one of the 
great lawyers of this Nation, Augustus 
H. Garland, who was noted for his ap
pearances in many cases before the Su
preme Court of the United States. . 

In those two cases, the Supreme Court. 
which had not been frightened entirely 
away from courageous action by radicals 
in Congress, held that the law of Missouri 
and a Federal statute enacted by Con
gress which attempted to apply the same 
rule to attorneys were ex post facto laws 
and therefore unconstitutional. 

But thereafter too much courage was 
not exhibited by the members of the 
Supreme Court, with the possible excep
tion of Judge Davis, Judge Grier, and 
one or two others, because, as Benjamin 
R. Curtis, a great lawyer from Massachu
setts, wrote about this time, "The Con
gress, with the acquiescence of the 
country, has subdued the Supreme Court 
as well as the President." 

In other words, the radicals in Con-
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gress had threatened to impeach mem
bers of the Supreme Court or to rob 
them of their jurisdiction, and even to 
abolish the Court by a constitutional 
amendment, because they were dis
pleased with the courage the Court had 
displayed in Ex parte Milligan, in CUm
mings against Missouri, and in Ex parte 
Garland. That was the way they dealt 
with the Supreme Court. 

Just to elaborate on that particular 
point, let me say that the radicals in 
Congress took control of the Congress 
and rode roughshod over those Members 
of Congress who dared to oppose them. 
They subdued the Supreme Court to such 
an extent that it practically withdrew 
from the constitutional field insofar 
as the Southern States were concerned. 
They prevented the Southern States from 
defending themselves by denying them 
representation in the Senate and in the 
House of Representatives. Then they 
undertook to enact laws under which 
they would take charge, through military 
forces, of local government in all of the 
Southern States except Tennessee. 
Tennessee was allowed representation in 
the Senate and in the House, while the 
other 10 Southern States were denied 
such representation, because Tennessee 
had ratified the 14th amendment and 
the other 10 Southern States had re
jected the 14th amendment. 

In March 1867 the radicals, who con
trolled Congress, passed the most mon
strous legislation ever passed in Amer
ican his·tory. 

I refer to the so-called Reconstruction 
acts under which all Southern States, 
except Tennessee, were placed under 
military government. Also at that time 
a statute was enacted which was directed 
against President Johnson. I refer to 
the Tenure of Office Act. 

President Johnson had inherited, as a 
part of Lincoln's Cabinet, the Secretary 
of War, Edwin M. Stanton, who proved 
himself to be in all1ance with the radi
cals in Congress and unfaithful to his 
chief, the President. 

The radicals in Congress were afraid 
that President Johnson would do what 
any person in his situation desired to do, 
and remove Stanton from office as Sec
retary of War. Therefore, Congress 
passed the Tenure of Office Act, which 
provided in substance that the Presi'dent 
could not remove from office any ap
pointee whose appointment had been 
confirmed by the Senate. Andrew John
son felt that this act was unconstitu
tional, and he removed Stanton from his 
post as Secretary of War. That act on 
his part was the chief cause of his later 
impeachment by the House of Represent
atives, controlled as it was, by the 
radicals. 

I come now to the Reconstruction 
acts, which I consider the most mon
strous and unconstitutional legislation 
ever enacted in this Nation. 

I should like to read from a book 
written by one of my former teachers 
of history, Dr. J. G. de Roulhac Hamil
ton, entitled "Reconstruction in North 
Carolina." The book was published at 
Columbia University in 1914. But before 
I read a passage from that book, I wish, 
to state that the . 10 Southern States, 
when they were represented by legisla-

tures elected by voters possessing con
stitutional qualifications, that is, quali
fications prescribed by State law, all 
rejected the 14th amendment. 

I now read from pages 216 to 219 of 
"Reconstruction in North Carolina": 

The fate of the 14th amendment, when 
submitted to the North Carolina Legisla
ture, has been noticed.1 It met with rejec
tion in all the other Southern States except 
Tennessee. When Congress met in Decem
ber 1866 enough of the Southern States had 
rejected· the amendment to show the pre
vailing opinion in the South, and conse
quently the question at once arose as to 
what policy should be adopted. The uncer
tainty in regard to · this became less as the 
remaining Southern States in turn rejected 
the amendment. Consequently, in Febru
ary 1867 it became a determined fact that 
the State governments, as organized by the 
President, should be superseded by others 
organized under military authority; that the 
political leaders of the Southern States 
should be disqualified from taking part in 
the reorganization of the governments; and 
that the right of suffrage should be extended 
to the Negro by national legislation, in utter 
defiance of the constitutional right of the 
individual States in the matter. 

I digress from a reading of the text 
to say that in North Carolina there had 
been an election in 1865, conducted un
der the Presidential plan for reconstruc
tion, and the State government had been 
reestabliShed by its people, with officers 
coming largely from those North Caro
linians who had opposed secession from 
the Union. The State Legislature of 
North Caroli!U!-, like the State legisla
tures of other Southern States, had rati
fied the 13th amendment prohibiting 
slavery, and had outlawed the Confed
erate debt, and had also accepted in good 
faith all the other conditions prescribed 
by the Presidential plan for reconstruc
tion. 

This government had been in exist
ence for approximately 2 years when 
the first of the Reconstruction acts was 
passed. 

I now resume my reading from "Re
construction in North Carolina," by Dr. 
Hamilton: 

In pursuance of this determination, the 
act of March 2, 1867, "to provide for a more 
efficient government of the rebel States," 
was passed. It was vetoed by the President, 
but was passed over the veto on the same 
day. Declaring in the preamble that no. legal 
State governments or adequate protection 
for life or property existed in the 10 "rebel" 
States, the act provided that these States 
should be divided into 5 milltary districts, 
each under an officer of the army of not 
lower rank than brigadier general, and made 
subject to the military authority of the 
United States. North Carolina and South 
Carolina formed the second district. The 
commander of each district was required to 
protect all persons in their rights and to sup
press insurrection, disorder, and violence. 
In the punishment of offenders, he was au
thorized to allow the civil tribunals to take 
jurisdiction, or if he deemed it necessary, 
to organize m111tary commissions for the 
purpose. All interference with such tribu
nals by the State authorities was declared 
void and of no effect. It was further pro
vided that the people of any of the said 
States should be entitled to representation 
whenever they should have framed and rati
fied a constitution in conformity with the 
Constitution of the United States. This 
constitution must be framed by a conven-

1 Cf. supra, p. 187. 

tion elected by the male citizens of the State, 
r.egardless of race, color, or previous condi
tion, with the exception of those disfran
chised for participation in rebellion or for 
felony. Those persons on whom disabillties 
would be imposed by the proposed 14th 
amendment were disqualified from holding 
a seat in the convention and from voting for 
delegates. The constitution thus framed, 
and containing the provision that all per
sons whom the act of Congress made electors 
should retain the electoral franchise, must 
then be approved by Congress. Whenever 
representatives should be admitted, the por
tion of the act establishing military govern
ments would become inoperative so far as 
concerned the State in question. Until the 
completion of this reconstruction, the exist
ing civil governments were declared provi
sional and liable at any time to modification 
or abolition. 

On March 23, a supplementary act was 
passed. The original act left the whole mat
ter of the initiation of reconstruction very 
indefinite. The supplementary act provided 
that the district commanders should cause 
a registration to be made of all male citizens 
who could take a required oath as to their 
qualifications as electors. The election of 
delegates to a convention should then be held 
by the commanders. For the sake of giving 
at least an appearance of following the will 
of the people, the act proVided that the ques
tion of holding a convention should be sub
mitted to them at the same time. Unless a 
majority of the registered voters took part in 
the election and a majority in favor of hold
ing the convention resulted, no convention 
should be held. Provision was made for 
boards of election composed only of those 
who could take the ironclad oath. Finally, 
it was provided that a majority of those 
registered must take part in the voting on 
the ratification of the Constitution in order 
to make t valid. This act was also vetoed by 
President Johnson and promptly repassed by 
the required majorities. 

In July, Congress met again. ·In the 
meantime Attorney General Stanbery had 
sent to the President an interpretation of the 
act, which closely restricted the power of the 
military commanders. At once another sup
plementary act was passed, as an authorita
tive interpretation of the former acts. It 
gave the commanders full power to make 
any removals from office that they might see 
fit, and authorized the boards of registration 
to go behind the oath of an applicant for 
registration whenever it seemed to them 
necessary. District commanders, the boards 
of registration, and all officers acting under 
either were relieved from the necessity of act
ing in accordance with the opinion of any 
civil officer of the Unted States. The ex
~cutive and judicial officers referred to in the 
imposition of disabilities were declared to in
clude the holders of all civil offices created 
by law for the administration of justice or 
for the administration of any general law of 
a State. An extension of time for registra
tion was authorized, and also a revision of 
the lists of registered voters before the elec
tion. This act, as was now the customary 
thing, had to be passed over the President's 
veto. 

Such was the most important legislation 
enacted for the restoration of the South. 
Questions of precedent and of constitutional 
law were alike disregarded in their passage, 
and justification found for all. 

Mr. President, I have read a synopsis 
from Dr. Hamilton's book, setting forth 
the provisions of the Reconstruction 
acts. These acts provided for military 
government in the South. They pro
vided that the South should be garri
soned. A garrison was stationed in my 
hometown until 1874, if my recollection 
of history serves me aright. I have 
heard older men in my county tell how 
they had to go through the ranks of 
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soldiers of the army of occupation in 
order to vote in 1868, and see their 
natural leaders, on whose advice they 
had relied in times past, sit on rail 
fences and not vote because they were 
disfranchised. 

The gentleman in charge of each of 
those five military districts was given the 
power to decide whether civilians should 
be tried by military commissions or in 
civil courts. They were given the power 
to remove from office any of the State or 
local officials who had been placed in 
office under Presidential reconstruction. 
They were given charge of the election 
machinery of those States and charge of 
the elections and of registration of 
voters. They were even excused by act of 
Congress from paying any attention to 
any advice they received from any civil 
authorities at the National or State level. 

Of course, those States tried to get an 
interpretation of the Reconstruction acts 
and to get a decision from the Supreme 
Court of the United States as to their 
constitutionality. The first of these at
tempts was made on April 5, 1867, when 
three great lawyers, Robert J. Walker, 
Augustus H. Garland, and William H. 
Sharkey, applied to the Supreme Court 
for leave to file a bill in equity to enjoin 
"Andrew Johnson, a citizen of the State 
of Tennessee and President of the United 
States, and his officers and agents ap
pointed for that purpose, and especially 
E. 0. C. Ord, assigned as military com
mander of the district from executing or 
in any manner carrying out the acts of 
March 2 and 25, 1857." 

The Supreme Court refused to allow 
those attorneys, who were representing 
the State of Mississippi, to file such a 
bill in equity in the Supreme Court; and 
that first attempt to secure a decision in 
regard to the constitutionality of the Re
construction acts failed. On April 15 
the Supreme Court held that it would 
not permit a bill in equity to be filed, be
cause it did not wish to pass on the deli
cate issue as to the power of the Court to 
control Executive acts; and, therefore, 
the Court denied the leave sought. 

A few days later another application 
was made to the Supreme Court for per
mission to file a bill in equity to chal
lenge the constitutionality of the Recon
struction acts; and the Supreme Court 
granted that application. However, 
after argumentf a few days later the 
Court entered a decision dismissing the 
suit-on the ground that it called for 
adjudication, not of the rights of persons 
or property, but of rights of a political 
character affecting the sovereignty or 
corporate existence of a State; and the 
Court said it had no jurisdiction over 
such a controversy. 

Then it appeared possible that by a 
curious twist of fate a case which did 
reach the Supreme Court of the United 
States would require the Court to pass 
on the constitutionality of a statute 
which the radicals had passed in Con..: 
gress on February 5, 1867, for the ben
efit of Federal officials and so-called 
loyal persons in the South. That statute 
was so phrased that it gave the Federal 
circuit courts jurisdiction in all cases in 
which any person was restrained or de
prived of his liberty, in violation of the 
Constitution or in violation of any treaty 

or law of the United States. It hap
pened that at that time there was in 
Vicksburg, Miss., an editor, . named 
McCardle, who had published ,in his 
newspaper an editorial criticizing_ the 
military government then in vogue in 
Mississippi and in other Southern States. 
The radicals in Congress had no respect 
for the right of freedom of speech, which 
was supposed to be secured by the first 
amendment of the Constitution to per
sons who disagreed with them; and Mc
Cardle was arrested, at the instance of 
the military authorities, for speaking ill 
of them. He was imprisoned, and was 
held for trial before a military commis
sion. He applied to the circuit court for 
habeas corpus for his release, on the 
ground that his arrest and detention 
under the Reconstruction acts violated 
the Constitution. When the circuit 
court refused to grant him his liberty, 
he appealed to· the Supreme Court of 
the United States. He was asserting a 
constitutional right as a person; and the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
clearly had jurisdiction of his case, and 
the case clearly made it necessary-if 
the Supreme Court was to discharge any 
judicial function whatever-for it to rule 
on the constitutionality of the Recon
struction acts. That situation sent a 
good deal of fear into the hearts of the 
radicals who then controlled Congress 
because their actions showed time and 
time again that they were conscious 
of the unconstitutionality of the Recon
struction acts. So the radicals intro
duced in Congress a bill which provided 
that in any case involving the constitu
tionality of an act of Congress, unless 
two-thirds of the judges of the Supreme 
Court agreed that the act was uncon
stitutional, the Court could not hand 
down such a decision. That bill was 
defeated because of the terrible criticism 
it received at the hands of the American 
bar. 

so, at the instance of Thaddeus Stev
ens, the radicals then introduced in the 
Senate a bill which forbade the Supreme 
Court of the United States to take juris
diction of any case in law or equity which 
arose out of the Reconstruction acts. 
That bill also caused a violent reaction 
in the press and among the lawyers of 
the North, and the bill was laid aside. 

Finally, the McCardle case was argued 
before the U.S. Supreme Court, and the 
Supreme Court took it-'llllder advisement. 
When that happened, the radicals saw it 
was necessary for them to take some 
drastic action immediately. As I have 
pointed out, McCardle had done nothing 
except exercise his right of free speech, 
and he was applying for a writ of habeas 
corpus to free him from his imprison
ment-which he claimed was illegal and 
unconstitutional-under the Reconstruc
tion acts. He was seeking the greatest 
right of an...:..the right to secure the lib
erty of a person against unlawful impris
onment-that had ever been developed 
in any legal system on the face of the 
earth. 

So what did the radicals in Congress 
do in their attempt to keep the Supreme 
Court of the United States ·from handing 
down a decision as to the constitution
ality of the Reconstruction acts under 
which McCardle was arrested and held 

for trial, before a military tribunal, for 
exercising tl.J._e right of freedom of speech 
and for condemning something which 
ought to have been condemned? The 
radicals in Congress succeeded in having 
passed a statute which robbed the su
preme Court of the United States of its 
jurisdiction to review habeas corpus pro
ceedings brought under the act of 1867. 

Mr. President, in that connection, a 
certain amount of criticism can justly be 
leveled at the Supreme Court of the 
United States, because the Court had 
heard arguments in that case and had 
taken the case under ~dvisement before 
that 'measure was broug,ht up in Con
gress, and the bill was passed through, the 
House, in the first instance, by a srieak 
action, in which a Member of the House 
obtained unanimous consent to have the 
House take up a bill, then on the calen
dar, which had no relationship to this 
matter. It w-as taken up, following a 
statement that it was an innocuous bill, 
but then the bill was amended so sud
denly in that way that scarcely any other 
Member of the House knew what had 
happened. The bill was then passed by 
both Houses of Congress, but was vetoed 
by President Johnson, and it was passed 
over President Johnson's veto, in the 
course of a heated debate in which the 
opponents of the bill-such as Senator 
Reverdy Johnson and others-correctly 
characterized the bill, and in no uncer
tain terms · condemned the action of the 
radicals in having it passed. 

So the Supreme Court missed a glori
ous opportunity to hand down a decision 
on that act. On the contrary, appar
ently the majority of the Court post
poned action so that Congress could act, 
thus enabling the Court to escape mak
ing a decision. That statement does not 
apply to some of the Justices, because 
some of them wanted to take action. 

The bill was passed by the Congress 
while the impeachment trial of Andrew 
Johnson was in progress in this very 
Senate Chamber. The greatest exhibi
tion of courage of the most sublime 
character ever given by any President of 
the United States was given by Andrew 
Johnson at that time. He was actually 
being tried at the instigation of the radi
cals who controlled Congress in an im
peachment proceeding which could have 
resulted in his removal from office and 
his inab111ty ever to occupy another omce 
under the Federal Government. Despite 
that fact, Andrew Johnson signed a 
magnificent statement vetoing the act of 
Congress which robbed the Supreme 
Court of jurisdiction to review the 
McCardle decision. He said in his great 
veto message: 

It wlll be justly held by a large portion of 
the people as an admission of the unconsti
tutionality of the act on which its judgment 
may be forbidden or forestalled, and may 
interfere with their willing acquiescence in 
its provisions, which is necessarily harmo
nious and efficient execution of any law. 

In other words, at the very time when 
his political life was at stake in the im
peachment proceeding, that President, a 
man who had fewer opportunities in life 
than any other man who has attained 
that high office, had the courage to veto 
the bill which most of his judges had 
assisted in passing through the Congress. 

' 
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Some time ago I said that I favored 

the retention of the two-thirds require
ment of rule XXII, because the history 
of the Nation showed that at one time 
the constitutional provision requiring a 
two-thirds vote to remove a President 
had prevented the total blackout of con
stitutional government in the United 
States. 

Let us stop and think a moment of 
that impeachment proceeding. The 
Members of Congress who were con
trolled by the radicals knew that Andrew 
Johnson had not done anything to merit 
impeachment. They knew that Andrew 
Johnson had not been guilty of treason. 
On the contrary, they knew that Andrew 
Johnson had been trying to save the 
Constitution and constitutional govern
ment from destruction at their hands. 
They knew that Andrew Johnson had 
not been guilty of bribery. They knew 
that Andrew Johnson had not committed 
any high crime or misdemeanor. They 
knew that the only offense of which An
drew Johnson was guilty was his fidelity 
to the oath which he had taken to up
hold the Constitution of the United 
States. They knew that the only thing 
they really had against Andrew Johnson 
was that he had vetoed acts of Congress 
which were entirely inconsistent with 
the Constitution and which were abso
lutely repugnant to free government in 
the United States. 

Those were tragic days. The greatest 
tragedy lies in the fact that they showed 
that partisans will yield to temptation in 
times of stress and turmoil. This en
tire tragic story illustrates beyond any 
doubt that if liberty is to be preserved in 
our Nation, there must be some safe
guards which will restrain impatient and 
intemperate acts on the part of those in 
authority in times of stress, strain, and 
turmoil. 

Despite the fact that all of the Mem
bers of the House of Representatives 
knew that Andrew Johnson had not com
mitted treason, bribery, or any high 
crime or misdemeanor as grounds for im
peachment under the Constitution, the 
House of Representatives, by an over
whelming majority, impeached him on 
false charges, the main charge being that 
he had violated the Tenure-of-Office Act. 
Incidentally, at this point, I add that 
Andrew Johnson made repeated efforts 
to obtain a decision from the Supreme 
Court of the United States as to the va
lidity and constitutionality of the Ten
ure-of-Office Act. He was unable to 
obtain such a decision because, as Ben
jamin R. curtis has said, the radicals 
subdued the Supreme Court, at least 
temporarily. 

Andrew Johnson was the only public 
official in our Nation who was able· to 
stand between a radical Congress and 
a complete blackout of constitutional 
government in the United States. 

So he was impeached, because he was 
resisting the radical Congress and itS 
unconstitutional measures. They rea
soned that if they could get rid of An
drew Johnson and remove him from 
office, he would be succeeded, in all prob
ability, by Senator Wade, ,one of the 
chief leaders of the radicals;., who would 
do the will of the radicals. 

It is rather interesting to note at this 
point that Senator Wade, one of the au
thors of the Wade-Davis bill which was 
designed to prevent the Southern States 
from being again admitted to the Union: 
was President pro tempore of the Senate 
at the time of the impeachment of Presi
dent Andrew Johnson and, under the 
law, would have succeeded to the Presi
dency of the United States if two-thirds 
of the Members of the Senate had voted 
to convict Andrew Johnson on his im
peachment trial. 

I hold in my hand a book, entitled 
"Concise Dictionary of American Biog
raphy," which was published by Charles 
Scribner's Sons in 1964. I read from it 
a portion of the biography of Benjamin 
Franklin Wade, Senator from Ohio, who 
was active in the bringing of the. im
peachment charges against Andrew 
Johnson. I read only a portion of the 
biography which _ is set forth on page 
1121: 

At first believing that he-

That is, Senator Wade-
and his group could bend President An
drew Johnson to support of thefr measures, 
Wade later turned on him and his policies. 
Post December 1865, along with Charles 
Sumner, Thaddeus Stevens and others, he 
waged a persistent campaign against John
son and seemed ready to resort to any ex
tremity in order to carry through the con
gressional program. Chosen president pro
tempore of the Senate, March 2, 1867, he 
would, according to the custom of that time, 
have succeeded to the presidency in the 
event of Johnson's removal. In the ensuing 
impeachment of Johnson, Wade voted for the 
president's conviction, despite the fact that 
he was an interested party. He was so ex
pectant of success that he began the selec
tion of his cabinet before the impeachment 
trial was ended. Thwarted by Johnson's 
acquittal and failing of re-election to the 
Senate, Wade resumed the practice of law in 
Ohio. 

With sadness, I am constrained to 
hold up Senator Wade as an example to 
my brethren who think there ought to 
be no restraint in the Senate rules upon 
the action of a majority of the Senators. 
He was the powerful president protem
pore of the Senate, who led the majority 
of the Senators in the effort to impeach 
Andrew Johnson. He would have suc
ceeded to the Presidency if Johnson had 
been convicted, because he was the presi
dent pro tempore of this august body. 
He sat as a judge in his own case and 
voted for tlie conviction of Johnson when 
he knew that that conviction would help 
to promote him to the Presidency of the 
United States. He was so certain of his 
success, as the book states, that he went 
so far as to begin to select the members 
of his Cabinet. 

I would hold up Senator Wade, who 
was then presumably an honorable Mem
ber of the Senate, as an example for the 
consideration of those Senators who 
think that in this land of ours there need 
be no rules of the Senate to restrain the 
action of Senators. 

Impeachment proceedings were 
brought against Andrew Johnson in the 
House of Representatives. He was tried 
in the Senate Chamber. In all human 
probability Chief Justice Salmon P. 
Chase, as the Presiding Officer at the 

impeachment trial of Andrew Johnson, 
sat in the seat now occupied by the 
Presiding Officer. 

Chief Justice Chase was a man of rare 
ability. As Chief Justice he did many 
things which manifested his courage. 
He presided over the impeachment trial 
of Andrew Johnson in an extremely fair 
and legal manner. However, I feel that 
he missed greatness by a narrow mar
gin, because of his ambition to be Presi
dent of the United States. On rare 
occasions he had a tendency to fail to 
match his great ability with what was 
right. He yielded to 1the temptation to 
trim his sails to fit the political winds. 

The trial occurred in this Senate 
Chamber. 

Subsection 6 of section 3 of article I 
of the Constitution saved this Nation 
from a most disgraceful event. That 
was because it provides that when the 
Senate of the United States sits as a 
court of impeachment the person being 
impeached cannot be convicted without 
the concurrence of two-thirds of the 
Members present. 

Andrew Johnson was saved from im
peachment by the vote of one Senator, 
because those voting for his conviction 
lacked one vote of having the constitu
tionally required two-thirds majority. 

While he was serving as a Member 
of the Senate, President John F. Ken
nedy wrote a very fine chapter in his 
book entitled "Profiles In Courage" about 
one of the Senators who voted with the 
minority. President Kennedy wrote of 
Edmund G. Ross. It has always seemed 
to me there was another Senator who 
voted with the minority who deserved 
great credit. I think the other Senator 
was James W. Grimes, a Member of the 
Senate who had a stroke of paralysis and 
who had himself carried into this Cham
ber in order that he might vote against 
the unjust impeachment of a President 
of the United States who was standing 
between a radical Congress and complete 
destruction of constitutional government 
in America. 

At the risk of being somewhat tedious, 
I shall read what the President said about 
this trial and particularly what he said 
about Senator Edmund G. Ross. It is a 
stirring chapter. It is a stirring chapter 
because it deals with a man who had the 
courage to vote with the minority for 
what was right in the face of what was 
probably the greatest popular demand 
for an unjust act that this country has 
ever witnessed: 

In a lonely grave, forgotten and unknown, 
lies "the man who saved a President," and 
who as a result may well have pre&erved for 
ourselves and posterity constitutional gov
ernment in the United States-the man who 
performed in 1868 what one historian has 
called, the most heroic a.cti in American his
tory, incompara,bly more dimcult . than any 
deed of valor upon the field of pattl~but 
a U.S. Senator whose name no one recalls: 
Edmund G. Ross of Kansas. 

· I digress for a moment to say that if 
the radical Congress had been successful 
in the conviction of Andrew Johnson and 
had removed him from office this would 
have set a precedent for other partisans 
and other radicals in the control of the 
Congress to follow, and Vfe might have 
seen constitutionfl,l government in this 
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country become as unstable as it is in 
many other parts of the Americas. 

I resume the reading of President 
Kennedy's article: 

The impeachment of President Andrew 
Johnson, the event in which the obscure 
Ross was to play such a dramatic role, 
was the sensational climax to the bitter 
struggle between the President, determined 
to carry out Abraham Lincoln's policies of 
reconc111ation with the 'defeated South, and 
the more radical Republican leaders in Con
gress, who sought to administer the down
trodden Southern States as conquered prov
inces which had forfeited their rights under 
the Constitution. It was, moreover, a strug
gle between executive and legislative au
thority. Andrew Johnson, the courageous if 
untactful Tennessean who had been the 
only southern Member of Congress to refuse 
to secede with his State, had committed 
himself to the policies of the Great Eman
cipator to whose high station he had suc
ceeded only by the course of an ASSassin'B 
bullet. He knew that Lincoln proir to ;his 
death had already clashed with the extrem
ists in Congress, who had opposed his ap
proach to reconstruction in a constitutional 
and charitable manner and sought to make 
the legislative branch of the Government 
supreme. And his own bell1gerent tempera
ment soon destroyed any hope that Con
gress might now join hands in carrying out 
Lincoln's policies of permitting the South 
to resume its place in the Union with as 
little delay and controversy as possible. 

By 1866, when Edmund Ross first came 
to the Senate, the two branches of the Gov
ernment were already at each other's throats, 
snarling and bristling with anger. Bill after 
bill was vetoed by the President on the 
grounds that they were unconstitutional, 
too harsh in their treatment of the South, 
an unnecessary prolongation of military rule 
hi peacetime or undue interference with the 
authority of the executive branch. And for 
the first time in our Nation's history, im
portant public measures were passed over 
a President's veto and became law without 
his support. 

But not all of Andrew Johnson's vetoes 
were overturned; and the radical Republi
cans of the Congress promptly realized that 
one final step was necessary before they 
could crush their despised foe (and in the 
heat of political battle their vengeance was 
turned upon their President far more than 
their former military enemies of the South) . 
That one remaining step was the assurance 
of a two-thirds majority in the Senate-
for under the Constitution, such a majority 
was necessary to override a Presidential veto. 
And more important, such a majority was 
constitutionally required to accomplish their 
major ambition, now an ill-kept secret, con
viction of the President under an impeach
ment and his dismissal from otfice. 

The temporary and unstable two-thirds 
majority which had enabled the Senate radi
cal Republicans on several occasions to en
act legislation over the President's veto was, 
they knew, insutficiently reliable for an im
peachment conviction. To solidify this bloc 
became the paramount goal of Congress, ex
pressly or impliedly governing its decisions 
on other issues-particularly the admission 
of new States, the readmission of Southern 
States and the determination of senatorial 
credentials. By extremely dubious methods 
a pro-Johnson Senator was denied his seat. 
Over the President's veto Nebraska was ad
mitted to the Union, seating two more anti
administration Senators. Although last 
minute maneuvers failed to admit Colorado 
over the President's veto (sparsely populated 
Colorado had rejected statehood in a referen
dum), an unexpected tragedy brought false 
tears and fresh hopes for a new vote, in 
Kansas. 

Senator Jim Lane, of Kansas, had been a 
conservative Republican sympath.etic to 
Johnson's plans to carry out Lincoln's re-

construction policies. But his frontier State 
was one of the most radical in the Union. 
When Lane voted to uphold Johnson's veto 
of the civil rights bill of 1866 and intro
duced the administration's bill for recogni
tion of the new State government of Arkan
sas, Kansas had risen in outraged heat. 
A mass meeting at Lawrence had vilified the 
Senator and speedily reported resolutions 
sharply condemning his position. Humili
ated, mentally ailing, broken in health . and 
laboring under charges of financial irregu
larities, Jim Lane took his own life on July 
1, 1866. 

With this thorn in their side removed, the 
radical Republicans in Washington looked 
anxiously toward Kansas and the selection of 
Lane's successor. Their fondest hopes were 
realized, for the new Senator from Kansas 
turned out to be Edmund G. Ross, the very 
man who had introduced the resolutions at
tacking Lane at Lawrence. 

There could be no doubt as to where Ross' 
sympathies lay, for his entire career was one 
of determined opposition to the slave States 
of the South, their practices and their 
friends. In 1854, when only 28, he had 
taken part in the mob rescue of a fugi
tive slave in Milwaukee. In 1856, he had 
joined that fiood of antislavery immigrants 
to "bleeding" Kansas who intended to keep 
it a free territory. Disgusted with the Dem
ocratic Party of his youth, he had left that 
party, and volunteered in the Kansas Free 
State army to drive back a force of proslavery 
men invading the territory. In 1862, he had 
given up his newspaper work to enlist in 
the Union Army, from which he emerged a 
major. His leading role in the condemnation 
of Lane at Lawrence convinced the radical 
Republican leaders in Congress that in Ed
mund G. Ross they had a solid member of 
that vital two-thirds. 

The stage was now set for the final scene-
the removal of Johnson. Early in 1867, Con
gress enacted over the President's veto the 
tenure-of-office bill which prevented the 
President from removing without the con
sent of the Senate all new officeholders whose 
appointment required confirmation by that 
body. At the time nothing more than the 
cry for more patronage was involved, Cabinet 
members having originally been specifically 
exempt. 

On August 5, 1867, President Johnson
convinced that the Secretary of War, whom 
he had inherited from Lincoln, Edwin M. 
Stanton, was the surreptitious tool of the 
radical Republicans and was seeking to be 
come the almighty dictator of the conquered 
South-asked for his immediate resignation; 
and Stanton arrogantly fired back the reply 
that he declined to resign before the next 
meeting of Congress. Not one to cower be
fore this kind of effrontery, the President one 
week later suspended Stanton, and appointed 
in his place the one man whom Stanton did 
not dare resist, General Grant. On Janu
ary 13, 1868, an angry Senate notified the 
President and Grant that it did not concur 
in the suspension of Stanton, and Grant 
vacated the otfice upon Stanton's return. 
But the situation was intolerable. The Sec
retary of War was unable t.o attend Oablnet 
meetings or associate with his colleagues in 
the administration; and on February 21, 
President Johnson, anxious to obtain a court 
test of the act he believed obviously· uncon
stitutional, again notified Stanton that he 
had been summarily removed from the omce 
of Secretary of War. 

While Stanton,,.refusing to yield possession, 
barricaded himself in his otfice, public opin
ion in the Nation ran heavily against the 
President. He had intentionally broken the 
law and dictatorily thwarted the wm of 
Congress. Although previous resolutions of 
impeachment had been defeated in the 
House, both in committee and on the floor, 
a new resolution was swiftly reported and 
adopted on February 24 by a tremendous 
vote. Every single Republican voted in the 

affirmative, and Thaddeus Stevens of Penn
sylvania-the crippled, fanatical personifica
tion of the extremes of . the radical Republi
can movement, master of the House of 
Representatives, with a mouth like the thin 
edge of an ax-warned both Houses of the 
Congress coldly: "Let me see the recreant 
who would vote to let such a criminal 
escape. Point me to one who will dare do 
it and I will show you one who will dare 
the infamy of posterity." 

With the President impeached-in effect, 
indicted-by the House, the frenzied trial 
for his conviction or acquittal under the 
Articles of Impeachment began on March 5 
in the Senate, presided over by the Chief 
Justice. It was a trial to rank with all the 
great trials in history-Charles I before the 
High Court of Justice, Louis XVI before the 
French Convention, and Warren Hastings be
fore the House of Lords. Two great elements 
of drama were missing: the actual cause for 
which the President was being tried was not 
fundamental to the welfare of the Nation; 
and the defendant himself was at all times 
absent. 

But every other element of the highest 
courtroom drama was present. To each 
Senator the Chief Justice administered an 
oath "to do impartial justice" (including 
even the hotheaded radical Senator from 
Qhio, Benjamin Wade, who as President 
pro tempore of the Senate was next in line 
for the Presidency). The chief prosecutor 
for the House was Gen. Benjamin F. But
ler, the "butcher of New Orleans," a talented 
but coarse and demagogic Congressman from 
Massachusetts. (When he lost his seat in 
1874, he was so hated by his own party as 
well as his opponents that one Republican 
wired concerning the Democratic sweep, 
"Butler defeated, everything else lost.") 
Some 1,000 tickets were printed for ad
mission to the Senate galleries during the 
trial, and every conceivable device was 
used to obtain one of the four tickets allotted 
each Sen a tor. 

From the 5th of March to the 16th of 
May, the drama continued. Of the 11 
articles of impeachment adopted by the 
House, the first 8 were based upon the 
removal of Stanton and the appointment of 
a new Secretary of War in violation of the 
Tenure of Otfice Act; the 9th related to 
Johnson's conversation with a general which 
was said to induce violations of the Army 
Appropriations Act; the lOth recited that 
Johnson had delivered "intemperate, infiam
matory, and scandalous harangues • • • as 
well against Congress as the laws of the 
United States"; and the 11th was a deliber
ately obscure conglomeration of all the 
charges in the preceding articles which had 
been designed by Thaddeus Stevens to fur
nish a common ground for those who favored 
conviction but were unwilling to identify 
themselves on basic issues. In opposition to 
Butler's infiammatory arguments in support 
of this hastily drawn indictment, Johnson's 
able and learned counsel replied with con
siderable effectiveness. They insisted that 
the Tenure of Office Act was null and void 
as a clear violation of the Constitution; that 
even if it were valid, it would not apply to 
Stanton, for the reasons previously men
tioned; and that the only way that a judicial 
test of the law could be obtained was for 
Stanton to be dismissed and sue for his 
rights in the courts. 

I digress at this point to say that since 
that time the Supreme Court has held 
in many cases that a President has the 
constitutional power to remove from of
fice any person he appoints to an office, 
regardless of whether that persons' ap
pointment has been confirmed by the 
Senate. So the ~osition of Johnson's 
lawyers in the impeachment proceedings 
that the Tenure of Office Act was un
constitutional has been confirmed many 
times. 
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I continue to read: 
But as the trial progressed, it become in

creasingly apparent that the impatient Re
publicans did not intend to give the Presi
dent a fair trial on the formal issues upon 
which the impeachment was drawn, but in
tended instead to depose him from the White 
House on any grounds, real or imagined, for 
refusing to accept their policies. Telling 
evidence in the President's favor was arbi
trarily excluded. Prejudgment on the part 
of most Senators was brazenly announced. 
Attempted bribery and other forms of pres
sure were rampant. The chief interest was 
not in the trial or the evidence, but in the 
tallying of votes necessary for conviction. 

Twenty-seven States (excluding the un
recognized Southern States) in the Union 
meant 54 Members of the Senate, and 36 
votes were required to constitute the two
thirds majority necessary for conviction. All 
12 Democratic votes were obviously lost, and 
the 42 Republicans knew that they could 
afford to lose only 6 of their own Members 
if Johnson were to be ousted. To their dis
may, at a preliminary Republican caucus, six 
courageous Republicans indicated that the 
evidence so far introduced was not in their 
opinion sufficient to convict Johnson under 
the articles of impeachment. "Infamy," 
cried the Philadelphia Press. The Republic 
has "been betrayed in the house of its 
friends." 

But if the remaining 36 Republicans would 
hold, there would be no doubt as to the out
come. All must stand together. But one 
Republican Senator would not announce his 
verdict in the preliminary poll-Edmund G. 
Ross, of Kansas. The radicals were outraged 
that a Senator from such an anti-Johnson 
stronghold as Kansas could be doubtful. "It 
was a very clear case," Senator Sumner, of 
Massachusetts, fumed, "especially for a Kan
sas man. I did not think that a Kansas 
man could quibble against his country." 

From the very time Ross had taken his 
seat, the radical leaders had been confident 
of his vote. His entire background, as al
ready indicated, was one of firm support of 
their cause. One of his first acts in the 
Senate had been to read a declaration of his 
adherence to radical Republican policy, and 
he had silently voted for all of their meas
ures. He had made it clear that he was not 
in sympathy with Andrew Johnson person
ally or politically; and after the removal of 
Stanton, he had voted with the majority in 
adopting a resolution declaring such removal 
unlawful. His colleague from Kansas, Sen
ator Pomeroy, was one of the most radical 
leaders of the anti-Johnson group. The Re
publicans insisted that Ross's crucial vote 
was rightfully theirs and they were deter
mined to get it by whatever means available. 
As stated by DeWitt in his memorable "Im
peachment of Andrew Johnson," "The full 
brunt of the struggle turned at last on the 
one remaining doubtful Senator, Edmund G. 
Ross." 

When the impeachment resolution had 
passed the House, Senator Ross had casually 
remarked to Senator Sprague of Rhode Is
land, "Well, Sprague, the thing is here; and, 
so far as I am concerned, though a Repub
lican and opposed to Mr. Johnson and his 
policy, he shall have as fair a trial as an 
accused man ever had on this earth." Im
mediately the word spread that "Ross was 
shaky." "From that hour," he later wrote, 
"not a day passed that did not bring me, by 
mail and telegraph and in personal inter
course, appeals to stand fast for impeach
ment, and not a few were the admonitions 
of condign visitations upon any indication 
even of lukewarmness." 

"Throughout the country, and in all walks 
of life, as indicated by the correspondence of 
Members of the Senate, the condition of the 
public mind was not unlike that preceding a 
great battle. The dominant party of the 
Nation seemed to occupy the position of pub
lic prosecutor, and it was scarcely in the 
mood to brook delay for trial or to hear de-

fense. Washington had become during the 
trial and central point of the politically dis
satisfied and swarmed with representatives 
of every State of the Union, demanding in a 
practically united voice the deposition of the 
President. The footsteps of the anti-im
peaching Republicans were dogged from the 
day's beginning to its end and far into the 
night with entreaties, considerations, and 
threats. The newspapers came daily filled 
with not a few threats of violence upon 
their return to their constituents." 

Ross and his fellow doubtful Republicans 
were daily pestered, spied upon and sub
jected to every form of pressure. Their 
residences were carefully watched, their so
cial circles suspiciously scrutinized, and their 
every ~ove and companions secretly markeq 
in special notebooks. They were warned in 
the party press, harangued by their constit
uents, and sent dire warnings threatening 
political ostracism and even assassination. 
Stanton himself, from his barricaded head
quarters in the War Department, worked day 
and night to bring to bear upon the doubtful 
Senators all the weight of his impressive 
military associations. The Philadelphia 
Press reported "a fearful avalanche of tele
grams from every section of the country," a 
great surge of public opinion from the "com
mon people" who had given their money and 
lives to the country and would not "will
ingly or unavenged see their great sacrifice 
made naught." 

The New York Tribune reported that Ed
mund Ross in particular was "mercilessly 
dragged this way and that by both sides, 
hunted like a fox night and day and 
badgered by his own colleague, like the 
bridge at Arcola now trod upon by one army 
and now trampled by the other.'' His back
ground and life were investigated from top 
to bottom, and his constituents and col
leagues pursued him throughout Washing
ton to gain some inkling of his opinion. He 
was the target of every eye, his name was 
on every mouth and his intentions were dis
cussed in every newspaper. Although there 
is evidence that he gave some hint of agree
ment to each side, and each attempted to 
claim him publicly, he actually kept both 
sides in a state of complete suspense by his 
judicial silence. 

But with no experience in political tur
moil, no reputation in the Senate, no in
dependent income and the most radical State 
in the Union to deal with, Ross was judged 
to be the most sensitive to criticism and the 
most certain to be swayed by expert tactics. 
A committee of Congressmen and Senators 
sent to Kansas, and to the States of the other 
doubtful Republicans, this telegram: "Great 
danger to the peace of the country and the 
Republican cause if impeachment fails. 
Send to your Senators public opinion by 
resolutions, letters, and delegations." A 
member of the Kansas Legislature called 
upon Ross at the Capitol. A general urged 
on by Stanton remained at his lodge until 4 
o'clock in the morning determined to see 
him. His brother received a letter offering 
$20,000 for revelation of the Senator's inten
tions. Gruff Ben Butler exclaimed of Ross, 
"There is a bushel of money. How much 
does the damned scoundrel want?" The 
night before the Senate was to take its first 
vote for the conviction or acquittal of John
son, Ross received this telegram from home: 

"Kansas has heard the evidence and de
mands the conviction of the President. 

"D. R. ANTHONY AND 1,000 OTHERS." 

And on that fateful morning of May 16 
Ross replied: 

"To D. R. ANTHONY AND 1,000 OTHERS: I 
do not recognize your right to demand that 
I vote either for or against conviction. I 
have taken an oath to do impartial justice 
according to the Constitution and laws, and 
trust that I shall have the courage to vote 
according to the dictates of my judgment 
and for the highest good of the country. 

"E. G. Ross." 

That morning spies traced Ross to his 
breakfast; and 10 minutes before the vote 
was taken his Kansas colleague warned him 
in the presence of Thaddeus Stevens that a 
vote for acquittal would mean trumped up 
charges and his political death. 

But now the fateful hour was at hand. 
Neither escape, delay or indecision was pos
sible. As Ross himself later described it: 
"The galleries were packed. Tickets of ad
mission were at an enormous premium. The 
House had adjourned and all of its members 
were in the Senate chamber. Every chair on 
the Senate floor was filled with a Senator, a 
Cabinet Officer, a member of the President's 
counsel or a Member of the House." Every 
Senator was in his seat, the desperately 111 
Grimes, of Iowa, being literally carried in. 

It had been decided to take the first vote 
under that broad 11th article of impeach
ment, believed to command the widest sup
port. As the Chief Justice announced the 
voting would begin, he reminded "the citi
zens and strangers in the galleries that 
absolute silence and perfect order are re
quired." 

But already a deathlike stillness enveloped 
the Senate Chamber. A Congressman later 
recalled that, "Some of the Members of the 
House near me grew pale and sick under the 
burden of suspense"; and Ross noted that 
there was even "a subsidence of the shuffling 
of feet, the rustling of silks, the fluttering of 
fans, and of conversation." 

The voting tensely commenced. By the 
time the Chief Justice reached the name of 
Edmund Ross 24 "guilties" had been pro
nounced. Ten more were certain and one 
other practically certain. Only Ross' vote 
was needed to obtain the 36 votes necessary 
to convict the President. But not a single 
person in the room knew how this young 
Kansan would vote. Unable to conceal the 
suspense and emotion in his voice, the Chief 
Justice put the question to him: "Mr. Sen
ator Ross, how say you? Is the respondent 
Andrew Johnson guilty or not guilty of a 
high misdemeanor as charged in this arti
cle?" Every voice was still; every eye was 
upon the freshman Senator from Kansas. 
The hopes and :tears, the hatred and bit
terness of past decades were centered upon 
this one man. 

As Ross himself later described it, his 
"powers of hearing and seeing seemed de
veloped in an abnormal degree. 

"Every individual in that great audience 
seemed distinctly visible, some with lips 
apart and bending forward in anxious ex
pectancy, others with hand uplifted as 1f 
to ward off an apprehended blow • • • and 
each peering with an intensity that was al
most tragic upon the face of him who was 
about to cast the fateful vote. Every fan 
was folded, not a foot moved, not the rustle 
of a garment, not a whisper was heard. • • • 
Hope and fear seemed blended in every face, 
instantaneously alternating, some with re
vengeful hate • • • others lighted with hope. 
The Senators in their seats leaned over their 
desks, many with hand to ear. It was a 
tremendous responsibility, and it · was not 
strange that he upon whom it had been 
imposed by a fateful combination of con
ditions should have sought to avoid it, to 
put it away from him as one shuns, or tries 
to fight off, a nightmare. I almost literally 
looked down into my open grave. Friend
ships, · position, fortune, everything that 
makes life desirable to an ambitious man 
were ·abOut to be swept away by the breath 
of my mouth, perhaps forever. It is not 
strange that my answer was carried waver
ingly over the air and failed to reach the 
limits of the audience, or that repetition was 
called for by distant Senators on the oppo
s.ite side of the Chamber." 

Then came the answer again in a voice 
that could not be misunderstood-full, final, 
definite, unhesitating, and unmiStakable: 
"Not gullty." The deed was done, the Presi
dent saved, the trial as good as over and the 
conviction lost. The remainder of the roll-
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call was unimportant, conviction had failed 
by the margin of a slagle vote and a general 
rumbling filled the Chamber untll the Chief 
Justice proclaimed that "on this article 35 
Sena.tors having voted gullty and 19 not 
guilty, a two-thirds majority not having 
voted for his conviqtion, the PI:esident is, 
therefore, acquitted under this article." 

A 10-day recess followed, 10 turbulent days 
to change votes on the remaining articles. 
An attempt was made to rush through bills 
to readmit six southern States, whose 12 
Senators were guaranteed to vote for con
viction. But this could not be accomplished 
in time. Again Ross was the only one un
committeed on the other articles, the only 
one whose vote could not be predicted in 
advance. And again he was subjected to 
terrible pressure. From "D. R. Anthony and 
others," he received a wire informing him 
that "Kansas repudiates you as she does all 
perjurors and skunks." Every incident in 
his life was examined and distorted. Pro
fessional witnesses were found by Senator 
Pomeroy to testify before a special House 
committee that Ross had indicated a willlng
ness to change his vote for a consideration. 
(Unfortunately this witness was so dellghted 
in his exciting role that he also swore that 
Senator Pomeroy had made an offer to pro
duce three votes for acquittal for $40,000.) 
When Ross, in his capacity as a committee 
chairman, took several bills to the President, 
James G. Blaine remarked: "There goes the 
rascal to get his pay." (Long afterward 
Blaine was to admit: "In the exaggerated 
denunciation caused by the anger and cha
grin of the moment, great injustice was done 
to statesmen of spotless character.") 

Again the wlld rumors spread that Ross 
had been won over on the remaining articles 
of impeachment. As the Senate reassembled, 
he was the only one of the seven "renegade" 
Republicans to vote with the majority on 
preliminary procedural matters. But when 
the second and third articles of impeachment 
were read, and the name of Ross was reached 
again with the same intense suspense of 10 
days earlier, again came the calm answer, 
"Not guilty." 

Why did Ross, whose dislike for Johnson 
continued, vote "Not gullty"? His motives 
appear clearly from his own writings on the 
subject years later in articles contributed to 
Scribner's· and Forum magazines: 

In a large sense, the independence of the 
executive office as a coordinate branch of the 
Government was on trial. If • • • the 
President must step down • • • a disgraced 
man and a political outcast • • • upon in
sufficient proof and from partisan consider
ations, the office of President would be de
graded, cease to be a coordinate branch of 
the Government; and ever after subordinated 
to the legislative will. It would practically 
have revolutionized our splendid political 
fabric into a partisan Congressional autoc
racy. This Government had never faced so 
insidious a danger • • • control by the 
worst element of American politics. If 
Andrew Johnson· were acquitted by a non
partisan vote • • • America would pass the 
danger of partisan rule and that intolerance 
which so often characterizes the sway of 
great majorities and makes them dangerous. 

The "open grave" which Edmund Ross had 
foreseen was hardly an exaggeration. A 
Justice of the Kansas Supreme Court tele
graphed him that "the _rope with · which 
Judas Iscariot hanged himself is lost but 
Jim Lane's pistol is at·· your service.'~ An 
editorial in a Kansas newspaper screamed: 

"On Saturday last Edmund G. Ross, U.S. 
senator from Kansas, sold himsef, and be
trayed his constituents, stultified his own 
record, basely lie~ to his friends, shamefully 
violated his solemn pledge • • • and to the 
utmost of his poor ability signed the death 
warrant of his country's Uberty. This act 
was done deliberately, because the traitor, 
like Benedict Arnold, loved money better 
than he did principle, friends, honor and 
his country, all combined. Pour, pitiful 

shriveled wretch, with a soul so small that a 
little pelf would outweigh all things else 
that dignify or ennoble manhood." 

Ross' political career was ended. To the 
New York Tribune he was nothing but "a 
miserable poltroon and traitor." The Phila
delphia Press said that in Ross "llttleness" 
had "simply borne its legitimate fruit," and 
that he and his fellow recalcitrant Repub
licans had "plunged from a precipice of fame 
into the groveling depths of infamy and 
death." The Philadelphia Inquirer said that 
"They had tried, convicted, and sentenced 
themselves." For them there could be "no 
allowance, no clemency." 

Comparative peace returned to Washington 
as Stanton relinquished his office and John
son served out the rest of his term, later
unlike his Republican defenders-to return 
triumphantly to the Senate as Senator from 
Tennessee. But no one paid attention when 
Ross tried unsuccessfully to explain his vote, 
and denounced the falsehoods of Ben Butler's 
investigating committee, recall1ng that the 
general's "well-known groveling instincts 
and proneness to sllme and uncleanness" had 
led "the public to insult the brute creation 
by dubbing him 'the beast.'" He clung un
happily to his seat in the Senate until the 
expiration of his term, frequently referred 
to as "the traitor Ross," and complaining 
that his fellow Congressmen, as well as citi
zens on the street, considered association 
with him "disreputable and scandalous," and 
passed him by as if he were "a leper, with 
averted face and every indication of hatred 
and disgust." 

Neither Ross nor any other Republican 
who had voted for the acquittal of Johnson 
was ever reelected to the Senate, not a one 
of them retaining the support of their party's 
organization. When he returned to Kansas 
in 1871, he and his family suffered social 
ostraoism, physical attack, and near poverty. 

Who was Edmund G. Ross? Practically 
nobody. Not a single publlc law bears his 
name, not a single history book includes his 
picture, not a single list of Senate "greats" 
mentions his service. His one heroic deed 
has been all but forgotten. But who might 
Edmund _G. Ross have been? That 1s the 
question-for Ross, a man with an excellent 
command of words, an excellent background 
for politics, and an excellent future in the 
Senate, might well have outstripped his col
leagues in prestige and power throughout a 
long Senate career. Instead, he chose to 
throw all of this away for one act of con
science. 

But the twisting course of human events 
eventually upheld the faith he expressed to 
his wife shortly after the trial: "Millions of 
men cursing me today will bless me tomor
row for having saved the country from the 
greatest peril through which it has ever 
passed, though none but God can ever know 
the struggle it has cost me." For 20 years 
later Congress repealed the Tenure of Office 
Act, to which every President after Johnson, 
regardless of party, had objected; and still 
later th~ Supreme Court, referring to "the 
extremes of that episode in our Government," 
held it to be unconstitutional. Ross moved 
to New Mexico, where in his later years he 
was to be appointed Territorial Governor. 
Just prior to his death when he was awarded 
a special pension by Congress for his service 
in the Civil War, the press and the country 
took the opportunity to pay tribute to his 
fidelity to principle in a trying hour and his 
courage in saving his Government from a 
devastating reign of terror. They now agreed 
with Ross' earlier judgment that his vote 
had "saved the country from • • 41 . a strain 
that would have wrecked any other form of 
government." 

Those Kansas newspapers and political 
leaders who had bitterly denounced him in 
earlier years praised Ross for his stand 
against legislative mob rule: "By the firm
ness and courage of Senator Ross," it was 
said, "the country was saved from calamity 
greater than war, while it consigned him to 

a political martydom, the most cruel in our 
history. Ross was the viotim of a wild fiame 
of intolerance which swept everything be
fore it. He did his duty knowing that it 
meant his political death. It was a brave 
thing for Ross to do, but Ross did it. He 
acted for his conscience and with a lofty 
patriotism, regardless of what he knew must 
be the ruinous consequences to himself. He 
acted right." 

• 
I could not close the story of Edmund Ross 

without some more adequate mention of 
those six courageous Republicans who stood 
with Ross and braved denunciation to ac
quit Andrew Johnson. Edmund Ross, more 
than any of those six colleagues, endured 
more before and after his vote, reached his 
conscientious decision with greater difficulty, 
and aroused the greatest interest and 
suspense prior to May 16 by his noncommit
tal silence. His story, like his vote, is the 
key to the impeachment tragedy. But all 
seven of the Republicans who voted against 
conviction should be remembered for their 
courage. Not a single one of them ever won 
reelection to the Senate. Not a single one 
of them escaped the unholy combination of 
threats, bribes, and coercive tactics by which 
their fellow Republicans attempted to intim
idate their votes; and not a single one of 
them escaped the terrible torture of vicious 
criticism engendered by their vote to acquit. 

William Pitt Fessenden, of Maine, one of 
the most eminent Senators, orators and law
yers of his day, and a prominent senior Re
publioan leader, who admired Stanton and 
disliked Johnson, became convinced early in 
the game that "the whole thing is a mere 
madness." 

The country has so bad an opinion of the 
President, which he fully deserves, that it 
expects his condemnation. Whatever may be 
the consequences to myself personally, what
ever I may think and feel as a politician I 
will not decide the question against my own 
judgment. I would rather be confined to 
planting cabbages the remainder of my days. 
Make up your mind, if need be, to hear me 
denounced a traitor and perhaps hanged in 
effigy. All imaginable abuse has been heaped 
upon me by the men and papers devoted to 
the impeachers. I have received several let
ters from friends warning me that my politi
cal grave is dug if I do not vote for convic
tion, and several threatening assassination. 
It is rather hard at my time of life, after a 
long career, to find myself the target of 
pointed arrows from those whom I have 
faithfully served. The public, when aroused 
and excited by passion and prejudice, is little 
better than a wild beast. I shall at all events 
retain my own self-respect .and a clear con
science, and time w111 do justice to my mo
tives at least. 

The radical Republicans were determined 
to win over the respected Fessenden, whose 
name would be the first question mark on 
the call of the roll, and his mail from Maine 
was abusive, threatening, and pleading. 
Wendell Phlllips scornfully told a hissing 
crowd that "it takes 6 months for a states
manlike idea to find its way into Mr. Fessen
den's head. I don't say he is lacking; he is 
only very slow." 

Fessenden decided to shun all newspapers 
and screen his mail. But when one of his 
oldest political friends in Maine urged him 
to "hang Johnson up by 'the heels like a 
dead crow in a cornfield, to frighten all of 
his tribe," noting that he was "sure I ex
press the unanimous feeling of every loyal 
heart and head in this State," Fessenden 
indignantly replied: 

"I am acting as a judge * • • by what 
right can any man upon whom no responst
b1lity rests, and who does not even hear the 
evidence, undertake to advise me as to what 
the judgment, and even the sentence, should 
be? I wish all my friends and constitutents 
to understand tha,t I, and not they, am sitting 
in judgment upon the President. I, not 
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they, have sworn to do impartial justice. I, 
not they, am responsible to God and man for 
my action and its consequences." 

On that tragic afternoon of May 16, as 
Ross described it, Senator Fessenden "was 
in his place, pale and haggard, yet ready for 
the political martyrdom which he was about 
to face, and which not long afterward drove 
him to his grave." 

The first Republican Senator to ring out 
"not guilty"-and the first of the seven to 
go to his grave, hounded by the merciless 
abuse that had dimmed all hope for re-elec
tion-was William Pitt Fessenden of Maine. 

John B. Henderson, of Missouri, one of 
the Senate's youngest Members, had previ
ously demonstrated high courage by intro
ducing the 13th amendment abolishing 
slavery, simply because he was convinced 
that it would pass only if sponsored by a 
slave-state Senator, whose political death 
would necessarily follow. But when the 
full delegation of Republican Representatives 
from his State cornered him in his office to 
demand that he convict the hated Johnson, 
warning that Missouri Republicans could 
stomach no other course, Henderson's usual 
courage wavered. He meekly offered to wire 
his resignation to the Governor, enabling a 
new appointee to vote for conviction; and, 
when it was doubted whether a new Senator 
would be permitted to vote, he agreed to 
ascertain whether his own vote would be 
crucial. 

But an insolent and threatening telegram 
from Missouri restored his sense of honor, 
and he swiftly wired his reply: "Say to my 
friends that I am sworn to do impartial 
justice according to law and conscience, and 
I will try to do it like an honest man." 

John Henderson voted for acquittal, the 
last important act of his senatorial career. 
Denounced, threatened, and burned in effigy 
in Missouri, he did not even bother to seek 
reelection to the Senate. Years later his 
party would realize its debt to him, and re
turn him to lesser offices, but for the Senate, 
whose integrity he had upheld, he was 
through. 

Peter Van Winkle, of West Virginia, the 
last doubtful Republican name to be called 
on May 16, was, like Ross, a "nobody"; but 
his firm "not guilty" extinguished the last 
faint glimmer of hope which Edmund Ross 
had already all but destroyed. The Repub
licans had counted on Van Winkle--West 
Virginia's first U.S. Senator, and a critic of 
Stanton's removal; and for his courage, he 
was labeled "West Virginia's betrayer" by 
the Wheeling Intelligencer, who declared to 
the world that there was not a loyal citizen 
in the State who had not been misrepre
sented by his vote. He, too, had insured his 
permanent withdrawal from poll tics as soon 
as his Senate term expired. 

The veteran Lyman Trumbull, of Illinois, 
who had defeated Abe Lincoln for the Sen
ate, had drafted much of the major recon
struction legislation which Johnson vetoed, 
and. had voted to censure Johnson upon 
Stanton's removal. 

But, in the eyes of the Philadelphia Press, 
his "statesmanship drivelled into selfish
ness," for, resisting tremendous pressure, he 
voted against conviction. A Republican con
vention in Chicago had resolved "That any 
Senator elected by the votes of Union Re
publicans, who at this time blenches and 
betrays, is infamous and should be dis
honored and execrated while this free gov
ernment endures." And an nlinois Republi
can leader had warned the distinguished 
Trumbull "not to show himself on the 
streets in Chicago; for I fear that the repre
sentatives of an indignant people would 
hang him to the most convenient lamppost." 

But Lyman Trumbull, ending a brilliant 
career of public service and devotion to the 
party which would renounce him, filed for 
the record these enduring words: 

"The question to be decided is not whether 
Andrew Johnson is a proper person to fill the 
Presidential omce, nor whether it is fit that 

he should remain in it. Once set, the ex
ample of impeaching a President for what, 
when the excitement of the House shall have 
subsided,- will be regarded as insufficient 
cause, no future President will be safe who 
happens to differ with a majority of the 
House and two-thirds of the Senate on any 
measure deemed by them important. What 
then becomes ot the checks and balances of 
the Constitution so carefully devised and so 
vital to its perpetuity? They are all gone. 
I cannot be an instrument to produce such 
a result, and at the hazard of the ties even 
of friendship and affection, till calmer times 
shall do justice to my motives, no alternative 
is left me but the infiexible discharge of 
duty." 

Joseph Smith Fowler, of Tennessee, like 
Ross, Henderson, and Van Winkle, a fresh
man Senator, at first thought the President 
impeachable. But the former Nashville pro
fessor was horrified by the mad passion of 
the House in rushing through the impeach
ment resolution by evidence against John
son "based on falsehood," and by the "cor
rupt and dishonorable" Ben Butler, "a wicked: 
man who seeks to convert the Senate of the 
United States into a political guillotine." He 
refused to be led by the nose by "politicians, 
thrown to the surface through the disjointed 
time • • • keeping alive the embers of the 
departing revolution." Threatened, inves
tigated, and defamed by his fellow Radical 
Republicans, the nervous Fowler so faltered 
in his reply on May 16 that it was at first 
mistaken for the word "guilty." A wave of 
triumph swept the Senate--Johnson was 
convicted, Ross's vote was not needed. But 
then came the clear and distinct answer: 
"not guilty." 

His reelection impossible, Fowler quietly 
retired from the Senate at the close of his 
term 2 years later, but not without a single 
S'tatement in defense of his vote: "I acted 
for my country and posterity in obedience to 
the will of God." 

James W. Grimes, of Iowa, one of John
son's bitter and infiuential foes in the Sen
ate, became convinced that the trial was in
tended only to excite public passions through 
"lies sent from here by the most worthless 
and irresponsible creatures on the face of the 
earth" (an indication, perhaps, of the im
proved quality of Washington correspond· 
ents in the last 87 years). 

Unfortunately, the abuse and threats 
heaped upon him during the trial brought 
on a stroke of paralysis only 2 days before 
the vote was to be taken, and he was con
fined to his bed. The Radical Republicans, 
refusing any postponement, were delightedly 
certain that Grimes would either be too sick 
in fact to attend on May 16, or would plead 
that his illness prevented him from attend
ing to cast the vote that would end his 
career. In the galleries, the crowd sang "Old 
Grimes is dead, that bad old man, we ne'er 
shall see him more." And in the New York 
Tribune, Horace Greeley was writing: "It 
seems as if no generation could pass without 
giving us one man to live among tlie warn
ings of history. We have had Benedict Ar
nold, Aaron Burr, Jefferson Davis, and now 
we have James W. Grimes." 

But James W. Grimes was a man of great 
physical as well as moral courage, and just 
before -the balloting was to' begin on May 16,· 
four men carried the pale and withered Sen
ator from Iowa into his seat. He later wrote 
that Fessenden had grasped his hand and 
given him a "glorified smile. • • • I would 
not today exchange that recollection for the 
highest distinction of life." The Chief Jus
tice suggested that it would be permissible 
for him to remain seated while voting-but 
with the assistance of his friends, Senator 
Grimes struggled to his feet and in a sur
prisingly firm voice called out "not guilty." 

Burned in effigy, accused in the press of 
"idiocy and impotency," and repudiated by 
his State and friends, Grimes never recov
ered-but before he died he declared to a 
friend: "I shall ever thank God that in that 

troubled hour of trial, when many privately 
confesseu that they had sacrificed their 
judgment and their conscience at the behests 
of party newspapers and party hate, I had the 
courage to be true to my oath and my con
science. Perhaps I did wrong not to com
mit perjury by order of a party; but I can
not see it that way. I became a judge acting 
on my own responsibility and accountable 
only to my own conscience and my Maker; 
and no power could force me to decide on 
such a case contrary to my conVictions, 
whether that party was composed of my 
friends or my: enemies." 

Mr. President, I have read the very 
dramatic story written by President 
John F. Kennedy about the occasion in 
the Senate when a rule requiring a two
thirds vote in the Senate saved the 
reputation of the Senate and constitu
tional government in our Nation. In 
light of that circumstance, with that 
warning of history before me, I expect 
to stand for a rule of cloture which will 
require a two-thirds vote of Senators to 
silence any Senator who fe~ls that his 
duty to his country and his God, and to 
his conscience, demands that he stand 
upon the fioor of the Senate and say 
what he believes he should say. 

There is an old saying that, "The sad
dest epitaph which can be written for 
the loss of any right is that those who 
had the saving power failed to stretch 
forth a saving hand while there was yet 
time.'' 

I appeal to Senators to stretch forth 
saving hands while there is yet time. 

To my mind, it is unwise to change 
rule XXII as proposed by either of the 
pending resolutions. There is no differ
ence, in principle, between cloture based 
on a 60-percent vote and cloture based 
upon a majority vote. As a practical 
matter, however, a minority of 40 per
cent may be able to protect itself. 

We need rule XXII, however, in order 
to protect· smaller minorities and in 
order to prevent tyranny of the majority 
in the Senate of the United States. 

In closing, I appeal to Senators to re
member the history of our past and to 
stand by a rule of the Senate which will 
require a two-thirds vote before any 
Senator can be prevented from speaking 
what he honestly believes in his heart 
is necessary for the welfare of his 
country. 

THE CONSUMER SUBCOMMITI'EE--
1967 

Mr. :MAGNUSON. Mr. Presi,dent, in 
the closing days of the 89th Congress, the 
Senate Committee on Commerce estab
lished its first new standing subcommit
tee 1n over a decade--the Consumer Sub
committee. In so doing, the committee 
gave formal recognition to the coming of 
age of the consumer interest as a perma
nent concern of Congress. 

The committee. in the 89th Congress, 
charted new courses toward the mean
Ingful, responsible protection of consum
ers-the National Traffic and Motor Ve
hicle Safety Act, the Fair Packaging and 
Labeling Act, the Child Protection Act, 
and the Cigarette Labeling Act. 

Embodied in the committee's decision 
to create the new subcommittee was a 
pledge to the American consumer that 
these acts were to be but the beginning 
of a broad and continuing e:ft'ort to en-
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courage products in the American mar
ketplace and practices which measure 
up to the standards of a technologically 
advanced democratic society. 

The committee recognizes that there 
has emerged in this country a firm un
derstanding of the fields in which the 
consumer interest lies: The consumer in
terest lies in the standards of safety of 
the products sold and the services per
formed in commerce. It lies in the stand
ards of marketing and advertising con
duct which are to prevail in the promo
tion and sale of these goods and services; 
and it lies in the degree to which the con
sumer is permitted to function as the 
regulator of the free market economy 
through the exercise of informed choice 
among competing goods and services. 

The consumer interest is as narrow as 
the constant frustration of the house
wife unable to compare the price per 
ounce of competing products; but its 
significance i!l as broad and fundamental 
as the fair and e:fficient functioning of the 
national economy. 

Following the unparalleled outpour
ing of social legislation in 1964, 1965, and 
1966, the 90th Congress is now called up
on to pause and reevaluate what has been 
done. Of course, we must subject our 
legislative production of the recent past 
to sharp and continuing scrutiny and re
view. But in the field of consumer legis
lation, we are not ready to limit ourselves 
to the patching up of existing legislation, 
for too many critical consumer needs re
main unmet; too many gaps remain in 
the fabric of consumer protection laws. 

Within the next several weeks, I intend 
to introduce six consumer bills. Each 
one, I believe, meets a critical consumer 
need, and each one, I am convinced, 
merits prompt attention and action-not 
in 1968 or 1969, but now. 
1. THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON HAZARDOUS 

HOUSEHOLD PRODUCTS 

Congress has now dealt firmly with the 
need for national standards to promote 
the safe engineering of motor vehicles. 
We have not dealt with what appears to 
be the equally pressing need for promot
ing the safe design of manufactured 
goods and appliances for personal and 
household use. 

Although responsible American manu
facturers are making great strides in this 
·sector, we know that hundred~if not 
thousands-of nationally marketed prod
ucts shock, burn, maim, and explode
not only through negligent use-but 
through faulty design and careless con
struction. 

We have seen television sets which are 
constructed so that they leak current suf
ficient to deal a lethal shock; kitchen 
ranges, broilers, clothes dryers, portable 
heaters, and dehumidifiers with danger
ously exposed electric terminals. We 
have seen electric fans and lawn mowers 
which hurl rocks or other sharp objects 
at the operator or bystanders. We see 
power tools without safety guards; 
blenders which inadvertently start; 
food waste disposals which spew out 
foreign objects at high speeds; garden 
sprayers which can explode·; travel irons 
without thermostats to prevent fires and 
even children's toys are being marketed 
with sharp, exposed cutting edges and 
points. 

We know that 51,000 Americans are 
killed while nearly 50 million are injured 
in nonvehicular accidents every year. 
In and around the home alone, 28,000 
lives are lost and 20 million injuries sus
tained annually through accidents. The 
Public Health Service estimates that 
dangerous heating and cooking equip
ment claims 375,000 injuries annually; 
home machinery 125,000; nonshatter re
sistant glass doors and panels, 40,000; 
and power lawn mowers alone cause 
nearly 100,000 injuries a year. 

It is an unhappy but undeniable fact 
that despite the significant work of Con
gress and the States in the field of prod
uct safety, the safe design and construc
tion of the vast majority of products sold 
to the American family today still depend 
on an incoherent patchwork of voluntary 
self-regulation; municipal ordinance; 
common law product liability and occa
sional State and Federallaw-all of un
certain scope and uniformity and doubt
ful adequacy. 

Late in the last session of Congress, 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON], the rank
ing minority member of the Commerce 
Committee-who is now in the Cham
ber-and I proposed the creation of aNa
tional Commission on Hazardous House
hold Products, to conduct a comprehen
sive study and investigation of the ex
tent to which the unsafe design of house
hold products constitutes a significant 
public health problem and a review of 
the scope and adequacy of present safe
guards against the sale of hazardous 
products. The Commission was to be 
charged with a specific mandate to iden
tify first, those products which present 
an unreasonable hazard to the safety of 
the consuming public; second, the degree 
to which voluntary standards and self
regulation afford significant protection; 
third, the impact of manufacturer prod
uct liability for injuries caused by unsafe 
products; and fourth, a review of Fed
eral, State, and local laws and regula
tions relating to the protection of con
sumers against hazardous products. 
The Commission was to convey to Con
gress and to the President its recommen
dations for such legislation and other 
action as it found warranted. This pro
posal met with the unanimous approval 
of the Senate, but having passed in the 
closing days of the session, failed to ob
tain acceptance by the House. 

Senator CoTTON and I are more firmly 
convinced than ever of the need for a 
prompt and comprehensive review of 
product safety by the Commission. The 
President, in his state of the Union mes
sage, called for such action. We intend 
to reintroduce the legislation at an early 
date and to press for early enactment by 
Congress. 

<At this point Mr. Moss assumed the 
chair as Presiding Officer.) 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. COTToN. Mr. President, I com

mend the distinguished Senator from 
Washington, chairman of the committee 
on which I serve as the ranking minority 
member. 

The Senator deserves the lion's share 

of the credit for pursuing the subject of 
hazardouS substances. 

I was much gratified, as I am sure the 
Senator and many other Senators were, 
when the President in his state of the 
Union message took up the cudgels for 
this type of legislation. 

I was very happy and pleased to assso
ciate myself with the Senator on the bill 
last year. I am very happy to do so again 
and to work with him in the hope that 
this time the bill might be passed by both 
Houses of Congresss. 

The President has already indicated 
that he would like to have such legisla
tion. 

I commend the Senator for the work he 
has done on this project. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 

The Senator from New Hampshire, as 
a member of the Committee on Com
merce, has not only taken a very active 
interest in matters of consumer legisla
tion, but has also been of great assist
ance in helping to make these bills a mat
ter of reciprocity between the manufac
turers and the consumers. 

I am sure that there is not a manu
facturer in the United States who does 
not want to sell to the public the safest 
product that he can. 

V. THE FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT REVISION 

The Flammable Fabrics Act, enacted 
in 1953 and unchanged since that time, 
represented the reaction of Congress to 
a series of shocking news stories, which 
appeared at the time, of young girls 
burned by sweaters so highly flammable 
that they exploded into flames in the 
presence of a lighted match or cigarette. 

The act has well served to rid the coun
try of such extremely flammable clothing. 
Yet there is disturbing evidence of the 
widespread distribution of dangerously 
flammable fabrics which are beyond the 
reach of this law. The situation is espe
cially critical because the public is gen
erally under the impression that the 
Flammable Fabrics Act protects them 
against all significant flammable fabrics. 

In many cases the impression of pro
tection is an illusion. A prominent 
Washington reporter, whose daughter 
was tragically and cruelly burned when 
her flannel pajamas were suddenly con
sumed by fire, took the charred remains 
of the pajamas to the Textile Bureau of 
the Federal Trade Commission for prose
cution. The Trade Commission was 
powerless. The pajamas were not flam
mable under the standard established by 
the Flammable Fabrics Act and neither 
the Federal Trade Commission nor the 
Department of Commerce, through its 
standards procedures, are authorized to 
amend the standard. 

Because the scope of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act is rigidly limited to "wearing 
apparel," the Trade Commission deter
mined that it had · the power to halt the 
sale of flammable bridal veils but not 
flammable baby blankets. And a fabric 
which can be banned from use in a 
sweater or suit can be sold without re
striction as a drape or carpet, upholstery 
fabric or blanket. 

I shall introduce a bill to transform the 
limited terms of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act into a comprehensive fire safety law 
for all household and personal fabrics. 
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I intend to propose, first, that the De

partment of Commerce be given full and 
continuing authority to revise and 
strengthen the current standards of 
flammability and to develop new stand
ards in the interests of the reasonable 
safety of the consuming public; second, 
that the scope of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act be extended beyond wearing apparel 
to all personal and household fabrics 
which are determined to present a sig
nificant fire hazard; third, that the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare be authorized and directed to in
stitute a crash research program to iden
tify those products or fabrics which now 
constitute a significant health hazard; 
and, fourth, that the Department of Ag
riculture, which has pioneered in the de
velopment of flameproofing chemicals 
be authorized and directed to cooperate 
with the textile industry in the develop
ment of commercially feasible methods 
for flameproofing all fabrics. 

Although many such chemicals are 
now on the market, they have not yet 
been sufficiently developed. 
3. THE CIGARETTE TAR AND NICOTINE DISCLOSURE 

ACT 

As many Senators and the general 
public know, the Committee on Com
merce held long, comprehensive hear
ings on the entire question of cigarette 
smoking. 

Three years ago tomorrow, the Ad
visory Committee to the Surgeon Gen
eral on Smoking and Health concluded 
that "cigarette smoking is a health haz
ard of sufficient importance in the 
United States to warrant appropriate re
medial action." 

For more than 1 year now, under the 
terms of the Cigarette Labeling Act, 
every package of cigarettes manufac
tured in the United States has carried 
the cautionary legend: "Cigarette smok
ing may be hazardous to your health." 

Public health agencies and voluntary 
health organizations, in particular the 
American Cancer Society, have borne to 
smokers and would-be smokers alike the 
message: "Congress has acted-the next 
step is yours." 

What is the result? Cigarette sales 
continue to set new records. While doc
tors and mature adults appear to be 
smoking less, young people, girls even 
more than boys, are taking up smoking 
in rapidly increasing numbers. And evi
dence continues to accumulate that dis
eases associated with smoking are taking 
an increasing toll of the smoking public. 
Even the apparent relative immunity of 
women smokers to lung cancer has 
turned out to be illusory, as lung cancer 
rates among women smokers now soars. 

Perhaps the most striking change in 
smoking patterns which has occurred 
since the first substantial evidence in
criminating smoking appeared has been 
the rise of the filter cigarette. Before 
1954, the filter cigarette was little more 
than a novelty. Today, approximately 
70 percent of all cigarettes sold in the 
United States are filter cigarettes. Con
sciously or unconsciously, smokers have 
turned in mcreasing numbers to the 
filter cigarette in the hope that filtration 
will provide some measure of protection 
against the hazards of smoking. 

In June of this ye.ar, under the terms 

of the Cigarette Labeling Act, both the 
Secretary of HEW and- the Chairman of 
the Federal Trade Commission must re
port to Congress on the effectiveness of 
the Government's effort to deal with the 
hazards of smoking. If its success is to 
be measured in terms of the numbers of 
smokers who have given up smoking, 
then the effort has not been adequate. 
If it is to be measured by the numbers of 
teenagers who have declined to take up 
smoking, it is likewise inadequate. Even 
if it is to be measured by the numbers of 
people who know and accept the evi
dence that cigarette smoking is haz
ardous but nevertheless choose to 
continue smoking, the act has been 
inadequate, though it h,as had some 
effect. It was never intended to force 
anyone to do anything. We merely said 
that every man is entitled to his own 
poison, but we had some responsibility to 
tell him what it was. 

The problem of cigarette advertising, 
particularly on television, remains. Ef
forts h.ave been made by the industry to 
limit direct appeals by commercials to 
young people and to avoid cigarette spon
sorship of programs particularly at
tractive to children. I believe that the 
cigarette industry has seriously and con
scientiously done this since the passage 
of the act, and it has its own voluntary 
code, to which it has adhered. 

But the sheer volume of cigarette ad
vertising must surely serve to reenforce 
the smoker's belief that cigarette smok
ing cannot be a very significant hazard. 

I sympathize with members of the cig
arette industry, who must confront the 
situation in which their product-and 
I underline this-without any fault on 
their part, has been condemned by the 
Government. I do not believe for an in
stant that there is a man in the industry 
who would not, if he knew how, produce 
and market a safe cigarette. Until such 
time as a safe cig.arette is developed and 
proved, I firmly believe that the industry 
has two agonizing choices: It must either 
give up television advertising or work 
with the networks to provide public serv
ice time for smoking and health educa
tion, so that there will be some counter
balance in this matter. I would hope 
that this could be done voluntarily. I 
am confident that in the industry are 
men of good will who will see this as their 
responsibility. On our part, we shall 
consider our responsibility in the light of 
the inadequacy of present programs to 
make a total impact on this most 
serious problem. 

In addition, we must take advantage 
of what is now known about the relative 
safety of competing cigarettes. Last 
July, together with the Senator from 
Oregon, Mrs. Neuberger, and the Sena
tor from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], I 
introduced a bill to require all cigarette 
packages and advertisements to list tar 
and nicotine yields measured by a stand
ard test. We did not intend to pass the 
bill or to push it during the last session, 
but we did wish to serve notice that this 
was still a problem and that we would 
take it up. 

I am pleased that the Secretary of 
HEW, Mr. Gardner, has now endorsed 
this proposal. In a letter to me dated 
January 10, Secretary Gardner states: 

In our opinion, requiring the identification 
of "tar" and nicotine levels on packages and 
in advertising, as you have proposed, would 
be an important step and would result in 
the progressive reduction of "tar" and 
nicotine levels because of public demand. 

Not only public demand is involved. 
I believe that every coin has two sides. 
The cigarette people have devoted a great 
deal of research to attempting to reduce 
the quantity of tar and nicotine; and in 
the last few months this has become a 
competitive feature. In some types of 
cigarettes they claim to have reduced the 
quantity of tar and nicotine to a mini
mum. 

Also, this practical difficulty exists: 
When the average person reads on a 
cigarette package that the cigarettes 
contain so much tar and so much nico
tine, what does that information mean 
to him? 

All we suggest is that the smoker have 
an opportunity to compare one cigarette 
with another; and if he preferred the 
cigarette with the largest amount of 
tar and nicotine because he liked the 
···taste"-a word which is used a great 
deal-that would be his business. But he 
would be entitled to know. That will be 
another facet of this so-called consumer's 
package. 

4. FAIR CREDIT ADVERTISING ACT 

This is a subject that has been back 
and forth before Congress for a long 
time. 

No single economic factor is more im
portant to the success of the consumer 
in realizing "a dollar's worth for a dollar 
spent" than the informed and judicious 
use of credit. Yet the costs of credit
the costs of financing installment pur
chases-and the relationship between 
cash purchase and installment purchase, 
have been badly obscured by some-! 
say some, not all-promotional practices 
of many sellers of goods and credit. I 
believe that a great majority are not in 
this category. 

We have been led to understand the 
need for meaningful credit information 
practices by our great former colleague 
from Illinois, Senator Douglas. I know 
that he is heartened by the powerful ef
fort now being organized and led by the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] 
to bring to final fruition the efforts to 
obtain a truth-in-lending law. I have 
been pleased to add my name to the list 
of- the cosponsors of this legislation, 
which will enable consumers to compare 
the price of credit-as they compare the 
price of other commodities-through 
reference to the uniform standard of true 
annual interest. 

But the credit information gap ex
tends beyond the terms of the sales or 
credit agreement itself. Credit advertis
ing, particularly advertising directed to 
low-income groups, is too often designed 
to obscure the true cost of credit. 

.Typically, an advertisement for a sub
stantial consumer product will list a 
competitive cash price and promise gen
erous weekly installment terms, failing to 
disclose that the weekly payments con
tinue not only until the listed cash price 
is paid but far beyond-so that the total 
"time sale price" may eventually be 
double or even triple the "cash sale price." 

I shall introduce a bill which will be 
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cosponsored by many members of the 
committee, to require first that any ad
vertisement which represents that a 
product or loan may be purchased for a 
specified periodic installment, must also 
clearly and conspicuously state the cash 
sale price, the total number of such in
stallments, and the total time sale price; 
and, second, that any advertisement 
which represents that credit is available 
at a stated rate of interest-it may be a 
reasonable amount to pay for the serv
ices---must state such rate in terms of 
the true annual interest to be charged. 
That is all we suggest. That is another 
phase of the so-called package. 

We shall have to go into many aspects 
of this matter in much detail, because 
here, again, we wish to be fair and prac
tical. 

5. DOOR-TO-DOOR SALES ACT 

I believe that the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON] and I will re
ceive some lively testimony with respect 
to this subject. I suggest that the hear
ings will be very interesting, because we 
have not arrived at any concrete conclu
sions. We know the problem and we 
welcome the hearings. This item affects 
door-to-door salesmen. 

Perhaps some Senators, while attend
ing school or college, have had occasion 
to go from door to door in an effort to 
earn a little extra money with which to 
buy things they could not otherwise af
ford. 

Personally, I went around at one time 
and sold a lot of subscriptions to maga
zines. The town from which I came was 
small and I had no trouble in checking 
back to see whether there was delivery. 
Some people would take me in out of the 
cold and give me a cup of coffee and say, 
"You are a nice young boy. We will 
subscribe to a magazine." I had no trou
ble checking back to discover whether 
they had gotten the magazine. How
ever, in larger areas the situation is a 
little difficult. This measure deals with 
door-to-door sales. 

The consumer who enters a store and 
contracts to buy goods or services ordi
narily does so deliberately, having vol
untarily made a decision to shop for the 
product or service. 

That is good old American ingenuity. 
No one objects to that. That is good old 
American practice. But this is true. I 
have bought things I had never thought 
I would just because the sales pitch was 
good and perhaps the salesman had con
vinced me though I had been living with
out this item several years, my life might 
be better if I bought it. 

In most big towns the doorbells are 
ringing constantly. Many of the prod
ucts are good; probably the great bulk 
of them are good. Although there are 
many responsible firms and salesmen 
who sell from door to door, too often, 
the unprepared housewife, the unedu
cated and the poor, are notoriously sus
ceptible to the high-pressure techniques 
of the door-to-door salesman. 

There is nothing wrong with the sales 
techniques, per se. But, too often, the 
moment the salesman closes the door be
hind him with the signed contract tucked 
away in his pocket, the consumer slowly 
begins to comprehend the financial bur-

dens to which he or she has just com
mitted the family. 

I have been buying a set of books for 10 
years. I do not think I have gotten the 
last volume yet. The books are not bad, 
but if I had known it I would not have 
spread the payments out as long as I did. 

Too often, that night families take a 
look at the obligation for which they 
have signed, and many times it is not 
until later that the family for the first 
time carefully studies the terms of the 
contract and the full impact of a major 
unwanted family expenditure is compre
hended. 

In the worst of these cases the sales
man may be in the next State before the 
consumer fully realizes what he is in for. 
Worse, the contract may be assigned to 
a collection agency and proceedings be
gun to collect the contract debt, although 
the goods and services may be undeliv
ered or far below the quality promised 
by the salesman. 

We expect to pursue a proposal which 
would afford anyone signing a substan
tial contract with door-to-door sales
men, within 24 hours to change his mind 
and to rescind the contract by notifying 
the seller at the seller's place of business. 
The bill would further require that the 
seller must furnish the buyer, at the 
time the contract is signed, with a receipt 
which tells the buyer of his right to re
scind the contract and lists the address 
to which the buyer can mail or deliver 
notice of his intention to rescind. 

Mr. President, I wish to give credit 
where credit is due. The American 
manufacturers have made great stridel!l 
toward these objectives. 

This might be called a consumers' 
package, coupled with the legislation 
that the Committee on Commerce en
acted during the 88th Congress, the 89th 
Congress, and preceding Congresses. 
However, it is the general intention, at 
least of the chairman, to pursue these 
matters in the hope that we can arrive 
at a better relationship and a fairer rela
tionship between all parties. I am sure 
that the American manufacturers, and 
the American businessmen welcome the 
fact that we will strive toward these 
goals because, with rare exceptions, no 
one wants to achieve them more than 
they do. 

<At this point, Mr. TYDINGS assumed 
the chair as Presiding Officer.) 

6. THE GUARANTEE DISCLOSURE ACT 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Category 6 is what 
will be known as a study of the guaran
tees on products and probably, will be 
known as a proposal for the Guarantee 
Disclosure Act. 

During the first 6 months of its exist
ence, the Consumer Subcommittee has 
received more serious complaints con
cerning deceptive and misleading war
ranties and guarantees than any other 
consumer issue. Far too often the pur
chaser of a product first discovers lim
itations on its guarantee when the prod
uct has failed and he seeks performance 
under the guarantee. Only then does he 
discover that the guarantee covers parts 
but not the labor, that he cannot take 
the product to the dealer for repair but 
must ship it to the factory, bearing the 
mailing cost himself, or that every con-

stituent part of the product falls under 
the guarantee except the very part which 
does not work, or that the guarantor does 
not guarantee that the product will be 
repaired or replaced but only that he will 
"make an effort" to repair it. 

In each of these cases the buyer has 
been misled by tl:re failure of the seller to 
initially disclose the limitations of the 
guarantee. Moreover, in many cases ad
vertising 'and promotional material 
promise far greater protection under a 
guarantee than the fine print in the 
guarantee itself actually delivers. 

For these reasons we shall examine a 
proposal to require that all guarantees 
clearly and conspicuously disclose the 
nature and extent of the guarantee's 
basic terms and conditions, including the 
exceptions, and that all advertisements 
which make representations as to the 
existence of a guarantee similarly dis
close the basic terms and conditions. 

CONCLUSION 

By no means does this list of bills ex
haust the consumer projects which will 
receive the attention of the Consumer 
Subcommittee this year. The subcom
mittee will continue, of course, its close 
scrutiny of the implementation of recent 
legislation such as the National Traffic 
and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 
and the Fair Packaging and Labeling 
Act. 

I expect, also, that we will consider the 
bill proposed by the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DoDD] to establish a Fed
eral Motor Insurance Guarantee Corpo
ration, to protect the public against in
solvent automobile liability insurers. In 
this regard, I am very much concerned 
with reports of arbitrary and discrimina
tory policy cancellations by auto insurers, 
large and small. 

In this regard some of us are very 
much concerned with reports which we 
hear more than we do about any other 
phase of this field. There may be some 
good reason for it and some justification, 
but the average person is caught short. 

We receive many reports of arbitrary 
and discriminatory policy cancellations 
by auto insurers, large and small. In
surance companies have to have some 
escape to cancel policies, but the cancel
lation takes effect the day the company 
stamps and mails the notice. 

More people will be driving around for 
4 or 5 days---the present occupant of the 
chair, the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], has tried to do 
something about this, I know, in the Dis
trict and in his own State-not knowing 
that they are not insured. This is some
thing we must take a look at. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to make a 
suggestion to the Senator along this line: 
There has been a great deal of com
plaint in North Carolina in recent 
months by persons who have purchased 
mail order health insurance policies. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. ERVIN. In a great many cases, 

they are sold in interstate commerce but 
the companies do not qualify to do busi-
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ness in any State except the one in 
which they do business. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. ERVIN. Many people who have 

purchased policies in other States have 
no remedy at their disposal. The com
panies collect the money and then can
cel out the policies. 

I should like to suggest to the Senator 
from Washington that the Committee 
on Commerce give serious study to the 
question of the advisability of enacting 
some kind of legislation applicable to 
such insurance companies in the nature 
of the Webb-Kenyon Act after prohibi
tion, which would prevent insurance 
companies from selling policies in States 
in which they are not qualified to do 
business. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. I am sure 
that the Senator from North Carolina 
realizes that this has happened in many 
States. There have been cases of down
right misleading tactics. We have some 
evidence that the men and women in our 
armed services have taken out insurance 
policies and the question has developed 
whether they can be served or not. · 

As to automobile insurance--I am talk
ing about casualty and property dam
age--this is rapidly becoming a national 
problem. It is a hodgepodge of many 
laws. Many States require mandatory 
insurance. Others do not. Some can
not be served at all. Some people who 
have been right when an accident was in
volved, yet were hurt, have been more 
inconvenienced, particularly in small 
property damage suits, than anyone else. 
This is the kind of thing we must take 
a look at. I thank the Senator from 
North Carolina for his suggestions, be
cause this is a serious matter we are 
discussing. We intend to look into it. 

I also anticipate that the subcommit
tee will want to take a long, hard look at 
the adequacy of consumer protection 
against questionable mail order insur
ance practices. 

The subcommittee will, of course, 
want to remain alert to new evidence of 
the· need for action in any area. For ex
ample, I have recently seen, and asked 
the committee staff to investigate, re
ports that poorly designed and carelessly 
used medical diagnostic equipment may 
constitute a serious--and preventable-
radiation hazard. 

I anticipate that we will be a helpful 
sounding board for the great bulk of 
American manufacturers who are re
sponsible to the consumers, those who 
try to do better and better every year in 
this whole field. 

The committee, also, hopes to be a 
strong endorser of those in American 
business--and they are many-who have 
been responsible to their duty to the 
American consumer and whose goals are 
for even better performance. They are 
the real contributors to the stability of 
our great American free enterprise sys
tem. 

Clearly, the Consumer Subcommittee 
and Congress have their work cut out 
for them in this field of consumer action, 
both in reviewing the old and in formu
lating the new. We expect to work 
closely with the strong chairman of the 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

Committee [Mr. STAGGERS], who has long 
demonstrated his devotion to the cause 
of the consumer. 

We have set ourselves strenuous goals. 
This will be neither a short nor an easy 
session for the members of the Commerce 
Committees. But we are prepared to 
do what must be done. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr.MAGNUSON. Iyield. 
Mr. COTTON. I repeat my commen

dation to the Senator from Washington 
for his presentation today. That does 
not necessarily mean that I endorse 
everything which has been suggested--

Mr.MAGNUSON. No,no. 
Mr. COTTON. But the Senator has 

obviously given great attention to these 
problems. It is my privilege not only 
to serve on his committee but I trust also 
that it will continue to be my privilege to 
serve on the Consumer Subcommittee. 

I want to say to the Senator that he 
will have my absolute cooperation, and 
I am sure that of the minority members 
of the subcommittee, and the full com
mittee, in seeking to face these grave 
questions which he has so well raised in 
the Senate today. · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena
tor from New Hampshire. He has al
ready made great contributions to the 
consumer bills which have been previ
ously passed. 

ANOTHER ARMS RACE? 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the New 

York Times magazine of January 15 
contains an article by Roswell L. Gil
patric, formerly Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, which I hope that every Mem
ber of the Senate and the other body 
will read. It is entitled "Are We on the 
Brink of Another Arms Race?" 

The article argues against producing 
and deploying an antiballistic missile 
system or ABM. Mr. Gilpatric sums up 
the main philosophical argument in one 
terse statement, saying that a decision 
to go ahead and develop an ABM system 
"will signalize a U.S. determination to 
do the Soviet Union one better in a new 
struggle for world power through force 
of arms and to base its relations with the 
Soviets more on a philosophy of conflict 
than on one of accommodation." 

Mr. Gilpatric discusses not only the 
military implications of such a decision 
but also the political and economic con
siderations. These include such ques
tions as: whether it would then be neces
sary to furnish ABM systems to our 
allies--and whether the Soviets would 
then consider that they would have to 
follow suit; the effect such a decision 
would have on other disarmament meas
ures; and the cost to the United States 
and the sacrifices that would be involved 
in other Federal programs. 

I will have more to say on this subject 
in a report I will issue within a week 
reporting on my study mission in Novem
ber to the Soviet Union, Poland, Yugo
slavia, and Czechoslovakia. 

For the present, I commend Mr. Gil
patric's article to the attention of my 
fellow Senators and ask unanimous con-

sent that it be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BANE OF MA.NKIN~ARE WE ON THE BRINK 

OF ANOTHER ARMS RACE? 

(By Roswell L. Gilpatric) 
For many people, the idea of an "arms 

race" acquired its sinister connotation some 
20 years ago with the beginning of the nu
clear-weapons age. Yet in fact rivalry in 
arms, even in its earlier and simpler mani
festations, has always been a bane of man
kind. Whenever two nations have found 
themselves in competition to develop, pro
duce and deploy new arms, the results have 
been to divert national energy, resources 
and time from peaceful uses, to exacebate 
relations between those nations in other 
fields by engendering fear and distrust, and, 
above all, to provide the ingredients of easily 
ignited conflict. 

Notwithstanding the almost universal de
sire to contain competitive armament strug
gles, our generation has never been free of 
them. Since World War II the United States 
has gone through two cycles of competition 
with the Soviet Union in strategic arma
ments, and the signs are multiplying that 
we may be on the brink of engaging in stUl 
another arms race. 

The first step-up in U.S. armaments a!ter 
World War II grew out of Soviet actions and 
attitudes during the Berlin blockade of 
1948-49 and the general intransigence of the 
Stalin regime on all international-security 
issues. When it became evident that the 
United States would have to provide itself 
with a strategic deterrent against Soviet ag
gressiveness, a decision was taken in the 
early nineteen-fifties to develop and produce 
a post-war generation of medium- and long
range jet bombers, first the subsonic B-47's 
and B-52's and later the supersonic B-58's. 
These manned-bomber programs were paral
leled by other major technological advances, 
such as the development of more compact 
nuclear weapons through improvement in 
the yield-to-weight ratio of atomic war
heads, and also by the production of jet tank
ers and the introduction of air-refueling 
techniques to make it possible for our bomber 
fleets to reach the heartland of Russia. 

The Soviets reacted in two ways. First, 
they developed their own fleet of medium
and long-range bombers, the so-called Bears 
and Bisons; second, they installed elaborate 
defensive systems consisting of wide belts of 
antiaircraft cannon and missile emplace
ments supplemented by large fleets of inter
ceptor aircraft. 

These moves, in turn, led to extensive U.S. 
countermeasures, including the establish
ment of a far-flung radar network, known 
as the Distant Early Warning Line, whose 
outer perimeter extended from Alaska across 
the northern reaches of Canada to Green
land. Picket ships and plane-borne radar 
extended the bomber-warning systems along 
both the East and West Coasts. The U.S. 
also set up, under joint command with Can
ada, numerous air-defense centers consisting 
of fighter aircraft and antibomber surface
to-air missiles. Finally, to tie together all 
of the elements in this vast complex for the 
defense of North America, there was installed 
during the mid-nineteen-fifties what was 
called the Semi-Automatic Ground Environ
ment (SAGE) system. 

All these offensive and defensive measures 
cost the U.S. many billions of dollars before 
much of the equipment involved was ren
dered obsolete by the advancing state of the 
military art. 

From the start of the first post-World War 
II arms race, fundamental differences became 
apparent in the Soviet and U.S. responses to 
each other's strategin-weapons programs. 
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The U.S. sought to emphasize and to invest 
more of its resources in offe·nsive capabilities, 
whereas the Soviets have always stressed de
fensive measures. In consequence, as the 
Russians built up stronger defenses, the U.S. 
added to the number of its strategic forces 
and provided them with the capacity to pen
etrate Soviet defenses. At the same time we 
learned that beyond a certain level of defense, 
the cost advantage lies increasingly with 
offense. 

The next lap in the arms race, beginning 
tn the late fifties and continuing into the 
early sixties, was characterized chiefly by a 
partial shift from manned bombers to bal
listic missiles, in both offensive and defen
sive roles, and by improved intelligence 
through satellite-based reconnaissance about 
what the other power was up to. After what 
at first appeared to be, but never in fact 
materialized as, an early Soviet lead-the so
called "missile gap" of 1950 and 1960--the 
U.S. forged ahead in both the quantit~· and 
the quality of its intercontinental ballistic 
missiles ( ICBM's) . 

Quickly on the heels of the first genera
tion, liquid-fueled Atlas and Titan missiles, 
launched from "soft"-that is, vulnerable
land-based sites, came the Minuteman and 
Polaris families of ICBM's, solid-fueled and 
fired either from "hardened"-protected
underground silos or underwater from sub
marines. With a force destined soon to 
comprise 1,000 Minutemen and 656 Polaris 
missiles, U.S. ICBM's have consistently out
numbered the Soviet missile force by a ratio 
of 3 or 4 to 1. Moreover, for some time So
viet missiles were of less advanced types, 
being liquid-fueled and deployed in soft or 
semiprotected sites and hence vulnerable to 
attack. 

During this same period of the early 
nineteen-sixties, both U.S. and Soviet de
fenses against bomber attacks were strength
ened by the development and installation of 
successively improved models of surface-to
air .missiles of which, characteristically, the 
Soviets deployed by far the greatest number. 
To cope with tougher Soviet defenses, U.S. 
bombers were modified to carry air-launched 
missiles in addition to gravity bombs and 
were equipped with electronic countermeas
ures to confuse Russian radar. 

Both sides began developing antiballistic 
missile (ABM) systems, but it was only 
toward the end of 1966 that our Government 
acknowledged publicly that the Soviets had 
moved from the development stage to the 
quantity production and deployment of 
ABM's. In contrast, the U.S. has kept its 
ABM effort at the engineering design and 
development level and continued to place its 
principal reliance on the capacity of its 
strategic-weapons-delivery systems, whether 
bombers or missiles, to penetrate any type 
of Soviet defense, no matter how sophisti
cated. 

After the Russians had been stood down 
during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 and 
had reached an accord with the U.S. for a 
partial test-ban treaty in 1963, it appeared 
that the Soviets might accept the then
existing military equation with the U.S. and 
not challenge us to another round in the 
strategic arms race. 

For a period after the present Soviet lead
ership headed by Brezhnev and Kosygin took 
over from Khrushchev, it seemed to be So
viet policy to seek a detente with the U.S. 
Our Government therefore felt safe in level
ing off its strategic forces at least until the 
time-not expected before 1975-80-when 
the Chinese Communists might develop their 
own nuclear weapons to the point of being 
able to threaten the continental United 
States. 

As 1966 drew to a close, however, the 
American people were told that not only 
were the Soviets proceeding with a compre
hensive installation of ABM's, but in addition 
were setting out to build a larger force of 
solid-fueled and invulnerably sited ballistic 

missiles. Such a build-up might, it was in
dicated, reach a point, beginning in 1968, 
where, the U.S. strategic force of some 1,650 
Minutemen and Polaris missiles would no 
longer enjoy its present overwhelming mar
gin of superiority. 

It thus became apparent that, in deter
mining how to respond to these new develop
ments, the U.S. is once again facing the possi
bility of a stepped-arms race with the Soviet 
Union of even more critical and dangerous 
proportions than the two previous cycles. 

As he reviews the coming year's military 
proposals and budgets, President Johnson is 
therefore confronted with some hard choices 
regarding new weapons systems. Among 
them are the following: 

(1) Should the U.S. now produce and 
deploy, either on a full or limited scale, an 
antiballistic missile system? The current 
version is known as the Nike X (consisting 
of two nuclear-tipped interceptor· missiles, 
one short-range called Sprint and the other 
extended-range, the improved Zeus), supple
mented with large numbers of a new high
performance interceptor aircraft, the F-12, 
and an extensive Civil Defense program for 
providing on a nationwide scale fallout shel
ter protection. 

(2) Or should the U.S. instead rely for 
the maintenance 0f its "second strike" strate
gic deterrent on a new generation of IC:~M's 
consisting of Minuteman III and Poseidon 
missiles-together referred to as Improved 
Capability Missiles (ICM's)-with the capac
ity to penetrate or saturate the new Soviet 
missile defenses? 

(3) Should the U.S., ln addition to pro
curing the new ICM'~. equip its Air Force 
with quantities of an Advanced Manned 
Strategic Aircraft (AMSA) to take over the 
bomber role from the aging B-52 fleet and 
ultimately from the new supersonic jet 
bomber, the B-111, that w111 become opera
tional a few years hence? 

A go-ahead decision on the first, or the 
first and third, of these proposals will sig
nalize a U.S. determination to do the Soviet 
Union one better in a new struggle for world 
power through force of arms and to base its 
relations with the Soviets more on a phil
osophy of conflict than on one of accom
modation. Let us first consider the military 
implications of such a choice. 

Defense Secretary McNamara states that 
the currently planned U.S. offensive force of 
missiles and bombers was specifically de
signed to hedge against several different con
tingencies, including the possibilities "first, 
that a Soviet ballistic-missile defense might 
be greater than expected by the intelligence 
estimates; and, second, that the Soviets 
might embark upon any one of several pos
sible offensive build-ups, including varia
tions in their target doctrine, variations in 
the technological sophistication of their 
weapons systems, and variations in the speed 
of deployment of those systems." . 

In thus taking into account possible Soviet 
threats over and beyond those projected in 
the latest national intelligence estimates, 
Secretary McNamara explains that "we have 
done so because an assured destruction ca
pability, a capability to survive the first strike 
and survive with sufficient power to destroy 
the attacker, is the vital first objective which 
must be met in full regardless of the cost 
under all foreseeable circumstances and re
gardless of any difficulties involved." 

His position is that, with the development 
of Minuteman III, the accelerated develop-
ment of the Poseidon missile and moving 
ahead on new penetration aids to insure our 
weapons getting through any defenses the 
Soviets may put in place, the U.S. has in 
effect anticipated and insured against the 
latest moves by the Soviet Union. Notwith
standing a Russian ABM system and more 
and better Soviet ICBM's, he concludes that 
the U.S. strategic forces will continue to 
maintain their present power to survive a 
Soviet first strike with sufficient capability 
to destroy the attacker, which is the founda-

tion of the deterrent power upon which our 
national security depends. 

The conclusions of the Secretary of De
fense are being severely questioned in anum
ber of quarters. In the first place, there are 
indications that most of the professional 
military organization, from the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff on down, believes that the United 
States should go ahead with both production 
and deployment of an ABM system and also 
with a new generation of manned bombers 
as well as the new ICM's. 

This military judgment will find strong 
support in the Congress, especially among the 
influential leaders of the Armed Forces com
mittees, and will be backed by substantial 
sectors of public opinion, particularly in the 
South and on the Republican right. There 
is also likely to be considerable pressure from 
segments of the defense industry, backed by 
the communities that would benefit from the 
increased armament production, for this na
tion to embark on a new round of strategic 
weapons building. It is possible that the 
Secretary of Defense's position may not en
joy undivided support even within the John
son Administration. 

But apart from the military implications of 
these new weapons choices, there are anum
ber of poll tical and economic issues which, 
so far as the public knows, may not have 
been fully considered. 

If the U.S. decides to install ABM's to pro
tect its population, should such systems also 
be placed in Europe, and if so, will not the 
countries on the other side of the Iron Cur
tain respond in kind? In that event, will the 
ABM's be furnished to our allies by ourselves, 
and to the bloc ·countries by the Soviets, and 
at whose cost? 

Will our action to go ahead with an ABM 
deployment play into the hands of the Com
munist Chinese efforts to disrupt U.S.
U.S.S.R. relations? How far will we and the 
Soviets go beyond ABM's in building active 
defenses when the costs involved are meas
ured by tens of billions of dollars, with 
enormous strategic implications and a long
lasting political impact? 

The effects would be felt especially in 
Europe but also, as Communist Chinese 
nuclear capabilities develop, in India, Japan 
and other countries on the periphery of the 
Chinese mainland. 

A new arms race will produce other 
casualties. Besides the hoped-for nuclear 
weapons nonproliferation treaty, toward 
which the Soviets and the U.S. have of late 
been making progress, there have long been 
under discussion between Russian and 
American disarmament negotiators a series 
of other arms-control measures. These in
clude the extension of the partial test ban 
to include underground testing, the estab
lishment of nuclear-free zones, a cut-off in 
the production of nuclear materials and a 
freeze on-or possibly a reduction in
strategic delivery vehicles. 

In the event of a new arms race, all this 
effort, and the partial foundations thereby 
constructed for further disarmament moves, 
will go by the board, and whatever headway 
has been built up, both at the U.N. and in 
the 18-nation disarmament conference at 
Geneva, will be lost. Indeed, even if the 
Soviet Union and the U.S. should in their own 
interests come to terms on a nonproliferation 
treaty, it is hardly to be expected that the 
major nuclear have-not nations, such as 
India and Japan, will sign away their rights 
to join the nuclear club at a time when its 
two charter members, Russia and the U.S., are 
building up rather than cutting down their 
nuclear arsenals. 

Still another danger inherent in a re
newed arms race lies in its short-term effect 
in Europe. For the U.S. to press ahead with 
a new strategic armament program would 
further weaken the NATO alliance, whose last 
meeting in Paris stressed the twin themes of 
detente with the Soviet Union and the 
"diminished threat of military aggression" 
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rather than the need for greater defensive 
measures. The alllance, already under strain 
because of our allies' concern over the heavy 
u.s. involvement in the Vietnam war, would 
suffer another blow if U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations 
took a turn for the worse. 

In approaching its decisions, the Adminis
tration wm presumably take into account 
positive as well as neg~tive emanations from 
the Soviet Union. Among the favorable de
velopments in U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations are the 
recently announced agreements for commer
cial air services between the two countries 
and for banning weapons of mass destruction 
from outer space. 

Apart from their intrinsic significance, 
these developments indicate that the Soviet 
Union has not considered itself entirely in
hibited from reaching agreements with the 
u.s. despite its predicament over Vietnam. 
This condition cannot, however, be expected 
to last if the Soviets feel themselves put in 
the position of countenancing U.S. bombing 
raids in the Hanoi area which produce civilian 
casualties. Undoubtedly, the present state 
of U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations would rapidly 
worsen if a significant intensification oc
curred in the scale of our air attacks against 
North Vietnam. _ 

At worst, Soviet intentions regarding a 
renewed arms race should be treated as am
bivalent and unclear rather than entirely 
negative. Their ABM deployment can be ac
counted for otherwise than as indicating a 
desire to alter the strategic power balance. 
It not only is in keeping with the ultimate 
in defensive postures but may also have re
sulted from military pressures within the 
Soviet regime rather than from a far-reach
ing decision to abandon the detente objec
tive. 

The latest increase in the Soviet defense 
budget is likewise equivocal. The announced 
rate of increase, 8.2 per cent, is not in itself 
of menacing proportions, although in an
nouncing the rise in defense spending the So
viet authorities spoke of "recently sharpened 
international tensions" and the increased 
"danger of a new world war" because of "ag
gressive acts" of U.S. "imperialists." 

Aside from these vital questions affecting 
international relations, the effect on our 
economy of a U.S. decision to proceed with 
ABM deployment and new strategic weapons 
would be tremendous. Depending on the 
timing and extent of these programs, the 
U.S. defense budget would be inflated by at 
least $5-billion to $6-billion a year, with the 
probable result that the present level of mili
tary expenditure, which will stay in the $70-
billion to $75-billion-a-year range during the 
period of the Vietnam war, would thereafter 
remain at that order of magnitude instead 
of receding to the pre-Vietnam budget level 
of around $50-billion a year. 

for more progress toward arms control and 
the substitution of political, economic and 
sociological measures for m111tary force as 
means for insuring world peace? 

In these terms, the question comes down 
to how the United States will exercise its 
acknowledged strength and ·world leader
ship--whether towar-d heightening the ten
sion that will come from renewed emphasis 
on armaments and accelerated advances in 
weapons technology or in the direction of 
arms limitation and the solution of .world 
problems through peaceful means. 

Should the decision be reached during 1967 
to proceed with any of the major new weap-

. ons systems now being pressed upon the 
President by some of his advisers, their oppo
site numbers in the Soviet would obviously 
be in a stronger position to insist on corre
sponding increases in Russian weapons 
projects. 

The reaction in political terms would be 
even more dangerous, jeopardizing not only 
the detente so ardently sought after by our 
allies but also the fragile gains achieved 
through Soviet restraint in recent years in 
such troubled areas of the world as Af'rica, 
Latin America and on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent. 

· The decisions which the President now 
faces are made doubly difficult by the na
tional mood of frustration over the. way the 
war is going in Vietnam. All-too-ready 
distrust of the Soviets' - intentions coupled 
with anger at their growing aid to Vietnam, 
would prompt many of our people to view 
with suspicion or antagonism a national 
policy of forbearance in dealing with the 
Soviet Union. For others, an effort to mod
erate the competition in arms. would be re
garded· as a sign of weakness and a peril to 
our national security. 
· Yet President Johnson has recognized, as 
did President Kennedy, that if a third world 
war is to be avoided the United States, as the 
most advanced of the superpowers, must 
take the lead in demonstrating a willingness 
to practice self-discipline both in the use of 
force and in providing itself with the power 
to apply force. The present situation puts 
to a critical test our national determination 
not to be swerved from the rightness and 
sanity of that course. 

RECESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, if there is no further busi
ness to come before the Senate, I move 
that the Senate stand in recess until 12 
o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The effect of this Federal spending and di
version of national resources, might well be 
to reduce or delay further funding· of U.S. 
space and supersonic transport programs as 
well as to forestall further financing of the 
Great Society programs such as antipoverty , 
projects, Federal aid to education, demon
stration cities and the like. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
3 o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate recessed, until Tuesday, January 17, 
1967, at ·12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate January 16 (legislative day of 
January 12), 1967: It is not, however, the economic cost of a 

decision to deploy ABM's as well as to add to 
the level of our bomber and missile forces 
that is the most disturbing aspect of a re
newed arms race. With the u.s. · gross na
tional product estimated to rise to $790 bil
lion during 1967 and to grow at 4: per cent a 
year thereaft~r. projecting defense expendi
ture at 9 per cent of G.N.P. (compared to 15 
per cent of G.N.P. during the Korean War) 
would produce a dEl'fense budget of over $70-
billion a year, which should not prove an in
tolerable bmden on om economy. The price 
tag of another arms race, while staggering, 
is not in itself an argument against it. 

What the United States faces is a major 
watershed in national security policy. 
Should it re-engage in an armame:J,lt con
test with the Soviet Union, or should it strive 

UNITED NATIONS 

Richard F. Pedersen, of California, to be 
deputy representative of the United States 
of America in the Security Council of the 
United Nations. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

James J. Reynolds, of New York, to be 
·Under Secretary of Lal)or, vice John F. Hen
ning. 

Thomas R. Donahue, of Maryland, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Labor, vice James 
J. Reynolds. 

U.S. CmcuiT JuDGES 

Francis L. Van Dusen, of Pennsylvania, to 
be U.S. circuit judge, third circuit, vice J. 
Cullen Ganey, retired. 

Bert T. Combs, of Kentucky, to be U.S. cir
cuit judge, sixth circuit, vice Shackelford 
Miller, Jr., retired. 

JUDGE, U.S. CUSTOMS COURT 

' Lindley G. Beckworth, of Texas, to be 
judge of the u.s. customs court, vice David 
J. Wilso.n, retired. 

U.S. DISTRICT JUDGES 

Joseph c. Waddy, of the Dis~rict of Colum
bia, to be U.S. district judge for the District 
of Columbia, vice Richmond B. Keech, 
retired. 

Frank G. Theis, of Kansas, to be U.S. dis
trict judge for the district of Kansas, to fill 
a new position created by Public Law 89-372, 
approved March 18, 1966. 

James A. Comiskey, of Louisiana, to be 
U.S. district judge for the eastern district 
of Louisiana to fill a new position created 
by Public Law 89-372, approved March 18, 
1966. 

Jack B. Weinstein, of New York, to be U.S. 
district judge for the eastern district of New 
York, vipe Leo F. Rayflel, retired. 
· Thomas A. Masterson, of Pennsylvania, to 
be U.S. district judge for the eastern district 
of Pennsylvania, to fill a new position created 
by Public Law 89-372, approved March 18, 
1966. . 

Hiram R. Cancio, of Puerto Rico, to be U.S. 
district judge for the district of Puerto Rico, 
vice Clemente Ruiz-Nazario, resigned. 

Myron L. Gordon, of Wisconsin, to be U.S. 
district judge for the eastern district of 
Wisconsin, to fill a new position created by 
Public Law 89-372, approved March 18, 19~. 

U.S. ATTORNEYS 

Edward E. Davis, of Arizona, to be U.S. 
attorney far· the district of Arizona for the 
term of 4 years, vice William P. Copple, re
signed. 

William M. Byrne, Jr., of California, to be 
U.S. attorney for the central district of Cali
fornia for the term of 4 years, vice Manuel L. 
Real. 

Paul F. Markham, of Massachusetts, to be 
U.S. attorney for the district of Massachusetts 
for the term of 4 years, vice W. Arthur Gar-
rity, Jr. · 

Edward P. Gallogly, of Rhode Island, to be 
U.S. attorney for the district of Rhode Island 
for the term of 4 years, vice Raymond J. 
Pettine. 

U.S. MARSHALS 

Luke c. Moore, of the District of Colum
bia, to be U.S. marshal for the Dictrict of 
Columbia for the term of 4 years. (Reap
pointment.) 

Elmer J. Hardegree, of Georgia, to be U.S. 
maJ;shal for the northern district of Georgia 
for the term of 4 years, vice William J. An
drews, retired. 

William F. Marlchow, of Minnesota, to be 
U.S, marshal for the district of Minnesota 
for the term of 4 years·, vice Ray H. Hemen
wa~. resigned. 

AssociATE JuDGES 

Milton D. Korman, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be an associate judge of the Dis
trict of Columbia court of general sessions 
for the term of 10 years to fill a new position 
created by Public Law 89-598, approved Sep
tember 21, 1966. 

Fred L. Mcintyre, of Maryland, to be asso
ciate judge of .the District of Columbia court 
of general sessions for the term of 10 years 
to fill a new position created by Public Law 
89-598, approved September 21, 1966. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following-named officers for appoint
ment in the Regular Air Force to the grades 
indicated, under the provisions of chapter 
835, title 10 of the United States Code: 

To be major general 

Maj. Gen. Gordon T. Gould, Jr., FR4040 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 
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Maj. Gen. Bertram c. Harnson, FR1425 

(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. JohnS. Samuel, FR1638 (briga
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. Joseph L. Dickman, FRl656 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. John L. McCoy, FR1705 (briga
dier general, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. Vincent G. Huston, FR1865 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U .S. 
Air Force .. 

Maj. Gen. Michael J. Ingelido, FR4295 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U .S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Harry L. Evans, FR4619 (briga
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. William W. Wisman, FR4990 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Joseph J. Cody, Jr., FR5126 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Louis E. Coira, FR1429 (briga
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. David M. Jones, FR1811 (briga
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. Richard S. Abbey, FR1992 (brig
adier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. Thomas G. Corbin, FR4097 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Timothy F. O'Keefe, FR4608 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. George S. Boylan, Jr., FR4836 
(brigadier General, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Lawrence S. Lightner, FR5219 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Royal N. Baker, FR8315 (briga
dier general, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. J ,eweH C. Maxwell, FR83S3 (brig
adler general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 
Force. · 

Maj. Gen. Alonzo A. Towner, FR19158 
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force, Medi
cal) ,.U.S. Air Force. 

_ T9 be brigadier generals 
Brig. Gen. Daniel E. Riley, FR3768 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Frank P . Wood, FR3928 colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Robert J. Gibbons, FR3978 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. William B. Martensen, FR4113 

(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.s. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Russell A. Berg, FR4376 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. George E. Brown, FR4425 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Roland A. Campbell, FR4535 

(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Joseph J. Kruzel, FR4640 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Leo A. Kiley, FR4953 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Anthony T. Shtogren, FR4956 

(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Johri R. Dyas, FR4968 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. John W. Kline, FR5084 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. David I. Liebman, FR5164 

\colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Jack C. Ledford, FR5238 (colo

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Carroll H. Bolender, FR5243 

(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Adrian W. Tolen, FR3041 

(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John B. Wallace, FR4426 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Herman Rumsey, FR4723 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Guy H. Goddard, FR7111 
(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Ernest L. Ramme, FR6360 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. George V. Williams, FR7733 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Clifford J. Kronauer, Jr., FR7750 
(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Edward M. Nichols, Jr., FR7805 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Arthur W. Cruikshank, Jr., 
FR8107 (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. 
Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John A. DesPortes, FR8199 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Henry B. Kucheman, Jr., FR8353 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Francis W. Nye, FR8418 (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John E. Morrison, Jr., FR8459 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Paul K. Carlton, FR8693 (colo
nel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Edward B. Giller, FR8696 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. George M. Johnson, Jr., FR8810 
(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John R. Murphy, FR 8944 (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Frederick E. Morris, Jr., FR9166 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Rockly Triantafellu, FR9504 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Louis T. Seith, FR9756 (colonel, 
Regular Air Force). U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Thomas H. Beeson, FR9767 
(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Sherman F. Martin, FR9963 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. William V. McBride, FR10077 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U .S. Air Force. 
. Brig. Gen. Henry L. Hogan III, FR10151 

(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. W111iam H. Lumpkin, FR6487 

(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Edmund F . .O'Connor, FR10200 

(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Burl W. McLaughlin, FR10624 

(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Joseph R. DeLuca, FR33749 

(colonel, Regular Air Force) , U.S. Air Force. 
(Brig. Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, FR13694 

(colonel, Regular Ai·r For<Je), U .S. Air Force. 
Brig. Gen. Thomas H. Crouch, FR19192 

(colonel, Regular Air Force, Medical), U.S. -
Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Lee M. Lightner, FR18923 
(colonel, Regular Air Force, Dental), U.S. 
Air Force. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following Air Force omcers for ap
pointment in the Regular Air Force, in the 
grades indicated, under the provisions of 
section 8284, title 10, United States Code, 
with a view to designation under the pro
visions of section 8067, title 10, United States 
Code, to perform the duties indicated, and 
with dates of rank to be prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Air Force: 

To be major (Judge Advocate) 
Thomas V. Bruton, FV2205687. 

To be major (Chaplain) 
Conan J. Conaboy, FV2255923. 

To be captain (Medical) 

Bruce K. Kimbel, FV2083741. 
The following Air Force officers for ap

pointment in the Regular Air Force, in the 
grades indicated, under the provisions of 
section 8284, title 10, United States Code, 
with dates of rank to be determined by the 
Secretary of the Air Force: 

To be majors 
George F. Fisher, FV1859588. 
Raymond H. Gaylor, FV1851110. 
Robert E. Tinney, FV1864520. 
James F. Walsh, FV2085734. 

To be ftrat lieutenants 
Abrahamson, Raymond L., FV3099925. 
Abramoff, Arthur J., FV3155339. 
Adams, Howard E., FV3155519. 
Alducin, Donald G., FV3145042. 
Alexander, Charles E., III, FV3132374. 
Allison, Roger L., FV3155789. 
Amond, Wayne J., FV3154513. 
Anderson, Wesley R., FV3131136. 
Anderson, William B., FV3145618. 
Andrews, Anthony C., FV3146561. 
Arnold, George W., FV3146604. 
Bailey, John E., FV3155180. 
Baker, Herbert H., FV3145235. 
Baker, James C., FV3145468. 
Banning, George W., FV3147028. 
Barkstrom, Richard U., FV3155399. 
Barnard, Larry L., FV3145807. 
Barr, George M., FV3155521. 
Basham, Dale W., FV3155990. 
Beach, Sam F., Jr., FV3156285. 
Beasley, Lawrence G., FV3154919. 
Beatty, James M., Jr., FV3156214. 
Beaver, Robert E ., FV3131957. 
Becker, Raymond C., FV3138435. 
Bell, Larry A., FV3156286. 
Bennett, Logan J., Jr., FV3144826. 
Benson, Rodney E., FV3154904. 
Berglund, Lance W., FV3154885. 
Berk, Dean H ., FV3155131. 
Bernier, Robert J., Jr., FV3154688. 
Berry, ,Keith, FV3156288. 
Berry, Robert H., FV3133493. 
Betts, John A., FV3132521. 
Beyer, Thomas J., FV3155630. 
Beyerle, John A., FV3155188. 
Bihler, Richard P., FV3155369. 
Biles, James C., Jr., FV3154484. 
Birkner, John H., FV3146061. 
Birnbaum, Melvin, FV3155341. 
Blair, Robert J., FV3144706. 
Blanchard, David C., FV3139157. 
Blose, John N., FV3146327. 
Bodine, PaulL., FV3154606. 
Bodner, Nathan, FV3144493 . 
Boehmer, George E., FV3146585. 
Bonney, Kent L., FV3156103. 
Borchardt, Gary I., FV3133400. 
Borgatti, Paul M., FV3133627. 
Bowers, Ellis M., FV3156773. 
Bowman, John C. V., FV3145318. 
Braatz, Robert W., FV3145610. 
Brannon, Gene, FV3145080. 
Bridges, Daniel W., Jr., FV3155508. 
Brinson, Glenn W., FV3145415. 
Bronner, Robert F., FV3146830. 
Brower, Ralph W., FV3109303. 
Brown, DonaldS., Jr., FV3145859. 
Brown, Gerald D., FV3155896. 
Brown, Harold J., FV3144900. 
Brunetti, Mario J., FV3145957. 
Buermeyer, David W., FV3154706. 
Burch, Donald P., FV3154805. 
Buren, Harold W., FV3155034. 
Burkhardt, John T., FV3155796. 
Burns, John F., FV3155897. 
Burrell, Steven K., FV3134262. 
Burrows, Bruce W., FV3155797. 
Burton, William A., FV3155554. 
Butler, W1111am H., FV3133262. 
Butterfield, Hugh G., FV3134033. 
Cade, Robert' G., FV3144764. 
Caldwell, Robert W., FV3154753. 
Caldwell, Thomas M., FV3130612. 
Calhoun, John C., FV3134311. 
Cannon, George B., Jr., FV3145603. 
Cantrell, Zell 0., FV3119765. -
Carlin, Gerard A., FV3156296. 
Carlson, Dean M., FV3133496. 
Carr, William E., FV3146939. 
Carroll, Robert C., FV3144815. 
Carson, Ronald N., FV3134067. 
Catherwood, George A., FV3155555. 
Chandler, William P., FV3154689. 
Chapin, Richard H., FV3133631. 
Christian, Alan C., FV3155233. 
Christofolis, William, FV3145163. 
Christopher, Delbert L., Jr., FV3145866. 
Cizek, James W., FV3134264. 
Clark, John B., Jr., FV3146913. 
Clarke, Thomas w., FV3145388. 
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Claud, William D., FV3145391. 
Clouser, Gordon L ., FV3155950. 
Coddington, Neil A., FV3145638. 
Co1Hnger, Maralin K., FV3145406. 
Coggburn, Dennis K., FV3145066. 
Coker, Merle L., FV3147209. 
Collins, Alva L., FV3154923. 
Collier, Edmond J., FV3132482. 
Collins, George J., Jr., FV3133127. 
Collins, Peter, FV3146572. 
Connolly, George C., FV3155265. 
Coombs, David M .. FV3132766. 
Cooper, Grier H., FV3156113. 
Cooper, Richard C., FV3147159. 
Corbett, Joseph T., FV3145883. 
Corbett, Patrick H., FV3118703. 
Corcoran, James F., FV3145837. 
Cordell, William M.; FV3144572. 
Corley, Robert c., Jr., FV3154972. 
Counts, Wilson E., FV3145111. 
Cowan, Jeffrey P., FV3144805. 
Cowger, Ronald 1., FV3155073. 
Cox, Charles 0., FV3131649. 
Cox, James E., FV3155135. 
Cox, Joseph R., FV3146352. 
Craig, Roy L., FV3132739. 
Cram, Donald L., FV3145684. 
Cranford, Eugene E ., FV3133221. 
Crigger, James C., Jr., FV3132827. 
Cronenberg, David A., FV3133633. 
Crush, James M., FV3157196. 
Cunningham, Roy B., FV3154617. 
Dahl, Martin J ., FV3155634. 
Dahlstrom, David V., FV3146379. 
Dalbey, Larry R., FV3146864. 
Daly, Thomas J., FV3146634. 
Darnell, William D ., Jr., FV3144495. 
Davies, Richard L., FV3134104. 
Davis, Frank H., FV3145989. 
Davis, Ph111p C., FV3120281. 
Dean, Phillip G., FV3138755. 
Deaton, Donald R., FV3146376. 
Defoore, Finis M., Jr., FV3145612. 
Deford, Ted E., FV3145238. 
Delawter, Wayne E., FV3134105. 
Denington, Michael R., FV3144531. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The Amtorg Trading Corp.-Soviet Spy? 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GLENARD P. LIPSCOMB 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, January 16, 1967 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, today's 
New York Times, the January 16, 1967, 
issue, carries a two-page Soviet adver
tisement soliciting interest of American 
businessmen in trade opportunities in 
the Soviet Union. 

Interested firms are invited to get in 
touch with the Amtorg Trading Corp. in 
New York. The Amtorg Trading Corp. 
acts as agent for most of the foreign 
trading organizations of the U.S.S.R. in 
transacting and carrying out operations 
in connection with the import of goods 
from the U.S.S.R. into the United States, 
and with the export of goods from the 
United States to the U.S.S.R. 

When Mr. Hoover appeared before the 
House, State, Justice, Commerce, and Ju
diciary Appropriation subcommittees 
last session on February 10, 1966, I asked 
Mr. Hoover about Soviet trading orga
nizations and about the need for Ameri
can businessmen to be alerted to the 
great care that must be exercised in 
dealing with Soviet organizations such 
as A,mtorg because of their espionage ac
tivities. 

I am sure that the membership of the 
House and the public will be interested in 
our colloquy on this matter and under 
leave to extend my remarks submit it 
for inclusion in the RECORD: 

Mr. LIPscoMB. Mr. Director, there seems 
to be an increase in the contact that Amer
ican businessmen are having with Soviet 
trade missions. You, upon other occasions, 
have warned and alerted American business 
that they should be careful in dealing with 
trading organizations such as Amtorg and 
other Communist trade organizations. 

Are these trade organizations working 
now, do they still conduct and fit into the 
espionage picture? · 

Mr. HooVER. Amtorg fits into it 100 per
cent. It is the main trade organization of 
the Soviet Government in this country. 

Mr. LIPscoMB. American business, in their 
interest to expand trade with the Commu
nist countries, should still be very careful? 

Mr. HooVER. I think they should be par
ticularly alert and keep their guard up. 

I wrote an article for the Harvard Busi
ness Review some time ago on that very sub
ject, on the businessman and the spy, It 
concerned efforts to obtain information 
through businessmen and their concerns, 
that would be of value to the Soviet bloc in 
their activities in opposition to this coun
try. 

Mr. LIPscoMB. I think it is important they 
keep alert. 

Mr. HoOVER. I think it is highly import
ant they keep alert, that they know what 
is going on. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. This is like so many other 
things. They fail to realize that the So
viets are still out to "bury us" and that 
is economically and milltarily. 

Mr. HoovER. Some forget that and think 
we can live in peaceful coexistence, which 
I think ~s a complete fallacy. 

Mr. LIPscoMB. Again, Mr. Director, my 
thanks to you and to your associates for the 
dedicated job you are doing. 

Mr. HoovER. Thank you, Mr. Lipscomb. 

In the article referred to by FBI Di
rector Hoover in his testimony, entitled 
"The U.S. Businessman Faces the Soviet 
Spy," Mr. Hoover discusses efforts and 
methods of the Soviets in their attempts 
to obtain information from businessmen 
and their firms that would be of value to 
the Communists. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
include a section of the article which 
contains Mr. Hoover's comments and rec
ommendations on how to meet the 
threat: 

The American businessman, previously 
scorned as a warmongering capitalist exploit
er, is now being assiduously courted by the 
Communists. 

What is the answer? What are the impli
cations for corporate action? 

First of all, the threat must be met within 
our democratic tradition. True, Soviet-bloc 
personnel, in making personal contacts, in 
purchasing government documents, in visit
ing conventions, are exploiting our freedoms 
in a free society. They take advantage of 
our system of government to advance their 
own interests. 

Yet this should not scare us into rash and 
intemperate action. Any response to the 
Communist threat based on hysteria or 
alarmism will do more harm than good. 
Just as no successful business is run on 
emotion, so too the campaign against this 
conspiracy must be a sustained, intelligent 
effort. This Communist attack can be de
feated without compromising our free insti
tutions. 

The businessman can do much in a posi
tive way to help in the fight not only against 
Soviet-bloc espionage but also ln the na-

tion's over-all struggle against the Commu
nist enemy. Being a highly respected, in
fiuential, and farsighted individual, he has 
the imagination, ingenuity, and aggressive 
thinking which wlll help us find successful 
ways of combating the threat. He has a 
heavy responsib111ty-one which cannot be 
performed by any other segment of our so
ciety. This entire problem should not be of 
auxiliary or minor concern but of deep and 
continuing interest-for him and for all 
other members of his organization. 

KEY STEPS AND POLIOIES 
What steps should management take? Let 

us examine the most important ones. 
1. Immediate Plant or Industrial Security. 

Industrial security programs, of course, vary 
from company to company, depending on 
size, materials manufactured, and whether 
government contracts are being handled. 
This is as it should be. However, experience 
teaches us something about what to em
phasize. 

Where applicable, the industrial executive 
should give priority attention to perfecting 
immediate plant security, involving such 
items as the control of documents (classified 
and nonclassified), the identification of 
visitors, access to restricted areas. Many 
plants already have effective security pro
grams. However, experience teaches that 
they must be constantly evaluated, analyzed, 
and reviewed. 

Actually, plant security is our last line of 
defense. Business executives probably do not 
realize how carefully the Russians scrutinize 
their industrial security setup, looking for 
loopholes and weaknesses. If one can be 
found, it will be exploited; if not, they will 
move to another company. By constantly 
evaluating its security program, the com
pany can often find places where it can be 
strengthened. 

If the business manager wants the very 
best security in his plant, he must make 
certain that he employs competent and ex
perienced people for the job. And he must 
see to it that they have adequate fac111ties, 
that their recommendations are carefully 
considered by their superiors, and that ade
quate funds are available to meet their needs. 
A dollar spent in protection is a dollar well 
spent. 

2. Long-Range Educational Programs. In
dustrial executives can do much to effective
ly educate their employees to the problems 
involved in Soviet espionage and commu
nism. Many companies have provided lend
ing libraries, published articles in their com
pany magazines, secured qualified guest lec
turers, and shown movies and traihlng films. 
Special training sessions, especially for 
supervisory personnel, can be most pro
ductive. 

The question of security should not be 
something which is taken for granted or left 
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