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MESSAGES REFERRED
As in executive session,
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid beTUESDAY, AuGUST 23, 1960
fore the Senate messages from the Presi<Legislative day of Monday, August 22, dent of the United states submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
19·60)
to the appropriate committees.
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., {)n
<For nominations this day received, see
the expiration of the recess, and was the end of Senate proceedings.)
called to order by the President pro
tempore.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
The Chaplain. Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., ofiered the following
A message from the House of Repreprayer:
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
0 Thou guide of our pilgrim way, reading clerks, announced that the House
new mercies each returning day hover had passed the following bills of the Senaround us while we pray. We come con- ate, each with an amendment, in which
fessing that we live too much in the it requested the concurrence of the
shallowness and shabbiness about us and Senate:
S. 2575. An act to provide a health benefits
that in the rush and clash of busy hours
too often we forget the heavenly vision program for certain retired employees of the
Government; and
that lifts our eyes to far horizons.
S. 2633. An act to amend the Foreign ServWhatever the new day may hold for ice Act of 1946, as amended, and for other
us as it commandeers our strength of purposes.
mind and body and heart, may its apThe message also announced that the
peals lay hold of our wider sympathies
and our ability to respond to the needs House had passed the following bills and
joint resolution, in which it requested
of Thy children, our brethren.
May the calls of duty and destiny the concurrence of the Senate:
H .R. 5383. An act to amend section 216 of
assert their imperative claims upon the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
highest it is within us to do and to be. the
to clarify the status of the faculty and adWe are grateful that in hours of doubt ministrative
staff at the U.S. Merchant Marine
and frustration which pounce upon us Academy, to establish suitable personnel polall, faith still stabs our hearts.
icies for such personnel, and for other
Put upon the lips of those who here purposes;
H.R. 12341. An act to amend section Be of
speak for a free people the promise of a
brightening future. Send us forth girded the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as
amended, and as reenacted and amended by
with Thy might, until by patience, per- the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
sistence, and enduring courage we be- of 1937,
as amended, so as to provide for the
come sufficient for the tasks that in Thy extension of the restrictions on imported
name, and in Thy strength, we must ac- commodities imposed by such section to
complish for the world's redemption. imported shelled walnuts, dates with pits,
dates with pits removed, 'and products made
Amen.

SENATE

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Monday, August 22, 1960, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries.
REPORT OF HOUSING AND HOME
FINANCE
AGENCY - MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Banking and CUrrency:
To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to the provisions of Section
802(a) of the Housing Act of 1954, I
transmit herewith for the information of
the Congress the 13th Annual Report of
the Housing and Home Finance Agency
covering housing activities for the calendar year 1959.
DWIGHT D. EisENHOWER.
'I'm: WHITE HOUSE, August 23, 1960.

EXE~

August 23

quire the registration of certain additional
persons disseminating political propaganda
within the United States as agents of a foreign principal, and for other purposes; and
H.J. Res. 784. Joint resolution amending
the act of July 14, 1960, to extend the time
within which the U.S. Constitution 175th
Anniversary Commission shall report to Congress; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION
On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry were authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that there
be the usual morning hour. and that
statements in connection therewith be
limited to 3 minutes.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:
H.J. Res. 658. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to issue a proclamation in connection with the centennial of
the birth of Jane Addams, founder and
leader of Chicago's Hull House (Rept. No.
1899).
By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with an amendment:
principally of dates;
s. 3339. A bill to provide that the SecreH.R.12753. An act to amend the Subversive tary of the Army shall establish a national
Activities Control Act of .1950 so as to require cemetery in Fort Reno, Okla .• on certain
the registration of certain additional persons lands presently under the jurisdiction of the
disseminating political propaganda within Secretary of Agriculture (Rept. No. 1902);
the United States as agents of a foreign prin- and
cipal, and for other purposes; and
H .R. 12759. An act to amend title V of
H.J. Res. 784. Joint resolution amending the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and
the act of July 14, 1960, to extend the time for other purposes (Rept. No. 1901).
within which the U.S. Constitution 175th
By Mr. EASTLAND, from the· Committee
Anniversary Commission shall report to on the Judiciary, without amendment:
Congress.
S. 3844. A bill for the relief of Woody W.
Hackney of Fort Worth, Tex. (Rept. No. 1904).
By Mr. GRUENING, from the Committee
HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amendments:
TION REFERRED
1670. A bill to provide for the granting
The following bills and joint resolution of S.mineral
rights in certain homestead lands
were severally read twice by their titles in the State of Alaska (Rept. No. 1905).
and referred, as indicated:
By Mr. HART, from the Committee on the
H .R. 5383. An act to amend section 216 of Judiciary, without amendment:
H.J. Res. 402. Joint resolution granting the
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
to clarify the status of the faculty and ad- consent and approval of Congress for the
States
of Virginia and Maryland and the
ministrative staff at the U .S. Merchant MaTine Academy, to establish suitable person- District of Columbia to enter into a comnel policies for such personnel, and for other pact related to the regulation of mass transit
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1906).
and Foreign Commerce;
By Mr. CHURCH, from the Committee on
H.R. 12341. An act to amend section 8e of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as Interior and Insular Affairs, With an amendamended, and as reenacted and amended by ment:
H.R. 11813. An act ·to amend the Menomthe Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, as amended, so as to provide for the inee Termination.~Act (Rept. No. 1907).
extension of the restrictions on imported
commodities imposed by such section to imporred shelled walnut-s, dates with pits, dates REPORT ENTITLED '1 REPORT ON
with pits removed, and products made princiPROCUREMENT" <S. REPT. NO.
pally of dates; to the Committee on Agricul1900)
ture and Forestry;
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
H.R. 12153. An act to amend the Subversive
Activities Control Act of 1950 so as to re- from the Committee on Armed Services,

1960

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

pursuant to section 4(a) of Public Law
86-89, I submit a report entitled "Report on Procurement," which I ask may
be printed.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received and printed, as
requested by the Senator from South
Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. SALTONSTALLJ may be authorized to
file additional views in the report on
procurement of the Committee on Armed ·
Services, made pursuant to Public Law
86-a9.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.
REPORT ENTITLED
''WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN PROBLEMS:
PROGRESS AND PROSPECTS" (S.
REPT. ~0. 1903)
Mr. BmLE. Mr. President, I submit
the concluding report of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan
Problems, adopted by the committee at
its final meeting on August 23. This
brings to a close the work of the committee, established by House Concurrent
Resolution 172, as amended.
I take great satisfaction, on behalf of
my colleagues on the committee, in
noting the enactment by this Congress of tnree important pieces of
legislation affecting the development
of the Washington metropolitan area.
In addition to this substantial accomplishment, the committee has
published 28 reports and documents, the
findings and recommendations of which
point to further action. These committee pul;llications, together with extensive pubic hearings on metropolitan
problems, have generated a substantial
activity by local governments in the
Washington area, including important
steps by the District of Columbia Commissioners, and thus set in motion efforts to deal with local matters at the
appropriate level. The recommendations of the committee, therefore, concentrate upon the interest and responsibilities of the Federal Government for
working to insure the orderly development of the metropolitan area.
The committee's work has obliged it
to consider many emerging problems of
Federal interest that are arising from
the vast growth of urban and metropolitan areas. I believe its work will be
found of value by other committees of
the Congress that are now considering
these problems.
Mr. President, I ask that the report
be printed.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received and printed, as
requested by the Senator from Nevada.
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the Administrator of General Services ciary, I desire to announce that the pubthat appeared to have no permanent lic hearing originally scheduled on the
value or historical interest, submitted a nomination of Arthur S. Lane, of New
Jersey, to be U.S. district judge, district
report thereon, pursuant to law.
of New Jersey, vice Phillip Forman, elevated, for 10:30 a.m., Friday, August 26,
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
1960, has been rescheduled for 10:30
COMMI'ITEES
a.m., Wednesday, August 24, 1960, in
As in executive session,
room 2228, New Senate Office Building.
The following favorable reports of
At the indicated time and place all
nominations were submitted:
persons interested in the nomination
By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee may make such representations as are
on Agriculture and Forestry:
pertinent. The subcommittee consists of
carl J. Stephens, of Iowa, to be a. member the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
of the Board of Directors of the Commodity JoHNSTON], the Senator from Nebraska
Credit Corporation.
[Mr. HRUSKA], and myself, as chairman.
By Mr. CARROLL, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:
Harold R. Tyler, Jr., of New York, to be
Assistant Attorney General.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED
Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:
By Mr. PROXMIRE:
S. 3876. A b111 for the relie-f of Chieh-Hsia
Mao and his wife, Rose Tung-Pel Mao; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:
s. 3877. A bill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code in order to provide more
effective coordination between highway
planning and other types of community and
land-use planning; to the Committee on
Public Works.
By Mr. ALLOTT:
S. 3878. A bill for the relief of Margaret
Jean Dauel; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mrs. SMITH:
S. 3879. A bill for the relief of Marie McPherson Eighmey; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. (for
himself and Mr. JACKSON):
S.J. Res. 220. Joint resolution establishing
a George Washington Carver Centennial
Commission; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960-AMENDMENT
Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him to the bill <H.R. 12580) to extend
and improve coverage under the Federal
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system and to remove hardships
and inequities, improve the financing of
the trust funds, and provide disability
benefits to additional individuals under
such system; to provide grants to States
for medical care for aged individuals of
low income; to amend the public assistance and maternal and child welfare
provisions of the Social Security Act; to
improve the unemployment compensation provisions of such act; and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF
NOTICE OF RESCHEDULING OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS
HEARING ON NOMINATION OF
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
ARTHUR S. LANE TO BE U.S. DISfrom the Joint Select Committee on the
TRICT JUDGE, DISTRICT OF' NEW
Disposition of Papers in the Executive
JERSEY
Departments, to which was referred for
examination and recommendation ·a list
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President. on
of records transmitted to the Senate by behalf of the Committee on the Judi-

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD
On request, and by unanimous consent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc.,
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
By Mr. WILEY:
Excerpts from address delivered by him
over Radio Liberty.
By Mr. CAPEHART:
Article entitled "A Senator Says-'Let's
Abolish Our $1,000-a-Minute Farm Surplus,' " written by Senator MuNDT and published in Mechanix magazine for September
1960.
By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia:
Statement by him on the Social Security
Amendments of 1960.

THE ANDERSON-KENNEDY AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE MEDICAL INSURANCE FOR THE AGED
Mr. DODD. Mr. PresidentMr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Connecticut may proceed
for an additional 3 minutes, in connection with the subject he wishes to discuss.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DODD. I thank the majority
leader.
Mr. President, on June 30, 1960, I
spoke on the floor of the Senate in support of the McNamara bill which provided a program of medical care for the
aged under the socia1 security system,
along the lines popularized by Representative AIME FoRAND, of Rhode Island.
Since that time those who favor the social security approach have united in
support of the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment to the social security bill
adopted by the Finance Committee.
Senator KENNEDY, Senator McNAMARA,
and Senator HUMPHREY, each of whom
had introduced medical bills, have joined
as cosponsors of the Anderson proposal.
I speak today in support of that
amendment, not only because it is essential that all advocates of an adequate
Government medical program for the
aged join forces in support of one measure, but also because the Anderson-Kennedy amendment is an excellent measure which would provide comprehensive
medical care for our aged and would
establish for all time the principle that
medical insurance should be an integral
part of our social security system.
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My support of the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment is based upon four premises:.
First, 8 out of 10 of our aged are the
victims of chronic illnesses of one type
or another, illnesses which require longer
periods of hospitalization and care than
those of younger people;
Second. The average aged person
must meet these heavy medical costs on
an income that is a bare subsistence
level.
Third. It is impossible for the average
aged person to purchase adequate medical insurance from private sources, because the cost of comprehensive private
insurance is almost as prohibitive as the
cost of medical care itself;
Fourth. The only agency with the
capacity to properly deai with this huge
problem is the U.S. Government, and
the most effective and fiscally sound
Government approach is the adding of
medical insurance for the aged to the
present social security system.
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment
would provide excellent medical coverage
for 9 million people aged 68 and over,
and all those who will come after them.
While I regret that this bill does not
cover persons between the ages of 65 and
68, and that it requires the person
covered to pay the first $75 of hospital
expenses, I am very much satisfied that
in other respects it provides superior
coverage to the other major bills that
previously have been introduced.
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment
provides for 120 days of hospitalization,
240 days of nursing home care, or 365
days of home health services. It also
provides for such diagnostic services as
X-rays and laboratory tests. It should
be remembered also that the committee
bill itself has provision, which will not
be changed by the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment, for medical assistance, in
cooperation with the States, for 3.5 million people who are on public assistance
or who are medically indigent.
Therefore, this is not a half measure
or a mere foot-in-the-door. It is a great
landmark in progressive legislation; and
if it can be passed, it will be the most
memorable achievement of this Congress.
When Representative FoRAND first began making the fight for hospitalization
benefits as a part of social security, the
principal alternative to his propos~! was
that of doing nothing; and that choice
prevailed for a number of years. It is a
measure of the success of the Forand proposal that each of the three alternatives
now before us involves a rival program
of Government action.
It is no longer maintained by the
President, or by either party, or by any
committee of Congress that the problem
of medical care for our aged can be met
without a Government program of some
kind. So the issue is not now between a
Government solution or no solution at all.
It is not between a Government solution
and a private solution. The issue before
us is which of three competing proposals
of Government action we shall adopt.
The first is the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment, which I support and which
I have described.
The second is the committee bill, which
was adopted under the leadership of our

distinguished and able colleague from
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR].
The third is the proposal of the able
and respected Senator from New York
[Mr. JAVITS].
I believe that the committee bill is a
progressive step forward, as far as it
goes; but I cannot accept it as the entire
answer. To do so would be to ignore the
medical needs of three-fourths of our
aged people who are not covered, most of
whom cannot meet the costs of major
illness.
And while I welcome the improved
benefits which the Kerr proposal represents, I do not regard this form of
assistance as a satisfactory answer even
for the minority of aged covered by it.
Its beneficiaries must be paupers who
submit to a pauper's oath. The kind and
amount of aid they will receive, if any,
is to l;>e determined by individual States,
only 16 of which presently have public
assistance programs that provide direct
payments for all basic elements of medical care. So I regard the committee proposal as only a partial solution to the
problems of the indigent, and no solution
at all to the medical problem of the
average aged person in this country.
The third alternative is the Javits
amendment, which has the approval of
Vice President NIXON. The Javits
amendment would offer aged people three
options: coverage for short-term illness,
coverage for long-term illness, or partial
assistance in purchasing private insurance.
I will oppose the Javits amendment for
the following reasons:
It excludes aged persons whose income is above certain modest levels, thus
preventing the achievement of a universal program which treats all Americans uniformly;
It would be dependent for success or
failure upon the action or inaction of 50
States;
It would place upon the States·a large
financial burden, which would in time
amount to billions of dollars annually,
a burden which they are unwilling and,
in many cases, unable to assume;
It is at bottom a continuation of the
"dole" or "handout" philosophy financed
basically through general taxation by
National and State Governments, rather
than an insurance system, as proposed
by Senator ANDERSON, which allows the
individual to contribute for a lifetime
for benefits to which he would be fully
entitled in his years of retirep}ent;
It provides for a deductible payment
by the aged person of $250 each year, plus
20 percent of all his hospital expenses
under the long-term illness option, in
addition to the annual payment of an
enrollment fee, thus providing inadequate protection for people living on subsistence incomes, and endangering public confidence in the program.
I suggest that a bill which has so many
options, which is subject to the approval
or nonapproval of each of the 50 States,
which will have 50 different systems of
administration, which requires enrollment fees and has large deductible features, which excludes millions of our
aged from its coverage, which is financed
according to a variety of formulas, de-
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pending upon the income of the State
involved, and which imposes a burden,
that would soon grow to several billion
dollars annually, upon the general revenues of our National and State Governments, is too complicated, too contradictory, too vague, too chaotic, too inadequate to achieve or to retain the degree
of public confidence which any program
of this kind must enjoy if it is to succeed.
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment
is superior to the alternative proposals.
It provides more benefits for more people.
It provides a fiscally sound method of
paying for these benefits. It will in time
remove the "dole" element, which today
is the outstanding feature of private and
public medical aid to the aged, a feature
which will be frozen in permanently
either by the committee bill or by the
Javits proposal.
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment
provides the most workable, efficient, and
uniform system of administration at the
least cost per medical dollar. It envisages no strain on National or State
budgets. It does not divide the American people into groups according to their
income, and it does not require means
tests, financial investigations, or other
humiliations. And it recognizes medical
insurance as an essential and logical part
of any system of social security.
At one stroke, through the passage of
the Anderson-Kennedy amendment, we
can enable the American people to provide for themselves a full measure of security in their old age. We can remove
from the old the burden of medical expense or the tragedy of going without
adequate medical care. We can remove
from the young the future prospect of
becoming a burden upon their relatives
and their communities when they are
aged and helpless. We can lift from the
backs of our communities, our hospitals,
and our private welfare agencies the
crushing expense of charity medical
treatment.
I am convinced that the majority of
the American people want us to take this
great step forward. It is my earnest
hope that the Senate will adopt the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
ELDERLY COUPLE IN ILL HEALTH
URGENTLY NEED MEDICAL ASSISTANCE
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, recently an elderly couple in ill health and
with a modest income wrote to me and
told me of their plight, and pleaded for
the assistance of those of us whose duty
it is to make laws to help them. Their
words speak for themselves, Mr. President; and I ask unanimous consent that
their letter be printed at this point in the
RECORD.
There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD
as follows:
DEAR FRIEND: Ever since my husband retired in 1955, it has been very hard to get
along on $157.50 per month, figuring gas,
lights, fuel, water, and, of course, food. This
leaves nothing for clothes or medical care.
My husband has hardening of the arteries
and I have high blood pressure. Otherwise,
we look good, people tell us, considering we
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if we had had to rely upon general appropriations and general taxation to
achieve it.
Mr. President, I earnestly hope the efforts I have been making since the
middle of May to call the attention of
our colleagues to the plight of elderly
citizens in Wisconsin who are suffering
from ill health and who need assistance
will bear fruition. I hope the issue will
be determined ·about 6 o'clock tonight,
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, ~s when we vote on the Anderson-Kennedy
their letter states, the income of this amendment. I fervently hope it will be
couple is $157.50 a month, and in their adopted.
letter they show how very difficult it is
for them to get along on that budget and
OSCAR HAMMERSTEIN II
to provide for the serious health problems each of them has. The husband
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is with
has hardening of the arteries, and the a sense of personal loss and personal
wife has high blood pressure, and they grief that I bring to the Senate the news
have the expenses and problems which of the passing of Oscar Hammerstein II,
go with illness.
one of the great musical figures of our
Mr. President, ever since the middle of times, one of the most beloved citizens of
May, I have been placing into the RECORD my home city of New York, a man who
such letters, which tell of the personal, graced the American theater and Amerihuman problems to which the Senate can composition as lyricist in an unparis finally addressing itself today. Today alleled way.
the Senate will make its decision in reIt is probably not as well known as it
gard to how it will provide for our elderly should be that Oscar Hammerstein
people.
worked not only with Dick Rodgers in
Mr. President, if there has been one the famous Rodgers-Hammerstein partconsistent note running through these nership, a partnership as famous and as
letters it has been a steady plea for the productive in terms of music in our coundignity of enjoying medical assistance as try as the famous partnership of Gilbert
a matter of right, not as a matter of a and Sullivan, but he also worked with
handout or as a matter of charity from Rudolph Friml, Sigmund Romberg,
a providential Federal Government or a Jerome Kern, Vincent Youmans, and
providential State. Our people wa~t George Gershwin-certainly among the
benefits which they have earned by their greatest names in our folk theater.
own contributions made over a lifetime
The first time Oscar Hammerstein
out of their own wages and salaries, and teamed up with Richard Rodgers was in
coming to them as a matter of right, a 1943 and in their first effort together
right they had earned.
.
they' were responsible for the American
As the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. historical hit "Oklahoma." They had
DoDD] said so eloquently in the remarks worked together in the last 18 years. Mr.
he concluded a moment ago, the Ander- Hammerstein died at 65; and, as is alson-Kennedy amendment provides for ways true when a great artist makes a
exactly the opportunity to receive such public appearance, he plays excerpts
assistance as a matter of right. Other from the songs that he wrote. Perhaps
proposals before the Senate have t~eir today, Mr. President, the Members of the
merits and would do part of the JOb. Senate might, in their own minds, run
But, Mr. President, the most efficient an.d over the tunes and the words as I repeat
the most responsible way to handle this these titles of great songs, a description
very serious and difficult problem which which is true of them, so well known and
confronts our elderly people is through so inherent in American life have they
the social security system.
become.
It is also the way that will unquestionMr. President, he wrote the lyrics for
ably permit us to achieve a comprehen- "01' Man River"; "The Last Time I Saw
sive system of medical assistance more Paris"; "When I Grow Too Old To
rapidly than in any other manner.
Dream" · "Only Make Believe."
Last Saturday I engaged in a colloquy
With Dick Rodgers he wrote the lyrics
with the distinguished Senator from New for,
"Oh, What A, Beautiful Morning";
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], author of the "People
Will Say We're In Love"; "Some
amendment, and in the course of the colEvening"; "Younger Than
loquy we discussed the manner in which Enchanted
the social security system had developed. Springtime."
Mr. President, few of our composers
I asked him at that time how long it
would have taken the Congress to develop have been responsible for the richness
a system of comprehensive pensions for and the beauty which Oscar Hammerstein helped to bring, not only to Broadelderly people if we had not relied on so- way,
but to the country and the world,
cial security, social insurance, the payroll for I think we all know that these comtax system; and the Senator from New positions are deathless in terms not only
Mexico answered-and it seems to me his of our own country, but to people
answer is completely irrefutable-that throughout the world.
it would have taken a long time, and perLet us remember, too, that as recently
haps it would never have occurred. We as 1960 Rodgers and Hammerstein put
would not have been able to solve this on "The Sound of Music." Few will forproblem as comprehensively as we have get the poster advertising the play, with
for those who receive social security Mary ·Martin, Dick Rodgers, and Oscar
are both 70 years old. But we would be much
better if we didn't have to worry all the time
like so many thousands of others do who
are in the same boat.
Don't you feel, Mr. P., that the majority of
older folks are entitled to a break? Which
side, if any, is going to help the older people?
Please won't all you men in Congress do your
best for us all? God knows we all need help.
It would be greatly appreciated and a real
Godsend. Please do what you can before it
is too late for us all.
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Hammerstein arm in arm, looking like
the most lighthearted trio that mankind
ever knew.
It is said of Oscar Hammerstein that
Cole Porter, himself a great composer,
was once asked to interpret the most
profound change in the musical theater
in recent years. He replied, "Rodgers
and Hammerstein."
Mr. President, this is a great loss to
the artistic, theatrical, and musical life
of our country. As is so true of men
who have a tremendously creative quality, Oscar Hammerstein was also interested in a better organization of the
world. Whatever might be one's views
as to the particular ideas he espoused,
he was sincerely devoted to some effort
to develop international government in
the world, and gave it an enormous
amount of his time and talent. Indeed,
some of his friends thought he gave altogether more effort than he had a right
to give, considering the output which
he gave of himself in terms of the creativity of his work.
Mr. President, I speak all these things
with great feeling bec;:tuse he was a man
I knew personally and intimately and
well. He visited at my home, and my
wife and I visited at his home. He will
leave a memory which will live with me
always of the gracious, the beautiful,
the creative.
Mr. President, as our hearts go out today to Mrs. Hammerstein and the Hammerstein family upon this loss, not only
to them, but to the whole world, our
hearts must also go out to Dick Rodgers,
his constant friend, companion, and
partner in work, and also his friend in
real life, as the saying goes, to whom
this will be a very great blow.
We cannot hope that words will assuage the pain in the heart of so great
an artist as Dick Rodgers. We can only
hope that the knowledge that he is so
beloved and so admired and respected
by so many millions will comfort him in
this very trying hour.
·
So, Mr. President, we close a magnificent chapter in the life of our theater
and in the life of American musical production with the passing of Oscar Hammerstein II. That rich and wonderful
heritage will go down through the ages
in the work which he has given us, some
of which I have described, and will be a
constant inspiration and example to all
artists who can truly follow in his great
footsteps.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I wish
to join my distinguished colleague from
New York in paying tribute to Mr. Hammerstein. He has put the matter so ably
that there is very little I can add.
Oscar Hammerstein is a man who has
brought pleasure and delight to millions
of people. His entire life was devoted to
improving the lot of others. Almost no
one who has visited the great city of
New York has failed to come away in a
better frame of mind, singing to himself
one of Mr. Hammerstein's rich lyrical
offerings. It is a rare event when any
one person can make such a significant
contribution to the life of his times. Mr.
Hammerstein's gifts will be sadly missed
not only by his family and close friends
but also by lovers of song the world over.
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To all of his family we of New York
offer our deepest sympathy. To those
others who have enjoyed his ever bright,
ever gay lyrics, one lasting consolation
will survive in the immortal life of Mr.
Hammerstein's works.
Mr. President, I now desire to speak
on another subject.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURDICK in the chair) the Senator from
New York has the floor.
STUDY OF POWERS TRIAL
CALLED FOR
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the
trial of U-2 Pilot Francis Gary Powers
has attracted the attention of this country and of the rest of the world. The
virtually unanimous verdict of Americans is that the Soviet Union used the
Powers trial for purely propaganda purposes. The final sentence of 10 years'
detention for the unfortunate young flier
was unquestionably foreordained by
Soviet politicians.
In view of the importance of the trial
and in view of the fact that every U.S.
flier who goes anywhere near the borders
of the Soviet Union seems to be running
the risks of a similar rigged ordeal, I
believe it would be a wise and constructive move on the part of the State Department to issue a verbatim text of the
trial, in English, with comment and
analysis. I have written Secretary of
State Herter already to inquire whether
such a release would be possible. The
trial itself has passed into the annals of
Soviet bombast, but the full meaning of
it deserves careful study by experts in
Soviet affairs.
By American standards, the trial was
a travesty of justice. The judges-for
there was no jury-met only to determine the severity of Powers' sentence.
Powers' indictment was drawn up at least
6 weeks ago. The date of trial was set
a month ago. But Powers was not allowed an attorney for his defense until
all these arrangements had been made.
Even then he could not call witnesses in
his own defense.
·
There can be no question that the trial
was, as the New York Times so aptly
pointed out, a political rather than a
personal show. Propaganda, not justice,
was the motivation for it. In the eyes of
Soviet officialdom, it was the United
States, not Francis Powers, which was to
be on trial.
That the Communists do not appear
to have gotten as much propaganda
mileage out of the flamboyantly staged
affair as they ·had apparently hoped
must be attributed to the growing sophistication and perception of the free
world countries. Certainly the Russians did all they could to squeeze the
last bitter drop of publicity from the
affair.
In view of all that might be learned
from a close study of the trial, I believe
the State Department would be doing a
wise thing in sharing at least part of
their own experienced analysis of this
important political phenomenon with
interested people the world over. The
publication of this material in a readily
accessible form would be a very useful

cold war document. It would be informative to the general public; and it
would be invaluable to Soviet specialists.
The State Department should not, of
course, be asked to make public any material which would in any way prejudice
the best interests of this country. But
surely much that is unclassified could.
be included in such a report to reveal
the full political and judicial implications of this latest Soviet propaganda
play.
Mr. President, it has long been clear
that the more information we and the
public at large have on the workings of
Communist minds and the bases of
Communist action, the better we shall
be able to counteract the nefarious
moves of their policy. The Vice Presi -·
dent has already revealed the importance he attaches to a careful study of
communism by the position paper he
released last week on the subject.
Mr. President, we need to continue
this kind of thorough research into
what makes the Communists tick. A
verbatim text of the trial, in English,
with commentary by Soviet experts
within the State Department, would be
invaluable to all serious students of
communism, and an interesting document for informed people in ali countries. I hope the State Department will
give every consideration to the possibility of making such a document
available.
PROPOSED CITATION FOR CONTEMPT OF CONGRESS BY HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES OF OFF'ICIALS OF THE PORT OF NEW YORK
AUTHORITY
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, in a
telegraphic message of historic significance, Governor Rockefeller and former
Governors Harriman, Dewey, and Lehman, of the State of New York, yesterday
appealed to all Members of the House of
Representatives to reject any request for
contempt citations against members of
the Port of New York Authority.
This message emphasized that the proposed House citation would mark the
first time in the history of the United
States that the Congress ever voted to
instigate criminal prosecution for contempt against State officials serving a
State agency in a matter that concerns
the proper exercise of their official State
duties.
The message also recounts the efforts
which have been made by the authorities
in New York and New Jersey, including
Governor Rockefeller and Governor
Meyner, to resolve any jurisdictional
clash between the Congress and the port
authority without the necessity for contempt action.
Mr. President, while it of course would
not be appropriate for a Member of the
Senate to endeavor to tell Members of
the coordinate branch what they ought
to do under these circumstances, it seems
to me it would be a matter of grave concern for any congressiona1 committee, in
the purported pursuit of its own interests,
to overrun the legitimate rights of State
agencies. I cannot escape the impression that with a greater degree of coop-
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eration this very unhappy situation could
have been avoided.
In any event, it should be made clear
today that whatever action the other
body may choose to take on this sitt!ation, it does not necessarily reflect the
sentiment and the views of this body on
the basic issues which have been raised.
Each of the Houses of Congress is, of
course, the judge of its own proceedings.
I would not want anything that I say
today to be construed as an effort to
influence the other body. At the same
time, it should be abundantly clear that
this body also enjoys its independent
prerogatives, and that any citation
which might be voted in the House of
Representatives is a citation of that body
and not of the whole Congress.
For some time I have had a bill pending <S. 1515) which would make it possible for the committees of the Senate
and House to invoke the aid of the courts
in determining the relevancy and privilege of testimony without the necessity
of subjecting the witness or witnesses
involved to any criminal contempt action. This bill would also serve to
greatly expedite the procedure under
which such legal questions could be determined in our judicial tribunals. In
my mind it would be far more satisfactory if the energies of Congress for the
brief time necessary to complete action
on this measure were devoted to that
objective, rather than to bringing to a
head a threatened criminal prosecution
of respected and dedicated State officials.
The objections which New York and
New Jersey, with the support of interested agencies and newspapers throughout the country, have raised to the jurisdiction of the House committee are constitutional and legal objections of a kind
that should be settled in civil proceeding and not by a grand jury indictment.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the message sent by the New
York Governors be printed at this point
in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
AUGUST

22, 1960 .

We join together in our respective capacities as Governor of the State of New York
and as his immediate predecessors in that
great State office to express our concern over
the recommendation to be made to the House
of Representatives tomorrow that the House
cite three respected officers of this State and
the State of New Jersey for contempt of Congress. One of these officers is serving our
Stat e, on successive appointments by Governor Dewey and Governor Harriman, as the
nonsalaried chairman of the Port of New
York Authority.
To the best of our information and belief
such precipitate and unhappy action would
mark the first time in the history of the
United States that the Congress ever voted to
instigate criminal prosecution for contempt
against State officers serving a State agency
in a m atter that concerns the proper exercise
of their official State duties. What is more
they will have been cited for carrying out
the express and written instructions of the
Governors of New York and New Jersey,
based on the conclusion of the two Governors that "the furnishing of the internal
records now requested, in the opinion of
(the Governors) legal advisers, would represent a serious -infringement of the rights
of the States under the Constitution and
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could constitute a dangerous precedent as
recognition of Federal authority in an area
of State responsibility."
Prior to the issuance of these instructions
the three officers had made available to the
Congress great volumes of materials amply
sufficient to supply all the information with
which the Congress could have any proper
concern in the pursuance of its legislative
functions.
Since last April the Governors of New York
and New Jersey, as well as many former
Governors, had asked to be heard in opposition to the bill intrOduced by Congressman
EMANUEL CELLER (H.J. Res. 615), Which WOUld
require that all future projects of our port
agency here in New York be conditioned
upon the approval of the Congress and the
President of the United States, and which
would provide also for a continuous right of
inspection, review, and approval by the
Congress of all books, records, and papers
of the port authority. The hearings on this
bill have been repeatedly and now indefinitely adjourned by Congressman CELLER
with the result that both the two Governors
and former Governors of New York and New
Jersey have been denied any opportunity to
be heard in opposition to this destructive
legislation.
Furthermore, the appeal of Governor
Rockefeller and Governor Meyner to be heard
by Mr. CELLER's committee before any action
was taken by his committee on the contempt
citations was also rejected by Congressman
GELLER.
We are therefore faced with an assertion
of Federal power to control State and municipal agencies which would wrench our system
of Government from its established foundations. As Governor Rockefeller and Governor Meyner put it in their joint directives
of June 25, 1960, to the port authority "the
subpena at issue appeared to us and our
legal advisers to constitute a novel intrusion
by the Federal Government into areas reserved by the Constitution to our respective
States and to constitute a precedent which
could subject various agencies of State government throughout the Nation to be similarly answerable to Federal authority.
There has thus been precipitated a clash
between the Congress on the one hand and
the constitutional rights of the people of the
States to administer their own governments
on the other, which can and should be
avoided. We respectfully request you support our position.
NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER.
. W. AVERELL HARRIMAN.
THOMAS DEWEY.
HERBERT H. LEHMAN.

THE NATION'S NEWSPAPERS CALL
FOR ACTION ON NOMINATIONS
OF BICKS AND KINTNER
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, editorial indignation all across the Nation
is being expressed over the Senate delay
in confirming the nomination of Robert
A. Bicks as head of the Justice Department's Antitrust Division and Earl W.
Kintner to the Federal Trade Commission. The transparency of the obstructionism being practiced by the majority
party in the Senate is underscored by
the strong backing these men have received from objective observers.
It is doubtful whether two more qualified nominations for these posts have
ever been submitted to the Senate. The
vigor and success with which each man
has carried out his duties will long serve
as an inspiration and example to all who
serve in these important positions. By
their dedicated work in their jobs they

have brought new life and importance
to the work of the Antitrust Division and
the Federal Trade Commission.
They have provided effective protection for those who need it ·most and in
keeping with our traditional concepts of
justice and fairplay. To delay their
confirmation any longer is not in furtherance of the best interests of the
American people. An article in the Wall
Street Journal of August 22 points up
the splendid record made by Mr. Bicks
and Mr. Kintner. I ask unanimous consent that it 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 Wall Street Journal, Aug. 22, 1960]
THE TRUSTBUSTERS-MESSRS. BICKS AND KINTNER SET A FAST PROSECUTION PACE
(By William Beecher)
WASHINGTON.-If the Democrats take over
the Government's executive branch next
January, they may have a hard time matching the record of the current Republican
regime at an old Democratic specialtytrustbusting.
Or if a Nixon administration comes to
power instead, its antitrust police work may
quite conceivably prove no more energetic
than that of the dying Eisenhower regime.
For this administration is drawing to a
close with the most vigorous trustbusters of
recent times performing in the Government's
two key antitrust enforcement posts. They
are Robert A. Bicks, head of the Justice Department's Antitrust Division, and Earl W.
Kintner, Chairman of the Federal Trade
Commission, whose job calls for attacking
monopoly and deceptive business practices.
The coming change of administrations,
even if one Republican President is succeeded
by another, could mean the departure from
office of Mr. Bicks or Mr. Kintner or both.
And because their personal influence in antitrust policy has been so great, their going
could bring a slackening in trustbusting
vigor.
No matter who wins the election, Mr.
Bicks will turn in his resignation to the incoming President as is customary with top
officials in executive agencies. Even a victory by RICHARD M. NIXON WOUld not assurethough it would enhance-his chances of
staying on. The Attorney General often is
allowed to handpick his antitrust chief.
Only if William P. Rogers continues in his
current post, is Mr. Bicks expected to remain where he is. And Mr. Rogers' staying
on is far from certain.
TERM EXPIRES SOON
Mr. Kintner's case is quite different; his
term of office expires next month. The Senate has it within its power during the special session to extend the FTC boss a 7-year
job contract. But a move of this sort would
require unusual nonpartisanship by the
Democratic-controlled upper House, since
confirmation of Mr. Kintner would assure
3-to-2 Republican domination of FTC until
well into 1962, regardless of who wins in
November.
But even confirmation of Mr. Kintner to
another hitch at FTC would not necessarily
keep him in the top spot, since confirmation
would merely be as a member of the Commission, not as chief. The new President
would have the right of naming a chairman.
The trustbusting vigor shown under the
Eisenhower regime is, of course, much more
than a reflection of the personality, character, and beliefs of Messrs. Bicks and
Kintner.
It was only in 1950 that Congress strengthened the antimerger provisions of the Clay-
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ton antitrust law-a change that, reinforced
by later court interpretations, gave the trustbusters an important new legal weapon. All
along, the Eisenhower administration has
been eager to shed any appearance of favoritism to big business-acting largely on its
own. But it's been prodded toward vigorous
antitrust enforcement, too, by pressures from
the Democratic Congress.
But the zeal of the two incumbent trustbusters has certainly produced new heights
in this administration's antitrust enforcement record. While some onlookers have
expressed surprise that two such hard-hitting
antitruste·r s should rise from Republican
ranks during a Republican a~ministra,tion,
Messrs. Bicks and Kintner have a ready
answer for this puzzlement. Independently,
they argue there is nothing incompatible
between a conservative's regard for a free
enterprise system and his insistence that
such freedom be protected by fair competition in the marketplace. In fact, the one
cannot survive without the other, they
maintain.
Both men are ambitious and aggressive,
with keen analytical minds. Both have
piled up impressive records during only
about a year for each as head man in his
respective shop. But there the parallel ends.
Mr. Bicks is the son of two New York
lawyers, was educated at Yale College and
Yale Law School and moved into Government service in 1953 as executive secretary
of former Attorney General Herbert Brownell's national committee to study antitrust
laws.
Mr. Kintner was born on a tenant farm in
Indiana. His father died at an early age,
leaving Earl's mother as sole support for
four youngsters. During the depression of
the thirties she sold patent medicines door
to door at one time, and at another was a
cook for a road construction crew. Mr.
Kintner worked his way through DePauw
University and earned his law degree at the
University of Indiana. He started at FTC in
1948 as a trial attorney.
ACTIVE AGENCY
Since he was elevated by President Eisenhower in June 1959 from general counsel of
FTC to Commission Chairman, Mr. Kintner
has transformed the small agency into one
of the most active in Government. The
nomination was to an unexpired term running out September 26, 1960-giving him
only 15 months at the helm. Under his
hand the Trade Commission has smashed
all previous enforcement records.
FTC's rising enforcement score includes
plenty of actions of genuine significance.
Last fiscal year the Commission challenged
the merger of Union Bag & Paper Corp. and
Camp Manufacturing Co., and that of Simpson Timber Co. and M. & M. Woodworking
Co., as well as assorted acquisitions by Crane
Co., Permanente Cement Co., and Continental Baking Co. In the new fiscal year,
only about 6 weeks old, FTC has already
brought out complaints against acquisitions
of other companies by Hooker Chemical
Corp., Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing
Corp., and Kaiser Steel Corp., among others.
The Justice Department's Antitrust Division has been no less active under Bicks.
He was just crowding 32 years of age
when appointed in April 1959 as acting
head of the trustbusting corps. Of 95 cases
filed during his stewardship, a remarkable
won-lost record has been compiled: 24 wins,
9 partial victories (pleas or consent decrees
entered into by fewer than all defendants),
and only 1 loss. The rest are pending in
various stages of litigation. During the
past fiscal year, the antitrust division filed
more cases-85-than in any year since
Thurmond Arnold's peak activity in 1942.
Should both these men leave public service, Mr. Bicks has indicated he would like
to practice law in New York, Mr. Kintner, in
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Washington. Not a few Government attorneys of the next administration might well
suffer nightmares over the prospect of facing either of these legal Goliaths in courtroom combat.

5. Did members of the Department meet
or communicate or negotiate in any other
way with Mr. Shepley?
6. If so, when and where and under what
circumstances? Who was present?
7. When did the Department reverse its
earlier decision? Who participated in the
decision?
8. What were the detailed reasons for this
reversal? What similar reversals have taken
place this year on similar programs?
9. When and how was Mr. Shepley informed?
10. When and how was the decision communicated to the African-American Foundation?
11. Was a press release issued announcing
the Department's decision? If not, why not
in view of interest in this kind of activity?
12. What funds were used to make this
$100,000 available? Public Law 402? Public
Law 584?
13. As a matter of policy does the Department encourage or discourage private participation in exchange scholarship programs?
Because of the public attention drawn to
the circumstances surrounding this issue,
I would appreciate being supplied with a
copy of each letter, memorandum of conversation, and any other documents in the
possession of the Department relating to this
subject which has been of such continuing
concern to the Committee on Foreign Relations.
In view of the public interest in this subject, I expect to make copies of this letter
available to the press.
Very truly yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,

TRANSPORT OF 250 EAST AFRICAN
SCHOLARSHIP STUDENTS
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it
will be recalled that on last Wednesday,
August 17, the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] made serious
charges in the Senate concerning the
role of the distinguished junior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] in
connection with the efforts of the
African-American Students Foundation
to obtain approximately $100,000 to
transport 250 East African scholarship
students to the United States. In the
discussion which followed, questions
also arose concerning the role of the
Department of State in this affair.
The following day, August 18, as
Chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, I addressed a letter to the
Secretary of State asking 13 specific
questions and also requesting a copy
of each letter, memorandum of conversation, or any other document in the
possession of the Department relating
to this subject. I requested a reply not
later than Monday, August 22. That
reply was delivered to the offices of the
Chairman.
Foreign Relations Committee at approximately 9:20 last evening. I ask unaniDEPARTMENT OF STATE,
mous consent that my letter to the SecWashington, D.C., August 22,1960.
retary and the Department's reply, The Honorable J. W. FuLBRIGHT,
which is signed by Assistant Secretary Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
William B. Macomber, Jr., be printed in U.S. Senate.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This Wlll acknowlthe RECORD at this point.
There being no objection, the letters edge receipt of your letter of August 18, 1960
were ordered to be printed in the REc- with regard to efforts of the African-American Students Foundation, Inc., to obtain
ORD, as follows:
transportation for approximately 240 East
AUGUST 18, 1960.
Hon. CHRISTIAN A. HERTER,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I wish to draw your
close and urgent attention to an issue discussed on the :floor of the Senate last evening. It relates to the efforts of the AfricanAmerican Student Foundation to obtain approximately $100,000 to transport 250 East
African scholarship students to the United
States-a project designated as "Airlift Africa, 1960." I believe Mr. Tom Mboya of
Kenya made arrangements for these scholarships when in this country last year.
It is our understanding that, in July,
Mr. Joseph Satterthwaite, Assistant Secretary for African Affairs, communicated to
Mr. Montero of the African-American
Foundation the Department's inability to
provide the $100,000 for transportation.
However, we also gather that the Department last week reversed the earlier unfavorable decision because of the intercession of
a. Mr. James Shepley, who apparently is on
the campaign staff of a nominee for our
highest office. We find this sequence of
events most disturbing, and would like to
obtain answers to the following questions
by not later than next Monday.
1. Is it true that Mr. Satterthwaite informed Mr. Montero of the Department's denial of his request !or funds?
2. When did this notification occur?
3. What were the reasons for the Department's decision not to provide help?
4. When did Mr. Shepley first approach
the Department on this matter? What
other, if any, individuals urged assistance on this project?

African scholarship students to the United
State::: for the academic year 1960-61. I hope
that you w111 find the following responsive to
your inquiry. Should you wish, the Department will be pleased to make available the
documents, on which this reply is based, to
you or a representative designated by you.
The sequence of events connected with
these efforts insofar as the Department is
concerned is as follows:
The representatives of this foundation
ha.ve had several exchanges of correspondence
and discussion with officers of the Department of State. Following a decision by the
Department in August 1959 that it could not
arrange for U.S. Air Force transportation for
the approximately 80 students in this program coming to the United States for the
1959-60 academic year, Mr. William X.
Scheinman, then president of the AfricanAmerican Students Foundation, Inc., on November 18, 1959, wrote to Assistant Secretary
Satterthwaite with regard to the 1960-61
program. In this letter Mr. Scheinman reported the foundation's plans to bring 243
students to the United States and again the
question was raised of the U.S. Air Force
providing the transportation for these students.
On December 10, 1959, Mr. Satterthwaite
replied to Mr. Scheinman saying that the
Department was keenly aware of the African
interest in and need for higher education
and of the Department's desire to do everything it properly could to help fill this need
but that MATS transportation could not be
provided for the 1960-61 program. On January 15, 1960, Mr. Scheinman acknowledged
Mr. Satterthwaite's letter and stated that he
fully appreciated that, in terms of the exist-
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lng programs, there was no basis !or any
branch of the Government to bring the students to the United States in September 1960.
He urged, however, that something special be
done to allow for the participation of the
U.S. Government in this unique and special
project.
As far as I can determine, the next approach to the Department on this subject
came in June 1960. On June 9, 1960, Mr.
Jackie Robinson wrote to the Vice President
describing the African-American Students
Foundation's 1959-60 and 1960-61 programs
and urging that the 1960-61 students be
transported here by U.S. Air Force planes.
Mr. Robinson expressed the hope, i! the
latter were not possible, that funds for this
transportation might be made available under the President's recently announced special aid fund for Africa. On June 23, 1960,
the Vice President wrote to Mr. Robinson
emphasizing that he had long supported
student and leader exchange programs and
expressing his awareness of the excellent
work Mr. Robinson had been doing in this
field. He informed Mr. Robinson that he
had passed on his idea to officials in the
State Department and had asked that they
give it serious consideration. He said that
Mr. Robinson would be hearing directly from
the Department and that Department officials would be happy to discuss the project
with him. He pointed out that the Air
Force is required to charge for all its passengers and suggested that all possibilities
be explored in his meeting with State Department officials.
On July 8, Mr. Robinson wired the Department stating his desire to discuss the project
with the Department, expressing his concern
that he had not heard from us and noting
that time was growing short. An officer -i n
the Department's African Bureau attempted
to telephone Mr. Robinson that same day
but was unable to reach him.
On July 7, Assistant Secretary Satterthwaite had written to Mr. Robinson further
to the Vice President's letter of June 23.
Mr. Robinson had evidently not received this
J.etter when he sent his wire on July 8. Mr.
Satterthwaite explained in his letter of July 7
that the Department had given careful consideration to ways and means 'by which the
Department might be helpful to the foundation but that unfortunately it did not appear
possible to comply with either of the two
proposals mentioned in Mr. Robinson's letter
to the Vice President. He wrote that the
question of the Air Force supplying the
transportation of the students had been
discussed with the Department of Defense
and that the latter confirmed that this
would not be feasible. under current Air
Force policies and regulations. With regard
to the possibility of using funds from the
special program for tropical Africa, Mr.
Satterthwaite pointed out that these funds
were designed primarily for strengthening
institutions in Africa. He also noted that
the House of Representatives had voted substantial reductions in this particular program. Mr. Satterthwaite assured Mr. Robinson of the Department's wish to cooperate
with the foundation as fully as possible. He
again indicated that officials in the Department would be available to discuss the transportation problem or any other matters of
interest to the foundation.
Following this, a meeting was arranged on
July 14 in the Department between Mr.
Scheinman and Mr. Montero of the foundation and officers of the African and Cultural
Affairs Bureaus. In addition to going over
the matters discussed in Mr. Satterthwaite's
letter other subjects were discussed. These
included questions regarding the organization of the Department's educational exchange program, the means by which decisions were made to offer scholarships to other
countries, the recent scholarship offers to
Guinea and the Republic of the Congo, the
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relationship of the foundation to personalities and organizations in Africa, arrangements which had been worked out to
improve the caliber of students selected, the
plans for this year's program, the financial
problems of the foundation, and the financial difficulties some of the students had experienced while in this country. The foundation representatives indicated that they
had not found Mr. Satterthwaite's reply entirely satisfactory and reiterated their hope
for MATS planes or departmental assistance
in supplying the funds necessary to provide
the transportation for the 1960-61 students.
The Department representatives said they
could not be encouraging, at least at their
level, so far as these specific requests were
concerned, but expressed again their sympathy for the objectives of the work of the
foundation.
I should explain here that since the inception of the foundation's program, the
Department has been concerned not about
the program's objectives, but about its implementation. We had been pleased to see
some progress since the 1959 program with
regard to its student selection process, but we
had had disquieting reports regarding certain aspects of the management and support
of the students while they were here. Departmental officers attending the July 14
meeting were not reassured on this point.
The Department had believed for some
time that the foundation could better carry
out its objectives by working through an
organization with extensive experience in
taking care of foreign students such as the
Institute of International Education. In
this connection, the Department as a result
of the financial difficulties of the stud,ents in
1959 had held a number of informal conversations with representatives of the Institute
of International Education and had urged
them to use their good offices with individuals concerned with the Foundation to try
to persuade them to work through the HE
and to use the utmost care in the selection,
placement, and everyday care of the students.
·
In the absence of some such arrangement
the Department was not prepared to seek
alternative means (to the MATS or special
fund proposal) by which the U.S. Government could provide transportation for the
students.
On August 13 the undersigned received a
telephone call from Mr. James Shepley. Mr.
Shepley stated that he was calling on behalf
of the Vice President and expressed the hope
that the Department would review the request of the foundation and either through
the Air Force or in some other manner provide the transportation for the 1960-61 program. He spoke in enthusiastic terms of
the foundation's work which he believed to
be vital to the long-range interests both of
Africa and of the United States.
Mr. Shepley also mentioned to me that he
understood that Senator KENNEDY was prepared to arrange fo·r assistance to the
foundation's program. I understand that
the Vice President was unaware of Senator
KENNEDY's interest at this time or any time
prior' to when the Department's ultimate
offer and the foundation's rejection was reported in the press. I also understanq that
Mr. Shepley, following the Vice President's
request, had started work on this project
and had been working on it for several days
prior to any knowledge of Senator KENNEDY's
interest. In his conversation with me Mr.
Shepley put his emphasis on the merits as
he understood them of the foundation's
request. On the basis of these merits, he
indicated his strong belief that the Department should have agreed to supply the
transportation for the students and asked
that the question be reviewed at the top
level of the Department.
I told Mr. Shepley that I recalled that a
request to provide Air Force transportation

for the 1959-60 student group had been
turned down about a year ago, that I did
not recall the reasons, and that I was not
familiar with any of the developments or
conversations which had taken place since
then. I said I would look into it and call
him back. I telephoned him shortly thereafter and explained that I was still not well
briefed on this problem but that I had
learned of the Department's reservations regarding the manner in which the students
were looked out for once they reached this
country and of its reluctanc·e to underwrite
their transportation here on that account.
In view of the Vice President's interest,
however, I assured Mr. Shepley that I would
raise the question with Under Secretary
Dillon with whom I had an appointment on
other matters the following day. Mr.
Shepley thanked me and requested that he
have an answer by August 15 as Mr. Montero
was coming to Washington that day.
The following day I reported Mr. Shepley's
call to Under Secretary Dillon. He had not
previously known of the foundation's proposal, reacted sympathetically to it, and instructed an aid to ask Mr. Robert Thayer,
special assistant to the Secretary for the
coordination of international educational
and cultural relations, to look into the matter to see if the transportation could not
properly and appropriately be provided. He
stated that if Mr. Thayer should find this
to be the case and that the necessary funds could be made available,
he was authorized to take the decision to
agree to provide the transportation. The
Under Secretary suggested Government financing of a charter flight, or alternatively
requesting commercial airlines to transport
the students without charge on the understanding that the Department would make
the necessary certification to enable the
CAB to authorize this. The Under Secretary
did not believe that Air Force transportation should be provided.
Under Secretary Dillon telephoned Mr.
Shepley and indicated that he was sympathetic to the foundation's request and
that the Department would try to inform
Mr. Shepley of its decision by the following
day.
On August 15, Mr. Thayer, in investigating the matter, found that the foundation
was now willing to work with the HE which
would solve the problem of the management
of the students while in this country. He
also found a private source interested in cooperating with the Department of State in
seeing that proper financial assistance was
made available to the students. Under these
circumstances, and in view of the current
political situation in Africa which made it
clearly of extreme importance that the
United States should do everything in its
power to emphasize its willingness to assist
the people of Africa in every way, and after
conversations with the HE, ICA, and others,
Mr. Thayer decided that the Department
would either provide the necessary funds or
seek, if appropriate, private commercial carriers, willing to donate the transportation.
If the latter were not feasible Mr. Thayer
placed an outer limit on the Department's
contribution of $100,000.
Mr. Thayer then communicated this decision to me and I in turn telephoned it to
Mr. Shepley. Mr. Shepley was authorized
to inform Mr. Montero of the Department's
decision when he talked with him, later in
the day. He was also asked to have Mr.
Montero get in touch directly with Mr.
Thayer to discuss the details of the Department's offer.
Later that same day Mr. Montero telephoned Mr. Thayer to say that the AfricaAmerican Student Foundation would not
avail itself of the Department-'s offer as it
had received an offer from a foundation to
cover the expenses of the student's transportation.
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In view of Mr. Montero's rejection of the
Department's offer it is believed that no particular purpose would have been served by
the Department's issuance of a press release
announcing its action in this matter.
I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the foregoing
answers your numbered questions 1-7, the
first portion of question 8, and questions
9-11.

With respect to the remaining matters you
raise, the Department offers the following
comments:
The question as to what "similar reversals"
have taken place this year on similar pro- ·
grams would require further detailed study
before this information can be furnished to
you. Whenever requests are made to the
Department under the exchange program,
these requests are under constant review to
determine whether the situations which resulted in a negative response are changed
sufficiently to warrant a reversal.
No specific determination had been made
as to what particular funds would be used
to make the $100,000 available but Mr.
Thayer had received assurances from the
financial section of the Bureau of International Educational and Cultural Affairs and
from ICA that there were funds legally
available for such an airlift.
With regard to your final question, as a
matter of policy the Department of State is
constantly encouraging private participation
in the field of international exchange on the
part of responsible individuals and organizations. As you know, the Government's participation is itself a very small part of the
overall exchange program conducted by
private individuals, institutions, universities,
and foundations.
Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I also ask unanimous consent that there be printed in
the RECORD at this point in my remarks
a telegram I received from William X.
Scheinman, vice president of the African-American Students' Foundation.
There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
LITTLEFERRY, N.J., August 20,1960.
Hon. J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

Reference State Department statement August 18 as reported in press department's
explanation that decision reversed re transportation 250 East and Central African students because we finally met requirements
laid down by the Department is patently
incorrect because the Department never laid
down any requirements at all. They have
repeatedly turned down this request as long
ago as 12 months and as recently as the end
of July this year, always stating reason as
lack of funds. Their reported statement
goes on to say that project was turned down
on a lower level; but at the July 13 conference at the State Department in Washington Mr. Montero and I were told by the three
representatives present, Mr. Derdan, Mr.
Picard, and Mr. Snyder, that the project had
already been up to the top and rejected.
Department's statement then goes on to state
the presumed requirements that they claim
to have laid down to us, which they say we
finally met, were: First, they objected that
the original plan was to bring students from
Kenya only. This is untrue, and it is clearly
stated in my letter to Mr. Satterthwaite of
January 15, 1960, that it is proposed "that
the 243 students will not come from Kenya
alone, but also from Tanganyika, Uganda,
northern Rhodesia, southern Rhodesia,
Nyasaland, and Zanzibar as well." Second,
Department says we have confined our request to Air Force transport only. This also
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not in conformance with the facts, because
it has always been irrelevant as to what
means of transport were used so long as the
students got here. In fact, Congressman
DIGGS even asked the Department about the
possibility of sea transport. Department also
reported as saying that we finally arranged
to invoke the counsel of other veteran student-aid foundations. This also not in conformance with facts, and the only major
foundation whose counsel and assistance we
have been able to obtain is that of the
Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr., Foundation, and
that, of course, only after State Department
finally rejected the project. We have correspondence and other material available to
support all of the above statements and will
appreciate opportunity to testify before your
committee so that the record is clear. Inasmuch as at Phelps-Stokes Educational Conference in New York City on July 25 State
Department representative, Mr. Snyder, explained very clearly Department could not
support Project Airlift-Africa, 1960, we cannot understand how Department can claim
that between the date and August 15, when
they reversed their decision and did offer
transportation costs, that we in any way
met any presumed requirements that they
are presumed to have laid down. The only
significant event that occurred during that
period was that following the July 25 conference, the next day, on July 26, Mr. Mboya,
Mr. Montero, and myself went to visit Senator KENNEDY at Hyannisport. On that very
day Senator KENNEDY agreed to help with a
partial commitment, and by August 10, when
we met with his representatives in Washington it was agreed Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr.,
Foundation would meet full commitment.
The only stipulation given was that we must
not release any publicity whatsoever about
the commitment. It is further interesting
to note that on Monday, August 15, when
Mr. Montero and I were in Washington to
meet with Mr. Robert Sargent Shryver, Jr.,
at 2:80 p.m. that afternoon, that at about
12:30 p.m. Mr. Shepley phoned Mr. Montero
and said that he was not yet in a position
to make a commitment, but asked us to
wait for his return call in another 14 or 30
minutes. At about 1:15 p.m. he did, in fact,
phone back to ~ay he was then authorized
to make a commitment on behalf of the
U.S. Government. Therefore, State Department decision must have been made during
that 45-minute period. Mr. Shepley stated
that he knew we had a 2:30 p.m. appointment with ¥r· ShrY"er and was, therefore,
pressing to make a commitment before we
went into that meeting. That meeting,
however, was a meeting of education experts
to advise the Kennedy Foundation as to how
their grant was to be administered, and not
whether or not the grant was to be made.
WILLIAM X. SCHEINMAN,
Vice President, African-American
Students' Found·a tion, Inc.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. These documents
speak for themselves, and I shall limit
myself to only a few comments at this
time.
_
Although the Department's letter
leaves a good many questions unanswered, the main point comes through
clearly enough. As early as August
1959-1 full year ago-the Department
had rejected the Airlift Africa project.
It steadfastly adhered .t o this position
in separate decisions of December 1959,
July 7, 1960, and July 14, 1960.
Thus the matter rested on August 13,
1960-a Saturday-when Mr. James
Shepley telephoned Assistant Secretary
Macomber on behalf of the Vice President and expressed the hope that the
Department would review the matter.
Mr. Shepley, to quote Mr. Macomber's

letter, "spoke in enthusiastic terms" of
the project. Mr. Shepley's enthusiasm
obviously was contagious; for on August
14-a Sunday-Mr. Macomber reported
on the matter. to Under Secretary Dillon
who reacted "sympathetically"-we are
not told "enthusiastically"-and ordered
the matter looked into.
It is to be noted that prior to Mr.
Shepley's telephone call to Mr. Macomber-namely on August 10-a private
foundation, the Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr.,
Foundation, had already agreed to support the full cost of transportation.
This is clearly stated in the telegram
from Mr. Scheinman.
On Monday, August 15, following Mr.
Dillon's instructions, the State Department considered the matter further.
The objections which the Department
had held for a year quickly evaporated,
and $100,000 was found to implement the
project-though no specific determination was made as to where the money,
which had been in short supply a month
before, was coming from.
It is quite clear that the Department
reversed itself on what it construed to
be the orders of Mr. Shepley. I am not
prepared to argue the merits of whether
it should, or should not, have taken the
substantive decisions which it did take,
either before or after the Shepley call.
I only deplore, as strongly as I can, a
Department which is so susceptible to
outside pressures.
It is to be noted that before Mr.
Shepley's intervention, the Vice President had already expressed his interest
in the project, but that it had been
turned down notwithstanding. The
matter rested there until Mr. Shepley
got information, which he passed on to
Mr. Macomber, that the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] was prepared to arrange for assistance to the
project. Mr. Shepley and the Department thereupon entered the project on
a crash basis. Although the Department
protests that it "is constantly encouraging private participation in the :field of
international exchange," it did not bestir itself in this matter until private
participation was an accomplished fact
and then its interest apparently was
mainly in spending public money in lieu
of private money.
This, I submit, is rather a sorry performance; and it is compounded when
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania
attempts to turn it on the junior Senator
from Massachusetts for political purposes.
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.
Mr. RUSSELL. What position does
Mr. Shepley hold?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I made inquiry of
the Financial Clerk of the Senate as to
whether or not he is an official of the
Senate or whether he is on any payroll
of the Vice President's Offi.ce or any
other, and I am informed that he is not.
I am informed by journalists that he
is a reporter or a former official of Time
magazine, and he is here, I assume, solely
for the purpose of assisting the Vice President in the campaign.
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. ! -yield.
Mr. RUSSELL. I certainly deplore
the in:fiuence exerted by Mr. Shepley. I
have been trying for several years to save
a few dollars for the taxpayers on programs of this nature. I have been happy
on any occasion to see private enterprise
of any kind venture into the foreign :field.
I am certainly not opposed to any foundation undertaking such a venture. It
seems that in this case $100,000 which a
private foundation was willingly furnishing was not utilized, but that for some
imaginary political advantage it was decided to let the American taxpayer pay
the $100,000.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is my information that, as a consequence of this situation, the foundation is going through
with its supports of it. However, this effort of the State Department to supplant
it seems to me to be a most unusual
procedure.
Mr. RUSSELL. I associate myself
with the statement that it is certainly a
sorry spectacle on the part of the State
Department.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator may have 2
additional minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that
this Mr. James Shepley is a former bureau chief of Time, Life, Fortune in
Washington? As a matter of fact, he
still is a bureau chief, but is on leave to
serve as a campaign assistant to the Vice
President. Is that correct?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my information.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true also
that the Kennedy Foundation, as a result of a meeting between Senator KENNEDY and Mr. Tom Mboya, held at Mr.
Mboya's request, did agree to give consideration to the proposal advanced by
Mr. Mboya and that after due consideration, not $100,000, but $400,000 in a
grant was advanced with the provisoand I think this is very important-with
the proviso that there would be no publicity attached to the grant?
·
Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
The telegram bears that out; it bears
out the fact that the only proviso which
bears upon this matter was that there
would be no publicity to the grant.
Mr. MANSFIELD. So, if there is politics in this matter-and no one will deny
that there is not-we know where the
politics is, and it is certainly not with
Senator KENNEDY or the Kennedy Foundation.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. To me the most
amazing thing is the effort of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] to
turn the facts around, and in that way
to leave exactly the opposite effect to
what the actual facts indicate. He
seems to try to p&rsuade the Senate and
the country that the Kennedy Foundation was rushing in, trying to supplant-
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or outbid, as he said-the foundation.
It is exactly opposite to what is shown
by the documents. The documents
speak for themselves, and anyone· can
interpret them as he sees fit.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
may have an additional 3 minutes, because I see some of our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle who apparently
have some questions on this point.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. KEATING. I will take only a
minute. That will be ample time for me
to speak on this matter. The Senator
from Pennsylvania is not on the :floor.
I understand that he is in a department
?f <?overnment downtown, and I hope he
IS m .the State Department trying to
expedite funds for this worthy purpose.
I should like to say to my friend from
Arkansas that this is a very highly deserving objective. I hope the fact that
the Kennedy Foundation considerably
raised the ante on the State Department will lead the State Department to
join in this matter wholeheartedly, and
that both groups will be helpful in
a~hievin? this very worthwhile objective, which would certainly further the
position of our country among the nations of the world, so many of whom are
not of the white, Caucasian race ..
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with the
Senator's sentiments as to the worthiness of the approach. It is a despicable
distortion of the facts, however, to try
to make political capital out of this
kind of transaction, when I think both
parties may have been acting in good
faith, and to turn it around and try to
show that it is motivated and inspired
by the desire to buy votes. I think that
is inexcusable. It undermines the validity of our democratic system.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President will
the Senator yield?
'
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
absolutely correct. In response to what
the Senator from New York has said I
wish to point out that the Kenn~dy
Foundation was not matching the proposal of the State Department; as a
matter of fact, it was the other way
around, because when the State Department or Mr. Shepley fotind out that
this was going to be done by the Kennedy Foundation, it was then that the
State Department was again contacted
and it was then, and only then, that th~
State Department found the $100,000
somewhere--somewhere that it could not
find the money before-and it was then
that the offer was made for only 1 year
as compared with the Kennedy Foun~
dation's offer of $400,000 over a 4-year
period.
POLL ON ANDERSON-KENNEDY AMENDMENT TO SOCIAL

~E

SECURITY BILL

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the REcORD a telegram received from the committee on aging from my State of Maine.
The Secretary, Muriel P. Frye, has requested that this be called to the attention of the Senate.
CVI--1079

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
WATERVILI:;E, MAINEr,
August 22, 1960.

Sena't?r MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
Washz.ngton, D.C.:

The majority of the Maine committee on
aging favor an Anderson-Kennedy amendment to the social security bill and urge
your support. Committee requests that the
results of their poll be inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
MURIEL P. FRYE,
Secretary, Committee on Aging, State of
Maine, State House, Augusta, Maine.

DREW PEARSON AND EVENTS AT AN
EXECUTIVE SESSION OF THE
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President in
his column in the Washington Post' on
August 21, 1960, Drew Pearson with his
customary casualness in handling the
truth charged, and I quote, that I "in
effect called Senator KENNEDY a liar
during a closed session of the Senate
Labor Committee. He didn't get away
with it."
Fortunately, an official reporter was
present at that meeting of the committee, and a transcript was taken of what
transpired. It was decided by the committee that only one copy of the transcript be. transcribed, and that such copy
remain in the possession of the committee chairman, and not be made available to either the public or the press. It
is obvious that someone who was present
at the meeting leaked the story to
Pearson, including certain quotations
from the confidential transcript in a
rather garbled form. Inasmuch as this
has been done, I do not feel obligated to
obserye any agreement of secrecy, and
especially I feel tha.t in the interest of
accuracy, certain portions of this transcript should be made public.
Several days prior to the executive session of the full committee, the Labor
Subcommittee, headed by Senator KENNEDY, met to.consider the so-called common-situs picketing bill. The committee
rules require four members to be actually
present to constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business. Only three
members actually showed up, but Senator KENNEDY nev-ertheless moved to report the bill favorably to the full committee and this was done.
I immediately wrote a letter to the
chairman of the full committee protesting this violation of our rules. At the
subsequent executive session of the full
committee, to which Drew Pearson refers, I contended that the subcommittee
action should be nullified as in violation
of the rules. I now quote from the transcript:
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raised, even though a voice vote is taken and
announced in the meantime."

Now let us turn to Drew Pearson and I
quote him:
'
"I think the Senator from Massachusetts
is basing his assumption on the wrong rules "
.snorted GoLDWATER. "Now when did you taik
to the Parliamentarian?"
talked to him that day," said KENNEDY.
Strange," said GOLDWATER. "I talked to
him the next day and he said that nobody
had talked to him except the members of my
staff, that he gave no such ruling."
"Now wait a minute,;• snapped KENNEDY.
He turned to two staff members, John Forsythe and Robert Perrin.
"Who did you talk to?" demanded KENNEDY. Both replied that they had discussed
the question with Senate Parliamentarian
Charles Watkins.
"The press said Senator KENNEDY visited
the Parliamentarian," protested GOLDWATER
"We asked members of the staff to cali
Mr. Watkins and get an opinion," said KEN-

;:I

NEDY.

Thus Drew Pearson. Now let us see
what actually occurred relying on the
transcript itself, and I quote therefrom:
Senator GoLDWATER. I maintain that you
did not have a quorum here.
Now, when did you talk with the Parliamentarian?
Senator KENNEDY. I talked to him that day.
Yourememberi s.entover?
Senator GoLDWATER . .Strange, I talked to
him the next day, and he .said nobody had
talked to him except members of my staff·
that he gave no such ruling. And he fur:
ther told me he could not interpret committee rules.
· Senator KE'NNEDY. Now wait a minute.
Who did you talk to?
Mr. PERRIN (administrative ass is tan t to
Senator McNAMARA). I talked to Mr. Watkins.
Mr. FORSYTHE. I also talked to Mr. Watkins.
Senator KENNEDY. So there is no question
about the conversation with Mr. Watkins.
Senator GoLDWATER. The press said Senator KENNEDY visited the Parliamentarian.
Y~ur office must have put that out, because
it IS here.
Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, if you
will recall, we asked a member of the staff
to call Mr. Watkins and get an opinion.
So that was done. I do not think we are
challenging that.

As the foregoing colloquy makes plain,
Drew Pearson's quotations follow the
transcript fairly closely. But he does not
follow it far enough. Here is the portion
he ignores:
Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest that Mr. Forsythe
· (the committee counsel) and Mr. Bernstein
(the minority counsel) meet. We do not
have any time to take any action on the blll,
anyway, today. That they meet with Mr
Watkins (the Parllament'a rian) this after~
noon sometime and go through the matter
and see if they can get a clear interpretation. If they cannot, then I suggest at the
next meeting of the committee we vote.

Mr. Forsythe and Mr. Bernstein met

Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, under with Mr. Watkins that afternoon. The
the rules of the Senate, and at the time this full committee reconvened in executive
matter was raised from the door by my session the following Monday, and Mr.
friend from Arizona, I called the Parliamen- Forsythe and Mr. Bernstein reported on
tarian and discussed this question with him.
He brought my attention to page 437 of the their discussion with the Parliamenrules which says: "The Senate operates un- tarian. I quote from the transcript:
Senator GOLDWATER. Now, as to applying
der the assumption that a quorum is present
at all times unless the question is raised or Senate rules, we asked Mr. Bernstein and Mr.
the absence of. a quorum is omclal:ly shown . Forsythe to visit the Parliamentarian. I
otherwise, or until a point of no quorum is think I am right in expressing what the
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Parliamentarian told them, because he told rect, proper, and within the spirit of the
me the same thing: That he cannot make interpretation of the Senate rules,
rules; he cannot make a ruling on subcom- which are intended to prevent unnecesmittee rules; that they have no bearing on sary or undue delay.
Senate rules nor do senate rules have any
I submit that if and when the complete
bearing on subcommittee rules. Am I right?
Mr. FoRSYTHE. His position was that he, transcript of the hearings before the full
as Senate Parliamentarian, and the Senate committee, at which the action of the
itself, had no jurisdiction over actions of sub- subcommittee was elaborately reviewed,
committees; that the subcommittee was the is placed in the RECORD, the position I am
creature of the full committee and it was now taking will be supported by a maup to the full committee to make whatever . jority of the Members of the Senatedeterminations they wanted about actions of and, indeed, of the general public, to the
their agents, which were the various subcomextent that they are interested.
mittees.
I may say that this matter was disIs that right, Mike? Do you agree with
cussed at great length before the full
that?
committee; and on the votes taken, I
Mr. BERNSTEIN. Yes.
think I am correct in saying-and I
Senator KENNEDY. The presumption, however, in the Senate is that a quorum is present unless somebody raises a point of order.
senator GOLDWATER. But the Parliamentarian says it does not apply.
Mr. FORSYTHE. He said he would not rule
on it.
Senator GOLDWATER. He cannot rule on it
because as he rightly says, the Senate rules
do not apply.
I think the record, as I have set it forth,
is a sufficient comment on the accuracy of
Drew Pearson's column.

In conclusion, I point out the implications of the decision by which the full
committee disposed of the objection
which I had raised. The committee by a
vote of the majority discharged the
Labor Subcommittee from consideration
of the bill and itself took over such consideration. It was emphasized by some
of the Members present that such action
was not to be construed as in any way a
reflection on the previous action of the
subcommittee against which I was protesting. I submit that in effect the full
committee sustained my position, and by
necessary inference ruled that the action
of the subcommittee in reporting the bill
in the absence of the necessary quorum
was invalid. For it is quite clear that if
such subcommittee action had been
deemed proper, then the bill would have
been officially before the full committee,
and there would have been no need to
discharge the subcommittee. In discharging the subcommittee from further
consideration of the bill and voting to
place it in the full committee for action
there, the committee in effect declared
that the bill had not theretofore been
properly before it.
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as the
senior Democratic member of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare on
the fioor, I have listened with interest to
the comments just made by the distinguished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GOLDWATER]. I have no doubt that, if he
thinks it important, the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] will, at the appropriate time,
reply to what the Senator from Arizona
has said.
For my own part, having been fairly
closely connected with the efforts of the
Senator from Arizona-and they were
legitimate efforts-to delay action on the
situs picketing bill, I am firmly of the
view that the action taken by the chairman of the subcommittee to expedite action on the bill-the chairman of the
subcommittee being the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDYJ-was cor-

know the Senator from Arizona will correct me if I am wrong-the Senator from .
Arizona did not receive the support of
all the members of his own party on the
committee.
In my judgment, the controversy has
been blown up far beyond its real import,
very much like that of the medieval
argument about the number of angels
which can dance on the point of a needle.
I suggest in somewhat more Shakespearean terms that this subject is "Much Ado
About Nothing."
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield
within the limitations of the rule.
Mr. GOLDWATER. I am afraid the
Senator from Pennsylvania misconstrued my remarks this morning. As
the Senator knows, we agreed in the
executive hearing that there would be
one transcript; made, and it would be the
property of the chairman, to be used by
members of the committee for their own
personal purposes.
I was very much surprised yesterday
to note that somebody in some position
with the committee had leaked to Mr.
Pearson the contents of the transcript,
because he was accurate in his quotations, so far as he used them, which
would indicate that he used the only
source from which he could get themthe record.
In his column, Mr. Pearson tries to
infer that I called Senator KENNEDY a
liar. I resent that. I think the result
of Pearson's statement in his column is
that Pearson has left some serious
doubts in the minds of his readers concerning the truthfulness of Senat~r
KENNEDY.
I have never called Senator KENNEDY
a liar, and I have never been accused by
anyone of having done so, except by Mr.
Pearson in his column.
I point out that, in my opinion, the
second objection I raised, which was to
having the committee meet to consider
the bill without a quorum, was in effect
sustained by the action of the full committee in relieving the subcommittee of
further consideration of the bill.
;r will admit to the Senator from Pennsylvania that on the first objection I
raised, there was a lot of question within
my own mind. I think the ambiguity of
the language of the rules is such that the
members of the committee who voted
with me or against me did so according
to their own interpretation. In other
words, the rule is not so clear cut as the
rule which I consider was violated.
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If the Senator will read my remarks,
I think he will agree that I was attempting to make it perfectly . clear to the
public that no one on the committee, including the junior Senator from Arizona,
ever sought to call JAcK KENNEDY a liar.
I am a little resentful of the fact that a
member of the press would try to infer
such a thing, and then, by doing such
a poor job of writing, leave doubts in
the minds of his readers as to whether
or not the charge is true, not from my
point of view, but from Senator KENNEDY's point of view.
I hope this statement will clear the
matter up.
Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Arizona for his comment. I have
not read the Pearson column. I think
the Senator's remarks in that regard are
certainly unobjectionable. I am in no
position to take any stand one way or
the other.
I think we might well let the matter
rest where it is. If the Senator from
Arizona thinks I said anything unfriendly about him, I assure him that
there was nothing further from my
mind.
Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my
friend.
I agree with the Senator from Pennsylvania, but in another way, there is
no point in arguing about how many
devils can dance on the head of a pin.
Certainly I am a believer in the rules.
I realize that the Senator from Pennsylvania wants to change the rules of
this body, so it can act more quickly;
but I do not want it to act that rapidly.
ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE U.S.
INFORMATION AGENCY DURING
THE REPUBLICAN ADMINISTRATION
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, one of
the most important activities of our
Federal Government today in the field
of foreign affairs is propaganda and information.
The U.S. Information
Agency has contributed a great deal toward the dissemination of truth and
knowledge about our country throughout
the world.
Recently the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] rounded up
in brief form the activities and accomplishments of USIA during the past 7%
years, and I ask unanimous consent that
his report be inserted in the body of
the RECORD at this point in my remarks.
There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE U.S. INFORMATION
AGENCY (USIA) DURING THE REPUBLICAN
ADMINISTRATION, 1958-60
(By U.S. Senat or HUGH SCOTT, Of
Pennsylvania)
After the Republican administration took
office, a special Senate Foreign Relations
Subcommittee, headed by Senator BoURKE B.
HICKENLOOPER, Republican of Iowa, reported
in 1953, after a yearlong review of American
oversea information programs, that it had
foundIneffective coordination of psychological
policy;
Duplication and competition in informational activities of U.S. agencies operating
abroad;
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Ineffective administration, personnel management and evaluation;
Maladjustment of responsibility between
Washington and the field;
Failure to secure foreign cooperation in
propagating common concepts_ (anticommunism, need for mutual security pacts,
etc.)
Failure to bring about public participation
in promoting a better understanding o:f the
United States and in developing mutually
beneficial relations with other countries;
and
Lack of a common understanding of the
fundamental objectives of an American oversea information program.
Since its establishment late in 1953 by
the Republican administration as an agency
independent of the Department of State,
the U.S. Information Agency has brought
the oversea information program to a position of acknowledged maturity, credibility
and effectiveness.
Last year, for example, the American
Public Relations Association was so impressed with the agency's work in furthering "mutual understanding and trust between the people of Thailand and the people
of the United States "that it gave to USIS
Thailand its 1959 Silver Anvil Award, symbolic of an "outstanding performance in the
field of international public relations originating outside the United States."
Clear evidence that English-language
broadcasts by the Voice of America have a
wide and enthusiastic audience was manifested late in 1959 when more than 65,000
letters poured in .from abroad in response
to a series of announcements of a VOA survey
of the age, location, and program preferenc~s
of its listeners. (North Korea, North Vietnam and Albania were the only countries
in the world not heard from.)
Conversely, USIA has been the constant
object of Soviet vituperation, which is often
the criterion .for judging the effectiveness
of those attacked. In a Radio Moscow broadcast in German on May 27, 1960, USIA was
identified as a "dirty factory for the manufacture of lies and slander • • • headed by
a theoretician of U.S. imperialism, George
Allen."
Here is a partial chronicle of the many
steps which have been taken since 1953 to
overcome the deficiencies in the oversea information program cited by Senator HICKENLOOPER and his colleagues.
COORDINATION OF POLICY
The Director of USIA has been made a
permanent voting member o.f the Operations
Coordinating Board, and is a regular attendant at meetings of the Secretary of State, National Security Council and Cabinet. According to a Brookings Institute report submitted to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee in January 1960:
"At meetings in the (State Department)
and in ad hoc interdepartmental groups set
up to deal with particular problems, the Information Agency has achieved effective representation. By the presence of its Director
in meetings of the National Security Council and in private discussions with the President, the Agency has been able to carry the
views and requirements of the information
program to the highest levels."
Overseas, USIS officers have become integral members of Ambassadors' country teams
throughout the world, in a position to call
attention to the public relations aspects of
local problems.
The U.S. Advisory Commission on Information, which on many occasions has commended USIA on its progress and on its
ability to develop avenues of cooperation
with the Department of State on all levers of
policy and administration, recently stated:
"USIA has obtained more coordinated foreign policy guidance as an fndependeE.t
Agency than when it was in the Department.

Many Ambassadors have also attested to the
improvements that have been made."
INFORMATION PROGRAM DUPLICATION ELIMINATED
Under the te11ms of a Presidential directive
issued in 1954, ICA ceased operating a separate information program of Its own abroad.
USIA and ICA have had a basic agreement
since then covering the support which U.S.
mutual security activities receive within the
oversea information program. Close policy
and media liaison exists between USIA and
ICA in Washington, while at the field level
the director of the ICA mission staff and the
USIA public affairs officer are key members
of the Ambassador's country team. This assures continuous joint assessment of ways
to achieve maximurp. political, economic, and
psychological support from U.S. aid in each
country.
ADMINISTRATION-EVALUATION
Administration

Close administrative cooperation with the
Department of State is evidenced by such
steps as scheduling of USIA oversea inspections and audits to coincide with those of
the Department and the naming of senior
Department officers to USIA employment and
promotion panels.
Executive officers have been assigned to
several large USIS posts for the purpose of
improving budget and accounting procedures, administrative support funds, contracting and procurement, and general post
management.
To achieve greater administrative flexibility, the Agency has set aside a contingency
fund which can be used by the Director for
emergencies and unexpected events on the
international scene.
In 1954, the Voice of America was moved
from New York to specially designed studios
in Washington without an instant's interruption in its worldwide broadcasts. The
move has promoted integration with other
Agency elements as well as faster and easier
coordination with other elements of the Government. (VOA is currently implementing
a comprehensive, long-range program for
construction of new radio facilities in five
different oversea locations, and is also building. new transmitters in North Carolina to
provide a more reliable and higher quality
signal to its relay bases.)
The Agency has alertly modified its media
and geographic structure to meet new program challenges and opportunities. In 1958,
for example, in line with an explosive expansion of TV internationally, USIA established
a separate Television Service headed by a
television executive with heavy international
experience. This year the mass emergence of
African nations from a colonial or protectorate status has been recognized through the
establishment of an African area office under
an area assistant director.
Evaluation

inspection staff of first-rank USIA officers has been set up to carry on a continuous,
country-by-country' examination of the program, with responsibility for inspection of
USIS operations and personnel and evaluation of USIS programing.
The Agency's Office of Research and Analysis, organized in 1954, has also provided
measurement of reactions to individual
Agency campaigns as a program evaluation
device, in addition to making continuing
assessments of world opinion and analyzing
Communist propaganda trends and techniques.
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
Today, USIA employs slightly more than
11,000 persons worldwide, as compared with
12,877 in Its first year (fiscal year 1954). In
recent years, USIA has placed less emphasis
in its foreign service recruitment upon the
technical mass-media skllls. (Many of these
sk11ls are. avat.rable to the Agency abroad and
are in fact performed ably and more economAn
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ically by about 7,100 foreign national em~
ployees under the guidance of American
officers.) Recruitment emphasis today is
more on broader education and training and
the ability to communicate effectively with
foreign audiences on a direct personal basis.
In its 15th annual report, the U.S. Advisory Commission on Information acknowledged that the Agency has had "singular
success • • • with its junior officer training program in Washington {which has)
both recognized the importance of personnel who are substantially knowledgeable and
who can communicate and develop personal
contacts."
The Director of USIA has approved the
establishment of a career arm of the Foreign
Service Reserve Corps by appropriate administrative rules and regulations. This is designed to give the Agency a career officer
system as nearly like the Foreign Service
Officer COrps as can reasonably be achieved
without legislation. Career legislation has
been sought consistently by the Agency
since mid-1954, with the President recommending its enactment to the Congress in
1956, 1957, and 1959.
Because the Agency is obviously one which
the Communists would like to infiltrate,
USIA employment security standards are
among the most stringent in the Federal
Government. By law. every USIA employee
must undergo a full field ii:l.-vestigation by
the U.S. Civil Service Commission before
he can be hired. Even though employees
transferred to its. rolls when USIA was created in 1953 had been security cleared, to
protect the public interest they were reinvestigated in the light of security rules
stricter than those in effect when they were
originally employed.
Since satisfactory personal adjustment of
the individual officer and his family to foreign duty is so important, the Agency is
experimenting with a psychiatric and psychological testing program designed to weed
out new recruits who give indication that
they would probably experience maladjustments and even failure if stationed abroad.
In the opinion of the U.S. Advisory Commission on Information, "This is a new and
promising service which, if administered
carefully, fairly, and humanely, will go a
long way toward developing a healthy Foreign Service Officer COrps."
For several years the Agency ha.s given
priority to training in languages spoken and
read by millions in Asia, Africa, and the
Near East. All USIA Foreign Service officers
will be required to have a specified high
level of proficiency in a Western European
language or a satisfactory level in one of
the languages of the Far East, South Asia,
Near East, or Africa by June 1962.
Training of new employees assigned to
work overseas has been intensified in recent
years to include a more thorough study of
Communist theory and strategy than was
formerly required, a more thorough review
of American civilization and more hours of
work on effective use of communications
techniques. With the cooperation of American sponsors in the communications media,
civic, industrial, educational, and cultural
fields, a highly effective orientation program
has also been worked out whereby unusually
capable foreign nationals employed by the
Agency abroad are brought to the United
States to get firsthand knowledge of our
country and a picture of American life and
democratic institutions through personal observation.
ADJUSTMENT OF WASHINGTON FIELD
RESPONSmiLITY
Field ofil.cers have been given more discretion and greater responsibility for the
development and execution o:f country plans
and programs, the production of materials
locany;, and the 'definition and' selection of
target groups to be reached. USIS staffs
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abroad therefore have a high degree of
flexibility to meet complex problems and
critical situations as they arise and to support country team decisions made on the
scene. The Agency provides "overall creative
plans and guidance~· to the field and monitors field operations through country plans,
inspections, and visits of area assistant directors to assure that posts operate in accordance with such plans and guidance.
FOREIGN

COOPERATION ' IN PROPAGATING
WORLD CONCEPTS

FREE

The Agency has also aided in training
personnel of friendly foreign governmentsteachers, information specialists, etc.-who
in turn instruct their people in democratic
processes and conduct programs which bring
about awareness of and effective opposition
to Communist activity.
USIA has suppo["ted development with
NATO, CENTO, and SEATO countries of programs which will increase public confidence
in such treaty organizations as indispensable
elements of an effective free world security
system and as the framework within which
the member nations can most advantageously exercise their partnership in free
world affairs.
The binational center concept-so popular and long established in Latin America-has been extended successfully to other
parts of the world, institutionalizing the efforts of foreign nationals and Americans
living abroad to improve relations between
our countries.
Binational organizations
(110 in 31 nations) now exist in such farflung countries as Spain, Italy, Greece,
Turkey, Iran, Burma, Thailand, and the
Philippines.
· The Agency has placed emphasis on the
teaching of English to foreign nationals
(150,000 a year at present), an activity which
now lies at the heart of binational center
and USIA cultural center programing.
Annual seminars are being conducted for
about 5,000 teachers of English in local
schools (their pupils numbering about a
million), who are not only acquainted with
modern teaching techniques but also receive
a basic orientation in American life and
culture. USIA initiative and encouragement
have also led to the establishment of many
chairs and departments of American studies
in foreign universities.
A high proportion of the films produced
or acquired by USIA are now shown abroad
by agencies of national and local governments and by civic, religious, and educational groups. Many USIA films are used in
the educational systems of foreign countries.
In West Germany more than 2 million persons a month see USIA films exhibited by
about 500 all-German community film committees. This committee network is the
Agency's chief means of noncommercial motion picture distribution there. In Greece
groups known as community information
councils exhibit USIA films on regular
schedules.
In administering the educational exchange program abroad for the Department
of State, the Agency has taken special pains
to follow up with foreign students upon
their return from the United States, encouraging them to give lectures and write
articles about their impressions of American
life and culture, furnishing them with current information about American progress
and achievements in their study specialties,
etc. Foreign student "alumni associations"
have been established with the help of USIS
posts, as indigenous vehicles for making
American objectives, policies, and actions
better known and understood.
Many foreign publishers have been encouraged, along with American firms, to produce inexpensive foreign-language editions
of basic American textbooks, the "Classics
of Democracy," and other literature promoting understanding of American life and
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democratic institutions. Last year alone
USIA efforts in this area accounted for the
publication of 653 foreign editions in nearly
6.6 million copies in 34 language, and of
1,815,000 copies of low-priced books, including 40 editions in 10 foreign languages and
46 English editions.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN FOREIGN RELATIONS

USIA laid the groundwork for the launching of the people-to-people program by
President Eis·e nhower in 1956. Hundreds of
organizations-business, social, professional,
representing millions of Americans-have
since rallied to the support of the idea. Of- .
fering ways for every American to help build
friendship and understanding with peoples
of other nations, people-to-people projects
include exchanges of people and professional
know-how, school and town affiliations, letter-writing campaigns, magazine and book
collections, hospitality for foreign visitors,
and helpful advice for Americans who want
to represent their country effectively when
they travel abroad. Several large cities have
even established umbrella-like people-topeople councils to enlist and coordinate the
services of local civic groups and private industry in building international relationships.
The Agency's Office of Private Cooperation
furnishes facilitative assistance, as necessary,
to the many communities and groups engaged in this massive grassroots diplomacy
effort. A 1958 survey of USIA "seed money"
grants to help people-to-people committees
to launch highly desirable new projects revealed that every USIA dollar granted generated at least $5 of private spending to
achieve people-to-people objectives.
In another important area, the Agency
has been able to get objective, expert advice
on its overseas programing problems from
the 16 top American public relations practitioners who comprise its Panel on Public
Relations Policies and Techniques.
INFORMATION PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

President Eisenhower succinctly stated in
his 1953 directive establishing USIA that
the Agency's purpose shall be "to submit
evidence to people of other nations by
means of communication techniques that the
objectives and policies of the United States
are in harmony with and will advance their
legitimate aspirations for freedom, progress,
and peace."
Consistent with this mission, the Agency
has concentrated on increasing the reliability of USIA as a source of factual information about the United States. Without in
any way cutting down programs that depict
American progress and advances in many
fields, USIA deliberately omits any suggestion of boasting or bragging which frequently alienate and annoy foreign audiences.
There is "an already general acceptance
abroad of the USIA as the reliable and
truthful voice of the United States in the
exposition of our foreign policies," the U.S.
Advisory Commission has said, and "the
achievement of this reputation is the best
insurance against belief in Communist propaganda and their view of world events."
The Commission notes as evidence of this
recognition a May 1959 statement by British
historian Arnold J. Toynbee that "after a
period of trial and error, the present-day
Americans seems to me to have learned that
the best way of instilling confidence in the
foreign policy of the United States is to
give people in other countries the factual
information that will make them form their
own judgments about the United States and
its citizens. In this field, frankness, sincerity, and objectivity always prove to be
the best policy."
In line with its overall effort to make the
·
best possible use of Agency resources, USIA
has in recent years developed detailed basic
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planning and guidance papers devoted to
major themes (American life and culture,
science, atomic energy, disarmament, anticommunism, American economy, minority
affairs, women's activities, etc.) on which
media should concentrate in their worldwide
output. At the same time field staffs have
been required to pinpoint their objectives
and the themes in their country programs
in order to achieve greater concentration
of effort and greater impact.
This sharpening of Agency targets and
themes has been accompanied by increasingly
closer coordination among Agency policy,
area and media elements. As a result theme
possibilities are analyzed in terms of their
exploitation potential and, _in concert, the
media are able to zero in on a theme and
assure that it reaches the widest possible
audience in a variety of ways. This multimedia approach has been successfully employed in many instances. To name a few1. Atoms for peace-one of the Agency's
major themes since President Eisenhower's
memorable speech before the U.N. General
Assembly in 1953-has been so successful
that the Soviet Union, which originally
scorned the concept, has had to reverse itself
and adopt it, too.
2. Peoples capitalism-emphasizing the
opportunities and accomplishments of millions of ordinary Americans under our free
economy-has been so well received abroad
as a result of effective USIA media cross-play
that the Communists have attacked the
theme frequently and violently, and continue to pour upon it some of their choicest
invective.
3. America's broad-based scientific and
technological stature has also been stressed
as a major USIA theme, in such activities as
comprehensive exhibits on space exploration; timely films like "Nautilus Crosses the
Top of the World," prints of which were dispatched abroad within hours of the announcement of the American submarine's
historic feat; development of a highly popular portable library of paperback books on
scientific subjects; work with oversea
science clubs, and assistance with techniques of teaching science, American-style,
in the schools of other countries.
4. One of the Agency's foremost long-range
programs centers around the culture of
America-stressing that America's art is
worth seeing, its music worth hearing, its
'books worth reading; and that the American
people place a high value on the spiritual
and cultural aspects of life. The U.S. Advisory Commission on Information has also
applauded the development in recent years
of a more coordinated cultural program permeating all media and has noted considerable
improvement in the quality of USIA cultural
materials especially during the past 2 years.
The Lincoln Sesquicentennial Celebration
in 1959 provided the Agency with a unique
opportunity to build a comprehensive yearlong, multimedia campaign around the
Great Emancipator, whose life and deeds are
of interest to peoples in the most remote
areas of the world. Thus the Lincoln saga
was unfolded in books and other publications
(even comic books), exhibits, original and
acquired films, radio and TV broadcasts,
seminars and lectures, well-publicized ceremonies at which Lincoln busts or other
memorabilia were presented to foreign dignitaries, etc.
Atoms _for peace, the American economy,
science and technology, culture and many
other themes were forcefully packaged last
summer in the American National Exhibition in Moscow which attracted nearly 3
mi111on visitors. In effect, the exhibition
placed 10 acres of the United States in the
heart of the Soviet Capital for 6 weeks. In
addition to coordinating the event, USIA
mounted many of the exhibits, including the
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astonishingly successful "Family of Man"
photo exhibit by Edward Steichen, depicting
the hopes, fears, joys, drives and other human denominators common to all the peoples of the earth. It arranged for the
spectacular "Circarama" and "Septorama"
film presentations; outfitted the electronic
brain which instantaneously answered in
Russian thousands of questions about American life, and trained and supervised the 75
bilingual guides who scored such a personal
triumph in their contacts with exhibition
visitors.
That an exhibition of this magnitude was
mounted within 6 months in the face of
seemingly insurmountable logistic (to say
nothing of political) obstacles is a testimonial to the ingenuity, resourcefulness and
effectiveness of USIA and the other governmental and private organizations which also
participated. Despite the demands of this
massive crash project, the Agency's normal
level of worldwide programing was maintained.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous-consent agreement, now
that the hour of 11 o'clock has arrived,
the Senate will resume the consideration
of the unfinished business.
The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill H.R. 12580, the Social Security Amendments of 1960.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that at
this time I may suggest the absence of
a quorum, and that the time required
for it be charged equally to both sides.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Then, Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].
Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Montana.
The .PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 10 minutes.
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the Javits amendment, and
in support of the Anderson-KennedyMcNamara amendment to the pending
bill, which provides additional medical
care for the aged.
My first point is that the AndersonKennedy-McNamara amendment clearly
is in accord with the Democratic national platform adopted at Los Angeles
on July 12 of this year. On the other
hand, the Javits amendment is in opposition to that platform.
For the record, I should like to quote
the pertinent parts of the Democratic
national platform plank which deals
with health, as follows:

security insurance system. We reject any
proposal which would require such citizens
to submit to the indignity of a means testa pauper's oath.

And again:
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community as Business Week summarizes perfectly the case in support of the
Anderson-Kennedy-McNamara amendment and in opposition to the Javits
amendment. Let me quote from it:

The most practicable way to provide
health protection for older people is to use
the contributory machinery of the social security system for insurance covering hospital bills and other high-cost medical
services. For those relatively few of our
older people who have never been eligible
for social security coverage, we shall provide corresponding benefits by appropriations from the general revenue.

The problem basically is that the aged are
high-cost, high-risk, low-income customers.
Their health needs can be met only by
themselves when they are young or by other
younger people who are stU! working. The
only way to handle their health problem,
therefore, is to spread the risks and costs
widely. And that can best be done through
the social security system to which employers and employees contribute regularly.

And again, under the subtitle "A Program for the Aging":

This position taken by the conservative Business Week has been supported
by the New York Times, the Washington
Post, the distinguished commentator
Walter Lippmann, and a host of other
people who have really studied this
problem in the interest of getting something effective done to help our older
people.
I submit the overwhelming weight of
newspaper and commentator authority
is in support of the Anderson amendment and in opposition to the Javits
amendment.
Only social security can do the job in
the field of medical care which so urgently needs doing. Here are the reasons
why:
First. Only through social security
can the risk be spread over virtually our
whole population.
Second. Social security offers a system of prepayment through the period
when a person is most apt to have
earned income.
Third. Social security provides its
benefits as a matter of right and requires no humiliating means test.
There are many objections, on the
other hand, to the administrationJavits proposal, which bypasses the social security system.
Most States are not able now to provide the funds which would be required
as their contribution. The recent Governors' conference went on record
against plans along the lines of both the
administration proposal and that of the
Senator from New York. A leading advocate of the approach incorporated
in the Anderson-Kennedy-McNamara
amendment is the distinguished Governor of New York, Governor Rockefeller.
The administrative costs of the administration-Javits proposal would be
fantastically wasteful, if not downright
prohibitive.
Governor Lawrence, of Pennsylvania,
has estimated that 700,000 people in our
Commonwealth might be expected to
participate immediately. Hundreds of
caseworkers would have to be hired to
investigate the required income test. A
collection agency would have to be established to collect the $10 fee and other
payments which each participant would
have to make. A separate legal staff in
each State would have to be set up to
investigate fraudulent claims. There
would have to be additional office space,
equipment, and supplies to do the job,
all of which would be expensive.
In contrast, placing medical care in
social security would require no such
monumental new apparatus. There

Health: As stated, we will provide an effective system for paid-up medical insurance upon retirement, financed during
working years through the social security
mechanism and available to all retired persons without a means test. This has first
p~iority.

Mr. President, I take that plank seriously, and I am sure that the overwhelming majority of my Democratic
colleagues do, too. It is indeed difficult
for me to see how the Democratic Members of the Senate could fail to support
that plank, here in the Senate, before
the end of August, scarcely a month
after the platform was unanimously
adopted, according to the ruling of the
Chair, at Los Angeles.
As the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON] said yesterday, I point out
that never during the hearings before
the platform committee or during the
consideration of the platform by the
convention was any question raised by
any Democrat in opposition to that
plank.
I feel morally committed to support
that plank, for which I voted as a delegate. other Democratic Senators will,
of course, be guided by their own consciences.
It is not only the Democratic platform on which we on this side of the
aisle base our opposition to the amendment submitted by my good friend, the
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS],
and our support of the Anderson amendment. The overwhelming majority of
literate, intelligent, and modern editorial opinion throughout the country
supports our position.
Much was made yesterday by my good
friend the senior Senator from Florida
[Mr. HoLLAND] of a couple of editorials
indicating that the Senate was acting
with undue haste and that the social
security approach was an erroneous one.
He quoted from an editorial from the
Wall Street Journal, another one from
the Baltimore Sun, and a third from
the New York Daily News.
These fine newspapers, of course, are
entitled to their own opinion. I sometimes think if we wanted to find out how
Calvin Coolidge would have stood if he
were confronted with these problems,
or how Warren Gamaliel Harding would
have stood if he were confronted with
the problems of today, we could do no
better than turn to the editorial pages
of those great papers, the Wall Street
Journal and the Baltimore Sun.
I submit that the position taken by
We shall provide medical care benefits for
the aged as part of the time-tested social so conservative an organ of the business
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would be no income test-hence, no
state-employed caseworkers, no new
collection agency, and so forth. Social
security would simply provide a mechanism for payment, a mechanism which
.is already in existence.
The Senator from New York has commented that the social security approach
is practically a sales tax and that it taxes
most heavily those at the lower end of
the income scale. Let me point out that
his proposal depends substantially on
State revenues, which are derived mainly
from sales and excise taxes. Most of the
State tax increases since World War II
have been in general sales taxes. The
way to make the impact of social security
taxes more progressive is to raise the
taxable wage base-as many of us would
favor doing-not to fall back on far more
regressive State tax systems.
My attention has been called to an excellent editorial in the Washington Post
of this morning, entitled "Security With
Dignity,', which, generally speaking, supports the position I have just taken. I
thank the Senator from Michigan for
calling my attention to it, and I ask
unanimous consent that the editorial
may appear at this point 1n the RECORD.
There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed 1n the RECORD,
as follows:
SECUlUTY W~TH DIGNITY

In the range of its benefits and its emphasis on preventive medicine, the plan proposed by Senator JAVITS and endorsed by
Vice President Nn:oN for medical care :for
the aged seems extremely appealing. It 1s
now being put forward as a compromise proposal on the theory that it might be acceptable to President Eisenhower although !t 1s
much more generous and comprehensive in
its coverage than the admln1stration's ..medicare• program. It is also markedly superior
tn every respect to the b111 passed by the
House .and to the bill reported out by the
Senate Finance Committee.
To adopt the Javits plan would nevertheless be a misfortune, we believe. It embraces two serious defects. Its benefits
would be avatlable only to persons over 65
w1th an annual income under $3,000 ('$4,500
for a couple) -a relatively generous cutoff
but nevertheless entaUlng a means test for
eUgib111ty. And it would be .financed through
a complicated system. of Federal-state
matching grants under which participation
would depend upon State legislatures and be
subject to variations among the States.
The tunds for the program would have to
be appropriated each year by Congress and
State legislatures. Partlctpat1on in the program's benefits would be voluntary; but
there would be nothing in the least voluntary about the taxes levied to .support it;
everyone would share in paying those.
Insurance against the health hazards of
old age seems to us an integral and inescapable aspect of social security-logically a
part of the social security system which
has helped to Bt&bllize the national economy and safeguard the welfare of tndlv1dual
Americans for the past quarter century. The
costs of such insurance would be met
through a slight Increase in the payroll tax
levied equally upon wage earners and wage
payers and would give Americans, as a matter of earned right-without having to prove
themselves paupers-medical and hospital
care in retirement years.
such a program would, as AFL-CIO President George Meany put it the other day,
"bring real .security with dignity to the lives
of our senior dtizens." Senator ANDERsoN's
amendment would accomplish this. Even

at the cost of .getting no program at all
through this short session of Congress, the
Democrats should. not settle tor anything
less.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to my colleague from New
York [Mr. KEATING].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
lOminutes.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the amendment which has
been offered and so ably presented by
my distinguished colleague. I am happy
to be a cosponsor of this measure, which
seems to me to be an extremely realistic
approach to the health needs of the aged.
I commend my distinguished colleague
for his sponsorship of this proposal and
for the depth of understanding which
he has displayed in the debate over the
past several days, during which he has
so vigorously presented the case in favor
of the amendment which is now before
the Senate.
But it is not simply the arguments
which my colleague has made here which
are to be commended. He and the many
experts in this field with whom he has
worked so diligently have devoted countless hours of hard thinking and responsible planning to the framing of a healthinsurance-for-the-aged program which
is consistent with the fundamental structure of our Federal system and is geared
to the special health and medical needs
of the aged.
~Y colleague has placed before us a
plan which consolidates the best thinking of the President of the United States,
the Vice President, Secretary Flemming,
the leading health and medical spokesmen 1n the Cabinet, ·e xperts from every
part of our Nation, and countless aged
persons who have written to us to tell
us of their most pressing health needs
and to suggest ways 1n which they may
be met.
I recognize full well that many Members support the alternative approach
which is before us and which was introduced by the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico. I nevertheless feel that
the needs which have been expressed by
the aged are best met by the program
which has been introduced by my colleague.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. ~TING. I yield.
Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate very
much the Senator's yielding to me. I
think it is also important to pomt out a
seminar was conducted by the College of
Physicians and Surgeons earlier this
year. I think the summary in the memoranda which ls contained in the hearings, u'the Senator will permit me to do
so, should be read mto the RECORD.
Mr. KEATING. I am happy to have
the Senator do so.
Mr. CARLSON. The summary of the
memorandum reads as follows:
The problem of health care tor those 65
years old and over 1s distinct from the pl'oblem of health care for those under that age;
Federal assistance is .necessary 1n handling

any health care program for the aging; and
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any such health care program should be
voluntary, With contributions by the beneficiary as well as .by State and Federal governments. These are the major conclusions
that may be dra.wn from the papers and discussions of those who engaged 1n the conference .
I think it is important to note that the
amendment of the Senator from New
York meets those requirements. It is
voluntary. It requires contributions
from the individual, from the State, and
from the Federal Government.
Mr. KEATING. That .i s very true, Mr.
President.
I appreciate the fact that the distinguished 'Senator from Kansas has
brought this out. Since he is a member
of the committee which has considered
this entire matter, I know he speaks
with a voice of authority.
I do not intend to dwell on the basic
tenets of governmental theory upon
which the proposal now before us is
based, nor do I intend to repeat the excellent arguments made yesterday by my
colleague on the relative merits of the
two basic financial approaches to the
health needs of the aged. I prefer instead to concentrate on a number of
practical considerations which I believe
should be taken into account in reaching a decisi~n on the issue which is before us.
First, I am convinced it would be a
cruel hoax to pass a social security health
insurance measure today unless we make
it perfectly clear to everyone-and this
includes those older citizens who would
be immediately affected-that such a
measure will very likely not be signed
into law this year. I insist this should
be made clear. It would be unfair to do
otherwise. Whether or not one is in
agreement with the position which the
President has taken, the President has
certainly made his intentions extremely
clear.
Furthermore, the House of Representatives undoubtedly would reject any
social security health insurance proposal
. which we adopt. The powerful Ways
and Means Com,mittee of that body has
already turned down this approach, by
quite a decisive vote. Perhaps my colleague from New York remembers what
the vote was in the House Committee on
Ways and Means.
Mr. JAVITS.. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, it is my recollection
the vote was not less than 2 to 1.
Mr. KEATING. That is my recollection, that the vote was at least 2 to 1.
The House as a whole was not able, although it may have wished to do so, to
muster the necessary strength to reserve
the committee action. .
We have no evidence whatever before
us, Mr. President. that the House would
now be prepared to accept what it has already rejected out of hand.
Even if the House were to completely
.reverse itself and to accept a social security measure along the terms of the
Anderson proposal, it .is clear, it seems
to me. that -the President would not accept it. The President has made it abundantly
clear that he is not prepared to accept
· the social security approach in ·a ny way,
- shape, or forni."
-
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Of course, I have no actual knowledge
as to what the President will do. I have
no secret pipeline to the White House. I
do not have a Dick Tracy two-way wrist
radio to keep in touch with the activities
of the President or of those around him.
I do not think anyone needs one. The
President has made it altogether clear
that the social security approach is not
acceptable to him.
As I have said, whether or not one is
in agreement with our position, it certainly has been made clear that any such
approach will mean we shall have no legislation at this session.
Every Senator who votes for the Anderson amendment---and I do not by any
means suggest it is not an honest preference on his part-must recognize the
fact that in doing so he is saying to all
who would be eligible for the health insurance that they will have to wait a
couple of years longer for it. It may well
be that it would be worth waiting in
order to get a particular kind of program. I do not think so. I am very
much convinced of the merits of the plan
which has been advanced by the group,
led by my distinguished senior colleague.
For those who may still be undecided
as to the two alternatives, I point out
that ours is a proposal which can be
passed today and which, without much
question, would be acceptable to the
House of Representatives, and would be
signed by the President, to go into effect
shortly thereafter. Indeed, this is the
only plan which contemplates going into
operation on October 1 of this year. All
of the other plans are expected to be in
operation not before July 1 of next year.
This seems to me to be a very compelling practical argument in favor of the
passage of the amendment before us.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield me another 5 minutes?
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5
additional minutes to my colleague.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
5 additional minutes.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, another practical matter of importance
which I want to stess relates to the relative benefit packages of the two alternatives to be voted upon today.
I do not think anybody would dispute
the fact that the benefit package in the
amendment offered by my colleague is
far superior to that offered in the Anderson amendment or, for that matter, to
that offered in any of the other alternatives proposed.
The amendment before us would give
the individual the choice as to whether
he wishes to emphasize first cost coverage or insurance against long-run illness, or what the administration has
called catastrophic illness. One program
might suit one person while the other
may be more appropriate for and suitable to his neighbor.
Within the two programs, our amendment would provide ·hospital care, physician's services, surgical services, and
nursing home care; and, in the catastrophic program, laboratory and X-ray

services, drugs, dental services, and home
nursing.
The broad range of services in these
two benefit packages offers a number of
advantages. First, it is a "no fooling"
proposition. By this I mean it does not,
by promising only hospital care, ignore
or further aggravate the existing serious
national shortage of hospital facilities.
Mr. President, with a program limited
to hospital care we may well have to turn
a lot of people away from the doors. We
shall perhaps be turning away people
with very serious illnesses, to make way
for those with minor illnesses who want
to benefit under their insurance program.
That seems very serious to me. If
everybody is to be given free hospitalization, it will naturally mean many will
go to the hospitals who normally would
be taken care of, as they could be under
the proposal offered by my colleague,
in a nursing home or by home care. In
fact, by specifically including home care,
home physician's services, and nursing
home care in the proposal offered by my
colleague [Mr. JAviTS] we may prevent
people who are newly covered under a
plan, who formerly had more limited
plans, from going to hospitals when they
do not need to in order to take advantage of their insurance benefits. Under
the Anderson proposal those people
would have to go to the hospital to obtain
the benefits.
Good health insurance must be geared
to the special needs of the aged, and
must be varied in its benefit packages.
If a man needs a doctor we cannot say
to him, "Sorry, my friend, you are only
covered for hospitalization, so go lie
down for a while." Having a health-insurance-for-the-aged program which is
unduly limited as to types of benefit is
like asking a man to hammer a nail with
a pair of pliers.
To sum up, I want to add my support
to the very fine arguments which have
been presented by my senior colleague
during the past several days of debate.
At this moment, taking all present
circumstances into account, I feel
strongly that the best and most realistic
course for the Senate would be to pass
the ·very manageable and responsible
program which we have put forth. I
hope that any Senators who may still be
"on the fence" will think hard, and in
doing so, will recognize that of the available alternatives, the bill of which I am
a cosponsor offers the best and most immediate solution to the health needs of
our Nation's senior citizens.
Mr. President, at this point, if I may
be permitted to do so, I should like to
address a couple of questions to my colleague, who has studied this subject so
thoroughly.
Am I correct that the proposd Anderson amendment would cover only those
who come under the social security
system, and that anyone who did not
come under that system would not be
within the purview of the Anderson
amendment?
Mr. JAVITS. That is my understanding, and I draw that from section 226(a),
page 2, of the Anderson amendment,
which conditions entitlement upon attaining the age of 68, and entitlement
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under section 202 for monthly insurance
benefits under OASI.
Mr. KEATING. Is it not true, furthermore, that the benefits in the Senator's plan would be extended to those
who are not under social security?
Mr. JAVITS. As well as for those who
are.
Mr. KEATING. The benefits would, I
feel, be superior to those contained in
the Anderson amendment as well as to
those contained in the Kerr bill.
Mr. JAVITS. I believe so. I point
out also that the fundamental direction,
as the experts tell us, is for preventive
care. At least the option for preventive
care is something better than is provided under the Anderson amendment,
and the comprehensive care package in
the case of catastrophic illness is, I
believe, superior to it, too.
Mr. KEATING. Much has been made
here by the opponents of this plan and
those who favor the social security approach, of the opposition of the Governors conference. Does not the Senator from New York feel that it is a perfectly natural reaction for a Governor
of a State, without in any way impugning his motives, to prefer to have a
health plan handled through a Federal
system rather than one in which the
State would participate?
Mr. JAVITS. It seems to me that is
elementary. The State Governors are
not eager to raise money for the purpose of paying their share of these programs if they can get them without doing so. So who would expect any other
reaction? We could hardly expect anything else but that the Governors should
say, "Sure, let the Federal Government
do it."
Mr. KEATING. Under the plan of
the senior Senator from New York, the
beneficiary has three options; am I correct?
Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.
Mr. KEATING.
He may select
whichever one he feels best fits the particular problems which he faces and
which his family faces?
Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is exactly
correct.
Mr. KEATING. I think this answers
the questions I ·wanted to ask. After
the further presentation which my distinguished colleague makes today, I may
have some further questions. In closing, I again commend him for the very
great diligence which he has shown and
the very constructive plan which he has
presented.
Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to
my dear friend and colleague, the Senator from New York.
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield 7 minutes to the
Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I support the amendment of the Senator from New York as an improvement
on the administration bill. I believe
Mr. Flemming himself believes that the
amendment is an improvement, and
supports the Javits amendment.
I think the essential feature of the
Javits amendment as opposed to the socalled Anderson amendment is that it is
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voluntary. I think the best forms of volve some participation on the part of
medical care that we can have are those the individual in providing for his own
which embody a combination of the vol- welfare; it must involve State sharing
untary desires ·o n the part of the indi- and State administration of the providual and the cooperation of the State gram; and it must not act to clog already
and the Nation.
jammed medical facilities and instituThe Federal Government can well tions.
.
contribute help to America's aged citiThe proposal which the Senator from
zens in meeting the cost of high-and in New York [Mr. JAVITS] has introduced
some respects, as the technical experts and which I and seven other Senators
in the field term it, "catastrophic"- cosponsored is essentially a blending of
medical expenses.
the medicare concept and an earlier bill
I have tried to make clear my own introduced by the Senators from New
beliefs about this need and to contribute York [Mr. JAVITS and Mr. KEATING], the
emphatically and directly to this end by Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT],
introducing the administration's pro- and others.
I want to make it clear that far from
posal of broad benefits-the so:.called
medicare bill, and cosponsoring the being inconsistent with S. 3784, the new
more recent proposal embodying the Javits proposal embodies the basic prinsame basic principles filed by Senator ciples and provisions of that bill, as SecJAVITS. His proposal improves that retary of Health, Education, and Welwhich I filed.
fare Flemming has recently made clear.
The number of people in the United
The Javits bill provides three optional
States age 65 and over is increasing at plans from which participants can select
the rate of 1 million every 3 years. the one they feel is best suited to their
There are today 16 million of these older individual need: First, a diagnostic and
citizens-nearly 9 percent of our total short-term illness benefit plan emphasizpopulation. Income for older people is ing preventative medicine.
drastically smaller than in the case of
From my experience in studying this
lower age groups-a substantial portion plan, it is always wiser to keep a man
of our aged have personal incomes of healthy than to help him get well after
less than $1;000 annually. On the other he is sick. A healthy man is an asset
hand, the average old person has from to himself, to his State, and to his Na2 to 3 times as much chronic illness as tion. A sick man is not an asset either
a typical young citizen. Medical care to himself or to his Nation.
expenses of our old people are close to
Second, a major medical services plan
two times as much as for the general ·emphasizing chronic and 'long-term illpopulation. General medical costs have ness; and third, an optional private ingone up 4'6 percent in the last 10 years; surance benefit plan, covering 50 percent
and two-thirds of our aged have no pri- reimbursement of private program's cost
vate health insurance.
up to $60.
The problem of keeping healthy is,
Those people over 65 years of age who
simply, compounded for older people. do not earn over $3,000 annuallyFirst, their medical costs are more ex- couples, $4,500-would be eligible under
pensive than for younger age groups. this bill. Federal payments for the proSecond, since their so-called productive gram would range from two-thirds for
years are drawing to a close or are al- the poorest State to one-third for the
ready over, they have less money with richest State, averaging 50 percent and
which to cover these costs.
paid for out of general revenues. The
Perhaps the most serious aspect of this annual Federal cost under this proposal
social problem is the heavy insecurity is estimated at from $320 million to $460
and apprehension, the depression and million; the State cost up to $520 mildespair suffered by people in their old lion. The States would administer the
age, knowing that their illnesses may be plan as outlined in the Medicare promore serious and last longer than pre- posal.
viously and probably that there will be
The first two options under the Javits
less money to cover the costs.
measure constitute minimum requireBecause of these striking facts there is ments to qualify f'Or the Federal-State
general agreement that some plan of partnership. In addition to this, the
Federal assistance in this field should Federal Government would participate
be provided in addition to existing Fed- in the cost of improving these plans up
eral programs providing grants-in-aid to to a per capita cost of $128 per year for
support State old-age assistance pro- benefits-that is, up to the level of benegrams. No one person, group, or one fits provided by the administration's
political party has a monopoly on .the original bill.
urgency of this issue or the conviction
The Javits plan calls for individual
that something must be done about it. enrollment fees to be determined by the
The question is what plan should it be; States according to the participantJs inhow should this matter be approached. · come and with the approva1 of the SecS. 3784, the administration proposal retary of Health, Education, and Welwhich I filed, is based on the following fare. Its third option-the major longessential beliefs about Federal assistance term illness benefits plan-requires payto cover medical expenses of the aged; it ment by the individual participant of 20
must be voluntary-that is, placed out- percent of costs after a deductible of
side of compulsory social security $250, as under S. 3784.
schemes, paid for out of general revenues
What we now have under the new prorather than by a special tax; it must not posal is a more flexible plan both in
be discriminatory; it must meet the terms of the type of benefits offered and
specific need of helping out cases of the level of benefits covered; an aged
chronic, long-term illness; it must in- medical care program which directly and
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specifically meets the particular kind of
need involved, which allows wide free-dom .of choice for the individual, and
which stresses ability to pay in both participating States and individuals.
. The first Medicare program has been
criticized because it faced the danger of
States withholding their participation in
a broad and expensive program of high
benefits, and because it put heavy emphasis on covering the cost of chronic illnesses without sufficient treatment for
cases of short-term illness. The new
measure has answered these questions,
while following the basic principles of
the earlier proposal which I have outlined. The States can now accept a limited version of the earlier plan or scale
the benefits upward, according to their
financial ability. The citizens of States
agreeing to participate can select the
first option under the program if they
feel first-dollar costs for short-term and
preventative treatment is more helpful
in their particular case.
The Javits proposal represents substantial progress in finding legislation to
answer the question before us.
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Ohio.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
at the outset I state with all the emphasis I can muster that I support H.R.
12580, the bill to amend the social
security law. I support it, although I
hope later in the day or tomorrow to vote
for amendments which will make it a
better bill than it is in the form reported
by the Committee on Finance. At 2
o'clock today I propose to vote against
the Javits amendment, and at 6 o'clock
this evening I propose to vote in favor
of the Anderson amendment.
The amendment which we are considering, offered by the distinguished
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
JAVITs], is a step backward, in my judgment. although it certainly has meritorious features.
The Democratic National Convention
this year adopted a platform which is
designated "The Rights of Man." That
platform was adopted a few short weeks
ago. In it there is an obligation which
the junior Senator from Ohio recognizes
and intends to adhere to. It is my hope
that the Senators of my party, the
Democratic Party, will recognize the obligation of the Democratic platform. I
should like to read a few excerpts from
it:
Illness is expensive. Many Americans
have neither incomes nor insurance protection to enable them to pay for modern
health care. The problem is particularly
acute with our older citizens, among whom
serious illness strikes most often.

Mr. President. protracted illness or extended surgical and hospital care should
not be a financial calamity afflicting citizens who are 68 years of age and over.
Stupendous debt should not be the
penalty that the aged and the relatives
of the aged should have to pay when
serious illness comes into their homes.
The social security system should be perfected and amended to take care of this
situation.
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The platform then goes on to provide:
We shall provide medical care benefits for
the aged as part of the time-tested social
security insurance system. We reject any
proposal which would require such citizens
to submit to the indignity of a means testa "pauper's oath."

The amendment of the senior Senator
from New York requires a means test
sometimes called a needs test, compelling
our aged to take that humiliating step.
The platform goes on to say:
For young and old alike, we need more
medical schools, more hospitals, more research laboratories to speed the final conquest of major killers.

I will read one more paragraph from
our Democratic platform, because I feel
there is an obligation on the part of
Senators who are members of the Democratic Party to support that platform.
If within a few weeks we are to shoot
down the platform of our Democratic
Convention, or today vote against the
social security concept by supporting the
Javits amendment, let no one point to
the junior Senator from Ohio and say
his was the assassin's bullet.
·
The Democratic platform states-and
I feel an obligation to support it, and
I want to support it, and I am glad to
support itThe most practicable way to provide
health protection for older people is to use
the contributory machinery of the social
security system for insurance covering hospital bills and other high-cost medical services. For those relatively few of our older
people who have never been eligible for
social security coverage, v;e shall provide
corresponding benefits by appropriations
from the general revenue.

That is a clear-cut pledge. The
amendment we will vote on at 2 o'clock,
in my judgment, is a violation of that
pledge. The 87th Congress convenes in
about 4 months, in January 1961, for
the welfare of the Nation and for the
peace of the world. If the bill reported
by the committee, as amended, does not
take satisfactory care of the elderly
people who are not now covered by social
security, it will be a very simple thing to
act a few months from now. The Presidential veto, which now hangs over the
Senate will not then be hanging over the
Senate, I am thankful to state.
We shall, for those relatively few of
our elderly people who have never been
eligible for social security coverage, provide corresponding benefits by appropriations from the general revenue. I
support the committee bill, but I submit
at this time an amendment--The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has expired.
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Ohio the time
necessary for him to conclude his statement.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I thank the
Senator from Michigan.
Mr. President, I submit an amendment to the pending bill. The amendment would extend the coverage of the
Social Security Act to the physicians
and surgeons of the Nation. I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
lie on the table and be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I have made it clear that I support the
Anderson amendment and shall vote for
it at 6 o'clock tonight. I shall vote for
other liberalizing amendments, also.
Mr. President, when on August 14,
1935, Franklin D. Roosevelt signed the
social security bill, the old age, survivors, and disability insurance program
became the greatest law for the welfare
of the American people ever enacted by
Congress. We want to maintain this
program. It is actuarially sound, and
we propose to keep it so.
President Roosevelt stated on the day
he signed the act:
This is a cornerstone in a structure which
is being built but which is by no means
complete. What we are doing is good, but
it is not good enough.

It is well known that at that time
the most powerful lobby opposing social security and urging its defeat, just
as it is the most powerful lobby today,
. urging the adoption of the Javits
amendment, was the American Medical
Association.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I shall be happy
to yield a little later.
Mr. JAVITS. I shall yield a minute
of my time to the Senator from Ohio.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I shall yield in
a moment. If the American Medical
Association is not opposing the Javits
amendment, which we are now debating,
I shall be very glad to learn that. I consider that there are many meritorious
features in the proposal of the senior
Senator from New York. I have so
stated. However, I oppose the Senator's
amendment because it is not tied to the
social security system, which even the
Governor of the State of New York has
declared is the proper approach. I now
yield to the distinguished senior Senator
from New York.
Mr. JAVITS. I yield the Senator from
Ohio 1 minute. I know the Senator
from Ohio, and have great affection for
him. I know he would not wish to be
unfair. The American Medical Association is not backing my proposal. The
only clue I have to their attitude is that
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PRoxMIRE] and I debated with Dr. Annis, of
Florida, on a television program relating
to this type of legislation. I think the
Senator from Wisconsin will bear out
my statement that from what we could
learn, Dr. Annis was clearly opposed to
the Anderson proposal and to my own.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. The fact that
the American Medical Association-that
is, the ruling clique of delegates in control of it-is not supporting the Javits
amendment enhances my present opinion of the Senator's amendment. It has
many good features. Nevertheless, I
hope it will be defeated because I believe
the Anderson amendment is a better
amendment; and I believe we can adopt
the better amendment on the floor of the
Senate later today.
Mr. President, the house of delegates
of the American Medical Association has
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been operating in a high-handed, arbitrary, dictatorial manner. In my State
of Ohio and in the States of Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey, physicians and surgeons have asked to be
included within the beneficent provisions of the Social Security Act. I hold
in my hand, for example, many telegrams and letters-almost 40-which I
have received in the last few days from
physicians and surgeons in all parts of
Ohio. They all contain messages similar to those which I now read: ·
Please vote to support amendments to restore physician coverage in social security.
Doctors desire that.
Please use your influence to restore coverage of physicians.
Vote for social security coverage for physicians.

Here is a package of telegrams.
Although the physicians and surgeons,
in referenda taken in various States,
have expressed a wish to be included
within the Social Security Act, those
willful men, holding onto their jobs and
operating the American Medical Association as their own private property, have
succeeded in having coverage for doctors
stricken out of the bill reported by the
Senate Committee on Finance.
The pending bill has many good features. It permits those who are covered
by social security to earn $1,800 per annum after retirement instead of only
$1,200; and even the $1,800 will, we hope,
be liberalized a little later today. Disability benefits now commence at age 50.
That is a misfortune for men and women
who have been gainfully employed, who
have paid premiums into the social security fund, but who have then suddenly become stricken at age 30, 35, or
40 and are totally and permanently disabled and may never again be gainfully
employed. At the present time, under
the social security system, such unfortunate persons must wait until they
reach the age of 50-if they live that
long-before participating in retirement
benefits. Under the amendment of the
committee such payments would begin
immediately, regardless of a person's
age.
The American Medical Association has
made it very difficult for the aged of our
country, whe are not in good circumstances, to pay from their own funds
for hospitalization, surgical and medical
expenses. The little group of willful men
who run the American Medical Association have .upped the requirements for
admission to medical schools. They
have, in ~act, so acted that there is an
acute shortage of medical schools and
medical departments in our universities.
The fact is that due to the actions,
over the years, of the leaders of the
American Medical Association, there is
an acute shortage of trained physicians
and surgeons in every section of the
United States. The situation is becoming more acute. As it becomes more
acute, the cost of medical and surgical
attention zooms upward.
Mr. President, I should not admit this
publicly, but as a young lawYer, with a
young wife, in my first year in the practice of law in my home State of Ohio,
I made $710. Today, when a man leaves

17162

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

medical school as a practicing physician
and surgeon, he does not have to struggle, as the present Presiding Officer of
the Senate, the distinguished junior
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BuRDICK], and other Senators, as young
lawyers, struggled in their earlier years.
Immediately, the income of a young
physician or surgeon is very substantial
and rises rapidly.
The highest paid group of professional
men in the country are physicians and
surgeons. Now the dictators of the
American Medical Association are seeking to impose restrictions which would
bar doctors from foreign nations, despite their training and admission to
the practice of medicine in their own
countries, from employment in hospitals
in the United States in any capacity;
this despite their training and experience in their own countries.
Twenty-five years ago the American
Medical Association lobbied against and
fought the social security proposal. It
denounced it as state socialism and socialized medicine. Mr. President, social
security was and is neither.
Despite the fact that physicians and
surgeons in Ohio and other States have
voiced, by overwhelming vote on every
referendum taken, their desire to have
the benefit of coverage in our social
security program, during recent years
the American Medical Association lobby
has opposed coverage under this beneficent program for physicians and surgeons of the United States. That is the
present policy of that small clique.
Despite their wishes, physicians and
surgeons form the only professional
group who do not pay social security
premiums and are not covered by annuities purchased in the Old-Age and
Survivors' Insurance System, affectionately known to millions of Americans as
our social security system.
This AMA group fought the Forand
bill and was instrumental in causing its
defeat in the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives,
and is fighting liberalization of the
social security system to provide some
hospitalization, nursing, and surgical
benefits for elderly retired persons in
need. It did that despite the fact that
there was nothing in the Forand bill, or
in any other seriously considered legislative proposal to liberalize the social
security law, which would prevent individuals from employing the physicians and surgeons of their own choosing, or would prevent physicians and
surgeons from choosing not to be so
employed by any individual they may
not desire to attend.
Mr. President, the bill now before us
is a good one. It is an extension of
our social security system. The actuaries of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, who serve under
the direction of the Secretary, a member of President Eisenhower's Cabinet,
agree that this bill is a good one, and
point out that the Anderson amendment
will be actuarially sound and will continue to be so, with its small increase of
the present premium-an additional
one-fourth of 1 percent paid by employers and employees and three-eighths
of 1 percent paid by the self -employed.

Mr. President, the United States is the
only important nation in the entire world
in which there is not some form of universal state insurance for sick, aged
people.
Anyone with a sense of history realizes
that the social security system will always remain with us. Since the time
when President Franklin D. Roosevelt
first proposed it to the Congress and
since he signed the Social Security Act
in 1935, not one Republican presidential
candidate has ever advocated repeal of
the Social Security Act, although Republican candidates for the presidency like
to orate against the New Deal. I doubt
that any presidential candidate will ever
advocate its repeal.
It is a fact that officials of the Eisenhower administration have adopted the
theory of private old-age health insurance on a voluntary basis. Governor
Nelson Rockefeller very accurately stated
that this proposal is fiscally unsound.
His position on this tremendously important subject is that the social security
law should be amended and liberalized,
and that surgical and hospital care and
attention for our aged should not be on
a Government-grant basis, at the taxpayers' expense, but should be tied to
the Old-Age and Survivors' Insurance
System.
We of the majority in the Congress,
have all along proposed that.
Mr. President, let us liberalize and
amend the Social Security Act in the
ways provided by the Anderson amendment. Let us reject the Javits amendment. Then, let us go forward and provide hospital care and attention for our
aged, but not on the basis of a Government grant at the expense of the taxpayers. Instead, let us tie this program
to the Old-Age and Survivors' Insurance
System, as is proposed in the Anderson
amendment.
Whether the physicians and surgeons
in the Nation are included under social
security is a matter of relatively little
concern, to be frank, to some Members
of Congress who over the years have
been amazed at the failure of the House
of Delegates of the American Medical
Association to respond to the wishes of
the majority of the physicians and surgeons of the country. The intelligent
and forward-looking physicians and
surgeons who have been clamoring for
social security coverage, many of whom
have been sending me telegrams in
which they ask to be included, are not
properly represented by that little group
of dictators.
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield to. me?
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Yes, Mr. President; I yield to the distinguished junior
Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Senator from Ohio for yielding to me.
Mr. President, I wish to add to comments I made on yesterday in regard to
a so-called scientific sociological study
which was the subject of a release issued
by the American Medical Association on
Monday, August 15. The release reads
in part as follows:
An independent national survey just completed by university sociologists emphatically
proves that the great majority of Americans
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over 65 are capable of financing their own
health care and are prepared to do so on their
own, without Federal Government intervention.

The release also states :
The study disproves some dangerous misconceptions about the aged. Dr. Larson said
it shows that most of these persons are in
good health, not sick, and are in moderately
good financial condition, not hardship cases.

The release goes on to cite a number
of participants or, in the study at least,
persons who were said to be participants
by Mr. Wiggins and Mr. Schoeck, the authors of the report.
On August 18 the Wall Street Journal
published an article by the same two
men, Mr. James Wiggins and Mr. Helmut
c choeck. I must note that the article
was published on the editorial page of
the Wall Street Journal, and on that
page the Wall Street Journal does not
always follow the same standards of objectivity that it follows on its financial
pages, and does not seem to impose upon
its editors and those who contribute to
its editorial page the same objective
standards that it imposes upon its Washington reporters.
But, in any case, the Wall Street
Journal published an article based on
the so-called scientific study which was
the object of the release by the American
Medical Association.
Mr. President, on yesterday I inserted
in the REcORD comments by a number of
sociologists who, according to Mr. Wiggins and Mr. Schoeck, are said to have
participated in the study. I should like
to quote from a few statements made by
some of those sociologists, who have
commented since the release was made.
One of them, Professor Noel P. Gist,
professor of sociology at the University
of Missouri, wrote as follows:
The AMA news release, intentionally or
otherwise, ignored these qualifications. Instead, it has presented data on a limited and
restricted sample of older persons as if this
sample were representative of the aged
population in general. For this reason the
statements in the AMA news release are both
misleading and deceptive.
The average
newspaper reader would probably not be sufficiently informed to detect this deception.

Mr. Leonard Z. Breen, associate professor of sociology and coordinator of
research in gerontology at Purdue University, at Lafayette, Ind., wrote to the
Senator from Michigan EMr. McNAMARA],
the chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on the Aged, a letter from which I
quote the following:
I must report that I was appalled to read
the paper which I found to be of poor quality
of scientific research technique and writing. Indeed, I regretted at that point that
I had been so naive as to have accepted the
paper without having seen it in advance,
especially since it would be presented before
an audience of internationally known scientists who might think of this as representing
American sociology. Fortunately, I had
taken the precaution of appointing a wellknown, highly competent research sociologist as the discussant of the paper following
its presentation (a standard procedure in
meetings of this kind) .
I discovered also t hat a press release had
been prepared and distributed prior to the
presentation of the paper: this press release had not been prepared by the press
staff of the congress, and I do not know now
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groups. They moved on down, eliminat- or couple income when they state "The
ing one group after another, after hav- modal ·cash income reported was between
$3,000. Half of the respondents
ing said that if one is going to study $2,000 and
incomes in excess of $2,000 per year
persons over 65 years of age, one should reported
and 1 of 20 reported more than $10,000 antake into account the fact that they vary nual income (p. 9).
I read further from the same letter to greatly one from another.
Income data is usually reported in terms
the Senator from Michigan:
of medians rather than modal categories.
The wire continues:

who did prepare it. The release was couched
in such terms, however, which made it apparent that there were motivations 1n its
release other than the dissemination of
scientific knowledge.

I hope the above comments make clear
what I intend; namely (a) we did not see
the paper prior to its presentation at the
congress, (b) it is far below the quality expected of a professional researcher, (c) it is
totally misleading, and (d) it was discredited
by the professional research scientists present at the congress meeting where the paper
was presented.

Mr. President, it seems strange to me
that the American Medical Association
would give publicity to such a report,
which indicated that 90 percent of the
people over 65 years of age have no
medical problems.
As all of us well know, the medical
profession has been very particular in
opposing attempts of amateurs to diagnose disease. The medical profession
generally argues that a person should
be examined by a competent member of
the medical profession. But here we
find the American Medical Association,
apparently without any hesitation, taking the word of a group of sociologists
that only 10 percent of people over age
65 have any medical problems.
I suggest that the medical profession
look to the American Medical Association about this matter, because if such
an attitude is continued, the point
might come when the American Medical Association would recommend a self
diagnosis and a kind of "do it yourself
kit" so that a person would not need to
consult a doctor at all.
This morning another wire was received, addressed to the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], again making comment on this same study. The
author of that telegram is Miss Ethel
Shanas, senior study director of the
National Opinion Research Center. I
should like to read from this telegram
at this point:
At the request of Senator McNAMARA, I
am sending you a brief statement on the
paper, "A Profile of the Aging: U.S.A.," by
James W. Wiggins and Helmut Schoeck.
In general, I agree with Professors Wiggins and Schoeck that the "aged" cannot be
considered as a single homogeneous group.
Persons 65 years of age and over may differ
greatly from one another. Wiggins and
Schoeck have made this point in an admirable fashion.

That is an obvious point. I think it is
generally accepted that one aged person
is not like every other aged person. The
Senator would agree; would he not?
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. That is correct.
Mr. McCARTHY. But the fact is that
the Wiggins and Schoeck study did not
really cover a cross section of the aged.
After making this fine and rather obvious statement, they then sorted out
about 35 percent of the aged and made
their study on that particular group.
For example, they did not take into account those on old -age assistance. They
left that group out. They did not include in their study any excepting people over 65 who were members of the
white race. They left out all other

I am concerned, however, about certain
of the findings in the Wiggins and Schoeck
paper which are in disagreement with findings from the study of the health needs of
older people with which I am associated.
My concern stems from Wiggins and
Schoeck's claims that "each person in the
universe from which the sample was taken
had an . equal chance to be included in the
sample."

That is an elaborate statement:
Each person in the universe from which
the sample was taken had an equal chance
to be included in the sample.

The sample was not taken from the
universe, I assure the Senator from Ohio.
Continuing with the telegram:
And that "respondents were found through
the use of area probability sampling" in our
study; also, every older person in the noninstitutional population had an equal chance
of being located and interviewed, and our
respondents were located through the
use of area probability methods. Theoretically, if in both studies the samples represent all older people, and all such persons
have equal chances of being located and interviewed, differences between the two samples should fall within the range of sampling
error. In the National Opinion Research
Center study our findings on the utilization
of health resources have been compared with
the reports of the national health survey;
our reports on income have been compared
with the reports of the U.S. Census Bureau
and the Social Security Administration.
Both the health survey and the Census
Bureau employ area probability samples. In
all of these comparisons, the degree of agreement has been good between our reports and
these independent studies.
I am therefore concerned to find major
areas of disagreement between Wiggins and
Schoeck and our own research. By disagreement, I do not necessarily mean contradictions between Wiggins and Schoeck's findings and our findings. I would consider as
a disagreement any difference in the magnitude of the replies to comparable questions
where such a difference in magnitude could
not be explained by sampling variation.
Careful reading of the Wiggins and
Schoeck paper, however, leads me to believe
that the authors have not employed an
area probab111ty sample as the term is commonly used in the literature. What they
have is a quota sample drawn in 25 different
areas of the United States. They are, therefore, not correct in saying "Every person in
the universe from which the sample was
taken had an equal chance to be included
in the sample (P &) ". Because of the differences in sampling technique, the Wiggins
and Schoeck findings cannot be compared
with those of the National Opinion Research Center study. The Wiggins and
Schoeck study apparently is based on what
the statistician Edward Deming has called
a "chunk" of the population. (W. E. Deming,
1950, Some Theories of Sampling New York:
John Wiley & Sons, p. 8). The National
Opinion Research Center study, on the contrary, resembled in general design the design used by the Census Bureau and other
governmental agencies.
Because of the limited time available to
me I shall comment only on the financial
data in the Wiggins and Schoeck paper. I
am not clear from the paper whether the
authors are speaking of individual income

In our study we reported a median income
of $1,935 for men and $880 for women. In
describing these medians we said:
"The median income of persons 65 years
of age and older with money income in 1956
as reported in this survey was $1,300. For
men who had some money income the median was $1,935, for women it was $880.
These medians derived from the National
Opinion Research Center sample are probably somewhat higher than the true figures,
as a result of the methods of tabulation
used, that is, wherein husband and wife both
received income from social insurance programs or from public assistance, the total
income for the couple was reported as the
husband's income because of the difficulty
in differentiating between the amounts received by each member of the couple. The
Census Bureau for the year 1956 reports a
median income of $1,421 for men with income and a median income of $738 for
women with income.

These figures are in direct contradiction to those which were included in the
Wiggins and Schoeck report.
I ask unanimous consent that the remainder of the telegram from Dr. Ethel
Shanas, senior study director of the National Opinion Research Center, be included at this point in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the remainder of the telegram was ordered to
be printed in the RECORD, as follows:
Over one-third of all persons 65 and over
reporting money income in this survey had
incomes of less than $1,000 a year in 1956 if
persons with no money income of their own
(including wives whose total income is reported by the husband) are added to that
group whose money income was less than
$1,000 a year, it may be estimated that about
one-half (52 percent) of all persons aged 65
years and over had money incomes of less
than $1,000 in 1956 (Ethel Shanas, "Financial
Resources of the Aging," Health Information
Foundation, p. 3).
Unpublished data from our study indicate
that in 1956 the median income for couples
both of whom were 65 years of age or over
was $2,215 for couples where the male head
was 65 years of age or older and the wife
under 65, the median income was $2,625 our
modal income categories for couples, based
on 1956 data, was $1,000 to $1,999.
In conclusion, because of the limitations
of the Wiggins and Schoeck sample, finding
from their interesting and suggestive research cannot be generalized to the total
older population of the United States.
Yours sincerely,
ETHEL SHANAS,
Senior study director, National Opinion Research Center.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, any
Member of Congress who has taken note
of the AMA release or anyone who has
been moved by the Wall Street Journal
article should look at these figures and
note the contradiction.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
express my complete agreement with the
statement made by the Senator from
Minnesota.
I ask this question of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota. He and I were
both delegates at the Democratic National Convention a few weeks ago. I
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was a humble delegate at large from the
State of Ohio. The distinguished Senator from Minnesota has been acclaimed
throughout the Nation as having made
one of the greatest nominating speeches
ever made in a national convention of
any political party in the history of this
Nation.
Does not the junior Senator from Minnesota feel that now, a few weeks after
this convention, and for all time, there
is a moral obligation on the members of
the Democratic Party in the Senate to
support the social-security approach and
to expand and liberalize the social
security system?
Mr. McCARTHY. If the proposal to
develop a medical aid program as a part
of the social security system had been
initiated only at the convention, I would
say we should come back in the next
session and enact it into law. But this
whole concept has been before Congress
for a long time. We have had hearings
on it and have had statements from
many persons who are concerned with
the problems of the aging, so I think
we have an obligation in that regard-an
obligation which was also sustained in
adoption of the platform at the convention.
Those who are so critical of the welfare
state seem to be in a position of suggesting, instead of the welfare state, a sort of
hand-out state. If I must make a choice
between the two, I will take the welfare
state.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BUSH].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for 10 minutes.
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I regret
very much that we are rushing, in a
politically charged atmosphere, to a vote
on an issue of such tremendous importance to the people of the United States,
especially the older people.
A few days ago I came across an article
published in the Hartford Times, the
headline of which is "Folsom Voices Caution Against Medical Aid Rush."
The article says that the former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who succeeded Mrs. Hobby in that
job, said, "This is no time to be enacting far-reaching legislation 'in a political atmosphere' which would have a profound effect on the future."
He also said, ''Congress has not given
adequate study to the situation."
I agree with that, Mr. President. I do
not think this problem has been given
adequate study. I have in my hand the
record of the hearings on the committee
bill which is before the Senate, on the
whole subject. There were 2 days of
hearings, on June 28 and June 30. I
submit that with regard to an issue of
this magnitude this is entirely inadequate
t reatment. It is most unfortunate that
we find ourselves in a position of having
to vote upon this serious matter at this
t ime.
Mr. President, the article from the
Hartford Times gives the views of Mr.
Folsom. He suggests the appointment of
a nonpartisan commission to study and
to report back by March 1. I considered

offering an amendment, which would be·
an amendment to the committee bill,
calling for the establishment of such a
commission by law, but after appraising
the political situation in the Senate I
concluded it would be an idle gesture and
would get nowhere, so I shall not offer
the amendment.
However, I ask unanimous consent to
have the article from the Hartford Times
printed in the RECORD at this point.
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:
FOLSOM VOICES CAUTION AGAINST MEDICAL
Am RUSH
(By Paul Martin)
WASHINGTON.-Former Welfare Secretary
Marion B. Folsom urged Congress yesterday
to defer action on a Federal health insurance plan for old folks until after the 1960
election.
He said this is no time to be enacting farreaching legislation "in a political atmosphere" which would have a profound effect on the future. He also said Congress
h as not given adequate study to the situation.
·
"There is no rush," Mr. Folsom declared.
"This problem h as been coming on us for
years. There is no emergency to justify
hasty legislation. We ought to give plenty
of study to something like this before we
do anything."
Instead of rushing into a new progra m
in an election year, Mr. Folsom suggested
that an advisory commission be appointed
to study the entire field of health insurance
for persons over 65 years of age, with instructions to report by next March 1, to the
next Congress and the new administration.
Such a commission, he said, should include representatives of the medical profession, insurance industry, employers and
labor unions, and the public. It should be
given an appropriation and an adequate staff
to conduct the study.
To avoid political partisanship, he said
the commission might be appointed jointly
by the chairmen of the Senate Finance and
House Ways and Means Committee, both
Democrats, and the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare in the Eisenhower
administration, a Republican.
"This is the logical way of getting the
best possible program," Mr. Folsom observed.
"This is a complicated business. We should
go about it as we have the Social Security
Act in the past. You would be surprised
how much agreement you can get on a plan,
once the facts are known."
The Democratic nominees for 1960, Senators JOHN F. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
and LYNDON B. JOHNSON of Texas, have
listed a compulsory health insurance program under the social security system as
"must" legislation for this bobtail session
of Congress.
However, the House h as p assed and the
Senate Finance Committee has approved a
limited program of medical care for old
folks, to be handled by the States and financed out of the Treasury general fund,
as proposed by President Eisenhower.
Mr. JOHNSON wants to make health insurance the next order of business in the
Senate, after the pending minimum wage
bill. Mr. KENNEDY has threatened a fioor
fight to expand the program and put it
under social security taxes, as demanded by
labor unions.
Mr. Folsom, now a director of the Eastm an Kodak Co., Rochester, N.Y., is regarded as an authority on health and welfare programs. He helped draft the original 1935 Social Security Act, and served on
two advisory commissions under Presidents
_Roosevelt and Truman.
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Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I think
the senior Senator from New York [Mr.
JAVITSJ has rendered a very real service
to the country in connection with this
entire subject. This is not a new subject for him. As he pointed out himself, he introduced a bill more than 10
years ago very similar to the pending
amendment upon which we are going to
vote at 2 o'clock. I venture to say the
Senator from New York has more background on this subject than any other
Member of the Senate of the United
States. I am grateful to him for his
exposition of his own amendment, which
to me, in the limited amount of time
I have had to grasp the details of this
important matter, makes a lot of sense.
First, we must realize it is quite clear
that the House of Representatives will
not support the so-called social security approach to this issue. The House
has said so in its own proposed legislation. It would be idle for us, in my
judgment, to pass such a measure, because it would simply mean there would
be no legislation at all this year. If we
are going to approach the issue in good
faith and try to get a bill passed, I
think we should support the committee bill, which I certainly intend to do.
It is equally clear, of course, that the
President would veto a compulsory plan.
How do we know that? He has said
so. He said so plainly in his press conference a few days ago. Therefore, as
I have said, I intend to support the committee bill as the first step in the right
direction, because it would provide for
those who are in dire need an~ distress.
Of the other alternatives which have
been submitted, the Javits amendment
appeals to me principally, and more
than the others, because it is, first, a
voluntary plan. It is designed for those
who are 65 years of age and older who
wish to be protected against health
hazards but who cannot afford the full
cost of such insurance.
Secondly, it is a program in which the
subscriber himself pays a modest fee
toward the cost of his protection. This
fee the Senator from New York has estimated to range from $9 to $12.80 per
year at the start.
Third, the plan would be participated
in by the State governments and Federal Government. This is important, I
think, because it stresses the responsibility of the States in this matter. The
States are closer to the people than the
Federal Government. I believe in this
kind of welfare program the States
should have control over the administration of the program. The Javits amendment clearly places the responsibility
for administration upon the States. It
also gives each State the option of buying insurance under the plan, if that
seems to be the most logical way for the
State to handle its responsibilities.
Fourth, the Javits proposal appeals
because it would be financed from the
general revenues. The budget of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare is now about $3% billion a year.
It is true the Javits amendment would
add something on the order of $450
million a year to that budget. But, Mr.
President, it seems to me this approach
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to the Federal Government's participation in the program is correct, because
it would put the burden of assistance
upon all the taxpayers, and not primarily upon the lower income workers
in the social security system. It would
not exempt a very large group of taxpayers who would be those best able to
afford it, namely, those whose incomes
are larger than the $4,800 a year which
is the highest amount upon which social
security taxes are paid. Everybody in
the United States would have a part in
the welfare program, exactly as we participate in the entire budget of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.
This is a welfare measure. It is for
the welfare of individuals and it is for
the welfare of the country. For that
reason, Mr. President, the burden should
be borne as a national one in the budget
of the United States.
I have objected to the social security
approach because it would exclude many
people from the program and it would
also exclude many people from supporting the program who, in my view, if
there is to be such a program, have a
responsibility to it which they are well
able to discharge.
Mr. President, one thing which appeals to me particularly about the Javits
approach is the emphasis upon preventive medicine.
As I have said repeatedly, if we can
keep people out of hospitals, we shall do
them a greater service than we could by
taking care of such people while they
are in hospitals. That is one of the
strongest points in the Javits approach
to this whole issue.
Finally, it has been very clearly indicated that the Javits amendment is acceptable to the President of the United
States. It seems most likely he would
sign the bill with that amendment.
Therefore if we really want legislation
and not a political issue, the Senate
should vote to agree to the Javits amendment today. We have assurance from
the President and the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, who has
given months of exhaustive attention to
this subject, that the Javits approach is
in line with their thinking.
I shall support the committee bill and
the amendment offered by the distinguished Senator from New York [Mr.
JAVITsJ, and I am grateful to the Senator
for yielding to me this time.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut. Will the Senator
yield back the remainder of his time?
Mr. BUSH. I yield back the remainder of the time allotted to me.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I have
been associated with health insurance
legislation since my early days as a Member of the House of Representatives.
I have cosponsored the Javits amendment since its inception, because of my
conviction that we must recognize the
needs of millions of our older citizens
for adequate health care.
In 1949 I joined with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITsJ~ Vice

President NIXON, Secretary of State
Herter, and the junior Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. MoRTON] in offering a
health care bill which embodied the basic
principles and approach of the present
Javits amendment.
I do not want to repeat what has been
so ably presented by my colleague, the
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
JAVITsJ-although I am sure more time
is needed to permit a better understanding of what the Javits amendment
offers-and particularly to offset the
widespread promotion of the Forandtype legislation.
The two amendments before us today
represent a conflict of philosophies:
The Javits amendment would preserve
the dignity of the individual to select
and contribute to his own care; the
established right of the State to administer and participate-if it so desiresin a program designed to utilize professional and commercial services through
normal and established channels. It
builds on existing agencies.
The Anderson amendment would force
a program of compulsory participation
in health insurance upon a large segment of workers through increased taxation upon employer and employee; it
would foster a superstructure of bureaucratic expansion; it would benefit (at
this point) millions who have made no
contribution to their health insurance;
and it would establish for the future a
socialized medical program, forced upon
both the professional medical men and
the working public.
There are certain points I would like to
emphasize.
Some doubts have been expressed that
the Javits amendment may not have
the endorsement of both President Eisenhower and Vice President NIXON.
I believe those doubts were dispelled by
the announcements made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
at his press conference yesterdaywhich appeared in all of the newspapers
this morning.
I ask unanimous consent that a part of
that report be printed in the RECORD at
this point in my remarks.
There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, today joined Vice
President NIXON in endorsing a scaled-down
version of the administration's original Federal-State plan for medical care for the aged.
Flemming threw his support behind a
medical aid bill introduced by Senator
JACOB K. JAvrrs, Republican of New York,
and eight other Senators on Saturday.
"I like the plan," Flemming told a news
conference. He said that he had not discussed it with President Eisenhower in detail
but he added that the President had "made
it clear" to him that the Javits bill was
consistent with the general principles endorsed by the administration in the medical
care battle.
Flemming repeated his view that the basic
issue involved in the controversy is whether
the Nation would be "regimented" or whether
old people should -be given an option to join
a voluntary medical insurance program
financed by both Federal and State general
tax revenues.
Flemming said he had met with NrxoN
earlier today and that NIXON had shown no
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hesitancy in endorsing the Javits bill which
would · amend a measure voted out by the
Senate Finance Committee.
Flemming estimated that the Javits bill
would cost from $720 million to $960 million,
divided 50-50 with the States. This compares to a cost estimate of $1,200 million
for the administration's original medicare
insurance package offered last spring as an
alternative to the Democratic-backed social
security proposal.
The HEW Secretary said the Javits plan
also differs from the administration's original plan in that it provides an optional
plan for diagnostic service and short-term
illness benefits. The old plan focused entirely on insurance for long-term catastrophic illnesses.

Mr. SCOTT. The Javits amendment
does encompass the administration proposals, furthermore, it provides a more
comprehensive coverage at considerably
less cost
With all due respect for the sincerity
of my colleagues who are sponsoring the
Anderson amendment and who endorse
the social security approach-it is my
conviction through contact with thousands of older citizens and through observation of the public relations job done
by those favoring the increased social
security tax approach-that they are deluding those who will be forced to participate, and misleading millions who
need to benefit, but will not.
To supersede upon the old-age and
survivors insurance program, paid for
by the employer and the employee, an
enforced participation in a health insurance program, which will immediately benefit between 11 and 12 million
over 65's, who have never contributed a
cent to the program, is in my opinion
a windfall-the cost of which should be
borne by all taxpayers and not just by
those employers and employees who are
presently paying into the social security
fund.
The combined social security tax is
now 6 percent. It will increase to 9 percent within a few years. I do not think
for a moment that the one-half of 1 percent additional tax which it is estimated
will take care of the Anderson amendment health program will do so, or that
it will remain static any more than the
present social security tax has done.
It has been brought out earlier that
the fundamental difference between the
Javits-administration approach and the
Anderson or Forand approach is recognition of the dignity of the individual
and his desire to shoulder what he can
of his own health program.
In my opinion, this is a very important consideration. Our older citizen is
still an important thinking and acting
part of our economy. He wants to be
able to select his own plan of coverage
and his own medical doctor or medical
services. The problems is that presentday medical costs have made it impossible for him to afford the amount or even
the kind of medical care he needs most.
To hold ou~ as a bonanza a federally
enforced social security tax health insurance plan to the 58 million workers
who are now covered under old-age and
survivors insurance is misleading propaganda. A person who would pay into
OASI today for health insurancemight continue to do so for 30, 40, or 50
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years before attaining age 68, and the
privilege of participating in its bi:mefits.
And he may never benefit if death overtakes him before reaching that age.
Why should we delude the younger
worker into thinking this program is for
him, when for a decade or a half century
he may be paying into a fund for the
benefit of the older retired worker who
happens to be covered by old -age and
survivors insurance at the time of enactment?
And let us not delude our older citizens over 65 who have not been covered
by old-age and survivors insurance, or
those workers whose employment is not
covered by social security. There are
millions.
The Anderson amendment does not
cover any worker not covered under social security, and it does not apply to any
older person, now 65 or over, who is not
insured under old-age and survivors insurance.
What of those over 65 dependent upon
small incomes or upon their families,
who would not qualify under the Anderson amendment, or might not qualify
under the indigent requirements of the
Kerr-Frear provisions of H.R. 12530, as
reported; for example, teachers, farmers,
civil service workers, railroad employees,
and physicians, as well as many other
smaller groups?
I say this with all due regard for the
provisions contained in the· committee
bill, which covers those who are on public
assistance, or those whose incomes are so
small as to make medical care an impossibility.
The Javits-administration proposal
takes the "bitter pill" out of these probabilities.
It adds to the committee amendment a
voluntary medical insurance programtailored by means of three options to the
different categories of medical care and
services the subscriber may require or
select.
Priority is given to preventive care,
which sound medical practice dictates to
forestall the hazards of chronic illness,
and which emphasizes physicians' care
rather than overutilization of hospital
and institutional facilities. This option
is available at once to the subscriber,
with no deductibility and no coinsurance.
For the individual who can pay his
own preventive care but wants to protect
himse1f against long-term illness, there is
the option, wherein the Federal and
State Governments pay the major cost
of lengthy hospitalization and related
services after the individual incurs medical expenses of $250.
Third, is the option for the person who
wants to purchase his own insurance
coverage, aside from the State administered plan. He may receive 50 percent
of his premium expense for a private
health insurance policy-not to exceed
$60 per year.
I commend my colleague, the senior
Senator from New York on the maximum estimates he has submitted in connection with his amendment. I think
they are outside estimates, based, as .he
has said, upon full participation by all
States and almost all of the estimated
eligible persons.
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This would be desirable, but I do not . It is not simply that there are so many
of . these people--9 percent of the popUlathink it will be the outcome.
tion. It is not even that their number ts
Most States have means of finding growing-by
about 1,000 dally-so that by
matching funds for an attractive pro- 1975 there will
be 20 million in thls age
gram, but it is impossible to estimate how group.
many persons will apply or subscribe for
Two other factors aggravate the issue,
this insurance. Certainly it will be a · emotionally as well as economically. They
are
the high and increasing cost of medical
gradual development, and not one that
will bring a sudden impact upon the tax- care, particularly drugs and medicines, and
fact that so many younger persons have
payer, and upon our medical facilities. the
to devote part of their incomes to the supAn estimated Federal cost of $450 port of aged relatives who can no longer
million for the Javits amendment, plus support themselves.
an estimated $200 million under the
ACUTE NEED
committee bill for the public assistance
it is precisely in the 65-and-over
and medically indigent aspects-paid for ageMoreover,
group that the most acute need is felt
by all of the people, for all of the peo- for hospital
and nursing care, and for the
ple-is not to be compared with the m arvelous but costly drugs of the postwar
weight of paying for a social security- era. Most people spend about $19 a year for
Federal superstructure and an increas ed drugs; those over 65 spend about $42 a year.
Paying for such services and medications
tax burden upon the covered workers
alone, who are already heavily tax- is a real problem for many oldsters, about
half
of whom have incomes of $1,000 or
burdened . .
Almost 2,500,000 Americans are oldAnd who will the worker, now con- less.
age assistance recipients; they are officially
tributing to old-age and survivors insur- paupers. An undetermined number-estiance, be paying for?
mated as high as 10 million-are not needy
Mr. President, there is no way pro- in a strict sense but probably could not pay
stiff
medical bills.
vided under the Anderson amendment
Private insurance helps those who can
for excluding the wealthy, the millionafford it--but not enough. About 35 to 40
aire, the comfortably fixed person, who percent
persons over 65 were reported inis thoroughly capable of paying for any sured forofhealth
care in 1956 by the Census
kind of medical insurance he desires.
Bureau.
There is no way of excluding high inMost States provide varying levels of medicome people from benefitting under the cal services for the aged-from the approximately
$17,000 a year spent. by Alabama and
plan as laid down in the Anderson
amendment. Limitation on earned in- Montana to the $26 million expended by
come is the only limitation placed upon New York.
THREE PLANS
recipients of old-age and survivors inVllhen the Senate debate opens tomorrow
surance. Income received from invest- there
be three specific proposals, each
ments-be it in the millions-does not backedwill
by powerful segments of public opinexclude the insured.
ion and political influence. Here are the
What will be the reaction of the low provisions and the arguments for and
against
each.
income worker when he realizes that he
First. The committee bill: This 1s a
is contributing to benefits for those who
can well afford to pay for it themselves? measure originated in the House Ways and
Committee and expanded by the SenThe Javits amendment has an income Means
Finance Committee. It has the backing
limitation for participation of $3,000 for ate
of powerful Senate conservatives tn both
the individual, $4,500 for the married parties, with southern Democrats providing
couple. We want to reach and serve the a basic core of support.
older citizen living on a reduced income,
This b111 would prov!de Federal particiwhich cannot stretch to cover the cost pation in a State payment of $12 a month,
specifically
for medical care, to 2,400,000 perof expensive or extensive medical care.
The Javits amendment far surpasses sons on old-age assistance--although not all
of them would need it. It also would perany proposal yet before us in serving mit
Federal participation in St ate payments
those who have served us in the prime of to older persons not on old-age assistance
their life-and who deserve a better but unable to pay medical bills--probably
share in the benefits and comforts which less than 1 million of them.
medical science can offer.
The cost to the Federal Government would
Mr. President, I am very eager that be $30 million in this fiscal year, and $160
million
in the first full year, to be paid from
we secure a proper, fair, and just medical
revenues. Its opponents point out
care bill for our older citizens. I believe general
it would cover not many more than 1
that of all the programs submitted, the that
million needy oldsters, would be dependent
Javits program best fits the needs.
upon recurring appropriations at both State
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- and Federal levels and would impose a "desent to have printed in the REcORD at grading'' means test upon beneficiaries.
Its supporters contend that it helps only
this point, as a part of my remarks, an
article entitled "Congress: Medical those who need help and spreads the cost
Issue," published in the New York Times among all taxpayers. The plan appeals to
poor States, with big relief rolls, and is put
of August 21.
forward as one that President Eisenhower
There being no objection, the article would not veto.
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
KENNEDY PLAN
as follows:
CONGRESS: MEDICAL ISSUE-THREE PLANS ARE
PROPOSED TO DEAL WITH INCREASING NEED
OF OLDER PERSONS FOR HEALTH INSURANCE
(By Tom Wicker)
WASHINGTON, August 19.-The Senate of
the United States comes to grips next week
with what many believe to be the most
potent political issue in domestic politics:
the high cos"; of medical care for the Nation's 16 million persons over 65-.

Second. The social security approach:
This is embodied in the Kennedy-Anderson
amendment, which liberal Democrats will
seek to add to the committee bill.. It is
backed by Senator JOHN F. KENNEDY, the
Democratic presidential nominee; and by the
Democratic platform.
The plan would impose an additional
one-quarter of 1 percent tax on employers
and employees to build up a fund from
which medicaf benefits. would be paid, when
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needed, to those who are eligible to receive
old-age and survivors insurance payments
and who are over 68. There are about
8,500,000 of these persons, but not all are
receiving OASI payments.
The social security approach would not
reach the needy aged, but its proponents
seek to combine it with the committee bill,
which would. Those who received social security medical benefits would get them regardless of their means. They could choose
their own doctors, hospitals and nursing
homes, and payments would be made directly
from the Government to these vendors of
medical care.
Benefits would include 120 days' hospital
care, 240 days' home nursing care, 360 home
he~l1th visits and diagnostic outpatient hospital services.
The plan would be fully self-financed, ex. cept that hospital patients would pay the
first $75 of costs. There would be no drain
on the Federal Treasury and no dependence on State appropriations.
VETO THREATENED
President Eisenhower calls this "compulsory medicine" and threatens a veto. Others
point out that it puts the burden on the
70 million participants in social security, and
that those who are already receiving OASI
payments would contribute nothing for the
new medical benefits. The American Medical Association calls the plan sodalized medicine.
The social security approach, however, has
powerful labor union, university and public
support.
3. Contributory insurance: Originally proposed by President Eisenhower, this approach will be put forward by Senator JACOB
K. JAVITS and other liberal Republicans in a
somewhat altered form. It would provide
Federal-State payments to help individuals
defray the costs of private, voluntary health
insurance.
Those subscribing could choose a major
medical services plan, a preventive and
short-term medical option, or payment of
part of the cost of an existing private insurance policy. The cost to the participating
individuals would vary according to their
means. The minimum would be 10 percent.
Persons over 65 would be eligible to participate, except those with annual incomes
over $3,000 individually or $4,500 for couples,
and those needy aged covered by the committee bill-to which the Javits plan would
be added. Senator JAviTs estimated that
about 11 million would be eligible, in addition to those covered by the committee
bill. The cost to the Federal Government
would be about $450 million yearly.
Beneficiaries would choose their own medical vendors, with payments made much as
in ordinary private health insurance plans.
Benefits would vary according to the basic
option chosen by the participa-nt.
KEY BLOC

The original battle lines thus are fairly
clear. In the final analysis, however, much
depends upon the attitude of liberal Republicans. If they fail to put across the Javits
insurance amendment, will they support
the liberal Democrats in the social security
approach, or rest content with the committee
bill?
If the former, they will have to buck the
opposition of Vice President NIXON, their
presidential nominee, who has consistently
opposed social security as a vehicle for medical benefits. If the latter, they will be accepting less than they desire and opening
the way for the Democrats to exploit the
issue against their party in the fall campaign.
Liberal Democrats concede they need a
few Republican votes to put over the social
security plan. They also know that a social
security bill would face tough going in the
House of Representatives, where a narrower

measure than the committee bill has been
passed already. They acknowledge that
President Eisenhower has plainly signified
his intent to veto a compulsory medicine
bill.
CLEAR STRATEGY

But their strategy is clear. They will go
to the country as the friends of the old folks.
If their bill becomes law they can point
with pride. If President Eisenhower vetoes
it, they can view with alarm. If they cannot pass it, they will try to blame the Republicans.
The latter course, if it becomes necessary,
may take some doing. For the real balance
of power is held by the fiscal conservatives,
most of whom are southern Democrats.
Their strategy is the simplest of all. They
will vote against any and all liberalizing
amendments to the committee blll-Senator
KENNEDY and the Democratic platform notwithstanding.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Vermont is recognized for 15
minutes.
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, Congress and the American people generally
can ignore no longer the fact that one
of the most important problems facing
this Nation is how to provide adequate
health care for our growing number of
senior citizens.
There are approximately 15 million
persons now age 65 and over in the continental United States-or about 8 percent of the population. Every day the
number increases by about 1,000.
It is currently estimated that by 1970
we can expect to have approximately 20
million persons in the United States age
65 and over-about 9 percent of the
population. Roughly two-thirds of the
aged are between 65 and 75, and onethird are over 75. More than 2 million
are over 80.
Census Bureau estimates of the 1958
income of the aged show that 60 percent
of the individuals over the age of 65 had
incomes of less than $1 ,000. Census figures also show that half of the families
with older persons at the head had no
more than $2,600 income in 1958.
How do the 15 million people of this
country, past 65, most of whom are without jobs, and living on small incomes,
meet the costs of medical care? Only
about 40 percent of these people have
some hospitalization insurance, notwithstanding the fact that voluntary insurance coverage for the aged has been
increasing proportionately more rapidly
than for all age groups.
Dr. Wilma Donahue, chairman of the
division of gerontology at the University
of Michigan, says thatMany old people neglect chronic illness
(with greater cost later}, others obtain medical care by sacrificing other essentials of
healthful living, or turn to relatives for help.

She believes the mounting number of
admissions of older patients to mental
hospitals is one example of the effects of
worry and lack of preventive and restorative medical care of this group.
Many elderly people and even some
middle-aged persons are emotionally
beset by fears of becoming sick and not
being able to pay for medical care. This
insecurity, Dr. Donahue says, is the basis
for what is called widows' disease, in
which an elderly woman becomes over-
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taken by the fear that her money will
not last until the end of her life.
It is only when we look at the financial
aspects of medical care for the aged that
we can see clearly how great our problems are.
Expenditures for medical care are
more unevenly distributed among the
aged than among younger persons. Very
large expenditures for medical care
occur about one and one-half times
more frequently for the aged than for
the total population. The costs of insurance and other prepayment for the
aged generally are higher than for
younger persons.
Persons age 65 and over require more
days of hospital care per capita than
any other age group. Available data on
hospital use by the aged population show
considerably more hospital use for persons 70 and over than for those 65 to
69. There are widely varying estimates
of the annual number of days of hospital care per 1,000 aged, but it is safe
to say that those 65 and over have more
than twice as many days of hospitalization per 1,000 population as does the
population as a whole.
More than 20 percent of all patients
in nervous and mental hospitals are 65
and over. In private mental hospitals,
about 42 percent are 65 and over.
In 1955 the tuberculosis case rate for
persons age 65 and over was 83.2 per
100,000 as compared to 46.4 per 100,000
for the total population.
Data from a 1954 survey of patients
in chronic disease hospitals in five States
showed an average length of stay for
all patients of 15 months; however, one
out of six patients had been in the hospital for 5 years. The median age of
these patients was 70 years.
Ninety percent of the patients in proprietary nursing homes are 65 years of
age or over; and the average age of
nursing home patients is 80 years.
The number of physician visits per
person is 1.5 to 2.5 times as high for
persons aged 65 and over as for the
general population. The proportion of
aged persons with 15 or more physician
calls-home or office-per year is almost
twice that of all age groups.
Mr. President, I think the facts which
I have given make it unmistakably clear
that there must be produced at this session of Congress a law which will give
a greater health protection to the aged.
Basically, there are three approaches
to the health-care problem which have
been presented to the Senate. It is clear
from the public statements of the President that he would be willing to give his
approval to two of these proposals and
that he would flatly reject the third.
No one has any doubt about the fact
that either the Javits proposal, of which
I am a cosponsor, or the committeereported bill would be acceptable to the
White House. There is no clearcut division of sentiment in the Senate which
would give one of the proposals a substantial margin of support not enjoyed
by the others. However, one thing cannot be contradicted and that is the fact
that a bill for medical aid for the aged,
founded on the social security system,
has no hope of becoming a law.
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Listen to what the President of the
United States said at his most recent
press conference if you have any doubt
about this situation:
I am for a plan that will be truly helpfuf
to the aged, particularly against illnesses
which become so expensive, but one that is
freely accepted by the individual. I am
against compulsory medicine, and that 1s
exactly what I am against, and I don't
care if that does cost the Treasury a little
bit more money there. But after all the
price of freedom is not always measured
just in dollars.
The President is firm in his position
and will not yield on the basic issue of
the compulsory approach versus the voluntary approach. He feels, and perhaps
rightly so, that the Anderson amendment and proposals like it would be the
cornerstone of a compulsory national
health scheme which once applied to
the aged would soon be made applicable
to all Americans regardless of age.
For the last two decades Republican
Members of Congress have brought forth
countless health insurance and related
proposals for financing personal health
services. Almost all of these have been
devised on a voluntary basis. The interest of our party in providing health
care to take care of the cost of major
illness is without equal in legislative
history. During the years 1949 through
1955 Senators Flanders and Ives fought
for the enactment of a voluntary prepayment program for the entire popu1ation with Federal subsidy where needed.
During those same years the distinguished senior Senator from Vermont
and the distinguised senior Senator
from Alabama also fought for their own
bill which would bring voluntary health
insurance within the reach of low-in·
come families.
Between 1946 and 1949 the beloved
Senator Taft of Ohio pushed a State-op·
erated program for the medically in·
digent.
Senator Hunt, of Wyoming, intro·
duced a. national voluntary health in·
surance plan for persons with incomes
under $5,000.
As early as 194.0, 20 years ago, the
Republican candidate for the Vice Pres·
idency, Henry Cabot Lodge, advocated
grants to the States to subsidize certain
high-cost drugs and medical services.
Regrettably, all of these voluntary
health care proposals met with little,
if any, action. Had any of the major
ones been adopted, we would not be hav·
ing the problems we are facing today.
Mr. President, although there is a lot
of talk about pushing on to new frontiers, I am reminded about the parable
which formed the basis for the great
speech of Russell Conwell entitled
"Acres of Diamonds." Senators will remember that the principal character in
this speech traveled all the way around
the world in search of a fortune only
to later find that a fortune was there for
the taking in his own backyard.
For 20 years excellent voluntary
health-care proposals have been sitting
right in the backyard of the Senate
and the Javits amendment, which is before the Senate, embodies the best of
these proposals.
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It is my understanding that in the try has handled its medical care problems,
highly unlikely event that the Ander- we are at least entitled to the comfort of
knowing that this is something essential to
son amendment were approved by the the
_overwhelming majority of our people
House and Senate and by the White over 65. But essentially the · thrust of this
House that the wealthy people in the program for long-term hospital care applies
country would pay very little toward a to roughly 10 percent of those over 65.
program of health care for the aged.
I cite as authority for this point the findThis is what the distinguished senior ings of experts who met in a seminar which
Senator from Oklahoma had to say on I conducted with the College of Physicians
the point when he addressed the Senate and Surgeons in New York. I will key the
Senate to the report of that very fine semon August 15:
inar, with the names of those who particiI am advised by the representatives of the pated, who are probably among the most
Department of Health, Education, and Wel- eminent doctors in the field of geriatrics in
fare • • • that about 40 percent of the na- the United States.
tional income would make no contribution
That report showed that what was very
to the fund if it were secured from a social desirable for our older people was preventive
security tax.
health care of the kind which is afforded by
amendment, and which is not afforded
Such a situation seems to me highly my the
amendment of the Senator from New
by
discriminatory because the cost of the Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] wi-thout any invidAnderson program would fall on those ious comment on that score, except to show
who can least afford to pay for it.
the thrust of these particular bills.
The administration has been forth·
Mr. President, another important adright in advising Congress with respect
to a health care program for the aged. vantage of the Javits proposal over the
The President has set down four criteria Anderson amendment lies in the fact
which should be met in any health care that all those over 65 years of age may
take advantage of the Javits health care
bill.
Let us look for a moment at the program while on the other hand the
criteria approved by the administration. Anderson amendment applies only to
First, that the plan should be voluntary; those 68 years of age and over. Well
second, that it should be financed in part over 2% million older persons will be
by the individual; third, that it should be denied opportunity to get greater health
financed in part by Federal-State co- care protection by reason of the higher
operation; and, fourth, that the Federal age limit in the Anderson proposal.
Government's share of the financing . The distinguished senior Senator from
should come from the general revenues. New York made it remarkably obvious
It is the President's philosophy that yesterday why his plan is superior to the
the greatest in terms of wealth should social security approach when he said:
We are constantly inhibited in the social
help to pay for medical services needed
security plan in terms of costs, because we
by those in the lowest income brackets.
not want the social security taxes to get
I have previously pointed out that the do
out of line. Under the social security taxes,
Anderson amendment will be paid for in a burden is put on only 60 percent of the
large measure by those whose incomes income of the individuals of the country.
are $4,800 or less.
I started to develop this point before: As
In other respects the Anderson pro- between Democrats and Republicans-the
posal is prejudicial to the welfare of whole world is turned topsy-turvy-'-the
Democrats are for a program, on the whole-those with small incomes.
do not say every one of them will vote
Under the Anderson amendment the Ithat
way-which puts this responsibility on
subscriber must pay the first $75 of the part of the population which 1s in the
costs. Under the Javits proposal which I lowest income level, and only on part of the
have cosponsored, the individual pays no population. Hence, it becomes subject to
initial medical care costs whatsoever.
the very argument which has been made here
Reliable figures furnished by the De- so often against the sales tax as a method of
partment of Health, Education, and Wel· financing the Federal Establishment. The
social security tax is put on about 70 million
fare bring sharply to focus the fact that payers
who are responsible for 60 percent of
90 percent of those over the age of 65 the income. On the other hand, my plan
who are hospitalized have stays averag- puts the responsibility on the totality of the
ing about 14 days. The median hospital "income of persons who pay income taxes,
stay for all aged citizens is 21 days.
because it comes out of the general revenues,
Those of us who support the Javits and therefore spreads the burden widely
amendment feel that it is carefully and upon the basis of ability to pay, rather
on the basis of wage brackets, which
drawn to meet the needs of older persons tp.an
come into consideration under social .secuas they have been revealed by the De- rity. It seems to me in this case the roles of
partment of Health, Education, and Wei· the parties have been reversed, and in quite
fare and other responsible sources.
an extraordinary way.
Basically, the Anderson program is one
Under the Javits proposal, of which I
geared to catastrophe and not designed
to take care of the typical problem of am a cosponsor, an individual will have
an opportunity to choose the approach
the older person.
I say this because the Anderson pro- best suited to his personal health probgram provides for 120 days of hospital lems and financial status. There are
care or 240 days of nursing home care three options under the Javits plan: (1)
or 365 days of health services in the the option of preventive care; (2) the
option of catastrophic care; (3) the ophome.
The distinguished senior Senator from tion enabling the individual to particiNew York spotlighted the shortcomings pate in the presentation of a health insurance policy of his own.
of the Anderson bill when he said:
Under the first option in the Javits
If we are going to legislate a program
which marks such a tremendous wrench amendment, the individual gets very
from the trad.itional way in which our coun- large benefits which begin at once.
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There is no deductible to discourage him
from getting the preventive medical care
he needs.
Contrast this with the Anderson plan,
the McNamara bill, and the Forand-type
plan which tend to promote hospitalization and deemphasize the importance of
preventive treatment.
Mr. President, the second option in
the Javits plan takes cognizance of the
fact that millions of Americans over the
age of 65 can afford a part of the cost of
catastrophic illness but could not bear
the major portion of such illness. Under
the second Javits option which is geared
to the needs of those with a modest income, an individual would have to pay
his first $250 of the cost of a catastrophic
illness and 80 percent of the remainder
would be absorbed by Federal and State
contributions.
There are still other Americans, Mr.
President, who would like to select their
own medical care or health insurance
policy. For these older citizens, the
Javits amendment presents a third option which would embody a governmental contribution of up to $60 a year
to help them pay for the policy they
deem appropriate for themselves.
Mr. President, every time a program of
Federal-State cooperation is presented
in the House or Senate there are always
those who say, "Let the Federal Government do the entire job; the States might
not want to participate.!' To those who
make this bland assertion I would say
that the record of the States in their
response to grant programs is a superb
one.
The general health grant program began in 1936. Before the program had
been in operation 1 year aU States were
participating. The same is true of the
tuberculosis control program, the water
pollution program, and the hospital and
medical facilities construction program.
The cancer control and mental health
programs were instituted in 1948. By the
end of the :first year 49 States were participating in the cancer program and 45
States in the mental health program.
The maternal and child health services program was initiated in 1936. By
the end of 1 year 47 States were participating and by the end of 3 years all
States were giving full cooperation.
These figures and facts should put to
rest the doubts of those who feel that
the States are negligent in facing up to
responsibilities in health care and related
fields.
I do not know whether the junior
Senator from Massachusetts has ever
been under social security but if such
should be the case, he would certainly be
entitled to benefits under the Anderson
amendment, the cost of which would be
abSorbed by those principally in the
lower income brackets. The same would
be true of other wealthy people.
Mr. President, I think it is significant
too that there are millions of farmers
who retired before those in agricultural
occupations were covered by social security. They would be given some protection under the committee reported
bill if they are in receipt of old-age assistance or are medically indigent. But,
Mr. President, some of these farmers do
CVI--1080

not fit into the old-age assistance or
medically indigent categories. Notwithstanding their modest means, however,
they would be given no help by the
Anderson amendment or the Kerr bill.
Under the Javits proposal, they could
take out health insurance with some degree of Federal and State assistance.
In closing, Mr. President, may I point
out that I support the Javits proposal
because its cost would be shared by the
general population while the cost of the
Anderson proposal would be carried
principally by those in the lower income
groups.
I favor the Javits proposal because it
emphasizes the importance of preventive
medicine and makes it possible for an
older person without funds to get care
immediately-in contrast to the Anderson amendment which requires the older
person to scrape up a deductible.
I favor the Javits proposal because it
contains three options, any one of which
the individual may choose according to
the lights of his needs and financial resources.
I favor the Javits proposal because it
will permit 2% million individuals between the ages of 65 and 68 to get help
in securing health care protection while
the Anderson amendment would deny
people in this category assistance.
I favor the Javits proposal because it
meets the criteria laid down by the administration and stands a good chance
of becoming a law.
Lastly, I favor the Javits proposal because it will not be the cornerstone for
any compulsory national medical scheme
but represents instead another hallmark
in the longstanding tradition of FederalState cooperation in meeting pressing
problems.
I _think the Senate can have every
confidence that if the Javits proposal is
adopted, it will be approved by the White
House. This confidence is based on a
statement issued by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare at his
most recent press conference. This is
what the Secretary had to say:
I have not yet discussed in full detail with
the President the proposal for medical care
for the aged which was introduced in the
Senate on Saturday by Senator JAVITS, on
behalf of himself and eight other Senators.
The proposal, however, 1s consistent with the
basic principles which the administration
has stated should be found in any program
for medical care for the aged.

. I yield back the remainder of my time.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. ScoTT]-! was not in the Chamber
when he completed his remarks-and the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY]
for the most eloquent way in which they
have explained their stand for my
amendment, and also for understanding
it so· well. I think this demonstrates,
too, the fact that my amendment is a
clear and understandable alternative and
should go out that way to the country
as we talk on it here today.
Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OF'FICER. The
Senator from New York will state it.
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Mr. JAVITS. May I be informed as
to the time which has been consumed?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
·senator from New York has 33 minutes
remaining; the other side has 36 minutes
remaining.
Mr. JAVITS. May I suggest that perhaps the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
McNAMARA] might use some time?
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that there may be a call for a quorum, without the time being charged to
either side.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call may be rescinded, and
that the time taken for the quorum call
may be charged equally to both sides.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I should
like to speak for 10 minutes in the time
of the opponents of the Javits amendment.
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Indiana as
much time as he needs to make his presentation.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, we are,
in my judgment, now debating one of
the most important and crucial domestic
issues to confront the Congress in a
quarter of a century.
It was just 25 years ago when the Congress and the President, working together, succeeded in enacting into law a
program providing some semblance of
security to our citizens.
Of course, at that time, there were
great cries of socialism, welfare state,
and other such epithets that tended to
becloud the issue. But a great President
and a. great Congress refused to be
"bullied," intimated, or swayed from carrying out its constitutional responsibility
of providing for the general welfare-and
I mean the welfare of all of our citizens.
But when this great social security program was enacted, our leaders foresaw
that it was a new system, that it was just
a foundation, and that time would indicate the weaknesses and strengths of it,
and experience would guide congressional
action in improving it.
There are in this body today Senators
who were serving in Congress 25 years
ago when this program was debated and
approved. They will, I am sure, recall
the words used in the Senate report in
1935, in which it was stated that insecurity of the American citizen and reliance on public charity stem from four
sources: First, unemployment; -second,
old age; third, disability and loss of the
wage earner; and fourth, illness.
Congress, over the years, has acted
boldly in meeting some of these threats
to the security of the individual.
We have provided a system of uneni·
ployment compensation which has been
improved periodically.

17170

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

We have attempted to remove the fear
of growing old, by permitting retirement
under the social security program. And
I may add that we provided benefits under this program as a matter of right,
not charity.
We have provided a system of disability insurance which we hope will be improved by the provision in the pending
social security bill permitting the totally
and permanently disabled to retire at any
age if certain basic requirements are met.
And this, too, is a matter of right, not
charity.
Time-a quarter of a century-has
shown the wisdom of the bold action
taken in 1935. All but the most skeptical-and there are some-admit that this
program has been one of the greatest
humanitarian programs in the history of
our Nation.
But, Mr. President, great as this program has been, it is still sadly deficient
in meeting one of the grave threats to
economic and personal security-the fear
of illness in old age, when income is severely limited, and when illness and the
need of medical care are the greatest.
There is a grave human need, Mr.
President; and I challenge anyone here
today to prove otherwise.
I do not believe it necessary to go
through all of the elaborate statistics in
order to prove that there is a pressing
human need. The administration admits it. The Democrats admit it. The
aged and their families agree. And the
experts in health and medical economics
have proven it.
All of these accept the facts of the
special health needs of aged Americans,
their limited financial means to pay for
these basic needs, and the limited role
of insurance companies in solving the
problem.
So what we are really debating here,
Mr. President, is not whether there is a
pressing and critical human need, but,
rather, how we are to fill it.
At this point, Mr. President, I want to
emphasize my support for the medical
care amendment approved by the Senate
Finance Committee, and authored by
my good friends and colleagues on the
committee, the distinguished senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] and the
distinguished junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR]. I compliment them
for improving the old -age-assistance
program and for providing for additional
funds for other needy individuals.
But, Mr. President, that measure does
not provide an adequate medical care
program for all of our senior citizens.
It must be supplemented. We can do
that in either one of two ways: We can
accept the Eisenhower-Nixon-Javits
public charity approach, or we can accept the dignified, time-tested, prepaid
social security approach.
I do not wish to be critical of our great
President. But I would like to ask who
is leading whom.
If I recall correctly, earlier this session
the Senator from New York submitted a
proposal which was similar to the one
now pending. Soon thereafter the President said he had a program of his own
which the Secretary of Health, Educa-

tion, and Welfare would present to Congress. At that time, I believe we were
playing follow the leader, and Vice President NIXON soon thereafter endorsed the
administration proposal.
Now we play the game in the reverse
order: The Senator from New York offered his proposal; the Vice President,
we are told, endorsed it; and the President at the 11th hour, just yesterday,
announced that it has his support.
This situation is, of course, confusing
to many of us. The President never did
submit a bill embodying his recommen-·
dations. When the President submitted
his budget proposal, the message did not
even contemplate any program of medical care for the aged. The President's
state of the Union message did not mention the need for such a program.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my distinguished colleague yield to me?
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am
delighted to yield to the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not wish to
interrupt the Senator's presentation of
the various plans, including the one now
reluctantly approved by the White
House. But when the Senator from Indiana mentions the threat of veto, it is
necessary to call attention again to the
fact that proposed legislation passed by
the Congress goes to the President, either
for his approval or for his disapproval.
If he disapproves a measure which has
been passed by the Congress, he returns
it to the Congress with his veto message,
in which he states his objections to the
action by the Congress.
But constantly during this administration we have been faced with the Presidential threat-and I use that word advisedly-that if the Congress does not
write proposed legislation in a certain
manner, it will be subject to a veto; we
have been told that either directly or by
implication.
I think it is clear that there has been
arrogated to themselves by those on
Pennsylvania Avenue a power which under the Constitution is not possessed by
the Executive under the checks-and-balances system under which we operate.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, certainly the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia has spoken the truth.
In substantiation of the point he has
made, let me point out that at the hearings held by the Finance Committee, I
had the following colloquy with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, as appears in the hearings on page
178:
Senator HARTKE. Since you state the need
is so great and that Federal action is necessary, if the Congress should accept the
benefits which you propose, and if we accepted the deductible provisions which you
have proposed and if we extended the coverage to help those who are not covered under
the social security program, but either in
one of two fashions put on an attachment
that the payment be by social security or
by payroll tax, would your oversensitivity to
this particular approach be such that you
would stlll oppose this legislation?
Secretary FLEMMING. I so indicated to Senator DouGLAS and I will indicate again.
Senator HARTKE. And in your opinion,
would you recommend to the President that
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if all of these conditions were accepted,

would you recommend to the President that
he veto such a bill?
Secretary FLEMMING. I normally don't dis- ·
cuss communications that I either send or
might think in terms of sending to the
President on a matter that is properly before the President. The President has stated
time and again that he will not indicate
what he will do with a piece of legislation
until it is on his desk. Certainly it would
be inappropriate for me as a member of his
administration to comment on a hypothetical situation as to whether or not I would
recommend or not recommend.
Senator HARTKE. Let me change it then:
Would you be very strongly opposed to it
to such an extent that you would feel it
would be unacceptable legislation from the
viewpoint of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare?
Secretary FLEMMING. I stated to Senator
DouGLAS and I have stated to you that I
would be opposed to the legislation. I stand
on that.

The truth is the administration is
using the veto threat and clever parliamentary manipulations in an all-out
effort to prevent any really workable
medical-care program for the aged.
That threat runs through all the veins
of this debate; and if one had any doubt
about it, the doubt was completely dispelled when the current issue of Business Week tipped the hand of the administration, as follows:
NIXON'S original measure to provide $1.4
billion annually from the Treasury funds
for "catastrophic" illnesses has found
meager support in the Senate. However,
the measure may be put forward as a lastditch effort to try to block a social security
financed program.

So that is the last-ditch effort that
is coming before us.
Mr. President, I did not mean to be
diverted from my remarks on the two
possible alternatives. However, it does
become disconcerting to see this matter
made a political football. I should
like to comment briefly on the two approaches. In doing so, I am trying to
consider on a purely human-need basis
this problem of health insurance for
the aged.
I think the issue has been resolved
to three questions:
First. Who shall benefit from such a
program?
Second. Shall eligibility be a matter
of right or a matter of charity?
Third. How shall the program be financed?
Now, I propose to answer these questions as logically and dispassionately as
possible.
First. Anyone who chooses to should
have the right to benefits, just as anyone who chooses has the right to enjoy
social security retirement benefits. The
social security program is the only one
which treats all Americans alike and
in which virtually every American
worker today participatess. It provides
the nearest-perfect base for this health
insurance program.
Shall we deny to the senior citizens
of Indiana, for instance, the benefits of
a health insurance program simply because a State administration has not
the concern or the energy or the ability
to set up a program? We have seen
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in this Congress that the Federal-State
system of rural libraries has no participation in In~iana, and about one million citizens of my State are, thus, denied access to libraries.
Second. I see old age health insurance as something which ought of right
to be available for every American.
Every plan except social security plans
puts a needs test upon the individual
who applies. It calls upon one who
has paid for his home to sacrifice that
before he can be eligible. It calls upon
a senior citizen to beg for assistance.
Let us recall for a moment what
Franklin Delano Roosevelt said about
the social security program:
I see an America where those who have
reached the evening of their life shall live
out their years In peace, In security, where
pensions and Insurance • • • shall be
given as a matter of right to those who
through a long life of labor have served
their families and their Nation so well.

Did Jesus tell the sick and the poor
to pawn their clothes before the community would help them? Did Isaiah
tell the people to cast off the aged and
let them shift for themselves? Did they
put a price tag on mercy and justice
and righteousness?
Charity medicine, I submit, is poor
medicine.
Third. In the matter of financing,
much has been said. Much of what has
been said merely clouds the issue.
I think we can all agree on certain
facts. If a person is eligible for benefits
and he must be confined to a hospital
for a goiter operation, for instance, the
cost is the same-exactly the same-no
matter how the hospitalization and surgery are paid for. It costs a certain
amount whether the individual pays
himself, whether it is through an insurance carrier, whether the State pays, as
the administration proposes, or whether
it is financed through - social security.
There is no bargain basement, no fire
sale for health insurance. It is foolish
to state that one plan is less costly than
another. The only way any plan can
be less costly is to eliminate beneficiaries or benefits. In any case, it has
nothing to do with financing.
If, indeed, any financing plan is less
costly, it should be social security because the necessary administration is
set up and in operation. Only the social security program is one in which
virtually every worker participates and
would be in position to lay aside in
escrow an amount for protection of his
health in the evening of his life when
health needs grow and income declines.
Here we are in 1960 quibbling over
facts and :figures, listening to the same
old record of those who have eyes, but
seeth not; of those who have hearts and
nerves, but do not feel. The old phonograph record spins, but the label is
that of 1935. When social security was
debated in 1935, the record proclaimed:
"When individuals realize that they can
definitely count upon public monetary
aid except in cases of adversity, the incentive for individual self-help, thrift,
and forethought is weakened; and increasing proportions of the population
receive support from public funds."

These are the words used in the
1930's. How familiar they seem today.
Yet, self-help, thrift, and forethought
still fit into the scheme of things today.
And social security has worked, is working, and will continue to work.
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. HARTKE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator who is a member of the
Finance Committee.
Mr. McCARTHY. Is not the Senator
aware of the fact that approximately 18
to 20 million veterans either have available or actually do use the veterans' medical ca.r e program? Is there any indication that their incentive or their American spirit has in any way been dulled
as a result of that program?
Mr. HARTKE. To the contrary, their
incentive has been strengthened and
their future has been lightened with regard to their ailments and medical care.
Mr. McCARTHY. Does the Senator
think it is un-American for veterans to
receive medical care under the veterans'
program?
Mr. HARTKE. Not only is it not unAmerican, but it is a part of the spirit
and a part of the American way of life.
Mr. McCARTHY. It has not had any
effect upon their spirit of patriotism, or
their dedication to the free enterprise
system, and all the other elements that
go to make up the American way of life,
has it?
Mr. HARTKE. The Senator from
Minnesota, as he usually does, has stated
the case quite well. So far as the opponents of the social security approach are
concerned, they do not want to meet the
type of challenge which the Senator, in
a few words, has stated.
I care not whether a specific bill is
called the Forand bill, the McNamara
bill, the Anderson bill, or the Kennedy
bill so long as its program is sound.
They are alike in that they all would
provide guaranteed, definite, and selfrespecting programs of medical benefits
for millions of senior Americans through
a system of self-financed, pay-as-youwork hospitalization and related insurance.
Mr. President, the issue, simply put,
is this: The_. Nixon charity approach,
based on inadequate State welfare programs and payments out of pocket during retirement, versus the social security
approach, based on contributions while
one is working and then benefits-as a
right-when one is retired.
The principle of social security is well
established. I doubt there is one in this
Chamber who favors the repeal of this
great and humanitarian act. We cannot,
however, overlook the fact that there are
those who would tear down the principle
of social security-the edifice upon which
it is built. Those who would circumvent
this social security system in a health
insurance program for the aged would
tear down social security, because such
circumvention defeats the very principle
of social security-prepaid assistance for
the aged as a matter of right, in dignity.
We who favor financing a health program for the aged through social secu-
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rity are attempting to build up the
edifice.
Mr. President, we cannot simply look
at cold statistics when we consider this
problem.
No citizen of this great Nation is a
mere statistic.
Had our great Founding Fathers been
inft.uenced by statistics we never would
have become the great democracy we are
today-the greatest nation in the world.
We have become great because we believe in the human dignity of man. We
consider all men as individuals. This is
why we are different from some other
nations of the world.
I can only refer those who fear every
action we take in providing for the welfare of our citizens to our Constitution.
Have they so little faith in that great
document and the safeguards it contains?

Mr. President, we cannot be misled.
We cannot afford to avoid the challenge.
We must act now. And we must act
boldly. Meeting this challenge andremoving one more fear of growing old is
democracy at its finest. Let us permit
our citizens to help themselves. And let
us follow the dignified approach embodied in our social security program.
If we do not, we shall still have a program under which only two groups in our
society today can afford to be sick when
they are old-one must be destitute, or
one must be rich. That is not the proper
way to provide for our people.
I should like to ask my distinguished
friend, the Senator from New York, a
few questions. Is it not true that, with
respect to the enrollment fee which the
Senator has provided in his proposal,
there is a provision for either $9 or $12,
but such a fee is the minimum fee, and
the States could set a higher fee if they
so desired?
Mr. JAVITS. That is correct; that is
the fee which is stipulated. I think it is
fair to say we estimate that to be about
the optimum amount which would be
charged to the individual.
Mr. HARTKE. Would not my distinguished friend agree that this is, in and
of itself, a heavy tax on an unemployed
retired group, and that it is equal to or
more than the social security tax of $12
annually to be paid by a full-time employed younger worker under the Anderson proposal?
Mr. JAVITS. I do not agree. I think
both of us have already agreed that the
Kerr-Frear approach would look after
the people who have no capability at all
in respect to health care. Therefore, we
are now talking, realistically, about the
people who have some capability. I do
not see there is any barrier with regard
to the effectiveness of the plan involved
in the very modest fee.
Mr. HARTKE. I should like to ask
my distinguished friend from New York
a question with regard to page 16903 of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for Saturday,
August 20, on which page there is printed
a table showing the number of people it
is estimated will participate in the program under the Javits plan, and the cost
estimates for the States and the Federal
Government.
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How was the assumption of 75 percent
participation by the 11 million persons
eligible to participate in the program
factually arrived at?
Mr. JAVITS. It is strictly an estimate
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. · The expert from the Department is serving the Senator's side as
actively as he is serving our side. We
are all using the same figures, which I
think is a good thing.
Mr. HARTKE. Assuming that is correct, how were the cost estimates factually determined?
Mr. JAVITS. In exactly the same way.
The cost estimates are the estimates of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Again I wish to have my
colleague note that I .think our actuaries
made the cost estimates in regard to the
Anderson proposal exactly as they made
the cost estimates in regard to mine.
Mr. HARTKE. The only thing I wish
to point out is that in the State of
Kansas it is estimated there will be
116,000 participants, though there is a
total aged population of nearly 250,000.
This would not provide anything for the
additional 130,000.
In New York, there is an estimated
actual aged population of 1.6 million,
and the estimate for participation in
this program is 924,000.
Mr. JAVITS. I think, if my colleague
will allow me to say so, we would not get
anYWhere if we tried to argue about the
validity or the invalidity of the figures
which have been equally made available
to us, upon which both of us have figured
our examples. I am not prepared to
argue that the figures are invalid. I
have accepted them. I have premised
my case upon them. I think the other
side has done the same. It would be
futile to get into that question. I do
not think either of us could win.
Mr. HARTKE. In other words, so far
as we are concerned, we cannot really
come to a good conclusion as to the apparent difference between those figures?
Mr. JAVITS. I do not feel that way
at all. I feel that both of us have relied
on the most authoritative information
we could obtain from people who know,
who appear to be acting with great objectivity. I have relied upon the figures.
I strongly commend to my colleague that
his side must do the same. Otherwise,
both of us will get nowhere.
Mr. HARTKE. The point is, it remains true that in the States of New
York, with 1.6 million people in this category, under the Senator's proposal only
924,000 would be covered.
Mr. JAVITS. New York may have special circumstances. There is disability
insurance and all kinds of State programs which have an effect as to the
number participating. That is why I
think the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is a better judge
than we are.
Mr. HARTKE. I should like to ask
the Senator a question in regard to another point. Since the date of the initiation of the Federal-State programs the
old-age assistance program has included
a form of cash payment. There has
been medical care available to old-age

assistance recipients through federally
aided public assistance vendor payments.
How many States have taken full advantage of the Federal grant?
Mr. JAVITS. I had a chart printed
in the RECORD in that regard. I could
show it to the Senator. I do not wish
to use the Senator's time, because I do
not think he has too much time remaining.
Mr. HARTKE. That is the chart on
page 282 of the report of the Finance
Committee. It is not in the RECORD. I
believe the Senator will find it on page
282 of the report.
· Mr. JAVITS. When I speak affirmatively I will answer the Senator's question. I do not wish to intrude upon the
Senator's time, because I do not think
he has much time remaining.
Mr. HARTKE. I think my distinguished friend would agree with me that
the States are not fully participating at
the present time; is that not correct?
Mr. JAVITS. I should like to supply
that fact when I speak.
Mr. HARTKE. Does my distinguished
friend disagree with my assertion that
the States are not fully participating at
this time?
Mr. JAVITS. I will say to my dear
colleague, his distinguished friend simply
does not know at the minute. When he
knows he will state the answer.
[Laughter.]
Mr. HARTKE. I have a great admi- ·
ration for the Senator. The Senator
knows that.
Do not a large percentage of the aged
persons have medical expenses each year
amounting to more than $500?
Mr. JAVITS. I can answer that question. According to the figures of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare 15 percent of the persons who
are over 65, or 2,250,000, have total medical expenditures on the average of $700
per year, not including nursing home
care, and that is quite regardless of income. It is 15 percent of the totality of
those over 65.
Mr. HARTKE. Assuming that is a
fact, and I am not disputing the fact,
how would a person know whether he
would be better off, under the Senator's
proposal, to take option No. 1 or ·option
No. 2? In other words, how would he
know he would be better off to take the
so-called preventive medicine option as
opposed to the catastrophic illness option?
Mr. JAVITS. I think that is one of the
virtues of my proposal. The individual
can determine for himself in his own
circumstances which option he requires
for his own protection. I believe a person with a very small income would want
the preventive care. I would say a person with a modest income would desire
the catastrophic illness plan. . I think
that is one of the advantages given a
person, a choice based upon his own circumstances.
Mr. HARTKE. He would not know
what might happen to him in the future.
He would not know whether he would
have a catastrophe or need preventive
care.
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Mr. JAVITS. I respectfully submit
that the Federal Government would not
know, either. . I would rather have the
citizens run their own business than be
led around by the hand by somebody in
Washington, D.C.
Mr. HARTKE. This is exactly the
point. Under the social security program we would not have the Federal
Government calling doctors and hospitals. The doctors and hospitals would
determine the care. No Government
agency would tell the people what to do
under the social security approach. The
doctors would have freedom of choice,
without socialized medicine.
If such a person were to have a catastrophic illness, how would he switch
from option No. 1 to option No. 2, or
could he?
Mr. JAVITS. He could switch in different years if he decided his circumstances were such that he wished to take
another type of insurance.
Mr. HARTKE. Let us assume that
this man will live for a period of 15 years.
That is the average number of years a
man is expected to live at the age of 65.
Let us assume that in each year he has
a chronic illness which costs him about
$400. Which of the options should he
take, in the opinion of my distinguished
friend?
Mr. JAVITS. I did not understand
the Senator's question.
Mr. HARTKE. A man ordinarily has
a life expectancy of about 15 years when
he reaches the age of 65. That is the
anticipation at the present time. In
each of these years let us assume a man
has a chronic illness which costs him
$400 annually. Which option should he
take?
Mr. JAVITS. I think that all depends upon his circumstances. He
would determine what kind of an insurance policy he would buy, or any other
kind of protection. He could not forecast the future. I do not think anybody
in Washington, D.C., is in a better position to do it than the person himself.
Mr. HARTKE. How would this man
at 65 know he would live for 15 years?
How could he anticipate that, so as to
make an intelligent decision?
Mr. JAVITS. In the first place, the
coverage under my plan would cover the
man for the rest of his life. There is no
argument about that. Whatever plan
he should choose would depend upon his
circumstances. He could change his
mind every year. It seems to me that
freedom of choice is very much more
commendable than tying the man down
to some plan which the Government
thinks is good for him.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. FoNGJ.
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, today
nearly 16 million Americans are 65 years
of age or older. Through the miracle of
modern medicine, by 1970 there may be
20 million in this age bracket.
Paradoxically, the blessing of longer
life is mixed with special problems of a
serious nature, such as health care for
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the aged. When these people most need
medical attention, they may be least
able to afford it.
Both major political parties this year
acknowledged in their platforms that
this is a national problem. And now the
Senate of the United States is deliberating various proposals to meet that national problem.
It is my privilege and pleasure to cosponsor with eight of my colleagues a
comprehensive amendment which adds
on to the pending Kerr-Frear proposal
recommended by the Senate Finance
Committee.
Mr. President, the senior Senator from
New York [Mr. JAVITS] on Saturday
made a detailed presentation of our
amendment. I shall not burden the record with repeating the various details
of the preventive care option, of the
long-term illness option, and of the option for private health insurance. The
minimwn and maximwn packages under these options are set forth quite
clearly on pages 16900 and 16901 of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for August 20.
Mr. President, my purpose in speaking
today is to emphasize that the benefits
under the Javits amendment are very
generous, even in the minimwn package.
Furthermore, there is every expectation
that time and experience will lead to improvements.
The medical care benefits are realistic-they will meet actual needs of our
older citizens which are revealed by
U.S. medical use statistics.
And, the
benefits provided meet the widely differing needs of our people age 65 and over.
For example, in the preventive medical care option, the minimwn package
includes 12 home or office visits by a
physician. It includes the first $100 of
ambulatory, diagnostic, laboratory, or
X-ray services. It includes 24 home
nurse service calls as prescribed by a
physician. When necessary, on the certification of a physician, it provides 21
days of hospital or equivalent nursing
home care.
This is a first cost program; there is
no deductibility and there is no coinsurance. The individual gets the benefit at
once, as soon as he needs it, enabling
him to obtain protection before chronic
illness has set in.
Mr. President, I point out that this is
the· only proposal before the Senate
which provides for preventive medical
care.
In addition to generous and realistic
benefits, our amendment is eminently
practical. It uses existing facilities, yet
avoids the defect of some other pending
amendments which would overload our
hospitals. It recognizes that different
individuals have different medical care
needs. It recognizes the different individuals have differing preferences, including a preference for private health
insurance.
Our amendment recognizes the variations that exist among States, as well
as among people.
Our 180 million Americans are not all
cast in the same mold. We are each individuals in our own right. We live differently from each other. We work differently. What would be an excellent

medical care plan for one person might
not meet the needs of another person.
Therefore, we cosponsors of this amendment believe we should have several options to enable each individual to choose
the plan most appropriate and suitable
for himself. Furthermore, we provide
that he may from time to time have the
opportunity to subscribe to one of the
options if he wishes to make a change.
Similarly, our States are not all 50
identical miniatures of a Central Government here in Washington. Our
States differ, too, and the Javits amendment recognizes that fact of life. There
are those who contend that a plan
which depends on State cooperation
will not provide the necessary medical
care because some States may not rise
to the occasion to meet the needs of
their people. This same argument could
have been made about the many Federal-State grant programs and the
many Federal-State cooperative programs.
But the States have joined in these
national programs and I am confident
they will in such an urgent program as
that of medical care for their senior
citizens.
Apart from the 2.4 million persons on
old-age assistance who will receive added
medical care benefits under the pending
bill, our amendment will cover 11 million persons, a greater nwnber than are
covered under the Anderson social security amendment.
Our amendment has a further advantage besides generous, realistic benefits,
a choice of programs, flexibility, and
broad coverage: the cost is minimal, to
the Federal Government, to the States,
and to the individual.
Furthermore, these costs are widely
spread. In the case of the Federal Government, the program would be financed
out of general revenues to which all taxpayers contribute. Social security financing would lay all the Federal burden
on the limited nwnber of persons who
pay social security taxes-and it would
put an unwarrantedly heavy burden on
those in the lower economic pay scales.
The weight of equity is on the side
of general-revenue financing. Let all
taxpayers share the cost of the medical
care program. More and more people
are living longer. It is only proper, in
my opinion, for these costs to be borne by
the greatest number of persons possible.
Our amendment has the further advantage of avoiding property criterion
for eligibility in the program, and of
avoiding the need for a pauper's oath
which is so repugnant to our people. Our
amendment bases eligibility solely on income reported on their Federal income
tax forms. Terms of the amendment, as
I have already stated, would permit coverage of an estimated 11 million persons
age 65 or over.
Today, we in the Senate are not con- .
fronted with a partisan issue.
We are faced with the question of how
best to meet the medical care needs of
those citizens over 65 years of age.
The amendment before us, which I
have cosponsored, gives greater coverage and greater benefits to more people
than any other proposal now before the
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Senate. It includes the medically commended preventive care option which no
other plan contains. The cost is modest
and is spread widely so that the burden
is not excessive on any one person or any
one group. Our amendment offers freedom of choice to elderly persons in need
of medical care and is in the finest tradition of our American system of meeting
human needs.
I urge adoption of the Javits amendment.
I thank my colleague for yielding to
me.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
for his fine statement.
Is there a speaker on the other side
who wishes to address the Senate? If
not, I yield myself 5 minutes. First I
yield to the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. RANDOLPH], who wishes to ask a
question.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from New York
for yielding. I do not wish to be argumentative. I am attempting to be objective in the questions I shall ask.
What would be the total administrative costs under the plan advanced by
the Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS]
with the support of other Senators?
Mr. JAVITS. I have had no estimate
of the State cost of administration beyond the experience which the States
have had in respect to old age assistance.
I would not, of course, claim an analogy
between the two. Therefore I must tell
the Senator that I do not have an estimate of the administrative cost.
I should like to ask the Senator from
West Virginia in turn to give me an
estimate of administrative costs under
the proposed social security plan.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I shall be glad to
do so. Before I do, however, I wish to
indicate that the Federal, State, and
local costs naturally should be combined
in calculating the total administrative
cost. The present social security cost, as
the Senator knows, is approximately 2
percent; the medical care program as advanced under the Anderson amendment,
joined in by nine other Senators, including the Senator from West Virginia, is
estimated very conservatively at approximately 5 percent.
In answer to the question which the
Senator from New York did not answer
in detail, I believe that the plan proposed
by the Senator from New York would cost
not 5 percent, but approximately 11 percent. I believe that to be true. I think
it would be more costly because of the
collection of enrollment fees from the
aged. I believe that there would be
added costs which would come from the
detailed and oftentimes difficult explanations which frankly would have to be
made. The option of buying private
insurance, I believe would cause the administrative cost to be increased.
I have indicated my belief that the
cost of his plan would be approximately
11 percent, while the cost of the so-called
Anderson plan, with which I am in accord, would be 5 percent or less.
Mr. J AVITS. Of course, the cost of
the Anderson plan would be borne by the
Federal Government alone, and whatever cost there would be, would be shared
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by the States under my plan. I shall address myself to that subject later.
I yield back the remainder of the time
I have yielded myself. I yield 5 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. COOPER].
Mr. COOPER.
Mr. President, I
strongly support the amendment offered
by the senior Senator from New York,
[Mr. JAVITS], as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON].
Both of these amendments offer a medical care plan. When we vote, we will
express our choice between these plans,
our judgment of their merits, and of
their ability to provide an adequate
medical care plan for persons over 65
years of age. Let us never forget that
it is those who need medical care that
should be the only object of our consideration, not the interest of either political party, or any advantage that may be
drawn from what we do in this special
session of Congress.
I am a cosponsor of the Javits amendment. I support it because I believe it
does offer a better medical care plan
than the Anderson amendment. Yesterday, Senator Javits made a magnificent
analysis of his amendment, and there
is no need for me to repeat much of
what he said.
Comparing the Javits and Anderson
amendments with respect to the benefits
offered those who need medical care, I
do make these points:
First, the Javits amendment would
provide benefits for persons when they
reach the age of 65, while under the
Anderson amendment, benefits would
not be available until the age of 68. I
do not need to argue that in this respect the Javits amendment is superior. .
Second, the medical care benefits provided by the Javits amendment are
much more adequate and appropriate to
the needs of those who must have medical care than are the benefits which
would be provided by the Anderson
amendment. The Anderson plan does
not provide for the payment of physicians-for calls at home, in the doctor's
office, or in the hospital. It does not
provide for the payment of drugs-of
medicine-and every person knows their
cost. The Anderson amendment provides payment of hospital and nursing
home costs. No provision is made for
the less serious ailments-or for preventive care. It has been estimated that
it would reach only 15-20 percent of
those who need medical care-that is,
those who must spend a protracted period in hospitals .or nursing homes.
By comparison, the Javits amendment
provides for doctor's care at home or in
the doctor's office, for preventive medical care, for diagnostic and laboratory
costs, drugs, nursing care and hospitalization. It provides for every needed
kind of medical care.
The cost of the Javits amendment, to
those who actually need help, is certainly moderate. If his plan should be
chosen-and as I have shown, it is certainly more generous than the Anderson
hospitalization
provision-the
cost
would be approximately $10 per year per
individual. If a second option is chosen

under the Javits amendment, one offering wide benefits and provision for long
illnesses and serious operations, the cost
would be $12.80 pe.r year per individual.
For those who pay no income tax, no
payment would be required.
Of course a basic difference between
these two plans is in their method of
providing funds to pay for medical benefits. The Anderson plan would furnish
assistance only to those who have met
the requirements of the social security
system-some 8,500,000 persons-and
then only limited medical care. The
Javits plan would be available to approximately 11 million individuals whose
income does not exceed $3,000 and for
couples, $4,500. Objections are raised
against the Anderson social security system plan, or any social security plan,
upon the basis that it is nonvoluntary.
I recognize this objection. But I say for
myself that, unlike some who oppose
medical care plans based on the social
security system, I do not take the position that the social security system
should not be used in a comprehensive
medical care plan. It may be found by
the Congress, after thorough consideration, that the social security system is
a proper element in a comprehensive
plan to reach all people over 65 years of
age; and if proof develops that this is
true, I would not oppose it.
My chief concern is that a plan be
adopted which will serve the greatest
number of people, and which will most
effectively meet their needs for medical
care. I recognize that the social security system plan could be more easily
put into effect and administered, but I
believe there is great merit in a plan
which calls for contributions by the Federal Government, by State governments,
and for small contributions by individuals who can pay.
So much for the merits, which I can
discuss only in this brief fashion at this
time. I turn now to another issue. One
question to which we must direct our attention is whether it is possible to secure
a carefully considered medical aid bill at
this session.
The Javits amendment is sound, and
has been carefully developed. If it is
adopted today by the Senate, and the
House concurs, I believe there is a good
chance that it will become law.
I respect wholly Senator ANDERSON, his
sincerity and his constructive efforts.
But the Anderson medical care plan is a
makeshift, and does not meet adequately
the needs of those who require medical
care. If it should be adopted, I assume
it would be vetoed. If this is true, and I
think it is. we will end up with no billnot even the bill passed by the House
which, while it is in no sense an adequate medical care bill, would provide
aid to millions of our needy, particularly
those on old-age assistance, and both
those who support the Javits amendment
and those who support the Anderson
amendment accept the bill voted by the
House of Representatives-)>ecause they
are offered as amendments to it.
I want an adequate medical aid plan.
But I have been concerned that we would
adopt at this special session, without full
consideration and thorough knowledge, a
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makeshift medical care plan. Frankly,
I do not think that the subject of medical care has had the consideration, the
analyses, the care that it deserves-and
that the people it will serve deserve. In
the atmosphere of this special sessionone preceding a presidential campaign,
and when it is generally considered that
medical care has been brought ·up for its
political effect upon the presidential
campaign-! believe it impossible to consider fully and objectively this most
important subject.
It is wrong not to deal fully and fairly
with this subject. And it is cruel and
cynical to treat people over 65 as footballs in a political campaign. The Congress can and will pass an adequate medical care plan, on its merits, in the early
part of the next session-for the benefit of the older people and not as a votegetting issue in this political campaign.
The best interests of our country, and
of those people over 65 who desperately
· need medical aid, will be best served by
voting for the Javits plan, which at least
has been carefully considered, and by
voting against the Anderson amendment.
I make it clear again that I support
medical care for the aged-but I object
to its political use in this session.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
very grateful to my colleague from Kentucky. It is well known in the Senate
that I have only the highest regard and
deep affection for him. He more often
than anyone else bespeaks the conscience of the Senate as frequently and
in as timeless a way as the Senator from
Kentucky has just done. I ask what
the state of the time is, by way of a
parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has 11 minutes.
Mr. JAVITS. And the other side has
how much time?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
other side has 4 minutes remaining.
Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 5 minutes. I should like, in the remaining
minutes of the debate to address myself
to a few questions which have been
raised with respect to my amendment,
by way of rebuttal.
First and foremost, I am deeply concerned and affected by the complete mixup in the minds of some speakers between the plan contained in the bill and
my plan, and the indiscriminate reference to both of them as a means test
plan or a charity plan. One of the
speakers even called it the Nixon charity plan. That just is not true.
I do not believe the committee plan
is a charity plan. Every recipient under
the old age assistance program would
resent any such label, which in that case,
of course, would apply to him for receiving old age assistance, as well as the
additional benefits; and my plan is not
a charity or a means test plan either.
It would be just as cruel-and I would
never do this, of course-to say to Senator ANDERSON, "Why do you cruelly exclude those between age 65 and age 68,
instead of letting them into this fine
program, when we all know they need
it?'" One would never do that, because
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we realize that the Senator from New
Mexico is architecting a plan according
to the means available.
Now let us look at the facts. In my
amendment we set up the qualification
of a man or woman who does not pay
any income tax. I refer to page 13, line
15 of the amendment. If the person
did not pay an income tax, that is it;
he is immediately eligible.
That applies probably to 80 percent
of all the older people in the country.
If his income did not exceed $3,000, as
an individual, or $4,500, as a married
man, or a couple, such person is eligible.
It is based strictly on the income tax return, and I am sure any person would
be happy to certify that he did or did
not file a tax return.
If there are to be any slurs cast upon
those in need, I should like to ask the
proponents of the Anderson amendment: "Is it all right to have a means
test for the benefits, but not have a
means test for the payoff?"
The proponents would tax those who
do not earn more than $4,500. Is that
a means test? Is mine a means test?
That is nonsense.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Under social security we are taxing those who
pay no income tax at all, as in the case
of a man and wife who make $125 a
month.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana. As long as he has interjected this fine bit of information, I
would say that he touched a chord last
night that was extraordinary.
What he said was, "What did you do
when the social security system came
into effect? Did you cover folks who
had paid nothing?" Of. course we did
not.
Only 4 percent of those who were over
65 on August 14, 1935, when the social
security system took effect, participated
in the system, because Congress imposed
strict rules as to eligibility based upon a
payment of at least six quarters of coverage.
Of the 7,957,000 persons aged 65 or
over in the United States, only 4 percent, or 340,000, who were over 65 participated in the system when it was first
established. I think that is a significant
point, as it bears upon the fact that this
does not do any such thing. This embodies them all right into the system
and lets the rest pay the bill.
This is the big difference between myself and those on the other side. I say,
certainly, we have a responsibility for
the aged; but it is a responsibility of all
of us, not merely of the people who pay
social security taxes. Let us all pay the
bill. Let us all pay the bill for welfare
both in the States and in the Federal
Government.
One other point which I think is very
important has just come up in the debate. When the Federal Government
decided to adopt a plan for its employees, one would have thought it would
pick the best and wisest plan for them.
What plan did it pick? It picked the
kind of plan I am now advocating. The

employees contribute just about half the
cost of the low option plan. They contribute something like five-eighths of
the cost of the high option plan. The
coverage is bought from private agencies. The Federal Government selected
exactly the plan I am advocating. I
think that is significant when we discuss
whether this proposal is a gimmick for a
campaign year or is a deeply entertained
plan based on honest conviction.
I think this is the clincher. No one
has yet stood up and stated whether it
is 85 percent or 90 percent of the older
people, or 84 percent or 93 percent. The
fact is that the overwhelming majority
of the older people do not need 120 days
in a hospital. What they need is the
kind of care they will get under my
program. They need the care of physicians and the care of nurses. They need
ambulatory and X-ray services. They
need drugs. They do not need 120 days
in a hospital. In other words, we will
legislate a plan for 10, 15, or 16 percent
of the aged, instead of a plan for 85 or
90 percent simply because it is felt that
they sh'ould come under social security.
I am as good a liberal as any other
Senator. I do not have to get it under
social security. I can use my head and
my 11 years of experience in Congress to
find a better way.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that there may be a quorum call,
the time for the quorum call to be
charged to neither side.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator will withhold his request,
I should like to ask unanimous consent
that a technical expert on health, education and welfare from the General
Counsel's Office may be permitted to
be on the floor of the Senate during the
discussion of the so-called Anderson
amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has 3 minutes
remaining; the opponents have 3 minutes
remaining.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from Montana that
there be a quorum call, the time for the
quorum call to be charged to neither
side.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to yield the remaining time
on our side to the Senator from Minnesota.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 3 minutes.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
shall use the 3 minutes to make a summary in relation to the Javits amendment which provides a medical service
plan for the aged. What I shall say has
undoubtedly been emphasized in other
parts of the debate.
What disturbs me about the proposal
of the distinguished Senator from New
York, who is well known for his genuine
humanitarianism, is that his proposal,
up until today, has lacked, through its
preliminary stages, any of the support
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which it now seems to enlist as a last
minute effort. I inquire if we are really
to believe that the administration is
sincere in the endorsement of this proposal, because it seems to me to have
every mark of a political maneuver. I
say this in the light of 2 years of stalling by the administration and the lack
of any kind of support for any kind of
workable medical program for the
elderly.
On June 29 of this year the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, when
he appeared before the Committee on
Finance, did not support the proposal
which is before us; instead, he favored
a bill which had not even been born, a
bill which had not even been written, a
bill which had not even been presented
before the committee.
The Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, Mr. Maurice Stans, on July 12,
1960, in a letter to the chairman of the
Committee on Finance, the distinguished
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], differed with Secretary Flemming on the
provisions of the House bill for medical
services for the medically indigent. Mr.
Stans feared that the cost would be extravagant. Yet the Javits proposal, in
the main, is at least in a form similar to
the bill to which I referred, which had
been introduced in the House.
So far as I know, this particular proposal, the Javits proposal, up until today, has not had the support of a single
one of the many organizations which
are concerned about medical care for
the elderly.
It is a fact, of course, that the Anderson amendment has the support of the
AFL-CIO--of organized labor; it has the
support of the American Nurses Association and of the American Public Welfare
Association.
However, the proposal before the Senate, with all due respect for it, does not
command the support of the American
Medical Association, the American
Nurses Association, and the American
Public Health Association. So far as I
know, it does not command the support
of a single organized group, including
the Blue Cross Association.
This body has been lectured repeatedly, and Congress has been scolded
often, by the administration for fiscal
irresponsibility. The committee bill will
cost somewhere in the neighborhood of
$300 million; the Javits amendment,
about $450 million. I say, most respectfully, that not one bit of financing has
been provided for the proposal before us.
Fiscal irresponsibility means appropriating money which we do not have.
Fiscal irresponsibility means suggesting
to the public that we ·will do things for
which we cannot pay.
Mr. President, the only fiscally responsible proposal is the one which has been
offered by the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] and
his cosponsors. The proposal of the Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS] lacks
not only fiscal responsibility; it lacks
organized support, as well.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself the remaining 3 minutes. The
Senator from Minnesota is entitled to
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an answer to the question he has raised,
and I think it is a fitting point upon
which to end the debate.
The administration came to my plan
very slowly. I caruiot say right now that
I have the support of the administration.
From what I know from the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare and
from the Vice President, whose support I
have, I assume that the President would
very likely sign such a bill if it were
passed.
Let us remember that the administration developed to tl).is position by the
fact that it presented its own program,
in which I myself punched holes on account of its deductibility feature, grants,
and the lack of preventive care.
If I have won something of a fight for
my own party and within the administration, I think that is great. I have
won something of which I would not
want to deprive or shortchange myself.
Second, as to the element of support,
certainly the American Medical Association does not support my program. It
does not support any program, other
than that for the needy, in which the
Federal Government participates. Most
of the welfare organizations have been
supporting the social security approach.
But, Mr. President, the virtue of my
program is that it follows the fundamental principle in which we have administered medical care, and will be administering it, even under the bill. Under
the Frear-Kerr proposal in this bill, the
States will simply have to extend what
they are going to do anyhow in order to
encompass my program, whereas under
the social security scheme we have a
brandnew sociological design. The bill
which I have proposed provides better
benefits, benefits which are more closely
apportioned to what the American people
need, than does the Anderson program,
both in terms of eligibility at age 65 and
in terms of a fine package of preventive
care, with no deductibility of $75, or
anything else, as would have to be paid
under the Anderson proposal. My program will meet the first-cost medical
care to provide for the individual who
must have it when he needs it.
Mr. President, it is a plan entirely in
the main stream of what we have been
doing; and it is unnec~ssary to make the
sharp break into a totally new and untried area of social security, because we
can do all the things we want to do
under this program.
I hope my amendment will be successful.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time available to the Senator from New
York has expired.
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names.
(No. 304]
Case, S. Dak.
Bush
Aiken
Church
Butler
Allott
Byrd, Va.
Clark
Anderson
Cooper
Byrd, W.Va.
Bartlett
Cannon
Cotton
Beall
Capehart
Curtis
Bennett
Dirksen
Carlson
Bible
Carroll
Dodd
Bridges
Douglas
Case, N.J.
Burdick

Keating
Pastore
Prouty
Kefauver
Kennedy
Proxmire
Randolph
Kerr
Robertson
Ervin
Kuchel
Fong
Russell
Lausche
Frear
Long, Hawaii Saltonstall
Schoeppel
Long, La.
Goldwater
Gore
Lusk
Scott
Smathers
Green
McCarthy
Gruening
Smith
McClellan
Sparkman
Hart
McGee
Hartke
Stennis
McNamara
Symington
Hayden
Magnuson
Hickenlooper Mansfield
Talmadge
Monroney
Thurmond
Hill
Wiley
Holland
Morse
Williams, Del.
Hruska.
Morton
Humphrey
Willlams, N.J.
Moss
Yarborough
Jackson
Mundt
Young, Ohio
Javits
Murray
Johnson, Tex. Muskie
Jordan
O'Mahoney
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON], are
absent on official business.
I also announce that the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGs] is absent
because of illness.
Mr. KOCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] is absent, by leave of the Senate, on official
business.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CANNON in the chair) . A quorum is present.
· The yeas and nays have been ordered.
· Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.
The
Senator from Illinois will state it.
Mr. DIRKSEN. What is the pending
question on which the Senate is about to
vote?
The PRESIDING OFFICER.
The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
proposed by the Senator from New York
[Mr. JAVITS], on behalf of himself and
certain other Senators.
On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will
call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON] are absent on official business.
The Senator from Missouri [Mr.
HENNINGS] is absent because of illness.
I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] , would
each vote "nay."
Mr. KOCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] is absent by leave of the Senate on official
business.
The result was announced-yeas 28,
nays 67, as follows:
[No. 305]

Dworshak:
Eastla.nd
Ellender
Engle

YEAS-28

Aiken
Allott
Beall
Bridges
Bush

Capehart
Carlson
Case, N.J.
Cooper
Cotton

Dirksen
Dworshak
Fong
Goldwater
Hickenlooper
Hruska
Javits
Keating
Kuchel
Morton

NAY8-67
Gruentng
Hart
Hartke
Hayden

Monroney
Morse
Moss
Murray
Hill
Muskte
Holland
O'Mahoney
Huzt!phrey
Pastore
Proxmire
Jackson
Johnson, Tex. Randolph
Jordan
Robertson
Russell
Kefauver
Kennedy
Smathers
Sparkman
Kerr
Lausche
Stennis
Long, Hawaii Symington
Long, La.
Talmadge
Lusk
Thurmond
McCarthy
Williams, Del.
McClellan
Williams, N.J.
McGee
Yarborough
McNamara
Young, Ohio
Magnuson
Mansfield
NOT VOTING-5
Chavez
Hennings
Martin
Fulbright
Johnston, S.C.
So the amendment offered by Mr.
JAVITS for himself and other Senators
was rejected.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I move to reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was rejected.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CANNON in the chair) . The question is on
agreeing to the motion to lay on the
table the motion to reconsider.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question now is on agreeing to
the so-called Anderson amendment.
The agreement is that the vote will come
at 6 o'clock. The time is to be equally
divided. The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] controls the time in
favor of the amendment, and the minority leader [Mr. DIRKSEN] controls the
time in opposition.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- •
mentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.
Mr. KERR. Is it the unanimous-consent agreement that we shall vote at
6 o'clock, or is it that we shall vote not
later than 6 o'clock?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not
later than 6 o'clock.
Mr. KERR. In other words, if all
Senators who desire time have used the
time they wish to use, the vote could occur prior to 6 o'clock?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The vote could occur before 6 o'clock.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana is recognized for
2 minutes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
the past several years, my distinguished
senior colleague [Mr. MuRRAY] and I
Mundt
have cosponsoreq legislation which
Prouty
would provide a more equitable method
Saltonstall
Schoeppel
for computing the self-employment inScott
come of farmers under the Social SeSmith
Wiley
curity Act. Since the time that the
Young, N. Dak. farmers were brought in under the selfemployed category of the Social Security
Anderson
Bartlett
Bennett
Bible
Burdick
Butler
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W.Va..
Cannon
Carroll
Case, S. Dak.
Church
Clark
Curtis
Dodd
Douglas
Eastland
Ellender
Engle
Ervin
Frear
Gore
Green

1960

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

Act we have received a number of complaints from farmers who feel they are
not receiving equitable treatment.
Only the other day a constituent
wrote to me advising that he had recently become completely disabled at
the age of 60 but he is being denied disability payments because he did not
make a profit on his farming operation
during 1956, which ·gave him only 16
units in the past 5 years as a self-employed farmer, and his previous credits
under the Social Security Act as an employee are not being considered.
I think that there is some justification
in my constituent's complaint about the
disability provision of the act, since he
is totally disabled with 44 units of credit.
He should be able to draw retirement
with this record of contribution to the
social security fund. He points out that
others with as low as six units to their
credit are receiving benefits.
I would like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
BYRD], if there are any proposed changes
in the status of farmers under the Social
Security Act contained in the general
provisions of H.R. 12580?
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. There are no
changes with respect to the farmers
which are not applicable to all other
social security coverage. As the Senator
from Montana no doubt knows, the disability provisions have been changed so
as to make people eligible whenever they
become disabled, instead of at the age
of 50. There have been no basic changes
relating to farmers.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the chairman of the committee.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr: President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Montana has
expired.
Mr. President, I
Mr. ANDERSON.
yield 2 additional minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana is recognized for
2 additional minutes.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I believe the record will show that when
the disability benefits were originally
put into the act it was pointed out by
the Senator from Nebraska that farmers were discriminated against because
they did not have previous service upon
which to rely. The Senator has pointed
up a problem which exists. I hope at
the earliest practical time the farmers
can be given parity with other people.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
express my thanks to the Senator from
Nebraska for his interest in this matter.
I know, since the Senator comes from
the State of Nebraska, he is aware of the
problem involved.
I should like now to direct a question
to the able junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. Will farmers
who qualify under the self-employed
category be included among those eligible for benefits under the· medical care
program as proposed in the Anderson
amendment to H.R. 12580?
Mr. ANDERSON. The answer is
"Yes."

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, because he desires to speak upon a different subject, I yield 3 minutes to the
able Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE].
SUBSIDIES FOR LEAD AND ZINC
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, last
week the Senate passed a bill to provide
for subsidies to the zinc and lead mining
industries of this country. In the discussion which was had in regard to the
bill it was clearly demonstrated that if
the bill were now in effect a lead mine
operator producing 2,000 tons would be
paid a subsidy of $200,000 in 1 year, and
he would employ 40 persons. The number of 40 divided into $200,000 produces
a subsidy of $5,000 for the employment
of one individual.
The argument was made on the floor
of the Senate that these uneconomical
operations ought to be continued in existence and that we ought to help provide the employment which would come
as a result of passage of the bill. The
bill was passed, although it was evident
that the taxpayers would be paying $5,000 to hire one person in these mining
operations.
In the discussion on the bill, I pointed
out that a precedent would be established, and that in all probability there
would be brought before the Senate bills
asking for subsidization of fluorspar,
magnesium, tungsten, and other metals.
In this morning's mail I received word
that when the helium bill (H.R. 10548)
is considered in the Senate, there will be
offered an amendment to subsidize the
mining of fluorspar. It has taken about
5 days for the precedent which was
established to take hold.
The argument in regard to the subsidization of fluorspar is that the industry is
impoverished, rendered so by the importation of fluorspar, and that we ought
to subsidize up to 100,000 tons of acid
fluorspar per year at the rate of $10 per
ton, and in addition we ought to subsidize up to 90,000 tons of metallurgical
fluorspar at the rate of $7.50 a ton.
The precedent was established last
week. The train of events which are to
follow have begun today.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has expired.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
yield 2 more minutes?
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 2 additional
'minutes.
Mr. LAUSCHE. It may sound vain,
but I predict that we will have before the
Senate and the Congress within the next
2 years bills to provide for subsidies for
tungsten, for magnesium, for ceramics,
and so on. If it comes to that, perhaps
the Senator from Ohio will be compelled
to join the program, and may ask for
the subsidy of the impoverished coal
mines in southeastern Ohio.
In Ohio the ceramic industry is in
di1Iiculty. It would be entitled to a subsidy. I merely make that statement to
point out what lies ahead. I shall oppose the proposed subsidy for fluorspar
in the same manner that I opposed the
subsidy for zinc and lead. I do not know
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when the bill to provide for such subsidy
will be brought up, but I shall object to
any suspension of the rules and will object to any unanimous-consent request
or proposal that is made in connection
with tliat bill.
I am very grateful to the Senator from
New Mexico for yielding to me.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the following bills and joint resolution
of the Senate:
S. 68. An act to provide for continued delivery of water under the Federal reclamation laws to lands held by husband and wife
upon the death of either;
S. 1781. An act to facmtate cooperation
between the. Federal Government, colleges
and universities, the States, and private
organizations for cooperative unit programs
of research and education relating to fish
and wildlife, and for other purposes;
S.1857. An act to promote the foreign
trade of the United States in grapes and
plums, to protect the reputation of American-grown grapes and plums in foreign markets, to prevent deception or misrepresentation as to the quality of such products moving in foreign commerce, to provide for the
commercial inspection of such products entering such commerce, and !or other purposes;
S. 2369. An act for the relief of Sachiko
Kato;
S. 2388. An act relating to the separation
and retirement of John R. Barker;
S. 2576. An act to authorize the addition
of certain donated lands to the Everglades
National Park;
S. 2711. An act to quiet title to certain
lands within the Nez Perce Indian Reservation, Idaho, and for other purposes;
S. 2772. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to convey land in the town
of Cascade, El Paso County, COlo.;
S. 3030. An act !or the relief of Mlchtko
(Hirai) Christopher;
S. 3053. An act for the relief of the State
of Connecticut;
S. 3070. An act to provide !or the removal
of the restriction on use w1 th respect to
certain lands in Morton County, N. Dak.,
conveyed to the State of North Dakota on
July 20, 1955;
S. 3160. An act to provide for the striking
of medals in commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the founding of
the State of Idaho as a Terri tory;
S. 3264. An act to abolish the Arlington
Memorial Amphitheater Commission;
S. 3532. An act to provide for the striking
of medal In commemoration of Century 21
Exposition to be held in Seattle, Wash.; and
S.J. Res. 68. Joint resolution providing !or
the establishment of the New Jersey Tercentenary Celebration Commission to formulate and implement plans to commemorate the 300th anniversary of the State of
New Je'l'sey, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED
The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolution, and they were signed by the Vice
President:
S.107. An act to amend title XI of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, relating to Federal ship mortgage insurance, in order to
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include floating drydocks under the definition of the term "vessel" in such title;
S. 2830. An act to amend the Library Services Act in order to extend for 5 years
the authorization for appropriations, and
for other purposes; and
S.J. Res. 207. Joint resolution to suspend
for the 1960 campaign the equal-opportunity
requirements of section 315 of the Communications Act of 1934 for nominees for the
offices of President and Vice President.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1946
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask that the Chair lay before the Senate
the amendment of the House of Representatives to S. 2633, which was passed
by the Senate on September 9, 1959, and
returned to the Senate by the House on
August 22, 1960, with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuRDICK in the chair) laid before the Senate the amendment of the House of
Representatives to the bill <S. 2633) to
amend the Foreign Service Act of 1946,
as amended, and for other purposes,
which was, to strike out all after the enacting clause and insert:
That this Act may be cited as the "Foreign Service Act Amendments of 1960".
SEc. 2. Section 416 of the Foreign Service
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:
"SEC. 416. (a) A person appointed as a
staff officer or employee shall receive basic
salary at one of the rates of the class to
which he is appointed which the Secretary
shall, taking into account his qualifications
and experience and the needs of the Service,
determine to be appropriate for him to receive.
"(b) Whenever the Secretary determines
that the needs of the Service warrant the
appointment of staff officers or employees in
a particular occupational group uniformly at
a rate above the minimum rate of the applicable class, he may adjust the basic salary
of any statf officer or employee in the same
class and occupational group who is receiving less than such established rate."
SEC. 3. Section 417 of such Act is amended
by striking out "(b)" in the first sentence.
SEC. 4. Section 431 of such Act is amended
by striking out in the first sentence of paragraph (a) the phrase "the termination of
time spent on authorized leave, whichever
shall be later," and inserting in lieu thereof
the phrase "upon termination of his service
in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (b) of this section,"; and by amending
paragraph (b) of this section to read as follows:
"(b) The official services of a chief of mission shall not be deemed terminated by the
appointment of a successor but shall continue until he has relinquished charge of the
mission and for such additional period as
may be determined by the Secretary, but in
no case shall such additional period exceed
fifty days, including time spent in transit.
During such period the Secretary may require
him to render such services as he may deem
necessary in the interests of the Government."
SEC. 5. Section 441 of such Act and the
heading to such section are amended to read
as follows:
"CLASSIFICATION OF POSITIONS IN THE FOREIGN
SERVICE AND IN THE DEPARTMENT
"SEc. 441. (a) Under such regulations as
he may prescribe, and in order to facilitate
etfective management, the Secretary shall

classify all positions in the Service at posts
abroad, excluding positions to be occupied by
chiefs of mission, and in the case of those
occupied by Foreign Service officers, Reserve
officers, and staff officers and employees, he
shall establish such positions in relation to
the classes established by sections 412, 414,
and 415, respectively. Positions occupied by
alien employees and consular agents, respectively, shall be allocated to such classes
as the Secretary may establish by regulation.
"(b) Under such regulations as he may
prescribe, the Secretary may, notwithstanding the provisions of the Classification Act
of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 1071 and the
following), classify positions in or under
the Department which he designates as Foreign Service officer positions to be occupied
by officers and employees of the Service, and
establish such positions in relation to the
classes established by sections 412, 414, and
415."
SEc. 6. Section 444 of such Act and the
heading to such section are amended to read
as follows:
"COMPENSATION PLANS FOR ALIEN EMPLOYEES
"SEc. 444. (a) The Secretary shall, in accordance with such regulations as he may
prescribe, establish compensation plans for
alien employees of the Service: Provided,
That such compensation plans shall be based
upon prevailing wage rates and compensation practices for corresponding types of
positions in the locality, to the extent consistent with the public interest.
"(b) For the purpose of performing functions abroad, other Government agencies are
authorized to administer allen employee
programs in accordance with the applicable
provisions of this Act."
SEc. 7. Title V of such Act is amended by
adding at the beginning thereof the following new section:
"POLICY
"SEC. 500. It is the policy of the Congress
that chiefs of mission and Foreign Service
officers appointed or assigned to serve the
United States in foreign countries shall have,
to the maximum practicable extent, among
their qualifications, a useful knowledge of
the principal language or dialect of the
country in which they are to serve, and
knowledge and understanding of the history,
the culture, the economic and political in·
stitutions, and the interests of such country
and its people."
SEC. 8. (a) The heading to section 516 of
such Act is amended to read as follows:
"ADMISSIONS TO CLASS 7 OR 8".
(b) Section 516 of such Act ls amended
by striking out "SEc. 516." and inserting in
lieu thereof "SEC. 516. (a)" and by adding at
the end thereof a new paragraph (b) which
shall read as follows:
"(b) The Secretary may furnish the President with the names of those persons who
have passed such examinations and are eligible for appointment as Foreign Service
officers of class 8, whom he recommends for
appointment directly to class 7 when in his
opinion, their age, experience, or other qualifications make such an appointment appropriate."
SEc. 9. (a) Section 517 of such Act is
amended by striking out the words "A person who has not served in class 8" which
appear at the beginning of the first sentence, and inserting in place thereof the
following: "A person who has not been appointed as a Foreign Service officer in accordance with section 516 of this Act".
(b) Section 517 of such Act is further
amended by striking out the second and
third sentences of such section.
SEc. 10. (a) The heading to section 520
of such Act is amended by striking out the
phrase "REINSTATEMENT AND RECALL" and
substituting in lieu thereof the phrase "REAPPOINTMENT, RECALL, OR REEMPLOYMENT''.
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(b) The first sentence of paragraph (a) of
section 520 of such Act is amended by inserting a period after the word "Service"
where is appears for the third time, and by
striking out the remainder of that sentence.
(c) Paragraph (b) of section 520 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:
" (b) The Secretary may recall any retired Foreign Service officer temporarily to
duty in the Service whenever he shall determine such recall is in the public interest."
(d) Section 520 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof a
new paragraph (c) which shall read as follows:
"(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, section 62, and
title 5, United States Code, section 715a,
a Foreign Service officer heretofore or hereafter retired under the provisions of section
631 or 632 or a Foreign Service staff officer
or employee hereafter retired under the provisions of section 803 shall not, by reason
of his retired status, be barred from employment in Federal Government service in any
appointive position for which he is qualified.
An annuitant so reemployed shall serve at
the will of the appointing officer."
SEc. 11. Section 528 of such Act is amended
by striking out in the second sentence of
such section the phrase "subsection (d), section 7, of the Classification Act of 1923" and
substituting in lieu thereof the phrase "the
Classification Act of 1949".
SEc. 12. Section 531 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEc. 531. The Secretary may, under such
regulations as he may prescribe, appoint staff
officers and employees on the basis of qualifications and experience. The Secretary may
make provisions for temporary, limited, and
such other types of appointment as he may
deem necessary. He is authorized to establish appropriate probationary periods during
which newly appointed staff officers or employees, other than those appointed for temporary or limited services, shall be required
to serve. The Secretary may terminate at
any time, without regard to the provisions
of section 651 or 652, or the provisions of
any other law, the services of staff officers
or employees appointed for temporary or
limited service and of other staff officers or
employees who occupy probationary status."
SEC. 13. Section 532 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEc. 532. Under such regulations as he
may prescribe, the Secretary may assign a
staff oftlcer .or employee to any post or he
may assign him to serve in any position in
which he is eligible to serve under the terms
of this or any other Act. A staff officer or
employee may be transferred from one post
to another by order of the Secretary as the
interests of the Service may require."
SEC. 14. (a) Section 571 of such Act is
amended by striking out paragraphs (a),
(b), (c), and (d), and the heading to such
section, and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:
"ASSIGNMENTS TO ANY GOVERNMENT AGENCY OR
INTERNATIONAL ORGANI2ATION
"SEC. 571. (a) Any officer or employee of
the Service may, in the discretion of the Secretary, be assigned or detailed for duty in
any Government agency, or in any international organization, international commission, or international body, such an assignment or combination of assignments to be
for a period of not more than four years,
except that under special circumstances the
Secretary may extend this four-year period
for not more than four additional years.
" (b) If a Foreign Service officer shall be
appointed by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, or by
the President alone, to a position in any
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Government agency, any United States delegation or mission to any international organization, ·1n any international commission, or
in any international body, the period of his
service in such capacity shall be construed
as constituting an assignment within the
meaning of paragraph (a) of this. section and
such person shall not, by virtue of the acceptance of such an assignment, lose hfs
status as a Foreign Service officer. Service
in such a position shall not. however, be
subject to the limitations concerning the
duration of an assignment conta,ined in that
paragraph.
"(c) If the basic minimum salary of the
position to which an officer or employee of
the Service is assigned pursuant to the terms
of this section is higher than the salary such
officer or employee is entitled to receive as an
officer or employee of the Service, such officer
or employee shall, during the period such
difference in salary exists, receive the salary
and allowances of the position in which he
is serving in lieu of his salary and allowances
as an officer or emploryee of the Service. Any
salary paid under the provisions of thfs
section shall be the salary on the basis of
which computations and payments shall be
made in accordance with the provisions of
title VIII. No officer or employee of the
Service who, subsequent to the date of enactment of the Foreign Service Act Amendments of 1960, is assigned to, or who, after
June 30, 1961, occupies a position in the
Department that fs designated as a Foreign
Service officer position, shall be entitled to
receive a salary differential under the provisions of this paragraph."
(b) Paragraph (e) of section 571 of such
Act Is amended by striking the phrase "with
heads of Government agencies" where it
appears In the second sentence and by redesignating the paragraph as "(d)".
SEc. 15. Section 575 of such Act is amended by striking out all after the. word "accordance" and inserting in lieu thereof the
phrase "with the appropriate provisions of
titles m and IX of Public Law 402, Eightieth
Congress (62 Stat. 7 and 13; 22 U.S.C. 14511453, 1478 and 1479) ."
SEc. 16. Title V of such Act fs further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:
·
''FOREIGN LANGUAGE KNOWLEDGE. PREREQUISITE
TO ASSIGNMENT
"SEc. 578. The Secretary shall determine
annually the number of Foreign Service
officer positions in a foreign country which
shall be occupied only by an incumbent who
has a useful knowledge of a language or
dialect commonly used in such countrx_.
After December 31, 1963, the prescribed quota
of language officers shall be maintained for
each country: Provided, That the Secretary
may make exceptions to this policy when
special or emergency conditions exist. The
Secretary shall establish foreign language
standards for assignment abroad of officers
and employees of the Service, and shall arrange for appropriate language training of
such officers and employees at the Foreign
Service Institute or elsewhere."
SEc. 17. Section 625 of such Act and the
heading of such section are amended to read
as follows:
"WITHIN-CLASS SALARY INCREASES OF' FOREIGN
SERVICE OFFICERS AND RESERVE OFFICERS
"SEc. 62'5. Any Foreign Serv!ee officer or
any Reserve offtcer, whose services meet the
standards required for the efftcient conduct
of the work of the Service and who shall have
been in a given class for a continuous period
of nine months or more, shall, on the first
day of each fiscal year, receive an increase
in salary to the next higher rate for the
class in which he is serving. Without regard
to any other law, the Secretary is authorized
to grant to any such offic·er additional increases in salary, within the salary range

established for the class in which he is serving, based upon especially meritorious service."
SEc. 18. Title VI of such Act 1s amended
by inserting after section 625 the following
new section and the heading thereto:
"RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROMOTIONS AND
FUNCTIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC AREA SPECIAL•
IZATION
"SEc. 62'6. The achievement of the objectives of this Act requires increasing numbers
of Foreign Service otHcers to acquire functional and geographic area specializations
and to pursue such specializations for a substantial part of their careers. Such specialization shall not in any way inhibit or
prejudice the orderly advancement through
class 1 o:! any such offtcer in the Foreign
Service."
SEC. 19. The heading "PART D-SEPARATION
OF FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS FROM THE SERVICE" under title VI of such Act is amended to
read as follows: "PART D-SEPARATlON OF
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES FROM THE SERVICE".
SEc. 20. Section 631 of such Act and the
heading to such section are amended to read
as follows:
"FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS WHO ARE CAREER
AMBASSADORS OR CAREER MINISTERS
"SEc. 631. Any Foreign Service officer who
is a career ambassador or a career Ininister,
other than one occupying a position as chief
of mission or any other position to which
he has been appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, shall upon reaching the age of siXtyfive, be retired from the Service and receive
retirement benefits in accordance ~th the
provisions of section 821, but whenever the
Secretary shall determine it to be in the
public interest, he may extend such an
otHcer's service."
SEC. 21. Section 632 of such Act and the
heading to such section are amended to read
as follows:
"PARTICIPANTS 1N THE FOREIGN SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYSTEM WHO ARE NOT
CAREER AMBASSADORS OR CAREER MINISTERS
"SEC. 632. Any participant in the Foreign
Service Retirement, and Disability System,
other than one occupying a position as chief
of mission or any other position to which he
has been appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
who is not a career ambassador or a career
minister shall, upon reaching the age of
sixty, be retired from the Service and receive
retirement benefits in accordance with the
provisions of section 821, but whenever the
Secretary shall determine it to be in the
public interest, he may extend such participant's service for a period not to exceed
five years."
SEc. 22. Subparagraphs (1) and (2) of
paragraph (b) of section 634 of such Act
are amended to read as follows:
" ( 1) one-twelfth of a year's salary at his
then current salary rate for each year of
service and proportionately for a fraction of
a year, but not exceeding a total of one
year's salary at his then current salary rate,
payable without interest, from the Foreign
Service Retirement and Disability Fund, in
three equal installments on the 1st day of
January follo~ng the officer's retirement
and on the two anniversaries of this date
immediately following: Provided, That in
special cases, the Secretary may in his discretion accelerate or combine the installments; and
"(2) a refund of the contributions made
to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund, with interest as provided in
section 841(a), except that in lieu of such
refund such officer, if he has at least five
ye~rs of service credit toward retirement
under the Foreign Service Retirement and
Disability System, excluding military or
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naval service that is credited in accordance
with the provisions of section 851 or 852{a),
may elect to receive retirement benefits on
reaching the age of sixty ill accordance- with
the provisions of section 821. In the event
that an officer who was separated from class
4 or 5 and who has elected to receive retirement benefits dies before reaching the age of
sixty, his death shall be considered a d.e ath
in service within the meaning of section 832.
In the event that an officer who was separated from class 6 or 7 and who has elected
to receive :retirement benefits dies before
reaching the age of siXty, the total amount
of his contributions made to the Foreign
Service Retirement and Disability Fund,
with interest as provided in section 841(a),
shall be paid in accordance with the provisions of section 841(b) ."
SEc. 23. Section 635 of such Act and the
heading to such section are amended to read
as follows:
"FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS RETIRED FROM
CLASS 7 OR 8
"SEc. 635. Any Foreign Service officer in
class 7 who is appointed under the provisions of section 516(b) and any Foreign Service offtcer in class 8 shall occupy probationary
status. The Secretary may terminate his
service at any time."
SEc. 24. Section 636 of such Act is amended
by striking out the phrase "Any Foreign Service otficer" and inserting in lieu thereof the
phrase "Any participant in the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability System".
SEc. 25. Section 641 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEc. 641. All promotions. of staff offteers
and employees to a higher class shall be made
at a higher salary on the basis of performance
and merit in accordance with such regulations as the Secretary may prescribe."
SEc. 26. Section 642 of such. Act and the
heading thereto are amended to read as follows:
"WITHIN CLASS AND LONGEVITY SALARY
INCREASES
"SEc. 642. (a) Under such regulations as
the Secretary may prescribe, any staff officer
or employee whose services meet the standards required for the efficient conduct of the
work of the Service shall receive an increase
in salary at periodic intervals to the next
higher salary rate for the class in which he
is serving. Without regard to any other law
the Secretary is authorized to grant any such
officer or employee additional increases in
salary within the salary range established
!or the class in which he is serving, based
upon specially meritorious service.
" (b) Under such regulations as the Secretary may prescribe, any staff offtcer or employee who has attained the maximum salary
rate prescribed by section 415 for the class
in which he is serving may be granted from
time to time an additional salary increase
beyond the maximum salary rate for his class
in recognition of longevity or proficiency in
the Service. Each such salary increase shall
be e(lual to the maximum salary rate increase of the applicable class and no person
shall receive more than four such salary increases while serving in the same class."
SEc. 27. Section 701 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
"The Secretary may also provide to the extent that space is available therefor appropriate orientation and language training to
spouses of offi.c ers and employees of ~he Government in anticipation of the ass1gnment
abroad of such officers and employees. Other
aaencies of the Government shall wherever
p~acticable avoid duplicating the facilities
of the Institute and the training provided by
the Secretary at the Institute or elsewhere."
SEc. 28. (a) Paragraph (a) of section 704
of such Act is amended by striking out
"1923" in the two places where it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof "1949".
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(b) Section 704 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end of such section a new
paragraph (e) which shall read as follows:
"(e) The Secretary may, under such regulations as he may prescribe, in the absence
of suitably qualified United States citizens,
employ persons who are not citizens of the
United States by appointment to the staff
of the Institute either on a full- or parttime basis or by contract for services in the
United States or abroad at rates not in excess of those provided by the Classlfl.cation
Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 1071) ."
SEc. 29. (a) Section 803 (b) ( 2) of such Act
is amended to read as follows"(2) have paid into the Fund a special
contribution for each year of such service
in accordance with the provisions of section
852(b) ."
(b) Section 803 is further amended by
adding at the end thereof a new paragraph
(c) which shall read as follows:
" (c) ( 1) In accordance with such regulations as the President may prescribe, any
Foreign Service staff officer or employee appointed by the Secretary of State who has
completed at least ten years of continuous
service in the Department's Foreign Service,
exclusive of military service, shall become a
participant in the System and shall make a
special contribution to the Fund in accordance with the provisions of section 852.
"(2) Any such officer or employee who,
under the provisions of paragraph (c) (1)
of this section, becomes a participant i:b. the
System, shall be mandatorily retired for age
during the first year after the effective date
of this paragraph if he attains age sixtyfour or if he is over age sixty-four; during
the second year at age sixty-three; during
the third year at age sixty-two; during the
fourth year at age sixty-one, and thereafter
at age sixty.
"(3) Any officer or employee who becomes
a participant in the System under the provisions of paragraph (c) ( 1) of this section
who is age 57 or over on the effective date
of this paragraph, may retire voluntarily at
any time before mandatory retirement under paragraph (c) (2) of this section and
receive retirement benefits under section
821."
SEC. 80. Section 804 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEc. 804. (a) Annuitants shall be persons who are receiving annuities from the
Fund and all persons, including surviving
wives and husbands, widows, dependent
widowers, children and beneficiaries of participants or annuitants who shall become
entitled to receive annuities in accordance
with the provisioru; of this Act, as amended,
or in accordance with the provisions of section 5 of the Act of May 1, 1956 (70 Stat.
125).
"(b) When used in this title the term" ( 1) 'Widow' means the surviving wife of
a participant who was married to such participant for at least two years immediatley
preceding his death or is the mother of issue by such marriage.
"(2) 'Dependent widower' means the surviving husband of a participant who was
married to such participant for at least two
years immediately preceding her death or is
the father of issue by such marriage, and
who is incapable of self-support by reason of
mental or physical disability, and who received more than one-half of his support
from such participant.
"(3) 'Child' means an unmarried child,
u:Q.der the age of eighteen years, or such unmarried child regardless of age who because
of physical or mental disability incurred before age eighteen is incapable of self-support. In addition to the offspring of the
participant and his or her spouse the term
includes (a) an adopted child, and (b) a
step-child or recognized natural child who
received more than one-half of his support
from the participant."

SEc. 31. Section 811 of such Act is
amended to read as follows:
"SEc. 811. (a) Six and one-half per centum of the basic salary received by each
participant shall be contributed to the Fund
for the payment of annuities, cash benefits,
refunds, and allowances. An equal sum shall
also be contributed from the respective appropriation or fund which is used for payment of his salary. The amounts deducted
and withheld from basic salary together with
the amounts so contributed from the appropriation or fund, shall be deposited by
the Department of State in the Treasury of
the United States to the credit of the Fund.
"(b) Each participant shall be deemed to
consent and agree to such deductions from
basic salary, and payment less such deductions shall be a full and complete discharge
and acquittance of all claims and demands
whatsoever for all regular services during the
period covered by such payment, except the
right to the benefits to which he shall be entitled under this Act, notwithstanding any
law, rule, or regulation affecting the individual's salary."
SEc. 32. (a) Paragraphs (a), (b), and (c)
of section 821 of such Act are amended to
read as follows:
"SEc. 821. (a) The annuity of a participant
shall be equal to 2 per centum of his average
basic salary for the highest five consecutive
years of service, for which full contributions
have been made to the Fund, multiplied by
the number of years, not exceeding thirtyfive, of service credit obtained ln accordance
with the provisions of sections 851, 852, and
853. However, the highest five years of service for which full contributions have been
made to the Fund shall be used in computing
the annuity of any participant who serves
as chief of mission and whose continuity of
service as such is interrupted prior to retirement by appointment or assignment to
any other position determined by the Secretary to be of comparable importance. In
determining the aggregate period of service
upon which the annuity is to be based, the
fractional part of a month, if any, shall not
be counted.
"(b) At the time of retirement, any married participant may elect to receive a reduced annuity and to provide for an annuity
payable to his wife or her husband, commencing on the date following such participant's death and terminating upon the
death of such surviving wife or husband.
The annuity payable to the surviving wife
or husband after such participant's ·death
shall be 50 per centum of the amount of
the participant's annuity computed as prescribed in paragraph (a) of this section, up
to the full amount of such annuity specified
by him as the base for the survivor benefits.
The annuity of the participant making such
election shall be reduced by 2¥2 per centum
of any amount up to $2,400 he specifies as
the base ;for the survivor benefit plus 10 per
centum of any amount over $2,400 so specified.
"(c) (1) If an annuitant dies and is survived by a wife or husband and by a child
or children, in addition to the annuity payable to the surviving wife or husband, there
shall be paid to or on behalf of each child
an annuity equal to the smallest of: (i) 40
per centum of the annuitant's average basic
salary, as determined under paragraph (a)
of this section, divided by the number ot
children; (ii) $600; or (iii) $1,800 divided
by the number of children.
"(2) If an annuitant dies and is not survived by a wife or husband but by a child
or children, each surviving child shall be
paid an annuity equal to the smallest of:
(i) 50 per centum of the annuitant's average
basic salary, as determined under paragraph
(a) of this section, divided by the number
of children; (11) $720; or (iii) $2,160 divided
by the number of children."
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(b) Section 821 of such Act is further
amended by adding new paragraphs (d), (e),
and (f) which shall read as follows:
"(d) If a surviving wife or husband dies
or the annuity of a child is terminated, tbe
annuities of any remaining children shall be
recomputed and paid as though such wife,
husband, or child had not survived the
participant.
"(e) The annuity payable to a child under
paragraph (c) or (d) of this section shall
begin on the first day of the next month
after the participant dies and such annUity
or any right thereto shall be terminated
upon death, marriage, or attainment of the
age of eighteen years, except that, if a child
is incapable of self-support by reasons of
mental or physical disability, the annuity
shall be terminated only when such child
dies, marries, or recovers from such disability.
"(f) At the time of retirement an unmarried participant may elect to receive areduced annuity and to provide for an annuity
equal to 50 per centum of the reduced annuity payable after his or her death to a
beneficiary whose name shall be designated
in writing to the Secretary. The annuity
payable to a participant making such election shall be reduced by 10 per centum of
an annuity computed as provided in paragraph (a) of this section and by 5 per
centum of an annuity so computed for each
full five years the person designated is
younger than the retiring participant, but
such total reduction shall not exceed 40
per centum. No such election of a reduced
annuity payable to a beneficiary shall be
valid until the participant shall have satisfactorily passed a physical examination as
prescribed by the Secretary. The annuity
payable to a beneficiary under the provisions
of this paragraph shall begin on the first
day of the next month after the participant
dies. Upon the ~eath of the surviving beneficiary all payments shall cease and no further annUity payments authorized under this
paragraph shall be due or payable."
SEC. 33. (a) Paragraphs (a), (b), and (c)
of section 831 of such Act are amended to
read as follows:
"(a) Any participant who has five years of
service credit toward retirement under the
System, excluding military or naval service
that is credited in accordance with provisions of section 851 or 852 (a) (2), and who
becomes totally disabled or incapacitated tor
useful and efficient service by reason of disease, illness, or injury not due to vicious
habits, intemperance·, or willful misconduct
on his part, shall, upon his own application
or upon order of the Secretary, be retired
on an annuity computed as prescribed in
section 821. If the disabled or incapacitated
participant has less than twenty years of
service credit toward his retirement under
the System at the time he is retired, his
annuity shall be computed on the assumption that he has had twenty years of service,
but the additional service credit that may
accrue to a participant under this provision
shall in no case exceed the difference between his age at the time of retirement and
the mandatory retirement age applicable to
his class in the Service.
"(b) In each case, the participant shall
be given a physical examination by one or
more duly qualified physicians or surgeons
designated by the Secretary to conduct examinations, and disability shall be determined by the Secretary on the basis of the
advice of such physicians or surgeons. Unless the disability is permanent, like examinations shall be made annually until the
annuitant has reached the statutory mandatory retirement age for his class in the Service. If the Secretary determines, on the
basis of the advice of one
or more
duly qualified physicians or surgeons
conducting such examinations that an annuitant has recovered to the extent that he
can return to duty, the annuitant may apply
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for reinstatement or reappointment in the
Service within one year from the date his
recovery is determined. Upon application
the Secretary shall reinstate any such recovered disability annuitant in the class in
which he was serving at time of retirement,
or the Secretary may, taking into consideration the age, qualifications, and experience
of such annuitant, and the present class of
his contemporaries in the Service, appoint
him or, in the case of an annuitant who is a
former Foreign Service officer, recommend
that the President appoint him, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, to a
class higher than the one in which he was
serving prior to retirement. Payment of the
annuity shall continue until a date six
months after the date of the examination
showing recovery or until the date of reinstatement or reappointment in the Service,
whichever is earlier. Fees for examinations
under this provision, together with reasonable traveling and other expenses incurred
in order to submit to examination, shall be
paid out of the F'Und. If the annuitant fails
to submit to examination as required under
this section, payment of the annuity shall be
suspended until continuance of the disability is satisfactorily established.
"(c) If a recovered disability annuitant
whose annuity is discontined is for any
reason not reinstated or reappointed in the
Service, he shall be considered to have been
separated within the meaning of section 834
as of the date he was retired for disability
and he shall, after the discontinuance of the
disability annuity, be entitled to the benefits
of that section or of section 841(a) except
that he may elect voluntary retirement in accordance with the provisions of section 636 if
he can qualify under its provisions."
(b) Section 831 of such Act is further
amended by adding new paragraphs (d) and
(e) which shall read as follows:
"(d) No participant shall be entitled to
receive an annuity under this Act and compensation for injury or disability to himself
under the Federal Employees' Compensation
Act of September 7, 1916, as amended, covering the same period of time. This provision shall not bar the right of any claimant to the grea,ter benefit conferred by either
Act for any part of the same period of time.
Neither this provision nor any provision of
the Act of September 7, 1916, as amended,
shall be so construed as to deny the right of
any person to receive an annuity under this
Act by reason of his own services and to
receive concurrently any payment under
such Act of September 7, 1916, as amended,
by reason of the death of any other person.
"(e) Notwithstanding any provision of
law to the contrary, the right of any person
entitled to an annuity under this Act shall
not be affected because such person has
received an award of compensation in a
lump sum under section 14 of the Act of
September 7, 1916, as amended, except that
where such annuity is payable on account
of the same disability for which compensation under such section has been paid, so
much of such compensation as has been
paid for any period extended beyond the
date such annuity becomes effective, as determined by the Secr·e tary of Labor, shall be
refunded to the Department of Labor, to be
paid into the Federal Employees' Compensation Fund. Before such person shall receive
such annul ty he shall ( 1) refund to the
Department of Labor the amount representing such computed payments for such extended period, or (2) authorize the deduction
of such amount from the annuity payable
to him under this Act, which amount shall
be transmitted to such Department for reimbursement to such Fund. Deductions from
such annuity may be made from accrued and
accruing payments, or may be prorated
against and · -p aid from accruing payments
in such manner as the Secretary of Labor
shall determine, whenever he flnds that the

financial circumstances of the annuitant are
such as to warrant such deferred refunding."
SEC. 34. Section 832 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEC. 832. (a) In case a participant dies
and no claim for annuity is paya.ble under
the provisions of this Act, his contributions
to the Fund, with interest at the rates prescribed in sections 841 (a) and 881(a), shall
be paid in the order of precedence shown in
section 841 (b) .
"(b) If a participant who has at least
five years of service credit toward retirement
under the System, excluding military or
naval service that is credited in accordance.
with the prov1s10ns of section 851 or
852(a) (2), dies before separation or retirement from the Service and is survived by a
widow or a dependent widower, as defined in
section 804, such widow or dependent
widower shall be entitled to an annuity equal
to 50 per centum of the annuity computed
in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (e) of this section and of section
821(a). The annuity of such widow or
dependent widower shall commence on the
date following death of the participant and
shall terminate upon death of the widow or
dependent widower, or upon the dependent
widower's becoming capable of self-support.
"(c) If a participant who has at least
five years of service credit toward retirement under the System, excluding military
or naval service that is credited in accordance with the provisions of section 851 or
852(a) (2), dies before separation or retirement from the Service and is survived by a
wife or a husband and a child or children,
each surviving child shall be entitled to an
annuity computed in accordance with the
provisions of section 821(c) (1). The child's
annuity shall begin and be terminated in
accordance with the provisions of section
821 (e) . Upon the death of the surviving
wife or husband or termination of the annuity of a child, the annuities of any remaining children shall be recomputed and
paid as though such wife or husband or
child had not suryived the participant.
" (d) If a participant who has at least five
years of service credit toward retirement
under the System, excluding military or
naval service that is credited in accordance
with the provisions of section 851 or 852
(a) (2), dies before separation or retirement
from the Service and is not survived by a
wife or husband, but by a child or children,
each surviving child shall be entitled to an
annuity computed in accordance with the
provisions of section 821(c) (2). The child's
annuity shall begin and terminate in accordance with the provisions of section
821(e). Upon termination of the annuity
of a child, the annuities of any remaining
children shall be recomputed and paid as
though that child had never been entitled
to the benefit.
"(e) If, at the time of his or her death,
the participant had less than twenty years
of service credit toward retirement under the
System, the annuities payable in accordance
with paragraph (b) of this section shall be
computed in accordance with the provisions
of section 821 on the assumption he or she
has had twenty years of service, but the
additional service credit that may accrue
to a deceased participant under this provision shall in no case exceed the difference
between his or her age on the date of death
and the mandatory retirement age applicable
to his or her class in the Service. In all
cases arising under paragraphs (b), (c) , (d),
or (e) of this section, it shall be assumed
that the deceased participant was qualified
for retirement on the date of his death."
SEC. 35. A new section 834 is hereby added
to such Act as follows:
"DISCONTINUED SERVICE RETIREMENT
SEc. 834. (a) Any participant who voluntarily separates from the Service after ob-
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taining at least five years of service credit
toward retirement under the System, excluding military or naval service that is
credited in accordance w1 th the provisions
of section 851 or 852(a.) (2), may, upon separation from the Service or at any time prior
to becoming eligible for an annuity, elect to
have his contributions to the Fund returned
to him in accordance with the provisions of
section 841, or to leave his contributions in
the Fund and receive an annuity, computed
as prescribed in section 821, commencing at
the age of sixty years.
"(b) If a participant who has qualified in
accordance with the provisions of paragraph
(a) of this section to receive a deferred annuity commencing at the age of sixty dies
before reaching the age of sixty his contributions to the Fund, with interest, shall be
paid in accordance with the provisions of
sections 841 and 881."
SEc. 36. Section 841 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEC. 841. (a) Whenever a participant becomes separated from the Service without
becoming eligible for an annuity or a deferred annuity in accordance with the provisions of this Act, the total amount of contributions from his salary with interest
thereon at 4 per centum per annum, compounded annually at the end of each fiscal
year through June 30, 1060; semiannually
as of December 31, 1960; annually thereafter
as of December 31, and proportionately for
the period served during the year of separation including all contributions made
during or for such period, except as provided
in section 881, shall be returned to him.
"(b) In the event that the total contributions of a retired participant, other than
voluntary contributions made in accordance
with the provisions of section 881, with interest at 4 per centum per annum compounded annually as is provided in paragraph (a)
of this section added thereto, exceed the
total amount returned to such participant
or to an annuitant claiming through him, in
the form of annuities, accumulated at the
same rate of interest up to the date the
annuity payments cease under the terms of
the annuity, the excess of the accumulated
contributions over the accumulated annuity
payments shall be paid in the following order
of precedence, upon the establishment of
a valid claim therefor, and such payment
shall be a bar to recovery by any other person:
" ( 1) To the beneficiary or beneficiaries
designated by the retired participant in writing to the Secretary;
" (2) If there be no such beneficiary, to
the surviving wife or husband of such participant;
"(3) If none of the above, to the child or
children of such participant and descendants
of deceased children by representation;
"(4) If none of the above, to the parents
of such participant or the survivor of them;
" ( 5) If none of the above, to the duly appointed executor or administrator of the
estate of such participant;
"(6) If none of the above, to other next of
kin of such participant as may be determined
by the Secretary in his judgment to be legally
entitled thereto.
"(c) No payment shall be made pursuant
to paragraph (b) (6) of this section until
after the expiration of thirty days from the
death of the retired participant or his surviving annuitant."
SEC. 37. Section 851 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"SEC. 851. For the purposes of this title,
the period of service of a participant shall be
computed from the effective date of appointment as a Foreign Service officer, or, if appointed prior to July 1, 1924, as an officer or
employee of the Diplomatic or Consular
Service of the United States, or from the date
he becomes a participant under the provisions of this Act, as amez:tded, but all periods
of separation from the Service and so much
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of any leaves of absence without pay as may
exceed six months in the aggregate in any
calendar year shall be excluded, except leaves
of absence while receiving benefits under the
Federal Employees' Compensation Act of September 7, 1916, as amended, and leaves of
absence granted participants while performing active and honorable military or naval
service in the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine
Corps, or Coast Guard of the United States."
SEC. 38. (a) Paragraphs (a), (b), and (c)
of section 852 of such Act are amended to read as follows:
"(a) A participant may, subject to the provisions of this section, include in his period
of service-"(1) civilian service in the executive, judicial, and legislative branches of the Federal
Government and in the District of Columbia
government, prior to becoming a participant;
and
"(2) active and honorable military or naval
service in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air
Force, or Coast Guard of the United States.
"(b) A person may obtain prior civilian
service credit in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (a) (1) of this section
by making a special contribution to the
Fund equal to 5 per centum of his basic
annual salary for each year of service for
which credit is sought subsequent to July
1, 1924, and prior to the effective date of
the Foreign Service Act Amendments of
1960, and at 6¥2 per centum thereafter with
interest compounded annually at 4 per
centum per annum to the date of payment.
Any such person may, under such conditions
as may be determined in each instance by
the Secretary, pay such special contributions
in installments.
" (c) ( 1) If an officer or employee . under
some other Government retirement system,
becomes a participant in the System by direct transfer, such officer or employee's
total contributions and deposits, including
interest accrued thereon, except voluntary
contributions, shall be transferred to the
Fund effective as of the date such officer or
employee becomes a participant in the System. Each such officer or employee shall
be deemed to consent to the transfer of such
funds and such transfer shall be a complete
discharge and acquittance of all claims and
demands against the other Government retirement fund on account of service rendered
prior to becoming a participant in the System.
"(2) No officer or employee, whose contributions are transferred to the Fund in accordance with the provisions of paragraph
(c) ( 1) of this section, shall be required to
make contributions in addition to those
transferred, for periods of service for which
full contributions were made to the other
Government retirement fund, nor shall any
refund be made to any such officer or employee on account of contributions made
during any period to the other Government
retirement fund, at a higher rate than that
fixed by section 811 of this Act for contributions to the Fund.
"(3) No officer or employee, whose contributions are transferred to the Fund in
accordance with the provisions of paragraph
(c) (1) of this section, shall receive credit
for periods of service subsequent to July
1, 1924, for which a refund of contributions
has been made, or for which no contributions were made to the other Government
retirement fund. A participant may, however, obtain credit for such prior service by
making a special contribution to the Fund
in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (b) of this section."
(b) Section 852 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof new
paragraphs (d) and (e) which shall read
as follows:
"(d) No participant may obtain prior
civilian service credit toward retirement under the System for any period of civ111a.n

service on the basis of which he is receiving or will in the future be entitled to receive any annuity under another retirement
system covering civilian personnel of the
Government.
"(e) A participant may obtain prior military or naval service credit in accordance
with the provisions of paragraph (a) (2) of
this section by applying for it to the Secretary prior to retirement or separation from
the Service. However, in the case of a participant who is eligible for and receives retired pay on account of military or naval
service, the period of service upon whicp.
such retired pay is based shall not be included, except that in the case of a participant who is eligible for and receives
retired pay on account of a service-connected disability incurred in combat with
an enemy of the United States or caused by
an instrumentality of war and incurred in
line of duty during a period of war (as that
term is used in chapter 11 of title 38, United
States Code), or is awarded under chapter
67 of title 10 of the United States Code, the
period of such military or naval service shall
be included. No contributions to the Fund
shall be required in connection with military or naval service credited to a participant in accordance with the provisions of
paragraph (a) (2) of this section."
SEc. 39. Such Act is amended by adding
after section 854 a new section as follows:
"RECOMPUTATION OF- ANNUITIES OF CERTAIN
FORMER PARTICIPANTS
"SEc. 855. The annuity of each former
participant under the System, who retired
prior to July 28, 1956, and who at the time
of his retirement had creditable service in
excess of thirty years, shall be recomputed
on the basis of actual years of creditable
service not in excess of thirty-five years.
Service which was not creditable under the
System on the date a former participant
retired, shall not be included as creditable
service for the purpose of this recomputation. The annuities payable to such persons shall, when recomputed, be paid at the
rates so determined, but no such recomputation or any other action taken pursuant
to this section shall operate to reduce the
rate of the annuity any such person is entitled to receive under the System."
SEc. 40. The heading "PART H-OFFICERS
REINSTATED IN THE SERVICE" under title VIII
of such Act is amended to read as follows:
"PART H-ANNUITANTS RECALLED, REINSTATED
OR REAPPOINTED IN THE SERVICE OR REEM•
PLOYED IN THE GOVERNMENT".
SEc. 41. Section 871 of such Act is
amended and a heading is added thereto as
follows:
''RECALL
"SEc. 871. Any annuitant recalled to duty
in the Service in accordance with the provisions of section 520(b) or reinstated or
reappointed in accordance with the provisions of section 831(b) shall, while so serving, be entitled in lieu of his annuity to the
full salary of the class in which he is serving. During such service, he shall make
contributions to the Fund in accordance
with the provisions of section 811. When
he reverts to his retired status, his annuity
shall be determined anew in accordance
with the provisions of section 821."
SEc. 42. A new section 872 is hereby added
to such Act as follows:
''REEMPLOYMENT
"SEc. 872. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, any officer or employee of
the Service, who has retired under this Act,
as amended, and is receiving an annuity
pursuant thereto, and who is reemployed
in the Federal Government service in any
appointive position either on a part-time or
full-time basis, shall be entitled to receive
the salary of the position in which he is
serving plus so much of his annuity payable under this Act, as amended, which
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when combined with such salary does not
exceed during any calendar year the basic
salary such officer or employee was entitled
to receive under section 412 or 415 of the
Act, as amended, on the date of his retirement from the Service. Any such reemployed officer or employee who receives salary during any calendar year in excess of
the maximum amount which he may be
entitled to receive under this paragraph
shall be entitled to such salary in lieu of
benefits hereunder.
"(b) When any such retired officer or employee of the Service is reemployed, the employer shall send a notice to the Department of State of such reemployment together with all pertinent information relating thereto and shall cause to be paid,
by transfer or otherwise, to the Department
of State funds necessary to cover gross salary, employer contributions, and gross lump
sum leave payment relating to the employment of the reemployed officer or employee.
The Department of State shall make to and
on behalf of the reemployed officer or employee payments to which he is entitled
under the provisions of paragraph (a) of
this section, and shall make those withholdings and deductions authorized and required by law.
"(c) In the event of any overpayment
under this section the Secretary of State is
authorized to withhold the amount of such
overpayment from the salary payable to such
reemployed officer or employee or from his
annuity."
SEc. 43. (a) So much of paragraph (a) of
section 881. of such Act as precedes subparagraph ( 1) thereof is amended to read
as follows:
"(a) Any participant may, at his option
and under such regulations as may be prescribed by the President, deposit additional
sums in multiples of 1 per centum of his
bask salary, but not in excess of 10 per
centum of such salary, which amounts together with interest at 3 per centum per
annum, compounded annually at the end of
each fiscal year through June 30, 1960;
semiannually as of December 31, 1960; annually thereafter as of December 31, and
proportionately for the period served during
the year of his retirement, including all
contributions made during or for such period, shall, at the date of his retirement and
at his election, be-".
(b) Paragraph (c) of section 881 of such
Act is amended by deleting the word
"annually" and inserting in lieu thereof the
phrase "as is provided in paragraph (a) of
this section", and by changing the words
"withdrawal from active service" at the end
of such paragraph to "separation from the
Service".
SEc. 44. Section 912 of such Act is
amended by changing the heading thereto
to read "LOAN OF HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS
AND EQUIPMENT" and by inserting between
the words "with household" the word
"basic" and by inserting between the words
"household equipment" the phrase "furnishings and".
SEc. 45. Section 913 of such Act and the
heading thereto is amended to read as follows:
"TRANSPORTATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES
"SEC. 913. The Secretary may, notwithstanding the provisions of any other law,
transport for or on behalf of an officer or
employee of the Service, a privately owned
motor vehicle in any case in which he shall
determine that water, rail, or air transportation of the motor vehicle is necessary or
expedient for all or any part of the distance
between points of origin and destination.
Not more than one motor vehicle of any
such officer or employee may be transported
under authority of this section during any
four-year~ period, except that, as a replacement for such motor vehicle, one additional
motor vehicle of ·any such officer or em-
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ployee may be so transported during such
period upon approval, in advance, by the
Secretary and upon a determination, in advance, by the Secretary that ·such replacement is necessary for reasons beyond the
control of the officer or employee and is
in the interest of the Government. After the
expiration of a period of four years following
the date of transportation under authority
of this section of a privately owned motor
vehicle of any officer or employee who has
remained in continuous service outside the
continental
United
States
(excluding
Alaska and Hawaii) during such period, the
transportation of a replacement for such
motor vehicle for such officer or employee
may be authorized by the Secretary in
accordance with this section."
SEc. 46. (a) Section 1021 of such Act is
amended by inserting the phrase "the Department including" immediately prior to
the phrase "the Service" wherever it appears
in this section.
(b) Section 1021 (a) is further amended
by striking out the phrase "if recommended
by the Director General" and inserting in
lieu thereof the phrase "at the discretion of
the Secretary".
SEc. 47. Section 11 of the Act of Augus·t 1,
1956 (70 Stat. 890), is hereby amended by
inserting after the phrase "Governmentowned vehicles" the phrase "or taxicabs", and
by inserting after the phrase "public transportation facilities" the phrase "other than
taxicabs".
SEc. 48. Paragraph (4) of section 104(a) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (26 U.S.C.
104(a) (4)) (relating to the exclusion from
gross income of compensation for injuries
and sickness) is hereby amended to read as
follows:
"(4) amounts received as a pension, annuity, or similar allowance for personal injuries or sickness resulting from active service in the armed forces of any country or in
the Coast and Geodetic Survey or the Public
Health Service, or as a disability annuity
payable under the provisions of section 831
of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 1081; 60 Stat. 1021) ."
SEc. 49. The following headings and sections in the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as
amended, are hereby repealed:
(1) Section 442 of such Act and the heading thereto.
(2) Section 525 of such Act and the heading thereto.
( 3) Section 576 of such Act and the heading there·t o.
(4) Section 577 of such Act and the heading thereto.
SEC. 50. Any person who occupies a position
in the Department of State to which he was
appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, at the time
that he was an active Foreign Service ofllcer,
and who while holding this position has retired for age as a Foreign Service officer, and
who on the effective date of this section,
continues to hold such position is hereby
reinstated, effective as of the date of such
retirement, to active status as a Foreign
Service officer and shall be entitled to all
the provisions of the Foreign Service Act of
1946, as amended, as though he had never
ret ired.
SEc. 51. Notwithstanding the provisions of
this Act, existing rules and regulations of or
applicable to the Foreign Service of the
United States shall remain in effect until
revoked or rescinded or until modified or
superseded by regulations made in accordance with the provisions of the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended by this Act,
unless clearly inconsistent with the provisions of this Act or the provisions so
amended.
SEc. 52. Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, any Foreign Service staff officer who accepted an appointment as a

Foreign Service Reserve officer in the Departm ent of State during the period beginning
September 1, 1958, and ending December 31,
1958, both dates inclusive, shall not be separated from the Foreign Service before the
expiration of his original appointment as a
Foreign Service Reserve officer, except as
authorized by section 637 or 638 of the
Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended.
SEc. 53. (a) The provisions of this Act
shall become effective as of the first day
of the first pay period which begins more
than thirty days after the date of enactment
of this Act, except as provided in paragraph
(b), (c), (d), and (e) of this section, and
except as otherwise provided in the text of
this Act.
(b) (1) The provisions of paragraph (c)
( 1) of section 803 of the Foreign ServicE! Act
of 1946, as amended by section 29(b) of this
Act, shall become effective on the first day
of the first month which begins more than
one year after the date of enactment of this
Act, except that any Foreign Service staff
officer or employee, who at the time this
Act becomes effective meets the requirements for participation in the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability System, may
elect to become a participant in the System
before the mandatory provisions become
effectiv.e. Such Foreign Service staff ofllcers
and employees shall become participants
effective on the first day of the second month
following the date of their application for
earlier participation.
(2) The provisions of paragraph (c) (2)
of section 803 of the Foreign Service Act of
1946, as amended by section 29(b) of this
Act, shall become effective on the first day
of the first month which begins more than
three years after the date of enactment of
this Act.
(c) The amendment made by section 31
of this Act, with respect to a contribution
to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund to be made by the Department,
shall become effective July 1, 1961.
(d) The amendment made by section 39
of this Act shall take effect on the first day
of the first month which begins more than
thirty days after the date of enactment of
this Act.
(e) The amendment made by section 48
of this Act shall be effective with respect to
taxable years ending after the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree to the
amendment of the House, ask for a conference with the House of Representatives thereon, and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.
The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. MANSFIELD,
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, and Mr. CAPEHART
conferees on the part of the Senate.
SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960
The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill <H.R. 12580), the Social Secu.:.
rity Amendemnts of 1960.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the able senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA],
who is a leader in the field of care for
the aged, and who has the respect of all
of us.
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico.
Much has been said in the past few
days about the estimated cost to indi-
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victuals under the social security approach in order to help solve the problems of medical care for the aged.
Strangely, those who would pay the
cost are strongest for the social security
approach to the problem before the
Senate. If we analyze the subject, it is
not hard to understand why. The participant would pay one quarter of 1 percent of $4,800 per year, which I understand is about $12. Twelve dollars a
year would represent less than the cost
of a pack of cigarettes a week.
The working people of this country,
who are now covered by social security,
believe that the program that has been
offered in the bill, supplemented by the'
program embraced in the Anderson
amendment, is well worth the cost to the
individual.
The bill and the Anderson amendment
would not only take care of those who
are not covered by social security when
their time to retire comes, but it would
also help to take care of those who have
been covered by social security and are
now retired.
Certainly the plan is a bargain.
The charge of opponents of the Anderson amendment that the cost of onequarter of 1 percent under the social
security system approach is of alarming
concern to the working people of this
country is a gross exaggeration, I am
sure.
I repeat that it would cost the individual less than the cost of a pack of
cigarettes a week to provide the proposed insurance, not only for himself,
but for those who are now retired and
were formerly covered under the social
security system.
The subcommittee of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare which is
charged with carrying on studies of the
health problems of the aged, as well as
many other problems of the aged, in the
past 18 months has traveled throughout
the country and has held a series of
hearings in Washington. The members
of the committee then took to the road
and heard the testimony of hundreds
of older people themselves.
Everywhere we went outside Washington we devoted part of our hearings
to direct testimony from older folks
themselves. They had an opportunity
to be heard; consequently we know their
problems firsthand.
We found that the greatest mental
anguish of older folks is caused by worry
over health and the high cost of health
care in declining years. This is their
No. 1 problem. There are many other
problems, but this is the one with which
we in the Senate are concerned at this
time. Everywhere we went that point
was emphasized. The aged want medical costs paid for, or to have the assurance that they will be paid for if they
run into a serious illness that requires
hospitalization.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the Senator
yield?
Mr. McNAMARA. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia, who traveled with the subcommittee around the country, and who was
probably our most active member.
It was certainly good to have him on
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these assignments. His great interest in ments are vowing an an-out ftght to rescue
the subject has been most helpful to the their b1ll, but odds admittedly are against
them.
entire committee and the staff.
This, then, is what is causing joy in ReMr. RANDOLPH. I thank my col- publican circles-the prospects of a bitter
league from Michigan. I will not labor struggle between conservative and liberal
the RECORD on the particular point Democrats and eventual defeat to the party's
which is being· discussed by the Senator leaders immediately before they take their
from Michigan, who is not only a stu- presidential campaign to the American
dent, but an expert in this field. I use people.
As we see it, there is only one fly in the
the word "expert" advisedly.
I believe it is important that the GOP ointment-the voters and their right
to
speak out on November 8. Should KENRECORD show that prior to the vote on NEDY
lose his fight, he must appeal to the
the Javits amendment, it was pointed electorate on this issue, for there is no comout in the hearings which were held parison between the two measures. The
throughout the country that there was Democratic b1ll wm provide the medical care
practically unanimous approval of the that is needed. The administration plan is
program which would place the respon- a sham and plays directly into the hands of
sibility for medical care within the the American Medical Association, which has
framework of our social security system. fought the whole idea of medical care for
That information was brought to us by the aged from its inception.
"Our older people," KENNEDY has said, "do
persons who are themselves authorities not
want charity. They do not deserve to
in this :field, and who came before the be treated like charity cases. They should
subcommittee to testify on the problems be eligible for health benefits the way they
of the aged and aging.
are eligible for retirement bene:flts-as a
Also I wish to reinforce the statement right they have earned."
of the Senator from Michigan, chairman
Defeat of the liberal Democratic blll to proof the subcommittee, with respect to the tect our senior citizens in times of sickness
anguish and the concern, regarding med- will provide KENNEDY with dramatic and
ical costs of the aged of our country, forceful ammunition in the campaign
which was the paramount problem pre- ahead-just the sort of human issue that
could snatch victory from defeat.
sented in all the hearings.
I ask unanimous consent to place, at
I again commend our subcommittee
chairman for his intense interest in this this point in my remarks, the following
subject and his enlightened thinking. telegram.
We oppose the medieval concept of charThere being no objection, the telegram
ity, but would make workable a plan was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
where the employer and the employee as follows:
would assume the necessary costs. In Hon. JENNINGs RANDOLPH,
the twilight years of their lives I want u.s. senator,
our aged, though they walk the earth Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
with slow and measured steps-to take
on behalf of over 2,400 registered prothem with dignity.
- fessional nurse members of the West Virginia
I believe the editorial approval of the Nurses Association, Inc., I urge your support
of the extension and improvement of the
social security framework within which contributory social insurance to include
to begin a medical care program, as health insurance for beneficiaries of old age,
advocated in the Charleston, W. Va. survivors and disability insurance and nursGazette of yesterday, is valid. Our ing service, including nursing care in the
State's largest newspaper in circulation home, as a benefit of any prepaid health
and geographical coverage said:
insurance program.
MARGARET A. FABRY,
As many Republican editorialists are gleeAssociate Executive Director, West Virfully noting these days there is a split in
ginia Nurses Association, Charleston,
the Democratic Party on certain issues. The
w. va.
social security b1ll with respect to a decent,
adequate medical care and hospitalization
Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Senprogram for the aged is a perfect example. ator from West Virginia. His remarks
At their convention in Los Angeles the indicate his enthusiasm for the program.
Democratic delegates adopted a program to
I should like to point out some of the
be implemented through the regular social conclusions we reached after the study
security processes which have over the years that took place throughout the country.
proved feasible and fiscally sound in the
The first conclusion was that the aged
handling and distribution of other welfare
programs. The Democratic nominees for have high potential and actual disability
President and Vice President-Senator JAcK and heavy costs of medical care.
Second, the aged, especially the reF. KENNEDY and Senator LYNDON B. JoHNsoN-are supporting the action taken at the tired, have markedly reduced incomes
convention.
and limited liquid assets which are not
The Eisenhower administration also has a replenishable.
program to help our senior citizens. CoverThird, private insurance policies canage is limited, and payment wm be dependent upon State participation, because the not meet their needs, either in terms of
Federal and State Governments are to share costs or benefits.
Fourth, the aged should not be recosts. Incidentally, speaking of splits, Gov.
Nelson A. Rockefeller, the GOP Governor of quired to undergo the humiliation of
New York, has denounced the subsidy pro- meeting medical costs through the charposals of the administration plan as "fiscal ity approach.
irresponsibility."
Fifth, the aged and the aging prefer
On return to Washington after the conven- to obtain medical benefits through an
tions, the Senate Finance Committee, con- insurance system to which they themtrolled by southern Democrats and conservative Republicans, scrapped the program over- selves contribute and receive benefits as
whelmingly endorsed at Los Angeles and a matter of right.
The system of OASDI now covers 9 out
voted out the administration measure. KENof 10 working Americans. It has been
NEDY and JoHNSON through use of amen(l"
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tested by experience. It is the e:ffl.cient,
effective method, and should be extendeQ.
to include the financing of the basic
medical needs of the aged.
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. McNAMARA. I am happy to. yield
to my colleague.
Mr. CLARK. I should like to buttress
what my friend from Michigan just told
the Senate about the conclusions of the
Special Committee on the Aged and Aging of which he has been the very able
chairman.
I had the honor of serving on that
committee and to participate in some of
the hearings and deliberations of the
committee. I had occasion to hold a
hearing in Pittsburgh, in my State,
slightly over a year ago, which was absolutely swarming with elderly citizens, demanding the social security approach to
the health and elderly problem. I do
not have much doubt that the findings of
our committee, which have been stated
by the Senator from Michigan, are
amply and overwhelmingly supported by
the testimony which I heard.
In my judgment, the so-called survey
made by a couple of people from Emory
University, in Atlanta, Ga., purporting to
show that the elderly people do not want
aid for their health problems, and do not
want aid through social security, is completely unscientific and absolutely
wrong, and should be given no credence
by Senators as they make up their minds
on how to vote on the pending amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Michigan has
expired.
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Michigan.
Mr. McNAMARA. The Senator from
Pennsylvania has made a fine contribution to the debate. I thank him for it
and for his contribution in the hearings
and in the preparation of the report.
I was discussing the conclusions we
had reached following the hearings.
Certainly, the senior citizens with whom
we talked throughout the country, as
well as the children of those senior citizens, indicated over and over again that
they do not want charity, but want to
live their declining years in dignity, as
Americans are entitled to live.
The proposal to make paupers out of
people because they are what is called
medically indigent is a step backward.
It is really a step back toward the poorhouse. We got rid of poorhouses generally in this country, starting in the
1900's. That is what the old folks had
to look forward to-"over the hill to the
poorhouse." That was a threat to so. ciety and a weakness of our social system
in those days. We have gone a long way
since then under our present social security law.
Now . it is proposed to make paupers
out of people before they will get any
medical assistance in their declining
years. That is a step backward from the
advances we have made since the days
of "over the hill to the poorhouse."
I certainly hope that this country, in
1960, will be more concerned with the
human dignity of elderly Americans, who
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Off." I suspect these have been inspired
by some· pressure group, and while not
explicit they infer preference for a medical care ·bill tied to the social security
program. Generally, however, I have
not received mail in sufficient volume to
indicate there is any great ground swen
demanding the enactment of a particular medical care program. In fact,
most of the mail received from my State
has indicated just the opposite-that
there is no emergency which would require a crash program in this area.
Perhaps my own State of Utah, because of its historical development, has
largely taken care of the needs of its
aged population in an exemplary manner. This has been accomplished not
only through the State health and welfare department, but through our individual families, and through the very
effective and extensive welfare program
of the Mormon Church.
One of the most recent and comprehensive studies to be made on the medical needs of the Nation was recently
completed by Drs. James W. Wiggins and
Helmut Schoeck. Dr. Wiggins presented
a paper entitled "A Profile of the Aging"
to the Fifth Congress of the International Association of Gerontology, at
·San Francisco, Calif., on August 11.
The following pertinent facts have been
extracted from the Wiggins report:

have made a great contribution to our
economic structure as well as to our social heritage, and will treat them better
than has been proposed by the opponents
of the Anderson amendment.
I support the Anderson amendment,
and I support the social security approach. In so doing I am convinced that
I am following the dictates of the people we came in contact witn throughout
the country, not only the older people
and the retired people, but also the children and grandchildren of these people,
who at last are conscious of the fact that
it can happen to them too.
I yield back the remainder of my
time.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Utah.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
listened with interest to my colleagues
discussing the merits of the various approaches to solve the medical care problems of our aged. It is my intention to
confine my remarks to the bill which
has been favorably reported to the floor
by the Senate Finance Committee and
the substitute proposal offered by the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERsoN]. However, before taking up the
comparison of these two b11ls, I would
like to discuss the implications of a
word which has been thrown around
freely by those who oppose the Senate
Finance Committee bill. That word is
"need."
Essentially, we should approach this
problem from two points of view-national need-and individual need. National need is, of course, the sum total
of individual needs, as further modified
by measurement of the extent to which
they are not now being met by existing
programs to care for medical problems
·
of the aged.
There has been no real showing of the
existence of a pressing national unmet
need that demands immediate action.
There are 16 million persons in the
United States 65 or over, only one-half
million of whom can be classified as suffering from chronic illness. According
to the Health Insurance Association of
America. 49 percent of persons 65 or over
are now covered by health and medical
insurance.
Unquestionably there is a small segment of the aged who are chronically
ill who do not have the financial means
to meet high medical expenses. This
group can and should be provided for
and their needs will be met under the
bill reported by the Senate Finance
Committee.
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grading and as charity by opponents of
the committee's bill. So we are told we
must impose this program on all of ow·
workers under the Social Security Act
to give people a right to medical care
whether they have a need or not.
EUROPEAN EXPERIMENTS WITH SOCIALIZED
MEDICINE

If we . adopt the social security approach, we lose sight of needs and substitute rights which could produce a
program far more extensive and costly
than necessary and lead us rapidly down
the road to national medical socialism.
In this regard, we should look at what
has happened in a number of European
countries where medical care programs
have been instituted. In England and
in the Scandinavian countries, experiences with socialized medicine have been
both costly and disappointing. Only recently Sweden has had to impose an
additional 4 percent sales tax on top
of other taxes to help finance their
lagging medical care program. Disillusionment with these experiments in
socialized medicine has been expressed
not only by the recipients, but also by
Government leaders who first sponsored
these plans. The rosy glow is now turning to gray disappointment, and Europeans are realizing that governmental
control of medicine is for the most part
a complete :flop.
Nine of every ten older persons report they
0

MAJOR REASONS FOR SUPPORTING FINANCE
have no unfilled medical needs.
COMMITTEE BILL
Ninety percent of those 65 or over reported
they enjoy good or fair health.
There are four major reasons why I
Sixty-eight percent said they coUld pay for
a medical emergency out of their own means. prefer the approach contained in the
Half of the persons queried reported in- · bi11 reported by the Senate Finance
come in excess of $2,000 per year; one out of Committee:
First. It takes care of everyone over
20 had income in excess of $10,000.
Most of the aged reported net worth in 65 on the same basis. This is the fairexcess of $10,000.
est way and is in the best American
Sixty percent did not think a new Federal tradition.
program could do anything for them perSecond. It provides the most benefits
sonally.
Majority indicated life was much easter for for all of the aged at the least cost and
is spread over the broadest tax base both
them than for their aged parents.
Ninety percent could think of no medical Federal and State.
Third. It uses existing State systems
needs that were not being taken care of.
Eighty percent are members of a church. for handling public health and welfare
If special care was needed from outside the problems and preserves the greatest
family, twice a.s many elderly Americans freedom of choice for the aged themwould prefer to get such a.ssi&tance from selves.
their church rather than from the Govern- - Fourth. It will provide a permanent
ment.
Much of what has been reported tn the solution to the problem so that Conpast about the health and welfare of older gress will not have to be faced with
persons is based upon inaccurate data de- enacting new legislation each session.
Let us look at each of these four areas
rived from the experiences of a generation
ago or from the studies of the hospitalized in detail.
or chronically dependent.
I. THE. I'INANCB COMMITTEE BILL WILL TAKll:

We can therefore conclude from the
CARE 01' EVERYONE ON THE SAME BASIS
· Wiggins report that the great majority
First.
of Americans over 65 are capably fi- agency. Everyone uses same local
nancing their own health care and preSecond. Same system works for everyfer to do it without Federal Government one over 65.
NO POPtTLAR GROUND SWELL
intervention.
Third. Will actually develop figures to
During the months in which this legisNATIONAL NEEDS
determine need.
lation has been pending before Congress,
Under the Anderson bill there will be:
What then is the extent of the nationI have received from constituents in
First. Two parallel agencies in each
Utah only a handful of what I would al need for medical care? What are the
consider personally written letters urg- existing programs to meet this need? community-one State-operated and
one Federal.
ing the adoption of a medical care pro- And how much unmet need is there?
Second. Some people will always use
gram tied to social security. It is true
The most practical way to answer
that I have received several hundred these questions is by using the approach a State agency.
identical form letters inspired by labor suggested in the Finance Committee bill
Third. Others will use State agencies
unions and other pressure groups urging and actually measure needs of individ- at ages 65 to 68, social security thereapproval of the Forand approach to this uals for medical care. This can only be after.
problem. I have also received a great · determined by a program which within
Fourth. Others will use social security
many postal cards, all from the State of · itself measures individual needs in in- until limited benefits are exhausted,
Michigan, with a captio:n "Cast Me Not dividual cases. But this is decried as de- then return to State agency.
0
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Fifth. The actual needs of our aged who are now receiving social security will
may never be known for certain under receive a gratuity for which they have
contributed absolutely nothing to the
the Anderson plan.
social security fund for the benefits which
II. UNDER THE FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL, THE
GREATEST BENEFITS ARE PROVIDED FOR THE they receive. To make up this d,e:ftciency,
MOST PEOPLE AT THE LEAST COST, SPREAD those who are now employed will have to
OVER THE BROADEST TAX BASE
contribute a larger share to the fund.
First. Provides almost complete bene- · This would mean every six workers would
fits: Inpatient hospital services, skilled have to, in addition to their own share,
nursing home services, physician serv- pay the cost or give a free ride to one
ices, outpatient hospital services, organ- person who is already retired.
ized home Care SerViCeS, private duty III. THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL PROnursing SerViCeS, therapeutiC SerViCeS,
VIDES FOR USE OF EXISTING SYSTEMS AND CAN
majOr dental treatment, laboratory and
B E PUT INTO EFFECT IMMEDIATELY
X-ray services, and prescribed drugs.
First. Except for Veterans' AdminisSecond. Costs are related directly· to tration, all personal health problems are
need-no excess "entitlement" to encour- now handled by State and local authoriage overuse.
ties.
Third. Spreads cost over broadest tax
Second. Local agencies already existbase--full range of shared Federal and manned by experienced people--which
State taxes.
can absorb this new burden with least
Fourth. It is a real pay-as-you-go difficulty.
system.
Third. The needs test is an accepted
On the other hand, the Anderson pro- part of many Federal programs-Veterposal:
ans' Administration, farmers disaster
First. Has serious limits in that it loans, small business loans, assistance to
only covers those persons over 68 and blind, aid to permanently disabled, oldleaves a gap of those in the age bracket age assistance.
from 65 to 68. This plan also entails a
Fourth. The system can be put into
$75 deductible feature which would place effect immediately-October !-without
an undue burden on those most urgently any delay for state enabling legislation.
in need of medical care. In addition, The Anderson plan would not go into
coverage is limited to 180 units each com- effect before July 1, 1961, for hospital
pared to unlimited coverage under the services and January 1, 1962, for all other
Finance Committee bill. Outpatient services.
service and diagnostic treatment are also
On the other hand, the Anderson prolimited.
posal would:
Second. This plan would substitute enFirst. Put a new Federal agency in
titlement by "right" in place of actual the local health field.
need and would thus encourage overuse
Second. Require parallel organizaand abuse of the system.
tions.
Third. Destroy present social security
I have always remembered a personal experience I had 25 or 30 years · relationship with beneficiaries. Bene·ago. A little company with which I was fits are now paid directly to the beneconnected instituted a system to provide ficiaries, but under medical care will be
sick benefits for employees. One em- paid to hospitals, doctors, and so forth.
ployee suddenly became sick almost Benefits are now based on contributions
every other day. When the visiting com- beneficiary has paid into fund, but under
mittee went to call on him one day, they Anderson plan, persons will receive benefound him in bed with his clothes on. fits without regard to contributions.
They chided him for it and asked him
Fourth. Destroy traditional doctorwhy. His answer has been ringing patient relationship by interjecting Govthrough my mind ever since.
ernment as third party, thus leading to
He said, "I means to have my share." poorer medical service.
I am certain there are many persons
Fifth. Require compulsory contribuwho will attempt to have their share on tions for a service that may never bethe basis of entitlement rather than needed-or for which other private inneeThd·..1rd . The An d erson pan
ld
surance arrangements have been made
1 wou concentrate the entire COSt on a narrOW Fed- IV. IT WILL PROVIDE APERMANENT SOLUTION TO
eral tax baSiS Of the first $4,800 Of
THE PROBLEM, BECAUSE IT IS BASED ON EX•
worker's income. Inasmuch as social
IsTING PROGRAM
security taxes are already due to rise to
The Senate Finance Committee pro9 percent of the payroll by 1969, this posal can operate indefinitely with only
would place a tremendous burden on the · minor changes to existing medical care
low-income workers of the Nation. sec- programs now in operation in the various
retary of Health, Education, and Wei- States. Such is not the case with the
fare Arthur Flemming testified before Anderson proposal, since this is only
the Senate Finance Committee that if the first step down the road to complete
medical care is tied to the social secu- socialization of all medicine. It is a
rity program, it will not be long before "foot in the door," the opening wedge
payroll taxes will rise to 20 percent.
driven by those who want and seek to
Fourth. In :reality, contrary to state- socialize not only medical care, but many
ments of advocates of the Anderson other traditional American institutions.
plan, this system would not be a pay-asBased on present experience with the
you-go plan, but in fact, is a real hand- social security program, we can expect
out to those over 65 and will be paid for the liberals to exert political pressure:
by approximately 58 million workers
First. To reduce the age from 68 to 62.
covered by social security who are now
Second. To increase the range of beneunder 65. The 9 million persons over 65 fits.

Third. To increase the rate of tax.
For instance, the Health Insurance Association of America says the Anderson
bill level premium cost of 0.50 percent of
payroll is completely unrealistic and
should be at least 1.40 percent to meet
the medical costs which will be encountered under the plan.
Fourth. Although the Anderson plan
do~s not now include doctors, it could be
expanded to doctors as proposed in the
Gore bill and then the door would be
wide open for socialized medicine. The
Gore bill was before the Finance Committee and was rejected at that time.
Fifth. When private local hospitals
and other services fail to meet priorities,
pressure for separate social security
hospitals will build up. We already have
separate VA hospitals for the same
reason.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed following my remarks a letter I have received from the
Health Insurance Association of America. This letter indicates that the 0.50
percent of payroll cost estimated for the
Anderson plan is far too low and unrealistic. Based on historical records of the
health insurance companies of America,
which have had broad experience in
dealing with the medical problems of the
aged, the cost .of the amended Anderson
proposal should be set at 1.40 percent of
payroll. This would indicate -what I
have already stated, that we can expect
the cost of this new medical care program to rise tremendously in the years
ahead if the Anderson plan is adopted.
There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD ,
as follows:
HEALTH INSURANCE
AssOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., August 19, 1960.

Senator WALLACE F. BENNETT,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BENNETT: You have invited
our attention to the amendment to H.R.
12580 submitted by Senator DoUGLAS at page
16231 in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for August 11, 1960, and have requested our comment on th~ cost figures submitted by Mr.
Robert J. Myers, Chief Actuary of the Social
Security Administration in connection with
this proposal. In addition, you have requested that we give you a cost estimate on
the proposed amendment to H.R. 12580, as
presented by Senator ANDERSON at page 16545
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for August 17,
1960.

OUr staff has carefully reviewed the estimates given by Mr. Myers in connection
with the Douglas proposal. In presenting
his cost estimates, Mr. Myers gives no indication of the bases upon which such estimates have been developed. We assume,
therefore, in view of the order of magnitude
of his estimates, that similar methodology
was employed as is contained in prior cost
estimates developed by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in connection with other proposed legislation in the
same field, e.g., H.R. 4700. The insurance
business is already on record with respect
to its critique of such methodology. May I
direct your · attention to the testimony of
Mr. E. J. Faulkner, representing the three
insurance associations, given before the
House Ways and Means ·committee on July
16, 1959. In particular, I call your attention to the appendix of this statement beginning on page 20 of the enclosed reproduction.
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Employing similar methodology for the
amendment proposed by Senator DouGLAS,
with appropriate adjustment for the effect
on hospitalization costs of a $75 deductible,
we would estimate the cost of the program
as follows:
(a) For the first year, a cost of $1,331
million which 1s equivalent to 0.61 percent
of taxable payroll.
(b) A level premium cost of 1.60 percent
distributed as follows: hospitalization 1.30,
nursing home .10, home care .06, and diagnostic outpatient hospital service .14.
It will be noted that our level premium
cost estimate is about 3 times that of Mr.
Myers and that our first year cost estimate
is almost double his.
Turning to the proposed amendment of
Senator ANDERSON, we would estimate the
cost of that program as follows:
(a) For the . first year a cost of $1,242
million which is equivalent to 0.57 percent
of taxable payroll.
(b) A level premium of 1.4 percent of
payroll.
I trust we have answered your questions
specifically and we will be happy to provide
any additional factual material should you
desire.
Very truly yours,
ROBERT R. NEAL.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point 1n the RECORD a letter from a
widow 1n Utah which, to me, is a most
powerful appeal for the defeat of the
social security approach to this problem.
There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
MURRAY, UTAH,
August 17, 1960.

Senator WALLACE F. BENNETT,
Washington, D.C.

DBAB MR. BENNETT: I am not writing this
letter as a Republican or as a Democrat, but
as an American citizen who loves her country
very much. I hope and pray that for the
benefit of hundreds of thousands of cl<tlzens
all over America that this letter can be read
in Congress.
I listened to every word and every action
that took place at both the Democratic and
Republican conventions. I stood up in my
own living room when the "Star Spangled
Banner" was played at the opening in Los
Angeles, and pledged allegiance to our fiag.
Tears ran down my cheeks. No matter how
important or unimportant we are, no matter
how rich or how poor we are, we are all citizens of this great land of ours, and what
affects any person who carries a social security card will affect every worker in America
that carries one.
I have lain awake nights worrying about
the proposed bill for medical aid to the aged,
that 1s proposed by Mr. KENNEDY and the
Democrats. I have studled it from every
angle, and I sincerely feel that to allow this
bill to be passed, and by doing so, without
the consent of the people, would be the most
disastrous thing that has ever been imposed
on the American public.
Countlesf! thousands of people who are
already financially prepared to take care of
themselves when they retire would be
requlred to pay and pay.
And what about the poor man who is taxed
to death? Can he afford to pay out large
sums of money for the rest of his working
years? What if he died before he was retired? Would all the thousands of dollars
he has been forced to pay out do him any
good? Would this money go back to his wife
and children, or into a general fund?
I am in favor of some form of medical aid
to the age<;t, but on an individual basis.
Each person should be allowed to decide
whether he wants it or not and to pay
aocordingly.
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If this bill i~ allowed to go through, not
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, how
only will the people who are covered now much time did the Senator from Utah
under this new plan suffer, but our children yield back?
and grandchildren for the rest of their lives.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
It is undemocratic to impose such a thing
on the people (for their own good).
Senator from Utah yielded back 3 minWe do not want communism in America, utes.
but this bill is as near to communism as we
Mr. CARLSON. I thank the Chair. I
will ever get and not be under the direct now yield 15 minutes to the distinguished
rule of a Russian leader.
Senator from South Carolina.
do-:~~~s to say who needs this help and who
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, AlI am a widow without financial help from exander Dumas once said, "There are
anyone. I did not even receive social secu- virtues which become crimes by exagrity when my husband died. I have taught geration." Current political concern for
school and reared two sons. Everyone knows the medical care available to the Nawhat kind of a living every teacher ha-s been tion's aged, it seems to me, is now in
able to make up until now-and even now.
danger of falling into this category.
I have no way of knowing how I will live
when I retire, and I still owe thousands of
An unequivocal recognition of respondollars on my small home, but I will fight sibility for the welfare of the incapac1this proposed bill with every ounce of blood tated, whether from causes of age, youth,
in my body.
disease, or misfortune, has long been
Now, let's look at another side of this deemed a distinguishing mark of a truly
situation:
civilized society. The fulfillment of this
can anyone deny the fact that the minute responsibility by individuals is a virtue.
a person knows he is going to be able to go
to the doctor or hospital any time he needs When exaggerated and distorted by the
to or decides to, that he will stop striving to extreme heat of the political arena, the
take care of himself?
resultant excesses are not only crimes
I know of many people that save all their against society, but are barbaric.
lives to be able to take care of themselves
The Senate's consideration of prowhen they are old.
posals for medical benefits for the aged is
They pay for life insurance policies, buy b 0 th 1'11 t'
d
d
t
t i ill
war bonds, patch clothes, go without, and
s
- Ime an prema ure. I
work like slaves to achieve security.
timed because of the proximity to the
Anyone who would stop to think seriously presidential election,. when the course
about this matter would know that people that best lends itself to a slogan with
would stop saving for this particular situ- emotional appeal might well constitute
ation.
an irresistible temptation to forsake the
This will destroy their morals, and create action dictated by the facts and sound
a "don't care-easy come attitude."
judgment. It is premature because the
Does this not do away with the very thing many facts which will contribute to a
that has made America great--the desire
bl d i i
this iss
'11
to stand on one's own feet and go ahead? knowledgea e ec son on
ue Wl
No one knows when sickness or an acci- be forthcoming in the White House Condent will strike. But what about the bums, ference on the Problems of the Aged, to
the drunkards, the leeches, the spendthrifts, be held next January.
and the lying hypocrites? Are the perseverJudging from the discussion of this
ing, saving, and hard-working people of matter in the press and the debate here
America going to be made to sacrifice their on the Senate floor, some obvious mislives and money for these people?
conceptions as to the problems of the
I may be wrong, but every bit of inte111- aged prevail. The advances in medical
gence I possess, and every beat of my heart science in the past few decades have
tells me I am right.
I pray to God that this undemocratic, de- caused a marked increase in the nummoralizlng bill wm never be imposed on any ber of citizens of advanced age 1n our
intelligent, hard-working citizen.
society. At the same time, the useful
I appeal to you-men of foresight--leaders and productive portion of life has inof our beautiful United states-fight this creased proportionately to the increase
bill with all the determination that the men of the life span itself. As the average
that made our great Constitution had-when age of the population rises, we must
we became a free and independent country. bring ourselves to the realization that
I am sure that if the public will investigate the time has come to reappraise upthis bill and find out what it wm do to
their lives, their self-respect, and their in- ward our conception of the age at which
tegrity, that th~y would also feel as I do.
incapacitation for work and income
Let us pray that they can become properly production becomes prevalent. It would
informed. I appreciate the privilege of being be a serious mistake to assume that the
able to write to such a fine and intelligent group incapacitated by advanced age
leader, and I hope that this letter will not has increased disproportionately to the
be in vain.
general population.
I pray that many people who have the
right to help to keep America free will hear
It would be equally fallacious to asthis sincere and heartfelt plea from just one sume that all, or even a large proporcitizen in hopes that it will help to keep our tion, of those who are retired or are
"Government of the people-for the people- within the brackets of what we conby the people" the way it was meant to be- ceive as the retirement age are financialfor free citizens who do not wish to have
their privileges and liberties taken away from ly unable to provide medical care for
them.
themselves. Neither would it be corRespectfully yours,
rect to assume that advanced age is alEnNA H. THURMAN.
ways accompanied by an upsurge of illMr. BENNETT. Mr. President, for the nesses requiring medical care and treatreasons I have stated, I urge the Senate ment.
to reject the Anderson amendment and
In their proper perspective, the costs
approve the bill as reported by the Fi- - of medical care for other than the innance Committee.
stitutionalized patient are but one eleI yield back the remainder of my time. ment of the cost of living. Undeniably,
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medical care for the aged, on the avWhen comsidered in the light of a generage, accounts for a larger percentage eral decrease in several areas of financial
of the family or individual budget than responsibility that accompanies retireit does in the budget of younger per- ment, the decreased tax bite of the Nasons. This is not due solely to in- tional Government, and the cushion procreased illnesses, however, but is also vided by the increasing existence of subdue to other shifts in need, due to stantial assets, these income figures do
changed circumstances. The elderly not justify the picture of gloom and
citizen has usually completed the finan- doom that is being presented to the pubcial effort that accompanies the raising lice, both at home and abroad, in regard
of a family, and finds interests in activi- to the status of our elder citizens' finanties less expensive than those which ap- cial ability to meet their physical needs,
peal to the younger.
including medical care. When considThe cost of medical care is increasing, ered objectively,. the situation is not
as are the costs of all services and com- really so calamitous; and, even more enmodities. Medical costs have risen couraging, it is improving.
either more or less than costs of other
Today, over 19 million workers are
services and commodities, depending on covel~ed by private pension plans which
the base period for which the increase in have total assets of nearly $40 billion.
costs is computed. In the period 1936- By 1965, these are expected to have assets
56, the per diem cost of hospital care of $77 billion. According to Health Inincreased 265 percent; and from 1956 surance of America, about 43 percent of
to September 1959, another 22 percent. Americans over 65 are now covered by
Yet there is every indication that the some form of health insurance. Furtheractual service through hospital care has more, it is estimated that the proportion
also increased, as is illustrated by the of coverage of those who want and need
decline in the number of hospital days it will reach 75 percent by 1965, and 90
per patient illness from 12.6 days in the percent by 1970.
1928-43 period to 8.6 days in the 1957-58
This, then, is the other side of the coin
period.
picturing the existence of a catastrophic
Since medical care is one element of emergency in the form of inability of all
the cost of living, it is prudent to exam- persons over 65 to afford medical care.
ine, in the initial stages of the approach The .need for medical-care programs at
to this problem, the income of the aged the hand of the Government cannot be
as a group. In doing so, we should be tied to the nonhomogeneous group of
cautious ' to avoid a common error of persons over 65 referred to as the "aged."
Of the 15.4 million persons in the
accepting statistics for more . than they
are worth. Repeatedly it has been as- United States over 65 years of age, about
serted-and correctly, to the best of my 16 percent, or 2.5 million, receive some
· knowledge-that three-fifths of all per- form of public assistance. Since public
sons aged 65 and over have money assistance programs, in widely varying
incomes less than $1,000. True as this degrees, are conditioned on need, it is
is, it proves nothing. The wife of an safe to assume that this group of elder
elderly $50,000 per year executive, who citizens is financially incapable of meethas no income Qf her own, f~llls into the ing the general cost of living, including
class of persons over 65 who have income costs of medical care, without public asless than $1,000. One would hardly sistance. It may also be assumed that
class her, however, as in dire need of there is an additional group with suffifunds for medical care or other neces- cient income to meet normal costs of living, including medical care, that would
sities.
It must also be taken ·into considera- be financially incapable of meeting a
tion that a person over 65 has an advan- prolonged or catastrophic illness.
Even with the group so defined, the
tage in disposable income over a younger
person with equal incc;>me. A young situation is not as desperate as one
couple with two children and earnings might be led to believe. Forty States
of $4,000 pays approximately $365 in have some form of medical-care proviFederal income and FICA taxes, while a sions in their old-age assistance plans,
couple over 65 with $2,000 from social and 16 States have direct or money paysecurity and $2,000 income from other ments for all essential items of medical
sources would pay no · Federal taxes on care. South Carolina's program prothe $4,000 income.
vides for direct payments for hospital
Another factor which bears on any care and nursing-home care. These
appraisal of income of the aged as a statistics illustrate conclusively that an
group is their assets. A mortgage-free all-inclusive, compulsory medical-care
home releases income fol· purposes other program directed by the Government is
than housing. Currently, over 70 per- not needed. They also illustrate that
cent of old-age and survivors disability considerable additional information is
insurance beneficiaries own their own essential for an objective appraisal of
homes, and 87 percent of these are mort- the scope, seriousness, and complexity of
gage free. In the 6 years from 1951 to the overall problem. It would be much
1957, the median net worth of a retired the better part of wisdom for the Conworker and his wife increased from gress to make further determinations of
$5,610 to $9,616, or 71 percent. In addi- fact, before proceeding from a halftion, no other age bracket shows as fa- cocked position to a new program.
Although there is too little informavorable a liquid asset position as does
the group aged ·55 and over. According tion available to make it possible to deto the census figures, the average income · termine the actual breadth of the probfor all persons over 65, including those lem of lack of means to securing medion public assistance, was $2,100 for males cal care for those within the group aged
and $800 for women.
65 and over, there is an overabundance
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·of information and facts to illustrate
the foolhardiness of any approach to the
problem which utilizes the framework of
the old-age and disability insurance
program.
Mr. · President, I cannot escape the
conclusion that the overwhelming rnajority of Americans today suffer from
the illusion that the social security pro·gram is financed along insurance principles. vVe know, of course, that nothing
could be further from .the truth. Insurance programs set aside the premiums
that are paid by the insured, or at least
a substantial portion thereof, in a trust
fund or reserve which accumulates interest to provide the funds which eventually will be utilized to pay the benefits
guaranteed by the insurance policy.
The old-age and survivors disability insurance program, on the other hand,
does not hold intact the contributions
of workers and their employers, but, on
the contrary, utilizes these payments in
the first priority for payments of benefits of workers already retired in the
year ·in which the contributions are
made. In some years, contributions do
not even balance benefit payments, much
less administrative expenses. For instance, in 1959, total contributions were
$8.52 billion, while benefit payments to
retirees were $9.84 billion, and administrative expenses were $184 million.
Therefore, for the year 1959, there was
·. a deficit of $275 million. Since current
contributions are utilized to meet current benefit liabilities, the trust fund
remains at a meager level, and the interest on the trust fund is a relatively
minor factor in the accrual of financing
benefits, compared to interest on reserves in a true insurance program.
In 1939, when the OASDI program
was inaugurated, the basic concept on
which the Congress accepted the program· was hinged to the principle that
benefits would be payable in fixed dollar amounts. The system was also designed so that it would be workable
under conditions of an expanding
economy. In other words, the benefits
schedule is so arranged and calculated
that there must be an increasing number of salaries on which taxes are
· levied, in order to meet current benefit
liabilities. When originally discussed
in the Congress, the social security program was conceived as one in which the
benefits payable through the program
would remain constant, as would the
rates of contribution as originally
established. All of us are quite aware
that repeatedly Congress has increased
the benefits, as was essential if the inflation which we have experienced was
to be offset and total impotency of the
program to be avoided. These increases
in benefits required a compensating increase in contribution rates directly
and/or an increase in the salary base
on which they were ·levied.
Contrary to many of the statements
made on the 25th anniversary of the
system, the OASDI program has really
not yet provided its financial soundness.
·we know very well that both political
and inflationary forces will repeatedly
demand further increased benefits. In
· the absence of complete irresponsibility,
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additional contributions must be required to meet the increases. At some
point, however, we shall reach the
breaking point, for total contributions
are already scheduled to reach 9 percent of the first $4,800 of .wages. Although it is impossible to foretell at just
what point the break will come, it is
obvious that the cycle of increased
benefits and increased contributions
must come to a halt, for at some point
the wage earners, even if not the politicians, will rebel at further tax levies
on wages. This situation could easily
become even more crucial should our
economy suffer a serious recession or
depression, for the system is designed
to operate successfully only in an expanding economy. Even so, under a
high cost estimate, the old-age and survivors insurance trust fund will decrease
from a. maximum of about $55 billion
in 20 to 25 years from now until it is
exhausted in 1997.
Mr. President, millions of Americans
have placed their complete confidence in
the old-age and survivors insurance
system to provide them with funds for
retirement in their latter years. In reliance on this system, not only have
they neglected to establish retirement
plans in private sources, but, indeed, they
have had no choice but to place such
funds as they earn for this purpose in
the old-age and survivors insurance program. A failure in the program would
literally mean .the economic destruction
of millions of Americans. Although the
soundness of the program, in my opinion, yet remains to be proved, we should
at the very least treat the program in
the manner best calculated to insure its
continued solvency.
The medical care proposals which
would utilize the framework of social security are not only unneeded, but, if enacted, would materially decrease the
probability of continued solvency of the
system. The proposal for medical-care
.benefits within the OASDI program-to
which, for lack of a better name, I shall
refer to as the Forand proposal, since
. apparently it was first introduced by
Representative FoRAND-would completely change the original concept of
the OASDI program from one guaranteeing fixed dollar benefits to one which
guarantees speeified services. The fixeddollar-benefit concept has the advantage
of being resistant to inflation, although
we must admit that in times of inflation
there is a likelihood that it will not provide the resourc~s in purchasing power
for which it was originally intended.
The guaranteeing of s·ervices, as contrasted to ftxed dollar benefits, would
not withstand the ravages of inflation,
but would be marked by increasing costs
of benefits as the cost of services themselves increase, and would tremendously
increase the pressures for additional contributions to keep the fund solvent.
Such a change in concept would materially hasten ·the day when the point of
rebellion at further increased contributions would be reached. Whereas the
present system, based on fixed dollar
benefits, might be impaired· by a relatively serious depression in the economy,
the Porand-type concept would subject

the fund to bankruptcy from possibly
even a mild, extended recession of the
economy.
Mr. President, we have no right to
jeopardize the OASDI program by
grafting on this new concept of guaranteeing services, in addition to dollar
benefits. Rather than weaken this program, we should concentrate on checking the inflation which nullifies the purchasing power of fixed dollar benefits, in
order that the confidence of the millions
of contributors to the system will not be
betrayed.
I cannot ·comment on this Forand
proposal, Mr. President, without restating that it is socialized medicine, for it
does not seek to provide the funds with
which to obtain medical care; but, on
the contrary, it seeks to provide medical service itself. In any approach of
this sort, the Federal Government must
. control the disbursement of funds. It
must decide the benefits to -be provided.
It must set the rates of compensation
for hospitals, nursing homes, dentists,
and doctors. It must audit and control
Government expenditures to hospitals,
nursing homes, and patients. It must
establish and enforce standards of hospital care and medical care. These are
but the basic and usual safeguards that
accompany the spending of tax funds.
Is anyone so naive as to believe that the
National Government could exercise
these responsibilities without affecting
the quality of medical care received?
The Government, not the patient and
physician, will determine the quality
and extent of medical care under the
Forand proposal, and this is socialized
medicine.
The disadvantages of socialized medicine are not merely reprehensible because there is a bad connotation placed
on the word "socialized." The evil lies
in the deterioration of the quality of
service which inevitably results, to the
detriment of the patient, from the Government's efforts to standardize a service which is by its very nature a personal
service, and must so remain if it is to
be of a high quality.
Mr. President, in this discussion of
the proposals before us, I have refrained
from utilizing either the constitutional
or philosophical approach, and have attempted to discuss the various plans
from the standpoint of sound judgment,
need, and practicality. I realize, of
course, that my approach to the problem is conservative-as is my philosophy-and consequently, I have sought
to examine the problem in the light of
the facts, removed from the utopian
dreamworld of radical thought that appears to be prevalent in our political society. I could also just as well have
adopted a constitutional approach, for
I am convinced that the Forand proposal is repugnant to the intent and
spirit of the Constitution.
In speaking at all, I am fully aware
that I am joining in what we all know
is an exercise in futility, for regardless
of the outcome of the Senate's votes on
the various proposals, there is very little
likelihood that we will create more than a
political issue, if that. Perhaps it is optimism on my part to harbor a sincere
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hope that the Senate of the United States
will at least reject the Forand proposal,
-if it will not take the even wiser -course
of postponing any action on this subject
until a more objective and better informed consideration can be obtained.
Our actions and discussions in this fish
bowl arena are more than ever in the
eyes of the entire public, both American
and foreign, and I cannot conceive that
our actions and debate on this political,
as contrasted to legislative, issue are well
designed to promote respect and high regard for this parliamentary body.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has expired.
.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time the proponents
have and how much time the opponents
have on the pending amendment?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The proponents have 86 minutes; the opponents
have .82 minutes .
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana is recognized for 10
minutes.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I rise
to support the Anderson amendment, of
which I am a cosponsor. There is a
present, pressing, and timely need for
this proposal. That need has been enforced by statements made by the administration, Secretary Flemming, and
by practically every person who has
spoken on the floor.
I think there is a minority still living
in the country who feels there is no
problem, but I think we can dispense
with that viewpoint by the generally accepted knowledge that there is a real
problem which exists now. In that connection I can agree with the distinguished Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Mr. Flemming, that we
must act, and should act, in this Congress; that we should not wait.
I asked him specifically, at the hea-r ings, whether we should wait until after
the White House Conference. He said
"No." He thought we had suftlcient facts
to enable us to come to an intelligent
decision.
Basically, the question comes down to
the fact we have 10 million people
who are in need of medical care. No one
contends that all these 10 million are
· indigent, or that all these 10 million are
paupers. The problem before us is
whether we are going to take care of
most of these people, or only those who
are indigent or who are paupers and
need medical care, or whether we are
going to go further.
I previously stated I intended to support and am in agreement with the committee approach as sponsored by the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] and
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. F'REAR],
. but there was a lady in my omce the
other day. I asked her, "How do you
feel about the medical care bill?" She
said, "Well, I think we will have to wait
and see how it comes out. I know these
people need help. I know these aged
people cannot meet their medical bills."
Mr. President, she has faith that this
group of elected representatives are
going to do what they think is right;

17190

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

they are going to do something in the
interest of the people; they are going to
do what is best for giving us a program
of medical care for the aged-not what
is best for any particular group, not
what is best for the doctors, hospitals,
or nurses, not what is best for any particular ·selfish group which is interested
in keeping these people at their mercy
and forcing them to beg for help.
If we do not provide a satisfactory
answer ·at this session, or very shortly
in the coming session, then there will
be a very serious reproach coming from
these people, which none of us wants to
happen.
So I think the question is: Do we accept the principle of social security, or
do we not accept it? If we do not accept the principle of social security, then
we cannot accept the principle of the
Anderson amendment. But if we do accept the principle of social security, and
agree that the social security program
has worked well, then this approach is
the answer to this particular problem.
Some persons say this is the same old
story year after year. This is not the
same old story. This is a story that is
going to become in-creasingly new.
Every child born today has a right to
know the answer. One of every four
of them can expect to live to the age of
83; the other three can expect to attain
. at least the age of 63. There will be
children of the age of 60 who will have
parents living. If science continues its
advances, there probably will be more
people rea-ching the age of 100. So the
number of people who are going to need
medical care in the future is going to
increase constantly.
The questi-on is: Are we going to put
this burden on the general tax revenues?
Are we going to raid the Treasuzy for
the money that will be needed? Or are
we going to proceed in an orderly fashion, on a pay-as-you-go method, in
which younger people will pay into the
fund while they are earning money, so
we can make sure that a person does not
have a specter hovering over him, the
question of "When I get sick, will my
children be able or be willing to provide
for me, or will I have to sell my home
and, hat in hand~ ask the Federal Government or State government to give me
help?" That is really what the problem
is.
So far as the old-age and survivors'
insurance program is concerned, I think
it is a good program. It just does not
go far enough. If medical care is to
be extended to help the aged, it will have
to be paid for either out of the Treasury
or from the earnings of working people.
Some persons say one method is less
expensive than another. The least expensive method is the social security
approach, because the machinery is already established. Another establishment does not have to be created. Investigators do not have to be sent out
to learn whether a man has the means
to pay for his medical care or not.
Those items will be added expenses
under any other method than social
security.
Under this· approach, every one· of -the
70 million people covered by social security can be provided for, in orderly

fashion, and we can prevent the problem, rather than deal with it after it
occurs.
This is .a question of whether we want
an insurance program or merely a relief
progam.
I call attention to the resolution which
was adopted at the Governors' conference on June 29, 1960. Thirty Gover.nors signed the resolution, asking that
the social security approach be adopted.
These people know that their States
cannot stand an additional drain on
their finances, and that the best approach is the orderly procedure of contributions from employees during their
working years. I read from the resolution:
Whereas the Governors' conference for
many years has been acutely aware of the
growing number and complexity of problems faced by our increasing population of
senior citizens, including health and medical care, employment and income maintenance, provision of suitable housing, and enrichment of leisilre time activities; and
Whereas the most pressing of these problems is the financing of adequate health and
medical care: Now, the-refore, be tt

August 23

orderly method of insurance, instead of
what might be related to political considerations, they will support the Anderson amendment.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE].
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I wish
to make a few comments about the
amendment now pending before the
Senate. Before I do so I should like to
ask the sponsor of the amendment, the .
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], a question.
In the event the Anderson amendment
is agreed to, what will be the situation
with respect to those elderly citizens
who are not now within the purview
of.the social security law?
. Mr. ANDERSON. I think those persons would be adequately covered under
th
· ·
f th
'tt b'll d
e comml ee 1 an
e provlsions o
under the so-called Kerr amendment.
Mr. LAUSCHE. It is the position of
the Senator from New Mexico that his
amendment would provide coverage for
all elderly persons who are now within
the operations of the social security
Resolved by the 52d annual meeting of law?
the Governors' conference, That Congress be
Mr. ANDERSON. Who are past the
urged to enact legislation providing for a. age of 68 years.
health insurance plan for persons 65 years
of age and over to be financed principally
Mr. LAUSCHE. Who are past the age
through the contributory plan and frame- of 68?
work of the old-age survivors and disability
Mr. ANDERSON . . That is correct.
insurance system; and be it further
Mr. LAUSCHE. Those who are not
Resolved, That the States support and par- under the coverage of the social security
ticipate actively in "the forthcoming White law who are past the age of 65 will be
House Conference on Aging to the end that
b th
'tt
d
public and private agencies be stimulated covered Y e comm1 ee recommen aand encouraged to develop approaches to all tions?
the problems of the aging.
Mr. ANDERSON. Provided the State
makes its appropriation.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes.
I think we can summarize the points
Mr. President, since 1945, in discussof the program very briefly. These principal points can be made as to why this ing social security laws, numerous have
approach is the best approach.
been the times when I have declared
First, contributions would be collected my concept of what ought to be done
from nearly all persons who work for a with respect to the Government pr-ovidliving.
ing social security. In etiect, I have
Contributions would be payable~ under repeatedly stated 1 did not subscribe to
this amendment, only while the individ- the philosophy of giving doles and subual is employed,
sidies, but I believed in a system which
Contributions, under this amendment, was actuarially sound, operated in a
would be levied in some measure com- businesslike manner under which paymensurate with the ability to pay.
ments were to be made out of a fund
Contributions, under the amendment, which was built up through joint con·would be levied in the individual's work- tributions by employers and employees.
ing lifetime, not during the period he is
That philosophy has been with me, I
not earning or _is in retirement.
would say, for at least 15 years. I beContributions, under the amendment, lieve a fund created in that manner in
would not be related to the number of all probability will be prudently mandependents a person has.
aged, since it places a joint responsiThe employer would be required by bility on the employer and the employee,
the amendment to pay one-half of the and in all probability it will be based
cost. Under some other plans the em- upon a sound actuarial foundation and
player would pay part of the cost, and will be conducted with businesslike opunder some plans the employer would be erations.
·required to pay all of the cost.
My belief is that the elderly people
The benefits under this plan would not of our Nation are in need of this type
be cancellable. The benefits under this of service. I think not only of the inamendment would not be limited during digent but also of those who through
a person's lifetime. Under the amend- prudence and thrift have accumulated
ment, the benefits would be more ade- a modest estate.
quate than under many private plans.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Finally, the cost of administering the time of the Senator from Ohio has explan under our amendment would be pired.
less than the cost of administering existMr. ANDERSON. I yield the Sening private life insurance plans.
ator ·3 more minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
I sincerely believe that if Senators will
vote upon the measure based upon Senator from Ohio is re-cognized for 3
whether they feel it will provide for an additional minutes. ·
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, it is
a rather dominant and frightening prospect for an elderly person to find, in
the twilight days of life, that whatever
he has accumulated through prudence
is to be dissipated as a result of the
huge costs which come in caring for
one's self, especially during an illness
in the mature years of one's life. I have
in mind specific instances when people
have told me, for instance, "I have assembled enough to have a modest home.
I am proud of my home. I do not wish
to see it dissipated, but I cannot see my
way clear to save it if I have to carry
these inordinate medical expenses."
The costs of living for the aged, especially those to fight disease, have become extraordinarily large. I need not
discuss that, because it is generally understood that medical expenses, including drug costs and nursing services, are
beyond the ability of the ordinary person to carry.
On that foundation, it is my judgment that the program of providing
medical service cannot be avoided.
Next I shall discuss the question of
whether I should support the Anderson
amendment. I assume, on the basis of
what I have said, if I did not support
it I would be belying every one of these
statements which I have made in the
last decade and a half.
I am not giving my support to the
proposal on the basis of its political implications. I am not giving it my support on the basis of the threats which
are being made in the reception room
against those who do not support it.
I recognize that support is being given
to that measure on this floor by Senators who have espoused a social security
philosophy that is entirely inconsistent
with the method suggested in the financing of the program by the amendment of
the Senator from New Mexico.
To reiterate and to summarize, it is
my firm conviction that the funds out
of which payments should be made for
the social security approach should be
accumulated through current contributions jointly made by employers and employees or earmarked taxes. Funds
should not be established for that purpose except where it is inescapable, as
it is in the situation before us, in which
we would find ourselves with a large
number of people uncovered under the
law unless the committee proposal were
adopted. I think we would encounter
danger if we created this fund solely
out of general taxpayers' money.
It is on that basis that I shall vote
for the Anderson amendment. My vote
would be cast clearly on the basis of the
principles which I have established in
my own mind as to the manner in which
these funds ought to be established.
I thank the Senator from New Mexico
for yielding to me.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield to myself 1 minute. In that 1 minute I wish to say that when I yielded
time to the Senator from Ohio I had no
idea on which side of this question he
would speak. I appreciate more than
he can ever understand his statement
that he is not taking his position on the
basis of political motives but on the basis

of a life devoted to the study of the needs
of the people. I thank him and compliment him for that.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 2 additional minutes?
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.
Mr. LAUSCHE. The position which
I have taken here is completely consistent with the positions I have advocated
on this :floor with respect to subsidies.
There are entirely too many subsidies
paid by all the taxpayers who are being
taxed. The speed with which we are
passing such subsidy bills is growing.
My position on the bill is completely consistent with what I have declared to be
my concept of free government. It is
consistent with my fear that we are trying to buy votes by passing bills to provide subsidies. I do not claim that to be
the purpose of the committee proposal.
I repeat that in my judgment we
should not have had this special session.
Politics are permeating it from beginning
to end. What I have said is consistent
with what I espoused during the entire
3% years I have been in the Senate.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 7 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont.
Mr. AIKEN. It is always very difficult
for me to disagree with my friend, the
able junior Senator from New Mexico,
with whom I have worked very closely
since the days when he was one of our
truly great Secretaries of Agriculture.
However, when I discovered that under
the social security approach to the problem which we are now considering only
about 50 percent of the peopre of my
State over the age of 65 could qualify
for benefits, there was nothing left for
me to do except to oppose that approach
to this problem.
I think most of us in considering matters of this kind reduce our feelings to
human terms and go a little further than
that, perhaps, to re9-uce it to an individual human effect. I take that approach
myself very frequently. In the case of
the amendment offered by the Senator
from New Mexico, I simply started down
the road from my home to see how the
proposal would affect my neighbors who
are of the age of 65 or over.
As I went down the road, the first case
to which I came was that of a man who
is 86 years old. He was a farmer, but
he has not been able to work his farm
for a living since the time before which
farmers could qualifY. for social security.
Therefore he has no social security card.
Farther along the road there was another man who is 74 years of age. He
has spent most of his life as a farm
laborer, having worked on one farm or
another. However, approximately 10
years ago arthritis afflicted him and he
had to stop work. He cannot have a
social security card because he could not
qualify for one after he became technically eligible.
Going down the valley a mile or so
farther, I came to the first school
teacher I ever had in my life. She is
still living and is about 90 years old. As
fa1~as I know, she is in fair physical conditiOn, but she retired not only before
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the days when she could qualify for
social security, but I am afraid before
the days when she could qualify · for
retirement funds in my State as well. 1
know that she does not have very much
on which to live; but she could not
qualify for the old age health insurance
provided in the Anderson amendment.
The younger sister of that teacher,
who is 77 years old, lives there also.
I think she receives some teacher's retirement pay, though it is inadequate.
Nevertheless, she retired, too, in the days
before teachers were · eligible for social
security benefits.
Going into the town I found a man
who has been self-employed most of his
life, and who has helped other people
in performing public spirited work for
the town. I know that he is critically ill.
I know also that his medical expenses
must have run into hundreds, or even
thousands of dollars during the last year
or two. I cannot say for sure that he
is not covered, that he has no social
security card, but I do not think he
has.
There are, then, the firemen and
policemen who have retired on a pension
of perhaps $1,200 or $1,500 a year. Firemen and policemen have been eligible
for social security in my State only during the last few months, when Congress
made them eligible. They would be left
out of any benefits proposed by the
Anderson amendment.
I have other neighbors who would
qualify. One man lives a short distance
from me. He worked at a place where
I know he had a social security card.
This last summer, however, he inherited,
as I am informed, approximately $1
million. He has given up the job that he
had and is self-employed at the present
time; he probably will be self-employed
the rest of his life. Of course, he can
keep up his social security payments
on up to $4,800 of his earnings a year if
he wishes to. Nevertheless, if he does
not wish to, when he reaches the age of
68 under the proposal before us, he may
receive the full benefits without paying
another nickel.
Another of my neighbors is the most
prosperous farmer in town. After 1950
he incorporated his farm and paid himself a salary of $4,200 a year, which was
the maximum social security earning
base at that time. He will qualify for
the benefits. However, dozens of other
neighbors who are operating marginal
farms did not have the money to incorporate, antl did not even have the money
to pay into social security. They would
not qualify under the Anderson amendment.
As I said, only about 50 percent of the
people over 65 in my State would qualify
for benefits proposed by the Anderson
amendment. Some of the remaining 50
percent I am sure would qualify under
the Kerr-Frear bill. I cannot say how
many. Now let us come a little closer to
the Senate. The proposal we are asked
to vote on is discriminatory, and we do
not have to go outside the Senate Chamber to find discrimination. Some of the
Members of the Senate have social security cards, and others do not. They
are paid $22,500 a year, and some of them
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could qualify for benefits under the Anderson disposal, and some of them could
not.
.
When I think of these people back
home, who have worked all their lives,
but who cannot qualify for social security, and therefore would not be eligible
for benefits under the amendment we
are asked to adopt now, then I believe I
would be rather coldblooded if I voted
to enact legislation which excludes them
from the benefits.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield very briefly?
Mr. AIKEN. Yes; I am happy to
yield, even though I do not know how
much time I have.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 1 minute remaining.
Mr. CURTIS. The distinguished Senator from Vermont is making a very
fine point. The proposal would pay
benefits to many people who do not need
them at all, and it would reduce the takehome pay of everyone in the country.
Mr. AIKEN. I am talking only about
cases with which I am familiar. I cannot go into the details. Many of these
people have been covered, or will be covered. I realize that the heaviest part
of the cost will be placed on those who
are 20 to 40 years of age and are raising
families. It has been explained here that
millionaires would escape paying any
important part of the cost of the program, whereas a young man, between
the age of 20 and 40, who may have several children, will not only have to pay
his share of this health insurance program, but will also have to carry insurance to carry him and his family, and
will not only have to pay the $10 fee, but
also the $150, at a time when the family
can least afiord to do so.
Finally, I say we would be very foolish to undertake to legislate this program at a time when it cannot fail to
be a political matter. I believe we ought
to consider it at the beginning of the
next session, .when we will have a new
Congress, and when the election will not
be impending, and at a time when we
can act sanely and put through legislation which will cover all the people
and require all the people to pay the cost
of the program. There is much more I
could say, but I know that time is in
demand.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I believe in helping those who need help.
I voted for the Javits approach and will
support the committee bill because
either represents a more realistic program of medical care than this "bobtailed" amendment now before us. Opponents of the committee bill would
have it appear there is a great ground
swell of sentiment among the elderly,
indeed among pe.ople of all ages, for a
social security health program. This
problem, we are to understand, has
popped up suddenly in -a Presidential
election campaign after apparently lying dormant for many years. Contrary
to this, it has bee:n with us for some
time.

Many older persons have written
through the years expressing a desire
for increased social security money
benefits, no question about that. This
undoubtedly is the No.1 problem on the
minds of our needy elder citizensenough funds to enable them to lead
their lives in dignity and in security.
Further burdening the Social Security
System with a medical program financed
by ever higher social security taxes can
only postpone and make more unlikely
any increase in regular benefits.
The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare has predicted that these
taxes could rise in the foreseeable future to 15 or 20 percent of taxable income, if health care benefits are brought
into the program. He noted-with reason-that Americans would rebel at such
a tax piled on their already tremendous
Federal and State income taxes.
During the past year or so, Members
of the Senate have had a firsthand
look at the problem through the hearings by the special Senate Labor Subcommittee on Problems of the Aging.
This subcommittee, headed by the esteemed senior Senator from Michigan,
went all over the country to sample, on
the spot, the opinions of older people.
Town-meeting-like forums were held
at which members of the audience were
invited to stand up and tell the Senators
how they felt about the problems of
aging, and what solutions they sought.
Here surely was a fine time and opportunity for the aged to demonstrate their
enthusiasm for a social security health
bill, or for any new Federal health program, for that matter.
But some of the meetings, despite
much advance newspaper publicity, were
ill attended. At some relatively few
spectators were on hand. And of those
that did speak their minds, a majority
did not even mention health care financing as a major problem. And I am informed only a small fraction of the older
people who did talk about health called
for a social security approach.
One responsible segment of our population has already made its views on
the subject known, and very forcefully.
That is the Nation's newspapers, the
great bulk of which have been outspoken
about their opposition to bringing a
health program under the social security system. Some 5,000 editorials have
been written in the past year or so urging
the Congress to reject the social security
plan. The Washington Star put it well
when it said:
Both the young and old may someday
question the price of insurance rewritten by
Uncle S~m in election years.

Even the Washington Post, one of the
few newspapers to support the social
security approach, has decided that the
heat and passions of the election-minded
Congress is not the best atmosphere in
which to develop sound and lasting legislation, and said the whole matter
should be put of! until next year.
The Christian Science Monitor calls
the social security plan "a way to overload social security." The growth of
private, voluntary health insurance, this
newspaper declares, has been phenom-
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enal and-I quote-"greatly preferable
to Government-administered compulsory
health insurance."
The Los Angeles Times says that-we think the insurance companies, encouraged by business, endorsed by an unsplintered medical fraternity, and supported
by the whole public, can do better with
health and medical care, and that Americans,
young and old, will be better for the private
effort.

The Chattanooga Times states:
We hope and we believe that these very
real needs can be met through private, volunteer initiative, which has worked a near
miracle through the Blue Cross, Blue Shields,
and other plans largely since World War II.

I could go on and on, quoting from
newspapers in city after city, both Democratic and Republican journals. Here
is just a random list of newspapers
that have attacked a social security
health plan: The Houston Chronicle,
Wall Street Journal, Little Rock Democrat, New York Daily News, Los Angeles
Herald-Express, New York Herald Tribune, Denver Post, Honolulu Star Bulletin,
Chicago Sun-Times, New Orleans TimesPicayune, Baltimore Sun, and so forth.
A rollcall of most of the great newspapers of America.
The New'York Daily News summed up
the major arguments against the social
security plan about as well as any. The
catches in this approach, the News says,
are:
1. That it would give socialized medicine
a foot in the U.S. door;
2. Would cost so much as to endanger the
entire social security setup; and
3. Would most likely lead to extensions of
free medical care to other groups as time
went on-meaning heavier and heavier costs
each year.

Mr. President, the committee bill
avoids these pitfalls. It relies on established channels of aid for the needy of
our country. Some have referred to the
bill as moderate, or cut down, strange
adjectives to use for the expenditures
of hundreds of millions of dollars to give
a helping hand to old persons who do
not have the means to pay their medical
bills.
The humanitarian committee bill sets
no limits on the amount of health-care
benefits the near-needy aged could receive as does the social security plan.
It epitomizes the "help thy neighbor"
philosophy of the Federal-State public
assistance program-to help those who
are in need of assistance, the proper and
fitting role of Government.
Mr. President, I should like to make
some comments on how the proposal
would afiect one State. Of course, I
speak of my own State, the great State
of Colorado. In Colorado, according to
a communication which I have in my
hand, written to me by Guy R. Justi.s,
director of the department of public
welfare, there are 146,700 persons in Colorado over the age of 65. They represent 8.1 percent of the total population
of the State.
As of February 28, 1959, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
reported a total of 59,344 persons in
Colorado who were receiving OASI, or
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social security. Relating this :figure to
the total estimated population aged 65
and over, we :find that slightly more than
40 percent of Colorado residents aged 65
and over are receiving OASI.
Therefore, approximately 39 percent
of Colorado old -age pensioners 65 and
over were also receiving OASI. A total
of 546 class B pensioners-those between
the age of 60 and 65-also were receiving either OASI or OAS disability payments. The 546 class B pensioners receiving such payments represented 14
percent of the 3,769 cases.
On the basis of the figures which I
have obtained from the Colorado records, it would appear that 58,570 Colorado residents aged 65 and over are not
receiving either OASI or old-age pensions, or a combination thereof.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. CARLSON. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLOTT. Thus, 39.9 percent of
persons over 65 would not be covered by
a bill based on social security, such as the
present amendment offers. Many of
these are the ones who need help most.
To say that such a bill solves the problem is a farce and a fraud upon our elder
citizens.
In order that the :figures may be
spelled out in more detail, as well as to
show additional information on the
medical plan now provided for those
under the public assistance program,
and sent to me by the very capable director of the Department of Public Welfare of Colorado, I ask unanimous consent that his letter, dated May 5, 1960,
be included in the RECORD at this point
as a part of my remarks.
There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
STATE OF COLORADO,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,
Denver, Colo., May 5, 1960.

Hon. GoRDON ALLOTT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: In response to your
letter of April 28, 1960, concerning the impact
of the Forand bill or other related legislation
upon Colorado, we are glad to send you the
following information:
1. According to an estimate of the Colorado State Planning Division there are
146,700 persons in Colorado aged 65 and
over. On the basis of this estimate, persons
65 and over represent 8 .1 percent of the
total population of the State.
2. As of February 28, 1959, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare reported a total of 59,344 persons in Colorado
who were receiving OASI. Relating this
figure to the total estimated population aged
65 and over, slightly more than 40 percent
of Col_orado residents aged 65 and over are
receiving OASI.
3. In March 1960, 18,530 Colorado old
age pension recipients also were receiving
OASI payments. The total number of pensioners 65 and over in March 1960 was
47,315. Therefore, approximately 39 percent
of Colorado old-age pensioners 65 and over
were also receiving OASI. A total of 546
class B pensioners (those between the ages
of 60 and 65) also were receiving either
OASI or OASDI payments. The 546 class B
pensioners receiving such payments represented 14 percent of the 3,769 cases.
4. On the basis of the figures cited above,
it would appear that 58,570 Colorado rest-

dents aged 65 and over are not receiving
either OASI or old-age pension or a combination thereof. Thus 39.9 percent of persons over 65 would not be covered by a bill
based on social security. Since only about
59,344 persons aged 65 and over in Colorado
are receiving OASI, the remaining 87,356
would be dependent upon their own resources or the Colorado old-age pension.
5. The Colorado old-age pension medical
care plan is limited by constitutional
amendment to an expenditure of $10 million
in each fiscal year. To summarize, the current medical care plan, as approved by the
State Board of Public Welfare, includes the
following benefits for recipients of old-age
pension in Colorado.
(a) Hospitalization, drugs, and physicians'
services in the hospital (including surgery).
(b) Nursing home care for pensioners who
are patients in nursing homes approved by
the Colorado state Department of Public
Health.
Under this program a pensioner who is a
patient in a nursing home pays $100 toward
the cost of such care from his monthly oldage pension payment or from his pension
payment plus any other income, such as
OASI. He is allowed to retain $6 a month
to meet his own personal needs.
His payment to the nursing home is supplemented by vendor payments from the
old-age pension medical care fund which
are made directly to the nursing home. The
amount of such payments is related to the
quality of service offered by the nursing
home and the amount of care required by
the individual pensioner.
The maximum
amount of the vendor payment is $95 a
month. This amount, added to the $100
paid by the pensioner, makes a maximum of
$195 a month that can be paid to a nursing
home through the Colorado old-age pension
program.
Pensioners in nursing homes also are eligible for a certain amount of physicians' services and for drugs prescribed by physicians.
(c) A limited program of physicians' home
and office calls for pensioners living in their
own
(d)homes.
Transportation allowance to enable
pensioners to receive medical care.
To supplement this brief summary of the
Colorado old-age pension medical care program, we are enclosing a reprint of an article by A. Paul Shermack, assistant executive
director of Colorado Medical Service (Blue
Shield plan) which appeared in the Rocky
Mountain medical Journal for January 1960.
This article goes into more detail concerning
the background and content of the old-age
pension medical care program.
With respect to the last question in your
letter, if some bills were passed which tied
health insurance to OASI, the Colorado State
Departmen.t of Public Welfare woul.d look
upon this msurance as a resource wh1ch our
old-age pensioners would be expected to
make use of before they would be eligible to
receive medical care benefits under the Col<rrado old-age pension medical care program.
This policy would be similar to our present
policy in that an applicant for old-age pension is asked to apply fo~ OASI if it appears
he may be eligible for soCial security benefits.

th;\~~~~~~~~ w~~:~ !;~~:~~o~;l!dh~f1~
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be of assistance to you in evaluating the
impact of proposed legislation upon aged
residents of Colorado.
Sincerely yours,
·a uy R. JusTis,
Director.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
have tried to follow the debate during
the 3 days the Senate has been considering the pending business. The charge

17193

that comes up again and again is that
somehow or other the proposal in the
Anderson amendment is for socialized
.
medicine, and that the alternative, in
the committee bill, or what was proposed
in the Javits amendment, escapes the
brand of socialism. Yet I note again, in
reviewing the debate, that the arguments
made in favor of the other proposals
seek to show that almost every citizen
in the country who is over the age of 65
will be covered under the program, which
is essentially a Government program, although in part it involves the participation of the State governments.
I have never seen a definition of socialism which would establish the distinction that if it is done by the Federa1
Government it is socialistic, but if it is
done by a State government it is somehow unsocialistic.
In each case, the program is a Government program. The laws are enacted by
- legislatures either State or Federal and
. .
'.
.
. .'
the .distmct:on .Is .not one of socialism as
agamst antisociallsm or some other form
of political or economic ideology.
The Javits amendment, for example,
was proposed as one which would cover
some 11 million people over the age of
·n ddition to or outside of the 2.4 mil65
. 1 a
lion who w~re covered under the present
old-age assistance program.
The second point which has been
raised-and much attention has been
given to this point-is that of the freedom or lack of freedom on the part of
th
t' t t sele t his own doctor I
~ pa 1en
o
c
..
thmk we should make an honest, reallstic examination of the current practice
in the United States with respect to the
selection of a doctor.
In the first place, as the distinguished
s enat or f rom N e'V! Mexico [Mr· ANDER.SON] has establiShed repeatedly, his
amendment in no way sets any limit
upon the freedom of a person who may
participate under the social security
medical aid program to select his own
doctor. However, let us examine the
general practice today. How much free.
. .
· th
dom does an IndiVIdual have m
e selection of a doctor? How far afield can
he go? How many doctors has he available from whom he can make a choice?
In almost every small town there is only
one doctor, and he is the doctor of everybody in that town. One may, under
some circumstances go to the next town
•
..
to find a genera~ practitiOner: U~ually,
however, that kmd of selectiOn IS not
made upon any medical basis, but involves some kind of personal touch or
personal reason.
If one goes to a clinic, he may have
his own doctor introduce him to the
clinic. ~t. a ~reat clinic, sue~ as the
Mayo Chmc m Rochester, Mmn., for
example, one does not say, as he moves
along through all the various examinations, "I want Dr. A, Dr. B, or Dr. C."
One commits himself to the experts who
say, "We will have you examined by
doctors who are specialists, by doctors
who know the most about this particular
problem, this particular disability, or this
particular ailment."
That is true not only in the great
clinics, but also in the clinics which have
developed in all the medium-sized towns
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of America. As a result, the patients
receive better treatment than they did
when their entire care and treatment
rested in the hands of one general practitioner or one family doctor. So the issue
of freedom of choice to select one's doctor
is, in the first place, as it has been raised
and presented here, as misrepresented as
the Anderson amendment itself.
In the second place, the issue is unrelated to the question of good medical
care and to the growing practice of medicine in the United States. Some of the
great industrial plants anl great railroads have their own hospitals and their
own doctors. Many of the great industrial corporations have their own medical
programs and their own doctors. No
one, so far as I know, has protested here
against those practices or has said there
is interference with freedom of choice on
the part of the patient. The American
Medical Association, so far as I know,
does not forbid its doctors to participate
or take employment in industrial medicine or employment with railroads for
the care of railroad employees.
Four or five issues have been raised
with regard to the bill which really have
no objective relationship to the problem
with which we are trying to deal. Our
basic problem is that of trying to help
citizens. Under the Anderson amendment, people over age 68 would receive
assistance to meet the cost of better
medical care, the cost of medication, and
the cost of hospitalization. We are told
that we will destroy,. the traditional
doctor-patient relationship.
The Anderson amendment will not interfere with the genuine, fundamental,
and proper professional relationship between doctors and patients. It will not
interfere with the way in which doctors
are chosen and the way in which proper
care is given to patients. It will not
introduce any new practice with respect
to a method by which doctors are paid
by their patients.
The practice has been established under some insurance programs, such as
the Blue Cross-Blue Shield, of having
the insurance company pay the hospital
costs, the medical costs, and even the
doctors' fees. This practice has come to
be accepted in the United States. In
addition, in the old-age assistance program, 2 or 3 years ago we were asked to
change the law so that the Federal or
state government could pay directly to
the doctor the cost of the services, or
to the hospital the cost of the services,
which they had rendered to the old-age
assistance recipients. Until that time,
the practice had been to give the money
to the old-age recipients, who in turn
paid their doctors or their hospitals.
However, the request was that there be
a State agency or a Government agency
to make the payments directly, so as
not to have payments made through the
pa.tient. It wa.s provided that the doctor
or hospital could say, "This is the measure of cost for the services we have given,
so we ask the Federal Government or
the State government" - whichever
agency was handling the matter-"to
pay the bill directly to us, without its
going through the hands of the patients."
In the case of Government programs
and in the case of private insurance pro-

grams, the practice is fully established
of having payment made directly by the
Government agency or the insurance
company to the hospital or to the doctor
who has provided service to the patient.
So we are not introducing any new idea
by attempting to establish a medical aid
program which is based upon the social
security program, under which, when a
person receives hospital care or medical
care, payment may be made directly
from the social security fund to the
hospital or to the clinic which rendered
the service to the patient.
As a matter of fact, what we recommend or propose is a practice which has
been established and accepted by the
medical profession and by the private
insurance companies of the Nation.
Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. McCARTIIY. I yield.
Mr. CARROLL. I think the able
Senator from Minnesota would like to
know, if he does not already know, that
the State of Colorado has one of the.
finest old-age pensioners' health and
medical care programs in the Nation.
The total number of Coloradans who
received old-age pensions in 1959 was
58,393; 32,733, or almost 56 percent, of
the Colorado pensioners participated in
the medical care program. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
there be printed at this point in the
RECORD, a chart I have prepared entitled
"Colorado's Old-Age Pension, Health
and Medical Care Program, 1959."
There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
COLORADO'S OLD-AGE PENSION, HEALTH AND
MEDICAL CARE PROGRAM, 1959
Total pensioners receiving old-age pension, 58,393.
Total pensioners receiving medical care,
32,733, 56 percent.
Total pensioners requiring hospitalization,
14,236, 24.4 percent.
Total pensioners requiring nursing home
care, 4,907, 8.4 percent.
Twenty-five percent of pensioners used
doctors' home and office services.
EXPENDITURES DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1959
Type of care

.

Expenditures

Percentage
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DOCTORS' SERVICES-continUed
4. Average charge per billing for hospital service ___________________ $32.79
5. Home and office calls, 6-month
Cases
period----------~-------------- 39,111
6. Types of cases most frequently
treated by doctors:
(a) Medical:
Circulatory diseases________ 4, 003
Digestive------------------ 2, 367
Respiratory---------------- 2, 149
Nervous system ____________ 1,244
(b) Surgical:
Digestive-------~---------- 2, 225
Musculoskeletal system_____ 2, 341
Integumentary system---~ -- 2,514
Urinary system____ ___ ______ 1, 064
7. Cost of doctors' services:
(a) Services to patients in hospitals ____________________ $1,265,129
(b) ·Home and office calls___
133,240
(c) Nursing home calls__ ___
63,497
TotaL_______________

1, 461,866

HOSPITAL CARE
1. Admissions to hospitals (some pen- Adsioners had more than one ad- mismission):
VVomen _____________________ _ sions
Men ________________________ _ 13,522
8,591
Total_____________________ 22, 113
2. 84 hospitals participated.
3. Days of hospitalization, 261,328.
4. Average length of admission, 11.8 days.
5. Average cost per day, $20.53.
6. Cost per hospital admission, $242.63.
7. 78.8 percent. of hospital payments were
for stays less than 30 days ($4,287,543).
8. 19 percent of hospital payments were for
stays of 30 to 70 days ($1,038,612).
. 9. Two percent of hospital payments were
for stays of over 70 days ($111,892).
10. Sixty percent of all hospital admissions were for less than 10 days; 94 percent
of the admissions were for less than 30 days.
11. Principal types of diseases causing hospitalization:
(a) Circulatory, 4,768 cases, 21 percent.
(b) Digestive, 3,465 cases, 16 percent.
(c) Accidents, 2,835 cases, 23 percent.
(d) Respiratory, 2,341 cases, 23 percent.
NURSING HOME CARE
1. Vendor payments were made to nursing
homes for 2,318 persons per month.
(Each pensioner in a nursing home paid
$100 a month to the home from his
pension).
2. Average monthly payment to a nursing
home per patient was:
From pensioner ___________________ $100.00
Vendor payment___________________
64. 84

Hospital care____________________ $5,209,851
Nursing home care______________ 1, 804,724
Doctors' services_ ___ ____________ 1, 461,866
Drugs for patients in nmsing
homes___ _____ _________________
182,943
Transportation___ _______________
59,145

59. 76
20.7
16.76
2.1
. 68

3. Number of nursing homes being used,
144.

8, 718,529

100.00

Mr. CARROLL. I do not wish to interrupt the speech of the Senator from
Minnesota-Mr. McCARTHY. I am glad to have
the comments of the Senator from Colorado on this point.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Minnesota has
expired.
Mr. McCARTHY. I yield myself an
additional 5 minutes.
Mr. CARROLL. Our old-age pensioners carry identification cards. They
choose their own doctors and identify
themselves with their card. The doctor
determines whether such a pensioner
shall go to a hospital; whether it is necessary to have inpatient or outpatient

TotaL ---------- ----------

DOCTORS' SERVICES
1. Services to pensioners in private
hospitals:
Billings

Surgery----------------------10, 498
Medical care ___________________ 14,207
Other (anesthesia, X-ray, lab,
etc.) ------------------------ 8, 860
Total------------------------ 33,565
2. Services to pensioners in Colorado
General and Denver GeneraL_ 1, 768
Percent
3. Types of hospital care:
Surgery----------------------31
Medical care___________________
42
Other (anesthesia, lab, X-ray,
27
etc.) ------------------------

=

Total _______________________

164.84
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treatment. The Colorado medical care
program pays the doctor and/or the hospital. It is a vendor payment.
The point I wish to underscore, and
which is being made by the Senator from
Minnesota, is that the Colorado old-age
medical care program does not pay the
pensioner, and the pensioner does not
pay the doctor. The doctor is paid by
the Blue Shield authorities in the area,
and this takes place under a contract
negotiated with the department of public
welfare of the State of Colorado. The
doctors have accepted and work successfully under this system. Blue cross-Blue
Shield is contracted with to administer
the program. But my point is that while
the doctor-patient relationship is carefully preserved, the patient does not pay.
The Blue Cross-Blue Shield pays; and
the State of Colorado, in turn, pays Blue
Cross-Blue Shield.
Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator from
Colorado is quite correct.
Mr. CARROLL. Let me ask the Senator from Minnesota another question.
As I understand the Anderson-Kennedy
bill, it does not have anything at all to
do with the payment of doctors' bills.
Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator is quite
correct.
Mr. CARROLL. In Colorado, we make
maximum payments to our old-age pensioners of $106 a month. For an example, let us take a social security recipient
who is receiving $75 a month. If such a
person can qualify on the basis of need
he can come under our Colorado pension
program and we give him another $31;
and, in addition, such a person is then
qualified for medical care.
We now have approximately 20,000
people in Colorado who in addition to
social security benefits also qualify for
payments from the Colorado pension
fund because their social security payments are less than $106 a month. I
should like to ask this question for the
record-would benefits received under
the Anderson-Kennedy amendment in
any way diminish the benefits a recipient may be entitled to receive under a
State old-age medical-care plan?
Mr. McCARTHY. I know of no way
in which the benefits to which they are
entitled will be diminished. It might
very well have the effect of reducing
the cost of State programs, because this
will establish on top, I think we could
say, of the old-age-assistance medical
program, another program, which will
be based upon the social security program or the social security principle;
and it leaves the way open to the third
program, which has. been incorporated
in the Kerr amendment and is in the
bill which we are seeking to amend by
adding the Anderson amendment.
Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield
further?
Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.
Mr. CARROLL. I see on the :floor the
able Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON], one of the sponsors of the
Anderson-Kennedy
amendment.
I
should like to ask him: "Will the Anderson-Kennedy amendment benefits supplement rather than supplant benefits
received under a State medical care program?"

For example in Colorado there arealmost 19,000 persons who are drawing
both social security and Colorado oldage pension benefits. These persons
would be entitled to certain medical
benefits under the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment.
Colorado's old-age pension program
is much more liberal than the AndersonKennedy proposal. However it is possible that the State welfare officials may
require that a pensioner who is also on
social security use the Anderson-Kennedy benefits.
In such a case is it the intention of
the sponsors of this amendment that
the social security recipient be entitled
to have whatever other benefits he can
get through the State's old-age assistance program?
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Minnesota will permit
me to reply, the answer is "Yes."
Mr. CARROLL. For example, in my
State, I am confronted with this problem-to state the matter a little differently: Our Colorado old-age pension
program is more liberal than the Kennedy-Anderson program; and I do not
wish to have those 20,000 people in Colorado who are social security recipients
taken ou~ of our .sta~e medical care program which I think 1s more comprehen~ive and more progressive, and thrown
mto a Federal progr~m. because th~y
happen to be benefiCianes under this
amendment.
~r. ANDE~SON. !1 the Senator from
Minnesota will perrmt me to reply, I can
say to. the Senator from Colorado ~t
the Anderson-K~nn~y amendment Will
not a:fiect that situation in any way.
Mr. McCARTHY. It can do nothing
!>ut improve the program; it cannot hurt
It.
Mr. CARROLL. In all categories?
Mr. McCARTHY. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
available to the Senator from Minnesota
has expired.
Mr. McCARTHY. I should like to
have a few additional minutes, if I may.
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 2 more minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.
Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the S~nator from New Mexico.
Mr. CARROLL. Then let me say, if
the Senator from Minnesota will permit,
that the Anderson-Kennedy amendment
provides that the first $75 of the medical
care bill shall be paid by the recipient of
the medical treatment. Would this provision prohibit the Colorado Welfare Department from paying the $75 out of its
medical care fund?
Mr. ANDERSON. The answer is "No."
Mr. CARROLL. The aged in Colorado
who are 65 years or over are eligible to
receive old-age pensions, and at this time
they are also eligible to receive medical
care. The same age limit applies, also,
to the Kerr-Frear bill.
But the Anderson-Kennedy amendment benefits will go to such persons beginning at age 68. How can a Colorado
person age 66 who is on social security,
but is not on a Colorado old-age pension,
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qualify to receive benefits under the
Kerr-Frear bill?
Mr. ANDERSON. It will be up to
Colorado to establish the yardsticks
under which such persons would qualify.
Mr. CARROLL. Does that mean a
person must be indigent? Is this to be
a need test?
Mr. ANDERSON. The requirement is
that he must be needy, yes. But the
State can establish its own standards.
· Mr. McCARTHY. But there is a need
test principle involved.
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.
Mr. CARROLL. That is the point.
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.
Mr. CARROLL. In other words, he
must show that he does not have the
money and is in need; is that correct?
Mr. McCARTHY. The term used is
"medically indigent."
Mr. CARROLL. Yes. If he draws
medical care benefits when he becomes
age 68 will he be excl~ded from the oldage-assistance program and automatically be forced into the social security
program?
Mr. ANDERSON. Not if he still has
remaining needs.
Mr. CARROLL. So if he 1s over 68
years of age and if there is a basis of
need, he may stay under the State
medical care plan?
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.
Mr. McCARTHY. And the State plan
could supplement the Federal program.
Mr. President, I should like to point
out that throughout this debate the
question of socialized medicine has come
up· again and again; and it has been indicated that, somehow or other, anyone
who participated in such a program
would lose his freedom
I think we should ~ote that today
there are approximately 31 million
Americans who are involved in a Federal program of medical care and this
includes more than 22 millioxi. veterans
of all our wars. Does anyone ·who is
opposing the Anderson approach say
we should back up, since this is so
dangerous?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded to the Senator from Minnesota has expired.
Mr. McCARTHY. May I have 2 more
minutes?
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 2 additional
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.
Mr. McCARTHY~
I was asking
whether anyone who is opposing the Anderson amendment approach says that
we should back away from the medical
benefits we have provided for our veterans.
·
In addition to the more than 22 million veterans, there are approximately
10 million more people who are under
Federal programs of onn kind or an_other; and this group, of course, includes
the President and the members of his
Cabinet, many of whom have taken advantage of the "socialized'' medical facilities available in the Washington area
during the· last 8 years. In addition,
there are approximately 2 million persons under old-age assistance programs.
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who are eligible to receiye some kind of
benefits under the various State programs.
Mr. President, the arguments being
made against th,e Anderson amendment
are much the same as the ones made
against the Social Security Act in 1935
and 1936.
We have been told by some that we
should delay taking action on the program now proposed. In connection with
that argument, let me read what was
stated in 1936; 'I read now from a
pamphlet which was put out by the Republican National Committee in the 1936
campaign:
The way they've rigged this thing and
rushed it through Congress, it appears to me
that they figure a lot of us are willing to
trade our votes for a counterfeit insurance
policy.
Mr. President, the charge of politics
has been raised against this measure,
and it has been charged that we are trying to rush the bill through Congress.
The same charge was made in 1936,
about the social security program.
I read now another charge made in
1936; it was part of a spot broadcast
by the Republican National Committee
during the 1936 campaign:
The facilities of this station ·have been
engaged by the Republican National Committee in order to make the following announcement: "Under Roosevelt so-called soctal security, tn 1937 yo"u will be assigned a
number: that will be your number wherever
your work, as long as you live-no name,
just a New Deal number.
· That was supposed to frighten people
away from social security in 1936.
I now quote another statement made

able to pay the medical bills in those extra years. · It is a two-pronged problem:
Our older citizens · have more medical
expenses than most people do, and they
generally have less money with which
to pay for them.
·
That is why I regard meJical care for
the aged as a must for this session of
Congress.
· The proposal recommended by the
. Senate Finance Committee is a sound
and effective means of meeting this
problem. It will ·provide comprehensive
medical care assistance to all persons
over 65 who need it, whether they have
social security or not.
The committee proposal, like the
Javits amendment which I supported as
a-logical and consistent improvement of
it, is both voluntary and comprehensive.
They recognize the responsibility of the
States and the safeguards which will
flow from State participation. They
stress diagnostic and preventive care,
and avuid an unwise overemphasis on
hospital care alone.
I am unalterably opposed to the Anderson-Kennedy amendment, which, like
the Forand bill, is tied to the social security system, and benefits only those
who are entitled to social security.
Furthermore, the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment would aid only those aged 68
and over. A glance at the figures for
my own State of New Hampshire shows
the gaps it would leave and the discriminations it would create.
There are a total of 68,000 persons 65
and over in New · Hampshire, but only
· 42,000 would .be cov~red by the ben~ftts ..
of the Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
Twenty-six thousand, or 38 percent,
would be excluded, left out in the coldin 1936:
in other words, all who are not eligible
This is the largest tax bill in history. And for social security and more than 4,000
to call it "social security" is a fraud on the persons who get social security but are
workingman.
in the 65-68 age gap created by the
Mr. President, I say to you that many amendment. Those covered by the
of the .arguments made in 1936 against amendment would get the benefits
social security and many of the argu- whether they need them or not, whether
ments made today against the Anderson- they are retired or not, and regardless
Kennedy amendment are the same, and of their incomes. It is like shooting a
have just about the same substance to blunderbuss full of birdshot in the hope
them when they are applied to the An- that a few will hit the target.
This scatter-shot method would dederson amendment as they had when
they were applied to the Social Security stroy voluntary insurance, crowd the
Act when it was proposed in 1936.
hospitals with needless cases, and balloon
Mr. President, I thank the Senator the costs out of all reason. It would
from New Mexico for yielding me this saddle the social security system with the
time.
crushing weight of a health program it
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield was never designed to carry.
1 minute to the distinguish~d Senator
Adoption of the Anderson-Kennedy
from New Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON].
amendment would also jeopardize enactThe PRESIDING OFFICER. The ment of the whole social security bill, inSenator from New Hampshire is recog- eluding the committee's medical care
nized for 1 minute.
program, and other improvements like
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, our Na- the sorely needed increase in the amount
tion's elderly stand in a class by them- social security recipients can earn withselves. Our complex economy has placed out having their benefits reduced.
a special burden on them. Every time - · I hope it will be rejected.
the Government launches a warship,
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
orbits a satellite, buys surplus wheat, or 5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
builds a flood control dam, it scrapes a from Maryland EMr. BUTLER].
little thinner the dollar they have kept in
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
the stocking for old age.
Senator from Maryland is recognized
Furthermore, the finest health care in for 5 minutes.
the world has helped to give the average
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I urge
American an extra _22 years of life ex- the passage of H.R. 12580, as amended
pectancy since . 1900, and, at the same by the Senate Finance Committee. I
time, has left many of our elderly un- urge the · rejection of any amendments
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designed to ·finance the health care of
tlie aged through increasing social security taxes. ·
· Let us look briefly at what has happened up to now. It was in 1957 that
the Forand ·bill to provide a compulsory
payroll tax was introduced, and I understand that the sponsor of this legislation
acknowledged that it was drafted by the
American Federation of Labor and congress of Industrial Organizations' social
welfare experts, who are well known to
some Members of this body. I do not
question the sincerity of the sponsor of
this type of legislation, but I am informed that sponsoring witnesses before
the House Committee on Ways and
Means admitted that their motive behind the compulsory tax health proposal
is to open the door to ultimate federalization of the practice of medicine, hospitalization, and all the various phases
of caring for the health needs of the
Nation.
If this Congress should enact and the
President approve a bill to provide a
payroll deduction plan to care for the
aged needy, we can look down the road
of the future and foresee in every election year a new drive to expand the program to a broad national health care
package. I do not believe this socialization of health care will be beneficial
to the country. I believe quite the contrary.
This country, under the existing syste~, .has been most fortunate. Our
~Clenti~ts, doctors, and others engaged
~n car~ng for the -~ealth of ~ur pe~ple
· a~e ?Wen us the highest quaht! medical
cate m the .world. R~pid ~trides have
been m~de m prev~ntmg diSeases th:at
once hat assed mankmd. I shal~ not hst
all the .P~enomenal a~compllshments
that medicme has made smce the turn of
the century,. but I ask ~enators to look
at our growmg po?ulat10n of aged peo?le and the splendid health ~f our workmg. and young l?eople. We .c~nnot but
pr.alSe the dedicated :physiciaD:S and
sc1e~tists and all others myolved I~ p:otectmg our health for the splendid JOb
they have done.
_Now let us get back to the compulsory
payroll type of legislation that is being
sponsore~ ~ere to a gr~at extent to can?
out~ pohtical pledge m the 1960 presidential campaign. The able Ways and
Means. Committee of ~he House of Repres~ntatlves held hearmgs on the ~orand
bill more th~n a .Year ago. Durmg the
prese.nt session 1t. spe~t ~any weeks
workmg hard on this ~e?1slat~on and proposals ~f the admimstratlon. . Many
alterna~Ive proposals were. considered.
The entire problem was studied c~reful.ly,
Exp~rts were summ?ned and their ad~Ice
considered.
Despite strong political
pr_e~sure ~rom vanous groups, that commlttee reJected the compulsory payroll
tax proposal 17 to 8. It then approved
what is known as the Mills bill. The
House passed this bill on June 23 by a
vote of 381 to 23.
Brief hearings were held on this measure by the Senate Finance Committee
and it was expanded to include the
amendment of our distinguished colleague, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
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KERR]. After rejecting the compulsory
payroll tax proposal, t:l)e vote on the
Kerr amendment was 12. to 4.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired.
Mr. BUTLER. May I have 1 additional minute?
Mr. CARLSON. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from Maryland.
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I am
informed that when Senator KERR was
Governor of his state, he instituted a
welfare program for the aged needy that
has been most satisfactory, and that he
is quietly proud of this accomplishment.
And well he might be: What I wish to
impress upon my colleagues is that the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR]
wrote his amendment from a background
of experience and knowledge, and since
he did so, I feel sure that he believes his
amendment included in the Mills bill is
the correct answer to the problem. I
am equally convinced that if the distinguished Senator from oklahoma thought
the compulsory payroll tax plan was the
solution, he would have sponsored it.
But he did not, and I agree with him
that to tax the working men and women
to pay for the aged ill through payroll
tax deductions is hardly fair to them
and their employers. The problem of
the aged sick is not solely a financing
problem for the workers and their emplayers, but a responsibility all the taxpayers should share. Furthermore, the
Mills-Kerr program would be effective in
october, and it is my belief .that senators
who vote for a social security tax increase
to pay for an aged health program actually will be voting against the enactment
of any health legislation at this session.
The administration has fought the compulsory payroll tax proposal before the
responsible committees of Congress, and
if the administration is consistent in its
views-and I believe it is-the probabil- ity of a veto is imminent. Now if the
sponsors of the compulsory pay~oll tax
- route want a political issue instead of
legislation, they can vote for it. But if
they really want legislation to help. the
needy aged, then they can support the
Mills-Kerr bill.
Congress authorized the expenditure
of funds for this study, and I am informed that hundreds of experts on the
health problem have been devoting the
past 2 years to it. It does not seem
reasonable to me to have Congress, under political pressure, embark on a social security payroll deduction plan
without giving due consideration to the
report of the White House Conference,
which is due in January. Once a social security payroll tax increase for the
health of the aged is written into law it
could hardly be eliminated by a subsequent act of Congress, no matter how
big a mistake it could be. Personally,
I want to be certain of what we may get
into. I think I know from what the
advocates of this legislation outside of
this body have been saying. Their goal
is nationalization of medicine. Once
medicine is nationalized, the march to· 1· t•
f
t•
t
ward soc1a 1za Ion o the en Ire Na ion
and- all its economic structure naturally
would follow. It is beyond my· understanding how in this .country of ours

we could have people who cannot appreciate what has been accomplished under
our fine system and without bureaucrats
directing everything · from birth to
. death. There is one thing certain.
Bureaucrats may be able to doctor their
reports, but they cannot doctor the people when they are· sick. And I do not
believe any bureaucrat is capable of telling a physician how to doctor his patients.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I
yield 2 .minutes to the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]·
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for
2 minutes.
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
Much has been said to the effect that
medical care programs for the aged
under social security can be provided by
an increase of one-half of 1 percent in
the social security tax. We are told that
a tax of that size would make the program actuarially sound. While I will
readily admit to being mystified at the
skill of actuaries to estimate the cost of
programs 20, or even 100 years hence, I
am even more amazed at the ability of
this one-half of 1 percent to support
different programs.
The Forand bill would have provided
60 days of hospitalization, or a combination of hospital-nursing. home care for
120 days, and surgical services for onehalf .of 1 percent of payroll up to $4,800.
The McNamara bill, for the same
amount of money, would provide 90 days
of hospitalization, 180 days of nursing
home care, 240 days of home health
s~rvices, diagnostic outpatient services,
and very expensive drugs.
The Anderson amendment would pro- vide 365 days of hospitalization-subject
. to two deductibles totaling $150-180
· days in a nursing home, plus 365 days of
visiting nurse services.
The new Anderson-Kennedy amendment would provide 120 days of hospitalization-subject to a $75 deductible-up
to 240 days in a nursing home, 365 home
health visits and outpatient hospital
diagnostic services.
Truly, this is an exceptionally capable
and versatile one-half of 1 percent of
payroll.
While I have not, as I have already
admitted, been initiated into the intricacies of actuarialism, I have had an opportunity to read history. Through no
fault of the actuaries, I am sure, their
record as it applies to social welfare
schemes has been poor indeed.
Mr. President, did you know that the
British Ministry of Health in February
1945 estimated that the cost of the nationa! health program would cost over a
20-year period, ending in 1965, £179
million? In this particular case, the
prediction of the actuaries proved to be
in error the very first year. Rather
than £179 million, the program cost £242
million in the first year of operation.
By 1959, when the program was modifi d
·
d
d
d
· l
e , serviCes re uce
an -nomma
charges made, the program was costing
annually £700 million-about four times
as much as the original estimate.
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Nor are the Brit.i sh the only ones who
have been told their program would be
actuarially sound. Projections made in
1935 for our social security program
show that dollar payments in 1960 were
estimated at only one-eighth of the
amounts actually paid. Put another
way, dollar payments ma~e under the
OASDI program this year will be about
eight times more than the "actuarially
sound" prediction made in 1935. Now,
we all know that the probable reason
for this prediction being so far off was
that the program has been liberalized.
But I raise the questions: Will the program envisaged by the Anderson-Kennedy amendment actually cost us three
and one-half or four times the amount
estimated-as under the British systern-to make it actuarially sound?
Will we liberalize the program in the
future so as to make the cost eight times
the amount necessary to make it actuarially sound? Congress ·has repeatedly,
and with a virtual 2-year regularity, liberalized social security benefits. There is
no reason to believe this same pro· cedure will not be used in the health
care area.
Heretofore the social security program has been dealing in dollar benefits. The only variable ·was the number of beneficiaries. Thus, we had two
. numbers-one a guesstimate as to what
the program would cost. Under the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment, and
other social security approaches, we
would establish a service program,
thereby giving us two variables: · How
many social security beneficiaries will
get sick and what kind of services will
. they need? It will take a wiser man
than I to make these guesstimates.
On the other hand, the Mills bill, as
modified by the Kerr-Frear amendment,
is based on actual experience gained in
the previous year.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will
the acting minority leader yield me a
half a minute?
Mr. CARLSON. I yield half a minute to the Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. HRUSKA. I ask unanimous consent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD, with reference to what the
source of the one-half of 1 percent increase in social security tax will amount
to, the colloquy between the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR), the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKENJ, -the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], and
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
as found at pages 16428 and 16434 of
the RECORD of August 15, 1960.
There being no objection, the extracts
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRn, as follows:
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the senator
yield?
Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator from
Vermont.
Mr. AIKEN. I am seeking information. Can
the Senator from Oklahoma advise the Senate what part of the national income is represented by those having incomes of $4,800
or less? In other words, 'if we adopt the social security ,approach· in connection with
. proposed legislation, in this .fleld what part
of the national income will escape paying
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the cost of the old age health insurance dent's message, liberalizing it in the hope
program? I believe we ought to have that of making it adequate?
information.
Mr. KERR. The statement is accurate.
Mr. KERR. I am advised by the representa·
Mr. DIRKsEN. The plan would not be
tive of the Department of Health, Education, financed out of general revenues but from
and Welfare, who has access to the informa· funds made available in the form of grantstion and statistics which are needed to an- in-aid to the States that qualify under the
swer the question, that about 40 percent of program?
the national income would make no contri·
Mr. KERR. I am sure it would not be
bution to the fund if it were secured from financed out of earmarked taxes, out of
a social security tax.
revenue secured from the general tax strucMr. AIKEN. About 40 percent. That would ture.
be, for the most part, the well-to-do people
Mr. DIRKSEN. Out of general revenues apof the country, who would escape paying a propriated for that purpose.
part of the cost of the program. Is that corMr. KERR. The Sen a tor is correct.
rect?
Mr. DIRKSEN. A State is free to come in
Mr. KERR. It would mean that that part of or stay out.
the national income would not make any
Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.
contribution to the fund .
Mr. DIRKSEN. There are enough incentives
Mr. AIKEN. The entire cost of the program in the bill to make one properly assume that
would fall on those whose income was $4,800 every State would want to come in under
or less?
this program.
Mr. KERR. It would fall on a percentage
Mr. KERR. I believe that it would result in
of those whose earnings are not in excess of that happening.
$4,800.
Mr. DIRKSEN. The estimate with respect
Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator.
to the House blll was that if all States parMr. HoLLAND. Mr. President, will the Sen- ticipated, the combined Federal-State cost
ator yield?
would aggregate about $325 million. Can
Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator from the Senator give us a rounded figure as to
Florida.
what this program would cost?
Mr. HoLLAND. Does the Senator have availMr. KERR. I believe that the estimate of
able figures which he can place in the REc- cost of the bill as passed by the House for
ORD at this time to indicate the added per- title XVI, which was the initial coverage,
centage of tax which would have to be im- would be about $30 million a year, soon goposed on those who are under the social ing up to $165 million, which would be the
security system if the other program, the Federal cost. That would call for matching
one based upon the social security system funds by the States, so that when it went
alone, were followed, rather than the pro- into effect, after a year or so, the total cost
gram the Senator from Oklahoma is ex- to both State and local governments with
plaining?
reference to both title XVI and the slight
Mr. KERR. I am advised that an additional expansion of coverage under title I of the
1 percent tax on payrolls subject to the social existing law, would be about the amount
security tax would amount to $2 billion a named by the Senator from Illinois.
year.
Mr. DIRKSEN. It is my understanding that
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. I have every person over 65, whether on social sereceived a number of letters, complaining curity or not, who is in need would be eliletters, from young people in industries cov- gible for the benefits provided in this plan.
ered by the social security program, under
Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.
which both employers and employees pay the
Mr. DIRKSEN. It is my understanding also
social security ta.x, and they state that in that this program could be put into effect
their judgment any program which is based on or about the 1st of October of this year,
upon an increase in the social security tax if enacted into law in this session, as diswould be unfair to the younger workers in tinguished from alternative programs, which
the country. I wonder if the Senator has would require additional State legislation,
any observation to make on that point.
and could probably not become effective unMr. KERR. As I said a while ago, I believe til some time in the middle or latter part
a program for a group of people, including of 1961.
all of our citizens within a certain category,
Mr. KERR. As I understand it, every substiif Congress decides it is needed and should tute offered to the committee for its conbe provided, should be provided out of reve- sideration had in it a provision which would
nues secured from taxes on an equal basis have prevented the amendment from beand leveled on all the people, not secured by coming effective before the middle of 1961,
an additional tax on the workers in our if enacted.
Mr. DIRKSEN. The proposed program makes
country.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the Sen- no provision for a fee by a participant in
the program, or any kind of action that
ator yield?
might put a lien upon the property of a
Mr. KERR. I yield.
Mr. HoLLAND. Is not this the gist of the recipient of the benefits. Is that correct?
Mr. KERR. Not by. reason of anything in
point that the Senator makes, namely~ that
if the system is based upon social security the law.
Mr. DIRKSEN. That puts this matter into
alone, and based upon a tax levied upon that
group, obviously the complaint of the young one good package. I congratulate the Senapeople under social security whom I have tor on his magnificent presentation.
Mr. KERR. I yield the floor.
mentioned is well founded?
Mr. KERR. It is indeed.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I yield
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
Mr. KERR. I thank my good friend from myself 5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Delaware.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, win the Sen- Senator from Kansas is recognized for 5
minutes.
ator yield?
~. KERR. I yield to the Senator from
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I rise
Illinois.
to speak on the purpose of H.R. 12580 as
Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator has made an amended by the Senate Finance Commitexceptional exposition. I know he has been
on his feet for quite a while. I ask him if tee. It seems to me that in much of this
he would yield for a little catechizing in order debate we are losing sight of the main
purpose of this worthwhile legislation.
to place the whole subject in a package.
First, the proposed legislation preserves And what is its purpose? It is simply
the general principle set forth in the Prest- to help those persons 65 years of age and
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older who need medical care and need
help in paying for that medical care.
I am sure that we are all in favor of
doing this. But I do fear that differences
over how this is going to be done will end
up with nothing being done. I am afraid
the Nation's elderly citizens who need
help are going to be left holding the bag.
I fear that the only thing they will have
to look forward to is more political promises. Political promises are a poor substitute for real help. I, for one, believe
these old folks would rather have the
medical care than the promises.
We must look at the legislative situation realistically. It appears to me that
it is obvious that a bill closely following the recommendations of the Senate
Finance Committee is the only legislation in this field that stands any chance
of becoming law this year.
Addition of any amendment utilizing
the social security mechanism will mean
that there will be no legislation enacted
into law this year to provide medical care
for elderly persons who need help. Candidates may have a campaign issue. But
there will be no help for those old people
who really need help in financing their
medical costs.
I believe that the time has come to
quit raising the hopes of our elderly citizens with promises. I believe that instead they should be offered a sound, efflcient program that will provide for the
medical care needs of those who need
help.
Therefore, I wholeheartedly support
H.R. 12580 as reported by the Senate
Finance Committee. And I am going
to vote against any amendment which
utilizes the social security mechanism.
If there were no other reasons-and
there are many-for opposing such an
amendment, I would do so because I am
convinced that addition of a social security provision would kill this entire
medical care program so far as this Congress is concerned.
The committee bill embodies a program of complete medical care for all
those elderly persons who need helP-those receiving social security payments,
those receiving monthly assistance payments, and all others who need help in
financing their health care costs.
In the committee bill, there are no
limitations such as maximums of 120
days of hospitalization or 240 days of
nursing home care following hospitalization. The committee's program would
provide the health care services which
are need-ed in each individual case without any arbitrary maximum applicable
to all patients without regard to their
needs. In other words, the care provided under the committee program
would be tailored to the patient; and not
the treatment tailored to the patientwhich on the face of it, is an absurdity.
Under the legislation recommended by
the Finance Committee, the health care
services would include: inpatient hospital services, skilled nursing home care,
physician services, outpatient hospital
services, home health care, private duty
nursing care, physical therapy and related services, dentures and other dental
care, laboratory tests and X-rays, pre-
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scribed drugs, eyeglasses, and sundry diagnostic screening and preventive services.
On the other hand, what medical care
is provided for in the proposed plans
that would be :financed through a compulsory payroll tax? All of them offer
only limited health care. None would
provide for all the medical needs of an
aged person.
One of the amendments rejected by
the Senate Finance Committee would
provide only for hospitalization, nursing home care and visiting nursing services. But there is no provision for drugs,
a doctor's services, X-rays, and the
other treatments and care required for
various illnesses. And the patient would
be required to pay $75 or $150 of the
hospital costs.
Another of the proposed social security-approach amendments defeated in
the Finance Committee would provide
for 90 days of hospitalization a year, 180
days of nursing home care, 240 days of
home health services, diagnostic outpatient services and "very expensive
drugs." True, this is somewhat closer
to well-rounded medical care. But when
would it be available to our older citizens? None of it before the latter part
of next year, and some of it not until
1963.
A third amendment calling for an increase in taxes on the pay of the Nation's workers, and also voted down by
the Finance Committee, added surgical
services-which, incidentally, I understand, is not a major medical problem
of elderly persons. But various benefits
under this plan also would not be available until later dates extending from
the latter part of next year to 1963.
All of these plans calling for an increase in the payroll tax have two factors in common: First, medical care
would be limited; second, even this limited care would not be available until late
next year or even later. If it were not
such a serious matter, I would suggest
that these compulsory Government
health insurance plans attempt, in effect, to tell our -older citizens how sick
they can afford to get and when they can
afford to become ill.
The Senate Finance Committee acted
wisely in rejecting all three of these
proposed amendments, I believe. And I
urge the Senate to abide by the committee's considered judgment and vote down
the one that is being offered again in a
modified form on the floor.
Let us not forget what we want to do
is to provide medical care for our elderly
citizens who really need help. The way
to provide it, is to vote for H.R. 12580 as
reported by the Senate Finance Committee-.
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?
Mr.' CARLSON. I yield to the Senator
from South Dakota.
-Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, the Senator from South Dakota has been listening to the arugment
today with a great deal of interest. He
has read the debate and the speeches
he has not been able to hear. He has
come to the conclusion that the bill as

reported by the committee is as far as
we ought to go at this time.
Mr. President, it seems to me it is a
pretty broad and big step even to support
the committee bill, . which proposes for
the first time to have the Federal Government accept responsibility for formulating and paying for the major part
of the program of medical care for those
citizens over 65 who are in need. To go
further would throw a very great burden upon the Treasury. If we accepted
a modified pay-as-you-go plan,_as proposed by the Anderson-Kennedy amendment, it seems to me it would set up a
discriminatory system which would work
unequally with regard to various people,
as the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIKEN] so ably pointed out.
As I understand it, the committee bill
will cost the Federal Treasury $212 million and will cost the States an additional $7-1 million. The Javits amendment would have added $450 million to
the Federal cost and would have added
about $500 million to the cost of the
States.
Mr. President, there are many demands upon the treasuries of the States
and of the Federal Government today.
It seems to me that the ·committee bill
is as far as we ought to go.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Kansas has
expired.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If the
other programs were entirely self financing and not discriminatory in nature, I
should still desire to consider the question of whether we ought to have a compulsory medical program. I do not think
we ought to go that far that fast at this
time. Therefore, I shall vote against the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment, as I
voted against the Javits amendment.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from South Dakota has had
many years of legislative experience. He
has demonstrated again his usual sound
judgment in arriving at a decision on the·
matter pending before the Senate.
Mr. President, on August 4, 1960, Dr.
George Baehr, one of America's distinguished physicians-and one of America's most outspoken exponents of a large
role for the Government in medicinepointed out why he thinks it is important
to enact legjslation which will put the
Social Security Administration squarely
in the business of paying hospital and
nursing home bills for our senior citizens.
In his letter of August 4 to the distinguished junior Senator from New Mexico, Dr. Baehr opposed the suggestion of
Mr. James E. ''Jeb" Stuart, president of
the Blue Cross Association, that the Government would do well to permit Blue
Cross to act as an agent for the Gov-ernment in carrying out the provisions of
the Anderson-Kennedy proposal to provide hospital benefits for OASDI beneficiaries. In his letter, Dr. Baehr said:
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Education, and Welfare to employ- private
nonprofit organizations to pay hospitals for
services rendered to beneficiaries under this
act.
I write in opposition to this suggestionunless all of the Blue Cross plans throughout the country and their present sponsoring agency-the Blue Cross Associationwere to be united into a homogeneous, nationwide, nonprofit organization established
under Federal charter comparable to that of
the American Red Cross.
The following are my reasons for opposing
the recommendations of the Blue Cross Association:
1. Multiplicity of local Blue Cross plans
which differ greatly from one another in
operating costs, premium rates, and scope of
benefit coverage.
2. Lack of control of the Blue Cross Association over the independent local Blue
Cross plans.
3. Absence of control by Blue Cross plans
over rising hospital costs.
4. Inability of Blue Cross plans to curb
unnecessary utilization of hospital facilities
and other hospital abuses.
5. Absence of any power of Blue Cross to
regulate hospital standards and quality of
hospital care.
Under the above circumstances, Blue Cross
or any other private insurance company
would only serve as an unnecessary middleman to receive and pay hospital bills for
OASI and then submit claims to the Secretary of the Department of HEW for reimbursement. This would tend to increase administrative costs without compensating
advantages. The middleman, acting as a
fiduciary agent for the Government, would
feel no obligation to exercise any restraint
upon the claimant hospitals whose lay and
medical representatives comprise the majority of the board of directors of the Blue
Cross plans.
It is my opinion that the Government
agency which pays bills on behalf of its
beneficiaries directly is better able to enforce hospital standards and curb hospital
abuses.

Mr. President, I yield myself 1 additional minute.
Mr. President, the distinguished Dr.
Baehr has made is quite clear that he
and his friends favor having a Government agency-the Social Security Administration-control the operation of
hospitals and other health-care facilities. He favors Federal control of the
costs of health services. He wants Federal standards for controlling the quality of medical care. In short, Dr. Baehr
has tipped the hand of those who want
Government control of medical care.
Mr. President, Dr. Baehr's letter of
August 4 presents clear-cut evidence
that the supporters of the Anderson
amendment have concluded that they
must put the facts on the table. They
apparently are convinced that private
effort and State effort-and a combination of Federal, State, and private effort-cannot succeed. They seem to believe that the Federal Government cannot depend on private organizationseven as contractors-to serve the public.
What they believe-and, Mr. President,
I admire Dr. Baehr for saying so--is that
the Social Security Administration is our
only
hope for controlling the spiralling
In a letter dated August 2, 1960, Mr. James
E. Stuart, president of the Blue Cross Asso- increases in the costs of medical care.
ciation, urged you to modify your proposed This, I submit, is the philosophy of those
amendment to H.R.. 12580 so as to permit who want State medicine and are willthe Secretary of the Department of Health, ing to take-any route to it.
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The welfare workers can deny medical funds from which the great losses which
assistance or can reduce medical assist- fall upon a minority are met. This is
ance if they feel that the aged person the whole principle of insurance. In
spends too much on his clothing, on his addition men and women in their
rent, on his food, or his amusements or younger and more thoughtless years will
anything else, so that in effect, under lay up reserves to meet the risks and
the power of supervision, the entire burdens of the winter which comes to
budget of the applicant hitherto not a. most of them.
recipient of Federal relief will be gone
It is too late for people to wait until
over, scrutinized, and in part controlled. they reach the age of 65 to make proviThe amount of property which the ap- sion against the heavy medical costs
plicant has will be checked and, aside which fall upon them, because at that
(b) For purposes of this title, the term from his home, most of it will have to be time their income goes down and their
"medical assistance for the aged" means pay- liquidated before relief can be given. medical costs go up. If they lose their
ment of part or all of the cost of the follow- Then if the aged sick have children, jobs, it is almost impossible to find othing care and services for individuals sixty- which I suppose most of them do have, ers. We know, for example, that 60 perfive years of age or older who are not recipi- these, too, will be subjected to a thor- cent of the 16 million aged have a cash
ents of old-age assistance but whose income ough going over to see how much they income of less than $20 a week, and that
and resources are insufficient to meet all of can contribute and how much they approximately three-quarters have cash
such cost-should contribute. The most intimate incomes of less than $30 a week. At the
Mr. KERR. Will the Senator please details of personal and family life will time their incomes are decreasing, their
be probed by outsiders and subjected to sickness costs are rising to from two to
repeat the page and the line?
Mr. CARLSON. At page 205 of H.R. a somewhat ruthless and impersonal three times the average. We must there12580, subparagraph (b), lines 6 to 11. judgment.
fore have an accumulation of contribuMr. President, this is probably neces- tions from a broader group and from
I had concluded reading those lines.
The following lines of that subpara- sary in a relief program in order to pre- people in their younger years to help
graph itemize the services which are vent a few "deadbeats" from taking ad- meet these costs which will come upon
those in the later years.
available to those who are eligible for vantage of the taxpayers.
I shall not criticize that method asapmedical assistance, including dental
And to the Republican cry that this is
plied to relief recipients. But the point compulsory, may I point out that they
services.
I should like to ask the distinguished I want to make is that self-respecting would institute a worse form of compulSenator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] if Americans ought not to be compelled to sion, namely, they would compel selfit is not his understanding that the term subject themselves to such humiliation. respecting men and women to go to re"dental services" means services under
The majority of the aged will not, how- lief omces for help and lose much of their
the direction and supervision of a prac- ever, so subject themselves and the pro- independence in the process.
ticing dentist?
gram will therefore fail to reach those
It should also be understood that there
Mr. KERR. The Senator is entirely who need it most. Those who do will in- is no fixing of doctors' fees under the
correct. Dental services would include evitably lose some of their precious in- Anderson amendment, which deals only
things such as fillings, surgery, dentures dependence and self-respect and the pro- with nursing and hospital care and diaggram will make them more and more nosis, but there is such a fixing under the
and so forth.
Mr. CARLSON. I thank the Senator wards of the State. Political pressures Eisenhower-Kerr proposal. For if the
can also ultimately be brought upon doctors think they can get by without
from Oklahoma.
Mr. President, I wonder if the Senator them. It is indeed extraordinary to find the States fixing the fees they are to refrom New Mexico would care to yield that our Republican friends who talk so ceive either directly or indirectly under
much about these qualities of independ- medical assistance they are sadly mistime at this time.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ence and who profess their abhorrence at taken. For the States will have to apyield 8 minutes to the Senator from making men and women dependent on prove the schedule of medical charges for
the State should gleefully adopt this pro- medical assistance just as they now do
Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The posal in preference to self-respecting in- for medical care under old-age assistSenator from Illinois is recognized for 8 surance which would give definite rights ance. To head off self-respecting payto hospital and nursing care without the ment of hospital and nursing care the
minutes.
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the older citizen being compelled to get down AMA is therefore willing to have doctors
Eisenhower-Kerr bill has many crucial on his knees and beg for aid from welfare fees regulated by the State. This is
weaknesses. One, of course, is the fact workers. For these, with the best inten- jumping with a vengence from a nonthat many of the States may not accept tions in the world-and I wish to credit existent frying pan into the fire.
the measure because of the added finan- them with fine intentions-will in turn
Another paradox is that we have concial burden it will cause them, and be largely controlled by the political stantly heard complaints from our Retherefore the so-called medical assist- forces behind them.
publican friends across the aisle that the
Under the social security system, we budget is in very serious condition, that
ance for the aged may not take effect in
have
adopted
unemployment
compensaa number of States. It should be rewe cannot afford money to increase
membered that many States are in bad tion, retirement benefits and benefits for teachers' salaries, that we cannot afford
financial straits and will not want to survivors, dependents and the disabled money for housing, and that we cannot
take on new and indeterminate burdens. as the best method of making people afford money for various welfare purAnother crucial weakness is the fact less dependent upon public and private poses. But now they propose to increase
that it will require the needy aged to charity which even at its best, is humili- the burden upon the Federal Treasury
subject themselves to a rigorous "means ating, inadequate and uncertain. Why by having the taxpayers meet these protest" before they can get medical assist- should we force the aged sick to seek posed costs instead of having them met
ance. Like applicants for old-age assist- these relief handouts and to take almost by the time-honored principle of social
ance, the sick will have to apply at the the equivalent of a pauper's oath? security. So I believe our Republican
local public welfare 9ffices for relief. Should not our first line of defense be to friends have put themselves into a perThe social workers attached to those of- provide nursing and hospital care as a fectly irresponsible position. I hope that
fices will then be required by State law matter of right, as a matter of entitle- very few on our side of the aisle will join
in most States to give the sick old folks ment, without requiring the sick to more them.
a very tough probing as to what are or less grovel in order to get help. InFinally, I ask unanimous consent that
their own financial resources and what surance is the only way to do this and the the minority views of the Senate Finance
Anderson-Kennedy
amendment
of
which
are their other expenditures. For Louisiana and Oklahoma with their lax re- I have the honor to be a cosponsor does Committee as contained on pages 274
quirements are the exceptions and not just that. People as a whole contribute to 301 of the report be printed in the
minute amounts individually to build up RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks.
the rule.

Mr. President, I wish to address an
inquiry to the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR]. I wonder
if I may have the Sen11tor's attention.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Kansas has
expired. Does the Senator yield additional time?
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.
.
On page 205 of H.R. 12580, subparagraph (b) lines 6 to 11, inclusive reads:
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There being no objection, the minority views were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
MINORITY VIEWS ON HEALTH BENEFITS FOR
THE AGED

Years of systematic study, intensive analysis, and debate have been devoted to the
problem of financing the costs of medical
care for the aged. Dozens of volumes of research reports, of hearings, of recommendations have laid a factual foundation for the
following conclusions:
1. The aged have high potential and actual
disab111ty and heavy costs of medical care.
2. The aged-especially the retired-have
markedly reduced incomes and limited liquid
assets which are not replenishable.
3. Private insurance policies cannot meet
their needs either in terms of costs or benefits.
4. The aged should not be required to undergo the humiliation of meeting medical
costs through the charity approach.
5. The aged and the aging prefer to obtain
medical benefits through an insurance system to which they themselves contribute
and receive benefits as a matter of right.
6. The system of OASDI now covers 9 out
of 10 working Americans; it has been tested
by experience; it is the efficient, effective
method, and should be extended to include
the financing of the basic medical needs of
the aged.
After all of this study and concentrated
attention and in the face of increasing demand not only by America's senior citizens,
but by their children as well, we are deeply
perturbed and disappointed that the majority of the Senate Finance Committee rejected the sound, dignified way of meeting
the cost of medical care for the aged. Have
the American people labored so long only
to receive so puny a mouse? We can only
raise the question: Is this the way this major
issue ends, "not with a bang, but a whimper?"
THE BASIC ISSUE BEFORE THE

CONGRESS

The problems of the aged today are not
the same as they were at the turn of the
century. Today there are 16 million persons
aged '65 and over; 10 million of them 70 or
older. Life expectancy is rising. The aged
population has increased, and will continue
to increase, at a rate greater than any other
age segment of our total society.
The "problems" of the aged in the second
half of the 20th century ar~ not an old and
familiar story. New trends are emerging
which call for a recognition by the people
of the United States of the need for programs and policies appropriate to these
trends. In 1960, men and women in their
60's-retired or about to retire-are faced
with the potential or actual burden of supporting parents or other relatives aged 80 and
over.
For every 100 Americans aged 60 to 64,
there are 34 aged 80 and over-most of
them women. By 1980, the latter age group
wm rise to 44 for every 100 aged 60-65-by
the year 2000,67.
The committee's blll does not reflect the
implications of these and related trends.
As for the specific issue now under consideration, the question of financing adequate
medical care, we all concur in the statement
by Senator GoRE, made on August 15 on the
fioor of the Senate:
"I believe there are still old people in
America, and I hope that when my children
are old there will still be old people in
America who have sufficient prid-e that they
will not humble themselves by seeking public alms. The committee bill follows the
public-charity approach. The bill provides
for public charity. It gives no old person
an entitlement, a right. Ours is a proud
people. It erodes the pride of our people to
CVI--1082

place them in the ignominious position of
having to take their hat in hand and go to
a welfare agent and plead their poverty before receiving aid of which they are in need.
"One would gather, from several remarks
made on the floor of the Senate this afternoon, that this country made a great mistake when it enacted the social security program. It was with considerable surprise that
I heard in the Senate, 1 day after the 25th
anniversary of this, the greatest step in social security that mankind ever made, that
it was wrong to have a program of compulsory insurance."
Furthermore, the record of the past few
decades is clear that medical care provided
on a charity basis is of a low quality and
worse, typically on the basis of a philosophy
of medicine that rejects a preventive medicine approach.
The time has come when action must be
taken by the Congress to meet the health
needs of the aged on a dignified insurance
basis. This action can be effective only 1f
the long-established and successful social
insurance system is made the basis for financing medical care for our senior citizens.
The plan that would be provided by the b111
approved by the other members of the committee is certainly not the answer.
No plan that is based on a hum111ating and
degrading means test can satisfactorily meet
the problem of the health needs of the aged.
It is unthinkable to subject older workers
and their fam111es to a pauper's oath in order
that they can get the medical care they need.
We are surprised that after the 25 years of
successful operation of the social security
system there are those who would stm have
us rely on poor relief and public assistance
methods as the sole governmental approach
to meeting a major economic hazard of universal occurrence.
The 70 mill1on workers covered under social security should be given the opportunity
to contribute now, while working, toward
paid-up medical-care protection in old age
for themselves, their wives, and widows, so
that the greatest threat to the economic
security of the retired aged would be met on
a planned and orderly basis-without being
a drain on the general revenues of Federal,
State, and local governments and in a way
that supports the rights, dignity and freedom
of the individual citizen.
It is not true, as implied by some, that
only a small proportion of wage earners and
salaried persons would contribute to such a
program. All-we repeat, all-70 mill1on
would be participating, up to the first $4,800
of their wages and salaries. Thus, for a
maximum of $1 a month, they would be prepaying for their health protection in old age.
When asked the question in proper terms,
the majority of all Americans prefer this
logical and practical solution.
We do not oppose the changes in the bill
which improve the program of old-age assistance under title I of the Social Security Act.
But we believe the committee, in addition to
these improvements they would accept for
these groups, should have recommended a
new program of health benefits for the aged
through the old-age, survivors, and disab111ty
insurance system.
The problem of insecurity arising from
the high cost of medical care during the
years of retirement is not primarily the
problem of the very poor or the medically
indigent. The objective should be to remove for all the aged (and their adult
children) the haunting fear that an expensive illness will wipe out a lifetime accumulation of savings, threaten the ownership of a home, or make a person, after a
lifetime of independence, submit to the
humiliation of a test of need.
Our goal is, so far as possible, to prevent
dependency rather than to deal with it at
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the expense of the general taxpayer after it
has occurred. By contributing additional
small amounts . from their earnings to the
nearly universal social security system, workers could gain. insurance protection against
medical care costs in retirement and their
possible future dependency could be prevented. Since about 95 percent of the
American labor force, including farmers and
self-employed, will get retirement benefits
under the self-financed contributory social
security program, and since the wives and
widows of workers are also covered, the addition of this type of protection to social
security would mean that in the future
almost an elderly people would be protected.
The need for protection against the costs
of medical care is not restricted to those
aged persons who are destitute or who have
practically no resources. But under the·
plan approved by the committee many persons in need of medical protection would be
denied such protection because (a) States
would not be able to finance their medical
needs, or (b) the standard for eligibility
as determined by each of the 50 separate
States would make them ineligible. In contrast, the social insurance approach has the
distinct advantage of providing medical care
insurance to almost all the aged. No other
plan can offer this important advantage.
We wish to remind the Senate of the public position taken on June 29, 1960, by 30
Governors whose States represent more than
two-thirds of our national population. In
their resolution, they cited the inadequacy
of the Federal-State matching formula as a
basic solution to the need for financing
health insurance for the aged, and instead
urged the Congress to adopt the social insurance approach.
The Senate should give full weight to the
views of these Governors as to the financial
resources of their States which are available
for the purpose of meeting this problem.
TEXT OF RESOLUTION APPROVED BY GOVERNORS'
CONFERENCE, JUNE 29, 1960, ON THE SUBJECT
"PROBLEMS OF THE AGING"

"Whereas the Governors' conference for
many years has ·been acutely aware of the
growing number and complexity of problems
faced by our increasing population of senior
citizens, including health and medical care,
employment and income maintenance, provision of suitable housing, and enrichment
of leisure time activities; and
"Whereas the most pressing of these problems is the financing of adequate health and
medical care: Now, therefore, be it
"Resolved by the 52d annual meeting of
the Governors' conference, That Congress be

urged to enact legislation providing for a
health insurance plan for persons 65 years
of age and over to be financed principally
through the contributory plan and framework of the Old-Age Survivors and Disabil1ty
Insurance System; and be it further
"Resolved, That the States support and
participate actively in the forthcoming
White House Conference on Aging to the end
that public and private agencies be stimulated and encouraged to develop approaches
to all the problems of the aging.
"Voted for (30) : Patterson, Alabama;
Egan, Alaska; Fannin, Arizona; Faubus, Ar.kansas; Brown, California; McNichols, Colorado; Ribicoff, Connecticut; Coll1ns, Florida;
Docking, Kansas; Combs, Kentucky; Reed,
Maine; Furcolo, Massachusetts; Williams,
Michigan; Freeman, Minnesota; Blair, Missouri; Aronson, Montana; Brooks, Nebraska;
Sawyer, Nevada; Meyner, New Jersey; Burroughs, New Mexico; Rockefeller, New York;
Di Salle, Ohio; Edmondson, Oklahoma; Del
Sesto, Rhode Island; Herseth, South Dakota;
Ellington, Tennessee; Daniel, Texas; Stafford,
Vermont; Rose111ni, Washington; Nelson,
Wisconsin.
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"Voted against ( 13) : Boggs, Delaware;
Vandiver, Georgia; Smylie, Idaho; Stratton,
Illinois; Handley, Indiana; Powell, . New
Hampshire; Hodges, North Carolina; Hollings, South Carolina; Clyde, Utah; Almond,
Virginia; Underwood, West Virginia; . Coleman, American Samoa; Merwin, Virgin Islands.
"Absent or not voting (11): Quinn, Hawaii; Loveless, Iowa; Davis, Louisiana; Tawes,
Maryland; Barnett, Mississippi; Davis, North
Dakota; Hatfield, Oregon; Lawrence, Pennsylvania; Hickey, Wyoming; Boss (acting
Governor), Guam; Mufioz-Marin, Puerto
Rico.
"We the undersigned attending the 52d
Annual Governors' Conference urge that you
and your committee amend H.R. 12580 to
provide health benefits under the provisions
of the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system. Such a program would enable the citizens of our country to contribute
small amounts during their working lives
and have as a matter· of right a paid-up
health insurance policy to protect them during retirement years when their medical
needs are likely to be greatest and income
lowest.
"Governors signing: James T. Blair, Jr.,
Governor of Missouri; Edmund G. Brown,
Governor of California; LeRoy ColUns, Governor of Florida; Bert Combs, Governor of
Kentucky; Michael V. DiSalle, Governor of
Ohio; George Docking, Governor of Kansas;
William A. Egan, Governor of Alaska; Orval
E. Faubus, Governor of Arkansas; Orville L.
Freeman, Governor of Minnesota; Foster
Furcolo, Governor of Massachusetts; Ralph
Herseth, Governor of South Dakota; Luther
H. Hodges, Governor of North Carolina;
Herschel C. Loveless, Governor of Iowa; Steve
McNichols, Governor of Colorado; Robert B.
Meyner, Governor of New Jersey; Gaylord A.
Nelson, Governor of Wisconsin; Abraham A.
Ribicoff, Governor of Connecticut; Albert D.
RoselUni, Governor of Washington; Grant
Sawyer, Governor of Nevada; G. Mennen
Williams, Governor of Michigan; John Burroughs, Governor of New Mexico; Buford
ElUngton, Governor of Tennessee; and John
Patterson, Governor of Alabama."

Insofar as individuals have .the resources
to purchase private insurance, they would
then be able to build such individual protection around the basic social insurance
program. Contrary to fears that have been
expressed, the development of social insurance has not interfered with the growth of
commercial insurance; a tremendous growth
of private protection has accompanied the
development of the old-age, survivor, and
disability insurance system. We anticipate
a similar result if medical care benefits are
added to the OASDI program.
FREEDOM OF CHOICE WOULD BE PRESERVED

The tax that would support medical benefits under the social insurance plan would
be compulsory, of course, as are all taxes,
including existing social security taxes. Any
program financed, in whole or in part, by
Government will require tax revenues.
Under any amendment, individuals would
continue to exercise whatever choice they
now have in regard to the persons or institutions from whom they obtain care. Our
amendment would in no way impair the
freedom of physicians to practice as they
choose. Nor would it affect their responsibility for recommending and certifying the
type of care necessary, whether in a hospital,
a skilled nursing home, or the patient's own
home. On both · physicians and hospitals
would continue to rest responsibility for developing improved methods of caring for
aged persons, utilizing less expensive forms
of care when they would prove constructive,
and speeding rehabilitation so as to avoid
permanent invalidism.
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE IS NOT THE PROPER ANSWER

Only the social security system can provide medical care insurance for the aged
in a satisfactory manner. If medical care
costs are not met by social insurance, increasingly they will have to be met through
the less satisfactory method of relief. Almost $400 million a year is now being spent
by Federal, State, and local governments for
medical care under the old-age assistance
program; the committee bill would increase
this to close to about a billion dollars, and
this would be just the beginning. In the
THE SOCIAL INSURANCE APPROACH IS A PROVEN
absence of social insurance protection the
ONE
present drain on general revenues will more
Contributory social insurance has been than double in the next several years. A
applied with great success to the need for total of $2 billion to $2.5 billion in Federal
income maintenance in retirement, for sur- and State funds would be required to meet
vivors after the death of the chief bread- the total need.
We wonder if the majority has adequately
winner in the family, and for the family
after the disability of the worker. The gen- considered this particular implication of an
eral taxpayer has been saved billions of aging population: The category of "medical
dollars a year, and the self-respect and in- indigents," if not buttressed by a social independence of American workers have been surance program for health care for the
greatly strengthened by this approach to aged, will continue to mount at a rapid pace
and will constitute-as it already does in
the problem of security planning.
There is every reason to take the same many communities-the major portion of
approach with regard to the expenses of State and local relief programs.
Although we support improvements in
medical care after retirement. The cash
benefit alone is not enough to provide se- medical care assistance under title I, we
curity. The monthly amounts paid under believe that the method of assistance is
social security are quite inadequate (the greatly inferior to social insurance and that
average worker's benefit is now $73 a the need for such assistance should be remonth) and most retired p_e ople have barely duced as much as possible, instead of being
enough to meet everyday living expenses. increased. It is necessary to recognize the
The cash benefit, designed to meet every- inadequacies of any approach based on an
day living expenses, needs to be coupled income or means test, using 50 separate and
with protection against the unforeseeable different State laws, and financing the cost
costs of illness. The retirement plan can- out of general revenues, with a large part
not give security if retired persons hiwe no of the burden placed upon the States, which
protection against the cost of medical care are already burdened with heavy costs for
and have to face the costs currently at a education and other public services.
The committee bill will result iii a large
time when their incomes are greatly reduced and the incidence and cost of illness burden remaining on the States and on the
State welfare programs for the care of the
greatly increased.
·
The social insurance approach would as- aged.
An official study by the Department of
sure that benefits would definitely be avail- Health, Education, and Welfare of the estiable, that the individual could count on mated increased amount needed for medical
his eligib111ty for them, and that these care for old-age assistance recipients in 1958,
benefits would be supported by adequate, showed that this was about $268 milUon.
advance financing.
(Source: "Report of the Advisory Council on
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Public Assistance," S. Doc. 93, 86th Cong.,
2d sess., Mar. 28, 1960, p. 69.) Since the
majority recommendation makes available
only $140 million additional under their proposal, their plan will stm result in a shortage of about $128 million in necessary funds.
Moreover, there is also an additional shortage of between $774 million to $786 million
in funds to bring the money payments for
old-age assistance recipients up to a decent
minimum level. Together, these shortages
amount to over $900 million annually.
These estimates are only for aged persons
presently on the old-age assistance rolls;
they do not include the medically needy.
The provisions approved by the committee
would not prevent or even significally reduce
insecurity. On the other hand, if protection
against medical care costs were provided
under the OASI system, eligibility for such
benefits would . go along with eligibility for
monthly cash benefits under the system, and
each person would know where he stands.
Thus, the distress and anxiety caused by
periods of illness would not be aggravated by
uncertainty about eligibility as it would be
under a public assistance type of program.
The public assistance approach is much
more expensive to administer than is social
insurance. Each application for medical assistance would have to be checked in relation to the income, resources, and living requirements of the individual. This would
throw a tremendous additional load on the
State and local welfare agencies who would
admimster the new program along with
their existing relief programs. The task of
checking on income, resources, and living
requirements would be especially difficultin
the case of the large number of persons who
move from State to State.
The present wording of title I of the Social Security Act permits the States to set
their own standards of need. It is their own
decision which has made them severe and
restrictive as to assistance levels. The recommended increase in Federal matching
grants will make it ea-sier for some States to
expand their aid to public assistance recipients. But experience indicates that in
many States those who want to liberalize
public assistance programs have great difficulty in securing liberalizing amendments
and necessary State appropriations.
The provisions of the pending bill, although putting a big additional burden on
general revenues, will in our opinion satisfactorily resolve the problem. Few States
are in a position to raise the large amounts
of money necessary to meet their share of
the costs under the matching formula set
up in the proposal.
An analysis of the present provisions for
providing payments to the suppliers of medical care under State old-age assistance plans
showsthat1. There are only 16 States which pay for
all essential medical items.
2. Eight States make no direct payments
·f or medical services for needy aged persons.
3. Most other States have limited medical
care programs.
Table 1 presents the list of States showing
the extent to which they do or do not provide direct payments for medical services to
needy aged persons. Table A summarizes
the provisions of the State plans for medical care for the needy aged. ·Table B presents the State expenditures for direct payments for medical care for old-age assistance. These tables indicate the grossly
inadequate situation as far as the States are
concerned.
SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS OF OUR PROPOSED
AMENDMENT

The amendment we will support on the
floor of the Senate adds hospital and related health benefits to old-age, survivors,
and disa·b ility insurance for persons aged 68
or more. The provisions are directed to
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keeping within a long-range level-premium
cost o! 0.5 percent of payrolls, and contributions are increased sufticiently to meet estimated costs.
Social insurance is utilized as the first llne
of defense, in accordance with a quarter
century of congressional practice. No means
or income test would be required, nor any
contributions after retirement, so that the
dignity and the meager incomes of the aged
would be protected. The burden on public
assistance and general !unds of the States
would be dimJ.nished, and they would be
able to provide more generous aid as the last
resort of those for whom social insurance is
unavailable or insufficient.
All financing would be through contributions during years of employment on earnings up to $4,800 a year, equal to one-quarter
of 1 percent each by employers and employees
and three-eighths of 1 percent by the selfemployed. The great majority of the AmeriTABLE

can people would thus be enabled to contribute during their working years- for health
protection in their old age.
TABLE

1.-MedicaZ care provisions of State
oZd-age assistance plans

No direct payments made for medical
care (8): Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Delaware, Georgia, Kentucky (to be changed Jan.
1, 1960), South Dakota, Texas.
Direct payments for hospital care only
(3): Missouri, North Carolina, Tennessee.
Direct payments for nursing-home care
only (2): Idaho, Vermont. (New Jersey also
makes vendor payments for nursing home
care.)
Direct payments for hospital care and
nursing-home care only (4): Maine, Nebraska, South Carolina, Virginia.
Direct payments for other items-no more
than 2 (4): Florida (hospital care and
drugs) , Hawa11 (hospital care and other, not
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specified), Iowa (practitioner and drugs),
Montana (practitioner and drugs).
More than 2 but less than comprehensive
medical care through direct payments ( 13) :
Arkansas, California,1 Colorado, Louisiana,1
Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, 2
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania,1 Utah, 2 West Virginia, 2 Wyoming.
Direct or money payments for all essential
items (16): Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island,
Washington, Wisconsin.
1 Hospital care provided through public
hospitals.
ll Scope of services defined broadly, but
quantity very low.
Source: Bureau of Public Assistance, Social Security Administration, June 1960.

A.-Summary information on medical care available to old-age assistance recipients through federally aided public assistance vendor
payments, and other resources (based on information supplied by Bureau of Public Assistance, June 1960)
Vendor payments

State

Vendor
pay
ment
method
used

Alabama.-------- No ••••••

Hospitalization
Practitioner (including controls
or limitations on
hospital days)

Drugs

No __________ No ________________ No. _________

Nursing home
care

N

0----------------

Other resources for medical care available to old-age
assistance (OAA) recipients
Other

No __________

Maximum OAA money payment of $75 may be exceeded
up to $110 for nursing home care. Recipient in hospital
continues to receive money payment. State has proof hospitalization for medically indigent, admined by State health department.

C

No __________
Alaska.---------- No ______
N

0----------------

No __________

N

0----------------

No __________

Maximum OAA money payment of $100 available for
nurs~ home care. For nonnatives, State program of
gener assistance is used to meet medical needs, including hospitalization and nursing-convalescent home care
not met in the money payment to the recipient. For
natives, Bureau of Indian Affairs is a resource for medical
care including hospitalization.

No __________
No__________ No •• --- __ ----- ____ No __________
Nursing home care provided through money payment up
No •• -------------to maximum of $80 for OAA recipients. Recipients in
hospital continue to receive money payment. Hospitalization and general medical care are county responsibility.
For reservation Indians, Indian Health Service is a
resource.
Arkansas ••••••••• Yes ..••. Yes 1________ As recommended No'------- -- $90 maximum,
Yes.-------by physician
plus $5in
money payment
for all acute illfor personal
nesses and injuries. General
needs.
rule: 30 days a
year; extension
possible.
Yes _________ Nursing home care provided through money payment of
Yes
_________
Yes
_____
Cal1fornia. __ •••••
No (vendor payYes.-------- No •• -------------$1lli or $95 maximum (depending on recipient's income).
ments for OAA
Hospitalization available in all locations from county
recipients in
public medical
hospitals.
institutions
after 1st 60
days).

Arizona .• -------- No ••••••

Colorado.-------- Yes .•••• Yes.-------- All recommended
by physician,
except for purpose of diagnosis only.
General rule:
30 days; extension possible.

Yes.-------- Money payment
$106, plus $20 to
$95 vendor payment based on
patient's needs.

Yes.-------'

No. _______________
Connecticut•••••. Yes.---- Yes.-------- All recommended Yes.-------Yes.-------- Nursing home care provided through money payment to
by physician for
recipient. Pay budgetary deficit up to approved rate.
definitive mediMaximum rate: $212.33.
cal treatment.
No limitation
on number of
days.
No__________
No __________
Delaware••••••••. No ••••••
No •• -------------_
No •• -------------- No •••••••••• Nursing home care provided through money payment.
Maximum of $75 may be supplemented up to approved
rate. Hospitalization for indigent persons reported as
provided by county governments.
District of Co- Yes. ____ Yes.-------- All essential surgi- No•-------- No ••• ------------. Yes •-------- Nursing home care provided through money payment to
$100 maximum, plus $10 for personal needs. Drugs availlumbia.
cal and medical
able through District of Columbia Public Health.
care and treatment. Nolimitation on number of days.
1 Applicable only if surgery ls authorized by remedial eye services section for CO·
operating ophthalmologist.
2 Some drugs provided by vendor payment when dispensed by hospital for continuation of treatment after discharge of a patient who bas received inpatient care for the
same condition.

a Vendor payments may be made for dru~s, appliances, dental services, and optical
supplies recommended by physician, hospital, or clinic when such are not available
without cost to the agency through other services.
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A.-Summary infot·mation on medical care available to old-age assistance recipients through federally aided public assistance vendor
. payments, and othm· resources (based-on information supplied by Bureau of Public Assistance, June 1960)-Continued

State

Vendor
payment
method
used

Vendor payments
Hospitalization
Practitioner (including controls
or limitations on
hospital days)

Drugs

Nursing home
care

Other

Other resources for medical cart- available to old-age
assistance (OAA) recipients

No. _________ Limited to acute Yes ... ---·-- No ________________ No __________ Nursing home care provided through money payment to
Flotida .••... ··-·- Yes _____
$66 maximum, which may be supplemented from ot.hcr
injuries and illsources up to rate determined for community.
ness. Maximum: 30 days a
year.
Ko ________ ________ No __ ________ Nursing borne care provided through money payment to
No __________
No
______
No
.. ------- ------- No __________
Georgia ...• -----$65 maximum, which may be supplemented from other
sources up to maximum rate. Limited hospitalization
through board of commissioners. Hospital care for mecli·
cally indigent enacted in 1958, but not in operation.
------Guam •.••••••••.. No •••••. No~-------·- No .... -- --------- - l\o __ ___ _____ I 0---------------- o___ ____ ___ Hospitalization and other medical care available through
Government hospital.
No __________ No ________________ Yes _________ Nursing home care provided through money payment.
Hawaii ••••••••••• Yes _____ No __________ All recommended
by physician
State agency and medical care provisions being reorganized. Outpatient care provided by State paid physicians
except Hansen's
who also dispense drugs to limited extent.
disease (leprosy). No day
Umltation.
No __________
No __________ Hospitalization furnished under annual contract with
No __ __ ______ $150 maximum,
No.. -----·----- . . Idaho.----------- Yes •.••.
plus money
private hospitals in some counties; general assistance
payment for
used primarily for medical care. Public assistance recippersonal needs;
lent in a public medical institution can continue to receive
maximum may
assistance grant.
be exceeded.
Yes
_________
______
___
Yes
Yes ____ _____
To meet need for
illinois •• - __ •••••• Yes ••••.
All recommended
care, not to ex- by physician.
ceed "going
General rule: 2
rate" in comweeks, with ,
munity.
provision for
extension.
Yes __ ____ ___ Money payment
Yes ..•...... Scope of medical care determined by individual counties in
Indiana._-------- Yes ••••. Yes ......... Limited to nonor vendor, as
line with content recommended by State agency.
elective surgery,
determined by
injuries, acute
county. Rates
illness, diagnegotiated in
nosis. No day
each county.
limitation. .
Iowa ••••••••••••. Yes •••.• Yes.··--·-·- No••.••.•.•....... Yes .•....... No ...•....... .•.•. No ____ ______ Nursing home care provided through money payment to
meet rate for needed care; basic rate $80, plus amounts for
additional care needed. Hospitalization available
through general assistance and Iowa University Hospital.
Yes
_________
Nursing home care provided through money payment to
Kansas ••••.•.•••. Yes ••••. Yes ••••.•••. All recommended Yes ..•...... No .•..............
meet budgetary deficit of recipient up to the local rate.
by physician.
No statewide rates or ranges.
No day limitation.

- - - - - ---- - - - -

---------- ----

Kentucky-------- No•••••• No •••••••••. No••..•.•.•••• .... No ••••... •.. No .•. _. ___. ....... No .•......•. Nursing home care provided through money payment up
to $66 (for total needs). New legislation to start in 1961.
Covers all types of medical care to limited amount.
Some counties make contributions to local hospitals for
care of needy.
Louisiana •••••••• Yes •.••. Yes.-------- No••...... ----.--- Yes ..•...... $110 maximum,
plus $17 money
payment for
~rsonal needs.
05money
payment in
home not subject to license.

Yes ..••..... Practitioner services paid by vendor payment in nursing
home cases only; in other circumstances, provided through
money payment. Hospitalization available through
State hospital program.

Maine•••••.••••.. Yes •••.. No.• ........ All recommended
by physician.
Maximum: 45
days a year.

No .•........ $65maximum
money payment, remainder by vendor
taym&D.t up to
130 or $1~

No __ ________ Other medical care must be met by recipient from money
payment. OA.A. maximum is $65.

Maryland •••••••• Yes ••••• Yes.-------- All recommended
by physician;
21 days for illness, exception
possible upon
medical recommendation.

Yes .••.....• No.•_-------------- Yes ....•.••. Nursing home care provided through money payment up
to $115.50 for total care. Maximums of $100, ~. $210
(according to group into which county is classified) on
total money payment for total needs of recipient.

Massachusetts •••• Yes ••••• Yes •.•••.••• All recommended
by physician.
No day limitation.

Yes .•..•.•••. $6.50 maximum a
day; maybe
exceeded. All
other medical
needs are met.

Michigan ••••••••• Yes ••••. Applicable ••••. do.•..••••••••. Applicable
onlyU
only if
connected
connected
withhos- ·
withhospitallzapitalization.
tion.

Yes ••••••.•.

No •••••••••••••••. Applicable
only if
connected
with hospitalizatton.

Nursing home care provided through mone~ payment $00
maximum; may· oo· s·upplemented from tate and 1ocal
general assistance funds to maximum regional rate ($150
to $176). Practitioner services are in money payment.
OAA maximum $80.

1960
TABLE
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A.-Summa1·y information on medical ca1·e available to old-age assistance 1·ecipients through f ederally aided public assistance vendor
payments, and other resources (based on information supplied by Bu1·eau of Public Assistance, J une 1960)-Continued

State

Vendor
payment
method
used

Vendor payments
Hospitalization
Practitioner (including controls
or limitations on
hospital days)

Minnesota . ...•••. Yes • ••. • Yes _________ .All recommended
by physician.
Maximum: 30
days; extension
on recommendation of
county medical
advisory committee.
Mississippi.. ••••• No •• •••.

Missouri. •••••••• Yes •••••

------Montana•••••••••

Yes •••••

Nebraska••••••••• Yes •••••

Nevada •••••••••• Yes •••••

New Hampshire •• Yes •••••

Drugs

Nursing home
care

Yes.--·--·-- $60bymoney
payment, plus
vendor up to
$150, may be
exceeded.

Other

Other resources for medical care avatlable to old-age
.
assistance (0 .A A) recipients
··

Yes _________

1

No ..••.•••• • NO-- ----- ··------- - No __________ No .. ............... No ____ _____ _ Nursing home care provided through money payment, $33
administrative maximum; may be supplemented from
local or private funds to $150 maximum. Some hospftalization available through State subsidies. Some
counties contribute.
No. _________
No .••••.••• • For acute illness
No ...•. ----------- No _______ ___ Nursing home care provided through money payment, $65
and injury
maximum, except $100 for "completely bedfast and totally
when recomdisabled." Other medical care by money payment.
mended by
Provisions being revised.
physician.
Maximum: 14
days per hospital admission.
Yes __ _______ No____________ ____ No •••••..•..
Nursing home care and all other medical care provided
Yes.------ - - Limited to remedial eye care.
through money payment, $85 maximum. "Medical component" of nursing home care c,aid through general assistance. Vendor payment met od limited to prevention
of blindness and restoration of sight.
No __________
No •••••••••• .All recommended No .•. ------.- Meet budgetary
Practitioner services and other medical services are in
by physician.
deficit up to fee
money payment up to $70 maximum for O.AA.
General rule: 31
range negotidays; extension
ated In each
possible.
county.
No ______ __ __ __ __ __ Yes ___ ______
~es ••••••••.
No.• __ ---- ••• ----- Yes.·---···- Nursing home care provided through mon:/c payment, $130
maximum plus $8 for personal needs.
ospitallzation is
res~nsibility of county commissioners. Hospitalized reclp ents may continue to receive money payments to $75
m8xf.mum.
Yes _________
Yes.·------· All recommended
No•• --------·---·- Yes.··----·· Nursing homo care provided through money payment, $150
by physician.
maxln,t~; may be exceeded in unusual circumstances.
Generalrule: 14
days; extension
possible.

No •••••••••• All medical care except nursing home provided through
New Jersey••••••• Yes ••••• No •••••••••• No •• ------·····--- No •••••••••• $180 basic; $190,
including physimoney payment. No maximum.
clan and prescri~tions.

Cas payment
for personal use.
New Mexico • •••• Yes ••••• Yes ••••••••• All except elective. Yes.-------- $55 maximum on
No maximum;
money payment, plus
7 <\ays with reauthorization
vendor to $150.
required.

Yes •••••••••

New York•••••••• Yes ••••• Yes ••••••••• All recommended
by physician.
No day limitation.

Yes ••••••••• Rates set locally.
Personal needs
met by money
payment.

North .Carollna••• Yes ••••• No •••••••••• All recommended
by physician.
Maximum: 180
days.

No •••••••••• No •••••.•••••••••• No •••••••••• Nursing home care provided through money tfl:ament,
$175 maximum, applicable only to need for sk
nursing service following hospitalization; limited to a months;
may be extended a times. All other medical care provided through money payment. No maximum. Average OAA payment, $40.

North Dakota •••• Yes ••••• · Yes~ -·--···- All recommended
by physician.
Maximum: 60
days.

Yes ..••••••• Meet budgetary
deficit up to
maximum rates
from $100 to

Ohio ••••••••••••• Yes ••••• Yes ••••••••• All recommended
by physician;
nonelective surgery only, except after
special review;
10 days each
admission with
possible extension.

Yes ••••••••• No .••••• -----••••• Yes ••••••••• Nursing home care provided through money payment to
meet budgetary deficit for care needed up to approved
rates, $65 to $160.

Oklahoma ••.••••• Yes ••••. Yes ••••••••• Limited to life endangering conditions and con-

No •••••••••• $66 maximum on
money Rayment, p us $69
vendor payment.

~~~~~R~~~~

lng blindness;
21 days per
admission.

Yes ••••••••• Counties have option as to method of payment for each of
the services provided subject to State approval.

Yes •••••••••

$175.

Yes ••••••••• Hospitalization limited; no specific Items of medical care
provided In budgeting for money payment.
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A.-Summary information on medical care available to old-age assistance recipients through federally aided public assistance vendor
payments, and other resou1·ces (based on information supplied by Bureau of Public Assistance, June 1960)-Continued

State

Vendor
paymont
method
used

Vendor payments
Hospitalization
Practitioner (including controls
or limitations on
hospital days)

Oregon ___________ Yes _____ Yes _________ All recommended
by physician.
No maximum;
reauthorization
every 7 days.

Drugs

Nursing home
care

Yes _________ $124 to $184

accor~to

caren ed.
Personal items
in money payment.

Other

Other resources for medical care available to old-age
assistance (OAA) recipients

Yes.-------- In lieu of nmsing-home care, housekeeping or nursing service in own home provided in special payment directly to
recipient.

Pennsylvania_____ Yes _____ Yes _________ No •• -------------- Yes _____ ____ N 0---------------- Yes _________ Nursing-home care provided through money payment, $100
to $165 maximum, according to type of care; plus $5 for
personal needs in money payment. Hospitalization
through State-owned and State-aided hospitals.
No. _________
Puerto Rico ______ No______ No __________ No ______ ---------_ No __________
Medical services of all types available from resources of
N 0---------------public health department. ·
Yes.
________
Rhode Island _____ Yes _____
All recommended Yes.-------- No ______ --- ------- Yes.-------- Nursing-home care provided through money payment, $182
by physician.
maximum, depending on type of care, plus $6 !or clothing
General rule: 21
and personal needs.
days with provision for extension.
No __________ Medicine provided through money payment.; OAA maxi·
South Carolina___ Yes _____ No __________ Acute illness and No __________ (1) For continuinjury. 30days
ing care, money
mum, $60.
payment
to
$60,
maximum.
plus supple
ment to $150
from other
sources; (2) for
persons who
have been hospitalized, up to
$94 vendor pay·
ment, plus $60
money payment.
South Dakota ____ No ______ No__________ No ______ -------- __ No __________ No •• ------- ------- No __________ Nursing home care provided through money payment of $75
to $165 depending on type of care needed. Hospitalizatlon provided by county poor relief fund, financed in part
by return to county of portion of State taxes earmarked
for this purpose. Specified dru~s and appliances provided in money payment. No maximum except for nursinghome.
No
__________
Tennessee ________ Yes _____
Acute illness or in· No __________ No ________ ---- ___ _ No __________ Nursing home care provided through money payment of $60
jury, and ill·
maximum; may be supplemented from other sources to
nes..~andin·
$150, plus allowance for personal needs. No other items
of medical care specified in provisions for money payment
requiring
ospitalization;
OAA maximum, $55.
10-day maximum.
No __________
No ______ No __________
No __________ Nursing home care provided through money payment, $67
No •• -------------Texas •• ---------No •. -------------maximum; may be supplemented from county funds up
to $100 for nursing care, plus $61.50 for maintenance.
Limited medical care through money payment. County
commissioners generally maintain county hospitals or
make payment to private hospitals.
Yes _________
Yes _____
Nursing home care provided through money payment of
Utah.-----------Yes.-------- All recommended Yes.-------- No •• _- -------- ---_
by physician,
$87.50, $110 maximum, which may be supplemented from
except elective
other sources to $200; $5 allowance for personal items.
surgery. General rule: 30
days; extension
possible.
No __________
No
__________
No __________
Vermont _________ Yes _____
$Hi5 for skilled
No .. ----------- ___
Hos£italizatlon provided by "town" general assistance;
ot er medical needs included in money payment. OAA
nursing care;
$135 for permaximum, $75.
sonal nursing
service; $5
money payment for personal needs.
No
________________ No __________
No
__________
Virgin Islands____ Yes _____
No ____ _------- ---- Yes.-------Other medical treatment through department or health.
Hospitalization available under system of municipal
hospitals.
No
No
_________
_
__________
Virglnla _________
$150 maximum,
Other medical care ·provided througb money payment;
Yes••••• No__________ Extension of
vendor payplus $6 money
average OAA money payment, $37. (To July 1, 1960,
ment provisions
payment for
hospitalization provided through State-local payments,
to hospital care
personal items.
not part of public assistance program.)
efl'ectlve July 1,
1960.
Washington ______ Yes••••• Yes.-------- All recommended Yes.-------- $102 to $192
Yes.-------according to
~ physician.
o dayUmitatype of home.
tion.
Personal items
through money
payment.

-

huries

..

1960
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A.-S1tmmat·y information on tnedicaZ care available to old-age assistance recipients tht·ough fed emlly aided p·ublic assistance vendot· payments, and othm·t·esout·ces (based on information supplied by But·eau of Public Assistance, June 1960)-0on.

TABLE

State

Vendor
payment
method
used

Vendor payments

Practitioner

Hospitalization
(including controls
or limitations on
hospital days)

Drugs

Other resources for medical care available to old-age
assistance (OAA) recipients

Other

Nursing home
care

West Virginia ____ Yes _____ Yes _________ Limited to acute
illness, immediate surgery,
diagnostic services; exceptions
if will increase
capacity for
self-care. Maximum 30 days.
Wisconsin ________ Yes .• ••• Yes _________ All recommended
by physician.
No day limitation; reauthorization stipulated.

Yes _________

Yes __ _______ Pay budgetary
deficit to meet
rate for care
needed; rates
negotiated In
each county.
Allowance for
personal needs
in money pay·
ment.

Yes _________

Wyoming ________ Yes _____

No_--------- $85maximum
money payment
for maintenance, plus
vendor payment up to
$100.

No ______ ____ Other medical services are responsibility of counties.

Yes .• ------· All recommended
by physician.
No day limita·
tion.

r

0---- ------ --- ---

Yes __ _______ Nursing home care provided through money payment,
$60 maximum a person, $165 a household, supplemented
by general assistance under specified conditions. Practitioner services through money payment.

B.-Old-age assistance: Payments for vendor medical bills: Total amount, amount for which type of service was not repm·ted, and
amount in all States repm·ting for specified type of se1·vice, by State, fiscal year· 1959 (supplied by the Bureau of Public Assistance) 1

TABLE

In all States reporting for specified type of service
State

TotaL •• --------------------------------------------

Total

$220, 749, 925

Type of service
not reported

$24, 953, 705

Practitioners'
services

Hospitallza.
tion

$21, 344, 694

$71, 879, 997

Drugs and
supplies

$31, 877, 084

Nursing and
convalescent
home care
$56, 944, 998

Other

$13,749, 447

Alabama •• ----------------------------------------------17,473 ---------------2, 329
15,144 ---------------- ---------------- ---------------Alaska.
____________
---_---------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------Arizona.--------------. ____ •• ___ -----------_--- __ •• ---------------___________________
-------- _________________________________________________________________
---- ---------------_______________ _

~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

J: ~~g: big ::::::::::::::::

Colorado •• ----------------------------------------------7, 739,663
Connecticut ... ~-----------------------------------------3, 710, 081
Delaware------------------------------------------------- ____ -----------District of Columbia.:-----------------------------------202,936
Florida.~-------------------------------------------•----1, 390,427
Georgia ______ -----------------------.----------------.--.- ---.-----------Hawaii___________________________________________________
99,977
Idaho____________________________________________________
24,130
illinois___________________________________________________
24,788,004
Indiana_------------------------------------------------5, 807, 135
Iowa·-------------·-------------------------------------667,938
Kansas___________________________________________________
$3,913,454
Kentucky_------------------------------- ---------------- ------- __ ------Louisiana.----------------------------------------------2, 394,230
Maine·--------------------------------------------------1, 354,849
Maryland________________________________________________
463,099
Massachusetts____________________________________________
29,654,045
Michigan_________________________________________________
4, 985, 744
M!DI?-es_ota~----------------------------------------------14,723,821

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------99,977
------------·- ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------$463,099
---------------4, 985,744
--------- ----- --

6, ~~: ~g~
1, 097,093
453, 372
--- __ -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------2, 022,275
1, 277,606
315.954
$622,473
---------------32,935
------------- -----------------683,863
---------------1, 419,212

------~~~~~~~~~- -----ia;ioo;sii2- ------~~~~~~4, 878,353
2, 259, 290
---------------196,454
------------------------------------------------------------6, 612,511
1, 619, 147
--------- ------$1,366,940
------------------------------625,785
---------------10,306,418
---------------6, 027,400

77,096
940, 438
------------------------------1, 390,427
---------------------------------------------2, 722,576
872,201
334,334
$795,779
_--------------115,304
------------------------------4, 640,549
---------------1, 536,242

1, 624, 167
1, 494
---------------------------------------------------------------------------24,130
12,541,541
1. 849,526
---------------------------------------------$2,239,448
729,064
---------------13,030,875
---------------5, 354,227

2, 38g; ~~
62,954
55, 487
----- __ --------6, 482
------------------------------------------------------------800,001
188,655
17,650
$1,128,262
_--------------6, 543
------------------------------992,340
---------------386,740

~m~~~~r~:=================:============================= :: =: ============ ================ ================ ================ : ==== =========== ================ ======= ======== =

ff:~~!~:=======::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
New Hampshire__________________________________________
New JerseY----------------------------------------------New Mexico______________________________________________
New York·----------------------------------------------North Carolina___________________________________________
North Dakota·-------------------------------------------

8~1:~~~~===:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

~~r: ill ::::::::::::::::
---·-----7~;~:------~~~~!~~---------82;5~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
----------6~;~:
---------------178,044
709,419
274,920
32,661
27,092

3
'
1, 222,136
5, 800,800
914,008
26,050,471
832,317
2, 027,898

5, 800,800 ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ------------------------------143,955
420,400
120,940
100, 197
39,416
---------------- ---------------14,766.084 ---------------4, 918,973
6, 365,414
---------------- ---------------832,317 -------- ---- ---- ---------------- ------------------------------243,415
1, 086,083
219,043
421,484
57,873

!: ~~: ~ :::::::::::::::: ~: m: m ~ ~nJH ------~~~~~::- ~: ~~: ~i

1

3

~: m

Pennsylvania_____________________________________________
2, 708,931 ---------------588,050 ---------------1,197, 393
687,050
236,438
Puerto Rico ___________ ----------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- - --------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

~~t~e 6~~~a~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: --------~~:~~~- --------~~:~~~- :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::

t In some instances, figures are presented where no federally aided vendor payments
are made; in others, no figures are presented where vendor payment programs are now
in existence. These discrepancies are generally the result of the method and of the
timing of the State reports. For example, Alabama, although it has no federally
approved plan for vendor method payment, reports total payments of $17,473. This

amount, however, represents payments from local funds only. New York, which has
a vendor program for all types of services, reported its payments for practitioners,
services and drugs and supplies under the heading designated "Other.'' Another
example is the fact that no hospitalization payments are listed for Florida, because
the program did not go into effect until Octobet· 1959.
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B.-Old-age assistance: Paym~nts for vendor medical bills: Total amount, amount for which type of service was not 1·eported, and
amount in all States reporting for specified type of service, by State, fiscal year 1959 (supplied by the Bureau of Public Assistance)-Con.

TABLE

In all States reporting for specified type of service
State

Total

Type of service
not reported

Practitioners'
services

Hospitalization

Drugs and
supplies

Nursing and
convalescent
borne care

Other

--- ---- •••.•. ------ --------------------------88,099
----------------

---------------------------------------------38,797
----------------

South Dakota. ___ .--------------------------------------- ------------ ••.•. ------ --------Tennessee••• --------------------------------------------1, 394,994 -- -------------Texas.-------------------------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------Utah_____________________________________________________
593,496 ---------------Vermont •• _---------------------------------------------- ... ------------- -- --------------

~~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

Washington.--------------------------------------------West Virginia.------------------------------------------Wisconsin----------------- -- ----------------------------Wyoming •. --------------------- --- ----------------------

Nearly three out of four persons 68 years
or older would automatically be entitled to
the new benefits next year. Other groups
could be covered by separate legislation,
with special financing.
1.

Persons eligible

All persons eligible for old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance benefits who are
aged 68 or more would receive lifetime
health service prot·e ction, without any means
or income test. Nine million persons would
be eligible next year, or nearly three out of
five of all persons over age 65. Table 2 presents the number eligible for health service
benefits by States.

2. Health service benefits
The cost of four important types of health
service is covered, subject to certain limits
within 1 year:
(a) Hospital inpatient services, for up to
120 days. The individual pays the first $75
each year.
(b) Skilled nursing home recuperative
care, up to 240 days.
(c) Home health services by a nonprofit
or public agency, up to 365 visits.
(d) Diagnostic outpatient hospital services, including X-ray and laboratory services.
(e) The first three types of benefits have
interchangeable features with an overall
ceiling. A total of 180 units of services are
available in 1 year. A unit of service is
equal to 1 day of inpatient hospital care, 2
days of skilled nursing home care, or three
home health visits. This provision is intended to keep down cos-ts and encourage
use of other facilities than a hospital.
3. Costs and financing
The program would be fully financed and
actuarially sound, according to Robert J.
Myers, the Chief Actuary of the Social Security Administration. It would require no
appropriations from general revenues nor any
contributions by the aged after they have
retired and stopped working.
(a) The level-premium or long-range cost
is estimated as 50 percent of taxable payrolls.
(b) Contribution rates would be increased
in 1961 as follows: one-fourth of 1 percent
for employers and employees and threeeighths of 1 percent for the self-employed
on earnings up to $4,800 a year.
(c) These additional contributions would
be set apart in a separate account In the
OASI trust fund, from which all payments
for medical services would be made.

4. Admin_istratton
(a) The Secretary o! HEW would consult
with a representative advisory council on
policy and regulations, thus assuring full
consultation with medical and consumer
groups affected.
(b) Agreements relating to the provision
of services would be made with the provider
of service or with its authorized representa-

44~: ~~~

---------------- .•.•.• -------- •. -------------- ..
---------------1, 394,994 ------------------------------- ---------------- -------------- -71,664
130,380
264,556
---------------- ---------------- ----------------

---------- ~: ~~~- ::::::::======== :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ---- ----445~582" ::::::::::::::::

8, 326,489 ---------------1, 843,036
4,113, 408
913,708
1, 071,204
385,133
745, 866 ---------------113, 924
591,393
19, 758 ---------------20, 791
12,619, 592
12,619,592 ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- --------- --- ---403, 128 ---------------75, 257
178, 078
100,642
49, 151 ----------------

tive. Any qualified provider of services
would have the right to participate, and individuals could choose ar,nong then1. Payr,nents would be based on the reasonable cost
of rendering services.
- (c) There is a specific provision that
nothing in the act shall be construed to give
the Secretary superv~sion or control of the
practice of r,nedicine or the manner in which
r,nedical services are provided, or over the
adr,ninistration of participating institutions.
(d) The Secretary is to carry on studies
and make recommendations on problems related to the operation and improvement of
the program.
TABLE 2.-Estimated number of persons aged

68 and over eligible jor health service !benefits under the monthly OASDI program, by
State, July 1, 1961

[In thousands]
State of residence: 1
Number
Tota1 2------------------------- 9,185
Alabama--------------------------Alaska----------------------------Arizona ___________________________ _
Arkansas-------------------------California ________________________ _
Colorado _________________________ _

149

332

33
26
1
151
163

·99
244
14

The actuarial and financial soundness of
our proposal is attested to by the Chief
Actuary of the Social Security Administration in the following letters:
AUGUST 15, 1960.
Mr. ROBERT J. MYERS,
DEAR MR. MYERS: Would you kindly give
me estimates on the cost of the attached
proposal for providing health benefits for
the aged as part of the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system?
My objective is to provide a constructive
program which can be adequately financed
by additional contributions of one-fourth
percent by er,nployers, one-fourth percent by
employees, a-nd three-eighths percent by the
self-employed on earnings up to $4,800.
These contributions would start in 1961, and
benefits would be payable July 1.
I would appreciate knowing ( 1) the level
pren1ium cost by item, and the early-year
cost in percent of payrolls and in dollars;
(2) whether the proposal can be considered
actuarially sound.
VVith best wishes,
Faithfully yours,
PAUL H. DOUGLAS.
(Enclosure to letter follows:)

16
34
554
272

21
31

298
125

181
128
154
- 93
66
~aine----------------------------________________________ _
119
_______ ., ____________ _ 342
____________ , _______ ,; ____ _ 398
193
~innesota-----------·------------
85
MississippL----------·------------263
Missouri _____ ----- _--------------37
Montana------------··------------89
Nebraska------------·------------9
Nevada---------------------------New Hampshire ___________________ _
42
345
New JerseY------------------------22
New York
~exico----------·------------New
_________________________ _ 1,004
North Carolina ____________________ _ 166
North Dakota __________________ ---32
Ohio _____ ----- ___ ---.. ________ ----517
Oklahoma ___________ , ____________ _ 109
Oregon __________________ __ _______ _
114
Pennsylvania ________ ______________ _ 674
Puerto Rico _________________ ------46
Rhode Island ________ ··------------58
1 Distribution by State estimated.
2 Excludes
persons residing outside the
United States.
~assachusetts

Utah-----------------------------Vermont
____________ ,._____________
Virgin Islands______________________
Virginia _____________ -------------Washington _________ ,._____________
West Virginia______________________
VVisconsin_________________________
VVyor,ning__________________________

72
39

45
93
736
77

Hawaii--------------··------------Idaho _______________ ,. ____________ _
Illinois _____________ --- ____ -------_
Indiana __________________________ _

~ichigan

State of residence-Continued
South Carolina____________________
South Dakota______________________
Tennessee ___________ .. _____________
Texas _______________ ,._____________

Social Security Administration,
Washington, D.C.

151

~aryland

68 and over eligible for health service benefits under the monthly OASDI program, by
State, July 1, 1961-continued

120
3

Connecticut--------------------Delaware
_________________________ _
District of Columbia ______________ _
Florida---------------------------Georgia __________________________ _

Iowa-----------------------------]{ansas---------------------------]{entucky
-·-------------_
Louisiana ----------_________________________

TABLE 2.-Estimated number of persons aged

Proposal on health benefits to cost 0.5 percent oj payrolls
Persons eligible: OASDI eligibles at age 68.
1. Hospital care up to 120 days with an
initial deductible of $75.
2. Sk1lled nursing-home recuperative care
upon transfer from the hospital up to 120

days with an additional 1 ¥:! days for each day
of unused day of hospital care but not to ·
exceed 240 days.
3. Home health services by nonprofit or
public home health service agency up to 120
visits with 2 visits for each unused day of
hospital care but not to exceed 360 visits.
4. Diagnostic outpatient hospital services.
Financing: One-fourth percent contribution by employers and employees, and threeeighths percent by the self-employed, starting in 1961, with a special account or trust
fund.
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Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR DoUGLAS: This is in response
to your letter of August 15 requesting actuarial cost estimates for a proposal for
providing health benefits for all eligibles of
the old-age, survivors, and disab111ty insurance program aged 68 and over. This would
be financed by an increase in the combined employer-employee contribution rate
?f one-half percent (and a corresponding
mcrease in the contribution rate for the
self-employed), to go into a special account
or trust fund.
Under the proposal, benefits would first be
available for July 1961, while the additional
contributions would begin in January 1961.
The first benefit would be hospital care up
to a maximum of 120 days per year, with
an initial deductible of $75; this has a levelpremium cost, according to the intermediatecost estimate, of 0.43 percent of payroll. The
second benefit would be skilled nursing home
recuperative care upon transfer from hospital up to a maximum of 240 days per year
(but with the maximum being reduced by
1 Y2 days for each of the first 80 days of
hospital care used-or in other words, this
maximum could never fall below 120 days) ·
the level-premium cost is 0.01 percent. Th~
third benefit would be home health services
(by a nonprofit or public agency) for a maximum of 860 visits per year (but with the
maximum being reduced by 2 visits for each
day of hospital care used); the level premium cost is 0.01 percent. The fourth benefit would be' diagnostic outpatient hospital
services (without any limits prescribed); the
level-premium cost is 0.05 percent.
The total level-premium cost for the
above proposal is thus 0.50 percent of payroll, which is exactly the same as the additional contributions provided, so that the
proposal as it stands can be considered to be
fully financed and thus actuarially sound.
The total cost of the proposal in the first
full year o:C operation is estimated at $690
million, which is equivalent to 0.33 percent
of payroll.
Sincerely yours,
ROBERT J. MYERS,
Chief Actuary.

PRIVATE INSURANCE CANNOT MEET THE PROBLEM
Private insurance cannot meet the problems of the great majority of the aged. Basically the problem for private insurance is
that the costs of medical care for the aged
are high and retired people cannot afford to
pay the necessary premiums. Persons aged
65 and over are sick in bed an average of
more than 16 days per year. Persons under
65 average only 7 days. Six times as many
persons aged 65 and over have serious
chronic conditions as does the population
below that age.
A program based on contributions over a
working lifetime for paid-up protection in
retirement is not offered by private insurance. The possibility of inflation and also
the possibility of changes in medical costs
arising from other factors make it impracticable for private insurers to undertake to
insure against actual expenses at some future d ate. On the other hand, a contract
providing for protection in terms of a fixed
number of dollars would not give the protection needed. Moreover a requirement
that commercial premiums be paid over a
working lifetime means that no one obtains
protection until several decades have gone
b y.
But little of the medical costs of the aged
are now paid through insurance. Only onefourth of the aged have even as complete
medical insurance coverage as a Blue Cross
policy would provide. Most of this group
are little over the age of 65 and are still
employed, with their protection based on

such employment. Another 15 percent or so
have medical insurance of a less adequate
nature-usually a policy, which, for example, pays only $10 a day toward a hospital
room which costs $20 or more. Even very
inadequate protection costs an aged couple
something like $13 per month.
THE ADMINISTRA'fiON'S PLAN IS UNSATISFACTORY
We also want to take this opportunity to
join the committee in rejecting the plan submitted by Secretary Flemming for the administration (S. 3784).
In 1958 the House Committee on Ways
and Means requested the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to report on methods
of providing insurance against the cost of
hospital and nursing home care for old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance beneficiaries. A substantial report on the matter
was submitted to the House committee on
April 3, 1959. Testimony from a wide variety
of witnesses was heard in 1958 and in July
1959. On July 13, 1959, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare assured us
that he would continue studying possible
approaches and would report the results of
his studies as soon as possible. No recommendations were received from him, however, until May 4, 1960. The House committee had by then been considering health
problems of the aged and other social security amendments for more than a month.
The proposals of the administration were
discussed by the House committee at some
length but did not win its support, nor were
they ever embodied in legislative language
until after the Senate Committee on Finance
had concluded its public hearings. The administration plan is unsatisfactory for the
following reasons:
1. The idea on which this plan is based,
that protection against medical care costs
for the aged is necessary only for persons
with incomes of less than $2,500 a year is
completely untenable. A single illness may
cost several thousand dollars, and meeting
such costs would be completely beyond the
means of most retired persons who have income enough to bar them from help under
the plan.
2. The plan would place a huge additional
burden on the general budgets of local, State,
and Federal governments amounting to over
a billion dollars to begin with and several
billion dollars later. All this without consideration of where the money will come
from and at a time when it is widely recognized that the services of many State and
local governments are badly outmoded and
tax resources for their improvement severely
limited and uncertain.
3. Although putting a large additional
burden on the general taxpayer, the plan
would nevertheless leave the first $250 of
medical care costs each year to the retired
person and require him to pay 20 percent
of all costs above this -amount. Such a
large deductible plus coinsurance, while
perhaps appropriate for employed persons
of middle income, offers little if any security to people living on the low income typical of the retirement years.
4. The administration has taken as a basic
prin ciple that a plan must be voluntary.
But there is really nothing voluntary about
the plan which they have proposed. Under
that plan the general taxpayer is compelled
to pay huge costs (except for the premium
or enrollment fee paid by the beneficiary)
and yet the old person will not be allowed
to participate in the benefit side of the plan
unless he submits to and meets an income
test of $2,500 a year. For people with retirement incomes above $2,500, therefore,
there is no choice but to have paid taxes,
with no opportunity for benefits. The only
sense in which the plan is voluntary is that
those who have retirement incomes below
$2,500 a year can refuse to take the benefits
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for which they and other taxpayers in their
earlier years have paid the costs. For these
unfortunates it is compulsory dependence
upon public charity.
5. The proposed premium or enrollment
fee, covering about one-fifth or so of the
costs of this so-called voluntary insurance,
and the option of electing a private insurance contract, would mislead many people
into failing to act in their own best interests. Because of the fee some would not
participate and thus would refuse the benefits which had been paid for by their own
taxes. At the same time the $24 fee would
be a barrier to voluntary election by the
very lowest income groups. This too has a
conapulsory earxnark.
6. There is no way to know when, if ever,
the aged of the Nation would finally get protection under the plan. Nothing could be
done until a State was able to find revenue
resources to pay its share of the costs.
Thus in many States it might take years
before ways were found to raise the necessary revenues to permit the State to enter
the plan.
ADVANTAGES OF THE OASDI APPROACH AS COMPARED WITH THE VOLUNTARY APPROACH
The OASDI approach in our amendment
has a number of very important advantages
over the voluntary approach. These advantages are as follows:
1. Contributions are collected from nearly
all persons who work for a living under the
bill: This results in a large number of persons contributing, without the adverse selection that tends to accompany voluntary
community plans. This reduces the cos·t per
person and assures a strong financial base to
the whole program.
2. Contributions are payable under our
amendment only while the individual is
employed: Since contributions are payable
in relation to earnings, an individual does
not pay for any period in which he has no
earnings or is not working. In voluntary
plans, contributions must be paid for individuals whether they are earning or not.
3. Contributions under our amendment
are levied in some measure with ability to
pay: In voluntary plans, contributions customarily are on a fiat basis in relation to
number of dependents. Thus, in a voluntary plan, an individual earning $2,000 a
year and a."l. individual earning $6,000 a year
both pay the same premium. Unequals are
treated equally. In our amendment, since
contributions are a uniform percentage of
earnings up to a limit of $4,800 a year, the
$2,000 individual would pay only two-fifths
the amount the $4,800 or higher individual
would pay.
4. Contributions in our amendment are
levied over the individual's working lifetime
and are not paid during the period when he
is not earning and is retired: Under most
voluntary plans, the individuals must continue to pay their premiums after they retire and until they die. Where employers
contribute toward the cost of voluntary protection prior to retirement, such contribut ions usually cease on termination of employment. This is burdensome to many older people whose incomes are sharply reduced
when they retire. The result is that as people grow older they may drop their voluntary insurance in order to conserve their limit ed funds. If they retain their voluntary
insurance, the .fiat rate premium takes a very
high proportion of a small income. Our
amendment aims to solve these difficulties
by requiring individuals and their employers
to pay small amounts, in relation to their
earnings, over an entire working lifetime and
then to forgo any contributions when the
individual has no earnings and is retired.
The result is a financing arrangenaent better
adapted to the lifet ime earning pattern.

17210

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE

5. Contributions in our amendment are
not related to the number of dependents:
In voluntary plans, the contributions usually increase with the number of dependents.
Thus, in a typical plan, there is one uniform
rate for an individual, a higher rate for an
individual and spouse, and a still higher
rate for a family. The result is that the individual with the family has to pay a higher
proportion of income for his protection tha-n
the individual without a family. From a
social point of view, this is not only undesirable, but unnecessary. The individual
with the family has the cost of maintaining
and educating his family and, since his
health costs rise in relation to the size of
his family but not in relation to his earnings, he is doubly penalized. In our amendment since contributions are a uniform percentage of earnings, there is no such double
penalty on the family earner.
6. The employer is required by our amendment to pay one-half of the cost: Under
many voluntary plans, the employer pays
part of the cost, and in some voluntary plans
the employer pays all of the cost. However,
this trend is spotty. In many plans the employer makes no contribution. Under our
amendment, the employer would be required
to pay one-half of the cost. The existing law
permits employers to pay a larger proportion-or au of the cost--if the employer
wishes, or if this is agreed to by the employer and employee by contract or collective
bargaining. Thus, where the employer now
pays an the cost, this would not be disturbed by the bill.
7. Benefits are not cancelable under our
amendment: In many private plans benefits are cancelable at the option of the insurance carrier or the employer. They can
be terminated by action of the insured
when sumcient income is not available to
pay the premiums. Whatever may be the
reasons for these actions, they inevitably
result in publ1c agencies having to bear the
cost of the care of those persons who cannot finance their medical care. This is undesirable. Our amendment provides for a
paidup poUcy with the backing of the Federal Government. It gives patients and
hospitals assurance of payment and protection superior to that of most private
plans.
8. Benefits under our amendment are not
limited during a person's lifetime: Under
many private plans benefits are limited not
only in terms of days of hospitalization per
year but also in terms of total dollars over
a person's lifetime. This completely undermines the security provided in the plan.
Under our amendment no such lifetime
limit is provided nor is it necessary. Thus,
the OASDI approach is much superior to
the private plan.
9. Benefits under our amendment in many
cases are more adequate than under many
private plans: In many voluntary plans,
hospital insurance benefits are limited to
SO to 50 days or have a fixed dollar limit on
payments per day of hospital care.
10. The cost of administering the plan in
our amendment would be less than the administrative costs under existing private insurance plans: Since contributions would
be collected as a part of the regular social
security contributions, it would not require
any new machinery. There would be no
salesmen or acquisition costs as in private
insurance. The savings in administrative
costs would make it possible to pay the same
benefits as private insurance at less cost, or
more adequate benefits at the same cost.

3. The logical and certain method for
meeting the need is through the contributory social insurance provisions of the social
security system.
4. We believe that the American people
favor this additional protection.
5. They will gladly pay the modest
amounts involved during their working years
in order not only to provide protection for
those now old but to spread the costs of that
protection over workers and employers as a
group rather than having it fall unevenly on
those young people who have retired parents
and other relatives who get sick.
6. Most of all we believe it is in the best
American tradition to make prior provision
for the future by naVIng tnose now young
start buying paidup insurance protection to
be added to their cash benefit when they
retire.
Therefore, we support the Anderson-Kennedy amendment insuring health costs of
the aged on the dignified social insurance
basis.
CLINTON P. ANDERSON.
PAUL H. DOUGLAS.
ALBERT GORE.
EUGENE J. MCCARTHY.
VANCE HARTKE.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Delaware.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, in my opinion the floor of the
U.S. Senate is not the place to legislate
on problems as complicated as one which
deals with setting up an entirely new
medical program for our aged.
I voted against the Javits amendment
and will vote against the - Anderson
amendment on the basis that neither
proposal as offered here today has ever
had committee consideration and I do
not think they are fully understood.
It is true that both the Senator from
New York [Mr. JAVITS] and the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
offered somewhat similar proposals to
the committee for consideration, but
since that time both have been substantially changed from their original text.
This is an entirely new field upon
which the Government is being asked to
venture and we cannot afford to be
wrong. The Anderson amendment alone
involves the question of adding a new
billion-dollar compulsory medical care
program over and above the provisions
of the bill as approved by the Finance
Committee.
The preelection political atmosphere
which surrounds us here today is cer·
tainly no place in which to approve or
to consider a gigantic new billion-dollar
compulsory health program.
For this reason, without questioning
the sincerity of any of the sponsors of
these two proposals,. and without attempting to discuss either the merits or
demerits of their plans, I think it would
be the better part of wisdom to reject
the Anderson amendment, as we earlier
rejected the Javits amendment, and then
to let the whole question of medical care
go over until next year, at which time
we can have more time to give to the
various suggested programs and give
SUMMARY
them more careful scrutiny.
In summary, it is very clear thatI point out that the committee bill
1. There is a great need for protection
as reported provides adequate protection
against medical costs for the aged.
2. The provisions in the proposed b111 will for medical care for all the aged in
not meet this need.
America who need such aid and who
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cannot afford it without some such assistance. Furthermore, the bill as ·reported by our committee provides such
assistance under the already established
State agencies on a cost sharing basis
between the Federal Government and
the States.
In the interest of good sound legisla·
tion in this field I think that both these
proposals should be rejected by the
Senate.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Texas.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
this 2d session of the 86th Congress
is considering many serious problems affecting the well-being of the citizens of
the United States, but no other issue
touches the heartstrings, the pocketbooks, and physical ~nd mental pain
and anguish of so many millions, as does
this Medical Care Act.
Our work here today is watched with
mingled anguish, suspense, and hope.
Our problem here today is to see
whether the social organization of society
keeps some semblance of pace with the
advance of science. Civilized people
have advanced from pastoral and agrarian societies through an industrial revolution into the scientific age, but our
governmental and social advance has
been so much slower than our scientific
advance that the machinery of society is
not geared smoothly.
The question we are trying to resolve here today is whether, or how, as
the elective representatives of freemen,
we will act to see that social progress
keeps pace with miraculous; modern
medical progress.
One of the proudest achievements of
American medical science is that it has
lengthened the lifespan of ow· people.
Today there are 16 million Americans,
1 out of every 11 citizens, who are
over 65 years of age. By 1980 there will
be 25 million Americans in this over65-year age group.
America as a nation is proud to have
the finest physicians and hospital facilities in the history of man. But it is not
proud of the fact that with all our
great medical advances, we have not
yet worked out a plan by which the majority of elderly Americans can afford
medical care. Until we take corrective
action, medical achievement made in
the name of humanity is, to a very large
degree, progress only for those who can
afford to pay the price.
We do not need to launch some new
and untriect program in order to bring
decent medical care within the reach
of Americans. It seems clear to me that
the general answer is a prepay plan
where the people can put aside money
in their productive and healthy years
to meet the medical costs that are sure
to come later. Under the leadership of
the late great President Franklin D.
Roosevelt the great system of social
security, the plan for "security with
dignity," was adopted by the Congress
a quarter of a century ago.
We are commemorating the first quarter century of that accomplishment.
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It is entirely logical, reasonable, and
vital that we apply this principle to
medical care for the aged.
The Anderson amendment performs
this task by calling for an extension of
the social security system. It seeks to
eliminate wasteful expenses and procedural roadblocks that would develop in
the creation of new agencies in many
of the 50 States, each with its own
method of operation and its individual
standards.
The Anderson amendment would set
up no new, untried, and costly measilre.
The Anderson amendment is a financially sound pay-as-you-go plan. Funds
would be placed in a separate medical
insurance account in the present oldage and survivors insurance fund; additional administration would be kept at
a minimum, while the process of collecting and disbursing funds would be handled by persons already experienced in
such procedures. In brief, this extension of the Social Security Act would
enable over 9 million elderly citizens to
secure financial aid for medical carein 1961-without forcing our citizens to
pay the cost of unnecessary administrative practices.
Just how badly needed this program
is can be graphically illustrated by the
present failure of our States to provide
adequate medical programs for the aged.
It is unrealistic to suppose that every
State will appropriate adequate sums
from its already overtaxed treasury to
match Federal grants. The record
shows they have not done this in the
past. The following statistics from the
minority report of the Senate Finance
Committee report, August 19, 1960, at
page 282, speak for themselves, and I
ask unanimous consent to have this
matter printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
MEDICAL CARE PROVISIONS OF STATE OLD-AGE
ASSISTANCE PLANS
(Source: Bureau o! Public Assistance,
Social Securlty Administration, June 1960.)
No direct payments made !or medical care
(eight): Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Delaware,
Georgia, Kentucky (to be changed January
1, 1.961), South Dakota, and Texas.
Direct payments !or hospital care only
(three): Missouri, North Carolina, Tennessee.
Direct payments for nursing home care
only (two} : Idaho, Vermont (New Jersey also
makes vendor payments for nursing home
care).
Direct payments !or hospital care and
nursing home care only (four): Maine,
Nebraska, South Carolina, and Virginia.
Direct payments for other items-no more
than two (four): Florida (hospital care and
drugs), Hawaii (hospital care and other, not
specified), Iowa (practitioner and drugs),
and Montana (practitioner and drugs).
More than two but less than comprehensive medical care through direct payments
(13}: Arkansas, California,t Colorado, Louisiana,1 Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Mexico,2 Oklahoma, Pennsylvania,! Utah,2
West Virginia, 2 and Wyoming.

Direct or money payments !or all essential items (16}: Connecticut, Dllnois, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Washington, Wisconsin.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The table shows
that direct payments for hospital care
are made by only three States, and only
two States make direct payments for
nursing home care. Only four States
make direct payments for hospital care
and nursing home care only. Four
States make direct payments for other
items. Only 16 States make comprehensive medical payments under the
present permissive payments of the oldage pension plan.
Less than one-third of our States provide full coverage; eight States make no
direct payments for medical care at all.
The citizens of the 34 States not blessed
with comprehensive programs deserve
some measure of immediate relief. Right
now the older citizens of my own State
of Texas are losing $19.7 million a year
from their old-age assistance checks
because the State has been unwilling to
match Federal funds already appropriated and waiting in the U.S. Treasury.
Other States are in the same condition.
I am unwilling to make these old people
suffer just because they live in a State
with a government slow to meet its social
responsibilities.
The Anderson amendment insures that
in 1961, all the 9,185,000 citizens over 68
years of age eligible for social security
benefits will be certain of financial aid
for medical care, regardless of the economic condition of the State in which
they reside.
Mr. President, the urgency of this situation demands action. The amended
version of H.R. 12580, as presented by the
Finance Committee, although helpful
and a vast improvement over the House
bill, does not go far enough.
Our 16 million citizens over 65 years
of age are in a dire situation. With 3
out of every 5 individuals in this age
range having a yearly income of less than
$1,000, and with over 50 percent of the
married couples having a combined income of less than $2,600, when one considers that the average hospital bill for
patients from 65 to 69 is $406, the situation becomes even more critical. That
does not include catastrophic illnesses.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD at this
point a letter to the New York Times
written by Frank Van Dyke, assistant
professor, School of Public Health and
Administrative Medicine, Columbia University, published in the New York Times
of August 22.
There being no objection, the letter
to the editor was ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:
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bases this conclusion and several others
which are contrary to existing evidence on
new research performed by a team, headed
by a professor o! sociology of Emory University in Atlanta who is also a consultant
to the American Medical Association. Dr.
Larson also said "Congress should take note"
of this new report.
In iny view, neither Congress nor anyone
else should take note of the report until
there has been time to subject it to scientific
review.
The timing of this report, just before a
vote in the Senate on a health insurance
bill for older citizens, smacks of public relations rather than scientific inquiry.
A second and more important point is
that the results of this survey as reported in
the Times contradict the statistics of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and findings of independent studies.
During the past 2 years, Senator McNAMARA's Subcommittee on Problems of the
Aged and Aging has received thousands of
pages of testimony on the financial status
of the aged, the number of persons enrolled
in voluntary health insurance plans, and
the actual health status of the aged. The
conclusions which can be drawn from the
testimony (and which conftict with the
American Medical Association consultant's
study) are:
Most people over age 65 have a money income of less than $1,000 a year.
Most people over age 65 have no health
insurance.
Most people over age 65 who do have
health insurance have coverage which will
pay for only a portion of a hospital or
doctor's b111.
The health status of most people over
age 65 is poor compared with that of persons in younger age groups.
The cost of medical care for persons over
age 65 is, on an average, three times that
o! the population at large. This is the
result of higher incidence o! 1llness and
prolongation o! 1llness.
FRANK VAN DYKE.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Professor Van
Dyke states:
Most people over age 65 have a money income o! less than $1,000 a year.

That means more than half the people over age 65 have a money income of
less than a thousand dollars a year.
Professor Van Dyke also states:
Most people over 65 have no health
insurance.

That means over half of them.
Most people over age 65 who do have
health insurance have coverage which will
pay !or only a portion of a hospital or doctor's bill.
The health status of most peopl-e over age
65 is poor .c ompared with that o! persons in
younger age groups.
The cost of medical care !or persons over
age 65 is, on an average, three times that of
the population at large.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
may I have 1 more minute?
Mr; ANDERSON. I yield 1 more min[From the New York Times, Aug. 22, 1960]
ute to the Senator from Texas.
MEDICAL CARE FOR AGED-STATEMENT OF
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Our senior citAMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION HEAD DISizens have limited incomes, yet their
PUTED
medical expenses are the most costly.
To the EDITOR OF THE NEW YORK TIMES:
The Times of August 15 reports that Dr. These are people who are eligible for
1 Hospital care provided through public
Leonard Larson, president-elect of the Amer- help now; if H.R. 12580 is enacted as
hospitals.
ican Medical Association, stated that "most reported, some would have to wait until
ll Scope of services defined broadly, but
persons over the age of 65 do not want a their State could plan, present, and
quantity very low.
Government program of health care." He finance some type of program.
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But, even then, Mr. President, a debasing indignity would await every citizen who might desire aid for medical
care. Our senior citizens should not
have to put themselves in a classification
of indigency in order to receive necessary benefits for their survival.
The Anderson amendment provides a
:financially sound and realistically conceived program to provide medical care
for all eligible citizens over 68 years old
who need it. Its coverage is extensive,
and it is a concrete coverage, not a hypothetical estimate. Over 9 million citizens will be able to receive medical aid
in 1961 at age 68. In the future a larger
and larger perc·e ntage of our population
will automatically become eligible for
this assistance.
These people will not have to await
the oiling of rusty State machinery before securing the means to a healthy
existence.
The Anderson amendment is not a
substitute, Mr. President. It is an insurance policy that guarantees to at
least 9 million people the unqualified
right to financial ·assistance for· medical
care.
Everything provided in the Kenamendment is still available unimpaired
if the Anderson amendment is adopted.
The States will have every opportunity to establish additional programs for
those who are not eligible for social security benefits. I am convinced-th~t the
fully :financed plan proposed by Senator
ANDERSON, · whic)l allows . individuals to
provide for their future medical needs, is
a badly needed improvement on the proposals now before us. I therefore urge
the adoption of this amendment.
Mr. President, this is not charity. The
amendment creates a right. It is vitally important that that point be· established. The Anderson amendment would
establish medical care as a matter of
right. We know that prior to the establishment of the Railroad Retirement Act
it was a question whether a man could
get on the pension roll as a matter of
charity, because there was usually a
strange way in which the man would lose
out at the last minute ju's t before he was
entitled to retirement. State laws have
a way of being administered in the same
way. Under social security the old people will get assistance as a matter of
right; they will not have to come in,
cringing, begging for help. We know
that some of these investigators run
their fingers under the table and say,
"You are chewing gum. That is a luxury. We must cut your payments.",
We ought to vote assistance as a matter of right, so that people can come in
as a matter of right, and not as a matter of charity.
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Oregon.
Mr. MORSE . . Mr. President, I rise
for the purpose of making an announcement which will be of interest to ·au
Senators who believe in the soundness
and importance of the Railroad Retirement system and who are in favor of
increasing the benefits to those who are
eligible.
I have on my desk amendments to the
Railroad Retirement Act. The purpose
of these amendments is to provide the

same inpatient hospital services, skilled
nursing home services, health services
and outpatient hospital diagnostic services as would be provided under the
Anderson-Kennedy amendments which
are about to be voted upon. I have conferred with the Senator from New Mexico and the Senator from Massachusetts
who are most anxious to extend these
benefits to those eligible to receive railroad retirement benefits in the manner
that I am proposing. Because of the
parliamentary situation, it is not my
present intention to offer these railroad
retirement amendments to the AndersonKennedy amendments prior to the vote
which will be held shortly. I am, however, serving notice upon the Senate that
adoption of the Anderson-Kennedy
amendments will afford the membership
the opportunity to provide for similar
benefits to those under the railroad retirement system.
I expect to describe these amendments
in more detail later at the appropriate
time. However, I think one point should
be noted with ·r espect to the method of
financing these new benefits. The new
program would be financed by raising
the rate of employment taxes on railroad workers and employers by the same
number of percentage points as the employment taxes would be raised on the
covered social security workers and their
employers. This device has the enthusiastic backing of the Railroad Brotherhoods who represent the bulk of the employees in question, and I am informed
that the carriers have interposed no ob~
jection to having railroad employees
treated similarly to employees under the
social security system with respect to
the benefits under question. Moreover,
it has the virtue of appealing to all those
interested in a proper increase in bene:flts to railroad workers and those who
are retired under the Railroad Retirement ·system..
I think this statement o"Q.ght to be
made before the vote, because many
questions are being raised as to whether
we would be disCliminating against the
railroad workers of the country; if we
did not add my amendments to. the bill
if the Anderson-Kennedy amendment
passes. My amendment will see to it
that they receive the same fair treatment as others receive under the Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
·
Mr. President, I shall vote to support
the Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
Early in 1958 I was the :first to submit in the Senate the companion bill
to the Forand bill in the House. For
many years I h~ve fought for the Forand-Morse principle in the Senate. I
prefer the principle of the ForandMorse bill, enlarged by the McNamara
bill, to the bill we are going to v_ote on
this afternoon.
It has been my position that all people over the age of 65 ,should as a matter
of right receive medical care as a part
of our social security system. The Forand-Morse bill does just that. The McNamara bill also covers those persons
who are not under social security. I
strongly favor that policy as a matter of
social and economic justice to the aged.
However, we all know that the ForandMarse bill and the McNamara bill do not
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have a ghost of a chance passing in this
short ·session of Congress. We have
counted noses. and the votes are not
here. The Anderson-Kennedy amendment is the best we can do now and we
have only a slim chance of passing it.
Here, again, I am a realist, as I was
the other day, when the Senate was debating the minimum wage bill. We must
move as rapidly as we can toward an
objective which I think all constitutional
liberals have in mind; namely, to do
those things necessary legislatively to
promote and protect the welfare of all
of our people as a total population.
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment is
the only step which we have any chance
of taking at this session of Congress
which will bring the principle of medical
assistance to the aged under the social
security system. Without its being under the social security system, I think
any law of this kind would be unwise.
To ine, this is a simple issue. It raises,
again, the principle for which I stand
in the Senate; namely, seeking to work
for that proposal which will translate
into legislation the moral obligations
which we owe to the people of the country. Here, again, is another example
of our doing for the economic weak what
the economic strong, under the private
enterprise system, should be expected to
do. Here, again, is an obligation of
democratic government to make certain
that the specter of fear which hovers
over the housetops of millions of homes
of the aged will be removed-the fear
that their life earnings will be wiped out
with one serious illness under that rooftop:
Do we mean that this moral issue is
one to which we bow our heads on Sunday, but which we will ·not put into practice on this Tuesday in the Senate of the
United States? The l'Ollcall about to
take place will put Senators on the record. The people must hold' them responsible in the November elections. ~
am sure they will not forget the record
made in the rollcall about to be held.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, ! ·yield
7 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from New York~
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, now that
the vote has been taken on my alternative plan to the Anderson amendment
and the strictly party line nature of this
issue here is clear, I wish to make some
observations with respect to my vote on
the Anderson amendment which is now
pending. First, to stress the amrmative,
I am convinced that an effective plan
giving adequate medical care to our older
citizens over 65 is now assured, whether
it takes place at this brief session of
Congress or early in the next" session.
The backing of both candidates for the
presidency and the support which is evident on the Republican side for my proposal and which I have little doubt will
be evident on the Democratic side for
the Anderson proposal, assure it; namely,
that the older citizens of our country will
have a very effective, very adequate medical care plan within the very near
future.
At the very least, what has been at. tained is general agreement on the proposition that the rank and :file of older
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citizens are entitled to and will receive
help from the Federal Government in
obtaining an optimum standard of
health care. Under these circumstances
and being deeply motivated to bring
about such a program myself, I have
given the most careful consideration to
the question of how to vote on the Anderson amendment, and I have concluded that at this time, under the intensely political circumstances of this
brief session-which I would be blind
not to see, and so would the American
people-! must vote against it. My reasons are as follows:
First, it is by no means the best plan
which can be developed, even on a social
security basis, and shows clear indications of an effort to make a showing in
this perfervid political atmosphere.
This is confirmed by three points. An
effort is made to trim benefits and therefore to trim costs by setting the eligibility age at 68, but there is no evidence
that age 68 meets the need which is just
as great at 65. In its emphasis upon
hospitalization, the Anderson plan taxes
further the already overburdened hospital facilities in practically every place
in the country. Aside from creating
frustration and dissatisfaction there is
even the danger of physical harm in
overtaxing the hospitals with older citizens on long waiting lists for the hospital
beds Uncle Sam promised. In its failure
to emphasize preventive care, the Anderson plan fails to satisfy the absolutely
essential need of 85 to 90 percent of the
aged in order to meet the needs of the
remaining 10 percent.
Second, the Anderson plan is not based
upon the varying medical facilities and
opportunities available in the different
States, but strives for a national program
which at the very least in view· of the
unequal nature of medical facilities in
different parts of the country must lead
to inherent discrimination, injustice, and
frustraiing delays.
Third, it fails to preserve effectively
the existing structure of medical care
under which over 127 million Americans-72 percent of the population-are
now the beneficiaries. Indeed, this is
shown most markedly by the failure to
give the beneficiary a cash alternative
enabling him to acquire his own health
protection or pay for his own health services. This would seem to be elementary
if the concept of social security were
really being carried out. It is also noteworthy that the cash option is a vital
element in the approval of the social
security approach by Governor Rockefeller of New York-and I yield to no
one in my respect for the Governor of
my State-which has been cited so often
here as authority for the Anderson position.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. KEATING. That alternative, if
I understand correctly, is the third alternative in the proposal advanced by my
distinguished colleague frDm New York.
Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is exactly
correct. I thank the Senator.
Fourth, it taxes the population at the
lowest end of the earnings scale, reach-

ing thereby only 60 percent of the country's taxable income instead of spreading the tax load on the whole population for a benefit to the aged population
through appropriations from the general
revenue. In addition, for some time the
people who get the benefits will not have
done the paying under the social security system, yet the system as originally
designed made at least an effort to do
that and not even an effort is being
made here.
Fifth, it makes a profound sociological change in our country, inaugurating
a national health scheme in practical
effect which is quite inconsistent with
our private concept of health care, and
yet there is inadequate preparation for
it and a program heavily imbalanced in
hospital not preventive care. And notwithstanding the open and practically
universal opposition of the doctors, this
is to be done in a highly political atmosphere when the time in which the
beneficiaries can enjoy the plan probably cannot be accelerated at all and
will have to await a new administration
which could very much more thoughtfully recommend the details of a plan
of its own.
Finally, it is for all practical purposes an invitation to vote-an invitation which will do no one any good and
everyone great harm because the whole
bill will have to be vetoed; hence, social
security improvements and the medical
plan for the 2,400,000 on old-age assistance and the 500,000 to 1 million who
could be beneflted by the medically indigent provisions will go down tile drain,
too.
I cannot see under these circumstances how the path of responsibility
can lead to any other than a negative
vote. I realize and feel very keenly that
many of our older citizens want very
much to have the bill passed at this session with a social security approach. I
respect and honor them and believe that
the whole matter of medical care for
the aged has now been brought to such
a point where an adequate and truly
responsible plan will without question
become Federal law soon after a new
administration takes over. In this connection I restate the principles of such
a plan which I have supported and which
I will continue to support as the basis for
a sound and complete plan-but without
being doctrinaire even about that.
Emphasis on preventive care with
physicians services and first-cost coverage.
Eligibility for all over 65.
Voluntary participation.
State plans with Federal matching so
that we can build on existing facilities.
Federal help out of general revenues.
These are the basic principles of the
medical care plan for the aged I urge
most strongly.
Whatever may be the strong feelings
among many older citizens on this subject, they are neither improvident nor
unfair; hence, I believe they should see
the logic and justice of this position.
Besides, I do not believe that they would
wish to see endangered by a veto which
the President would most regretfully
have to make-at this stage in the face

of an imminent presidential campaignthe early benefit to those among them
who are truly in the most urgent need
of medical care and who will get material help if at least the committee bill
becomes law.
I do not think anyone can· be doctrinaire about this matter, least of all myself. It may be that we shall find, as I
said, a proper meeting ground between
the ideas of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] and myself. But,
Mr. President, after looking at the vote
on my proposal, I think all the country
can see what is happening here. This
will be a straight political issue-Democrats .against Republicans-with very
little chance of anything else happening.
I do not wish to be a party to seeing our
elder people caught at those swords'
points. I do not think it is necessary. I
think they can be absolutely certain that
they will have an adequate plan for medical care in view of the positions of both
parties and both presidential candidates
on this issue.
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, since we have come
down to the last speakers, that I may
suggest the absence of a quorum, the
time for the quorum call to be charged
to neither side.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Tpe Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:
Aiken
All ott
Anderson
Bartlett
Bennett
Bible
Bridges
Burdick
Bush
Butler
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va
Cannon
Capehart
Carlson
Carroll
Case, N.J.
Case, S. Dale
Chavez
Church
Clark
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
bodd
Douglas
Dworshak
Eastland
Ellender
Engle
Ervin

[No. 306]
Fong
Frear
Goldwater
Gore
Green
Gruening
Hart
Hartke
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hill
Holland
Hruska
Humphrey
Jackson
Javits
Johnson, Tex.
Jordan
Keating
Kefauver
Kennedy
Kerr
Kuchel
Lausche
Long, Hawaii
Long, La.
Luslc
McCarthy
McClellan
McNamara
Magnuson
Mansfield

Monroney
Morse
Morton
Moss
Mundt
Murray
Muskie
O'Mahoney
Pastore
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Robertson
Russell
Saltonstall
Schoeppel
Scott
Smathers
Smith
Sparkman
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Wiley
Williams, Del .
Williams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young,-N. Dak.
Young, Ohio

The PRESIDING OF'FICER. A quorum is present.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 8 minutes to the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, may we have order in the Chamber, please.
The PRESIDING· OF'F'ICER. The
Senate will be in order. The Senator
from Massachusetts is recognized for 8
minutes.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I think
this vote involves·a most important principle. I listened with great interest to
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the speech of the Sen a tor from New York
[Mr. JAVITS] whom I regard as one of
the most constructive Members of this
body. He did state a political truththat this Congress meets in highly political circumstances. He did suggest it
appears that on this issue there may be
a party line vote.
. I will say to the Senate, I believe it
will be impossible for us to secure the
passage of this amendment-or at least
it will make it diffi.cult-as well as other
pieces of proposed legislation, unless we
can receive the support of at least five or
six of the Senators on the other side of
the aisle. If the Senators on the other
side of the aisle vote a straight party
vote on this issue, I would say we shall
have an uphill fight, and I would say it
would be difficult for the Anderson
amendment to pass. I hope that will not
be true, because if that is true then I
think we are really stating that this Congress cannot really move in the next 2
weeks, that we cannot pass legislation
because of disputes between our parties
as to the coming elections, the difficulties
involved in the procedures between the
House and Senate, and the fact of having
a President of the opposite party to the
dominant party in the Congress.
It may be that the Senator from New
York is correct. I do not in any sense
criticize him. He may be stating facts.
If he is stating facts, I think we can
determine it on this vote. If we cannot
pass the Anderson amendment, in my
judgment, I think it means we are going
to have an extremely difficult time passing any progressive legislation in this
session of Congress. Then I think we
should take the matter to the people of
this country in October and November,
in the election, to let them make the decision as to which way they wish to go.
Then we can come back to Congress in
January, Whoever is President I hope
will commit himself to the social security
principle, which I regard as essential.
I can imagine nothing more unwise
than for this Congress to pass the pending bill and to accept the principle that
the Federal Government and the States
will operate with all the different standards which are going to be set up in the
various States, with some States participating and many not participating.
That would not solve the problem at all.
We use the phrase in the report that
people will get such assistance if they
are medically indigent, but we do not say
what the standard is. If a couple has
saved $1,000, and the wife happens to
get cancer and is sick for 6 months or
7 months, do the couple have to spend
their savings before they are eligible for
assistance? In some States they will.
In some States they will not.
We have a chance to do what was done
in 1935-to place this under a system the
people themselves will pay for, to make
it self-liquidating rather than to lay
down a burden which could conceivably,
if the principle were fully implemented,
cost $2 billion a year for both the Federal
Government and the States.
The people themselves will pay for
the program under the social security
principle.
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It may be that we shall not pass this
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, if
measure tonight. It may be that if we we stop the time at 6 o'clock we are
did we could not get an agreement in charging the time.
conference. It may be that if we got an
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
agreement in conference the President raised the question only after a discuswould not sign the bill. There is not · sion with the Parliamentarian.
any doubt that the roadblocks in the
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presiface of this proposed legislation in the dent, there is no dispute about the matnext 2 weeks are hard. Therefore, I do ter. May we have unanimous consent
not go into this vote on this measure in a that the vote come at 6:22 p.m.?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
spirit of high optimism, but I say we
might as well vote. We might as well objection to the request of the Senator
determine whether this Congress is going from Texas? The Chairs hears none,
to move in this session or whether per- and it is so ordered.
haps we should go home, whether we
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
then should put it up to the people to 30 minutes to the distinguished Senator
make their determination, and come from Oklahoma [Mr. KERRL
back in January and commit ourselves
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
on that occasion to the social security Senator from Oklahoma is recognized for
principle.
30 minutes.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thank
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President-The PRESIDING OFFICER. The the Senator from Illinois.
Senator from Dlinois is recognized.
I am happy to have the opportunity
Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to ask to discuss the issues involved in the bill
the distinguished Senator from New and in the Anderson amendment. ·
Mexico if he has other speakers.
I have the greatest of respect for the
Mr. ANDERSON. There are other sponsors of the amendment. I know
speakers, but the Senator from lllinois they are sincere. I know they are
has more time remaining. Therefore, I earnest. I know they are fighting for
yield to the Senator.
what they believe to be the welfare of
Mr. DIRKSEN. The diffi.culty arises the people of the United States.
from the fact that the unanimous-conI will say to my good friend from
sent agreement requires a vote at 6 Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] that the
o'clock. The time otherwise would run term "medically indigent" is not in the
beyond 6 o'clock, because the quorum bill. The proposed legislation is not
call was not chargeable to either side. limited to persons who could qualify
I think we ought to keep the RECORD under the term "medically indigent."
straight.
The provisions of the amendment
Mr. ANDERSON. I thought the un- which is in the committee bill are availderstanding was we would go beyond 6 able to every citizen in this country 65
o'clock, in view of the quorum call.
years of age or older if he comes under
Mr. DIRKSEN. I would have no ob- a program adopted by his own State, if
jection.
medical, hospital, doctor or dental care
Mr. ANDERSON. We had a definite is needed by him or by her. I remind
time. The Senator from New Mexico Senators that is not the case with referhad 24 minutes and yielded 8 minutes to ence to the provisions of the Anderson
the Senator from Massachusetts, so he amendment.
It has been said on the ftoor that mednow has 16 minutes remaining. The
Senator from Dlinois has about 30 min- ical care should be available to the aged
utes remaining.
as a matter of right. I remind Senators
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The of the great number of people to whom
Chair will state that there remain 38 medical care would not be available as
minutes to the opponents and 19 min- a ma.tter of right under the Anderson
utes to the proponents, if the time for amendment. It would not be available
the quorum call is not charged to either to any citizen unless he or she were on
the social security rolls, no matter how
side.
The unanimous-consent agreement great the need might be. It would not
states that the vote will be taken not be available to any citizen unless such
later than 6 o'clock p.m. A request in citizen were 68 years of age, not 65, no
that regard was not included in the Sen- matter how great the need might be.
ator's request that the time for the It would not be available to any citizen
quorum call not be charged to either until July 1, 1961, and then for hospital
side. There was no request to modify care only, and then for 120 days only,
the voting time.
with the beneficiary paying the first $75
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- of the cost of such hospital care.
The additional benefits under the bill,
dent, that was my understanding. I
came to the desk and inquired, and I other than hospital care, for not to exwas informed that the quorum call had ceed 120 days, in which the beneficiary
been made and the time would not be would pay the first $75 of cost, would not
charged to either side, but would merely be available to any citizen until January
be added to the time at 6 o'clock. How 1, 1962.
long would it require?
I say to my great friend, the Senator
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], for
Senator from Illinois requested that the whom I have as much respect as for any
time for the quorum call not be charged other Senator, that he is my standard
to either side, but the Senator neglected bearer. I am supporting him. But he
to make the request that the time be does not need to talk about the !neonadded on to the time at 6 o'clock for the venience of having to come back here
vote. The quorum call required 22 min- next year to add additional benefits to
utes.
those provided in the committee bill, be-

1960

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE

ca~e the amendment he sponsored
would provide no benefits until 6 months
after the beginning of the new year, and
then but a very limited number of benefits.
·
The benefits provided by the committee bill would be available on October 1,
1960. Even after January 1, 1962, the
only additional benefits provided by the
Anderson amendment would be nursing
home services upon transfer from the
hospital for not to exceed 240 days, less
twice the number of days the beneficiary
had to spend in the hospital, for which
the beneficiary would have had to pay
the first $75 in cost; home health services, including visiting nurse services;
practical nurse or occupational therapist; and outpatient diagnostic services.
In other words, if the Anderson
amendment becomes law, it will no-t
provide a doctor for the beneficiary, a
surgeon for the beneficiary, or a dentist
for the beneficiary, unless the doctor,
surgeon, or dentist would give those services as a part of the hospital care. Senators know that such services on an adequate basis are not available as a part of
the hospital care. Under the committee
bill, on the contrary, those services would
be available to every aged person in every
State that would accept and implement
this program, including inpatient hospital services without the $120 limitation
and without requiring the patient to pay
the first $75; skilled nursing home services, without limitation or chargeoff by
r~ason of having spent some time in a
hospital; phyl)icians' services; outpatient
hospital services; home health care services; private duty nursing services; physical therapy; and related services, dental
services, laborabry and X-ray services,
prescribed drugs, eyeglasses, dentures,
and prosthetic devices; diagnostic
screening, preventive services, and any
other medical care or remedial care
recognized under State law, so that a
State may, if it wishes to do so, include
medical services provided by osteopaths,
chiropractors, optometrists, and remedial services provided · by Christian
Science practitioners.
We are not alone confronted with
voting on the Anderson amendment. We
are confronted with the certainty that
if the Anderson amendment is agreed to
and sent as a part of the proposed legislation to the President, we shall have no
legislation this year. Is· there a Senator
who believes that the President of the
United States would sign the bill if the
Anderson amendment were made a part
of it? Then we are carrying out platform pledges or campaign pledges or
convictions that we have for need, if we
endanger a truly great bill by adding to
it a provision which, if agreed to by Congress, would not only be self-defeating,
so far as the provision itself is concerned,
but for the bill in its entirety?
The distinguished Senator from Ohio
asked the Senator from New Mexico,
What about the aged not covered by the
Anderson amendment?
My great
friend, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERSON], said that they WOUld
be provided for by the Kerr-Frear
amendment, meaning the committee

amendment. That would not be so, however, if the Anderson amendment were
agreed to and sent to the White House,
because both it and the committee bill
would be vetoed.
The Kerr-Frear or committee amendment provides a program for every State
that adopts it, and incentives are present in the bill that the States would find
difficult to resist. It can be passed this
year and it can become law this year.
My great friend the senior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] said that
horrors would be inflicted upon the aged
and sick, for they would be required to
get down on their knees to get hospital
and nursing care. I say that statement
is not founded upon reality, because if
the amendment that the Senator from
Illinois is sponsoring were agreed to,
every aged person not on social security
would still be left on his knees. He
would still leave every person beyond
65, and not yet 68, on his knees.
The fact is that the committee bill
would take people up off of their knees
and let them look the world in the face
and know that under the terms of the
committee bill that is now before the
Senate they can have hospital care,
medical care, doctor's care, surgeon's
care, and dental care, which are not provided in the Anderson amendment.
There are many other provisions in
the bill. The bill would remove the age
50 eligibility requirement for disability
benefits. It would enable 250,000 persons
to draw benefits immediately. That
benefit would go down the drain if the
Anderson amendment should become a
part of the bill and goes to the White
House. It would increase children's benefits and the OASI program from 50 percent of the father's benefit to 75 percent.
Four hundred thousand children will
benefit by that provision. It would go
down the drain if the Anderson amendment should become a part of the bill
and goes to the White House.
The bill would liberalize what those
on social security can earn free of penalty with reference to their social security benefits by increasing the limit from
$1,200 to $1,800 per year. Every member of the committee voted for that provision. I believe every Senator would
like to see it become law. Yet that provision would go down the drain insofar
as the bill is concerned if the Anderson
amendment should become a part of the
bill before it goes to the White House.
Increased coverage under the OASI for
thousands of persons, including 60,000
ministers and 100,000 employees in nonprofit institutions is provided, together
with other liberalizing provisions, including increased authorization for child
welfare programs for retarded children
in our States.
That provision, which is one of the
most progressive elements in the bill,
likewise would go down the drain if the
Anderson amendment were added to the
bill, thereby killing it if it should go to
the White House. I ask again whether
any Senator feels that the proposed
legislation would be signed if the Anderson amendment should accompany it to
the White House as a part of the bill?
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My friend the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DouGLAS] said this is the Eisenhower-Kerr bill.
One of the best things about the bill
is that it is bipartisan in origin. It has
been made clear that this is not the first
choice either of the Republican nominee
for President or the Democratic nominee
for President. However, both nominees
do favor the provisions of the committee
bill, in their language, "as far as it
goes."
If we can achieve this bill on the basis
of that bipartisan support, we will have
gone a long way to show that this is aresponsible Congress, that we have met a
great responsibility in providing a great
program which can be passed and which
can become law, and shall have done so
on the basis that, while it is not the
first choice of either candidate for
President, and while it might not be the
first choice of either political party, the
provisions in it, as the committee brought
the bill to the floor, has the approval
of both parties.
My friend the Senator from Massachusetts-and I again wish to acknowledge my respect and esteem and affection
for him-said that the committee bill
does not go far enough. The members
of the committee would be the first to
recognize that. I do not know what
the first minimum wage bill required as
to the amount.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Twenty-five cents.
Mr. KERR. Some Senators now in the
Chamber were Members of Congress
when that bill was passed. Did they oppose it because it did not go far enough?
I remember the additions we have made
to it down through the years. My friend
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Me ..
CARTHY] talked about the adoption of
the social security bill in eloquent language, showing a remarkable memory
and understanding of it. He spoke of
what a great thing it was.
If we apply the test that it does not
go far enough, we could have said the
same thing about the original social security bill. When the Saviour of the
earth was crucified, did any one object
to it because it did not go far enough, on
the basis that the Resurrection would
also have to occur in order to make salvation available to all mankind around
the world?
Of course the bill does not go far
enough. But since when has a legislative body in a free society turned down
.c onstructive legislation, bearing the approval of both political parties and of
both nominees for President, and of
gre~t men and women everywhere, because it did not go far enough? In my
judgment our duty is to go as far as we
can. We know we can pass the provisions of the committee bill, and we believe it will be accepted by the House
and approved by the President. I presume it is not a violent assumption to
believe that we will be here another year.
If there are provisions which will improve it, and if there are provisions that
would add to it, we can look at them
another year. The Anderson amendment would not become effective, if
adopted and made law, until July 1 next
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year, in part, and January 1, 1962, in · The average annual cost of medical
part. No one, not even its sponsors, care and hospitalization in the United
would claim that even it goes far enough States for a person 65 years of age and
to meet all the objectives that they have over is $250. One can do his own calin mind. Therefore, how can we jeop- culating. If the bill should be fully
ardize a great bill, which we can pass, implemented, the cost would be $2% billion in the first year.
because it does not go far enough?
If we add the Anderson amendment
But there is a very interesting reason
to the bill, we will not be bothered by why, as the able Senator acknowledges,
the Presidential action; we ourselves, by . the committee bill . does not go far
our action, will have pronounced the enough. The States must implement
judgment of its own destruction.
the program and provide matching
I submit that the committee bill is not funds. My Governor tells me today that
enough, but it is a beginning from which Tennessee is not now able to match all
we can look forward to a greater future the assistance funds which are already
and a brighter day for all our people. available to Tennessee, even though the
We must remember the millions that it Federal share under present law is 65
will help, and remember that, if passed, percent.
it will go into effect on October 1 of
What benefit will this bill make availthis year, and that it can be made avail- able to the State of Tennessee? In what
able to every State in the Union, with way will it benefit the State of West
the tremendous incentive of up to 80 Virginia and other States? The Social
percent of the cost.
Security Administration has told me
Therefore, in the sense of the highest that one-half of the States are now unresponsibility, in the sense of rising able to match in full the funds already
above political differences, in the sense available, most of it on practically a
of marching in the direction of meet- 2-to-1 basis. Yes, there is an interesting the needs of 16 million aged in ing reason why the bill does not go far
our country, let us pass the committee enough. Fortunately, some States are
bill as it is before us, and then look for- blessed with abundant economic reward to another day for such amend- sources. For them, the bill will be a
ments or improvements as any of us bonanza. For the old people in 25
hopes might be made.
States, it may be an empty and hollow
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I promise.
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
The Senator from Oklahoma has critTennessee [Mr. GoRE J.
icized the Anderson amendment. We
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, my warm, . have found flaws in the committee bill.
great friend, the Senator from Okla- But it is only by a combination of the
homa, has stated that the committee two that we can make this program truly
bill does not go far enough. That is a national in character.
very interesting statement. If we look · Mr. President, those of us who
at page 6 of the committee report we
sponsoring the Anderson-Kennedy
find, in the fourth paragraph, that the are
amendment are not trying to deny to
bill would cover "all medically needy the
old people of Louisiana or of Oklaaged 65 or over."
or of any other State any of the
I digress to say that the phrase "med- homa
provided in the committee bill.
ically indigent" is not used in the bill, benefits
Then
why
they not so generous with
as the Senator from Oklahoma has said, us? If we are
are
not trying, as we are not
but the term "medically needy" is used trying, to substitute
the Anderson
in the report. I looked at the definition
amendment for the committee amendof "indigent" in Webster's Dictionary, ment;
if we are seeking only to add the
and the definition of that word is Anderson
amendment to the committee
"needy."
thereby providing beneftts
I should like to read three sentences amendment,
and making medical care available to
from the report:
the old in all 50 States, where is their
It would cover all medically needy aged generosity? Where is their concern for
65 or overthe national character of the social
Now I skip to the first sentence in the security program?
next paragraph:
Mr. President, I call upon Senators
A State may, it it wishes, disregard ln across the aisle not to consider this as
whole or part, the existence of any income a partisan question. I ask them to think
or resources, of an individual for medical of the welfare of the 9 million old
assistancepeople in need of medical care.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Now I turn to the top of page 7, betime of the Senator from Tennessee has
ginning with the first full sentence:
The State has a wide latitude to establish expired.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
the standard o! need !or medical assistance
as long at it ts a reasonable standard con- yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CARROLL].
sistent with the objectives of the title.
Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I asNow I turn to page 9 of the report.
I wish to raise the question of how re- sociate myself with the remarks of the
markable it is that the committee bill able Senator from Tennessee. Colorado
does not go far enough. At the top of is one of the fortunate States about
which the Senator from Tennessee has
page 9 we find this language:
spoken. We have a far more compreUnder the revised title I, State plans (with hensive medical care program than is
Federal matching funds) could provide potential protection under the new program contained in the bill. The Kerr-Frear
of medical assistance for the aged to as amendment would be of great benefit to
many as 10 million persons aged 61S and my State. Nevertheless, like the able
over.
Senator from Tennessee, I could not,
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in good conscience, deny the value. of
the amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico and the Senator from Massachusetts. Why?_ Because it moves into
a new field.
· It extends coverage in a new fteld, a
field which many States, which are not
financially capable, have not been able to
cover through sound medical care programs for needy people.
I listened with great respect to the
statement of the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] about the
medical indigents. There would be no
State medical program in Colorado unless a need basis were established. This
is the real issue in this fight. The able
Senator from Massachusetts has said it.
For 10 years we have been trying to
provide medical assistance through the
social security program. This is a basic
issue. Of course, I accept the KerrFrear amendment; but to make it more
fully effective and equitable throughout
the Nation, it is necessary to attach to it
the Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
The Kerr-Frear amendment is really
an effort to sweeten and expand the public welfare program year after year after
year; to escape what some think are the
sinister consequences of bringing our
people abruptly into a contributory system to provide for their own health
needs.
I say, in answer to the Senator from
Oklahoma, Let the President veto the
bill. The aged of this country have suffered through the years. They will be
patient while we carry the issue to the
country. Then we will come back here
and enact a comprehensive program.
This is the way to fight the issue. Let us
go to the people. We will come back
in January. I believe the people will be
on the side of those who will sustain
the Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
I commend the able Senator from
Oklahoma and the able Senator from
Delaware for their amendment. It is
a good amendment. It would greatly
help my State. But I also want to help
the 45,062 people in my State who are
receiving social security old-age benefits
but who do not meet the medical needs
test and hence do not qualify for any
medical care program. Can I deny them
this sort of program? Can I vote against
providing them an opportunity to participate in a medical program which
would meet their needs? That is what
I would be doing unless I accepted the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment.
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, how
much time remains on my side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has 18 minutes
remaining.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, I believe the debate has made it
perfectly clear that the issue before us
is whether we shall give the aged people of the country, who are unable to
pay medical bills, .a medical program;
or whether we shall give them a pollti·
cal issue between now and next January. The issue can still be taken to the
country. Both sides can discuss the
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issue. -But are we to pass a bill which
will be vetoed by the President, and
which even if it became law will not pay
anyone's medical bills between now and
June of next year, during which time
Congress can act again, if it . cares to
act?
The bill before us would place every
State in the Nation in a position to do
at least twice as much for the aged as
it is doing at present.
The poorer States, which complain
that they are not as well able to put
up the money as are States which
have a higher per capita income, would
be in a position to have the Federal
Government contribute as much as 80
percent of the cost. They could increase what they are doing for their
aged by as much as 400 percent, even
though they did not contribute an additional nickel over and above what
they are contributing at this time.
There are indications in the committee
report as to how that would be done.
In some States, the funds made available would be more than necessary,
even if the States do not increase appropriations to take care of the aged in
those States.
What is now proposed to be added to
the bill? Something which will contribute an important controversial issue of compulsory health insurance.
This is something which should be taken
to the people. They should have an
opportunity to pass upon it, because under the proposal all working people
would be taxed in order to take care of
some of the aged, because of all those
who are aged and retired today:, only a
portion are under social security.
Those who are not under social security, no matter how needy they may
be, would not be assisted by the Anderson amendment which is sought to be
added to the bill.
For example, the Anderson amend;.
ment would put a tax on a workingman
and his family having an income of $100
a month. They would be taxed one-half
of 1 percent of the payroll. It would
work like a hidden sales tax. The consumers would pay the whole thing.
They would be paying one-half of 1 percent of their income to pay for the medical assistance in many cases to someone
who is well able to pay his own medical
bill.
I know of large numbers of people who
have substantial incomes and who are
well able to pay their medical bills. I
am sure that if a close relative of any
Member of this body sustained a large
medical bill, that relative would receive
assistance from the Member. The same
would be true of Members of the House
and of members of other professions
If the States wish to do so, they can
provide that such persons need not be
cared for by relatives who are well able
to pay. However, merely because the
Federal Government will pay the bill
does not mean that we will escape paying our share. If we vote for this proposal, we shall vote to impose more taxes
on ourselves in order to pay that bill.
How many people would rather pay
their own bills than to have the Federal
Government tax everyone to pay the
CVI--1083

bills? · The cost would not be any
·cheaper merely because a man was taxed
to pay his medical bill than it would be
if he were allowed to pay his own medical bill.
Generally speaking, I am constrained
to believe that most persons who are well
able to take care of their own medical
expenses would just as soon do it as to
have Uncle Sam be the middle man and
charge them extra taxes plus the expense of collecting the money, and then
l.a ck money to pay the bill under Federal standards. Under the Anderson
amendment, the poor man will have to
dig down into his own pocket and take
money needed for his wife and children
in order to pay an extra social security
tax to provide for many persons who
have no real need at all. I should like
to see something done to extend this assistance to those who need it particu:..
larly to those in mental hospitals. But
the approach based on providing such
care to those who need it is the approach
taken by this bill ; and that is all we shall
be able to do between now and next year.
I would rather see that done, rather
than to have such payments made to
those who may not need them.
As a matter of fact, I know that in my
own State, 57 percent of the people over
65. receiving such old-age assistance are
today in a position to pay and automatically receive the benefits of this bill.
We should provide that others who need
to have their medical bills paid can receive this aid. That is all we can do at
this time.
Certainly the best thing we can do
now is to provide for the giving of this
aid to those who need it, rather than
provide a political issue for the next 9
months.
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recognized for 2 minutes.
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Louisiana has stated
the issue very clearly. The issue is
whether we have medical care for the
aged or whether we have a political issue.
For myself, I will support a medicalaid plan for the aged of the Nation; a.nd I
compliment the Senator from Oklahoma
EMr. KERR] and the other Senators who
have joined him in sponsoring the committee's bill for coming forward with a
bill which the Senator from Oklahoma
says frankly may not be adequate, but
nevertheless the long step in the right
direction, and I believe will provide the
medical care immediately and will put
the administration into the hands of the
States, rather than establish another
great Federal bureaucracy, as would be
done under the Anderson amendment
or the Forand bill, as we know it.
I supported the plan proposed by the
·distinguished · Senator from New York
[Mr. JAVITSJ beca~se I thought it was
a sound one. I still think it is.
But now I support the committee bill;
and I hope that the great majority of
the Members of the Senate will support
the committee bill and will oppose the
Anderson amendment.
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield such time as he may need to the
·senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH].
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have a statement
.by me in support of the Anderson
amendment printed at this point in the
RECORD.
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHURCH

I support the Anderson-Kennedy amendment. I should like to explain briefly some
of my reasons for doing so.
- In my own State of Idaho, as in the rest
·of the United States, the percentage of
population over 65 is increasing. There, as
elsewhere, the aged have more need of medical care than the young, and as a group they
are less able to pay for it. Medical and hospital costs have skyrocketed. Private in-surance has not met the needs of the aged
group, either in terms of coverage or benefits.
In 1959, medical assistance under the Federal public assistance program in the State
of Idaho totaled only a little over $24,000,
all for nursing home care. This pittance
demonstrates the extent of our need for a
medical care program worthy of the name.
In Idaho, as in other States, public-spirited
citizens and organizations have concentrated
time, effort, and money on the problem of
medical care for the aged. Some of our
counties have tax-supported hospitals which
do what they can. Some of our churches
and lodges operate worthy private welfare
programs· for their own membership, and
some of these include medical assistance.
Individual doctors give freely of their time
and their professional skllls to attend to
urgent charity cases.
But all of this effort, both in public and
in the private sector, is based upon the
charity approach. It is not premised on
entitlement as a matter of right. Neither
is the committee bill. Such an approach,
however well motivated, inevitably results
in a vast disparity in coverage from State
to State, as well as in the extent and quality
of assistance extended to the individual.
Now, for the first time, we stand united,
as a people and 1n the Congress, that the
Federal Government bears a responsibility
in this field. The platforms of both parties,
and sponsorship of the various amendments
before us, the speeches of our presidential
candidates all bespeak an awareness of the
problem and a desire to solve it.
The central question is: Shall we adopt the
charity approach or the insurance approach?
I prefer the insurance approach, and
that is why [ support this amendment.
The premise of the Anderson-Kennedy
amendment is that the aged should not be
required to undergo the humiliation of seeking charity, but rather that they should
obtain medical benefits through an insurance
system, to which they themselves contribute,
and from which they receive benefits as a
matter of right.
Any program which is based upon a means
test, or a needs test, is heir to all the abuses
which have plagued public relief programs
from their earliest inception, whether at
the county, city, State, or Federal level
There wlll be the proud who will never seek
help, while freeloaders bring the program into disrepute.
We have only to look at the so-called
pauper's oath used in our veterans hospitals to see how this elastic device leads
-to the acceptance of medical and hospital
care by well-to-do people who'd never get
by in the charity ward of a private hospital.
For the 9 out of 10 working Americans who
are now covered under the social security
system, the Anderson-Kennedy amendment
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will add a new b~mefit; namely, prpvi~ion
for meeting their basic medical needs after
they have reached the age of 68. This program is actuaiially sound. Contributions to
it are levied over · an individual's working
lifetime, while he is employed. Benefits are
noncancellable, either for age or after a benefit limit has been reached.
Since contributions would be collected as
a part of the regular social security contributions, no new machinery for collection
would be required.
The program is minimal. It does not
preempt a legitimate field of private insurance any more than the provision for
early retirement for disability which the Congress added to the social security system in
1956 preempted such a field. On the contrary, there is strong evidence that the private insurance business will be stimulated
by this kind of Federal program. Private
life insurance was helped rather t han hurt
by the Government's national service life
. insurance program.
For these reasons, I believe the AndersonKennedy amendment to be required by the
public interest, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I now
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from New
York [Mr. JAVITSJ.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the Anderson amendment.
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] has appealed for some Republican votes. But I should like to explain why he faces this difficulty today.
On the Monroney amendment to the
minimum wage bill, which was tabled,
the Senator from Massachusetts had 6
Republican votes because we were working together to put through a minimum
wage program in which both the ideas
· of the Senator from Massachusetts and
my ideas were represented.
In the present case, I happen to think
that my health bill is more liberal than
the Anderson proposal; but the proponents of the Anderson amendment
think otherwise. So that is the way the
situation is.
But now the Senator from Massachusetts asks us to endorse the AndersonKennedy amendment. I am sorry, but
this is not the season for that.
I ·repeat that it seems assured that the
aged will have an adequate medical-care
plan, because both the Senator from
Massachusetts and the Vice President
have absolutely assured that, as have 28
votes on this side, and I know that an
enormous number of votes on the other
side will also be cast for the Anderson
amendment.
But, unhappily, the Senator from
Massachusetts cannot ask liberal. Republican Senators just to "sign here,"
when their ideas and their views and
their deeply held convictions ·are not re:fiected in the paper they are asked to
·
sign.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 5 minutes.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, one
of the gratifying developments in this
situation is that the issue is not whether
we should have a program of medical
care. Instead, the question is how best
to provide for such a program.

So we have made some very real progress; and certainly we are indebted, I
believe, to the members of the Finance
Committee for that progress.
So the question now is the means by
which we shall obtain that program.
The Anderson amendment provides for
the kind of strengthening of the committee bill that is required by the situation. The Anderson amendment is not
a substitute for the committee bill. As
has been repeatedly stated, the Anderson amendment is supplementary to the
committee bill; and the only check on
the committee bill, in terms of fiscal responsibility, is the social security principle which is written into the Anderson
amendment, which provides a means of
financing the portion of the medical care
which will come under the terms of the
Anderson amendment.
The committee bill plus the Anderson
amendment will provide for the medical
care of those who are in need of it because of their age or because they should
receive it as a matter of right, under
social security, both because of the compassionate aspects and because of the
principle of legal right under a paid-up,
prepaid insurance program under social
security.
Actually, Mr. President, three out of
four people over 68 years of age are
covered by the Anderson amendment.
The benefits will start 6 months after
the fund begins to accumulate-which
·means financial responsibility.
I heard the argument, today, about
the wonderful benefits of the committee
bill, as compared to those of the Anderson amendment. The interesting point
is that one can paint a beautiful picture
of the supposed benefits under the committee bill, and that will entice the votes
of those who want to do good. But
then one can say to those who are economy minded, "Don't worry too much·
about that, because all of it depends on
whether the States authorize the program." In other words, both sides of
the street would thus be played. ·
Mr. President, if we take all the benefits outlined under the committee bill as
a recognizable, realizable fact, fiscal responsibility has been written off. But
if we take the limitations which would
come about by means of the failure of
the state legislatures really to establish
such a program, then medical care has
been written off for a large number of
those who need it.
So the Anderson amendment is the
only hope of providing adequate medical
care under what might be called a
definite program under social security.
Mr. President, I wish to leave one
other thought with my colleagues: It has
been stated here that if we add the Anderson amendment, the bill will be
vetoed-in short, will be an invitation to
a veto. Who knows that? Has anyone
had a message from the President of the
United States today, saying that he is
going to veto this measure? By the way,
has anyone received from the President a
message saying that he will sign the
committee bill?
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This morning we were told that the
administration was in favor of the Javits
amendment; but .that word came only
this morning. I do·not think anyone can
be at all sure what measure the President
will sign.
But, Mr. President, when I hear it said
that "This is not the season" to join
with us in supporting the Anderson
amendment, I wonder who is playing
politics.
.
Mr. President, let me make it quite
clear that I thought social security was
no longer a partisan issue. I thought
that even those who had fought it to the
utmost of their ability had repented.
Today, social security is supposedly
nonpartisan; and all in the world that
the Anderson amendment means is the
application of the time-tested, proven
principle of social security to a limited
type of medical-aid program that is safe
and sound. I submit this is the kind
of program the people of the United
States want. We shall thus provide for
the financing, and we shall also provide
limitations as to the amount of care they
will be entitled to receive under the program. That is to be done now, because
every Member of the Senate knows that
the entire job cannot be done all at once.
The Anderson amendment provides
for an approach that is reasonable and
sensible.
Finally, Mr. President, let me say that
I hope Senators will not allow their
actions to be governed by the views of
some persons who believe that the respon~ibility for taking action in this field
lies at the door of 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue. Let there be no mistake about
that situation, Mr. President: The people
of the United States will hold to account the Members of Congress and the
administration for the provision of
proper and adequate care for the aged.
I believe the Anderson amendment
provides the sane and the sensible and,
if I may add, the conservative and responsible way to provide medical care
for those who should have it .by right,
because of their great contributions as
productive citizens in the American
economy.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AIKEN].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized for
2 minutes.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, after
listening to the debate this afternoon, I
wonder what has become of our concern
for the small farmer.
It is true, as I pointed out earlier this
afternoon, that every cotporation farmer
will be eligible for benefits under this
proposed amendment if he has received
a salary from his incorporated farm. It
is equally true that a good share of the
family farmers or marginal farmers cannot qualify for benefits under this proposal, and undoubtedly will not qualify
in the future. How can a farmer earning $2,000 or $2,500 a year from his farm,
gross income in many cases, pay himself
$4,200 salary, as a corporation farmer
can? Or how can he deduct 4% percent,
as presently provided, or 5% percent in
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the next year or two, and still more in
the future as the statutory rate of tax
increases? He just cannot put himself
in a position to qualify.
I have been amazed at the lack of con·
cern for the small farmer of the coun·
try who does not have a social security
card. Why should that farmer be left
out in the cold in this type of unfortu·
nate and discriminatory legislation? I
would like, for once, to get the politics
out of the issue and really try to consider
the matter on its merits, as it should be.
I have been ashamed at some of the
things that have been said in this debate,
and the obvious political overtones that
have just smothered the question. Why
can we not be decent about it?
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the· distinguished Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. CURTis].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for
2minutes.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I think
in dealing with any social legislation we
should be compassionate about it. One
cannot accept the philosophy of the An·
derson measure in the spirit of com·
passion. In the first place, it is a plan
that would give nothing to 3% million
people over 68. It would give something:
It would blanket in some 8 or 9 million
people over 68 who are already on social
security, and there would be no provision
that they contribute anything to this
particular fund.
The other day a prominent business·
man from Nebraska called on me. He is
73 years of age. He is one of our wealthy
men. He is a beneficiary of social se·
curity, drawing $175 a month. He does
not have to retire. He will draw medical
benefits under the Anderson plan, if it
is passed. Yet, the most destitute indi·
vidual in Nebraska will draw nothing.
Who are the aged who are not bene·
ficiaries under OASI? They are the peo·
ple who have been unable to work for
a great number of years.
This program will not take care of the
people who need to be taken care of at
this time.
If the Anderson proposal were not a
failure, if it were not a mistake, it would
never be offered as an addition to the
bill as reported from the committee. It
is offered as an addition, and not as a
substitute, because it does not meet the
problem that is in the minds of people
everywhere, and that is the provisions of
adequate medical assistance for the
people who are unable to provide it for
themselves.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
The Senator from Illinois has 3 min·
utes remaining.
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized
for 1 minute.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, we should remember that this is
an issue which should go to the people.
It is an issue that will go to the people,
because they should decide who is to be
included under the bill. Benefits start

at age 68, but the bill does not include
payment for doctor bills. If this amendment goes into effect, we know that next
year the law will include payment for
doctor bills. Then, the age will be reduced to 65. Then, the retirement age
will be reduced to 60. Then, the people
who have to pay their own medical bills
will say, "How about us?" Probably
within 10 years we will have to cover
everybody else's medical bills by this
compulsory approach. We know what
the cost is going to be. The cost is
going to be 4 percent of the payrolls.
That is about $8 billion a year. That is
assuming the costs are kept down once
Uncle Sam pays the entire tab.
I suggest that Senators go to the people and see whether they would want
to pay their own medical bills if they
can afford it or have someone pay for
them with their tax money.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield half a minute to me, so
I may address a question to the Senator
from New Mexico?
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield half a minute to the Senator from
Washington.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for half a minute.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I wanted to ask
the Senator from New Mexico a question.
As all lawyers know, residence is a matter of intent, and involves the physical
appearance of the person with the intent.
If we did not have a uniform plan, as
proposed by the amendment of the Senator from New Mexico, and the State of
Washington took advantage of it and
had a liberal program, to the hilt, as far
as it could go, and the State of Idaho,
if my friend had his way, had a similar
program, but some people in some States
did not like the program, and those
States had no such program under as is
proposed, would it not mean that aged or
retired people would move to a State
where they could take advantage of the
liberal provisions of the law?
Mr. ANDERSON. That is possible under the bill. It is not only possible, but
I have been a relief administrator in a
State, a county, and a region of States,
and that is what happened over and over
again. If Senators want to start bidding
for the indigent, this is the way to do it.
Mr. MAGNUSON. California and
Florida will be loaded. [Laughter.]
The PRESIDING . OFFICER. Each
side has 2 minutes remaining.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it always takes me so much longer to unfold
and expand than 2 minutes will allow,
but r will say the Senator from Oklahoma has put his finger on the question
before us: Do we want an issue or a bill?
The bill must yet negotiate a conference.
The House has not considered this
amendment. If it successfully negotiates a conference, it must go to the
White House.
I have been rather circumspect about
talking to the President. I could say to·
day unequivocally, because I made inquiry, that the President would have accepted and would have signed the pro-
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posals that were offered by the Senator
from New York [Mr. JAVITsl.
With respect to the pending Anderson
proposal, I have to judge only from the
statements the President has made to me
privately and the statements he has
made publicly with respect to the inclusion of a medicare program within the
tax frame of social security. It is my
considered judgment that if the proposal
went to the White House, if it got over
every other obstacle, it would invite a
veto. And when we go home and confront our senior citizens, and they say,
"What did you give us?" we can only say,
''We gave you a veto." And when they
ask, "Why did you not stay there and
finish the job?" we can only say, "We
were in a hurry to go home."
The President is elected by all the people, and he is a part ·of the legislative
procedure, because the Constitution
gives him that authority.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. DIRKSEN. If we want some
bread, this is the time to get it by voting down the Anderson proposal.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues who have tried to
help. We knew from the beginning this
would be an uphill fight.
I was a little surprised to hear the
statement that this was medical care
for the aged on a political issue. I ask
Senators to look at pages 378 and 379
of the hearings, where they will see that
the finest body of social workers in
America has labeled this a proper meth·
od by which to proceed.
As to the political issue, I ask Senators to look at page 161, to see the names
of 30 Governors. It is true that they
said we should follow the social security
principle. A great many of them were
Democrats, but among them was Nelson
Rockefeller of New York, who had quite
a time at the Republican Convention, as
I remember it. I do not believe this is
a political issue.
Also, it takes time to get benefits. I
remember that in 1936 I was an admintrator for this very sort of program. We
collected money for a long time before
we started paying benefits. Is it remarkable that we should start collecting
money under the program January 1
and not pay benefits for a while after
that?
I hope the Congress will stand by the
social security principle. We have done
it in the case of disability. We have
done it for old-age assistance and var·
ious other things. Why stop now? This
is and has been a successful program.
I urge Senators not to abandon it. I
certainly urge Senators not to abandon
it under the threat of a veto.
I have seen the Congress pass housing
bills, public works bills, and bills of every
nature, with the statement, "We will pass
a proper bill, and then the President will
have to do his proper duty.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Mexico
has expired.
All time has expired.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], for himself
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and other Sena.tors. On this question
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll.
Mr. BURDICK. On this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT]. If he were present
and voting, he would vote "nay." If I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"yea." I withhold my vote.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] and the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON] are absent on
official business.
·
I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] is absent because of illness.
I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HENNINGS] would vote "yea."
Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] is absent by leave of the Senate on official
business.
The result was announced-yeas 44,
nays 51, as follows:
Anderson
Bartlett
Bible
Byrd, W.Va.
Cannon
Carroll
Case, N.J.
Chavez
Church
Clark
Dodd
Douglas
Engle
Gore
Green
Aiken
All ott
Beall
Bennett
Bridges
Bush
Butler
Byrd, Va.
Capehart
Carlson
Case, S.Dak.
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
Dworshak
Eastland
Burdick
Fulbright

[No. 307]
YEAS--44
Magnuson
Gruening
Mansfield
Hart
MOl'se
Hartke
Moss
Hayden
Murray
Humphrey
Jackson
Muskie
Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Pastore
Kefauver
Kennedy
Proxmire
Randolph
Lausche
Long, Hawaii Symington
Lusk
Williams, N.J.
McCarthy
Yarborough
McGee
Young, Ohio
McNamara
NAYS-51
Ellender
Morton
Mundt
Ervin
Fong
Prouty
Frear
Robertson
Goldwater
Russell
Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Hill
Schoeppel
Holland
Scott
Hruska
Smathers
Javits
Smith
Jordan
Sparkman
Keating
Stennis
Kerr
Talmadge
Kuchel
Thurmond
Long, La.
Wiley
McClellan
Willhims, Del.
Monroney
Young, N.Dak.
NOT VOTING-5
Hennings
Martin
Johnston, S.C.

So Mr. ANDERSON's amendment was
rejected.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
insisted upon its amendment to the bill
<S. 2633) to amend the Foreign Service
Act of 1946, as amended, and for other
purposes, disagreed to by the Senate;
agreed to the conference asked by the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the

two Houses thereon, and that Mr. HAYS,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. FARBSTEIN, Mr. BENTLEY,
and Mrs. BoLTON were appointed managers on the part of the House at the
conference.
STATE, JUSTICE, JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATION BILL
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a chart with regard to the conference report on the
State, Justice, Judiciary appropriation
bill.
There being no objection, the chart was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
STATE, JUSTICE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATION BILL
House bill ______________ ____ _ $676,564,807
Senate bilL_________________ 718,269, 147
Conference bilL______________ 705, 032, 567
Increase over House__________
28,467,760
Decrease from Senate_________
13, 236, 580
Decrease under budget estimates_________ _____________
27,997, 828

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960
The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12580), the Social Security Amendments of 1960.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, earlier
this afternoon I announced that in case
the Anderson-Kennedy amendment was
agreed to, I would then offer certain
amendments which would also cover
citizens who are on railroad retirement
so that they would receive equality of
treatment with those covered by the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment. Now
that the Anderson-Kennedy amendment
has failed, I submit those amendments
only for the record, for future reference,
SO that the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Will
show what the amendments would have
been. I ask unanimous consent that
they be printed in the RECORD at this
point in my remarks, together with a
statement of explanation of the proposed amendments to the Railroad Retirement Act.
There being no objection, the amendments and explanation were ordered to
be printed in the REcORD, as follows:
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 12580
Add the following after section 607 of
H.R.12580:
"AMENDMENTS TO THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT
ACT
"SEc. 608. The Railroad Retirement Act is
amended by adding after section 20 the following new section:
"'MEDICAL INSURANCE BENEFITS
"'SEc. 21(a). For the purposes of this section, and subject to the conditions hereinafter provided, the Board shall have the same
authority to determine the rights of individuals described in subsection (b) of this
section to have payment made on their behalf for inpatient hospital services, skilled
nursing home services, home health services,
and outpatient hospital diagnostic services
within the meaning of section 226 of the
Socia.! Security Act as the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare has under
such section 226 with respect to individuals
to whom such section applies. The rights
of individuals described in subsection (b) of
this section to have payment made on their
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behalf . for the services referred to in the
next preceding sentence shall be the same
as those of individuals to whom section 226
of the Social Security Act applies and this
section shall be administered by the Board
as if the provisions of such section 226 were
applicable, references to the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare were to the
Board, references to the Medical Insurance
Account were tO the Railroad Retirement
Account, references to the United States or a
State included Canada or a subdivision
thereof, and the provisions of subsection (g)
of such section 226 were not included in such
section. For purposes of section 11, a determination with respect to the rights of an
individual under this section shall, except in
the case of a provider of services, be considered to be a decision with respect to an
annuity.
" '(b) Except as otherwise provided in this
section, every individual who"'(A) has attained the age of sixty-eight,
and
"'(B) (i) is entitled to an annuity, or (ii)
would be entitled to an annuity had he
ceased compensated service and, in the case
of a spouse, had such spouse's husband or
wife ceased compensated service, or (iii) had
been awarded a pension under section 6, or
(iv) bears a relationship to an employee
which, by reason of section 3 (e) , has been,
or would be, taken into account in calculating the amount of an annuity of such employee or his survivor,
shall be entitled to have payment made for
the services referred to in subsection (a),
and in accordance with the provisions of
such subsection. The payments for services
herein provided for shall be made from the
Railroad Retirement Account (in accordance
with, and subject to, the conditions applicable under section lO(b) in making payment of other benefits) t6 the hospital,
skilled nursing facllity, visiting nurse agency
or homemaker service agency providing such
services, including such services provided in
Canada to individuals to whom this subsection applies, but only to the extent that the
amount of payments for services otherwise
hereunder provided for an individual exceeds the amount payable for like services
provided pursuant to the law in effect in
the place in Canada where such services are
furnished.
"'(c) No individual shall be entitled in
any benefit period as defined in section 226
of the Social Security Act to have payment
made for services provided for in this section under both this section and section 226
of the Social Security Act. In any case in
which an individual would, but for the preceding sentence, be entitled to have payment
for such services made under both this section and such section 226, payment for such
services to which such individual is entitled
shall be made pursuant to certification of
the Board or the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, whichever first determines that the individual is entitled to have
such services paid for. It shall be the duty
of the Board and the Secretary with respect
to such cases jointly to establish procedures
designed to minimize duplications of requests
for payment for services and determinations
and to assign administrative functions between them so as to promote the greatest
facility and efficiency of administration of
this section and section 226 of the Social
Security Act.
"'(d) Any agreement entered into by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
pursuant to section 226 of the Social Security Act shall be entered into on behalf of
both such Secretary and the Board. The
preceding sentence shall not be construed
to limit the authority of the Board to enter
on its own behalf into any such agreement
relating to services provided in Canada or
in any facility devoted primarily to railroad
employees,
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"'(e) A request for payment for services
filed under · this section shall be deemed to
be a request for payment for services filed
as of the same time under section 226 of the
Social Securi.ty Act, and a request for payment for services filed under such section
226 shall be deemed to be a request for payment for services filed as of the same time
·u nder this section.
" '(f) The Board and the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall furnish
each other with such information, records,
and documents as may be considered necessary to the administration of this section
or section 226 of the Social Security Act.'
"AMENDMENTS TO THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT
TAX ACT

"SEC. 609(a), Section 3201 of the Railroad
Reti.rement Tax Act is amended by striking
•: Provid.ed/ and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: '. With respect to compensation
paid for services rendered after the date with
respect to which the ra,tes of taxes imposed
by section 3101 of the Federal Insurance
Contributions Act are increased with respect
to wages by section 606(b) of the Act which
amended the Social Security Act by adding
section 226, the rates of tax imposed by this
section shall be increased, with respect only
to compensation paid for services rendered
before January 1, 1965, by the number of
percentage points (including fractional
points) that the rates of taxes imposed by
such section 3101 are so increased with respect to wages: Provided'.
"(b) Section 3211 of the Railroad Retirement Tax Act is amended by striking
': Provided' and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: '. With respect to compensation
paid for services rendered after the date with
respect to which the rates of taxes imposed
by section 3101 of the Federal Insurance contributions Act are increased with respect to
wages by section 606(b) of the Act which
amended the Social Security Act by adding
section 226, the rates of tax imposed by this
section shall be increased, with respect only
to compensation paid for services rendered
before January 1, 1965, by twice the number
of percentage points (including fractional
points) that the rates of taxes imposed by
such section 3101 are so increased with respect to wages: Provided' .
" (c) Section 3221 of the Railroad Retirement Tax Act is amended by inserting after
'$400' the first time it appears the following: '. . With respect to compensation paid
for services rendered after the date with respect to which the rates of taxes imposed by
section 3111 of the Federal Insurance Contributions Act are increased with respect to
wages by section 606 (c) of the Act which
amended the Social Security Act by adding
section 226, the rates of tax .imposed by this
section shall be increased, with respect only
to compensation paid for services rendered
before January 1, 1965, by the number of
percentage points (including fractional
points) that the rates of ta.xes imposed by
such section 3111 are so increased with respect to wages'."
EXPLANATION OF RAILROAD RETIREMENT .
AMENDMENTS

The amendments to the Railroad Reti.rement Act would provide for payment on
behalf of aged railroad workers and their
aged dependents for the same inpatient hospital services, skilled nursing home services,
home health services and outpatient hospital
diagnostic services as would be provided
under the Anderson-Kennedy amendments
for aged workers and their aged dependents
under the social security system. The coverage under the railroad retirement amendments is the same as under the AndersonKennedy amendments, that is, both amendments wo:uld cover workers and dependents,
age 68 or over, including only those who

are eligible for immediate payment of
monthly benefits, or annuities, or would be
but for not having stopped work. The railroad reti.rement amendments would include
an employee's relatives or dependents who,
though not directly eligible for ann'!lities,
would be eligible for monthly benefits under
the social security system if railroad service
were covered by the social security system.
An example of such relatives or dependents
would be the employee's dependent parents
who are not eligible for annuities under the
Railroad Reti.rement Act when the employee's widow or child is eligible for a
monthly annuity but which parents would
be eligible for monthly benefits under the
Social Security Act, without regard to the
eligibility of the widow or child, i.f the employee's railroad employment had been covered by the Social Security Act.
Special provision would be made to prevent
duplication of benefits.
This new benefit program for railroad
workers would be administered by the Railroad Retirement Board through the incorporation in the Railroad Retirement Act of
the provisions for payment of hospital and
other health services under the Social Security Act, in the sam~ way, and under the
same conditions, generally, as the program
for social security workers would be administered by those in charge of the social security system, except that the railroad program would extend to Canadian employees
of American railroads insofar as the cost of
these new benefits would exceed that required to be s-qpplied by Canadian law.
All agreements with providers of service,
that is, with hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, visiting nurse agencies, and homemaker service agencies, regulating the care
to be provided and the pay for services furnished, would be made by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare on behalf of
the Secretary and the Board; and the Board
would make such agreements only with railroad hospitals and facilities with which the
Secretary might not have an agreement and
with Canadian hospitals and health
agencies.
Provision would also be made to pay for
this new program by raising the rate of
employment tax on railroad workers and
employers by the same number of percentage points as the employment taxes would
be raised on covered social security workers
and their employers. The present financial
interchange provisions of the Railroad Retirement Act would operate also with respect to this new program since the hospital and health benefits under the social security system would be paid for out of the
medical insurance account which would be
only a part of the Federal old-age and survivors insurance trust fund, and while increased taxes would be levied to pay for
these new social security benefits, the proceeds would be appropriated into the Federal old-age and survivors insurance trust
fund, although into a special account in
that fund.

Mr. YARBOROUGH.

Mr. President,

I call up my amendment to H.R. 12580

and ask that it be stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YARBOROUGH] Will be stated.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 29,
between lines 21 and 22, it is proposed to
insert the following new subsection:
INCLUSION OF TEXAS AMONG STATES WHICH ARE
PERMITTED TO DIVIDE THEIR RETIREMENT SYS•
TEMS INTO TWO PARTS FOR PURPOSES OF OB•
TAINING SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE UNDER
FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENT
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Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
the proposed amendment applies only to
the State of Texas. I accept the amendment and will take it to conference.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Texas.
The amendment was agreed to.
MR. HARRIMAN'S MEI?SAGE TO MR.
KHRUSHCHEV
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I have
read with interest of an informal twopower meeting that occurred last night.
Averill Harriman met with Soviet Ambassador Menshikov.
According to press reports, Mr. Harriman advised the Soviet Ambassador that
"he should inform Mr. Khrushchev that
Mr. Kennedy would be the next President of the United States, and to make
his plans accordingly."
I find Mr. Harriman's statement most
thought provoking. In the first place,
Averill is not an acknowledged seer when
it comes to political futures.
Thus, I am sure that Ambassador
Menshikov will pass along the Harriman
prophecy to Khrushchev with some such
qualifying statement as "Mr. Harriman
has been known to be wrong before, in
assessing his own political future, so let
us assume that in the present instance,
he is thinking with his heart instead of
his head."
Further, as an expert in issuing communiques strictly for home consumption,
Ambassador Menshikov must appreciate
that Mr. Harriman is presently in rehearsal, together with several other
competitors, for a role that he feels
eminently suited for-that of Secretary
of State-in the unforeseen Cabinet of
the Democratic candidate. As one of the
stage struck, therefore, or perhaps
State struck ·is more apt, he is trying to
sound as global and profound and omniscient as the others who are rehearsing
for the role. As a matter of fact, in all
candor, I must admit that I would much
prefer to see the distinguished former
Governor of New York in the post· position in the diplomatic sweepstakes than
I would some of the other active entries
who have been prominently mentioned.
It is not my intention to read too much
into Mr. Harriman's historic message to
Nikita. Indeed, perhaps the implication
is one of warning, rather than of :flexibility. Perhaps Mr. Harriman is cautioning the Soviet Premier that he will
have a vigorous, able, unftinching, and
supremely wise Secretary of State to
deal with after the Eisenhower administration leaves office. As a matter of cold
· fact, Mr. Harriman is correct. There
will be such a Secretary of State, and I
am confident that, as an outstanding
member of the Foreign Relations Committee, Senator KENNEDY will extend to
that Secretary of State his full and
valued support.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960
The
Senate
resumed
the considera(k) Section 218(d) (6) (C) of the Social Security .Act is amended by inserting "Texas," tion of the bill H.R. 12580, the Social
before "Vermont."
Security Amendments of 1960.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the committee whether it is
proposed to comp~ete consideration of
the pending bill tonight. If so, how
many amendments are at the desk, and
are they of a major or minor character?
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. There are
quite a number of amendments, and
probably it would be better not to finish
the bill to·n ight. There are about 10 or
15 amendments, and their consideration
probably will require a considerable
length of time. Therefore it may be
better not to finish the bill tonight.
Mr. DIRKSEN. If I correctly understand the distinguished Senator from
Virginia, there are approximately 15
amendments at the desk, some of them
of a major character, and therefore it
is unlikely, in his opinion, that consideration of the bill can be completed tonight.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That is correct. I believe it would require some
time.
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment and ask that it be stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 29,
between lines 21 and 22, it is proposed to
insert the following new subsection:
CERTAIN EMPLOYEES IN THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

(k) Notwithstanding any provision of section 218 of the Social Security Act, the agreement with the State of California heretofore
entered into pursuant to such section may,
at the option of such State, be modified, at
any time prior to 1962, pursuant to subsection (c) (4) of such section 218 so as
to apply to services performed by any individual who, on or after January 1, 1957, and
on or before December 31, 1959, was employed
by such State (or any political subdivision
thereof) in any hospital employee's position which, on September 1, 1954, was covered by a retirement system, but which, prior
to 1960, was removed from coverage by such
retirement system if(1) after January 1, 1957, but before January 1, 1960, such individual has, in his
capacity as an employee in such a position,
participated in a referendum conducted in
accordance with the requirements contained
1n subsection (d) (3) of such section, and
(2) prior to July 1, 1960, such State has,
1n good faith, paid to the Secretary of the
Treasury, with respect to any of the services
performed by such individual in any such
position, the sums prescribed pursuant to
subsection (e) (1) of such section 218. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (f)
of such section 218, such modification shall
be effective with respect to (A) all services
performed by such individual in any such
position on or after the date of enactment
of this subsection, and (B) all such services,
performed before such date, with respect to
which such State has paid to the Secretary
of the Treasury the sums prescribed pursuant
to subsection (e) of such section 218, at the
time or times established pursuant to such
subsection.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, this is a
very technical amendment, which permits the inclusion of some people in
the El Centro Community Hospital.
Through a technical error, they were
excluded from the provisions of the bill.
I have cleared the amendment with the
committee staff, with the chairman of

the committee, with the minority, and
with the Senator from Delaware. The
committee is ready to accept the amendment. It permits the correction of a
technical error. I offer it on that basis.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The amendment refers only to the State of California. I will accept the amendment
and take it to conference.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment by the Senator from California
[Mr. ENGLE].
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, on behalf of myself and the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], I
offer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning on
page 204, line 21, it. is proposed to strike
out all through line 2 on page 205, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:
(f) (1) Section 6 of such Act is amended
by striking out "or any individual (a) who
is a patient in an institution for tuberculosis or mental diseases, or ('b) who has been
diagnosed as having tuberculosis or psychosis and is a patient in a medical institution as a result thereof".

On page 206, beginning with the word
"or" on line 6, it is proposed to strike
out all through the word Hthereof" on
line 9.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. ·President, the purpose of the amendment is
to correct what I believe is a gross oversight in the committee amendment. In
committee I was one of those who joined
as cosponsors of the committee amendment, because I believed the Federal
Government should do what it can do
to provide assistance for those who are
not able to provide it for themselves.
A great number of Senators who voted
for it wlll be surprised to find that the
committee bill does not provide for those
who are mentally sick.
Mental sickness affects 165,000 people,
who are in mental institutions today.
Ninety percent of them are not able to
pay their medical bills. This is a disease which in -many instances is
incurable.
We are told that with the pressures
of modern times the disease will occur
far more frequently in the future. Yet
the committee bill, while it would help
take care of most of those who cannot
afford to pay their bills while sick,
does nothing for the mentally sick or
for those who suffer from tuberculosis.
Why is that exception made?
It is particularly unfortunate that
those people should be left out. WhY
should people who are mentally sick or
who have tuberculosis be left out? The
cases of the mentally sick are the most
crying cases of need of all. Young veterans have come to me--young men who
have just graduated from college--to
tell me that they and their brothers and
sisters had spent every nickel they could
lay their hands on to look after their
father or mother in a mental institution.
They have sought my help to have them
taken care of in a U.S. hospital. Wby
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is that? The record shows that in a
State hospital there is little money available for such cases. It averages about
$3 a person per day, or $90 a month.
Ninety dollars a month. · Think 'of it:
Ninety dollars a month to take care of
people who are mentally sick people in
the mental hospitals. Think of the tremendous expense which devolves upon
relatives on the one hand or the unmet
need on the other.
If we get them into a U.S. public
health hospital, a veterans' hospital,
a marine hospital, or some other
hospital where Uncle Sam will foot the
bill, the Federal Government pays between $15 and $16 a day to provide for
such persons.
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. What
would be the effect of the Senator's
amendment on patients who are m a
State hospital? For example my State
has a tuberculosis sanitarium which is
located near my home town. South
Dakota also has a State hospital for the
mentally sick. Would aid be available
to pay the costs which otherwise would
devolve upon the individuals in the
counties, or the people who are of required age?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. My amendment provides that the age requirement
would be available just as it would be in
any other hospital in the Senator's
State. The State hospital, the county
hospital, or the city hospital is subject
to matching in the case of any disease
from which a person is suffering, except
mental illness or tuberculosis. Why exclude those diseases?
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I do not
believe they should be excluded. Certainly, tuberculosis and mental sickness should be regarded as any other
illnesses. I think the Senator's amendment should be adopted.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator Yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield."
Mr. CARLSON. Does the Senator's
amendment apply only to those over age
65?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Only to
those over age 65. However, I point out
again that mental illness tends to be an
old man's illness. Compare the situation with that in my own State. In
Louisiana State hospitals, we find that
those over age 65 are nearly 10 percent
of those who are in the hospitals. But
in our mental hospitals, the figure is 20
percent of the population.
I repeat: Mental illness tends to be
an old person's disease. It arises, increases with the passage of time, and the
pressure of circumstances. I suppose
in some instances, the person's mind
simply begins to wear out. He may have
hardening of the arteries, which affects
the brain cells and other parts of the
body, thus tending to make mental illness occur later in life rather than earlier.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. NQt only does it
occur later in life; but the Senator from
Louisiana knows that the Senator from
vrashington has participated in many
health programs. Great progress is being made in the curing of all kinds of
diseases. But the charts indicate that
mental illness is constantly rising in the
United States.
As the Senator knows, 1 am the chair. man of the Subcommittee on Appropriations which handles the appropriation
for the Veterans' Administration. Every
other bed in the veterans' hospital is
occupied by a mental case. The charts
indicate that cases of mental illness in
private hospitals are constantly rising,
whereas some progress is being made in
overcoming other types of disease.
Mental illness is something we have
not considered as much as we should.
The cases of mental disease in veterans'
hospitals in the United States alone cost
more than $500 million annually simply
for care.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I agree with
the Senator from Washington. Suppose
the Senate does not accept this amendment. Consider the ridiculous position
in which we will find ourselves.
To provide old-age assistance the Federal Government will put up as much as
80 percent of the money for health care.
· If the aged people are placed in a mental
institution where bills run the highest,
because in many cases the disease is
completely incurable, it is not possible
to obtain any Federal help. The State
has to assume the whole load by itself.
Consider an old person, 65 or 66 years
old, who is drawing old-age assistance.
The Federal Government pays anywhere
from 60 to 80 percent of the entire cost
of his old-age assistance. But the minute that person becomes mentally ill and
must be in an institution for care, then
all the Federal assistance is cut off.
What kind of sense does that make?
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. SMATHERS. First, I congratulate the able junior Senator from Louisiana for presenting this amendment.
I do not remember this amendment being discussed at great length in the committee discussions. It seemed to me that
it was the sense of the majority of the
committee that they wanted to do something in this field for elderly people. No
one can rightly distinguish between a
person who is so old that he cannot move
because of rheumatism or dyspepsia, or
something of that nature, and who will
be helped by the Federal Government,
and a person who is suffering mental illness will not be given such help; he will
be denied treatment.
I do not believe it was the intention
of the members of the committee, and I
do not ·believe it is the intention of the
Senate, to distinguish among illnesses.
As I understand, the purpose of the bill
is to help all aged people who are needy,
who are in institutions, and who are not
getting the proper kind of treatment.
The whole purpose of the so-called
Finance Committee proposal was to help
elderly people who found themselves un-

able to get proper treatment. So I congratulate the Senator from Louisiana
upon his amendment. I hope the Senate
will adopt it. I should like to think the
chairman of the Committee on Finance
will accept the amendment. I think that
it was the intention of the committee,
in good conscience, to have such a proposal in the original bill.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, as one who voted for the committee bill and for the Kerr amendment,
I thought the mentally ill were included.
I never dreamed that it was proposed to
look after the poor but not to include
the mentally ill. I can think of no logical reason why they should not be included.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I shall vote for the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Louisiana and the Senator from Florida.
I feel we have given attention to the
problems of the physically handicapped
in practically all of the legislation in this
area which we have passed and are discussing this afternoon. Now I should
like to believe that it is proper and right
that those who are mentally ill should be
given the same coverage.
We are dealing here with the welfare
of people, not with portions or segments
of the person. In this respect we cannot well separate the mind from the
body in the total functioning of the individual.
A person who suffers from mental disability to the extent that he or she has
been hospitalized for a psychosis is just
as undeniably in need and is as equally
deserving of the provisions of this act
as are the physically handicapped.
I have been conversant with the problems of the mentally ill and have been
deeply concerned with them for some
time, especially since the American
Legion in West Virginia has taken the
lead in my State in helping to bring
public attention to bear on the question.
I am therefore pleased to 'join with
my distinguished colleagues from Florida
and Louisiana in support of this very
significant piece of humanitarian legis·
lation.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator from West Virginia. To show
how this problem affects people, I am
familiar with the situation in my own
State of Louisiana. There is great difficulty on the part of any State government to spend its money where it will go
the furthest. Therefore, in Louisianaand Louisiana has very liberal requirements for entrance and eligibility-if
sick people are admitted to a State general hospital for the treatment of tuberculosis or for a tonsilectomy, or anything
else which needs medical care, the State
knows that its case burden will be relieved in short order, and the State,
therefore, is disposed to spend money for
private care on a par with the kind of
care that the person would receive in
private institutions.
I have before me the averages of the
cost per hospital day in Louisiana. On a
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hospital-day basis, about $15 a day is
the average cost of treatment in the
State hospitals, but not in the mental
hospitals. If a person is so unfortunate
as to be confined to a mental hospital,
the treatment money is $3 a day, or about
$1 compared with the $5 which would
be spent to treat a person if he were in
some other type of hospital. One reason
for that is that illnesses of other kinds
are easier to treat and shorter in duration.
Louisiana has one hospital where a
special effort is made to treat people
whose illness is thought to be curable.
The cost is $9.41 a day.
What can be done with $1 as compared with the $5 spent in other general hospitals? About the best most
mental hospitals can hope to do is to
feed such patients and provide them with
a change of bed linen. What kind of
treatment can be expected on $3 a day?
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Yesterday the
Senator from Louisiana discussed this
question privately with some of ·his colleagues. I fully concur in the proposal
he is offering. There is no area in which
there is a greater need. The greatest
tragedy, I suppose, of all medical cases,
is in the field of mental health. The
Senator's proposal at least makes a determined effort to do something about
providing modern care for the heartrending cases in the field of mental sickness. I compliment the Senator, as I
told him last night. It is always good
to be on his side in efforts to improve
the social welfare structure, because in
the main I find the Senator from Louisiana is always doing what I think is the
proper thing. Not only that, but he sets
a mighty good standard for his colleagues.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. The good thing
about this amendment is that we find
that when we can get the mental cases
to a proper place to use the new drugs,
especially the tranquilizer type of drugs,
it has been possible to take care of mental
health cases and cure them. Previously,
such cases drifted along for many years.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If shock
treatment is provided, a great number of
mental disease cases can be completely
cured in a short time.
Mr. MAGNUSON. But it is necessary
to send such cases to institutions where
they can properly be taken care of.
Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the best
evidence for the Senator's argument is
what happens in Veterans' Administration hospitals, where the record of improvement in the condition of so-called
mental health patients, or patients having mental sickness is phenomenal. Veterans' Administration hospitals have
done remarkable work. Why? Because
they had the facilities, the modern
drugs, and all the many new treatments,
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such as the Senator has described, one
of them being shock treatment. The
Veterans' hospitals have had everything
to work with. That is an indication that
when the proper facilities and personnel,
and drugs and care are available, progress can be made. The Senator's amendment is directed toward that purpose. If
we do nothing else than do something
in this field, together with what we have
done in the treatments at the National
Institutes of Health for research in the
field of mental health care, we will be
making very commendable progress.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, I wish to say only one or two
words about the so-called administrative objections. So far as I can ascertain, they are not objections on the part
of President Eisenhower. In fact, they
are so ridiculous that I do not believe
they deserve to be associated with either
the Vice President or the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare.
However, within the hidebound bureaucracy in the departments, some objections are found. It is said, in the
first place, that the Federal Government never has done anything for a program of this type. But what sort of
argument is that? It was only a year or
two ago that the Federal Government
provided any medical care, and only now
is it proposed that the Federal Government help to provide medical care for
almost all persons who need it.
It is said that if the Federal Government makes provisions for such a program, the States might retluce the contributions they already are making for
the aid of these persons. The same
argument could be made against any
Federal program in any field in which
the States also take a part.
.
Such arguments are completely spurious; there is no logic at all to them. In
fact, I believe that any bureaucrat who
presented such an argument to President Eisenhower would be told he was
stupid.
'
This amendment will provide perhaps
$120 million a year for the needy people
of the country who are suffering from
mental illness or tuberculosis. Many of
them can be cured; and if this measure is
enacted, many of them will be cured.
On the other hand, if we do not take
the action called for by my amendment,
but, nevertheless, provide for some medical care, we shall find that we have provided for all the groups except the very
group which has the most crying need for
medical care.
Furthermore, Mr. President, although
we understand that the President is willing to go along with a bill which will
cost $1,200 million, the way it now
stands, yet some object to extending the
bill to cover those who have the most
crying needs of all, even though this logical extension would add only a small increase, comparatively, to the cost of the
bill.
Mr. President, the State I represent
will benefit greatly from this bill, even
without this amendment. But I state
frankly that I would rather have my
State receive less Federal aid in the other
categories and have some aid provided to
those in Louisiana who, in my opinion,
are the most neglected of all. Mr. Pres-

ident, the provision of aid to those in this
group should be the starting point; they
should not be the last ones to be provided for.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
earlier I heard the Senator say that of
all the illnesses that really take their
toll on the income of either the individual or the family or the family friends,
none has a more harmful effect than
so-called mental sickness does. Certainly, that is true; and yet everyone
knows that not one State or county or
city in the Nation has adequate facilities for the mental illness cases which
already have been diagnosed. As a
matter of fact, there is not one State in
the Union that does not need to double
the available hospital space for its socalled mental sickness patients or mental health patients.
Mr. President, the argument the Senator from Louisiana has been making
cannot be refuted. The only argument
which can be made against his amendment is that it will cost some money.
But on the basis of that argument, Mr.
President, the whole bill could be opposed.
It is also argued that if this amendment is agreed to, perhaps the States
will reduce the assistance they already
are providing. But, Mr. President, the
same argument could be made against
the entire bill.
If it is said that we cannot afford to
make the provision which the LongSmathers amendment calls for, I point
out that there is no illness that takes a
greater toll in terms of production in
the economy than does mental illness.
We have found that in some of the
hospitals where there is an extensive
program of providing care for those who
are mentally ill, it has been made possible for such illness to be cured and
for those who suffer from mental illness
to become once more productive, useful
citizens and make real contributions to
the community and to the economy.
In short, Mr. President, I do not
think this amendment will actually cost
one dime; ·and I speak with some knowledge of this situation, because I saw
the results being obtained in the city
of Minneapolis, where the care provided
was such as to make it possible for persons suffering from mental illness to be
returned to gainful employment and
productive occupations.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, on the question of agreeing to this
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I hope the yeas and nays will be
ordered. Several Senators have engagements; and if the yeas and nays are
ordered on the question of agreeing to
this amendment, we can inform Senators of that, and also can arrange for
the procedure for the remainder of the
evening.
So, Mr. President, I ask for the yeas
and nays on the question of agreeing to
the Long-Smathers amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BuRDICK in the chair). Is there a sufficient
second?
The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, the Senartor from Louisiana has
already spoken for a certain length of
time on his amendment. Will he agree
to the following limitation to be applied
to the further consideration of his
amendment: 10 minutes for the proponents and 15 minutes for the opponents?
If so, I make that proposal.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Or if the
Senator from Texas prefers, he can re- .
quest 5 minutes for the proponents and
10 minutes for the opponents.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Very well,
Mr. President; then I ask for 5 minutes
for the proponents and 10 minutes for
the opponents.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, at this point I ask unanimous consent that the time required for these requests not be charged to the time available to either side under the agreement
already entered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have
talked with the chairman of the committee and also with the minority
leader; and in that connection I now
ask unanimous consent that debate on
any other amendments which may be
offered be limited to 20 minutes, to be
divided equally between the proponents
and the opponents, and controlled, respectively, by the proponent of the
amendment and the majority leader.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I also ask
unanimous consent that there be a limitation of 30 minutes on the further debate on the bill, to be divided equally
between the proponents and the opponents, and controlled, respectively, by
the chairman of the committee and the
minority leader.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I announce that we shall attempt
to complete our action on the bill tonight. I ask that all Senators be on notice. I hope we shall not have to hold
up any yea-and-nay votes because Senators are away from the Capitol. In
view of the 20-minute limitation on
amendments which has been ordered,
Senators should either remain in the
Chamber or should be in their offices,
where they can be notified.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me?
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.
Mr. DffiKSEN. Is it possible to ascertain how many Senators have amendments which are yet to be called up?
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I now ask how many Senators have
amendments which are yet to be called
up? I am informed now that there will
be four.
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 A.M. TOMORROW
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
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when the Senate concludes its business
today, it stand in adjournment until tomorrow, at 10 a.m.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill H.R. 12580, the Social
Security Amendments of 1960.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
any Senator wish to address the Senate
at this time on the Long-Smathers
amendment?
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, who is
in charge of the time in opposition to
the amendment?
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am, but
I yield to the Senator.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield
myself .5 minutes in opposition to the
amendment.
I want to say to my distinguished
friend from Louisiana that he has discussed a matter which is near and dear
to my heart, as I believe it is to his,
and as I believe it is to every other Member of the Senate. But the Senator
from Louisiana has not indicated what
he thinks will be the cost of his amendment. He has not indicated what he
thinks will be the effect of it upon the
operation of institutions in the several
States.
The distinguished Senator from Minnesota said that in every State, in every
county, in every city are worthy cases of
people who need medical care either because they are mentally ill or t:ubercular; and I have no fault to find with
that.
The problem has not been studied by
any committee. There are no estimates
of what the amendment would mean in
terms of dollars and cents. We spent
several days on the Anderson amendment, which had the earnest support of
nearly half the Members of this body.
The Senator from Oklahoma took the
position, as did the committee, that it
would be unwise to attach the amendment to the bill, because the result
would be the certain veto of the bill.
I must say to the Senator from Louisiana that I fear to take the amendment
and let it become a part of the bill, because I think it would jeopardize the
other provisions in the bill. No one did
any more work to put the bill in its
present form than did the great Senator from Louisiana. Nobody studied it
more. Nobody made more preparation
on the proposal and the very amendment
that has now been approved by the Senate. Therefore, I know he wants to protect -the bill and all the features in it.
Yet he offers an amendment that is as
broad as the United States, with cases
in every community, every county, every
State. It would more than double the
cost of the bill, in my judgment, the
very first 2 years.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.
Mr. CARLSON. I yield to no one when
it comes to taking care of the interests
of mentally 111 people. Our State was

46th for taking care of mentally ill when
I was elected Governor, and it is now
No.1 in the Nation.
I am not concerned with the cost of
the amendment, but if we want to disrupt the mental health programs of the
States, in which States hire mental
health specialists at high salaries, and
which have their programs under way,
bringing the social security people into
this field will surely disrupt those programs. I think it would be one of the
most disastrous things that could happen. It is not the dollars involved or the
threat of a veto that concerns me, but
the fact that it would disrupt the State
programs and be disastrous to them.
Mr. KERR. The Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNusoN] talked about
servicemen being mentally ill and hospitals being overcrowded with those patients. I say that is a matter which we
should take care of in approp1iations for
veterans. I' yield to no Senator in the
efforts I have taken to provide adequate
facilities for our veterans, and I have
done it with all the energy I have; but I
do not believe in taking this provision
when neither I nor any of its .sponsors
know what will be the effect of it. If
we are to expand our veterans' programs,
we should do it under the guise or heading or identity of a veterans' program,
and not in a bill on which the Senate
and House committees have worked for
many, many weeks.
After we have brought the bill here in
workable form, it is sought to add an
amendment which, in my opinion, would
cost more than all the benefits provided
in the bill in the first 2 years of its operation, with what I believe to be the very
certain result of jeopardizing or losing
the entire bill. I hope the amendment
will not be agreed to.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, I yield myself 2 minutes.
The statement has been made that
there is no estimate of cost. The departmental adviser sits two seats from
the Senator from Oklahoma. He has
been sitting near him throughout the debate. He is the same adviser who advised us what the cost of the Kerr
amendment would be. He came up with
a cost of $210 million for the Kerr
amendment, which I believe to be conservative. It is going to be more than
that if the States match the Federal
funds. That is the same source on which
we rely for the Federal cost of the LongSmathers amendment, and that estimate is $120 million.
I voted for the Kerr amendment and
supported it. While we were providing
medical care for adults who needed it, it
was my impression in the committee that
it included assistance for patients suffering from tuberculosis or mental illness.
The best estimates from the psychiatrists is that 1 person out of 12 is
going to require confinement in a mental institution during his lifetime. Why
turn our backs on those people? Why
impose the burden of large medical bills
on the families of those victims, when
we are doing so much for others?
The provisions of this bill are going
to cost $1,400 million. It provides many
costly benefits to persons who are not
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needy at all. Are Senators going to tell
the people they voted to help those who
could not afford to pay for their medical
care, when they know, every time they
say so,·that they left out those who suffer
from mental illness or tuberculosis?
Those who suffer mental illness are the
most trying types of cases, with the possible exception of victims of cancer.
Senators tell me that care is provided
in the latter cases, whereas in mental
illness or tuberculosis cases nothing is
provided.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield myself 1 minute, and I yield to the Senator
from Texas.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the
Senator from Louisiana for his leadership in offering this amendment to cover
a great gap left in the bill. I ask the
Senator if it is not a fact that public
health officers say one of the greatest
dangers to public health comes from
people who have tuberculosis and who
work around food establishments because they cannot do heavier work?
Would it not be foolish not to give those
persons an opportunity to get well, so
they will not be a hazard to the public
health?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator is correct. The only reason why
tuberculosis was put in the same category as mental health is that the word
"tuberculosis" had historically appeared
in the same place in the law as the
words "mental illness or psychosis."
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, if 1 out of
every 12 living Americans is going to be
confined to a mental institution during
his lifetime, where is the Senator who
thinks that problem can be taken care
of with $120 million a year?
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield 1 minute to me?
Mr. KERR. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Ohio.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Historically and
traditionally, the States have carried
the responsibility of care for their
mentally ill. In 25 out of the last 30
years the Government has had deficit
operations. The burden of carrying the
responsibility of national defense is one
· of tremendous weight and significance.
There has been a constant trend of
State governments wanting to give up
those responsibilities which are historically and traditionally theirs. As
they ask the Federal Government to
give up their own responsibility, the Central Government grows bigger and bigger and mightier and mightier.
I respectfully submit to the Senator
from Louisiana that this responsibility
ought to be left with the States.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 1 minute?
Mr. KERR. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Florida.
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that
not only is the responsibility historically one which the States have assumed
but also one which involves the exercise of the police power? Incarceration
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is required in most cases. This represents one of the heavy burdens for the
local officials, particularly the county
judges who have to pass upon questions
of lunacy. They are repeatedly called
upon to try to figure out what cases
should be handled, in the public interest,
at the State's expense.
Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator is completely correct.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, how much time have I remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
SenatOl~ from Louisiana has 2 minutes
remaining. The opponents have 3 minutes.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, I will say to the Senators who
voted for the Anderson amendment that
they voted to take care of the mentally
sick when they voted for the Anderson
amendment. It was my impression that
the Anderson amendment provided care
for all the sick, and made no distinction
as to whether one was mentally sick or
otherwise sick.
I believe many Senators who voted
for the Kerr amendment, as I did in
the committee-! think the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] believed
the same as I in the committeethought we were voting to provide for
all sick people not in a position to pay
their bills, not merely for those who
were not suffering from mental diseases
or tuberculosis.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me for 30 seconds for a question?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. The statement
has been made that cases of mental illness often lead to incarceration. That
is one of the problems. These people
are not receiving treatment.
I have been a member of the Public
Health Subcommittee, .a nd from my experience on the committee have learned
that psychiatrists and other doctors feel
that if we would treat the mentally ill,
an overwhelming majority, some fourfifths of them, could be cured. I see
the distinguished chairman of the Public Health Subcommittee, who knows
more about medicine than any other
Member of this body, the distinguished
senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL],
is nodding agreement. When we wait
and do not provide treatment, the end
result is incarceration for those people.
Then the family or the State or someone
has to pay for many years of confinement. Those people are totally lost. If
they were treated in time four out of five
of the mentally ill could be restored to
society, restored to active life, to a useful
life in the community.
If we fail to give proper treatment, I
think we shall be acting in a very shortsighted way. We shall be denying these
people the right to be cured, the right to
return to society as useful members of
society.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield myself 30 seconds.
I say to the Senator from Minnesota,
to the Senator from Louisiana, and to
other Senators who think that when
they voted for the Anderson amendment
they voted, as the Senator from Louisi-
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I further announce that, if present and
ana said, for a coverage of those in mental and tubercular hospitals, that on voting, the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
page 8, line 7 of the Anderson amend- HENNINGS], the Senator from Montana
ment these words appear, "The term [Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from Wyo'hospital' shall not include a tubercu- ming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], and the Senlosis or mental hospital."
ator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON],
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will would each vote "yea."
the Senator yield me 1 minute?
Mr. DffiKSEN·. I announce that the
Mr. KERR. I yield 1 minute to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] is abSenator from Florida.
sent by leave of the Senate on official
Mr. HOLLAND. I have had the re- business.
sponsibility of serving as a county judge
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. FoNG]
in my State for 8 years. I know the is deta.ined on official business.
cases which are the most pitiful ones
The Senator from California [Mr.
clear through that office or through KucHEL] is necessarily absent, and his
similar offices in the various States.
pair has been previously announced.
The Senator from Louisiana comes
The result was announced-yeas 51,
from a State which has one of the finest nays 38, as follows:
organizations of any State to take care
[No. 308]
of the mentally ill. Insofar as my own
YEA8-51
State is concerned, our procedures are Anderson
Gruening
Morse
such that many people much prefer to Bartlett
Hartke
Moss
send the mentally ill to our State insti- Bible
Hill
Mundt
Humphrey
Burdick
Muskie
tutions rather than to any· of the pri- Byrd, W.Va. Jackson
Pastore
vate institutions which are available. Cannon
Javits
Proxmire
To make such a fine effort an apparent Carroll
Johnson, Tex. Randolph
Russell
effort to unload from the State a respon- Case, S. Dak. Keating
Kefauver
Scott
sibility which has always been its re- Church
Clark
Kennedy
Smathers
sponsibility, and one of its driving re- Cooper
Long, Hawaii Smith
Long, La.
Sparkman
sponsibilities, I think is the wrong thing Dodd
Douglas
McCarthy
Talmadge
to do. It will undoubtedly load this Eastland
McGee
Williams, N.J.
bill, which is not intended to cover that Ellender
McNamara
Yarborough
Engle
Magnuson
kind of case. I hope the amendment
Young, N.Dak.
Gore
Monroney
Young, Ohio
will not prevail.
NAY8-38
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. ·PresiAiken
dent, has all time been consumed?
Dirksen
Lausche
All ott
Dworshak
Lusk
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One Beall
Ervin
McClellan
minute remains for the opponents.
Bennett
Frear
Morton
Goldwater
Prouty
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- Bridges
Bush
Green
Robertson
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. Butler
Hart
Saltonstall
The PRESIDING OFFiCER. The Byrd, Va.
Hayden
Schoeppel
Capehart
Hickenlooper Stennis
clerk will call the roll.
Carlson
Holland
Thurmond
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the Case,
N.J.
Hruska
Wiley
roll.
Cotton
Jordan
Williams, Del.
Curtis
Kerr
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that furNOT VOTING-11
ther proceedings under the quorum call Chavez
Johnston, S.C. Murray
Fong
Kuchel
O'Mahoney
be dispensed with.
Symington
Mansfield
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without Fulbright
Hennings
Martin
objection, it is so ordered..
So the amendment of Mr. LoNG of
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Louisiana was agreed to.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pl·esiLouisiana [Mr. LONGJ. All time has expired. The yeas and nays have been dent, I move to reconsider the vote by
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. which the amendment was agreed to.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. PresiThe legislative clerk proceeded to call
dent, I move to lay that motion on the
the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was table.
The motion to lay on the table was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
nave a pair with the Senator from Cali- agreed to.
Mr KERR. Mr. President, I send
fornia [Mr. KucHEL]. If he were present and voting he would vote "nay"; if I technical amendments to the desk. I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote ask unanimous consent that they be not
stated, but printed in the RECORD at this
"yea." I therefore withhold my vote.
point.
The rollcall was concluded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. WithMr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. out objection, it is so ordered.
The amendments, ordered to be printed
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FULBRIGHT], and the Senator from in the RECORD. are as follows:
South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON], are
On page 153, line 25, strike out "903(b)
(2) ,"and insert in lieu thereof "903(b) (2) ".
absent on official business.
- On page 156, line 3, after "SEC. 1202." inI also announce that the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] is absent be- sert in lieu thereof " (a) ".
On page 156, after line 11, insert:
cause of illness.
(1) There are hereby appropriated
I further announce that the Senator to "(b)
the Unemployment Trust Fund for credit
from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the Sena- to the Federal unemployment account, out
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], of any moneys in the Treasury not otherand the Senator from Missouri [Mr. wise appropriated, amounts equal to the
amounts by whichSYMINGTON], are necessarily absent.
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(b) Subsection (d) of section 202 of such intent and purpose of the present social
,.(A) 100 per centum of the additional
tax received under the Federal Unemploy- . Act 1s amended by adding at the end thereof security law is carried out regarding benefits
to dependents of insured individuals. The
ment Tax Act by reason of the reduced cred- the following new paragraph:
its provisions of section 8802 (c) (2) or (3)
"(7) A child shall be deemed dependent proposed amendment would permit a child
of such Act and covered into the Treasury, upon the individual who stands in loco to receive survivor benefits on the record
exceeds
parentis with respect to such child at the of an individual who stood in place of the
"(B) the amounts appropriated by para- time specified in paragraph (1) (0) if, at parent for not less than 5 years. The qualigraph (2). Any amount appropriated by such time, the child was living with and was fication for such a condition of dependency
thiB paragraph shall be credited against, and receiving at least three-fourths of his sup- is that the insured individual must have
contributed at least three-fourths of the
shall operate to reduce, that balance of ad- port from such individual."
support of the child involved and that the
vances, made under section 1201 to the State,
Mr.
KERR.
The
amendment
was
dischild must have been living with that worker
with respect to which employers paid such
cussed in committee; it was probably at the time of death.
additional tax.
It seems only fair that 1! an individual
"(2) Whenever the amount of such addi- due to an oversight that it was not contional tax received and covered into the sidered and approved. I have discussed has fulfilled the financial obligations of a.
Treasury exceeds that balance of advances, it with the chairman of the committee, parent for a period as long as 5 years the
made under section 1201 to the State, with and it is agreeable that the amendment child involved ought to be eligible to receive
financial benefits from the insurance of such
respect to which employers paid such ad- be accepted.
a person. In other words, if the individual
ditional tax, there is hereby appropriated to
Mr.
JAVITS.
Mr.
President,
I
ask
is something of a "financial parent" to the
the Unemployment Trust Fund for credit
child,
it is only equitable and reasonable on
to the account of such State, out of any unanimous consent to have a statement
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise ap- on the purposes of the amendment the individual's death that this relationship
ought to be recognized. This measure is
propriated, an amount equal to such excess. printed in the RECORD at this point.
an extension of the social security
There being no objection, the state- hardly
"(3) If, for any taxable year, there is
system into a new area; in reality, it is
with respect to any State both a balance ment was ordered to be printed in the little more than a grant of benefits to a
described in section 3302(c) (2) of the Fed- RECORD, as follows:
group who, in the spirit of the present law,
eral Unemployment Tax Act and a balance
1! not in the letter of it, are designated as
STATEMENT BY SENATOR JAVITS
described in section 3302 (c) ( 3) of such Act,
beneficiaries
of survivor's benefits.
Purpose: This amendment would permit a
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be applied
If children lose their means of support,
separately with respect to ·s ection 8302(c) (2) child to receive survivor benefits on the whether It be a parent or one who has served
(and the balance described therein) and record of the individual who stood in loco as a parent for them, they may be helpless
separately with respect to section 8302(c) parentis (in the place of the parent) for and in serious danger of being deprived of
not less than 5 years immediately preceding
(3) (and the balance described therein).
many of the necessities of life. This provi"(4) The amounts appropriated by para- the day on which the individual died. It sion covers very young children, as well as
also
requires
that
the
child
must
have
been
graphs (1) and (2) shall be transferred at
those who have reached their teenage years
the close of the month in which the moneys living with the worker at the time of death and are somewhat more capable of comprewere covered into the Treasury to the Un- and have been receiving at least three- hending and meeting the situation with
employment Trust Fund for credit to the fourths of his support from such worker.
which they are faced. There is no earthly
Cost: The Department of Health, Educa- reason why these children who, goodness
Federal unemployment account or to the account of the State, as the case may be, as of tion, and Welfare estimates the cost to be knows, have suffered enough in not being
negligible.
the first day of the succeeding month."
able to have their natural parents to care
Departmental position: The Department for them should further be punished by
On page 159, line 6, strike out "Employof
Health,
Education,
and
Welfare
favors
this
ment Security Act of 1960," and insert: "Sobeing deprived of what little they might
amendment and recommends its enactment. derive in benefits from the insurance of those
cial Security Amendments of 1960,".
This
report
appears
on
page
466
of
the
SenOn page 160, llne 6, strike out "Employwho were kind enough to aid them.
ment Security Act of 1960," and insert: "So- ate hearings, and indicates certain amendThe Department of Health, Education, and
ments
which
the
Department
proposes.
In
cial Security Amendments of 1960,".
Welfare has expressed its support of this
the main, these are based upon certain amendment and, indeed, has suggested sevMr. KERR. Mr. President, in redraft- other provisions, such as length of a child's eral changes which would even further exing the bill to conform to the decisions residence with the worker, with which the tend its benefits. They have recommended
of the Committee on Finance, the pro- House blll dealt in other aspects of social that the amendment be modified to provide
security. However, as the Finance Commit- for payment in cases where a worker is disvisions for placing the additional taxes tee
deleted the provisions referred to, the abled or retired, not only when he has died.
for the repayment of a loan in the Fed- proposed
amendments have not been adopted.
eral Unemployment Account were inad- In addition, the Department has suggested The Department further asked that the test
of dependency be lowered from three-fourths
vertently·overlooked.
that receipt of one-half support from the to one-half of the financial support of a
The technical amendments would re- worker, rather than three-fourths, would be child. Present law employs one-half sup·
store these provisions to section 1202, sufficient.
port as a test of dependency, and there is
Background: A similar amendment was no reason to believe that the present requirewith such modifications as are necesincluded
in
the
1956
Social
Security
Amendment is not an adequate one for the purposes
sary to conform to the changes in the
as passed by the Senate, but was de- of this amendment. Another recommendaprovisions for the repayment of loans, ments,
leted in the conference committee. It was tion of the Department is a change in the
and -ask unanimous consent that they be suggested to me by a constituent, Mr. M.
requirement of residence with the insured
adopted.
Chas. Rueckwald, of Watertown, N.Y., who individual from 5 years to 1 year, which, the
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The has been the guardian and sole support of Department feels, is sufficient time to assure
question is on agreeing to the amend- the children of his sister-in-law for many that benefits would be paid only in cases in
years, and who expressed concern that, in which the worker had actually assumed the
mEmts.
the event of his death, they would have no support of the child.
The amendments were agreed to.
Considering the provisions of this amendMr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up survivorship rights.
including all of these modifications,
my amendment identified as "8-20The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ment,
which
would have the effect of extending
60-E" and ask that it may be stated.
question is on agreeing to the amend- coverage even further, and to which I give
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ment offered by the Senator from New my wholehearted support, the Department
amendment will be stated.
York.
of Health, Education, and Welfare estimates
that the cost of these provisions would be
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 100,
The amendment was agreed to.
following line 24, it is proposed to insert
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask negligible.
I believe we have an obligation to correct
the following:
unanimous consent to have included in this
inequity which has resulted from a legal
SEc. 212. (a) Clause (3) of the first sen- the RECORD a statement with regard to loophole, and not from any clear legislative
tence of subsection (e) of section 216 of the the amendment. I express my apprecia- intent. The children involved in this measSocial Security Act is amended to read as tion to the chairman of the committee ure are clearly a group that the social secufollows: "(8) in the case of a deceased indi- and other members of the committee for rity program was intended to benefit.
vidual, (A) a stepchild who has been such accepting the amendment.
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
stepchlld for not less than one year immeThere being no objection, the state- President, on behalf of myself and my
diately preceding the day on which such
ment
was
ordered
to
be
printed
in
the
individual died, or (B) a child with respect
colleague from New Jersey [Senator
CASE], I send an amendment to the desk
to whom an individual has stood in loco RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT ~y SENATOR KEATING
parentis for not less than five years lmmeand ask that it be stated.
dia,tely preceding the day on which such
The amendment now before the Senate is
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
individual died."
one which is designed to insure that the amendment will be stated.
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work 26 quarters to become eligible for
social security benefits as a public employee. Perhaps he has already worked
( 4) For purposes of section 214 (a) of 23 quarters, or 3 short of eligibility.
such Act (as it would be amended by this If the bill is passed in present form,
Act), the amendment made by subsection he would need only 20 quarters for eligi(a) shall not apply in the case of any in- bility. Thus he would automatically bedividual who on, before, or after the date come subject to a reduction in his New
of enactment of this Act, becomes entitled Jersey pension by the amount of his
to retirement benefits under the Teachers
Pension and Annuity Fund of the State of social security benefits. This loss for
New Jersey or to retirement benefits under · teachers would amount to an average of
the Public Employees Retirement System of $1,300 a year. The loss for public emthe State of New Jersey.
ployees would amount to an average of
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I $960.
Mr. President, the amendment of my
earnestly hope the Senate will accept colleague
and I would simply retain, for
this amendment. The hopes, expecta- the male members of the New Jersey
tions, and financial security of hundreds teachers and public employees pension
of dedicated New Jersey teachers and systems, the same number of quarters
public employees depend upon it.
necessary for eligibility under the existMr. President, I wish to say that I
strongly support the liberalizing fea- ingItlaw.
will in no way affect anyone else
tures of these proposed amendments to in the country, Nor will it prevent New
the Social Security Act.
Jersey teachers or public employees from
But I am confident that the Senate, in retiring at age 62 if they wish. It will
liberalizing the act, would not wish to simply require that they have the same
cause financial losses of up to $1,300 a number of quarters that they needed
year for many hundreds of New Jersey for eligibility under the existing law.
teachers and public employees.
Mr. President, I wish only to point
Unfortunately that is what will hap- out that the older New Jersey teachers
pen if the bill in its present form is joined in this integrated program on the
adopted.
that they would be able
The amendment that my colleague understanding
to avoid the State offset and receive
and I are proposing relates to the both
their full pensions and social seliberalization of the retirement age re- cm·ity benefits. Well publicized official
. quirement for men from the age of 65 manuals gave careful instructions on the
to 62.
dates by which time th~y would have to
Our proposed amendment would not retire to avoid the r·eduction.
in any way adversely affect or work
Mr. President, our amendment would
hardship on anyone in the United States simply
them from this reduction
who would benefit from the reduction in becauseprotect
of the proposed change in the
eligibility age from 65 to 62.
It would, however, protect New Jer- Federal law. I hope the Senate will
sey's male teachers and public employees accept it.
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presifrom a serious loss in their retirement
dent, on June 24, 1960, my colleague
allowances that would occur because of from
New Jersey and I brought to the
the reduction in age.
attention of the Senate the plight of
Mr. President, I will try, briefly, to approximately
3,400 New Jersey teachdescribe how this problem has arisen. ers and other public employees.
Because the laws of New Jersey proThese people have retired or are
vide for the integration of the Federal shortly eligible to retire under a plan
social security system with the New which permits the State of New Jersey
Jersey teacher's pension and annuity to reduce the retirement allowance payfund and the New Jersey public em- able by the State pension fund if the
ployees' retirement system, the State is employees earned a social security benepermitted to reduce the amount of pen- fit through New Jersey public employsion it owes to these groups of people ment.
Any social security benefit
by the amount of social security benefit earned through such employment is
for which the individual becomes eligi- used to relieve the State of all or a porble through New Jersey public employ- tion of its. obligation to pay a pension
ment.
to a retired public employee.
Because of this provision, man teachMany of these people who have alers and public employees have retired or ready retired had purposely advanced
have planned their retirements in ad- the dates of their retirement in order to
vance of the date on which they would · avoid earning a social security benefit
become eligible for social security bene- through public employment in New Jerfits as public employees, thus avoi_d ing . sey. Others who are still working have
the reduction in their retirement allow- long planned to take the same course.
ances that would result if they earned The ability to do this was held out to the
the necessary number of quarters as New Jersey teachers and other employpublic employees to make them eligible ees as an inducement when they voted
for social security benefits.
to come under the Federal social secuNow, however, the pending bill pro- rity program and it was a part of the
poses to reduce the age requirement for terms of the service they have rendered
men from 65 to 62. This change will since that time. Section 204(a) of H.R.
have the effect of reducing the number 12580, however, proposed to cut eligiof quarters of employment needed to be- bility requirements to such a degree
come eligible for benefits. To take a that all of these people would be conspecific example, under the existing law, sidered as having earned their social
a male teacher in New Jersey who was security benefit through New Jersey
boi.·n in January 1899 would have to public employment.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 100,
after line 13, insert the following new
paragraph:

August 23

The effect of this on these people
would be a substantial reduction in income through loss of pension from the
State of New Jersey.
To prevent this calamitous loss of
much needed, and justly anticipated,
income by many of our most deserving
senior citizens, Senator WILLIAMS and I
jointly introduced on June 24 an
amendment to section 204 (a) of H.R.
12580 which would protect members of
the New Jersey teachers pension and
annuity fund and the New Jersey public
employees retirement · system against
the adverse effects of the proposed
reduction of eligibility requirements.
However, after careful study of this
amendment and several alternative proposals, officials of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare expressed their opposition to this approach. Other than deletion from section 204 (a) of the proposal to cut in
half the number of quarters of coverage
required there appeared to be no Federal approach, acceptable to the Department, assuring New Jersey teachers and
public employees they would receive the
benefits they have been promised.
The social security bill reported out by
the Senate Finance Committee does not
contain a proposal to cut in half the
number of quarters of coverage required.
By deleting this provision the committee
has, in effect, carried out the intent of the
Williams-Case amendment, and acted to
protect the interests of New Jersey
teachers and public employees.
However, the Finance Committee bill
does contain a new proposal to lower the
retirement age for men from 65 to 62.
Because eligibility requirements are directly related to retirement age, this
would cause men to become fully insured
with fewer quarters of coverage than are
required under present law. As the
retirement age for women is already 62,
they would not be affected.
The net effect of the Finance Committee action on H.R. 12580 to date would
be to prevent loss of income on the part
of women teachers and public employees
in New Jersey but to leave men still faced
with the prospect of reduced benefits.
The amendment which Senator WILLIAMS and I now propose to the Finance
Committee bill will eliminate the remaining threat of loss of income for
these deserving teachers and public employees. At the same time, it will permit
a reasonable liberalization of eligibility
requirements. It will also permit a man
to receive benefits 3 years earlier than
under the present social security law.
And, most importantly, it does not affect
adversely any person or group.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I have not
had time to digest the amendment;
neither have the other members of the
committee. However, in view of the fact
· that they have stated it relates only to
New Jersey, I hope it will be accepted
and taken to conference. If it is found
there to be objectionable, it can be taken
out of the bill.
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I express my gratitude for the graciousness
of my friend from Oklahoma.
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I, too, thank
the Senator from Oklahoma.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Puerto Rico shall not be combined with Fedquestion is on agreeing to the amend- eral service or Federal wages.'
"(B) Section 1503(a) of such Act is
ment offered by the Senator from New amended
by adding at the end thereof the
Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS].
following: 'For the purposes of this subsecThe amendment was agreed to.
tion, the te·r m "State" does not include the
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.'
my amendment identified as "8-20-60"(C) Section 1503(b) of such Act is
D.'"

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be not read, but printed in
the RECORD at this point.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, is as follows:
On page 171, following line 12, insert the
following:
"PART 4--EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAM TO
PUERTO RICO
" Extension of titles Ill, IX, and XII of the
Social Security Act

"SEC. 541. Effective on and after January
1, 1961, paragraphs (1) and (2) of section
1101(a) of the Social Security Act are
amended to read as follows:
" ' ( 1) The term "State", except where
otherwise provided, includes the District of
Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and when used in titles I, IV, V, VII,
X, and XIV includes the Virgin Islands and
Guam.
"'(2) The term "United States" when used
in a geographical sense m,e ans, except where
otherwise provided, the States, the District
of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico. •
"Federal employees and ex-servicemen

"SEc. 542. (a) (1) Effective with respect to
weeks of unemployment beginning after December 31, 1965, section 1503(b) of such
Act is amended by striking out 'Puerto Rico
or'.
"( 2) Effective with respect to first claims
filed after December 31, 1965, paragraph (3)
of section 1504 of such Act is amended by
striking. out 'Puerto Rico or' wherever appearing therein.
"(b) (1) Effective on and after January 1,
1961 (but only in ·the c_ase of weeks of unemployment beginning before January 1,
1966)"(A) Section 1502(b ) of such Act is
amended by striking out '(b) Any' and inserting in lieu thereof '(b) (1) Except as
provided in paragraph (2), any', and by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:
"'(2) In the case of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the agreement shall provide
that compensation will be paid by the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico to any Federal
employee whose Federal service and Federal
wages are assigned under section 1504 to
such Commonwealth, with respect to unemployment after December 31, 1960 (but only
in the case of weeks of unemployment beginning before January 1, 1966), in the same
amount, on the same terms, and subject to
the same conditions as the compensation
which would be payable to such employee
under the unemployment compensation law
of the District of Columbia if such employee's Federal service and Federal wages
had been included as employment and wages
under such law, except that if such employee,
without regard to his Federal service and
Federal wages, has employment or wages sufficient to qualify for any compensation during the benefit year under such law, then
payments of compensation under this subsection shall be made only on the basis of his
Federal service and Federal wages. In applying this paragraph or subsection (b) of
section 1503, as the case may be, employment and wages under the unemployment
compensation law of the Commonwealth of

KENNEDY] and the Senator from New
York [Mr. KEATING]. The purpose of the
amendment is to conform our bill to
the House bill in extending the FederalState unemployment compensation program to Puerto Rico. This provision is
contained in the House bill, and if we
amended by adding at the end thereof the should enact the Senate bill tonight,
following: 'This subsection shall apply in with the amendment included, the prorespect of the Commonwealth of Puerto vision would definitely be in the bill
Rico ·only if such Commonwealth does not which will go to the President.
have an agreement under this title with the
It does not represent an additional
Secretary.'
"(2) Effective on and after January 1, 1961 cost or burden. It merely harmonizes
(but only in the case of first claims filed be- the relationships between our country
fore January 1, 1966), section 1504 of such and the Commonwealth in this very imAct is amended by adding after and below portant respect. It is a matter which
parag raph (3) the following:
the people of Puerto Rico value very
"'For the purposes of p aragraph (2) , the highly. I hope the committee will see fit
term "United States" does not include the
to accept the amendment.
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.'
I ask unanimous consent to insert in
"(c) Effective on and after January 1,
1961the RECORD at this point a statement on
"(1) section 1503(d) of such Act is the subject which appears in the House
amended by striking out 'Puerto Rico and', committee report, at page 57.
and by striking out 'agencies' each place it
There being no objection, the stateappears and inserting in lieu thereof
ment was ordered to be printed in the
'agency'; and
"(2) section 151l(e) of such Act is RECORD, as follows:

amended by striking out 'Puerto Rico or'.
"(d) The last sentence of section 1501(a)
of such Act is amended to read as follows:
" 'For the purpose of paragraph ( 5) of this
subsection, the term "United States" when
used in the geographical sense means the
States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands.'
" Extension of Federal Unemployment Tax
Act

"SEC. 543. (a) Effective with respect to remuneration paid after December 31, 1960,
for ser.v ices performed after such date, section 3306(j) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 is amended to read as follows:
"'(j) STATE, UNITED STATES, AND
CITIZEN.-For purposes of this chapter" • ( 1) STATE.-The term "State" includes
the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
"' (2) UNITED STATEs.-The term "United
States" when used in a geographical sense
includes the States, the District of Columbia,
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
An individual who is a citizen of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico (but not otherwise a citizen of the United States) shall be
considered, for purposes of this section, as
a citizen of the United States.'
"(b) The unemployment compensation
law of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
shall be considered as meeting the requirements of"(1) Section 3304(a) (2) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act, if such law provides
that no compensation is payable with respect to any day of unemployment occurring
before January 1, 1959.
"(2) Section 3304(a) (3) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act and section 303(a)
(4) of the Social Security Act, if such law
contains the provisions required by those
sections and if it requires that, on or before February 1, 1961, there be paid over to
the Secretary of the Treasury, for credit to
the Puerto Rico account in the Unemployment Trust Fund, an amount equal to the
excess of" (A) the aggregate of the moneys received
in the Puerto Riqo unemployment fund
before January 1, 1961, over
"(B) the aggregate of the moneys paid
from such fund before January 1, 1961, as
unemployment compensation or as refunds
of contributions erroneously paid.''

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
the amendment on behalf of myself and
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.

PART 4. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION TO PUERTO RICO
Part 4 of title V provides that Puerto Rico
will be treated as a State for purposes of
the several provisions of the Social Security
Act dealing with unemployment compensation and the Federal Unemployment Tax
Act. At the present time, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico has an unemployment compensation program completely
outside of the Federal-State unemployment
compensation system. Employers in Puerto
Rico are not subject to the Federal unemployment tax and Puerto Rico is not entitled to Federal grants to cover the administrative expenses of its unemployment
compensation program. By separate legislation enacted in 1950, however, Federal
grants were authorized to cover the costs of
the employment service in Puerto Rico. It
is estimated that the Federal unemployment
taxes collected in Puerto Rico will meet all
the costs of administering their unemployment compensation program and part of the
costs of the employment service.
Part 4 includes provisions relating to the
operation in Puerto Rico of title XV of the
Social Security Act which deals with payment of unemployment compensation to
Federal employees and ex-servicemen. At
present, title XV provides generally that unemployed Federal employees and ex-servicemen will receive unemployment compensation paid for by the Federal Government but
determined under the law of the particular
State in which the individual last worked
(in the case of Federal employees) or in
which the individual resides (in the case of
ex-servicemen). Title XV presently provides also that unemployment compensation.
to Federal employees and ex-liervicemen in.
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is to be
computed under the law of the District of
Columbia. Since Puerto Rico is to be considered a State for purposes of the unemployment compensation laws, your committee believes that an indefinite continuation
of this use of the District of Columbia law
for Federal employees and ex-servicemen in.
Puerto Rico is inappropriate. However, in
view of the low level of Puerto Rican benefits, which (as of June 1, 1960) provided a
maximum weekly amount of $12 and a maximum duration of 7 weeks, it dqes appear
appropriate, for a transition period, to continue to determine the unemployment compensation payable to Federal employees and
ex-servicemen in Puerto Rico under the law
of the District of Columbia, and part 4 so
provides. For weeks of unemployment beginning after December 31, 1965, Federal
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civilian employees and ex-servicemen in
Puerto Rico will be paid unemployment
compensation under the unemployment
compensation law of Puerto Rico.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. KEATING. I express my complete
support of this amendment and join with
my colleague from New York in the hope
that the committee will accept it.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD a statement I have prepared with
respect to the amendment.
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR KEATING
The amendment to extend the unemployment compensation program to Puerto Rico
is one which, I feel, deserves our immediate
action. This provision was accepted as a
part of the House bill, and is a measure
which my colleague, the senior Senator from
New York, and I have given a great deal of
consideration.
Bringing Puerto Rico under the unemployment compensation system would be a
benefit both to the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico and to the Nation as a whole. In its
status as a Commonwealth, which it has held
since 1952, Puerto Rico is subject to the
Federal laws of the United States, and it
follows from this that the Commonwealth
ought to be encompassed in any Federal program of the nature of the unemployment
compensation system.
Puerto Rico is covered under other aspects of the social security program, and
there is no reason why it should not be included in this one. I am told that the cost
of such action would involve only a slight
expenditure, and in f~ct would be virtually
negligible. I believe this is a measure which
clearly ought to be enacted, and I hope the
Senate w1ll do so.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?
Mr. KEATING. I yield.
Mr. CHAVEZ. I join with the distinguished senior Senator from New
York and the distinguished junior Senator from New York in supporting the
amendment. I hope it will be adopted.
It is about time, when we are taking care
of everyone else in the world, that we
begin to take care of the Puerto Ricans.
I favor the amendment.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I express my gratitude to the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico for his valiant
support of the amendment. I know of
his interest in this problem, and I commend him for it.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to my colleagues, especially the
distinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr.
BYRD l and the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR].
I am prepared to yield back the remainder of my time, if that is agreeable.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, there is no
opposition to the amendment on the part
of the managers of the bill. I yield back
the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered by

the Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITsl
for himself and other Senators.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I call
up my amendment designated "8-2060-B." I ask unanimous consent that
the reading o·f the amendment be waived,
but that the amendment be printed at
this point in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the amendment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
on page 165, following line 21, it is proposed to insert the following:
"CONDITIONS FOR REDUCED RATE OF
coNTRmUTioNs
"SEc. 505. Section 3303 (c) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act is hereby amended
by adding at the end thereof a new paragraph as follows:
"'(9) Person" 'The term "person" shall not include any
organization, service for which is excepted
from employment under paragraph (8) of
section 3306(c) ·"'
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
two other amendments at the desk. I
shall not put them to a vote. I simply
wish to express a request to the committee in connection with them. I shall
detain the Senate for only a minute on
each amendment. I should like to have
the attention of the manager on the part
of the committee, the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR].
These amendments concern two urgent
problems. I am under no illusions about
having them adopted, because the committee is not ready to adopt them.
However, I ask the committee to examine into them in the interval between
now and next year.
The amendment I have just called up
is one of great interest to the state of
New York. It seeks to redefine the word
"person" in the Unemployment Compensation Act, so as to permit nonprofit
organizations-and there is an enormous
number of them in the State of New
York, employing 350,000 people-to
come under the Unemployment Compensation Act without paying the tax,
but on a reimbursable basis. To achieve
this purpose will require both State and
Federal action. Therefore, the State
will have the option of deciding whether
to permit such action in the case of a
particular nonprofit organization or not.
We feel strongly about this proposal in
New York.
I hope the Senator from Oklahoma
will agree-and I shall withdraw the
amendment in a moment-to have the
committee examine into the question
carefully, to see if perhaps next year
the proposal might not receive favorable
consideration.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, as one
who hopes he will be here next year and
will be a member of the committee, and
after speaking to my distinguished colleague from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], who,
the Lord willing, will be here, I may say
that it will be a pleasure for us to hear
the Senator from New York discuss the
amendment to which he has referred.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma.

August 23

Mr. President, the other amendment which I should like to have similarly considered-and I hope that the
committee will actually put its staff to
work on it-is one which I think will
commend itself to many Senators. It
appears that when a child is entitled to
benefits by virtue of the coverage of his
parent under the social security systern, and the child attains the age of 18,
he receives no further payments. Between the ages of 18 arid 21, many children-and 350,000 of them are affectedattend schools and colleges, and really
need thiS help Urgently. It iS Very
much in the national interest that they
should have it.
The amendment, which I have not
called up, proposes that children actually attending schools or colleges, who
really need this help, shall have it, notwithstanding the fact that they have
attained the age 18, until they are 21
years old.
By way of support for this proposal,
I call the attention of the Senator from
Oklahoma to a resolution adopted by the
American Legion in national convention
at Minneapolis~ Minn., on August 24 to
August 27, 1959, favoring exactly such
an amendment to the social security law.
Again, I know this is not the kind of
proposal that one should seek to have
adopted in an oppositional sense. I
simply ask most earnestly, that the
committee examine into the question,
and have its staff examine into it, also,
in the hope that the Senate may act on
the proposal next year.
Mr. President, I point out that both of
these amendments are offered with the
sponsorship of my colleague from New
York [Mr. KEATING].
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am
in accord with the judgment of my distinguished colleague from New York in
not pressing for these amendments at
this time. I join in the hope that the
committee will approve them.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD, a statement in explanation of
the amendment.
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR KEATING
The amendment to the social security
Amendments Act of 1960 which my colleague,
the senior Senator from New York, and I have
introduced deals with a problem which, I
believe, urgently demands action. The proposed amendment would permit children
eligible to receive old-age and survivor's insurance benefits under the social security
program to continue to receive such benefits
until they reach the age of 21, if they remain
continuously in school or college from the
time the age of 18 was attained until they
have reached age 21. The law presently provides that such benefits must be discontinued when a child reaches the age of 18.
The purpose of the amendment is, quite
clearly, to enable students who would otherwise be forced to discontinue their education
for lack of financial resources to carry on
to a college degree. Under the present setup,
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the sudden withdrawal of benefits when a
chlld turns 18 frequently imposes so overwhelming a financial burden on the widow
that any thought of further education must
be abandoned. This burden is unfair, and
there are very good reasons, both from the
viewpoint of the just claims of the individuals involved and from the standpoint of
the general welfare of the Nation, why it
should be eliminated, or at least, somewhat
alleviated.
First, benefits were discontinued at the age
of 18 because it was presumed that upon
graduation from secondary school and the
attainment of the age of 18, the chlld would
begin to earn his keep and would become
financially independent. However, an 18-,
19-, or 20-year-old who remains a student
is not any more independent financially
than a 17-year-old. In fact, in most cases
education beyond secondary school involves
additional financial expenditure, so that the
general financial situation of the family is
worsened. The discontinuance of survivor's
benefits only serves to make a bad situation
even more impossible.
It is clear beyond a doubt that children
who remain in school or college past the age
of 18 are at least as much, in need of benefits
as those younger than 18. Most likely, their
need is greater. And it is just as manifest
that they are entitled to these benefits, because their financial situation and their
status with regard to dependence on their
remaining parent is the same as that of a
child under 18. If such is the case, the distinction now being made at age 18 must be
viewed as a purely arbitrary one, bearing no
relationship to the conditions under which
the individuals involved must live.
That the extension of benefits to this
vitally important group bears significant relevance to the national welfare is a point that
ought hardly to be necessary to make. When
we deprive youngsters who are interested in
and capable of pursuing their education to
a point where they can contribute significantly to our society, we are depriving our
country of something we can ill afford to
throw away. At a time when the events
which take place every day in the world
emphasize and reemphasize the overwhelming importance of fulfill1ng our maximum
potential as a nation and, with that in mind,
of giving our youth every opportunity to
develop its potential to the fullest, we must
not slacken in our efforts with regard to any
group of potential leaders.
I am told that some 115,000 young people
would benefit from the proposed amendment,
which would provide, on the average, an
additional $507 annually. Among that 115,000 may be some of our most distinguished
leaders of the future, if they are given the
chance. And we cannot afford not to give
them that chance.
The cost involved in this measure would
be 0.08 percent of the payroll on a level
premium basis, estimated at about $75 million for the children, and $30 mlllion for the
continued benefits to the mothers. I believe
this cost-only 0.08 percent of the payroll
taxable under the old-age, survivors, and
disab111ty insurance programs--is indeed
minimal when the potential benefits are considered.
Mr. President, the extension of benefits so
that qualified and needy youth who deserve
survivor's benefits may continue their education is a responsib111ty of the utmost importance, and I strongly urge that the Senate at an early date consider this amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma.
Mr. President, I ask ·unanimous consent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD the text of the resolution of the
American Legion in national convention,
to which I referred in my remarks.
There being no objection, the resolution was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follOWS:

ment be dispensed with, but that it be
printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the amendment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Whereas one of the major objectives of
the American Legion's education and scholarship committee is to help make it possible
for the children of veterans who have the
ab111ty and desire to receive an education
beyond high school; and
Whereas present provisions of the Socia.!
Security Act, title II, terminates benefits to
children of deceased wage earners when they
attain the age of 18; and
Whereas it is at this age when the continuation of social security benefits would,
in many instances, be the determining factor as to whether or not children would be
financially able to continue their education
beyond hLgh school: Now, therefore, be it

" ' (a) The term "retirement age" means
age sixty-two.'
"(b) (1) Subsection (q) of section 202 of
such Act is amended to read as follows:

Resolved, by the American Legion in national convention assembled at Minneapolis,
Minn., August 24-27, 1959, That the Ameri-

can Legion actively support legislation
which would amend title II of the Social
Security Act in a manner which would authorize the continuance of payments to children after they reach age 18 whlle unmarried
and enrolled in an approved school, but not
beyond the age of 21.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I withdraw my amendment.
Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may make a brief statement as a part
of the debate on amendments on the
social security bill relating to miscellaneous matters, not on medical care.
I now read the statement:
It has been proposed by a number of
organizations of civil service and post
office employees in New York, that there
be included in the social security bill
a provision permitting such employees to
participate in the social security system,
on the same basis as self-employed persons, in addition to their participation
under their own retirement system.
They take the position that employees
of State and local governments have
been permitted to participate in the system on a voluntary basis to supplement
their own benefits and that many persons covered by private industry retirement funds also have such additional
coverage. They are, of course, not asking the Federal Government to contribute to this coverage in addition to their
own-rather they suggest that they be
subjected, on an optional basis, to the
self-employment tax. This is a most interesting proposal, in my opinion, and I
believe that it is worthy of the committee's study and consideration. I would,
therefore, trust that the chairman of the
committee will give consideration prior
to the time the Senate next considers
the matter of social security to this question of such coverage.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the com- President, I call up my amendment desmittee will be very happy to study the ignated "8-22-60-C" and ask for its imamendment, as the Senators from New mediate consideration. I ask unanimous
York have suggested.
consent that the reading of the amend-

On page 83 it is proposed to strike out line
1 and everything that follows down to and
including line 13 on page 100, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:
" 'RETIREMENT AGE

"'ADJUSTMENT OF OLD•AGE, WIFE'S, AND HUSBAND'S INSURANCE BENEFIT AMOUNTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH AGE OF BENEFICIARY

" ' ( q) ( 1) The old-age insurance benefit of
any individual for any month prior to the
month in which such individual attains the
age of sixty-five shall be reduced by" '(A) five-ninths of 1 per centum, multiplied by
"'(B) the number equal to the number of
months in the period beginning with the
first day of the first month for which such
individual is entitled to an old-age insurance benefit and ending with the la~t day of
the month before the month in which such
individual would attain the age of sixty-five.
"'(2) The wife's or husband's insurance
benefit of any individual for any month
after the month preceding the month in
which such individual attains retirement age
and prior to such individual's attainment
month (as defined in paragraph (10)) shall
be reduced by" '(A) twenty-five thirty-sixths of 1 per
centum, multiplied by
"'(B) the number equal to the number
of months in the period beginning with
t~e first day of the first month for which
such individual is entitled to such wife's
or husband's insurance benefit and ending
with the last day of the month before such
individual's attainment month, except that
in no event shall such period start earlier
than the first day of the month in which
such individual attains retirement age.
In the case of a woman entitled to wife's
insurance benefits, the preceding provisions
of this paragraph shall not apply to the
benefit for any month in which she has in
her care (individually or jointly with the
individual on whose wages and self-employment income her wife's insurance benefit is
based) a child entitled to child's insurance
benefits on the basis of such wages and
self-employment income. With respect to
any month in the period specified in clause
(B) of the first sentence of this paragraph,
if (in the case of a woman entitled to wife's
insurance benefits) she does not have in
such month such a child in her care (individually or jointly with the individual on
whose wages and self~employment income
her wife's insurnnce benefit is based), she
shall be deemed to have such a child in her
care in such month for the purposes of the
preceding sentence unless there is in effect
for such month a certificate filed by her
with the Secretary, in accordance with regulations prescribed by him, in which she
elects to receive wife's insurance benefits as
provided in this subsection. Any certificate
filed pursuant to the preceding sentence
shall be effective for purposes of such sentence"'(i) for the month in which it is filed,
and for any month thereafter, if in such
month she does not have such a child in
her care (individually or jointly with the
individual on whose wages and self-employment income her wife's insurance benefit is
based), and
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"• (il) for the period of one or more consecutive months (not exceeding twelve) immediately preceding the month in which
such certificate is filed which is designated
by her (not including as part of such period
a ny month in which she had such a child
in her care (individually or jointly with
the individual on whose wages and self_employment income her wife's insurance
beneft t is based) ) .
If such a certificate is filed, the period referred to in clause (B) of the first sentence
of this paragraph shall commence with the
first day of the first month (i) for which
she is entitled to a wife's insurance benefit,
(11) which occurs after the month preceding
the month in which she attains retirement
age, and (iii) for which such certificate is
effective.
"'(3) In the case of any individual who
is or was entitled to a wife's or husband's
insurance benefit to which paragraph (2) is
applicable and who, for any month after the
first month for which such individual is or
was so entitled (but not for such first month
or any earlier month) occurring prior to such
individual's attainment month, is entitled to
an old-age insurance benefit, the amount of
such old-age insurance benefit for any
month prior to such attainment month,
shall (in lieu of the reduction provided in
paragraph ( 1) in any case in which such
paragraph would otherwise have applied to
such old-age insurance benefit) be reduced
by the sum of.. '(A) an amount equal to the amount by
which such wife's or husband's (as the case
may be) insurance benefit is reduced under
paragraph (2) for such month (or, if such
individual is not entitled to a wife's or husband's insurance benefit for such month, by
an amount equal to the amount by which
such benefit for the last mont h for which
such indiyidual was entitled to such a benefit was reduced), plus
"'(B) if the old-age insurance benefit for
such month prior to reduction under this
subsection exceeds such wife's or husband's
(as the case may be) insurance benefit prior
to reduction under this subsection and if
paragraph (1) applied to such old-age insurance benefit, an amount equal to-.. '(i) the number equal to the number of
months specified in clause (B) of paragraph
(1), multiplied by
"'(11) five-ninths of 1 per centum, and
further multiplied by
" •(iii) the excess of such old -age insurance benefit over such wife's or husband's
(as the case may be) insurance benefit.
" • ( 4) In the case of a.ny individual who
is entitled to an old-age insurance benefit
and who, for the first month for which such
individual is so entitled (but not for any
prior month) or for any later month occurring prior to such individual's attainment
month, is entitled to a wife's or husband's
insurance benefit to which paragraph (2)
is applicable, the amount of such wife's or
husband's insurance benefit for any month
prior to such attainment month, shall, in
lieu of the reduction provided in paragraph
(2), be reduced by the sum of.. '(A) an amount equal to the amount by
which such old-age insurance benefit for
such month is reduced under paragraph (1)
or (5) (if such paragraph applied to such
old-age insurance benefit), plus
" • (B) an amount equal to.. '(1) the number equal to the number of
months specified in clause (B) of paragraph
(2), multiplied by
"' (11) twenty-five thirty-sixths of 1 per
centum, and further multiplied by
"'(iii) the excess of such wife 's or husband's insurance benefit (as the case may
be) prior to reduction under this subsection
over the old-age insurance benefit prior to
reduction under this subsection.
"'(5) In the case of any individual who
1s entitled to an old-age insurance benefit

for the month in which such individual attains the age of sixty-five or any month
thereafter, such benefit tor such month shall,
if such individual was also entitled to such
benefit for any one or more months prior to
the month in which such individual attained the age of sixty-five and such benefit
for any such prior month was reduced under
paragraph (1) or (3), be reduced as provided
in such paragraph, except that there shpn
be subtracted, from the number specified in
clause (B) of such paragraph.. '(A) the number equal to the number
of months for which such benefit was reduced under such paragraph, but for which
such benefit was subject to deductions
under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 203
(b),

and except that, in the case of any such
benefit reduced under paragraph (3), there
also shall be subtracted from the number
specified in clause (B) of paragraph (2), for
the purpose of computing the amount referred to in clause (A) of paragraph (3).. '(B) the number equal to the number
of months for which the wife's or husband's
(as the case may be) insurance benefit was
reduced under such paragraph (2), but for
which such benefit was subjec-t to deductions under paragraph (1) or (2) of section
203(b), under section 203(c), or under section 222 (b),
"'(C) in case of a wife's insurance benefit,
the number equal to the number of months
occurring after the first month for which
such benefit was reduced under paragraph
(2) in which she had in her care (individually or jointly with the individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based) a child of such individual
entitled to child's insurance benefits, and
" • (D) the number equal to the number
of months for which such wife's or husband's
(as the case may be) insurance benefit was
reduced under such paragraph (2), but in or after which such individual's entitlement
to wife's or husband's insurance benefits was
terminated because such individual's spouse
ceased to be under a disability, not including
in such number of months any month after
such termination in which such individual
was entitled to wife's or husband's insurance
benefits .
Such subtraction shall be made only if the
total of such months specified in clauses
(A), (B), (C), and (D) of the preceding
sentence is not less than three. For purposes of clauses (B) and (C) of this paragraph, the wife's or husband's insurance
benefit of an individual shall not be considered terminated for any reason prior to
such individual's attainment month.
" '(6) In the case of any individual who
is entitled to a wife's or husband's insurance
benefit for such individual's attainment
month, or any month thereafter, such benefit
for such month shall, if such individual was
also entitled to such benefit for any one or
more months prior to such attainment
month and such benefit for any such prior
month was reduced under paragraph (2) or
( 4) be reduced as provided in such paragraph, except that there shall be subtracted
from t he number specified in clause (B) of
such paragraph.. '(A) the number equal to the number of
months for which such benefit was reduced
under such paragraph, but for which such
benefit was subject to deductions under section 203(b) (1) or (2), under section 203(c),
or under section 222 (b) ,
"'(B) in case of a wife's insurance benefit,
the number equal to the number of months,
occurring after the first month for which
such benefit was reduced under such paragraph, in which she had in her care (individually or jointly with the individual on
whose wages and · self-employment income
such beneftt is based) a child of such individual entitled to child's insurance benefits,
and
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"'(C) the number equal to the numbeF
of months for which such wife's or husband's (as the case may be) insurance benefit was reduced under such paragraph, but
in or after which such individual's entitlement to wife's or husband's insurance benefits was terminated because such individual's
spouse ceased to be under a disabi11ty, not
including in such number of months any
month after such termination in which such
individual was entitled to wife's or.husband's
insurance benefits,
and except that, in the case of any such
benefit reduced under paragraph (4), there
also shall be subtracted from the number
specified in clause (B) of paragraph (1) ,
for the purpose of computing the amount
referred to in clause (A) of paragraph (4).. '(D) the number equal to the number
of months for which the old-age insurance
benefit was reduced under such paragraph
( 1) but for which such benefit was subject
to deductions under paragraph (1) or (2)
of section 203 (b) .
"Such subtraction shall be made only if
the total of such months specified in clauses
(A), (B), (C), and (D) of the preceding
sentence is not less than three.
" • (7) In the case of an individual who is
or was entitled to a wife's or husband's insurance benefit to which paragraph (6) was
applicable and who, for such individual's
attainment month (but not for any prior
month) or for any later month, is entitled
to an old-age insurance benefit, the amount
of such old-age insurance benefit for any
month shall be reduced by an amount equal
to the amount by which the wife's or husband's (as the case may be) insurance benefit is reduced under paragraph (6) for such
month (or, if such individual is not entitled
to a wife's or husband's insurance benefit
for such month, by (i) an amount equal to
the amount by which such benefit for the
last month for which such individual was
entitled thereto was reduced, or (ii) if
smaller, an amount equal to the amount by
which such benefit would have been reduced
under pargaraph (6) for such individual's
attainment month if entitlement to such
benefit had not terminated before such
month).
"'(8) In the case of an individual who is
entitled to an old-age insurance benefit to
which paragraph ( 5) is applicable and who,
for such individual's attainment month
(but not for any prior month) or for any
later month, is entitled to a wife's or husband's insurance benefit, the amount of
such wife's or husband's insurance benefit
for any month shall be reduced by an
amount equal to the amount by which such
old-age insurance benefit for such month is
reduced under paragraph (5).
"'(9) The preceding paragraphs shall be
applied to old-age insurance benefits, wife_'s
insurance benefits, and husband's insurance
benefits after reduction under section
203(a) and application of section 215 (g).
If the amount of any reduction computed
under paragraph (1), under paragraph (2),
under clause (A) or clause (B) of paragraph
(3), or under clause (A) or clause (B) of
paragraph (4) is not a multiple of $0.10, it
shall be reduced to the next lOWP-t' multiple
of $0.10.
" ' ( 10) For purposes of this subsection,
an individual's "attainment month" means.. ' (A) in the case of a man entitled to
husband's insurance benefits, tht' month in
which he attains, or would attain, the age
of sixty-ft. ve;
"'(B) in the case of a woman entitled
to wife's insurance benefits, the month in
which she attains, or would attain, the age
of sixty-five, or, if later, the month in which
the individual (if entitled to old-age insurance benefits) on the basis of whose wages
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and self-employment income she is entitled
to such benefits attains, or would attain, the
age of sixty-five.'
"(2) Subsection (r) of section 202 of
such Act is hereby repealed.
"(3) Subsection (s) of section 202 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:
"'DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFICIARY

"'(s) (1) If any individual becomes entitled to a widow's insurance benefit, widower's insurance benefit, or parent's insurance
benefit for a month before the month in
which such individual attains the age of
sixty-five, or becomes entitled to an old-age
insurance benefit, wife's insurance benefit,
or husband's insurance benefit for a month
before the month in which such individual
att&.ins the age of sixty-five which is reduced
under the provisions of subsection ( q), such
individual may not thereafter become entitled to disability insurance. benefits under
this title.
"'(2) If an individual would, but for the
provisions of subsection (k) (2) (B), be entitled for any month to a disability insurance benefit and to a wife's or hU.sband's insurance benefits, subsection ( q) shall be
appllcable to such wife's or husband's insurance benefit (as the case may be) for
such month only to the extent it exceeds
such disability insurance benefit for such
month.
"'(3) The entitlement of any individual to
disability insurance benefits shall terminate
with the month before the month in which
such individual becomes entitled to old-age
insurance benefits.'
"(c) (1) Clause (C) of section 202(b) (1)
is amended to read as follows:
"• (C) is not entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits or is entitled to
old-age or disability insurance benefits based
on a primary insurance amount which is less
than one-half of the primary insurance
amount of her husband.'
"(2) So much of such section 202(b) (1)
as follows clause (C) is amended by striking
out 'she becomes entitled to an old-age or
disability insurance benefit based on a primary insurance amount which is equal to or
exceeds one-half of an old-age insurance
benefit of her husband,'.
"'(3) Subsection (b) (2) of such section 202
is amended by striking out 'old-age or disabiUty insurance benefit' and inserting in
lleu thereof 'primary insurance amount'.
"(d) (1) Clause (D) of subsection (c) (1)
of such section 202 is amended to read as
follows:
"'(D) is not entitled to old-age or disab111ty insurance benefits, or is entitled to
old-age or disab111ty insurance benefits based
on a primary insurance amount which is less
than one-half of the primary insurance
amount of his wife,'.
"(2) So much of such section 202(b) (1)
as follows clause (D) is amended by striking
out 'or he becomes entitled to an old-age or
disabillty insurance benefit equal to or exceeding one-half of the primary insurance
amount of his wife,'.
"(3) Subsection (c) (3) of such section 202
is amended by striking out 'Such' and inserting in lleu thereof 'Except as provided in
subsection (q). such'.
"(e) Subsection 202(j) (3) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:
"'(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1). an individual may, at his option, waive entitlement to old-age insurance
benefits. wife's insurance benefits, or husband's insurance benefits for any one or
more consecutive months which occur.. '(A) after the month before the month
in which such individual attains retirement
a-ge,
"'(B) prior to (i) in the case of a man,
the month in which he attains the age of
sixty-five, or (il) in the case of a woman,
the month 1n which she attains the age of
CVI--1084

sixty-five or, if later, the month in which
the individual (if entitled to old-age insurance benefits) on the basis of whose wages
and self-employment income she is entitled
to wife's insurance benefits attains the age
of sixty-five, and
"'(C) prior to the month in which such
individual files application for such benefits,
and, in such case, such individual shall not
be considered as entitled to such benefits for
any such month or months before he filed
such appllcation. An individual shall be
deemed to have waived such entitlement for
any such month for which such benefit
would, under the second sentence of paragraph ( 1), be reduced to zero.'
"(f) Section 203(b) (3) is amended to read
a-s follows:
"'(3) in which such individual, if a wife
entitled to wife's insurance benefits, did not
have in her care (individually or jointly
with her husband) a child of her husband
entitled to a child's insurance benefit and
such wife's insurance benefit for such month
was not reduced under the provisions of
section 202 ( q) and such month occurred
prior to the month in which she attained
the age of sixty-five or, if later, the month
in which her husband (if entitled to old-age
insurance benefits) attained the age of stx.tyfive; or'.
"(g) Section 3121(a) (9) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:
"'(9) any payment (other than vacation
or sick pay) made to an employee after the
month in which he attains the age of sixtytwo, if such employee did not work for the
employer in the period for which such payment is made; or•.
"(h) (1) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply only in the case of
lump-sum death payments under section
202(i) of the Social Security Act with respect
to deaths occurring after OCtober 1960, and
in the case of monthly benefits under title
II of such Act for months after October 1960
on the basis of applications filed in or after
the month in which this Act is enacted.
"(2) For purposes of section 215(b) (3) (B)
of the Social Security Act (but subject to
paragraph (1) of this subsection)"(A) a man who attains the age of sixtytwo prior to November 1960 and who was not
eligible for old:.age insurance benefits under
section 202 of such Act (as in effect prior
to the enactment of this Act) for any month
prior to November 1960 shall be deemed to
have attained the age of sixty-two in 1960
or, if earller, the year in which he died;
" (B) a man shall not, by reason of the
amendment made by subsection (a) , be
deemed to be a fully insured individual before November 1960 or the month in which
he died, whichever month is the earlier;
and
"(C) the. amendment made by subsection
(a) shall not be applicable in the case of
any man who was eligible for old-age insurance benefits under such section 202 for
any month prior to November 1960.
A man shall, for purposes of this paragraph,
be deemed eligible for old-age insurance
benefits under section 202 of the Social
Security Act for any month if he was or
would have been, upon filing application
therefor in such month, entitled to such
benefits for such month.
"(3) For purposes of section 209(i) of
such Act, the amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply only with respect to
remuneration paid after October 1960.
"(i) (1) The amendments made by subsections (b) through (f) shall take effect
November 1, 1960, and shall be applicable
with respect to monthly benefits under title
II of the Social Security Act for months
after OCtober 1960 and with respect to lumpsum death payments, for deaths occurring
after OCtober 1960.
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"(2) The amendment made by subsection
(g) shall be effective with respect to remuneration paid after October 1960."

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President. the Senators know that the
Senate Finance Committee adopted an
amendment offered by me and cosponsored by 21 other Senators to permit
men to voluntarily retire and receive
actuarially reduced benefits at age 62
in the same way as such benefits are
presently available to women at age 62.
Following the adoption of the amendment, Mr. Robert Myers, Chief Actuary
of the Social Security Administration,
and other social security experts in the
Department, discovered a technical deficiency in the language of the amendment. This technical deficiency must be
rectified if the language is to carry out
the intent and purpose of the Senators
cosponsoring the amendment and the intent and purpose of the committee in
adopting it. Under the language of the
bill as it is presently written, the wife of
a retired worker would suffer a double
reduction in her benefit. One reduction would be based on her being under
65, and the other reduction would be
based on her husband's being under 65.
I am advised by the Chief Actuary of the
Social Security Administration that,
from an actuarial standpoint, it is necessary and proper that there be only
one reduction in the wife's benefit. The
amendment I am now offering is a perfecting amendment and it would correct the inequity that would result from
the present language of the bill and
would safeguard the wife's benefit
against the double reduction. This
amendment will provide that the single
actuarial reduction be based on the
wife's age, or, on the husband's age, if
he is the younger of the two.
I have discussed this perfecting
amendment with Senator KERR and Senator FREAR and with the chairman of the
Senate Finance Committee, Senator
BYRD of Virginia, and I believe that
they have agreed to accept the amendment. I trust that the Senate will
adopt it.
I also hope, Mr. President, that the
House conferees will accept the amendment permitting male workers to voluntarily retire at age 62. Wives who now
must wait until the breadwinner in the
family reaches age 65 before receiving
benefits, may also benefit from the
amendment, because it will make possible the payment of benefits to wives
who reach age 62 when the retired husband worker has reached age 62, if he
and she so elect to apply.
Mr. President, I have discussed the
perfecting amendment with the distinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr.
BYRD], chairman of the Committee on
Finance. I believe he has no objection to
it. I hope the Senate will adopt it.
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the Senator from West Virginia is correct. The
committee believes the amendment
should be approved.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I yield back the remainder of
my time.
Mr. KERR. I yield back the remainder of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been yielded back. The question is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from West Virginia.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have several statements by me printed at this point in the
RECORD.
There being no objection, the statements were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HARTKE IN SUPPORT
OF PROVISION REMOVING AGE REQUIREMENT
FOR RETIREMENT BECAUSE OF TOTAL AND
PERMANENT DISABILITY

Earlier this session I introduced legislation
to remove the age 50 requirement contained
in the disability insurance program. I am
happy that this amendment was approved
by the House of Representatives and the
Senate Finance Committee. This provision
is contained in the pending social security
bill.
The age 50 requirement was included
under the disability insurance program as
part of its conservative program in 1956
when it acknowledged that individuals permanently and totally disabled should be
able to draw benefits to assist them and
their families when disability fell upon
them.
Sufficient experience has now been gained
to warrant the removal of the age requirement. This will benefit an estimated 125,000 disabled workers immediately and a like
number of their dependents.
The removal of this restriction will enable
many of these people to be removed from
public assistance - rolls. According to the_
committee report the first year's savings
in public assistance will be $28 million.
This follows once again the great American principle of self-reliance, of permitting
an individual to pay into an insurance fund
from which he may benefit when he retires
or when he becomes disabled and is no longer
capable of working.
This is a great step forward because when
a younger worker becomes disabled he is
not the only one who suffers. This group
of individuals usually have families who depend upon them for support. Now, if they
are under 50, they must rely on public assistance. Under the committee-approved
bill they will become eligible to begin drawing benefits under the disability insurance
program of the social security system.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HARTKE IN SUPPORT OF
PROVISION LOWERING THE SOCIAL SECURITY
RETIREMENT AGE FOR MEN TO 62

Among the social security amendments before us is one which would allow retirement
of men at age 62 at benefits somewhat lower
than those at age 65. I am an author of the
Senate amendment to accomplish this and,
therefore, I am extr·e mely gratified that the
Senate Finance Committee approved this
liberalization.
Actually, this is in the nature of an equalizing amendment. The privilege of retirement
at age 62 has been accorded to women for
some time. It seems to me to be at least
of equal importance to permit a wage earner
to retire at age 62 if he must because .of illness or other reasons which would deem it
advisable for him to quit working.
There wlll be little, if any, cost to the social security trust fund with this earlier optional retirement. The benefits available to
one who chooses to retire at age 62 would
be 80 percent of the amount to which he
would be entitled at age 65. The percentage
would rise five-ninths of 1 percent for each
month beyond age 62.
In areas of high unemployment especially
this will be of immeasurable value. It is

difftcult, if not impossible, for persons of advanced age to obtain employment in these
unemployment areas. This optional retirement will allow persons o! 62 to obtain a
mea-sure of comfort.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HARTKE IN SUPPORT
OF PROVISION RELATING TO THE BLIND

Among the social security amendments approved by the Finance Committee is an
amendment I introduced to help the blind.
A man who loses his sight when he is 25 years
of age-or 35 or 45-should not be on public
assistance for the rest of his life.
A man who is still in his working years,
who becomes blind, does not have to be on
public assistance the rest of his life. He
should be working and earning his own living. Many blind men and women today are
doing just this-providing for themselves
and their families, contributing to their
community life, strengthening the economy
of the Nation.
A man who becomes blind may have to
accept the help of public assistance -temporarily to feed himself and his family-but
this help needs to be only temporary if it is
geared to assist him to work his way off
public assistance and into economic selfsufficiency. In 1950, the Congress recognized
that blind and recipients did not have to be
permanent public charges, by including in
title X, the Aid to the Blind title of the
Social Security Act, the earned income exemption concept.
This concept brought rehabilitation into
the Federal-State blind aid programs. It provided that a blind person receiving aid could
earn up to $50 a month-up to $12 a weekwithout having these earnings used to reduce
the amount he received during that period
from public assistance; if he earned, not $50
in a month, but $75, then the $25 excess
over the exempted amount would be used to
diminish his public assistance check.
This put rehabilitation into the public
assistance for the blind-and it was a fine,
a magnificent action-it was -government
help of the highest caliber, a help to disadvantaged men and women who had the
spirit the determination and the willingness to rebuild their lives-but couldn't do it
alone.
Ten years have changed very much the
value of $50 and the action taken by the
Congress in 1950 has become meaningless as
the value of $50 has shrunk to a mere shadow in purchasing power.
I believed there was need to bring the
action of 1950 up to date-to bring the rehabilitation principle incorporated into the
aid to the blind title in 1950 up to dateto make it commensurate with today's values, with today's needs.
I therefore proposed an amendment to
title X of the Social Security Act, which
would change the present $600 annual
earned income exemption for blind aid recipients to $1,000 a year plus 50 percent of
income in excess of this amount. I am gratified that it was accepted by the Senate
Finance Committee and that it is included
in the pending bill. This is not a grab bag
for the blind.
This provision does not mean that a blind
person may earn $100,000 a year and still
draw public assistance. It does mean that
a limit should be placed on the earnings
of a blind aid recipient so as to be sure that
this can't and won't happen. It can't and
won't happen with the amendment as I have
proposed it-as it was adopted by the Finance
Committee.
Let me give you an example: A blind man
applies for public assistance and it is determined by the authorities that he has need
for $75 a month or $900 a year to meet his _
basic needs. This man has a newsstand and
he eal'ns, let us say, $1,400 a year; a-ecording
to my amendment the first $1,000 of this
man's earnings would be exempt-exempt
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from being used to meet his basic needs;
50 percent of the balance or $200 of his
earnings would also be exempt; this would
leave $200 of his earnings not exempt and
this amount would then be used to meet his
basic needs to reduce his public assistance
grant-so that he would receive not $900
public assistance but $700; and with each
additional dollar of his earnings 50 cents
will be used to reduce his public assistance
check. When this man's income from his
newsstand amounts to $2,800 a year, he will
receive no public assistance at all.
So, instead of public assistance merely
helping to feed this man, it is so structured
by my amendment as to help him to eventually escape from public assistance.
And, I use the word "escape" with the
knowledge that as of April 1960, the average
blind aid check for 107,787 blind persons was
$72.42 a month.
Last week, we declared by action of this
Chamber that a man has a minimum need of
$1.25 an hour and should receive it. What
of the blind aid recipient? He has the same
needs; he too must eat, must pay rent, and
buy clothes--and he must make these purcha-ses at the same stores used by everyone
else. How does he make these purchases?
He does it ali-or more than 100,000 of them
do-on a current monthly average of $72.42,
or an average of $18.10 a week or, figuring
it on a 40-hour-week basis, the blind aid
recipient has an average hourly income of
$0.45 to pay all his living costs.
I do not set forth these figures as an
argument for increased public a-ssistance
funds; I state them so that all will understand why blind men and women who are
on public assistance want and need release
from public assistance, want and need the
opportunity to get off public assistance.
My amendment gives them this chanceto work their way from dependence upon
public aid to economic independence; . it
provides a means, it provides a gradual
transition from complete reliance upon
public funds, to complete independence of
public funds.
I urge that my amendment be allowed to
remain in the form in which I submitted
it. There is no need for controls, or limitations on a blind man's earnings--the blind
person's own initiative will in itself be a
control, his own ambitions a limitation-for
as his earnings increase, his public aid will
decrease until one happy day, one wonderful
day, the blind worker will discover he is
again his own man, free of public aid, free
because he has earned his freedom through
his own efforts.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HARTKE IN SUPPORT
OF PROVISION INCREASING THE SoCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS LIMITATION

I am gratified that the Senate Finance
Committee has recognized that there is an
inequity in the present social security law
which limits the eaJ:"nings of a retiree to
$1,200 a year. The committee ha-s approved
an increase in this limitation to $1,800, and
this provision is contained in the pending
bill.
The increase to $1,800 is an improvement,
but I feel that a larger increase is justified.
Early this year I introduced legislation removing the earnings limitation. When the
House acted on the social security revision
bill I submitted several amendments designed
to. remove or increase the $1,200 earnings
limitation. One amendment completely removed the ceiling. Another provided for
gradual removal over a period of 5 years.
The others increased the limitation to $4,800,
$3,600, $3,000, $2,400, and $1,800.
This is still far short of the goal which I
feel we should work for-that is the complete
removal of the income limitation on earned
income.
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My colleagues are aware, 1; am sure, that
there 1s no limitation on the amount an
individual may rec~ive from insurance,
bonds, dividends, rents, etc. The provision
adopted by the Senate simply wlll place those
wishing to continue work and supplement
their meager social security check on the
same level as those receiving income from
so-called unearned sources.
This great social security program was enacted to provide some measure of security
for our elderly citizens. So long as this
earnings limitation remains we are rewarding
the rich and penalizing those who really need
protection. It .Penalizes our great American
initiative. We cannot continue to penalize
the health and vigorous members of our
society who would like to continue working
in jobs for which they are qualified and
needed in order to supplement the bare subsistence income they receive under social
security.
In urging the Senate conferees to insist on
this provision, I would like to quote from the
November 1959 issue of Nation's Business. In
an article entitled "Let's Take the Brakes Off
Growth," it is stated:
..Permission for older people to work may
often mean the difference between comfort
and penury, self-confidence and despair,
success, and failure.
"For both economic and psychological reasons, changes in our old-age pension systems
are sorely needed."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed, the question is on the engrossment of the amendments and the third
reading of the bill.
The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.
The bill was read the third time.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
passage of the bill.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, I yield back the remainder of my
time on, the bill, on condition that the
minority leader will do likewise.
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] and the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON] are absent on
official business.
I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] is absent because of illness.
I further announce that the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MURRAY] and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'MAHONEY] are necessarily absent.
I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from
South Carolina · [Mr. JOHNSTON], the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY],
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'MAHONEY], would each vote "yea."
Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] is

absent, by leave of the Senate, on official
business.
The Senator from California [Mr.
KucHEL] is necessarily absent. If present and voting, he would vote "yea."
The result was announced-yeas 91,
nays 2, as follows:
[No. 309]
YEA&--91
Engle
Aiken
Magnuson
AHott
Mansfield
Ervin
Fong
Monroney
Anderson
Bartlett
Morse
Frear
Beall
Gore
Morton
Bennett
Green
Moss
Gruening
Bible
Mundt
Bridges
Hart
Muskie
Hartke
Pastore
Burdick
Hayden
Prouty
Bush
Butler
Hickenlooper Proxmire
Byrd, va..
Randolph
Hill
Byrd, W.Va.
Robertson
Holland
Cannon
Hruska
Russell
Capehart
Humphrey
Saltonsta.ll
Carlson
Schoeppel
Jackson
Carroll
Javits
Scott
Case, N.J.
Johnson, Tex. Smathers
Case, S. Dak.
Jordan
Smith
Chavez
Keating
Sparkman
Church
Kefauver
Stennis
Clark
Kennedy
Symington
Cooper
Kerr
Talmadge
Cotton
Lausche
Wiley
Long, Hawail Williams, Del.
Curtis
Dirksen
Long, La.
Williams, N.J.
Yarborough
Dodd
Lusk
Douglas
Young, N. Dak.
McCarthy
Dworshak
Young, Ohio
McClellan
Eastland
McGee
McNamara
Ellender
NAY&--2
Goldwater
Thurmond
NOT VOTING-7

Fulbright
Kuchel
Hennings
Martin
Johnston, S.C.

Murray
O'Mahoney

So the bill <H.R. 12580) was passed.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I move to lay that motion on
the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Secretary of the Senate be authorized to make
appropriate corrections in section and
paragraph numbers.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I ask unanimous consent that the bill as passed,
showing Senate amendments, be printed.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I move that
the Senate insist on its amendments and
ask for a conference with the House
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the
conferees on the part of the Senate.
The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BYRD of
Virginia, Mr. KERR, Mr. FREAR, Mr. LoNG
of Louisiana, Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware,
and Mr. CARLSON conferees on the part
of the Senate.
Mr. THURMOND subsequently said:
Mr. President, I was compelled to vote
against this program which is financed
by the Federal Government in whole or
in part. My position on this issue was
not taken with any degree of insensitivity or callousness to the plight of our
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elder citizens. The medical problems of
many of these citizens are genuine and
real, and I have repeatedly urged appropriate legislative action by the Congress
to assist them in their financial problems. However, the assistance which I
have urged has not been in the form of
a program of grants. On the contrary,
I have urged repeatedly that the income
tax. laws be amended so as to give some
measure of relief to persons 65 years of
age and over and those who are assisting
such persons.
Mr. President, I am convinced that the
necessity for increased Federal intervention in this area diminishes with the
growth of private pension plans and additional concern by the State governments. Today over 19 million workers
are covered by private pension plans
which have total assets of nearly $40
billion. By 1965 these are expected to
have assets of $77 billion.
·
Mr. President, much has been said
about a program of medical care for the
aged which can be administered to all
persons who have reached retirement
age and retain a measure of dignity to
the program. In my opinion, there can
be no program administered by the Federal Government which can attain the
mark of dignity which accompanies a
program of health insurance administered by private companies and for
which the elder citizen has himself voluntarily provided. Our citizens are not
a8 insensitive to their future needs as
the proponents of Federal programs for
the aged would seem to believe. According to Health Insurance Association of
America, about 43 percent of Americans
over 65 are now covered by some
form of health insurance. This per- ·
centage will continue to increase in proportion to our standard of living until
the necessity for intervention by government will be completely eliminated.
Mr. President, the States of this Union
have not ignored the medical and financial problems of their elder citizens.
Forty States have some form of medical
care provisions in their old age assistance plans, and 16 States have direct money payments for all essential
items of medical care. My own State of
South Carolina has a program which
provides for direct payments for hospital
care and nursing home care. Any federally financed program of medical care
for the aged will increase the necessity
for additional Federal revenues, diminish sources of revenue from which the
States could draw, and thereby hamper
additional efforts by the States to expand their present programs of medical
care for the aged.
Mr. President, it was my sincere hope
that the welfare clause of the Constitution would not be further expanded to
the extent proposed by H.R. 12580.
SUGAR ALLOCATIONS TO DOMINICAN REPUBLIC-MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
the President of the United States has
transmitted to the Senate today a message relative to sugar allocations to the
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Dominican Republic. The message, I am prices for sugar next February and
informed, has been read in the House March.
I request that the Congress give urgent
of Representatives and referred. I
therefore ask unanimous consent that consideration to and take favorable acthe President's message be printed in tion on the proposed legislation.
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER.
the RECORD, without reading, and reTHE WHITE HousE, August 23, 1960.
ferred to the Committee on Finance.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
MUTUAL SECURITY AND RELATED
The President's message is as follows:
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1961
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. PresiTo the Congress of the United 'States:
The meeting of Foreign Ministers of dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the American Republics at San Jose, the consideration of Order No. 1921, H.R.
Costa Rica, has just completed its de- 12619.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
liberations on the charges made against
the Dominican Republic by the Govern- bill will be stated by title.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
ment of Venezuela, as well as on the
flagrant violation of human rights by 12619) making appropriations for muthe Trujillo regime. The Foreign Min- tual security and related agencies for
isters voted unanimously to condemn the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and
the Dominican acts of aggression and in- for other purposes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
tervention against Venezuela, culminating in the attempt on the life of the question is on agreeing to the motion
President of that country, and resolved of the Senator from Texas.
The motion was agreed to; and the
to (1) break diplomatic relations with
the Dominican Republic, and (2) inter- Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
rupt partially economic relations with which had been reported from the Comthat country beginning with a suspension mittee on Appropriations, with amendof trade in arms and implements of war, ments.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presiwith the provision that the Council of
the Organization of American States dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
shall study the feasibility and desirability time be limited to 30 minutes on amendof extending this trade suspension to ments, and 4 hours on the bill, in the
other articles. The United States joined usual form.
with the other American Republics in
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
approving these measures.
objection? The Chair hears none, and
Some 322,000 short tons of the sugar the unanimous-consent agreement is
not being purchased from Cuba pursuant entered.
to the reduction in the Cuban quota is,
The unanimous-consent agreement, as
under the July amendment to the Sugar later reduced to writing, is as follows:
Act, to be allocated to the Dominican
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Republic. This allocation is in addition
0Tdered, That, effective on August 24, 1960,
to the Dominican Republic's 1960 quota at the conclusio.n of routine morning busiamounting to approximately 130,000 ness, during the further consideration of
tons. Since total imports of sugar the bill, H.R. 12619, the Mutual Security Apfrom the Dominican Republic in propriation Act for 1961, debate on any
1959 amounted only to about 84,000 amendment, motion, or appeal, except a motion to lay on the table, shall be limited to
tons, the statutory allocation would 30
minutes, to be equally divided and concountry a large sugar trolled
give that
by the mover of any such amendbonus seriously embarrassing to the ment or motion and the majority leader:
United States in the conduct of our for- Provided, That in the event the majority
eign relations throughout the hemi- leader is in favor of any such amendment
or motion, the time in opposition thereto
sphere.
In view of the foregoing considera- shall be controlled by the minority leader
Senator designated by him: Protions, the Government should have dis- or some
further, That no amendment that is
cretion to purchase elsewhere the quan- vided
not germane to the provisions of the said
tity apportioned to the Dominican Re- bill shall be received.
·
public pursuant to the July amendment
Ordered ju?"ther, That on the question of
to the Sugar Act. I, therefore, request the final passage of the said bill debate
legislation providing that amounts which shall be limited to 4 hours, to be equally
would be purchased ·in the Dominican divided and controlled, respectively, by the
Republic pursuant to the July amend- maJority and minority leaders: Provided,
said leaders, or either of them, may,
ment need not be purchased there, but That the
the time under their control on the
may be purchased from any foreign coun- from
passage of the said bill, allot additional time
tries without regard to allocation.
to any Senator during the consideration of
I would also remind the Congress that any amendment, motion, or appeal.
the Sugar Act's present termination date
of March 31, 1961-only 3 months after
the reconvening of Congress next Jan- "I AIM AT THE STARS"-MOTION
PICTURE
uary-could cause a serious gap in supMr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, re.,.
plies, because it often takes as much as
1 or 2 months after purchase for sugar ~ently I was privileged, along with my
from distant areas to reach our refin- fellow Senator from Alabama, LISTER
eries. Thus an extension of the Sugar HILL, to sponsor a congressional preAct beyond its present terminatio:r;t date view showing of an unusual and imporis necessary at this session in order to tant motion picture "I Aim at the
protect consumers in the United States Stars." This film is the story of Dr.
against the possibility of unreasonable Wernher von Braun, an adopted son· of
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Alabama, whose work is so vital to our
stake in the race into space. This film
was made by Charles H. Schneer and
will be distributed throughout the world
by Columbia Pictures beginning in late
August.
"I Aini at the Stars" is the first motion picture ever produced about a living man whose career is still in the
ascendancy. It is, in many ways, the
story of this generation, for it begins
between the two World Wars, embraces
World War II, the Korean conflict, and
the current race between the United
States and Russia to be the first to conquer space.
It is probably one of the most forthright stories ever brought to the screen
about a living person. And I believe it
is safe to say that not many stories in
motion picture history have dared be as
frank, forthright, and blunt as this.
Because of the story this motion picture tells and because of the manner .in
which it is told, I believe that every
American should see it, and I hope that
millions of people in other lands will
see it also. Not only is "I Aim at the
Stars" a well documented account of
the life of a world-famous figure and a
film filled with science fact rather than
science fiction, but it is also a human
document, expressing in personal terms
the struggle of man to advance into the
unknowns that still face him.
It is to the credit of Mr. Schneer that
he undertook to make this film. Dr.
Von Braun is a public figure not untouched by controversy. From the very
moment of the decision to bring him to
this country after World War II, he has
been the subject of much argument.
But the picture "I Aim at the Stars"
does not gloss over any of the facts.
Starting with Von Braun's childhood
and his youthful infatuation with rocketry, it fully covers those years in which
he was chief of the group of German
scientists who developed the V-2 weapon and his membership in the Nazi Party.
The film also delineates fully the great
decision that had to be made at the
conclusion of the war by ow· military
authorities on the disposition of the German rocket and missile experts. It
clearly shows the swiftness and the firmness with which men of decision moved
to corral the Von Braun group and offer
them a working haven in the United
States on a trial basis. The picture also
shows, as we now well know, how that
gamble paid off, not only to our great
advantage in the race for space, but in
gaining us a large number of good and
valuable citizens who might otherwise
have been forced behind the Iron Curtain.
Finally, this motion picture "I Aim
at the Stars" tells the story of a man
and his dedication in such universal human terms, in his contacts with his family and his coworkers, and even those
who oppose him, that it will have strong
appeal to men and women everywhere as
a story alone, during the enjoyment of
which they will also learn much of value
about important steps on man's road of
progress. It is to the credit of Mr.
Schneer, J. Lee Thompson, the director,
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Curt Jurgens, who portrays Von Braun,
Victoria Shaw, who is seen as Mrs. von
Braun, and all of the other actors, that
they accomplish this.
Appreciation is also due the Department of Defense and the Army for the
fullness of the cooperation they extended
to the producers of the picture. ·T heir
help ai<;led in assuring the authenticity
of many of the events in the film, including scenes depicting Dr. von Braun's
work at Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville,
Ala., and other scenes showing the firing
of rockets at Cape Canaveral.
One of the aspects of Von Braun's life
the picture does not show, but of which
we in Alabama are quite proud, is the
way in which he and his fellow scientists
have become outstanding and useful
citizens. Von Braun and his cohorts
from Germany have contributed much
of their time, their collective energies
and talents, as well as their zeal to the
progress of Huntsville, Ala., as an outstanding American community. They
have also had a large share in forging
the reputation of Huntsville as "Rocket
City,'' a city and an area that has and
will continue to be one of the Nation's
guarantees to the peace and security of
the world.
I found "I Aim at the stars" a truly
inspirational experience, and trust that
others will undergo similar reactions in
viewing it. Among the inspiring aspects
are the dedication of Dr. von Braun to
reach his goal of the stars over every
obstacle; his devotion to basic principles
even when forced to do the bidding of
the masters of Nazi Germany; his wonderful telationship with his wife; his
continuing devotion · to his coworkers.
Equally inspiring is the development of
Dr. von Braun and his fellow ex-Germans
and their families as outstanding Americans, a further proof that the United
'States is able to accept people who have
lived under the most foreign of doctrines
and nurture them so that in a few short
years they understand and accept our
ideals of liberty and freedom and are
accepted by their neighbors, as well as
the law, as full citizens.
This can well be one of the most important films of our time, for it is really
the story of tomorrow, based as it is on
the career of one of the world's greatest
rocket scientists. That small group of
men may well hold, for good or evil, the
destiny of our world in their hands; depending on whether rockets and missiles
are to be developed for peace or for war.
Mr. Charles Schneer must be commended for his vision and his professional skill in undertaking this production. Columbia Pictures deserves every
success in its distribution of this outstanding picture. The U.S. Army has
performed notable services in lending
that degree of cooperation which has
helped bring about a screen must for
everyone.
CURRENT STATUS OF ESCAPE
CLAUSE APPLICATIONS BEFORE
THE U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION AS
OF JULY 1, 1960
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President,
there has been comment from time to

time as to the situation of the textile
industry, and particularly in connection
with the recent applications by those
interested in the textile industry in the
United States for the escape clause by
the U.S. Tariff Commission that have
been turned down.
I think it will be of interest to those
who may be concerned with this question
to review the current status of the escape
clause applications before the Tariff
Commission as of July 1, 1960.
I ask unanimous consent that the tabulation be printed in the RECORD at this
point.
There being no objection, the tabulation was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
CURRENT STATUS OF ESCAPE CLAUSE APPLICA•
TIONS BEFORE THE U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION
(AS OF JULY 1, 1960)

1. Applications accepted by the Commission, 110.
2. Applications dismissed by the Commission at applicant's request, .six.
3. Investigations terminated by Commission without formal findings, eight.
4.
Investigations
currently pending
(barbed wire, cast-iron fittings, horseradish,
hatters' fur, binding and baler twine, hard
fiber cords and twine), six.
5. Investigations completed by the Commission, 90. .
5a. Investigations in which the Commission decided against escape action (includes
14 cases dismissed under Ezecutive order
procedures prior to 1951 statute), 57.
5b. Investigations in which the Commission's vote was evenly split and dual reports sent to the President, five.
5c. Investigations in which the Commission voted in favor of escape action, 28.
6. Presidential action on Commission's
escape clause recommendations in favor of
escape action, 33.
6a. President invoJted escape clause (women's fur felt hats and hat bodies, October 30,
1950; hatters' fur, January 5, 1952: dried
figs, August 16, 1952: alsike clover seed,
June 30, 1954; watches (2d investigation),
July 27, 1954; · bicycles (2d investigation),
August 18, 1955: toweling, of 1lax, hemp,
or ramie, June 25, 1956; spring clothespins
(4th investigation), November 9, 1957;
safety pins (2d investigation), November
29, 1957; clinical thermometers, April 21,
1958; lead and zinc (2d investigation), September 22, 1958: stainless-steel table fiatware, October 20, 1959, 12.
6b. President declined to invoke the escape
clause, garlic (1st investigation), July
21, 1952; watches (1st investigation), August 14, 1952; tobacco pipes and bowls, November 10, 1953; scissors and shears (1st investigation), May 11, 1954; groundfish fillets
(2d investigation), July 2, 1954; lead and
zinc (1st investigation), August 20, 1954;
handmade blown glasswa-re (1st investigation), September 9, 1954; spring clothespins
(3d investigation), November 20, 1954;
screen-printed silk scarves, December 23,
1954; wood screws (3d investigation), December 23, 1954; fluorspar (2d investigation), March 20, 1956; para-aminosalicylic
acid, August 10, 1956; fer-rocerium (lighter
flints), Nov~mber 13, 1956; groundfish fillets
(3d investigation), December 19, 1956; velveteen fabrics, January 22, 1957; straight pins
(2d investigation), March 29, 1957; violins
and violas, ·March 30, 1957; umbrella frames,
Sept~mber 30, 1958; tartaric acid, March 14,
1959; cre.am of tartar, March 14, 1959, 20.
6c. President action pending (cotton typewriter ribbon cloth), one.
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NEW YORK TIMES PAYS TRIBUTE
TO .AMBASSADOR LODGE FOR HIS
WORK AT THE UNITED NATIONS
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. President, a number of editorials all across
the Nation have paid tribute this week
to the effective and vigorous representation of Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge
in the United Nations. His decision to
1·esign as of September 3 in order to campaign for the Vice Presidency has served
to emphasize the many contributions to
world peace and understanding of this
authentic "voice of America" in the U.N.
Time after time, Ambassador Lodge
has quickly and ably rebutted Soviet
distortions with American facts. He has
countered Communist misstatements
with free world ·truth. As a result, his
own stature and that of the U.N. and the
free world have been enhanced.
Ambassador Lodge's unexcelled knowledge of diplomatic techniques and Soviet
talents will serve him and his Nation
well whatever the future may hold in
store for him. I am please_d to have this
opportunity to salute him for a job well
done in the U.N. and to wish him well
in the days ahead.
I also wish to call to the attention of
the Senate an editorial which appeared
in the New York Times of August 21,
concerning Ambassador Lodge's resignation. I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the editol'ial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the New York Times, Aug. 21, 1960]
THE LODGE RESIGNATION

Henry Cabot Lodge's resignation as U.S.
Representative to the United Nations may
or may not mean that he is entering into a
wider field of activity. The voters will decide that question next November. It may
be said, however, with complete nonpartisanship, that Mr. Lodge has done the right
thing. He could not long continue at the
U.N. in the double role of a candidate on a
major party ticket and a diplomat representing all the people.
There can be no question that he has
indeed most ably represented all the people
in his 7~ years at the U.N. He has grown in
stature, he has profited from his often
arduous experience, and he has fully met the
U.N. mission's relentless demands on time,
strength, and patience. In virtue of his position, he has been a member of the President's
Cabinet and has contributed to the formation
of the Eisenhower foreign policy. It is, in a
way, too bad that win or lose this phase of his.
career is over.
The White House announcement that
James J. Wadsworth, Deputy Ambassador
under Mr. Lodge, will succeed him was as
welcome as it was expected. Mr. Wadsworth
also labored wisely and prodigiously, especially in his long siege in Geneva during the
nuclear . negotiations with the Russians.
Every informed person of whatever political
faith will wish Mr. Wadsworth wen, be his
term long or short.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY TO MEET TOMORROW AT 2:30 P.M.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that tomorrow at
2:30 p.m., notwithstanding the session
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of the Senate, the Judiciary Committee
may be permitted to meet.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
MUTUAL SECURITY AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1961
The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill <H.R. 12619 > making appropriations for mutual security and re_.
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1961, and for other purposes.
Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the
mutual security appropriation bill, which
is now before the Senate, recommends
appropriations in the amount of $3,989
million. This is an increase of $399,304,000 over the House bill. However, it is
$292,650,000 under the original budget
estimate sent to the Congress by the
President plus the $100 million budget
estimate submitted by the President on
August 17.
In view of the recent developments in
Africa, the President requested this additional $100 ·million in the contingency
fund. The committee has approved the
full amount but has attached to the language in the bill a provision stipulating
that our financial contribution to any
program in any country in Africa should
not exceed 40 percent of the total contribution to the United Nations for such
program.
Another major increase by the committee is in the Development Loan Fund,
where $150 million was added to the
House bill to provide the full budget
estimate of $700 million for this fund.
The _committee increased the amount
for defense support by $75 million and
also increased the amount for special assistance by $50 million.
The technical assistance program suffered a · $22 million reduction in the
House of Representatives and the committee has restored this ·cut.
The bill, as it came to the Senate this
year from the House. contained an unusually large number of objectionable
language provisions. The committee,
after taking detailed testimony on these
provisions, has decided to eliminate all
of them from the bill. The report is on
't he desk of each Senator and in addition
to explaining all of the de taUs of ·the
increases made in the appropriations it
explains the action of the committee on
the language amendments to which I
have referred.
Mr. President, I move that the committee amendments to the bill be agreed
to en bloc and that the bill . as thus
amended be regarded for the purpose of
amendment as original text; provided,
that no point of order shall be considered
to have been waived by reason of agreement to this order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Arizona.
The motion was agreed to.
The committee amendments agreed to
en bloc are as follows:
Under the heading "TITLE I-MUTUAL
SECURITY-MILITARY ASSISTANCE," on page 2,
at the beginning of llne 9, to strike out
"$23,000,000" and. Insert "$25,000,000".

Under . the subhead "EcoNoMIC ASSISTANCE", on page 2, line 14, after "section 131
(b)'', to strike out "$600,000,000" and insert
"$640,000,000, and 1n addition for defense
support for Spain, authorized by section
131(b), $35,000,000, exclusive of technical
cooperation.".
·
On page 2, line 18, after "section 304",
to strike out "$150,000,000" and insert
"$172,000,000", and, after the amendment
just above stated, to strike out the colon
and "Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to initiate any project
or activity which has not been justified to
the House of Representatives and the
Senate".
On page 3, line 3, after "306(b) ", to strike
out "$1,500,000" and insert "$1,300,000".
On page 3, line 5, after "400(a) ", to strike
out "$206,000,000" and insert "$256,000,000",
and at the beginning of line 6, to strike out
"Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be transferred by the International Cooperation Administration or the
Department of State to the Benjamin
Franklin Foundation, until a new agreement
is entered into between the United States
and the Benjamin Franklin Foundation
which contains adequate financial and administrative controls for the protection of
the Government of the United States".
On page 3, after line 12, to strike out:
"Special assistance, special authorization:
For assistance authorized by section 400(c)
for hospital construction, the equivalent of
$1,500,000 in local currencies."
And in lleu thereof to insert:
"Special assistance, special authorization:
For assistance authorized by section 400(c)
for hospital construction, $1,500,000 to be
used to purchase foreign currencies which
the Department of the Treasury may determine to be excess to the normal requirements of the United States."
. On page 3, line 22, after "405(a) ",to strike
out "$10,000,000" and insert "$6,700,000".
On page 4,line 11, after "405(d)", to strike
out "$3,500,000" and insert "$3,350,000".
On page 4,line 23, after "41l(b)", to strike
out "$38,000,000" ~nd insert "$40,000,000".
On page 5, after line 2, to strike out:
"Office of the Inspector General and Comptroller: Not to exceed $1,000,000 of the funds
appropriated in this title shall be available
to carry out the provisions of section 533A
of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as
amended."
Under the subhead "coNTINGENCIEs". on
page 5, line 9, after "451(b)", to strike out
"$150,000,000" and insert "$250,000,000", and
in line 10, after the amendment just above
stated, to strike out "Provided, That none
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph
shall be used for any project or activity for
which an estimate has been submitted to
Congress" and in lieu thereof, to insert
"Provided, That none of the funds appropriated in this paragraph may be used to
finance contributions to the United Nations
for a program in any country in Africa in
excess of 40 per centum of the total contributions to the United Nations for such
program."
On page 5, after line 17, to insert: "Unobligated balances of funds heretofore made
available under authority of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and available as of June 30, 1960, are, except as otherwise provided, hereby continued available
for the fiscal year 1961, for the same general purposes for which appropriated."
On page 5, after line 23, to insert: "Funds
appropriated under each paragraph of this
title (other than appropriations under the
head of mllitary assistance), including unobligated balances continued available, and
amounts certified pursuant to section 1311
of the Sqpplemental Appropriation Act, 1955,
as having been obligated against appropriations heretofore made for the same general
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purpose as such paragraph, which amounts
are hereby continued available (except as
may otherwise be speclfled in this title) for
the same period as the respective appropriations in this title for the same genera.l purpose, may be consolidated in one account for
each paragraph."
Under the subhead "DEVELOPMENT LOAN
PUND", on page 6, line 21, after "203", to
strike out "$550,000,000" and insert "$700,000,000".
Under the subhead "LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES, DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND",
on page 7, line 3, after the word "exceed",
to strike out "$1,800,000" and insert "$2,150,000", and in line 7, after the word "expenses", to insert a colon and "Provided,
That necessary expenses (including special
services performed on a contract or fee basis,
but not including other personal services) in
connection with the acquisition, operation,
maintenance, improvement, or disposition of
any real or personal property belonging to
the Fund or in which it has an interest as a
result of its flnancing activities, including
expenses of collections of pledged collateral,
shall be considered as nonadministrative expenses for the purposes hereof."
Under the SUbhead "GENERAL PROVISIONS,"
on page 7, after line 16, to strike out:
"SEc. 101. None of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to carry out any provision of chapter II, III, or IV of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, as amended, with respect to any project or activity, or in any
country, during any period when more than
thirty-five days have elapsed between the
written request (delivered to the oftlce of the
head of the ~ppropriate department or
agency) for, and the furnishing of, any
document, pa.per, communication, audit, review, finding, recommendation, ·report, or
other material in possession or control of
such department or agency relating to the
expenditure of funds with respect to such
project or activity or in such country, to
the General Accounting Oftlce or any committee of the Congress, or any duly authorized subcommittee thereof, charged with considering legislation or appropriations for or
expenditures of such department or agency."
On page 8, after line 10, to inert:
"SEc. 101. (a) Within sixty days following the date of enactment of this Act, the
President shall transmit to the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate and the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives a report containing a full
and complete revision of the data presented
to such committees in justification of appropriations requested for the Mutual Security program for the fiscal year 1961,
showing any changes in such program approved subsequent to such presentation,
including changes necessary to reflect actual
appropriations for the program.
(b) Within thirty days following the approval of any change in the Mutual Security program for the fiscal year 1961,
which will result in furnishing assistance
of a kind, for a purpose, in an area, or in
an amount, different from that described in
the report transmitted under subsection
(a), and which involves $1,000,000 or more,
or 6 per centum of the amount appropriated
.under any paragraph of this title whichever
is the lesser, the President shall transmit to
the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate and the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives a
full and complete report of such change and
the reasons therefor.
(c) This section shall not apply to programs authorized by section 451 of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended.
(d) None of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to carry out any provision of chapter II, III, or IV of the Mutual
Security Act . of 1954, as amended, in any
country or with respect to any project or
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activity, after the .expiration of the thirty- enac·t ment of this Act in anticipation of
five-day period which begins on the date such appropriations and authority are
the General Accounting Office or any com- hereby ratified and confirmed if in accordmittee of the Congress, or any duly author- ance with the terms hereof."
ized subcommittee thereof, charged with
Under the heading, "TITLE n-DEPARTMENT
considering legislation or appropriations for, OF THE ARMY-CIVIL FUNCTIONS-RYUKYU ISor expenditures of, the International Cooper- LANDS, ADMINISTRATION", on page 14, at the
ation Administration, has delivered to the beginning of line 15, to strike out "$3,000"
Office of the Director of the International and insert "$4,000"; in line 24, after the
Cooperation Administration a written re- word "appropriation", to strike out "$5,250,quest that it be furnished any document, 000" and insert "$7,704,000", and in line 25,
paper, communication, audit, review, find- after the word "exceed", to strike out "$1 ,ing, recommendation, report, or other ma- 633,000" and insert "$1,744,000".
terial relating to the administration of such
Under the heading "TITLE III-EXPORT-IMprovision by the International Cooperation PORT BANK OF WASHINGTON-LIMITATION ON
Administration in such country or with re- ADMINISTRATIVE
EXPENSES, EXPORT-IMPORT
spect to such project or activity, unless BANK OF WASHINGTON", 011 page 17, line 14,
and until there has been furnished to the after the word "exceed", to strike out "$6,General Accounting Office, or to such com- 250" and insert "$6,250, and not to exceed
mittee or subcommittee, as the case may $9,000 for entertainment allowances for
be, (1) the document, paper, communica- members of the Board of Directors".
tion, audit, review, finding, recommendation, report or other material so requested,
or (2) a certification by the President that
CITIES AND HIGHWAYS
he has forbidden its being furnished purMr.
WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
suant to such request, and his reason for
President, earlier today I introduced, for
so doing.
On page 10, line 14, after the word appropriate reference, a bill <S. 3877) to
"which", to strike out "has not met the provide more effective coordination of
standards and criteria used in determining the Federal-aid highway system in our
the feasibility of flood control, reclamation metropolitan areas.
and other water and related land resource
Mr. President, this proposed legislaprograms and projects proposed for construction within the United States of tion is the outgrowth of more than a
America as per circular A-47 of the Bureau year of intensive concern with the probof the Budget, dated December 31, 1952," lems of metropolitan transportation.
and in lieu thereof to insert "does not meet Last March I introduced a bill to help
a feasibility ratio of related programs in the improve mass transportation services in
United States based on the engineering in- metropolitan areas, which I was happy
formation available at the time the project to see the Senate pass. During its conis being considered."
sideration, the importance of highways
On page 11, after line 15, to strike out:
"SEc. 106. None of the funds herein ap- to the metropolitan transportation netpropriated shall be used to carry out the work and their tremendous impact on
provisions of section 203 (c) of the Mutual urban development became increasingly
Security Act of 1960."
evident.
On page 11, after line 18, to strike out:
The bill is a more immediate result of a
"SEc. 107. None of the funds herein ap- particular highway problem in New Jerpropriated shall be used to carry out the
provisions of sec_tion 421 of the Mutual Se- sey, which I believe is becoming increasingly typical of the highway problems
curity Act of 1954, as amended."
now affecting urban communities across
On page 11, after line 21, to strike out:
"SEc. 108. None of the funds herein ap- the Nation.
propriated shall be used to finance any of
Mr. President, I was not a Member of
the activities under the Investment Incen- the Senate in 1956 when the Federal-aid
tive Fund Program."
highway program was given its first real
At the top of page 12, to strike out:
"SEc. 109. None of the funds herein ap- start with the help of the vigorous efforts
propriated shall be used to carry out the of the junior Senator from Tennessee
provisions of chapter VIII of the Mutual [Mr. GoRE] and many others. But since
Security Act of 1960."
arriving I have become impressed by sevOn page 12, at the beginning of line 4, to eral facts.
change the section number from "110" to
The first is that two-thirds of the pop"106".
ulation of the United States, or more
On page 12, at the beginning of line 21, , than 100 million people, now live in fewer
to change the section number from "111"
than 200 metropolitan complexes scatto "107".
On page 13, after line 5, to strike out: tered across the country.
The second is that nearly 50 percent of
"SEC. 112. None of the funds contained in
title I of this Act may be used to enter into the money being poured into the largest
any contract with any person, organization, public works program ever undertaken
company, or concern or any of its affiliates will be spent in the urban areas. This
who has offered or who offers to provide will amount to about $20 billion of the
compensation to an employee of the Interna- total allocated for the 41,000-mile systional Cooperation Administration or who tem.
provides compensation to any former emThe third and most important point is
ployee of the International Cooperation Administration whose annual salary exceed that for good or ill these urban highway
$5,000 and who has left employment with expenditures will have a profound effect
the International Cooperation Administra- on the face of our urban landscape for
tion within two years of the date of employ- decades to come. As the forging of new
ment with said person, organization, com- railroad lines years ago determined, to a
pany, or concern, or any of its affiliates."
large extent, the shape of urban developOn page 13, after line 16, to insert:
ment, so today will the new highways"SEC. 108. The appropriations and author- but to a much greater degree.
ity with respect thereto in this Act shall be
This is a matter of immediate conavailable from July 1, 1960, for the purposes
provided in such appropriations and author- cern because, since 1956, roadbuilding
ity. All obligations incurred during the pe- has largely concentrated in rural and
riod between June 30, 1960, and the date of lightly populated areas. We are now on
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the verge of large-scale construction in
the metropolitan areas.
But do we know what we are doing?
Do we know what these urban highways
are for?
Mr. President, I am afraid that there
is strong evidence that we do not truly
know what these roads are for.
At the risk of oversimplification, I
would say that the prevailing view is
that a road is an end in itself, that the
first and only purpose of a road is to
move people.
As a result we find that to relieve the
appalling traffic congestion which afflicts all our metropolitan centers, we
must build more roads without regard to
the question whether the roads will
merely intensify demand and thus congestion, without consideration of the economic efficiency of the expenditure, without regard to the effect on local budgets,
without regard to the loss of tax ratable
property, without regard to the effect
on commercial diversification, without
regard to the problems of parking facilities, and traffic control.
To put it another way, for what purpose do we build our very costly urban
highways if the effect is to eliminate or
drive out the attractions which caused
the demand for access in the first place?
Mr. President, I think it is clear that
we cannot continue to view roads as ends
in themselves, as mere instruments of
vehicular traffic only.
I believe we must start looking at the
urban portions of the Federal-aid highway system as a means to an end, as a
means of building better urban communities, an important and integral instrument for shaping a better America, town
and country.
The Interstate Highway System is of
course a major portion of the entire program, and a major part of the Interstate
funds are being spent in urban areas.
Yet we find the law requires that the
Interstate System "shall be so located as
to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas,
cities, and industrial centers, to serve the
national defense."
Nowhere is there any requirement that
an interstate highway bend a mile or 2
miles or 3 miles to meet community
needs and desires. The paramount considerations appear to be directness and
cost.
In New Jersey a very bitter and deepseated controversy has arisen over the
proposed location of the East-West Freeway cutting through the three Oranges
and Newark. The State highway department has recommended, and the local
citizens are intensely in favor of, a depressed highway. All but one of the
communities involved have comprehensive plans for the redevelopment of their
respective areas which call for the highway to be depressed.
The Bureau of Public Roads, however,
will only approve the plan and provide
the Federal share for an elevated highway, which would cost $13 million less.
In answer to contentions that an elevated highway would lower adjacent
property values, the Bureau of Public
Roads has replied that it has no evidence
that such would be the case.
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one is tempted to ask how authoritative and comprehensive BPR's surveys
on this question are, or whether they
have any way of judging comparative
rises in value of property adjacent to
depressed as opposed to elevated highways.
But perhaps more to the point: how
does one put a dollar sign on community
feeling?
Surely there can be no doubt that . a
Chinese wall is less desirable to residents of any community than a depressed roadway. As the Commissioner
of the New Jersey Highway Department
stated in his letter of recommendation:
Each of us as individuals would prefer
living next to a depressed roadway ra ther
than an ·e levated one.

And as a matter of fact, it is my
understanding that, when differences in
cost are not involved, it is the general
policy to depre.::s highways in residential
areas and elevate them, if need be, in
commercial areas.
Furthermore it is not inconceivable
that in future years ways could be found
to cover sections of depressed highways
with prefabricated roofs, which could be
landscaped and converted into attractive
malls.
But apparently it is impossible at
present to weigh such intangibles on the
cost scales of highway construction.
A few days ago, I had the pleasure of
talking with the Federal Highway Administrator, Mr. Tallamy, about the
East-West Freeway controversy.
Contrary to my expectations, I was
told that local needs are not given equal
consideration with the needs of interstate commerce in the allocation of interstate funds. Rather, the interstate
needs are determined and local needs
are considered to the extent that they
do not affect the interstate requirements.
It is evident, I think, that this kind
of standard is not conducive to the best
interests of the metropolitan areas of
the United States and the majority of
citizens living in them.
I recognize that practical economic
considerations make it impossible to
make metropolitan community needs
paramount and interstate traffic needs
secondary-though I think there is little
question that our intercity transportation networks are already unexcelled
while our metropolitan transportation
systems are the ones that writhe in
agony.
But I do think that we might at least
give parity to metropolitan and interstate needs-especially since our metropolitan areas are predominantly located
in States which are receiving a disproportionately small share of Federal
funds.
There is no denying that a genuinely
equal consideration of metropolitan
community needs will increase road
costs in these areas. But I suspect there
have now been enough mass protest
meetings that, if necessary, the people
would be willing to get along with a few
less miles of road in order to insure that
the roads which are built genuinely contribute to a better community environment.

I have mentioned the East-West Freeway controversy in New Jersey because it
represents the kinds of problems that are
cropping up with increasing frequency.
For example, it is common knowledge
that our highway system has accelerated
urban sprawl to the extent that communities from different metropolitan areas
are blending together until they are indistinguishable.
Who is measuring the profound economic implications of this phenomenon?
Who is calculating the crushing costs on
the suburbanite for new schools, new
sewers, new secondary roads, new hospitals, new police and :fire departments?
Who is estimating the added transportation costs to and from work? Who is
keeping an eye on the amount of scarce
:first-class agricultural soil being plowed
under. Who is looking out for the preservation of watershed areas and estimating the impact of land development
on flood control? Who is in charge of
our recreation and open space needs?
Who is calculating the monotony of it
all?
Within the broad outlines of such
questions, there are still other problems.
A metropolitan area may have started
or may wish to encourage a high-density residential development in the
northwest quadrant of the city, but may
:find that the dictates of interstate commerce are such that the new highway
must go through the northeast quadrant. Or the city may have begun an
urban renewal project only to :find that
a new highway is to travel right over
the land it has acquired. Or it may
:find that there is, at present, little value
to an attractive tree-lined thoroughfare
which must be widened. Or its slum
area may be a little too far removed to
justify the expense of rerouting a highway through it. Or perhaps no provision has been made on a well-located
highway for a sufficiently wide median
strip to be used at a later date for a
mass transit line.
These questions and problems suggest,
I think, that we do not at present have
any way of adequately coping with our
highway and community needs on a
metropolitan-wide basis.
In some States-and I am pleased to
say that New Jersey is foremost among
them-the State highway departments
make an effort to examine these broader
questions and consider local needs. Under Mr. Palmer's direction, for example,
the New Jersey Highway Department is
one of the few that has made a serious
and successful effort to develop a balanced and comprehensive transportation
system for the State.
But State highway departments generally are not capable of or suited to do
the kind of comprehensive land use and
transportation planning that is needed
in our metropolitan areas. On the other
hand those State highway departments,
like New Jersey's, do not now have a
legislative directive to insist on Federal
consideration of local community needs.
This is particularly evident in the case
of the East-West Freeway controversy.
But basically the job of highway departments is to build roads, quickly, efficiently, economically, attractively and
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safely. Their planning activities must
of necessity be primarily of a specialized
and engineering kind.
As Wilfred Owen, a noted urban transportation expert, has noted:
The State highway departments have done
a considerable amount of planning. For
more than two decades they have conducted
elaborate surveys, in which the attempt has
been made to project highway needs, to establish financial plans to meet the needs,
and to plan the location and design of roadways suitable for the demands anticipated.
* * * But the fact remains that the highway departments are not doing all the planning that needs to be done in the urban
area. What some people call planning differs
considerably from what others call it. To
city or regional planners, it is something
quite different from planning in the engineering sense. Their use of the term involves to a much more important degree the
relation between roads and other aspects of
the community. They point out that planning need not be geared simply to accommodating trends, but can also influence trends.
The comprehensive community plan is aimed
at improving the urban environment by
bringing about the best possible total results from the m any and varied changes
that are continually taking place.

It might be added, too, that fundamentally the responsibility for shaping
a community's development must ultimately rest not with the State highway
departments but with the communities
·
themselves.
At present a great deal of planning is
taking place on the municipal level. In
New Jersey, for instance, 424 of the
State's 567 municipalities had established official planning boards by January 30, 1959. Two hundred and sixtynine of those planning boards have been
established since 1950. Communities
are making good use of Federal funds;
101 municipalities are using grants
available to them under provisions of
section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954.
One hundred and thirty-one master
plans being prepared in the State are
receiving Federal or State assistance.
In other words, many municipalities
are going to great lengths in New Jersey
to plan for the future. But a serious
obstacle to that goal lies in the sprawl
of urban communities over political
boundaries. Each separate community
in the metropolitan complex is inevitably and increasingly dependent on the
· cooperation of others for their own welfare. So far, however, there has been
little progress in the development of
cooperative planning for metropolitan
areas as a whole. For example, one
community may wish a road to run from
point A to point B in its area, but the
adjacent community may desire a quiet
residential neighborhood at the spot
where it joins point B. More than likely,
any road through the two communities
will respect the desires of neither.
The bill I have introduced is designed
to help overcome the inherent difficulties
faced by both State highway departments and individual communities.
It first of all attempts to establish a
new policy direction for the use of highway funds in urban areas by setting
forth an addition to the declaration of
policy emphasizing that it is the intent
of Congress that a primary purpose of
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the highway system in urban areas is to
assist the development of more orderly
and well-balanced communities in which
to live and work. It calls for the equal
consideration of the values designed to
improve the patterns of community living as well as the needs of interstate
commerce.
It also establishes additional standards to guide the Secretary of Commerce
in approving programs and plans, and
directs him to require the greatest possible coordination of highway programs
with other programs, like urban renewal,
that also affect urban areas.
Second, the bill provides for the establishment by State law or by the Governor of a State of a regional planning
commission for each standard metropolitan area where none already exist.
These commissions would be responsible
for long-range transportation and landuse planning for their respective areas.
After their establishment, the State
highway departments would submit
their programs and project plans to the
commission for the area in which the
programs and projects are to be located.
The commissions would submit their
recommendations to the Secretary of
Commerce. While they would not have
the power of approval or disapproval,
the Secretary of Commerce would be required to provide the commissions with
a written report on the disposition of its
recommendations.
Third, the bill would make a change
in the procedure for public hearings and
provide, in addition to the present hearings, for public hearings in conjuction
with the planning commissions on the
broad programs that are proposed to be
located within the commission's area.
The purpose of these changes is, first,
to encourage local communities to begin
to work and plan together for their
common welfare and advantage and,
second, to provide a mechanism by which
the broad problems of metropolitan
community development can be studied
and by which the major issues surrounding highway location and community
development can be evaluated, discussed,
and aired.
The bill provides to finance the operation of these commissions with a modest
increase in the research and planning
funds available to the States from 1%
to 2 percent, and by the allocation of a
portion of those funds to the commissions.
Mr. President, I wish to emphasize
that I have introduced this measure to
perhaps kindle interest and concern in
this fundamental area of our economy.
I intend before Congress reconvenes next
January to seek widespread expert advice and suggestions on this bill with
the expectation of reintroducing a more
refined measure, with whatever modification or improvements that seem desirable.
I earnestly hope that the bill will receive consideration early next year, for
no matter what legislation on this subject may ultimately be necessary, I
~ink a thorough discussion of the impact of the Federal highway program on
our urban communities is badly needed.
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route of the freeway. Orange, through its
consultant, Scott Bagby, showed its development plans. In fact, early in our planning
for Route 280 Mayor Reilly took us over
the area to be redeveloped. This again was
}>lanned in connection with a utilization of
the benefits the freeway would bring to
Orange. West Orange at the hearing stated
it had no redevelopment plans.
We ourselves, in proposing this route to
the Bureau of Public Roads, investigated the
-population and industry with its employment and dollar value produced to show the
service and economic benefit of this route
location.
Additionally, Route 280 traverses an area
· where added capacity to the existing street
system will take years to produce by reason
of the dense development and the attending cost. Therefore the construction of
Route 280 on a freeway basis should relieve
many of the existing streets by reason of its
capacity which for each lane of freeway is
the equivalent of at least two lanes of city
street.
NEWARK
There are two alinements considered in
Newark with a total of five variations in deThe goal of urban highway transportation sign and cost. These are as follows:
service is * * * providing for the most ex- Type:
Cost
peditious movement of people and goods in
Original alinement elevated
harmony with plans for urban development,
(J) ---------------------- $19,100,000
or in a manner to aid in proper urban
Original alinement depressed
development.
(3)----------------------- 34,100,000
Alternate alinement (K) eleAlso included in these excerpts is the
vated _____________________ 22,300,000
statement by Mayor Ben West, of NashAlternate alinement (K) deville, that "lack of comprehensive compressed cutting, 5 streets__ 21, 500, 000
munity and areawide planning is one
Alternate alinement (K) depressed
cutting, 2 streets__ 22, 900, 000
of our greatest deficiencies."
Fourth, an excerpt from a thoughtOur original alinement was used because
provoking article by Daniel P. Moynihan it remained close to the Delaware, Lackaappearing in the Reporter a few months wanna and Western Railroad.
In keeping the location in this area a large
ago, entitled "New Roads and Urban
amount of structure is necessary either over
Chaos," which observes thator under the railroad, including the ramps
The Bureau of Public Roads recently con- into Newark, which makes depressions of
sidered an edict requiring that some area the route excessively costly. Beside taking
plans be developed before the interstate out the Armory it also requires part of the
funds are allocated, but the idea was aban- Newark Academy athletic field. This instidoned.
tution, by charter, dates back to the 1700's.
Fifth, an editorial entitled "Economy Without an athletic field and recreational
area any educational institution, such as this,
Minded," from the Sunday Star-Ledger is
ineffective and would soon suffer a drop
of August 21, 1960.
in attendance.
There being no objection, the letter,
In Newark the alternate "K" alinement
article, and excerpts were ordered to be provides a greater flexibility for joining
printed in the RECORD, as follows:
Route 280 and the Belmont Avenue northsouth connector. It makes for a better and
STATE OF NEW JERSEY,
cleaner crossing of the Delaware, LackaSTATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT,
wanna and Western Railroad and has the
Trenton, N.J., March 9, 1960.
approval
of the city of Newark and its
Mr. H. P. BESCHENBOSSEL,
Division Engineer, U.S. BU?·eau of Public planners.
The construction costs of this alinement
Roads, Trenton, N.J.
are less than the construction cost of the
DEAR MR. BESCHENBOSSEL: Having held the original alinement. The property damage is
public hearing for Route 280 through Newark greater. However, in our opinion this alineand the Oranges, we are in a position now ment will prove in the long run to provide
to formalize our thinking as to what we greater benefit to the city of Newark.
believe would be a proper recommendation
RECOMMENDATION
to the Bureau of Public Roads, giving due
consideration to the fact that economy of
Since the alternate "K" alinement has
design is necessary and also to the economic the endorsement of the city of Newark and
effect of our design on not only the area as since the difference in cost between depressa whole, but also if possible, that which ing that alinement is about $800,000 less
would be best for each municipally within than elevation in one case and $600,000
that design.
greater than depressed in the other, we
AREA
should consider the advantages and disadThe public hearing pretty well established vantages of the two methods of depressing
that Route 280 was necessary to the area the alternate "K" alinement.
and that it would develop benefit to the area.
In the case where alternate "K" is $800,This was brought out by the facts presented 000 cheaper than the same alinement eleby all but West Orange. Newark has ini- vated, five of Newark's north-south streets
tiated its redevelopment program, which by are cut off or dead-ended, whereas at a
testimony is dependent on better transpor- cost of $600,000 more only two streets are
tation than now exists.
cut off.
East Orange has started on its 11-year
Within the city of Newark there are 17
program of redeveloping portions of East north-south streets. These streets carry
Orange. This redevelopment is along the 147,000 vehicles per day. This circulation is

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the following items be printed
· in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks:
First, a letter from Mr. Palmer of the
New Jersey State Highway Department
to the Bureau of Public Roads explaining the department's reasons for favoring a depressed East-West Freeway.
Second, an article by Charles Ball appearing in the summer 1959 issue of State
Government, which describes the status
of regional planning in our States and
which, incidentally, cites the "profound
need for regional transportation planning" and suggests that "the routing and
design of new State highways might be
reviewed by regional agencies."
Third, excerpts from the 1958 Sagamore Conference, sponsored by the
American Municipal Association, the
American Association of State Highway
Officials, and others. It is interesting to
note the agreement of the conference
that-
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necessary to the city. To eliminate o of
these 17 streets when the elimination of only
2 is necessary would place an undue traftlc
burden on the remaining streets and create
not only congestion, but also hazard.
It is therefore recommended that the Bu·
reau of Public Roads approve alinement K
depressed, cutting off only two north-south
city streets and coming to elevation to overp ass the Garden Strute Parkway at a cost of
$22,900,000.
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WEST ORANGE
north would either continue to use Mount
In West Orange several alinements were Pleasant Avenue with 10-percent grades or
considered.
The W-3 aUnement was go through the West Orange business cen·
brought back into tlle picture by the Bu- ter to reach Northfield Road to enter Route
reau of Public Roads after the Department 280. The cost for this plan through West
had rejected it subsequent to our several Orange is estimated as $24,800,000.
To this proposal is an added benefit. The
visits with West Orange oftlcia-ls and after
weighing the effects of this alinement on original proposal of overpassing Northfield
the West Orange area . This alinement Road and Mount Pleasant Avenue and riscrosses Northfield Road and passes between ing on a 5-percent grade necessitated fill secthe two best apartments and near a school tions, abutting the Llewellyn Park and
EAST ORANGE
in West Orange. In so doing it eliminates Brookside sections of West Orange of some
In East Orange there are two alinements the garaging facilities of the apartment 10 feet to 20 feet in height and would reunder consideration. The original and from buildings. Its elevation is such that the quire wa.U construction. This is one of the
the parkway easterly the alternate K join- roadways supported by walls almost against features which raised objections in that
ing alternate K in Newark. The variations the buildings would be level with the second area.
The recommended plan of underpassing
floor rooms. It would take less houses than
and their costs are as follows:
the State's proposal, but would take more Northfield Road and Mount Pleasant Avenue
Type
Cost
expensive houses and traverse the better and rising up the mountain on a 6-percent
Original elevated (J) ----- --- $14, 300, 000 area of West Orange.
grade will reduce these fill sections to a
Original depressed (J) ------- 21,700,000
The State's .Proposed alinement would, level not much higher than, and in some
Original over parkway and
after passing through low value area, cross places level with, the adjacent properties.
depressed to Orange ( J) ---- 17, 600, 000 Mount Pleasant Avenue and follow up a ra- It will also eliminate some walls planned
Alternate K to Newark elevine which is a natural divider between West along these properties.
With either the 5-percent or 6-percent
vated -------------- - ----- 15,200,000 Orange proper and the Llewellyn Park secAlternate K to Newark detion, which is practically a private and ex- grade, it will be necessary for this Departpressed and under parkclusive settlement of West Orange and woUld ment to provide a 24-hour patrol during
way--------- - ------- - ---- 21 , 500, 000 not create a second partitioning of West the late fall and winter months to provide
Alternate K to Newark over
proper and adequate safety for the traveling
Orange.
parkway and depressed to
West Orange has suggested an alinement public by continuous ice control.
Orange------------------- 17,800, 000 following our alinement except that instead
SUMMARY
East Orange has had plans for the rede- of turning northerly to follow the contours
In reviewing this problem we have develvelopment of the Evergreen section of East of the mountain, continues westerly in the oped the benefit-cost ratios for the various
Orange. steps have been initiated to bring form of a 3,300 or 3,400 foot tunnel.
We have found that the alinement
The following are the various costs of the · schemes.
these plans to reality. There is no doubt
giving the highest B.C.R. gives a lower dolthat a depressed highway through this sec- above deEcribed alinements:
lar value of benefits to the motorist. Also,
tion will enhance the investment by the city Type:
we have found that the recommendation
Cost
and coordinate with the city's plan. Therecontained herein is a comprOinise of all variaState's original alinement
development plan of this area is ambitious.
(W)- - - - ------------------ $23,300, 000 tions with a benefit-cost ratio of 5.0 which is
Through the city is the elevated section of
still a return of $5 per dollar expended and
West Orange depressed alinethe Delaware, Lackawanna & Western
ment with tunnel (W- 5) __ 37,400,000 proves the recommendation worthy of conRailroad. While everyone admits that in the
struction.
W-3 alinement, Bureau of
pa~t railroads have been responsible for the
Public Roads_______ _______ 20, 500, 000
Studies have been made in an attempt to
development of these cities along the railshow the dollar reflection of depressed and
State
allnement
(W)
under
roads it is diftlcult, knowing the area, not to
elevated highways on adjacent properties.
railroad depressed under
admit that the railroad in cut would have
At our last meeting we indicated our doubt
Northfield Road and Mount
been responsible for a better type of developas to the probabllity of our being able to
Pleasant Avenue to 6 perment.
prove such values.
cent grade up ravine beRECOMMENDATION
In this relation one thing seems to stand
tween
Llewellyn
Park
It is recommended that the Bureau of
out pointedly. That is the fact that all
and remainder of West
Orange ___________________ 24,800,000 through the 13-hour public hearing, every
Public Roads approve the alinement as made
up of the original alinement west of the
individual and all public oftlcials pleaded for
As stated previously, this Department a depressed route. If these public hearings
Garden State Parkway and the alternate K
alinement joining the Newark alternate and never favored the W-3 proposal which tra- are to have any weight some recognition
the character of design carrying the route versed more valuable area, although its cost must be given to the voice of those at the
over the Garden State Parkway with de- was $2,800,000 less than the State's cheap- hearings, especially so when no individual
pressed design westerly to the Orange line est plan in West Orange. In our opinion selfish motive can be attached to the reand easterly to the Newark line at an esti- this alinement will reflect the greatest over- quests voiced at these hearings.
all damage to West Orange over the years.
mated cost of $17,800,000.
Further, we have submitted with the recThe West Orange proposal advocates a ord of the hearing master plans for these
ORANGE
tun nel in an area where there is relatively municipalities. In the case of East Orange,
In Orange there is only one alinement, but little development. By its plan of a tunmaster plan was prepared 10 years ago
there are three types of design under con- nel, it precludes the possibillty of an inter- the
and has been brought up to date periodically.
sideration with the following cost:
change with Prospect Avenue and while be- During all of this time the ma~ter plan
ing shorter by 1,500 feet than the State's included a freeway in the proposed location
Type:
Cost
Elevated throughout (J) - --- $6, 500,000 line forces Prospect Street traffic to travel of Route 280 as a depressed highway.
Depressed throughout (J) --- - 9, 800,000 6,000 feet farther.
Orange had a master plan prepared by
Depressed from East Orange to
Scott Bagby which similarly depicts a freeway
RECOMMENDATION
Lincoln Ave. and elevated
through
Orange as a depressed highway apIt is recommended that the Bureau apto West Orange (J)--- - ---- 8, 000,000 prove the State's alinement through West proximately in the location of Route 280.
The city of Newark has a similar master
In Orange westerly of Lincoln Avenu~ the Orange on a basis of underpassing the rail- plan
providing for approximately $50 million
contour of the area drops off toward the road and continue as a depressed roadway of redevelopment work. Our recommendarailroad, which is more or less in a valley through the developed part of the city un- tion is in keeping with the plans of Newark.
on embankment. To overpass the railroad der Northfield Road and Mount Pleasant AvWest Orange is apparently the only municwould place Route 280 approximately 45 enue and following the ravine and contours
of the Orange Mountain, on a 6-percent ipality without redevelopment planning.
feet over the adjacent area.
With the emphasis presently placed on the
By depressing the route in Orange from grade changing to a 5-percent grade, to a need
for highway departments to cooperate
the East Orange line to the West Orange crossing of Prospect Street with interchange in the master plans of our urban areas, it is
north
of
the
shopping
center
to
the
Livingline, Route 280 would prove an advantage
difficult to understand how these plans can
to the city in its redevelopment plans and ston line.
The advantage of this recommendation be disregarded.
we would be giving consideration to the
Each of us as individuals would prefer
lies in the fact that better interchange can
future development of Orange.
be achieved at Northfield Road. Inter- living next to a depressed roadway rather
RECOMMENDATION
than
an elevated one and it is sincerely bechange with Mount Pleasant Avenue, which
It is therefore recommended that the is impractical if not impossible with an ele- lieved that rentals of apartments next to a
Bureau approve the alinement of Route 280 vated highway, is easily adaptable with the depressed roadway would be higher than
in Orange as a depressed route from the East above plan. This is important from a traf- alongside an embankment or structure.
The north Jersey metropolitan area,
Orange line to the West Orange line under- fic standpoint. Under elevated plans with
passing the Delaware, Lackawanna & West- no interchange at Mount Pleasant Avenue, through which Route 280 is located, is made
up
of closely knit municipalities. In riding
all of the traftlc from Park Avenue and the
ern Railroad at a cost of $9,800,000.

through this area municipal lines are not
recognizable because of the similarity in
character of the local development.
Recognizing the signs of deterioration
which is attacking many urban areas
throughout the Nation. businessmen and
municipal officials have joined efforts in
planning the modernization of the munici•
palities and. as a result, plans long dormant
are now being activated by the investment
of millions of dollars of public and private
funds for the redevelopment and rebuilding
of these municipalities. This spirit of self
help and interest in the destiny of the area
should receive every possible aid and encouragement by all governmental agencies.
It is interesting to note that in initial
cost the plans vary from the cheapest at
$63,200,000 to the costliest demanded by the
municipalities · of $103 million. We believe
everyone wlll agree that the purchase of the
cheapest article seldom provides the best
results in the long pull. Conversally to
adequately serve the needs one does not
have to buy the most expensive because
with that article there often are luxury
appurtenances which do not necessarily provide added ben~tits.
The recommendations contained herein
call for the adoption of a plan and alinement which contains the features which are
of advantage to the area and the municipalities in those places where it is considered to count. The plan calling for depression in Newark, elevation over the parkway, depression 1n East Orange and Orange
and depression 1n West Orange under Mount
Pleasant Avenue 1s believed to give the necessary benefits at a cost not believed to be excessive 1n relation to the benefits; namely,
$75,300,000.
DWIGHT R.

G. PALMER,

Commissioner.
THE STATES AND REGIONAL PLANNING

(By Charles Ball)
Regional planning involves governmental
planning for a multicommunity area,
whether it be an economic region, an urbanized area, a watershed, a soils area, or
the territory within a transportation complex. Often it is possible to define a planning region that will include many area
types. Regional planning agencies are commonly engaged in work on a variety of these
and other planning fronts.
Typically, regional planning is defined as
the making of plans for the efficient molding
and control of the regional environment, the
comprehensive ·development of the natural
resources of a region, and the arrangement of
regional physical facillties to serve economic,
social, and aesthetic ends.
Regional planning in the United States is
purely informational and advisory, since no
regional agencies have authority to make
or enforce regulations or to set spending or
planning policies for their constituent units
of local government. Rarely do regional
agencies in other countries have authoritative powers, and only then in newly developing regions in which most if not all land
is publicly owned, as in the reclaimed polders
of the Zuyder Zee in the Netherlands.l
THE NEEDS INVOLVED

Creation of regional agencies is the response of government to a variety of needs
and problems:
·
1. Rarely are the activities of a State government coordinated in their application
within a particular region. The following
statement by an Assistant Attorney General
For a full discussion of regional planning
in other countries, see International Federation for Housing and Town Planning, "Planning and Housing Problems in the Region"
('rhe Hague, 1958), 274 pp.
1
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in a meeting of the Wisconsin Natural Resources Committee of State Agencies, held in
1951, illustrates, in addition to the need for
central policy direction at the State level,
the need for coordination of State work
within the region:
"I have been caught in the crossfire between agencies on a great many occasions,
in problems in the use of water for recreation, power, irrigation~ and particularly now
of drainage in :respect to potatoes. In these
different problems, you will have one case
when the Department of Agriculture tells
farmers to go ahead and dam up the streams
to get water to grow potatoes, the Conservation Commission says leave it alone, it is a
beautiful spot. The soil conservation committee program is trying to preserve the
land for their purposes • • •. Profess9r
Penn, University of Wisconsin, urges irrigation • • • the public service commission
wants a dam built!' 2
Typically, each State department is pursuing its own goals, and no one appears to
be speaking for integrated program development and management phrased in terms
of regional objectives and goals. A regional
agency, on the other hand, can articulate
regional goals and speak before the State
government with inte111gent, well planned
programs for State activities. Such an
agency can have a welcome effect on the
location of State highways, the execution of
State water pollution and watershed programs, and coordinated development of State
parks and recreation areas.
2. Partially related to State activities,
there is profound need for regional transportation planning that will integrate and
coordinate development of highways, expressways, airports, harbor facillties, mass
transit, rail and bus transport, and trucking.
Scores of agencies presently have a hand in
regional transportation, but they often work
at cross purposes for want of regional policies, information and plans. Fractured
transportation planning is fantastically expensive to government, business, industry,
private individuals, and the transportation
companies. Equally important, the absence
of regional plans and policies tends to retard
economic expansion through failure to correct an area's transportation disadvantages.
3. Within the Nation's metropolitan areas,
regional planning is urgentiy required for
coordination of the activities of local government. This is particularly the case in such
public works fields as sewerage, storm water
drainage, water supply and highway construction. There is also great need for regional thinking about parks and land use
development. If nothing else, local governments need information about the activities
of other agencies in the metropolitan complex and about regional economic tendencies. Such information can be gathered and
interpreted by a regional planning staff.
In many metropolitan areas, suburban
governments are too small to afford planning
2 Natural Resources Committee of State
Agencies, minutes of ~e second meeting,
October 11, 1951 (Madison, 1951), p. 17.

staffs. A regional agency can fill the gap
through limited consultative services. In
the Milwaukee-Racine-Kenosha area of Wisconsin, for example, only 5 of the 144 municipalities in the 7 counties involved have
full-time planning personnel, and only 56
percent of the communities have planning
commissions. In far too many communities,
growth is taking place without benefit of
planning. By providing advisory services,
regional bodies can correct one of the major
deficiencies in local government.
4. Regional planning is also required because the activities of government have a
much greater regional impact than was the
case in past years. Public works-involving sanitary drainage, transportation, water
development and other services-become
part of the environment when put in place
and have an enormous effect on the regional
economy. If the construction of major public works is to yield maximum benefits, those
affecting a region must be planned on a
regional basis. The interstate expressway
construction program authorized by Congress in 1956, for example, will eventually
put 41,000 miles of modern highways in
place throughout the Nation, opening vast
new tracts for residential, commercial, and
industrial development. Attention should
be paid to the regional impact of the program on each area's land use pattern, economic base, and government service requirements.
5. Finally, regional planning is essential to
regional consideration of the use of natural
resources. The depletion of such resources
over the past century, together with the
added burdens placed on them by a growing
population, demands that areawide attention
be given to the use of land, water supplies,
forests, pure air and wildlife. This is true in
areas adjacent to metropolitan concentrations as well as in open country areas.
PATTERNS OF STATE LEGISLATION

Several States have responded to these
needs and problems through passage of regional planning statutes. In most cases,
these have been permissive acts, granting
local authorities the power to unite in forming regional bodies at their option.
A digest of planning laws prepared in 1952
by the Federal Housing and Home Finance
Agency indicates that on January 1, 1951,
planning was authorized on a regional basis
in 22 States, and on a county basis in 27
States.s Since 1951, 11 other States have
enacted regional planning statutes. Of the
16 States without statutes, 4 have county
planning acts that might be viewed. as adequate substitutes. The remaining States,
with the exception of ·Delaware, Missouri,
Rhode Island, and Virginia, are primarily
rural States in which the pressure of urbanization has not created as apparent a need
for areawide planning.
3 Housing
and Home Finance Agency,
"Comparative Digest of the Principal Provisions of State Planning Laws Relating to
Housing, Slum Clearance and Redevelopment, as of Jan. 1, 1951" (Washington,
USGPO, 1952) .

Status of regional planning statutes in the 1,.9 States
States with statut('S in 1951

States which have enacted
statutes since 1951

States ·without statutes

States which have
made major changes
in statutes since
1951

· California.
Florida.
A.rizona.l
Arkansas. I
Kansas.
Connecticut.
Georgia.
Delaware.
Louisiana.
llllnois.
Iowa.l
Maine.
Maryland .I
Indiana.
Georgia.
Massachusetts.
Michigan.
Mississippi.
Idaho.
Minnesota.
1 Statutes in these States do, however; permit the optional organization o! county planning departments.

Al~~obama.

California.

Colorado.
Connecticut.
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Status of regional planning statutes in the 49 States-Continued

States with statutes In 19111

States which have enacted
statutes since 1951

States without statutes

States which have
made major changes
In statutes since
1951

Illinois.
Indiana.
Kentucky.
Michigan.
Nevada.
New Hampshire.
New Jersey.
New York.
North Carolina.
Ohio.
Pennsylvania.
South Carolina.
Tennessee.
Utah.
Vir!dnia.
Washington.
District of Columbia.

Montana.
Oklahoma.
Texas.
Vermont.
Wisconsin.

Missouri.
Nebraska.
New Mexico.
North Dakota.
Oregon.2
Rhode Island.
South Dakota.
West Virginia.
Wyoming.

New Hampshire.
North Carolina.
Pennsylvania.

Status of statute in doubt.
NOTE.-Status of Alaska statute in doubt.
Sources: Housing and Home Finance Agency, "Comparative Digest of the Principal Provisions of State Planning
Laws.'' (Washington, USGPO, 1952), passim; data supplemented by texts of statutes from various legal reporting
services.
2

Many of the pre-1951 statutes were loosely
drawn, and often vague about the details of
organization, the size of the governing body,
the method of selecting commissioners, and
mechanisms for financing. These matters
were commonly left to local determination.
Only California and Georgia appear to have
had statutes that required the organization
of regional agencies. In Georgia, a 1947
statute required creation of a 14-member
regional planning commission for the area
covered by Fulton and DeKalb Counties, and
in 1949, a similar district was required for
the territory of Meriwether, Harris, and Talbot Counties and the Warm Springs Memorial area.
·
Although not requiring organization of regional agencies, a Tennessee statute of 1934
established a State planning commission that
was authorized to create and establish regional agencies and define their areas of
jurisdiction. Regional commission members--not less than 5 nor more than 15were to be designated or appointed by the
State planning commission.
A SHIFT TO STRONGER LAWS

Despite the number of statutes in force
in 1951, little progress was made in many
States ·up to then toward creation of regional commissions. The excessive reliance
on local option prior to 1951 may partially
explain why that was so: In effect local
option asked city councils, village boards,
town meetings, and county boards to get together to decide ( 1) whether a regional agency should be established, (2) what powers
it should have, (3) how participating units
should be represented, and (4) how costs
should be allocated. This would have required local otncials suddenly to exhibit extraordinary statesmanship in intercommunity affairs. It was perhaps vain to expect
such statutes to produce regional agencies
in metropolitan areas, particularly in view
of the political acrimony that often characterizes suburban-central city relations.
Failure of local units to establish regional
agencies under pre-1951 statutes now has led
many States to tighten their legislation.
Whereas in 1951 only California and Georgia
(and the District of Columbia) required the
organization of regional agencies, in 1958 five
other States had similar requirements, either
for the entire State or for certain regions:
Connecticut. Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota,
and North Carolina.
In all, 11 States have made substantial
changes in their regional planning statuteschanges designed to improve chances for establishment of regional commissions, to
streamllne their organizations, or to grant
them a larger voice in State and local plan-

ning. Developments in State statutes are
summarized in the accompanying table.
Looking through the new and revised
statutes, the following conclusions are appropriate:
1. There is a growing tendency to require
the organization of regional agencies rather
than to leave the matter to local option.
2. There is a tendency to specify in law
the size and composition of regional commissions. Usually the new statutes call for
smaller numbers of commissions, and all
local units are not commonly represented.
3. Some States now give the State, through
the Governor, power to appoint otncial representatives to regional commissions. Before 1951 no statutes contained such provision.
4. Regional agencies under the newer statutes in a few States have ma.ndatory review powers and occasionally authoritative
planning powers in the unincorporated ruralurban fringes.
These changes and improvements have
doubtless worked to improve and encourage
regional planning. A 1953 report of the
American Society of Planning Offi.cials listed
42 otncial regional planning agencies in the
United States, and at least 60 appear to be in
operation now. Twenty of the Nation's 25
largest urban centers have organized either
regional planning agencies or county planning units that operate as regional agencies.
Of the 20, 4 were organized before 1945, 10
between 1945 and 1951, and 6 since 1951.
Seven of these agencies are depa.rtments of
consolidated city-counties.•
Among the more active regional agencies
in urban areas, the Los Angeles Regional
Planning Commission, organized in 1923,
serves both county and regional needs with
an annual budget (1958) of $908,729. In
Atlanta, the Metropolitan Planning Commission has reportedly prepared, published, and
adopted the first master plan for an entire
metropolitan area, and the Detroit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Commission has
nearly the same record. In Nashville-Davidson County, a joint county planning staff
has executed model studies of sewerage,
financial trends, and forms of metropolitan
government.
The budgets of the planning agencies serving large urban regions averaged $125,000 in
1958. The largest was in Los Angeles, and
the smallest in the Seattle area, where the
recently formed Puget Sound Regional Planning .Council worked with an appropriation
'Citizens' Governmental Research Bureau,
Inc., County, MUlticounty, or Bistate Planning Agencies (Milwaukee 1958) , 8 pp.

August 23

of $23,642. With the exception of Los Angeles, most regional agencies, if not all, appear to be underfinanced. A typical city
planning department in any of the Nation's
50 largest cities spends as much as, if not
substantially more than the $125,000 average
for regional agencies.
PROBLEMS REQUIRING SOLUTION

Whether or not regional planning can
offer solutions to the problems that it is
advertised as capable of handling will, of
course, require both time and sympathy on
the part of local authorities. Meantime, regional planning faces several problems of its
own that require solution before its work
can be fully effective.
1. As indicated, regional planning has
largely been handicapped through lack of
funds. Mechanisms appear necessary that
will guarantee the funds that are required
for a virile program, executed on a variety
of planning levels. Some States have given
regional agencies limited taxing power, but
this has not produced sutncient revenue.
In other States, tlie State government has
made a contribution, but these amounts also
have been limited. The National Government, through section 701 of the Housing
Act of 1954 as amended, can make ·g rants to
regional agencies, but the amounts available are almost too small to justify dealing
with Washington. Increased State support,
as well as additional regional taxing authority, appea.r s necessary and desirable.
2. The functions of regional agencies visa-vis the State are seldom defined with precision. Although most of the new statutes
give States an added tie with regional planning, through gubernatorial appointments
and State financial support, there has been
little definition of the role of regional agencies in the planning of State programs within an area. Creation of competent regional
agencies would appear to present a needed
opportunity for decentralized administl'ation
of some State functions. In many States, for
example, the highway department requires
that it review subdivision plats near State
trunk highways. Health departments review plats to see whether soil conditions and
lot sizes permit use of septic tanks.
These are activities that could easily be
handled by a regional agency, provided that
such an agency were properly staffed, so that
State otncers had confidence in it. It may be
possible to go much further in decentralization of State activities. The routing and design of new State highways, for example,
might be reviewed by regional agencies, or
the location of new State parks might first
require study and recommendations by regional planners. The goal is not decentralization in itself, nor is it a diminution of
State power. Rather it is to insure that
State projects mesh properly with intelligently drawn regional plans. Quite naturally, the regional plans must be prepared first
if State administrators are to respect and
have confidence in regional planners. One
method of bringing the State government
closer to the region would be to draw the
boundaries of State administrative districts
so that they are coterminous with regional
planning area boundaries. If this were done,
it woUld be a simple trick to create a coordinating committee of regional State otncers
and regional planners.
3. The final and crucial area in regional
planning is that of staffing agencies. A
shortage of competent planners continues
to plague agencies at all levels. Without a
larger supply of new and . well-prepared
talent, regional agencies will have to continue to rely excessively on high-grade
draftsmen and low-grade engineers for their
recruits. No simple answer, like higher salaries, will solve this personnel problem, since
planning, regardless of salaries, appears unable today to attract the needed fund of new
manpower. There are too few planning
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schools (at least too few good ones) ; too few
planning instructors, and far too many
vacant planning positions. Failure of regional planning to attract the required personnel will have far more serious impact
than poorly drawn plans.
On the other hand, if an area-wide agency
can be properly financed, properly staffed,
and given an appropriate and well defined
set of functions and responsibilities, it can
serve as a link between local and State government in the balanced development of its
region.
EXCERPTS FROM SAGAMORE CONFERENCE,
OCTOBER 1958
OPENING REMARKS

The dramatic fact that more than half
of the Interstate Highway System funds, under the huge Federal road and modernization program, will be spent in urban areas
.'has served to alert the Nation to the critical
need for a coordinated approach to the closely related problems of urban transportation
and community development.
America's traffic jam is heavily concentrated in the metropolitan areas. A twofold
revolution has brought this about-rapid
motorization and urbanization. Though our
cities and other urbanized places represent
only a small fraction of the total U.S. land
area, two-thirds of the Nation's 173 million
people are massed there. Urban streets and
highways now account for half of the 650
billion miles of travel rolled up annually by
motor vehicles. Nor does anything on the
horizon suggest that these dynamic trends
will soon diminish.
The general chairman of the conference,
Executive Secretary A. E. Johnson of the
American Association of State Highway Officials, in opening the conference, stated the
urban highway challenge in these terms:
"In order to properly locate new highways
in existing urban areas, we need to know
more about the highways' effect on the area
and the area's effects on highway design and
location requirements. * * * In locating a
highway in rural areas, most major controls
are of a physical nature; whereas in urban
areas, the major controls may be complex
man-made ones· or human problems of a vast
living organism that is the modern urban
community. We should give thought to the
other benefits possible from such highway
development, which may well outweigh the
direct benefits to the highway user.
"The urban highway development authorized by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956
makes possible critically needed urban highway construction well ahead of the time it
could have been otherwise accomplished. In
fact, it came about with such suddenness
that some were not prepared for it.
"Both State highway officials and local
authorities must nonetheless do the best
they can to produce sensible, forward-looking plans to coordinate highway and general urban development. If they work together, and go to work promptly, they will
generally find that despite the time schedule
pressure, they will have time to do a good
job.
"The legal and prime responsibility of
moving the highway program has been vested
in the State highway .official and the time
schedule for doing the job has been specified
by Congress.
"It is the inescapable responsibility of officials and specialists of the affected levels
of government to work harmoniously and
effectively as a team, with the State highway
official serving as the leader in activating the
interstate highway program in an urban
area.
"If a vacuum exists in any position on the
team, others on the team must fill that
vacuum. If the best interests of the public
are to be served, every effort must be made
to insure that no vacancies exist · on the

team, and such a goal should be a major objective to all concerned.
"The key to moving the road program and
to realizing the ·maximum total benefits from
the gigantic expenditure of highway funds
in urban areas is 'understanding, cooperation, decision, and action-all in the public
interest,' and this applies to all officials and
citizens of an area."
Certainly the planless sprawl of much
metropolitan growth has contributed greatly
to chaotic traffic conditions. As Ben West,
mayor of Nashville and cochairman of the
joint AMA-AASHO committee on highways,
pointed out while outlining the viewpoint
of the city administrator in setting the stage
for the conference:
"Municipal land use as it now exists all
too often bears a startling resemblance to
crazy quilts. It is a jungle of diversification,
partly inherited, mostly created. Lack of
comprehensive community and areawide
planning is one of our greatest deficiencies.
Formerly highways were built and they determined land use. Now we have an opportunity to determine the most desirable land
use for the future growth of cities, and
through cooperation, locate highways to. advance overall community objectives.
"The city administrator must be concerned
of course with the entire street system, including transit, trucking and parking, and
the relation of new freeways to it," Mayor
West added. "Local streets must not be regarded as ill-begotten children. Moreover,
the city administrator must think of the
overall city-in all phases of its development."
Mere token cooperation of highway and
city officials will not suffice. A real working
relationship right from the initial phases of
the highway program is vital.
"In those cases where a comprehensive
plan already exists for the area through
which an urban expressway is projected, a
close working relationship must exist between the highway planner and the urban
planner beginning at an early point in the
highway program," said Hayden B. Johnson,
chief of the planning division, port deyelopment department, Port of New York Authority and the spokesman for planners. "Even
in cases where no comprehensive plan has
been prepared (which unfortunately is true
in far too many American cities and regions),
the urban planner's detailed knowledge of
the area in question should still be utilized.
"Projected highways of various types are
designed to serve definite purposes, a.nd if
these are fully understood by the urban
planner, he can materially aid the highway
planner to achieve them. At the same time,
he can explain what else is planned for the
area through which the highway will pass,
give some idea of its impact on the other elements of urban development, and thus help
to produce a better relation between highway transportation and other community
facilities and services."
Mr. Johnson also called for a greatly expanded program of research into many
phases of the overall relationship between
highway planning and comprehensive urban
planning.
Developing the proper climate for cooperation is the main requisite, according to Wilbur E. Jones, administrator of the interstate
program, State Road Department of Florida,
and cochairman of the joint AMA-AASHO
committee on highways, in stating the viewpoint of the highway official. This can be
achieved through consultation, friendly exchange· of ideas and experience, and mutual
understanding of one another's problems.
Mr. Jones also made these points: "For
many years the State highway departments
throughout the Nation had not concerned
themselves too much with urban traffic problems. Now the highway department has
what amounts to a mandate to deal with
the urban highway program. We recognize

. the desirability of a master plan for city development. However, even if such a plan is
not in existence, an interstate expressway
can, with study and the cooperation of local
officials and organizations, be located and
constructed in an urban area so that it will
be compatible with the orderly growth of the
community."
The highway administrator must be certa.in that the expressway is located correctly,
both as far as present and future traffic are
concerned. He is also obliged to consider,
along with current desire lines of travel,
such factors as land uses, projected land
patterns, and population growth and trends,
as well as other pertinent factors involving
social, cultural and esthetic conditions.
In short, with teamwork and creative
vision, the urban highway program can provide valuable guidelines for sounder, more
healthy area-wide development.
It can
help to restore many blighted areas and bring
other benefits to communities. At the same
time, the transportation values of the new
and improved facilities will be immeasurably
increased.
Considering the vast scope of highway construction involved, and the fact that the new
motorways will have a service span well into
the foreseeable future, this is an unique
opportunity to revamp the urban environment on a substantial scale-in the interests
of better living and safer, freer movement.

*

LEADERSHIP IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF PLANS

A majority of all vehicular trips have an
origin, a routing, and a destination which
involve roads and streets of several jurisdictions. Yet in the minds of motorists and in
actual trip patterns, the entire highway network of the Nation is a single system without
distinction or barrier. Therefore, we must
recognize that no portion of a highway system in any area can be effectively planned,
designed or operated without a complete
understanding of the system as a whole, and
its total function.
Because of the complexity of urban highway transportation, expert engineering at the
State level will not alone sumce in developing effective local plans. This is so because
urban conditions frequently are not measurable in engineering or monetary terms alone,
but are related to the community in all its
many aspects of social and economic life.
The planning task, instead, is a joint one,
requiring intergovernmental cooperation .
The basic initiative and leadership, however,
should come from the local officials. Guidelines that should be considered in carrying
out this planning task are:
1. Responsibility for preparing . a community plan rests with local government,
which should be encouraged to take immediate action to develop one if none exists.
Where such planning is not undertaken, it
behooves the State to take the initiative.
2. Regional planning should be initiated in
every metropolitan area. The parent city
should assume this responsibility; but if it
doesn't State action should be taken.
3. Local government should establish a
competent and continuing planning program
aimed at preparing comprehensive plans and
keeping them current. Local officials should
consult regularly with the State highway department in the preparation of these plans
for urban areas.
4. If legislation is lacking to enable proper
planning on a local, metropolitan or regional
basis, the State and local governments
should work jointly to have such legislation
enacted.
EXCERPT FROM REPORTER MAGAZINE ENTITLED

"NEW ROADS AND URBAN CHAOS," BY DANIEL

P.

MOYNIHAN
CHAOS IN CONCRETE

It is not true, as is sometimes alleged, that
the sponsors of the interstate program
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the consequences it would have in
the cities. Nor did they simply acquiesce 1n
them. They exulted in them. Thanks to
highways, declared the Clay report, "we
have been able to disperse our factories, our
stores, our people; in short, to create a revolution in living habits. Our cities have
spread into suburbs, dependent on the automobile for their existence. The automobile
has restored a way of life in which the individual may live in a friendly neighborhood,
it has brought city and country closer together, it has made us one country and a.
united people."
This rhapsody startled many of those who
have been concerned with the future of the
American city. To undertake a. vast program of urban highway construction with
no thought for other forms of transportation
seemed lunatic.
The 1939 report that Roosevelt sent to
Congress-prepared in the Department of
Agriculture-took it as axiomatic that the
new highways would be part of, and provide
the occasion for, a "radical revision of the
city plan," which would coordinate other
urban programs such as slum clearance and
provide for a. "reintegration of fac111ties for
the various forms of transportation." The
1944 legislation had much the same intent.
But so far as the Highway Act of 1956 goes,
there is no form of transportation but the
automobile, and the act has no objective
save providing more room for it.
It had always been understood that a large
portion of the interstate funds would be
spent in the metropolitan areas, but the 1956
legislation went further to declare that
"'local needs • • • shall be given equal consideration with the needs of intensive commerce," thus authorizing construction of
arterial highways only by courtesy connected
with the Interstate System.
It was clear at the time that locating the
metropolitan portions of the Interstate System would constitute an unprecedented venture into national planning. It was estimated that the size of our metropolitan areas .
would double by 1975: For good or ill, the
location of the interstate arterials would,
more than any other factor, determine how
this growth would take place. Yet no planning provisions of any kind were included.
In the absence of any other provisions, the
planning would be done by highway engineers. Theirs, admittedly, is an unjustly
maligned profession. Nothing in the training or education of most civil engineers prepares them to do anything more than build
sound highways cheaply. In the course of
doing this job they frequently produce works
of startling beauty-compare the design of
public highways with that of public housing. Yet, in the words of John T. Howard,
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, "It does not belittle them to say that,
just as war is too important to leave to the
generals, so highways are too important to
leave to the highway engineers."
Highways determine land use, which is
another way of saying they settle the future
of the areas in which they are built. It
stands to reason that engineers should be
required to conform their highway plans to
metropolitan land-use plans designed in
the context of more general economic and
social objectives.
Yet in 1956 we had no metropolitan area
plans, as we had no metropolitan area governments. The only one we have now is in
Dade County (Miami), Fla., which is just
getting started.
In this predicament, there was considerable sentiment for a moratorium on the
urban interstate program until planning requirements could be imposed. Most of those
concerned, however, as the distinguished
Transportation Economist Wilfred Owen is
frank to say, felt if the program went ahead

~ ignored

it w:ould precipitate such a crisis that something would have to be done at last about
our metropolitan areas.
Across the Nation there seemed to be an
increasing awareness among those who actu- ·
ally run the cities and suburbs that to do
nothing more than build bigger highways
only produced bigger trafllc jams. There
seemed a growing belief that a complex
system of mass transit had to be preserved,
or revived, or even indeed created-if only to
make automobile transportation feasible.
The sorry results of carrying on a number
of Federal urban-development programs
completely independent of each other had
become increasingly evident. Thus, the
American Municipal Association formally requested legislation requiring that the urban
renewal and highway program be coordinated.
The crisis has come. It has been impossible for the cities to resist the offer of unprecedented amounts of money, however
futile they might know it will be to spend it
on highways alone. In one metropolis after
another the plans have been thrown together
and the bulldozers set to work.
Here and there, as in Milwaukee, a vigorous
and established city planning authority has
been able to get intolerable plans redrawn.
But in general the program is doing about
what was to be expected: throwing up a.
Chinese wall across Wilmington, driving educational institutions out of downtown Louisville, plowing through the center of Reno.
When the Interstate runs into a. place like
Newburgh, N.Y., the wreckage is something
to see. Down the Hudson, Robert Moses is
getting set to build the Canal Street Expressway, the first hundred-million-dollar mile.
The Bureau of Public Roads recently considered an edict requiring that some area
plans be developed before Interstate funds
are allocated, but the idea was abandoned.
Some felt it was too late anyway. As for
relating the highway program to urban renewal, a recent policy statement of the
American Institute of Planners said simply:
"Except for the coordination which may be
supplied at the local level • • • each one is
apparently operating entirely independently
of the other." The legislation asked by the
municipal association was never introduced.
It was with compassion that Paul Yivisaker
of the Ford Foundation recently addressed a
meeting of city planners as the "beaten profession."
Just ahead for all of us, perhaps, is Los
Angeles, in the words of Harrison Salisbury,
"nestled under its blanket of smog girdled
by bands of freeways, its core eviscerated by
concrete strips and asp},lalt fields, its circul~
tory arteries pumping away without focus • • • the prototype of Gasopolis, the
rubber-wh.e eled living region of the future."
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this 1s a normal condition of human affairs.
Almost any effort to think a bit about what
we are doing would help.
Simply by providing some ftexibutty in
the program, we could produce great savings. If the cities were permitted to do
what they thought best with, say, 50 percent
of the more than $20 billion of interstate
funds allotted to them, much of it would
almost certainly go to mass transit and
commuter facilities. This kind of money
could reshape urban transportation in
America: our total national investment in
public transit is less than $4 billion, and a
combined highway-mass transit-commuter
program could almost certainly produce the
same results at lower cost than a program
dependent on highways alone.
It is becoming increasingly apparent that
American government, both national and
local, can no longer ignore what is happening as the sUb\lfbs. eat endlessly Into the
countryside. Since the spreading pollution
of land follows the roads, those who build
the roads must also recognize their responsibility for the consequences. There are a.
number of obvious steps that could be taken.
Public authorities could, for example, buy
up the development rights of open land in
the suburbs--not the property itself, but
only an easement to prevent it from being
turned into a factory site or a housing development. This could be done, as it is in England, 1n accordance with an area. land-use
plan that fixes the perimetez: of the metropolitan area, or alternates built-up sections
with open spaces. What this really amounts
to is effective zoning regulations.
How could the money be found to pay for
the development rights? A practical solution would be the technique of "excess-taking ... as proposed by President Roosevelt In
his 1939 message to Congress. As he put it:
"The Government, which puts up the cost of
the highway, buys a strip on each side of the
highway it~elf, uses It for the rental of concessions and sells 1t off over a. period of
years to homebuilders and others who wish
to live near a main artery of travel. Thus
the Government gets the unearned increment and reimburses itself in large part for
the building of the road."
This unearned increment can be staggering; a 5,000-percent increase in land values
is not. uncommon. At a time when State
and local governments are reaching a limit
of the money they can get out of taxpayers,
here is an opportunity to get money that
doesn't belong to anyone; it doesn't exist,
as it were, until the Government builds the
highway. It represents a. legitimate source
of Government revenue of great potential.
Used to shape the development that the
highways make possible, it could transform
the suburbs of the next half century.
MONEY TALKS
All these possibillties are enl1vened by the
Yet we may be learning our lesson after investigation of the interstate program now
all: Owen may be right. All across the getting under way in Congress. So much
country, area planners and highway engineers thieving, mischief, and blunder will be ·unare discussing what they recognize as their covered (if not, it wlll be necessary to incommon problems with a new sense of vestigate the investigators) that the publ1c
urgency. It is clear that if the areas in should be prepared for a serious reappraisal
which Federal highways are to be built were of the program by the next administration,
required to work out adequate plans for the Democratic or Republican.
use of land and transportation before the
We may yet impart some sanity and pubmoney was handed over, the planning would lic purpose to this vast enterprise. We may
almost certainly be done. The demand for yet establish some equity in paying for the
90-10 highway funds is so great that there is highways and restore some balance between
almost nothing, however sensible, that local them and other elements of our transportagovernments would not do to get their share. tion system. We may even refute Belloc's
It is true that metropolitan area planning dictum, "The general rule in history is that
will not be an easy matter to bring off. Den- a city having reached its highest point o!
nis O'Harrow, director of the American Society of Planning Officials, says candidly: wealth becomes congested, refuses to accept
"There is a shortage of planners, a shortage its only remedy, and passes on from congesof information, a shortage of money to sup- tion to decay." But we shall not escape his
port studies, and, more fundamentally, a rule that "the road moves and controls ·all
shortage of information as to what should be history."
done if you could do what you wished." But
R6ads can make or break a nation.
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[From the Newark (N.J.) Star-Ledger, Aug.
21, 1960)
EcoNoMY MINDED

Whether an elevated freeway would affect
property values more than a depressed freeway depends largely on the area through
which the road would run. For that reason
an argument over the relative merits of the
two types of construction cannot be answered, except in relation to a specific project.
The statement that an elevated freeway
does not affect surrounding property values
more than a depressed freeway is a generalization which would be dangerous to apply
when considering the impact of an elevated road.
Federal Bureau of Roads officials, who are
discounting the e:ffects of an elevated EastWest Freeway, are really talking about a
subject which is out of their field of experience. An intimate knowedge of the
surrounding areas is needed to ascertain the
impact of one type of construction over
another. And the people with that type of
knowledge are those who work and live in
the area.
The officials and residents of the area
through which the East-West Freeway will
run are not asking for a more expensive
road because they have no respect for economy. On the contrary, their concern is
based on a deep respeot for economy. Just
because an elevated freeway would cost $13
million less than a depressed one doesn't
mean it is the most economical. If it destroys many more millions of dollars in
property values, where is the economy?
Too shortsighted a view of economy can
be an expensive proposition. Officials in
Washington should not view suspiciously
the efforts of local officials and residents to
protect their communi-ties. They are• the
ones who are being most economy minded.

PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF SENATE RULE XIX RELATIVE TO
TRANSGRESSION OF THE RULE
IN DEBATE
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I submit,
for appropriate reference, a resolution to
amend paragraph 4 of rule XIX of the
Standing Rules of the Senate relating to
debate.
This is the fourth of my series of proposed Senate rules changes, and would
modify rule XIX, requiring a Senator to
take his seat without a ruling by the
Chair that he has spoken disparagingly
of another Senato-r. This has become a
deterrent, in my opinion, to frank and
free debate.
Rule XIX, sensibly revised, is quite
unobjectionable, but it has been construed to permit a Senator at any time to
interrupt another Senator, raise a point
of order and require that Senator to take
his seat without any ruling on the part
of either the Presiding omcer or the Senate that the Senator called to order has
violated the rule. All Senators will recall the several instances of abuse of the
rule which have occurred during this
session of Congress.
In the 2d half of the 20th century, the
courtly procedures of the late 18th century frequently seem out of place. Ordinary courtesy, however, is still the rule
of conduct between mature individuals.
In the heat of debate, Senators may violate rule XIX, and if they do, should
properly be required to take their seats.
But this should never be done unilaterally entirely upon motion of the Senator

who takes affront. In each instance the
Chair should state whether, in its opinion, the rule has, in fact, been violated.
If the ·c hair's ruling is in the negative, the Senator should be permitted to
proceed without taking his seat, subject
to an appeal from a ruling. Similarly, if
the Chair rules adversely to the Senator
holding the floor, the latter should have
the right to appeal from the ruling of the
Chair before being required to take his
seat.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the resolution may lie on the
desk for 2 days to give other Senators
an opportunity to cosponsor it.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be received and appropriately referred, and, without objection,
the resolution will lie on the desk, as
requested by the Senator from Pennsylvania.
The resolution <S. Res. 369) amending rule XIX relative to transgression of
the rule in debate was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
as follows:
Resolved, That paragraph 4 of rule XIX
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (rela.ting to debate) is amended to read as follows:
"4. If any Senator, in speaking or otherwise, in the opinion of the Presiding Officer
transgress the rules of the Senate, the Presiding Officer shall, either on his own motion
or at the request of any other Senator, call
him to order; and when a Senator shall be
called to order he shall sit down, and may
not proceed without leave of the Senate,
which, if granted, shall be upon motion that
he be allowed to proceed in order, which
motion shall be determined without debate.
Any Senator directed by the Presiding Officer
to sit down, and any Senator requesting
the Presiding Officer to require a Senator to
sit down, may appeal from the ruling of
the Chair, which appeal shall be open to
debate."

sentence, so that he may again enjoy the
privileges of living a normal life.
I ask unanimous consent· to have
printed in the REcORD at this point, as a
part of my remarks, an article in the
Shamokin Citizen of July 7, relating to
the plight of Mr. Zastera.
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
KREHEL ASKS BORO VETS To AID CZECH
PRISONER-SUBMITS RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION IN FIGHT To FREE AMERICAN CITIZEN

With thoughts of Independence Day fresh
in mind, both Kulpmont veterans' organizations have been asked to help in the fight to
free Jaromir Zastera, an American citizen
imprisoned by the Communist Gove'l:nment
of Czechoslovakia.
The requests, in the form of resolutions
to be acted upon by the bodies of the two
organizations, were sent to the local Veterans
of Foreign Wars and American Legion posts
by Attorney Peter Krehel.
The local attorney pointed out that such
action, when brought to the attention of the
Czechoslovak Government, might exert favorable pressure in his behalf.
RESOLUTION

In the communications to both organizations he stated, that, although public information of Zastera's continued imprisonment is little more than a month old, the
VFW state department anticipates a "resolution" on the fioor of the coming convention
in a manner similar to the action taken
for John Hvasta, Hillside, N.J., in 1953 when
Justice Michael Musmanno brought the matter to th~ fioor.
He expressed confidence that the American
Legion posts in the Harrisburg area will bring
it to their convention fioor although they
only started their "resolution" last Thursday.
A similar device of "resolution" was used
by other veteran organizations to help secure
the release of Hvasta, who also was imprisoned by the Communists.
Attorney Krehel has already received response from several of his communications
in this respect and has been informed that
the United Nations' Division of Human
Rights has been asked to treat his inquiry
regarding Zastera as a communication subject to the provisions of resolution 75 (V),
paragraph (e) which is directed to the delegate from Czechoslovakia.

THE PLIGHT OF JAROMIR
ZASTERA
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I wish
to take a few moments of the Senate's
time to bring to the Senate's attention
CONGRESSIONAL AID
the plight of a young American citizen
who has been imprisoned in a jail in
After first describing the plight of Zastera,
Communist Czechoslovakia for almost who was arrested in 1949 and detained with11 years. I am referring to Jaromir out trial for a period of 8 months before beZastera, who was arrested in Czecho- ing sentenced to serve 18 years in prison fola secret trial, for crimes against the
slovakia in September 1949 and charged lowing
state, the resolution~ .asks that the U.S. Con·with antistate activities. Mr. Zastera gress express its profound indignation at the
was then 19 years of age. In April 1950, conduct of the whole matter.
after a secret trial, he was sentenced to
In part the resolution states:
18 years in prison, allegedly for es"Whereas no American official or private
pionage against the Czechoslovak Gov- legal counselor has been permitted to visit
ernment. Since that date Mr. Zastera, J aromir Zastera since December 19, 1959; and
"Whereas the arrest and conviction of the
whose American citizenship is acknowledged by the Czechoslovak authorities, American citizen Jaromir Zastera is a shocking violation of the fundamental freedom
has languished in various prisons.
guaranteed by the Charter of the United NaRecently, broad grants of amnesty by tions; and
the Czechoslovak Government to politi"Whereas the persecution by Communist
cal offenders have given hope that Mr. governments of other American citizens is
Zastera's imprisonment, which has ac- condemned and deplored by the American
counted for his entire adult life up to . people as well as throughout the free world;
this point, might be terminated. We and
"Whereas the national offices of the Vetcall on the Czechoslovak Government erans
of Foreign Wars (and American
to consider the sad plight of this young Legion)
and other vetera~n and patriotic orman. We would ask that the Czecho- ganizations are being asked to adop:t similar
slovak authorities consider the exten- resolutions; and
sion of amnesty to Jaromir Zastera, who
" Whereas, Attorney Peter Krehel, Kulphas already served more than half his mont, a member of the Veterans of Foreign
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Wars (and American Legion) has consulted
with the Honorable JAMES M. QuiGLEY of the
19th Pennsylvania Congressional District,
both of whom are in the va-nguard to free
Zastera, and have asked Post No. 8354, Veterans of Foreign Wars (and Post No. 231,
American Legion) of Kulpmont, Pa., to
adopt such a resolution; and
"Whereas the considerable and growing
sentiment among our people against the
tyrannies of Communist dictatorships should
be made unmistakably clear to the rulers
and the people of those countries: Now,
therefore, be it
Resolved, That the U.S. Congress express
its profound indignation at the arrest, sham
trial, unjust conviction and continued imprisonment of Jaromir Zastera; that the
executive agencies of the U.S. Government,
such as the Department of State, be requested to take all possible action to bring about
his release; and that the sense of this resolution be conveyed by the proper U.S. Government officials to the United Nations and
to the Communist Government of Czechoslovakia.

CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND RADIOLOGICAL WARFARE VERSUS
MAN

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the
danger of surprise attack in modern
warfare is not confined to nuclear explosives delivered by missiles. Modern
scientific war research has developed
advance techniques against civilian
populations quite apart from nuclear
weapons.
The new techniques go by the name
of CBR-chemical, biological, and radiological warfare.
These techniques are not to be confused with the poison gases used in the
First World War, any more than the
hydrogen bomb is to be confused with
the mortar shell. The new methods are
infinitely more effective and far more
adaptable to sudden, overwhelming attack than the cumbersome gases of
1914-18.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that a brilliant article on this subject entitled "CBR Versus Man," written by Norman Cousins, the editor of
the Saturday Review, published in that
distinguished journal July 23, 1960, may
be printed in the RECORD at this point.
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
CBR VERSUS MAN
(By Norman Cousins)
The danger of surprise attack in modern
warfare is not confined to nuclear explosives delivered by missiles. Modern scientific
war research has developed advanced techniques against civilian populations quite
apart from nuclear weapons.
The new techniques go by the name of
CBR-<:hemlcal, biological, and radiological
warfare.
These techniques are not to be confused
with the poison gases used in the First
World War, any more than the hydrogen
bomb is to be confused with the mortar
shell. The new methods are infinitely more
effective and far more adaptable to sudden,
overwhelming attack than the cumbersome
gases of 1914-18.
CHEMICAL WARFARE

Chemicals have a much longer history in
warfare than explosives. At least 500 years
before Christ, the Greeks were using fire-

making chemicals against their enemies.
Some historians contend that chemical incendiaries were used in Greece as early as
1200 B.C. The Romans maintained and
extended the practice.
Poisoning of wells, as old as recorded history, is a form of chemical and biological
warfare. In the 14th century, Tartars in the
Crimea hurled the bodies of plague victims
over the walls of Italian forts. Two centuries
later, the Italians developed an artillery shell
that could deliver disease to the enemy. In
pre-Revolutionary America, according to
some historians, European traders gave
blankets infected with smallpox to Indians
in order to impair their fighting strength.
In modern times, the precedent for using
poison chemicals in warfare was established
by France and Germany in the First World
War. Thereafter, an nations involved in
the war, including the United States, used
various kinds of poison gases. One of the
most effective of these was phosgene, a
choking gas. When a gas mask was developed that could protect against phosgene, Germany introduced a vomiting gas
against which the mask was ineffective.
When soldiers tore off their masks in order
to vomit, they were exposed to the phosgene
in the air. Another poison weapon that bypassed the mask was a mustard gas; it produced savage blisters.
Modern chemical warfare falls into two
broad categories.
In the first category are chemicals that
exercise their primary effects on the human
system. For example, hydrogen cyanide,
cyanogen chloride, and arsine have been developed into gases, liquids, and solids for
use against human beings. When these
agents get into the air and are breathed
into the lungs, they pass into the bloodstream, where they interfere with the oxygen
supply, thus injuring the central nervous
system.
·
Lewisite is another chemical agent which,
when used as a gas, can be highly dangerous
to human tissue. It is rapidly absorbed
through the skin. In sufficient quantities,
it can cause blindness and interfere with the
functioning of internal organs.
The most revolutionary development of all
in the field of chemical warfare has the code
name in the United States of "GB." It is a
nerve gas. It is odorless and invisible. It is
easy to disseminate. It can be packaged
and delivered by short-range, medium-range,
or long-range missiles. It can be spread over
wide areas or used in limited situations by
aerosol sprays. It can even be used in tiny
dispensers of the kind that carry deodorizers.
GB, now being manufaqtured by the U.S.
Army Chemical Corps, and, so far as is
known, by other major powers, acts like a
superinsecticide against human beings.
Like DDT, its effect is widespread and almost instantaneous. Exposure to GB in gas
form is lethal in a matter of seconds. A
liquid droplet the size of a pencil dot on the
skin will penetrate surface tissue and kill a
man within 10 to 15 minutes. Respiration
becomes erratic, followed by severe perspiration, vomiting, lack of bowel control, and
convulsions.
GB derives its effectiveness by striking at
one of the most mysterious and vital substances in the human body. For many centuries, doctors and scientists searched for the
magic fiuid or agent in the human body that
enabled nerve signals to be transmitted to
the muscles. The heart muscle, for example,
receives a nerve impulse that causes it to
beat rhythmically. Finally, medical researchers discovered this vital substance and
gave it the name of cholinesterase.
Nazi Germany, in experimenting with insecticides, discovered some organic phosphates that were antagonistic to cholinesterase in the human body. The Germans called
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it GA. When GA came into contact with
the human body, either as a gas or a liquid,
it struck at cholinesterase. This made it impossible for the body to carry out the various
functions that are independent of the conscious intelligence. Its cholinesterase attacked, the heart would go into rapid constriction and soon stop. Even with_o ut respect to the heart, all the other functions
the body performs without conscious instruction-blOOd circulation, peristalsis, digestion,
cell reproduction, utiliza.Jtion of oxygen, temperature control-can be blocked by the
sudden impairment of cholinesterase.
At the end of the Second World War, the
Soviet Union captured the German Tabun
plant that manufactured GA and moved it to
the U.S.S.R.
.
The U.S. Army, which came into possession
of samples of GA at the end of the war, went
on to develop its own nerve gas, the present
GB. In a given concentration, GB is up to
20 times more potent than the original GA.
Utilizing a combination of organic phosphorus fiuorine compounds, GB can create casualties even before its presence is detected.
' It can be spread in the form of poison clo~ds
over large areas. These clouds can be c:Nated by missile release.
American military officials testified before
a congressional committee in June 1959, that,
in many respects, GB is more effective
against civilian populations than nuclear
explosions. It has the additional advantage,
they pointed out, of leaving the industrial
establishment intact. Moreover, there is no
radiation hazard for occupying troops or
officials.
Testimony before the congressional committee also brought out that shelters, no
matter how deep, could offer no protection
against nerve gases. So far, no ventilation
system has been devised that can filter out
GA or GB. Hence, the shelters would become anticholinesterase death traps.
In the words of Maj. Gen. William H.
Creasy, former chief chemical officer of the

u.s. Army:

"If we go around gearing up our civil defense with underground shelters, to protect
against the atomic bomb, and, instead of
having the atomic bomb, when the guided
missile comes over, it has a chemical or
biological warhead, instead of saving people,
you are guaranteeing sure death or sure
sickness or whatever effect the particular
warhead is designed to produce. As you go
underground, you must have ventilation,
and as you put in ventilating fans and air
conditioners, you simply guarantee it will
go down that particular intake you have
conveniently arranged and hit your citizens."
The second broad category of chemical
warfare is new, having been developed only
since 1955. These are the psychochemicals.
Psychochemicals, unlike the blood gases
and nerve gases, are not lethal except in
large quantities. They also differ from the
other chemicals in that they seek a temporary result. The main· purpose of psychochemical warfare is to change the human
personality and eliminate the will to resist
or the capacity to think logically or purposefully.
Psychochemicals can produce
confusion, cowardice, extreme submissiveness, and mental aberrations.
A parallel family of psychochemicals can
produce temporary blindness or deafness, or
general paralysis.
These various psychochemicals are being
manufactured by the major nations. They
are made out of various lysergic acid derivatives. Like the nerve gases, they are odorless and invisible and impossible to detect
by ordinary means. Advanced forms have
been created and successfully tested on human beings by the u.s. Army Chemical
Corps, the leaders of which have advocated
their use in war or situations involving the
national security.
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General Creasy testified before the Committee on Science and Astronautics of the
House of Representatives on June 16, 1959,
about the Army exp!'lriments. He reported
that men exposed to the lysergic acid derivatives turned ~nto cringing, confused,
and fawning specimens. He also called attention to the fact that a cat in a cage with
a mouse was given a minuscule injection of
the psychochemical. The result was that
the cat fied from the mouse as though in
terror for its life. General Creasy stated
that it would be possible to introduce such
psychochemicals into a nation's water supply, affecting large populations. The drugs
retain their potency even when diluted in
many parts of water. Their strength is
such that they withstand boiling.
Psychochemicals can be used with equal
effectiveness either against military personnel or civilian populations. General Creasy
suggested the possibility that an enemy,
with 30 or 35 trucks operated by special
agents, could circle all U.S. Nike sites,
spread the invisible and odorless gas, and
convert all military personnel into nonfunctioning cowards. The same could also
be done to Government offices and places
carrying out vital services. The purposes
would be to paralyze the sources of decision
and retaliation-as an immediate prelude to
atomic attack.
The research objective in chemical warfare
is exactly the opposite to that of medical
drug research. In medical research, the aim
is to produce therapeutic agents and minimize the undesirable side effects. In chemical warfare research, all emphasis is placed
on :finding the agent with the undesirable
characteristics which can be controlled by
the attackers, but not by those attacked.
BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

Whlle disease and war have always gone
together, the full possib111ties of deliberate
use of manufactured microorganisms against
human life were not systematically explored
until after the end of the Second World
War.
The U.S. Department of Defense has been
undertaking extensive research in germ warfare. In seeking funds from Congress, CBR
officials have expressed confidence that bacteriological weapons can take their place
alongside nerve gases as cheaper and more
effective devices against human life than
nuclear weapons.
The central aim in developing microorganisms for war purposes is to produce a virulent
strain that can overcome the usual degree
of natural or acquired immunity in human
beings. Other valued characteristics include
high infection potential, fast reproduction,
and slow rate of natural decay. Research
centers have also been attempting to create
mutant stains that resist counteracting
agents such as antibiotics.
In general, :five categories of germs form
the basis of war by microorganisms:
1. Viruses: Epidemics that can be transmitted 1n war through the use of viruses inelude psittacosis, Russian spring-summer
encephalitis, Venezuelan equine encephalitis,
in:fiuenza, dengue fever, Rift Valley fever,
smallpox, primary atypical pneumonia.
2. Protozoa: Amoebic dysentery and malaria are among the diseases in this category.
However, protozoa are not so ea..sy to grow or
transmit as microorganisms in other cate-·
gories.
3; Rickettsiae: Transmittable diseases in
this group include Q-!ever, Rocky Mountain
spotted fever, undulant !ever, typhus. Manufacture and transmission of these diseases
in war are considered attainable and realistic.
4. Bacteria: Among the potent types useful
in war are those that produce plague, cholera,
diphtheria, tularemia, anthrax, brucellosis,
typhoid.
_
·
5. Fungi: The principal use of fungi 1n
war would be against fruits ahd vegetab~es ;
CVI-1085

However, human beings are vulnerable to
eoccidiodomycosis (Joaquin Valley fever)
transmitted by fungi.
·
Supplementing these living agents are the
byproducts or toxins created by the microorganisms. Some of these toxins are highly
poisonous. One of them produces botulism
poisoning.
·
The use of bacteriological weapons need
not be confined to their direct effect on
human beings. Indirectly, human beings
can be attacked by transmitting disease to
animals and plants, thus contaminating the
food supply. A wide spectrum of antianimal agents has been developed for that
purpose. These viruses and bacteria can be
made to produce hog cholera, Rift Valley
fever, rinderpest, brucellosis, Newcastle disease, and east African swine fever, among
others.
Biological agents that can be directed
against crops include fungi, viruses, insects, and bacteria. The diseases they create
include wheat rust, potato blight, and blast
diseases of rice.
LeRoy D. F_'othergill, special adviser to the
U.S. Army Biological Laboratory, took part
in a symposium at the 137th national meeting of the American Chemical Society in
Cleveland, Ohio, on April 6, 1960. Mr.
Fothergill considered the techniques of
spreading infection.
"The overt means of dissemination," he
said, "is aerosol spray in a biological cloud
that is invisible, odorless, and tasteless. It
permeates most structures, searches out and
infects all targets permeable or breathing.
It establishes new focuses of contagious disease in animals, insects, birds, and people,
and contaminates hospitals, food supplies,
water, milk, kitchens, restaurants, and warehouses. The infection of an entire continent
by biological clouds is possible under proper
meteorological conditions.
"Covert means of dissemination through
saboteurs are almost endlessly imaginable
and nearly as endlessly practical."

tain period of time. The short life of the radioactive materials would enable an attacker
to occupy the area at the end of that time
without hazard. Other isotopes could be
tailored to :fit specific military requirements.
In any event, the nuclear arsenal of the
United States and those of other nuclear
powers contain a wide variety of nuclear
weapons designed to meet a broad range of
radiation requirements, all the way from a
small effect in a limited area to a saturating
radiological effect over a large area.
Moreover, radioactive isotopes can be selected according to the principal effect desired against human beings. The following
chart indicates specific characteristics of radioactive materials in their effect on man:
I sot ope

P art of body
affected

Cesium 137_____ : ______________ W h ole body_
Carbon 14--------------------- _____ do_______
Calcium 45 ____________________ Skeleton ____
Strontium 89_____ ___ __________ _____ do_______
Strontium 90--------- - - - ------ __ ___ do_______
Yttrium 90 and 91__ _________ ___ __ __ do _______
B arium 140----- ------ - -------- _____ do _______
L anthanum 140- ------------ - - _____ do _______

Half life
in years

30.0
5600.0
------ --- 0. 1
28.0
---- - ----------- ------- - ----

¥Iii~~==================== =~£~~ia~~~== -~~~~~~~
(131, 132, 133, and 135) _________ Liver _______ - --- - -----

~o~~~~~e-~~===========

==~~=======

====_____
== ===___ do _______ ==========
Cerium 141 and 144 ____ __ ___
---------Praesodymium 143 and 144___ _ ____ _do _______ ----- --- - N eodymium 147_________ __________ _do _______ ---------QUESTIONS OF POLICY

Many people hold the view that CBR weapons are so horrible that no country would
dare to use them. Even though various nations are manufacturing CBR weapons, it is
felt that this is largely for the purpose of
retaliatory warning. Supporting this view is
the fact that polson gases were not employed in the Second World War, despite their
widespread use in the First World War.
· This raises the general question of· moral
RADIOLOGICAL WARFARE
restraint in warfare, as well as the efficacy of
Nuclear explosions have three primary treaties designed to eliminate inhumane
etrects: blast, :fire, and radiation. In the con- methods of waging war.
text of CBR warfare, however, radiological
In 1899, at The Hague, many nations, inweapons specifically exploit the use of radio- cluding France and Germany, signed a treaty
active materials against human beings. banning the use of projectiles filled with
Therefore, radiological warfare involves the poison gases.
dissemination of radioactive isotopes--not
· In August 1914, shortly after the outbreak
only through bombs but through nonexplosive means or techniques. As in the case of of the First World War, France used tear gas
chemical and biological agents, radioactive against German troops. France claimed that
isotopes can be laid down in a wide variety this gas was not lethal, being intended for
harassment purposes, and .therefore did not
of ways.
There is no difficulty in producing radioac- fall within the Hague Treaty. The nf!xt
tive materials outside a nuclear explosion. April, Germany employed lethal chlorine
Controlled reactors or accelerators can be against the British and French. Six months
made to yield whatever quantity may be later, the British retaliated with chlorine.
Three months later, the Germans introduced
desired.
Whenever a nuclear explosion seeks its phosgene, a choking gas. Shortly thereafter,
principal etrect through radiation rather the French introduced blood gases. The
United States used phosgene in the closing
than through blast or heat, it falls in the months
of the war.
category of a radiological weapon. Thus,
After the end of the First World War,
the inclusion of a layer of cobalt in a nuclear
revulsion and moral indignation over
bomb could create a radiation hazard far public
use of polson gases resulted in an unbeyond even that of strontium 90 or cesium the
successful attempt at Washington in 1921 to
137. Radioactive cobalt can be produced in prohibit all war gases. This treaty was
incredibly large quantities. If a saturating blocked by France and did not come into
radioactive etrect is sought over a large area, effect. In 1925, however, a number of leadcobalt is one of the deadliest of materials.
ing nations signed a treaty at Geneva under
Latest research in radiological warfare is which both poison gas and bacteriological
directed to the development of a neutron weapons were outlawed. Grea-t Britain,
bomb. Its purpose is to ·a ttack large in- France, the U.S.S.R. were among the signing
dustrial centers or cities, killing otr the popu- powers. Among those which did not sign
lation but allowing the machinery and the were the United States and Japan. In 1943
buildings to remain intact.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt declared
Research has also been directed to the that under no circumstances would the
creation of tactical radiological weapons !or United States be the :first nation to use
use in limited war situations. By laying poison gas or other chemical weapons in war.
down a barrage of radioactive isotopes with
In the Second World War, aU the confast-decay characteristics, it would be pos- tending na tlons had poison gases available
sible, for example, to keep enemy troops from but did not use them. Some measure of
using an important mountain pass for a cer- restraint was clearly involved. However, it .
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was also true t hat poison gas was relatively
ineffective in compal'ison to the new forms
of warfare.
World War I was a war of attrition; it
stressed defensive military operations. Artillery barrages and poison gas were readily
adaptable to trench warfare and the protection of long lines of communication and
supply.
World wa.r II was far more comprehensive
in its techniques and objectives. The bombing plane was the prime weapon. Correspondingly, civilian population became the
prime target. TNT and incendiary mass air
raids on cities, sometimes involving a thousand or more planes, were the principal
means by which t he n ations sought to impose their will upon one another. Doubtless, poison gases could h ave added to the
misery suffered by civilians and soldiers, but
it is not clear that the gain would h ave been
sufficient to warrant their use.
In any event, the fact that poison gas was
not tried has led to a fairly widespread belief that CBR weapons would be proscribed
in any future conflict. Indeed, some people
even hold to the view that warring nations
will not dare to use at omic bombs.
What, therefore, is the likelihood that these
weapons will not figure in a major war?
The significant fact here is that the military leaders have already advanced the case
for CBR. Certainly, there can be no doubt
that nuclear weapons will be used in variety
and profusion in another major war.
First, the main striking capabilit y of a
major military power in the modern world is
based on nuclear explosive force . In the
case of the United States, the separate strategies of the Air Force, Army, and Navy are
tied to nuclear warfare. The relatively small
size of the standing armies of the United
States, Great Britain, and France has been
justified in military terms by the existence of
nuclear capability. The billions of dollars
spent on missile research and development
by the United States are designed to produce a special delivery system for nuclear
explosives. The United Sta'tes would not
have built its Atlas or Polaris long-range
missiles, for example, if they had been intended to carry nonnuclear explosives.
Moreover, the testimony of U.S. military
officials before budget committees of the
Congress has made it abundantly clear that
they feel there is no limitation on their ability either to plan for nuclear war or to fight
one if major war should break out. The validity of this working assumption has not
been challenged by the Congress or any other
branch of Government.
Quite the contrary. The United States has
officially stated to the world that it is prepared to use nuclear weapons rather than
give ground in situations affecting major
national interests.
The U.S.S.R. has made similar declarations.
Leading Soviet officials have announced their
readiness to use nuclear power in any major
conflict.
Great Britain and France, in internal discussions of mmtary policy, have identified
their nuclear explosive programs as their
main claim to major status in the realpolitik of world national standing. There
has been no talk of restraint in the use of
these weapons if a major war should break
out.
The overwhelming, significant difference
between poison gas in the First World War
and nuclear power in the next war, 1! it
should occur, is that poison gas was one of
a wide variety of weapons in the First World
War, whereas nuclear power is absolutely
central today in the strategy and tactics of
the major nations in their m111tary planning. If ·any doubt exists about the use of
atomic explosives in the next war, the military leaders do not share it.
CBR warfare, however, especially as it
concerns chemical and bacteriological weap-

ons, may be in a somewhat different category. President Roosevelt's unilateral declaration against the first use of these weapons, as well as what would seem to be a
public consensus, has in a sense created a
moral position of restraint.
The existence of this . restraint is decried
by U.S. military officials in their testimony
before congressional committees. They have
called for congressional and public recognition of the need to be free of any prohibitions on CBR.
In short, the American military has taken
an official position in favor of the use of
CBR weapons in event of another war.
Their argument is that nerve gases, psychochemicals, a nd disease germs represent
the most effective, cheapest, and, in their
own words, most humane form of warfare
available in the modern world. Moreover,
t he great advantage they see in CBR is that
it searches out and kills people without at
the same time destroying the great cities
and industrial est ablishments. Essentially,
therefore, the case for CBR warfare rests
on a simple proposition: It is less reprehensible and fiendish than thermonuclear war-'
fare.
Of this there can be no doubt. A hydrogen bomb can incinerate several millions of
human beings at one time, deform and disfigure millions more, make a shambles of
man's edifices and homes. Nothing in the
long story of human horror can compare
with it.
But the fact that thermonuclear warfare
is more calamitous than CBR warfare is not
a moral argument in favor of chemical and
biological weapons. It doesn't make plague
bombs and poison gas a humane form of
warfare.
However, once the position is taken that
it is proper to fight a war with nuclear
weapons, the case against CBR collapses.
What is important is to make a case against
both. For nuclear weapons combine the
worst features of chemical and biological
warfare with the worst features of war by
TNT. Nuclear bombs cause disease-leukemia, aplastic anemia, and other forms of
cancer. They also leave an indelible stain
on future generations through chromosome
poisoning. Therefore, any argument against
CBR warfare also applies to thermonuclear
warfare and vice versa.
The existence of nuclear and CBR weapons
should produce not merely revulsion but a
determination to mobilize a.n our energies
against war in the modern world. The question will be academic whether a man is
dying of encephalitis produced by a biological weapon or aplastic anemia produced by
radiation. There would not be enough doctors to try to give treatment or even to
diagnose. City hospitals, overcrowded already under peacetime conditions, would be
able to address themselves to only a minute
fraction of the need; that is, if they were
operable at all.
Difficult though it may be to get accustomed to the idea, a new major war would
not be like most previous wars in historymarked by ebb and flow, by ground fought
for and held or relinquished, by people taking to shelters during a raid and coming out
at the sign of an all-clear to go back to
work or return to their homes. A new war
would be like putting a torch to a bird's
nest.
A debate over the relative horrors of
thermonuclear war and CBR war is a painful
commentary on the human situation in our
time. The real question is not whether the
hydrogen bomb is more or less ghastly than
the nerve gas, but whether human beings,
before it is too late, can prevent a war in
which either or. both may be useci ..
· Modern warfare, whether it features hydrogen explosives or aritic}lolinesterase
agents, is directed against human life in the
mass·, and the conditions that make indi-
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vidual human life possible. The answer to
such warfare is to be found not in debate
over relative situations of horror but in the
control of the weapons, and even more fundamentally in the control of war itself.
For the crisis of man in today's world is
represented not primarily by competing ideologies. It is represented by power without
control. The competition between ideologies is real, but this competition has existed
in various forms through most of history.
Superimposed upon the present clash of
ideologies today is a new fact. This is the
fact that man is in possession today of almost total power but his instruments of control over that power are unscientific and indeed primitive.
One Member of Congress, RoBERT W. KAs TENMEIER, of Wisconsin, has taken congressional leadership in calling upon the country to face up to the facts and implications
of CBR warfare. He has introduced a resolution which "reaffirms the long-standing
policy of the United States that in the event
of war the United States shall under no circumstances resort to the use of biological
weapons or the use of poisonous or obnoxious gases unless they are first used by our
enemies."
Paradoxically, the two groups that stand
at the opposite poles on the issue of CBR
warfare-the military and the pacifistshave both worked diligently to provoke general awareness of the existence of CBR.
Members of the military feel they are
seriously hampered in planning for the
security of this country if any limitation is
placed on their capacity to wage war. More
over, they are convinced that an enemy will
not be bound by polite rules of warfare, and
is probably far ahead of the United States
right now in .the nature and size of his CBR
arsenal. They feel that if this Nation is
going to be inhibited by President Roosevelt's declaration in 1943 against the use of
chemical and biological weapons, it may be
difficult to get the kind of support required
from Congress to step up their research and
manufacturing programs. Hence their belief in the need for public discussion as an
essential preliminary to public acceptance.
Pacifists and their supporters believe in
public discussion-as an essential preliminary to reaching the public conscience.
They feel that never before has the fut11ity
and shame of violence been more starkly
dramatized than by CBR. They do not regard war by CBR as being any less reprehensible than war through· explosive.s or any
other means. But they feel that CBR may
cut through calloused thinking about the
nature of modern warfare. Waging war by
deliberately spreading disease germs may
strike a nerve in public opinion in a way
that may touch off a long-overdue debate
about the new weapons and their implications.
Accordingly, a "vigil" has been mounted at
Fort Detrick, in Frederick, Md., where the
U.S. Army operates a research center for the
development of germ warfare. The vigil is
not a mass demonstration; it is not a picket
line; it is not agitation as the term is commonly understood. It is simply a group of
people-and the number may vary from day
to day-who stand silently near the entrance
to Fort Detrick. A sign announces the fact
that their purpose is to stop preparation for
germ warfare. They mounted the vigil only
after making their purposes clear to officials
and community leaders.
- Whether or not the vigil is succeeding in
producing public awareness of CBR, it has
had the effect of creating respect and even
admiration for the silent standees by many
who work at Fort Detrick and by the people
of Frederick. For the men and women of
the vigil have made it clear that their purpose is not to denounce or foment but to
appeal to the best in man.
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As the public debate over CBR proceeds,
one fact of mountainous importance is bound
to emerge. For the first time in our history
we are preparing for a war we know we cannot win. The President of the United States
has added his own confirmation to the essential truth that the next war will be an
undertaking in mutual suicide and not an
approach to victory.
All this being the case, it would seem
clear that the Nation ought to be mobilizing
its energy, its wisdom, and its conscience for
the attempt to achieve peace-peace with
freedom and justice. Certainly, not until
the American people put at least as much
thrust into the struggle for peace as they
have into the new techniques of war can
they satisfy themselves on their basic responsibilities to themselves and the rest
of mankind.
The use of nuclear and CBR weapons
against human beings may well be the most
important moral question to come before
any generation of Americans. For the effects
of biological and nuclear war will not be
confined to the warring nations. One billion or more people could be killed or made
to suffer by a war in which their countries
took no part.
The question that cannot be avoided is
whether any nation, even in its own defense,
has the right to destroy hal! of the rest of
the world.

AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, one of
the subjects with which we are going
to deal in the Senate before we adjourn
is the question of aid to education and
the extent to which the Federal Government should participate in making our
educational system the best and finest
in the world.
At Mansfield State College several
months ago Prof. Henry Steele Comma.ger, of Columbia University, who is
one of our leading historians and one
of the greatest students of education
in the United States today, delivered a
provocative address on this subject
which I commend to the ·attention of
my colleagues. I ask unanimous consent
.that the address may be printed in the
RECORD at this point.
There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
ADDRESS BY PROF. HENRY STEELE COMMAGER,
PH. D., AT MANSFIELD STATE COLLEGE, MAT
29, 1960
The generation that saw the first teachers'
colleges in the United States-the antecedents of your institution-was one of immense
ferment in education at all levels. It opened
with Emerson's plea for an American scholar: it presided over Horace Mann's heroic
campaign for the establishment o! a democratic educational system, and the monumental contributions of Henry Barnard to
that program. It rejoiced in Thaddeus
Stevens' triumph over the forces of reaction
in Pennsylvania, and over comparable advancements ·in neighboring States. It was
the generation Of a score Of notable studies
and reports on education abroad-notably
those by Mann, Barnard, Calvin Stowe, Benjamin Smith, and John Griscom; of the ft.rst
educational journals; of the first great
western State university-that at Michigan;
it was the generation that saw the beginnings of higher education for women. But
all of this activity was but a refiection of
something deeper--of a searching ·examination into· the plaee and role of education in
our society.
Who can doubt th!).t we are. en:tering~ln
deed that we are 1n the midst of-an era
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which requires a comparable reconsidera- tinents. These two things together may
tion of the role of education in society, and mean that the duties and opportunities of
a comparable inventiveness to enable our · Americans will lie more and more in the
schools and universities to perform the obli- international realm. They may portend for
gations that will be imposed on them?
the United States the role in the modern
For the revolution now under way is more world that Greece and Rome played in the
far-reaching, more explosive than that which ancient world, England and France in the
we associate with the Jacksonian era, and it world of the 18th and 19th centuries.
What are the implications of these revowill make heavier demands upon educational
statesmanship. Let us leok brie:tly at the in- lutionary changes for education-and particularly for higher education?
gredients of that revolution:
1. On the most elementary level, there is
First-it is almost too obvious to justify
the
clear need for expansion while somehow
comment-an immense growth in population in the United States as elsewhere on the maintaining and improving intellectual
globe. Familiar as it is, its signlflcance still standards. This is going to require great
eludes us: otherwise we would make more ingenuity, and boldness too. Quantitative
adequate preparation for it. From 1607 to and qualitative growth should not be irrec1850-two and one-half centuries-the oncilable-they have not been so in our
American population increased to 29 mil- own past; we· must take care that they are
lion; since 1950, we have increased our popu- not in the future. Yet it is hard to avoid the
lation by 29 million. When the young peo- conclusion that quantitative growth has
ple who graduate today are as old as most of meant, in recent years, a lowering of standthe faculty, the population of the United ards, particularly in those public institutions
States will be close to 300 million. The in- unable to protect themselves from public
crease after that will be astronomical-and pressures. The private colleges and univerthe statesmen must look more than 40 years sities have a special responsibility here for
maintaining standards and embarking on
ahead.
A second ingredient in the revolution of experiments diftlcult for public institutions.
our time is technological change-change
But clearly the future of higher education
whose consequence will be social as much in America belongs to public institutions.
as economic. Automation-to use that as a Already they provide education to a majority
symbol of labor saving devices-is already of students; within another generation they
bringing about a shorter working day, week, will, it is safe to prophesy. provide education
month, year and lifetime: it wlll prolong for fully three-fourths of all students. They
youth, it will hasten formal retirement; 1t cannot leave to private institutions the
will provide the vast majority o! men and responsibility for the maintenance of high
women with more time than they ever had standards, or the responsibillty of bold experbefore for activities other than industrial. imentation. To do so would be to conThe implications here for education are too tribute to the development of class educaclear for elaboration.
tion in America-and a class education with
A third ingredient-and another conse- divisions along intolerable lines of public
quence of the technological revolution now and private.
under way-is that the demand for unskilled
2. It wm mean that scholars and adminand semi-skilled labor will decline, and the istrators and educational statesmen gendemand for expertise will increase. Society erally will have to give the kind of thought
is becoming increasingly urban and increas- to adult or continuing education that they
ingly complex: it is going to need an ever gave, in the generation of Mann and Barincreasing supply of doctors, lawyers, psychi- nard, to elementary education; in the generaatrists, librarians, teachers, scholars, sci- tion of Gilman, Eliot and Harper. to higher
entists, social workers-you can extend the education. The nex.t hal! century 1s going
Ust yourselves. Our colleges and universi- to see not only emancipation from much of
ties will be called upon to provide these. the drudgery of work, but an immense exThey will be called on to provide another pansion of free time-an expansion of thla
labor force as well: one competent to serve time unimaginable to any previous generathe growing demands of the welfare state . tion. It is a sobering thought that while
For who can doubt that-whether we like it for thousands of years men worked from
or not-the welfare state is with us, and 1s sunup to sundown. or its equivalent, in our
going to grow even more rapidly in the next lifetime, and yours, the workday will be
generation than it grew in the last. The reduced to a mere fraction of the total daydemands of civil service-at every level of 4 or 6 hours, 4 or 6 days a week: this 1s one
government; of the army and navy: of the of those tremendous revolutions so familiar
foreign service; of politics itself-all o! these that we fail to appreciate its real signifiwill be implacable. If the welfare state 1s cance. Something has to fill the void that
indeed to provide for the common welfare, has so suddenly been created, something .
we must see to it that its servants are well more than magazines and television .Proeducated, well trained, upright and faithful. grams that rot the brain-as most of them
We can rejoice, too, that the demand of do now; something more than games and
society will increase in another dimension as sports and the passionate se!).rch !or the
well in the next generation. The upsurge ideal vacation or the ideal escape; something
of genuine social and economic equality- to take the place of the national malady of
equality for the millions of Negroes, Puerto our time-the yen to relax, as if relaxation
Ricans, Mexicans, and other less privileged were an end in itself, and a permanent coma
elements now effectively excluded from the the ultimate ideal. In all probab111ty the
full benefits of our amuent society-will line between higher education and continumean that the demands on the educational ing education wlll be blurred and continuing
and welfare activities of society will increase education wm come to be as respectable as
even faster than population itself increases, higher education is now. But where are
and that these demands will present us with the Horace Manns, the C. W. Eliots, the
John Dewey's of adult education?
new and diftlcult problems of adjustment. ·
3. The growth of automation; the rapid
These are some of the major changes now
under way on the domestic scene. On the growth of cities with their highly technical
larger stage-:-:-the global stage-we are wit- problems; the·steady growth in governmental
nessing two interrelated and far-reachfng activities; the -increasing role of science and
changes. The first of these 18 the meta- technology; the pressure of worldwide acmorphosis of traditional nationalism, with tivities-all these (as I have said) will comthe possib111ty of the creation. of a true inter.:. bine to· make new and heavy demands on
national community. The secpnd · 1s the expertness--:on highly specialized training.
shl!t in the center of gravity from·the· Atlan- The universities will be called on: to -provide ·
protic to the Pacific world; which inay well for more speclallsts .. tha~ they are
aiter the historic position···of tli~ United vi4iJ.i.g to ine~t the cia~orolis . .ne~s_ 9f ~
St81tes in relation t<i other ,jleoples and. con- worid that ·hopes to escape barbarism.

now
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One thing that this will call for is training ism,· who can doubt .that nationalism .as . we
in publ~c enterprise! . I~ is not .easy .to pro- ha_ve kno~n it in the past century a~d fl.
vide this; it is not easy, even, to persuade half is undergoing profound ;modifications?
society of its impol'tance.
Who can doubt that though the sun of liaOurs is a so_ciety which is, in large meas- tionalism seems to be high in the heavens,
ure, dedicated to private · enterprise and to it has already · begun to decline, that the
private · enterprise chie.fiy in .the economic descent, once under way, will be speedy;
and social areas. The American ideal-that that we will, ere long, enter a new world
held up to the young in every social mirror, of international relationships. It is not 1mpreached in newspapers; shouted from the probable that in the near future nationalradio and television, celebrated even on ism will come to play on the world scene
ceremonial occasions-is that of private sue- the role that States have played, in recent
cess · in private enterprise. · The very sug- years, in the American Union, and that
gestion of public enterprise is, in certain strict insistence on the prerogative of naquarters, equated with socialism, and tional sovereignty will .come to seem. as irsocialism in turn smacks of communism: to relevant to reality as strict insistence on
listen to some of the opponents of socialized States rights is in the America of today.
Second, we are passing over a great divide
medicine, or public housing, or the TWA,
these things were all born of a Stalinist in the historic relationships and positions
conspiracy.
of the great powers. The emergence of the
Somehow we must manage to restore the United States and of the Soviet Union to
ideal of public enterprise that animated the almost uncontested .Predominance on the
generation tha.t won our independence and world scene has been so swift and explosive
established our Republic-the ideal that that it has tended to bemuse even those
animated Washington, Franklin, Jefferson, familiar with the rise and fall of nations
Hamilton, John Adams, and others who come in the past. Yet we are already moving out
readily to mind: men who spent themselves, of that brief interlude of a world dominated
their lives, their fortunes, and their honor, by two powers and into a world where there
in public service.
will be seven or eight great foci of power:
This is not to call for something new in China, India, Japan, Africa, Latin America,
public education; it is not even to invoke Central Europe, the Arab States, perhapsagain the name of John--Dewey. The oldest in addition to the United States, Russia
tradition in education is the tradition of and the British Commonwealth. In this
education for public service. This is what new drama. the United States may come to
was meant by Paidaea-you can read it in play a role analagous to that which Britain
Plato's elaborate discussion of education, or and France played in the power complex of
in Werner Jaeger's gloss on the teachings of the 18th and 19th centuries.
Plato and the Athenians of his day. It is
In short, the center of gravity is moving
in the ·oldest tradition of English education, with convulsive speed from the Western to
too, the tradition ·of the great public ·schools the Eastern and perhaps the Southern
w:tio turned out, ·generation after generation~ Hemisphere; · ·Populous nations like China,
men who spent themselves in public service. India, Japan, and the emergent nations of
It ts oasic to the· educational pllilosophy of Africa, implacably required to find resources
Pestalozzo and Fellenberg in Switzerland and for their growing populations, will throw off
Germany; it pervades .the whole of Jeffer- the last vestiges of colonialism, embrace
son's educational teachings; it is central to ·. forced indus:trialization, enter · the highly
the thinking of Horace Mann and Henry · :cE)mpetitive race .for resources, and-insofar
Barnard. Notwithstanding this long back- as they can or must-will imitate the habits
groun~, notwithstanding the teachings of
and practices of expansion exhibited by the
the greatest educational statesman of our Western World in recent centuries.
ttme-:--1 mean, of course, John Dewey-we
This new global situation will inevitably
have drifted far away from this concept of impos·e upon the United States a new hiseducation. Our education is increasingly torical role. As we recede from a position
technical and vocational rather than intel- of unrivaled industrial and financial power
lectual and moral. We must reverse 'this and of immense military power, we will move
process; return to our own tradition and· the into a position of even greater scientific,
great tradition of Western civilization.
intellectual and cultural influence. The
. The task, and the responsib111ty, that con- United States will be one of the older, one
fronts your generation is even more arduous of the more sophisticated nations. It will
than that which confronted the statesmen be called upon to provide the ~kills and
of the early Republic because your genera- knowledge needed to close the despere.te gap
tion will be called upon to train for serv- between resources and population; to divert
ice-in its broadest sense-not for the Amer- national energies from the sterile channels
lean people alone, but for ·a good part of the of competition to the fruitful channels of
globe. You will have to raise up a genera- cooperation; to instruct in and fashion a
tion prepared to spend themselves not only nationalism that is benevolent rather than
in service to the city-to use. the Athenian chauvinistic. It wi~l . be required to be an
phrase-but in the service ·~f a great com- example and a model to the new nJttions of
munity of culture and learning.
Asia and Africa and to the new-old nations
The revolution in our global rel~tionship .of Latin America; What Judea, Athens,
is--as I· have already observed...;.even more and the Roman Republic, the city states of
far reaching than the revolution in our Renaissance Italy, the Low Countries,
domestic situation. Here we ·can say with France, England and Scotland were to their·
WllUam Vaughan Moody thatneighbors and to their worlds at the periods
of their greatest intluence, the United States
"This earth is not the steadfast thing we may be for the larger but interdependent
landsmen build upon
world of the near future.
From deep to deep she varies pace, and
As we move across the great watershed of
whlle she comes is gone ·
·
our time into a new world where the clashBeneath my feet I feel her smooth bulk ing
divisions and clamorous demand of naheave and dip."
tion, race, interest and faith become largely
But you, young as you are must feel that. irrelevant, we enter an era where the soluLet me remind you of some o! the ele- tion to the great problems that crowd upon
ments in this global revolution . that .will us can be met only by the application of
affect your generation, and that will put science, learning, art, morals, philosophy, all
directed by catholic and distinterested innew burdens on American education:
First, the passing of old fashioned na- telltgence.
tionalism. Though we are in the ml~st of
The institution that organizes and makes
the greatest era tn the history o! national- available these instruments that meets the
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essential ·requirements of universality, compet'ency and disinterestedness, is, of course,
the university. ·It is worldwide in character,
its transcends nationalism; it is by its very
nature dedicated to the disinterested search
for truth; it· commands the talents, the int~llectual and moral resources to master and
reshape the contours of the future.
It does all of this if it is true to its historical nature.
For this is the historic tradition of the
university. Universities like Bologna and
Salamanca, Paris and Heidelberg, Oxford and
Cambridge, flourished before the emergence
of modern nationalism; it is probable that
they will tlourish long after nationalism, as
we know it now, is a thing of the past. Many ·
of our own universities antedate the creation
of the American Nation-the University of
Pennsylvania in this State, for instance. '
All of them are by their very nature dedicated to the permanent and the universal
interest of mankind, as against the ephemeral and the parochial.
All of this is general-perhaps too general. Let me be more specific.
Let me suggest a few things that colleges
and universities can do to advance and prosper the international community of learning.
They can adapt themselves to the easier
interchange of faculty, students and facilities. There is already such interchange at
higher levels-through the beneficent enterprise of the Fulbright Commission, or the
work of the International Cooperation Administration, or the Ford or Rockefeller
Foundations, of NATO,' UNESCO, and similar organizations. That interchange is not
invariably benevolent, but clearly its objectives are; its advantages are often intangible
rather .than material, but not the less P~;"e- ·
cious for that.
·
They can work out more effective co. operation in teaching, research, library, laboratory and museum acquisitions and facilities than now obtains. Mast of the · cooperative programs now under way· are spOnsored by governments, here and abroad. This
is not without value, ·but clearly governments are interested in immediate and practical results. Universities can afford a
longer view, and universities should themselves take an active part-even take the
lead-:-in the development of cooperative ventures from nation to nation.
They can introduce their own students
more effectively to non-Western civ111zations .
The average American student emerges from
his formal education with only the haziest
tdea ·of the history, the economy, the cul- .
ture, of vast portions of the globe. How ·
few Americans are really aware, alter all,
of the elementary' fact that the white race
is a minority race; the Christian religion a
minority religion? How few of those who
support so uncritically the policy of nonrecognition and exclus~on of China are
aware that China is a country with three
times our population, and with a civ111zat1on that stretches back into the · remote
past over 2,000 years before America was
born?
They can so teach history, literature, art,
philosophy, politics-whatever subjects involve the history of man-as to abate rather
than exaggerate and exacerbate nationalism.
Almost all of our schools, colleges and universities grossly overemphasize American
history, literature, politics and so forth:
Americans are not alone in this astigmatism,
for most o! the Old World universities concentrate similarly on their own cultures.
But because most European peoples preserve
a. more lively sense of historical continuity
with the distant past, European students,
for the most part, are famlliar with the
a.n cient and medieval worlds of art, religion
and philosophy as well as of history. America, which in· a sense has ·no past, and which
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never had to fight the past, has to make a
special effort to recapture her historic relationship .with the past-and with the rest
of mankind. History herself is a resolute
teacher, and there is no doubt that she will
bring home to us, in time, a sense of membership in a larger society. But time is
pressing, and the provincial, the parochial,
and the contemporary in American education is not only culturally deplorable; it is
politically and socially dangerous.
Finally, if universities are to perform their
beneficent functions-if they are to help
emancipate us from the limitations of chauvinistic nationalism; if they are to chart
the terrain on the other side of the great
watershed-they must be free. That is the
fundamental condition. The scholars who
constitute them must be free not only from
overt controls-from censorship, from tests
of creed, from restrictions on travel, from
the prying of investigating committees or,
worse yet, of self-appointed guardians of
loyalty and orthodoxy. More, and more difficult, they must be free from pressures to
accept and celebrate particular social or economic or political creeds; they must be free
from pressures to be service stations to their
governments or their societies·. (As Mr.
Gardner of the Carnegie Foundation recently
put it, "Shall the universities' activities be
governed by a guiding philosophy or put up
for sale to any and aU comers?") This is
not because service to society is not entirely
proper-indeed, part of the great tradition
of the university has been such service. It
is rather because society, if it is to prosper,
must provide itself with men and women
whose business it is to think ahead·, to think
across parochial and national boundaries, to
think dispassionately and objectively. Only
by protecting scholars from the clamor of
the forum and the din of the marketplace
can society hope to get farsighted and dis~
interested service. It is the duty of scholarship to keep clear the distinction between
the transient and the permanent, between
what may be useful now and what is designed to be useful a generation from now.
It is the duty of scholarship too to .keep
clear the distinction between· the immediate
community and the larger community of
learning to which it ow~s its allegiance.
Universities exist within and are an integral part of a particular and local com.munity. But they are, each of them, part
of that august community of learning whose
origins go back to Athens and Judea, whose
possibiUties stretch into the illimitable future, whose citizenry is all mankind, and
whose ultimate and majestic purpose is
truth.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS
By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was transacted:
REPORT ENTITLED "IMPACT OF
IMPORTS ON SMALL BUSINESS"
(S. REPT. NO. 1908)
Mr. RANJX>LPH. Mr. President, from
the Select Committee on Small Business,
I submit a report entitled "Impact of
Imports on Small Business," which I ask
to be printed.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thereport will be received and printed, as
requested by the Senator from West
Virginia.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcoRD a statement in
reference to ·t he report.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows: .
STATEMENT F'ROM THE SENATE SMALL
BUSINESS COMMITTEE
Si~ recommendations for softening the impact of imports on American industry were
made today by the Senate Small Business
Committee. The recommendations, contained in a report based on hearings of a
subcommittee chaired by Senator JENNINGS
RANDOLPH, Democrat, of West Virginia, had
the approval of the full committee, of which
Senator JoHN SPARKMAN, Democrat, of Alabama, is chairman.
The public hearing of the Randolph subcommittee was held on June 16 in response
to numerous complaints the Senate committee had received from small businessmen
that import competition was becoming an
increasingly grave problem. ·
The six recommendations of the committee were:
1. American trade-agreement negotiators
should "resist" granting tariff concessions
on imports manufactured under "sweatshop"
labor conditions. Negotiators should "press
with vigor" for concessions for American
exports "at least equal" to those granted on
imports.
2. Consideration should be given to amending the escape-clause statute to permit the
President to grant tariff or quota relief differing from the exact relief recommended
by the Tariff Commission. A recent court
decision construed present law as denying
this flexibility to the President, who must
either accept the Tariff Commission's proposed relief exactly or permit a tariff , concession determined to be injurious to .stand
unaltered.
3. The Government should collect and
publish more data, for the ·use of domestic
industry, on the exact costs of production
of imports, especially unit labor costs.
4. Tariff concessions should be granted only
in a manner and to an extent that will avoid
sudden, sharp increases in imports. Pointing
to products in which imports doubled or tripled in a single year, the commit~ee urged
that increases, if and when necessary, should
come at a slow enough rate to permit domestic competitors to "make a more gradual and
orderly adjustment."
5. "The Government should continue efforts
to secure·international cooperation.to protect
patents and designs" against competition by
foreign "pirates" of ideas and designs. "Congressional committees might usefully study
the history and application (of sec. 337 of
the Tariff Act, prohibiting "unfair competition" in foreign trade) with a view to possible
simplification of its procedures, strengthening of its substance, or both."
6. "There is a moral obligation on the country as a whole to provide more tangible help
(to an industry found to be seriously injured
by imports), where the President has determined that higher tariffs or quotas are not in
the interests of American foreign policy. No
injured industry can be expected to bear willingly an economic burden that more properly
belongs on the broader shoulders of the national economy." Specific r~adjustment aids,
trade injury loans and tax concessions, the
committee suggested, should be carefully considered as possible concrete methods of shifting the burden from an injured industry to
the entire country.
The Small Business Committee's report
briefly reviews existing and proposed legislation regarding tariffs and trade.
"Our desire," said Senator Randolph on releasing the report, "was to provide for small
businessmen an introduction to the aids that
are now available to them, as well as to some
of the ideas that have been advanced for improving the aids, when import comp~tition
becomes a serious problem."
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· RESOLUTION ·
OF RULE XIX RELATIVE TO TRANSGRESSION OF
THE RULE IN DEBATE
Mr. CLARK submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 369) amending rule XIX relative to transgression of the rule· in debate, which was referred to the Com·mittee on Rules and Administration.
<See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. CLARK,
which appears ·· under a separate heading.)
A~ENDMENT ·

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, August 23, 1960, he presented to the President of the United
States the following ·em~olled bills and
joint resolution:
S. 107. An act to amend title XI of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, relating to Federal ship mortgage insurance, .in order to
include floating drydocks under the. defini·tion of the term "vessel" in such title;
S. 2830. An act to amend the Library
Services Act in order to extend for 5 years
·the authorization for appropriations, and
for other purposes; and
S.J. Res. 207. Joint resolution to suspend
for, the 1960 campaign the equal opportunity requirements of section 315 of the Communications Act of 1934 for nominees for
the Offices of President and Vice President.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 O'C.LOCK
A.M. TOMORROW
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate at thi.s time, I move, pursuant to the order previously entered,
that the Senate adjourn until 10
o'clock a.m. tomorrow.
The motion was agreed to; and (at
8 o'clock and 30 minutes p.m.) the Sen.:.
·ate adjourned, under tlie order previously entered; untU tomorrow, Wednesday, August 24, 1960, at 10 o'clock a.m.
NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the
Senate, August 23 (legislative day of August 22), 1960:
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE
James W. Barco, of Virginia, to be the
DeputY Representative of the United States
of America to the United Nations with the
rank and status of Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary and the Deputy Representative of the United States of America in
the Security Council of the United Nations,
vice James J. Wadsworth.
James J. Wadsworth, of New York, to be
the Representative of the United States of
America to the United Nations with the rank
and status of Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary, and the Representative of
the United States of America in the Security
Council of the United Nations, vice Henry
Cabot Lodge, resigning.
James J. Wadsworth, of New York, to be
a Representative of the United States of
America to the 15th session of the General
Assembly of the United Nations.
!N THE NAV!
.
Franci.s J. Vincent (civilian college graduate) to be a permanent lieutenant in the
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Medical Corps of the Navy, subject to the John E. Hendren
Charles A. Price
qualifications therefor as provided by law. -Frank N. Henson
James D. Quick
Vernon
A.
Krueger
Teddy R . Rhoads
The following-named (Naval Reserve ofBernard
W.
Laclair
Berlin
J. Taylor
ficers) to be permanent lieutenants in the
Hollis B. Taylor
Medical Corps of the Navy, subject to the Ollen C. Langston
qualifications therefor as provided by law: Alton E. McConnell, Jr.Curtis R. Thompson
Clyde W. Null, Jr.
Paul D. Thomsen
Herbert E. Glick
Wililam P. M~lllgan
Clyde T . Pate, Jr.
"D" "C" Williams
Richard P. Johnsen George G. Stebbins, Jr. Eugene c. Piersol
Ianthus I. Kibbey
Dewey H . Yarley
The following-named warrant officers to
The following-named (Naval Reserve of- be ensigns in the Medical Service Corps of
ficers) to be permanent lleutenants and tem- the Navy for temporary service, subject to
porary lieutenant commanders in the Medi- the qualifications therefor as provided by
cal Corps of the Navy, subject to the quali- law:
fications therefor as provided by law:
Richard W. Krollman
Paul A. Hinds
Melton L. Martin
Roger F. Milnes
The following-named llne officers for
The following-named (Naval Reserve of- transfer to, and appointment in, the Civil
ficers) to be permanent lieutenants (junior Engineer Corps in the permanent grade of
grade) and temporary lieutenants in the lieutenant (Junior grade):
Medical Corps of the Navy, -subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law: Heyward E. Boyce III Richard H. Knauf, Jr.
Joseph J. Gawarkie- Edmund F. Lewis
Clement H. Darby, Jr. William A. Jacobson
wuziii
Martin G. Field, Jr. Alan U. Klatsky
The following-named llne officers for
Howard E. Gard
Richard J. Magentransfer to, and appointment in the civil
Franklin A. Hanauer
helmer
Daniel A. Hart
William J. Mullins, Jr. Engineer Corps 1n the permanent grade of
ensign:
Dennis F. Hoeffier
David c. Weibel
Robert E. Kinneman, Jr. (Naval Reserve Heyward E. Boyce III George E. Krauter
officer), to be a permanent lieutenant in the Joseph J. Gawarkie- Robert J. Kanoue
Medical Corps of the Navy, and to be prowuziii
James R. Lyons
moted to lieutenant commander when his Richard H. Knauf, Jr. Clyde C. Schroeder
line running mate is so promoted, subject to
Everan C. Woodland, Jr., for temporary
the qualifications therefor as provided by promotion to the grade of lieutenant comlaw.
mander in the Dental Corps of the U.S. Navy,
The following-named (Naval Reserve of- subject to qualification therefor as provided
ficers) to be permanent lieutenants in -the by law.
Dental Corps of the Navy, and to be proThe following-named officers of the U.S.
moted to lieutenant commanders when their
line running mates are so promoted, subject Navy for permanent promotion to lleutenant
to the qualifications therefor as provided by (Junior grade) in the line and staff corps,
as indicated, subject to qualification therefor
law:
as provided by law:
John A. McKinnon, Jr.
Howard B. McWhorter
Line
Charles R. Linkenbach (Naval Reserve of- Richard F. Bowers
Richard P. Karr
ficer ) to be a permanent lieutenant (junior Donald G. Buxton
Gerald F. Klinger
grade) and a temporary lieutenant in the Wllliam L. Cain
Gordon L. Murray, Jr.
Dental Corps of the Navy, subject to the Leroy C. Ermis
Bruce J. Obbink
qualifications therefor as provided by law. Edmund F. Farrell
William L. Owen, Jr.
Earl M. Archer, U.S. Navy retired officer, to Bruce S. Fleming
Andrew K. Patrick
be a commander in the line of the Navy for Donald J. Florko
Robert A. Rogers
temporary service, pursuant to title 10, Robert B. Gookin
James D. Waring
United States Code, section 1211.
Joe C. Greer
Anthony A. Mitchell, chief warrant officer,
Supply Corps
to be a lleutenant in the llne of the Navy Shirley T. Godsey
Norman K. Horner
for temporary service, subject to the quali- Dan H. Hinz
Don L. Tadlock
fications therefor as provided by law.
Civil Engineer Corps
Sidney H. Mathes, warrant officer, to be a
lleutenant (junior grade) in the Civil Engi- FrankL. Endebrock
Karl R. Kullander
neer Corps of the Na"VY for temporary service,
III
subject to the qualifications therefor as proThe following-named officers for temporary
vided by law.
promotion to the grades indicated, subject
William J. Gost (Naval Reserve Officers' to qualification therefor as provided by law~
Training Corps) to be a permanent ensign
Chief warrant officer, W-2
in the line of the Navy, subject to the qualiJohn C. Abbott, Jr. Arthur C. Barlow
fications therefor as provided by law.
The following-named ( enllsted personnel, Howard F. Ackerman Marvin R. Barnhart
U.S. Navy) to be permanent ensigns in the Theodore H. Agidius Wllliam E. Barter
Cornelius R.
Medical Service Corps of the Navy, subject Buford B. Akridge
Bartholomew
to the qualifications therefor as provided by Fred A. Allen
Willie Allen
James A. Bates
law:
Wllliam R. Alverson Conrad L. Baumgarner
Norman F. Bacon
Verne W. Hagstrom
Roy A. Anderberg
John M.P. Bean
Raymond R. Bogdan Aubin H. Lovin
Harland
D. Anderson Marvin M . .Beardsley
Robert D. Casler
Lawrence P. Metcalf
James
B.
Anderson
Paul J. Bechard
John A. Chamblin
Paul T. Ray
Oliver L. Anderson
Robert A. Begg
Joseph D. Cicero
James M. Robertson
Justin J. Andries, Jr. Gustave W. Beiber
Gary D. Despiegler
James R. Ruppe
Mike M. Angulo
Thomas E. Belcher, Jr.
James R. Erie
Marvin L. Stalnaker
William A. Ansley
Jack L. Bell
Harlan D. Foster
Bailey E. Weems
Thomas M. Applegate Douglas A. Belson
The following-named (enlisted personnel, Allen F. Ashbacher
Harold G. Bender
U.S. Navy) to be ensigns in the Medical Albert M. Aspenwall Marjorie G . Bender
Service Corps of the Navy for temporary Bryan L. Au wen
John H. Benson
service, subject to the qualifications therefor Harrison W. Avery
George J. Benton
as provided by law:
Ralph G. Bailey
Antone E. Berce
Ronald R. Bolton
Henry T. Baker
Edwin N. Berry
James L. Dupes
Billy R. Bonds
Richard
H.
Barber
William
P. Berthney
James A. Faulkner
Walter P. Barek
Edward c. Beuster
Donald E. Brouillette Francis A. Fink
Paul K. Barger
Lynwood A. Beverly
William E.Diebner
David W. Fishel
Paul 0. Dilley
William E. Groce
James D. Barker
Gene L. Bieber
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Clarence R. Bilbo
James P. Coffman
William J. Bilderback John A. Cole, Jr.
John J. Billington
RichardS. Collins
John D. Billodeau
HowardS. Combs
William M. Bird
Lilburn K. Combs
Robert P. Bishop
Howard W. Commons
Edward H. Bissen
Ralph H. Conaway
Lind B. Blackwell
Gordon P. Conine
Lewis Blackwell
Harold R. Conklin
William R. Blades
Joseph B. Conner
Ralph T. Blalock
Donald D. Conquest
Charles W. Bland
Merill M. Cooper
William E. Blizzard
Stuart H. Cooper
Thomas R. Block
Harold P. Cordova
William B. Boardman Julian P. Corvin
Jerome F. Bogart
Maureen A. Coughlan
James B. Boles
Bill F. Cowan
Norman D. Boltz
Benjamin F. Cowell
George W. Bonsack
William H. Crabtree
Harold L. Boone
Max L. Cramer
Carl E. Borman
James F. Cranford
Carl A. Bowlby
Arthur G. Crawford
Albert E. Bowser
James C. Creek
Allen D. Boyes
Stephen J.P.
JoeL. Bradshaw
Croughan
William F. Bradshaw John 0. Cullipher
Gerald R. Brayton
Francis L. Cummings
Lloyd E. Breedlove
Thomas F. Cunniff
Robert A. Brett
Maxie R. Cunningham
Clifford N. Brinkerhoff Cecil J. CUthbert
Junior E. Britton
Walter A. Dagdigian
Judson M. Brodie, Jr. Joseph F. Dalpay
Jack E. Bromley
Charles W. Darr
Thomas E. Brooker
Joseph G. Dauber
Warren W. Broome
William R. Davidson
Kenneth H.
Jack A. Davis
Broomhead
Leroy Davis
Burl E. Broomhead
Richard M. Davis
Albert L. Brown, Jr.
Richard P. Davis
Boyd "A" Brown
Samuel L. Dean
Charles 0. Brown
James R. Demo
Joe W Brown
Robert B. Depeyster
Robert A. Brown
Harry J. Depp
Roland H. Brown
Cleo J. Devine
Arthur P. Brugman
Robert L. Devries
Anthony Bruno
Loyd E. Dickinson
Raymond C.
Max E. Dlegelman
Brykczynski
Ralph L. Dillin
William 0. Buckalew, Malcolm C. Dion
Jr.
Milton S. Doane
Benton E. Buell
John Dobranski
Joe F. Buice
Robert M. Donaldson
John D. Bunnell, Jr. Raymond M. Dorey
Bernard E. Burgett
Carlton D. Dowdy, Jr.
Herbert P. Burkhart Allan W. Driscoll
Russell L. Burkhart
Charles F. Driscoll
Rodman C. T. Burpeau Charles F. Drucker, Jr.
Hugh A. Burwell
Glen N. Drummond,
Frank Byars
Jr.
Charles E. Cadenhead Robert A. Dube
Andrew Calabro
Edward W. Dumann
Stanton W. cameron John B. Duran
James G. Cannon, Jr. Otho E. Dyer
Noah R. Carder
Middleton Eason
John D. Carey
James H. Eastman
Wallace D. Carey
Bernard E. Eaton
Victor C. Carlson
Donald C. Eaton
Frederick W. Carnes Harry M. Edwards
Thomas R . Carroll
Herman B. Edwards
Burnett W. Carter
David J. Egan
Hughie S. Carter
Walter E. Eggers
Woodrow P. Gary
Robert E. Eiffert
Henry F. Casey, Jr.
William F. Elrod
William T.Castleberry Vernon D. Emmerson
Frank T. Chambers
Carl E. Erickson
Jack W. Chase
Theodore A. Erickson
James L. Chase
Roy L. Erlandson
Kenneth L. Chesmore Robert F. Erni
Stanley W. Chwalek
Albert F. Evans
Charles T. B. Clark
Samuel Fadale
Eugene Clark
James F. Fagan
Ira S. Clark
George B. Faircloth, Jr.
Victor L. Clark
Harry R. Fallers, Jr.
Henry L. Claude
Bernard M. Fallon
Walter H. Clayton
Paul J. Faust
Charles A. Clemmons, Edward J. Feaser
Jr.
John Fedora
Raymond F . Cleveland CarlL. Felt
William J. Coats
Richard T. Fellis
William A. Coffey
Frank M. Fellrath, Jr.
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Thomas W. Felts
- Charles P. Helms
Roy F. Fenstermaker Willis E. Hempfer
Charles C. Finch
· Richard J. Henderson
Harold E. Finsterwald Ronald E. Henderson
Joseph L. Fitzgibbon William Hensler
Walter B. Flanagan
Gerald E. Hermsen James D. Flanigam
Benjamin C. Hibbs Ernest Flores
Francis E. Hill
James W. Flow
Alexander H. Hilliard
Emery D. Fogg
George T. Hilt
Wesley A. Follis
James P. Hinckle
Egbert A. Ford
Donald R. Hitchcock
Charles E. Foreman
Hubert E. Hoadley
Norman c. Frates
Jack J. Hofmann
Melvin c. Freeman
AndrewS. Holland
Charles w. A. Furlow Richard P. Holland
George w. Furqueron Wllliam C. HollingsEl bert R. Fussell
worth
Joseph P. Gabler
James D. Hollis
Robert B. Gage
Allen R. Hooten
Hugh P. Gallagher
Jack "M" Howard
Gordon "C" Gamble Charles J. Hudock
Thomas H. Gardner
James A. Hults
Edward R. Garms
Johnathan J. Hults
"J" "P" Garner
Herbert E. Huntley
Theodore H. Gemmill Milton T. Hurst
Leon George
William B. Hutchison
Charles J. Gerard
Robert M. Hylton
Sidney L. Getz
Willard D. Inman
Jack D. Gibbs
Benjiman F. Inscoe
Robert M. Gibbs
Frank X. Isselhardt,
Harold R. G1lliatt
Jr ·
William W. Glass
William M. !vie, Jr.
Edward W. Gleason
Leon A. Jackson
Joseph M. Godfrey
Jerry J. Jacob
.
Norman E. Goldsmith William H. Jacobsen
Milford I. Gordon
Albert N. James
Richard G. Gossman Robert F. James
Charles E. Goucher
Robert C. James
Paul E. Gould
Lester P. Jensen
David P. Graham, Jr. Russell J. Jensen
Earl w. Graves
Richard H. Jinnette
Harry L. Gray
Benjamin M. Johnson
James E. Gray
Donald J. Johnson
Baxter D. Green, Jr.
Donald R. Johnson
William G. Greenfield Edward H. Johnson
Maurice c. Greer
Theodore A. Johnson
Richard P. Grimes, Jr. Thomas F. Johnson
Albert A. Groah
Thomas M. Johnson
John H. Gross
Harvey C. Johnston,
Dale Grudt
Jr.
Wlllis A. Gunnels
Joshua T. "S" JohnsGeorge W. Gustafson
ton
Alfred Haberman, Jr. Daniel G. Jones
James E. Hagen
Donald B. Jones
Paul E. Hager
FrankL. Jones
John c. Hahn
Harry L. Jones, Jr.
NormanR.Halderman Leonard F. Jones
Willie E. Haley
Victor H. Jones
~orge P. Hamblen
William 0. Jones
Jack Hamer
Lawrence J. JosefowLowell G. Hammond,
ski J K i k'
Jr
Joseph . an c 1
William A. Hammond Raymond F. Kasch
William c. Haney
Vincent B. Katnic
Philip V. Hansen
David F. Ka tush a
Francis G. Hanson
Dwayne E. Kauffman_
Robert c. Harding
Daniel W. Kauffman
Normal N. Hardway
Thomas E. KavaMelvin H. Harper
naugh
Raymond H. Harper Raymond G. Kazebee
Robert C. Harreschou Walter H. Keasler
George C. Harris
Leroy Keaton
Jack L. Harris
Thomas V. Keener
Don C. Harrison, Jr.
Alfred S. Kelllely
Lawrence F. Harrison Harold A. Ke Y
James W. Kelly
Walter D. Hartley
William W. Kelly
George A. Hartman
Alfred O. Kelsay
Leo Q. Harvey
Don A. Kelso
Karl W. Haubert, Jr. Richard I. Kenley
Robert F. Hauser
Richard Kennedy
William F. Havens.
Otis G. Kight
Nickey R. HawrylCiw Walter E. Killian
Alan G. Hayes
Isham E. King
John F. Hayes
Robert E. King
Clifford C. Hayter
Marcel P. KlimaszewJames E. Heafner
ski
Gordon R. Healy
Paul Klimkewicz
Donald F. Heckbert Virgil M. Klotzner
Devoe E. Hedrick
Herbert E. Kodger

Vincent J. Kopek
Leo L. Monroe
John F. Kralemann Verne L. Moore
Theodore Kramer
Philip A. Morison
Richard W. Krollman Peter C. Morrissey, Jr.
Calen M. Lacombe
Bradford 0. Mosher
Gene H. Lacy
George Moss
Nimocks F. L. Ladner Marshus M. Mullen
Marshall J. LaFleur Ray H. Mullins
Edward L. LaForce
Bruce T. Mundy
Har.v ey R. Laird
Arthur R. Murphy
Oriel Lake
Chester A. Murphy
George E. LaMaze
Richard Murray
Jack Lancaster
Theodore S. Myers
Edward A. Lancaster Richard A. Nelson
David E. Landers
Joseph L. Nestor
Mack S. Lanham
Sanford M. Nichols
Richard E. Larson
Robert W. Noble
Don L. Lash
Bob J. Nolan
Louis M. LaTerza
Willis R. Nolan
Frederick W. LawFred W. Nolting
renee
Evertt L. Nordin
Thomas C. Lawrence John T. Norris
Charles F. Lawson
William T. Northrop
Forrest E. Leamons
James G. O'Connor
Donald D. Learned
Charles P. Odle
Elmer A. Ledbetter
Lawrence E. O'DonHarry G. Lewis
nell
Warren E. Lindberg
John B. Oliver
Gene F. Liter
Albert N. Olsen
Richard F. Litzinger Alfred E. Olson
Stanley A. Lokey, Jr. Leon D. Olson
Frank P. Longo
Michael M. Orbovich
Eugene 0. Loomis
Bernard Orner
John C. Lordan
Robert W. D. Overly
John G. Lorimer
Leslie H. Ovre
Thomas G. Loughran, John s. Palmatier
Jr,
William V. Parkin
Owen Lovett, Jr.
Eddie R. Parris
Wendell W. Lovingood Wiley B. Parrish
Harold W. Lowry
George w. Partlow
Charles P. Luke
William M. Patterson
Relle L. Lyman
George T. Paul
Wilbur L. Mace
Horace E. Paul
Harry Magle
Norman J. Paulsen
Levon M. Majure
Claude F. Peak
Gale S . Malcomb
Lester F. Peich
Floyd E. Manclll
Joseph W. Pieronnet,
Alfred E. Manson
Jr.
Edgar F. Marbourg,
Martin U. Pellerin
Jr.
Frank J. Pennington,
William E. Marckfeld
Jr.
Adria-n J. Markus
Joseph v. Peragine
George T. Markward Richard J. Petersen
Charles R. Marlitt
Joseph Petro
Robert C. Mars
Herbert H. Petzold
Edward G. Marsden Bobby R. Pharis
Melton L. Martin.
John C. Phillips
Ra.ymond C. Martm, Richard W. Phillips
Jr.
Joseph M. Podbielski
George A. Marts
Henry J. Poltack
Thomas C. Mason
Richard W. Poole
Sidney H. Mathes
Irwin W. Popp
Charles F. Maxwell
Stanl P t
Robert I. Maynes
ey or er
Philip C. Mazzara
Llew M. Powers
Victor McCauley
Orville G · Powers
"J" "L" McClain
Frederick F. Poyner
Robert A. McClure
Herbert G. Prater
Thomas R. McCoy
Leonard H. Preston
Francis J. McDonough Byron H. Price
Charles I. T. MeEarl C. Price
Dowell
Lyman N. Price
wendell E. McElroy
Gaylord L. Proper
Quinton L. McElyea
Rollace A. Pugh
Francis G. McEnaney Raymond "G" Pugsley
Harris 0. McGehee
Paul J. Punzo
Edward F. McLarney, John J. Pursel
Jr.
Charles L. Quantrell
Bllly L. McLeod
James W. Quick
John B. McLeod
William T. Ramsey
Walter R. McMeins
James F. Rankin
Leonard D. Mealor
Charles D. Ransdell
Eugene F. Meitl
James A. Rasbeary
Dale J. Mellencamp
Walter A. Rau
William V. Merrick
Billy J. Rawlins
Leo F. Midgett
Warren E. Reading
Edgar C. Mlller
JohnR. Reames
Glenn L. Minteer
Jack L. Reekier
George Mitchell, Jr. Thomas C. Reece, Jr.
Tracy R. Mixon
George Reich, Jr.
Sigurd M. Moe
Alton E. Reid
Jerome A. Monaghan Neal s. Reid

Adam W. Reis
John V. Reische
Lendo G. Renegar
Thomas C. Reppert
Wayman B. Rettig
Maurice "C" Rexroad,
Jr.
FrederickW.Reynolds,
Jr.
·
Joseph T. Rhatigan,
Jr.
Robert E. Rhodes
Willard L. Riner
Duane T. Riplog
Raymond A. Rippa
Harley M. Rittgers
Jack A. Roberts
Homer E. Robinett
Dale w. Robinson
Richard L. Robinson
Willia-m 0. Robinson
Leo L. Rodrigues
Frederick J. Roehs
William F. Rolland
James M. Rose
Jack P. Rosebrook
Rolf W. Rotnem
Frederick R. Rupert
Maurice E. Sadler
Ernest E. Sanchez
Ormond H. Sandell
Rex C. Scheinfeldt
William J. Schimpf
Robert L. Schlenker
Henry Schmidt
Robert c. Schrei
Howard H. Schremser
Robert F. Schroeder
Johnnie w. scott
Charles H. seaton
Marvin L. Segler
Leroy P. Selberg
Leslie R. servies
William M. Sessions
Paul Shafner
Harold A. Shannon
John J. Sharp
John c. Shedd
Quintin M. Sheipe
George E. Shelton
John R. Sheppard
Gig M. Shoemaker
Welland T. Shoop
Charles M. Shorrock
Leonard B. Sidle, Jr.
Daniel H. Sigman
Charles L. Simpson
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John E.- Stroberg
Raymond E. Strong, Jr.
Roscoe S. Strother
James L. Strube
George H. Sturla
Thomas A. Suglia
Hamilton R. Sullivan
Robert J. Surber
Cecil R. Surface
Aubrey E. swan
Albert F. Swenson, Jr.
Thomas L. Swift
Edward D. Swirka
Cecil "J" Talbot
Arnold Tallant
Bruce A. Taylor, Jr.
Carl E. Taylor
David E. Taylor
Robert M. Taylor
Mathais N. Ternes
George E. Tessier, Jr.
Charles E. Tether
Louis "M" Tew
Theodore Theodorides
Douglass G. Thompson
George L. Thompson
James M. Thompson
James C. Thompson
Leslie F. Thorpe
Henry B. Thorsen
Charles E. Tiller
.James B. Tillis
Walter Timchak
Joel W. Timmons
Cecil W. Toole
Robert E. Townsend
Richard D. Travis
Merle E. Tree
Beldon H. Trigg
Richard G. Trussell
Donald L. Tupper
Frank M. Turner
William H. Turner
Clyde R. Tyre
William J. Uber
Wallace J. Ullman
Charles W. Valentine
Jacque E. Vancleef
Russell F. Vancuran
George F. Vaughan
Byron C. Vautier
George J. Voelp
Henry E. Vongenk, Jr.
James I. Wagoner, Jr.
Vernon L. Waldeck
"A" "D" W ll
a
Jack C. Walters
Joseph H. Walters
Joseph E. Singleton Milton L. Walters, Jr.
Chester J. Skjod
Lloyd L. Ward
Frederick A. Slemp
Donald A. Warner
Frank W. Smallwood, John Warren
Jr.
Willard F. Wasson
Roger C. Smallwood George C. Watson
William E. Smiley
Donald M. Waymire
Douglas B. Smith
Emil J. Welk, Jr.
George R. Smith
Perry L. Wells
James R. Smith
Harvey J. Westfall
Raymond J. Smith
Norman E. Wheeler
Vernon G. Smith
Claire B. White
William E. Smith
Herbert D. White
CarlL. Snyder
James M. Whiteside
Gerard A. Sobieck
John H. Wieting
Carlos R. Soler
Mack R. Wilcox
MooT. Soohoo
Aaren H. R. WilderWilliam C. Soule
muth
Delous R. Sparkman John M. Wilkerson
Robert C. Sparks
Robert P. Wilkinson
Geo~ge L. Sporhase
Charles J. Wilkinson
Will~am J. Sprich
George E. Williams
Phillp R. Stagg
Lowell K. Williams
Wesley B. Stanfill
R 0 b t D William
Herbert E. Stangl
er
·
s
Edward A. Stanley
Thomas 0. Williams,
George B. Steere
Jr.
Frank stephens, Jr.
Joseph M. Wilson
Laurence M. stevens Theodore J. Wilson
John L. Steward
Willia-m H. Wilson
James E. Stewart
Patrick J. Windward
Carmen N. Stigliano Ernest F. Wohleb
Charles E. Stith
John M. Wolfe
Jack W. Storey
Clifford H. Wood
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William H. Woodhouse Fulton R. Wynn
Kenneth W. Woods
Von C. Yoder
Bernard D. Woody
Adrian R. Young
PaulL. Woollard
Jackson B. Young
Harry R. Worrell
Leo F. Young
Albert M. Worrells
James C. Zapalac
Robert M. Worster
Joseph G. Zimmerman
Benjamin W. Wright JosephJ. Z~ner
Maurice J. Wurth
Angelo D. Zingaro
Leon Wurzel
Donald J. Zink ·
Hilton A. Wylie
Chief 1,0arrant officer, W-3

Eugene J. Acosta
W111iam M. Bullock
Elton R. Adams, Jr.
Charles Bulzone
Robert "I" Adams
Paul 0. Burch
Lindo E. Agosti
Mary L. Burke
Walter c. Ahlin, Jr.
Irvin L. Burnham
Clyde R. Ainsworth
James D. Bussey
Harvey C. Akerson
Otis H. eagle
Donald F. Albee
Robert R. Calderon
Eugene H. Albert
William W. Calhoun
Donald L. Alford
Rosario A. Caltabiano
Wesley J. Allard
Walton B. Campbell
Richard M. Allen
Daniel A. Carrara
James F. Anderson
Meral J. Cathcart
Ralph K. Anderson
Floyd M. Caverly
Julian F. Andia
Frederick P. Cerwonka
Edwin C. Anthony
Roland J. ChamberLeonarC\ L. Auclair
lain
Harold C. Augustine John H. Chapman
Joseph H. Austin
Bjorn Christensen
ArthurAuvermann,Jr. Jerome w. Christensen
Vernon Avery
Ray L. Christner
Joseph J. Baglionl
Raymond G. Cleloha
Eugene V. Baker
Duane M. Clark
Donald D. Ball
Ralph J. Clement
Raleigh W. Ballou
W111iam F. G.
George R. Ballweber
Clements .
Hugh 0. Baney
Leslie E. Clow
William E. Bannon
Thomas L. Clyatt
Herman W. Barber
Walter N. Coan, Jr.
Robert A. Barchenger James E. Coates
Alfred L. Barnard, Jr. William R. Cole
Charles A. Barnes
Arthur "J" Coleman
Norman B. Barnett
Harley A. Colgrove
Everett K. Barnsdale James T. Co111ns
Norman R. Barrett
Robert F. Comstock
Russell Bates
Robert H. Conrardy
William E. Bates
Frank E. Corn
Robert N. Bauer
W1111am Cornett
Carl R. Beach
John w. Coxon
Austin W. Beales
Newton U. Crawford
Francis J. Beck
David F. Crowell
Morton H. Beckley
Robert W. Crump
Grenval A. Bee
Omer T. Culwell
Francis L. Beeby
Lester "K" CunningRobert S. Beggs
ham
Eugene F. Begley
Norman B. Cyr
Arthur R. Bell
Frederick J. Daigle
Victor C. Bell
Robert F. Daniels
Gerald Bellville
Francis C. Danneels
Arthur T. Bennett
Manuel J. Darouze
Howard E. Bergman
Lois Davidson ·
Duane B. Bierce
Claude R. Davis
Thomas W. Birch
Ralph B. Davis
Roy E. Blood
W1111am H. Davis
David Bly
Richard F. Davis on
Allen D. Bodine
John A. Debell
Lawrence R. Bohm
John R. Deboer
Edward Bojnowsk1
Thomas P. Dulaney
James D. Bonds
Edwin K. Delave, Jr.
George R. Bonnette
Dale M. Denning
Roderick E. Bookout Paul W. Dennis
Raymond E. Boone
James W. Dennison
Donald J. Bov111
Paul J. Derocher
W111iam F. Boyd
Wade A. Devine
James D. Bradfield
Marinus DeWitte, Jr.
CarlL. Brehm
Emil R. Diamond
Lloyd C. Briggs
Quirino G. Dicroce
Reid L. Bronson
Salvatore L. Didonato
Frans 0. Brooks
William B. D11lon
Harold F. Brothers
Alexander Dirienzo
W1llie J. Broughton
William I. Ditch
Glen R. Brown
Daniel L. Dobron
Quentin L. Brown
W1lliam E. Donnelly
Stanley C. Brown
Wilbur S. Dool, Jr.
Theodore H. Brown
W111iam C. Doty
Herbert W. Buch
Daniel C. Douglas
Paul R. Buck
Andrew Dranchak
Thomas L. Bucking- Ofile L. Drennan
ham, Jr.
Charles N. Dyer

Leo J. Earner
Lawrence E. Hinton
Richard M. J!:dwards Harold L. Hoagland
Walter G. Edwards
George A. Hoffman
William L. Edwards
John R. Holmes
John B. Eiden
James C. Holtzclaw, Jr.
Fred H. Eldred
John D. Hopson
Oscar W. Ell1s
Virgil Horner
Emanuel J. Endrizzi Rex W. Hovey
George J. Englehardt Charles W. Howell
RichardT. Erickson Ervan C. Hubka
Helge W. Erlandson, James W. Hudler, Jr.
Jr.
Franklin M. Hudson
W1lliam A. Evans
Fred P. Huffman
Elmer F. Falkenbach William C. Huffstutler
William F. Fant
Jack W. Hughes
George R. Fender
Raymond M. Huppee
Harry Ferro
Miles E. Hurley
Herman W. Filbry
W111iam J. Huttig
Phillip V. Fish
Drennen G. Ikard
William D. Flegal
Vincent J. Ingleright
Ernest Fontana
George M. Iwen
Normand E. Forcier
William C. Jackson
Charles L. Forman, Jr. James R. James
W111iam 0. Fortin
W111iam E. James
Leonard Foust
Harold R. Jameson
Cloris D. Fraim, Jr.
Eugene F. Jamison
Elmer H. Frantz, Jr.
Howard T. Janes
Richard J. Frazer
Homer A. Jeffers
Warren 0. Freiwald Robert L. Jenkins
Daniel A. Frieson, Jr. Donald W. Jewell
Ralph D. Fuller
David A. Johnson
John J. Furey
Harold L. Johnson
Edward L. Gacek
Rhea A. Johnson
Wilfred C. Gagne
Wilbur C. Johnson
Malcolm C. Galling Earl "M" Johnston
Herman Ga111on
Barney T. Jones
Howard J. Gamber
John A. Jones, Jr.
James J. Gaston, Jr. William c. Jordan
Sam Gerst!
Peter R. Jorgensen
James M. Geyton
Will1am w. Jose
George W. Gilbert
Joseph Karlin
Ralph W. Gilbrook
Charles H. Kazar
Marvin N. Gilliam
Thomas c. Keane
Edward B. Glass
John G. Kearney
Robert C. Glisson
John L. Keating
James R: Goggin
John E. Kehoe
Jack V. Goodman
Joseph H. Kelley
Tom B. Gorman, Jr. Harold D. Kellogg
Irving W. Goss
Harry T. Kelly
James P. Graham
Do~glas R. Kemp, Jr.
William B. Graham, Jr. Lisle A. Kennedy
Norman B. Grant
Max A. Kenyon
Paul H. Grant
Paul D. Keough
Raymond J. Greene Michael Kerekesh
Roy W. Greenlees
Wayne F. Kesterson
William E. Gregory
Clinton R. King
Harold H. Gressman Carroll E. Kinkel
John J. Gripp
Winstead B. Kirschner
Warren H. Griswold Laverne L. Klaas
Chester A. Guerry
Hans A. Koenig
Ersel E. Gunderman W111iam W. Ko111ng
Clyde L. Haines
Joseph V. Kassler
Jesse ·M. Haines
Michael Kovacs
Jack R. Hale
Alex Kraly
Raymond N. Hale
Leonard J. Kreahling
John W. Hall
Raymond Kuhlow
Vincent L. Hall
Earl A. Kuhn
Joseph M. Hamill
Mitchell C. Kunkel
William F. Hamlin - Louis P. Lacey
Merle H. Hancock
John H. Lagoyda
George H. Hansell, Jr. Eugene E. Lambson
Ernest P. Hardin
Charles J. Langello
Manual D. Hardman W111iam D. Lankford
Stephen Harobin
Wesley E. Lapham
Thomas E. Harper, Jr. Duane C. Larson
W1lliam 0. Harper
W111ard L. Lauer
Harold N. Harris
Walter D. Laughlin
Leland L. Harris
Harold K. Lawrence
Albert R. Hartgrove Ted J. Lawrence
Albert F. Harvey
Thomas H. Lawrence
James C. Hawley
Donald R. Lawson
Wilbur Hayes
William H. Lawton
John R. Heckler
Warren F. Leard
Harry M. Helgesen, Jr. James V. Leatherman
Allen E. Helma
John I. Lee
Harold L. Helms
Oliver E. Lee
Earl Hendry
Samuel M. Lee, Jr.
Alfred M. Henking
Francis J. Lemieux
Keith B. Hill
James 0. Lence
Grover C·. Hinds, Jr.
Robert L. Leonard
Charles W. Hinson - Michael A. Leone

/
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Harold P. Lesh
Glenn "J" Morris
Paul B. Lester
Ross D. Moss
Theodore B. Levieux Thomas H. Moss, Jr.
Edward L. Lewelling Erwin F. Mueller
Edgar E. Lewis
Edward L. Murphy,
William A. Lewis
Jr.
Norman D. Lichtman Harrod B. Murphy
Charles K. Linda.hl
Wallace G. Murphy
John E. Linder
Edmund "B'' Naber
W111is W. Lindstrom
John Naschak, Jr.
Richard F. Lipp
Raymond P. Neese
Jack P. Loer
Nehemiah W. Newell
Harold K. Lodgsdon
Gordan B. Newton
Robert G. Long
Donald E. Noble
W111iam E. Long
Donald N. Nolan
Lee Lorenz
Gus Noll, Jr.
Dewey J. Loselle, Jr.
John H. Norris
Arthur L. Lowther
Robert B. Nowland
Homer C. Lucas
Charles P. O'Donnell
Carmen Maccioli
Benjamin F. Ogley
Jack E. Macklin
Charles T. orr
John W. Mag111
Gilbert H. Orr
Frank Manis
warren M. Page
Robert E. Mannetta
Orlando L. Palombo
Bernell C. Mansfield John Park
Frank Marit, Jr.
Albert W. Parker
Truman 0. Marlow
Thomas U. Parsons
Joseph S. Marsh
Ivan Paulson
W111iam C. Marshall
Loye H. Payne
Andrew J. Martignoni Paris E. Peckinpaugh
Robert C. Martin
Jerry K. Peek
Walter Martindale, Jr. Robe t M P lti
George M. Massey
r
· e er
Joseph C. Mastantuno James F. Perdue
Ivan R. Mathers
Allan C. Peringer
Floyd L. Matthews
David W. Perkins
James A. Matthews
Seth J. Perry
Jr.
'
Robert L. Petersen
Fred H. Matthiesen,
Alton K. Peterson
Jr.
John F. Phelan
Robert w. Maynard
Mack H. Phillips
Emmett s. Mayne
Melvin F. Pickel
Joseph A. Mazgay
Joseph A. Pinto
Herman w. McCabe
John Pirozzi
John C. McCaddin
Coy T. Plaster
James D. McCally, Jr. Leslie K. Poledna
Paul G. McCart
Kenneth Price
Lama D. McCleskey,
Joseph J. Prochaska
Jr.
Allen B. Proctor
Billy B. McDonald
Leo A. Proteau
Melville E. McElvain Charles L. PrUitt
Lawrence B. MeGeorge W. Purinton
Gaughy
Alvin F. Putman
Samuel E. McGinnis Craig J. Queel
James F. McGregor
Elmer Quertermous
John T. McGuigan
John M. Quesenberry
Dewitt T. McGuire
Joseph L. QUigley
Raymond L. McKee
Herbert M. Quinn
Rex U. McKinney
Thomas J. Rachford,
Junior D. McLeod
Jr.
Douglas J. McNair
Charles C. Ramet
Edsel McNeil
Joseph V. Ramsey
Billie L. McRoy
Joseph D. Ra~ey
William C. McWhirter Anthony P. Rangus
Gordon E. Meek
Richard P. Rauenzahn
Bernard Mejia
Virgil L. Reed
Alfred Mello
Morris A. Reeves
Bill Mendenhall
Joseph R. Renard
Edward W. Merideth Charles H. Reustle
Robert D. Merrells
Donald M. Rhoades
Nicholas Mesagno
Louis H. Richard
Andrew N. Michael
Lyle J. Richard
Thomas A. Micklos
Wallace B. Richards
Sumner K. Midgett, Carl W. Richardson
Jr.
Wendell Riddle
Jack S. Miller
Jay W. Rider
James Q. Mills
Charles R. Ries
Henry w. Minehan
Delbert A. Rigg
Joseph A. Mineo
Robert R. Riley, Jr.
Hammett Mitchel
William E. Riley
Ward E. Mitchell
Forrest "B" Rinehart
Jack E. Mittner
Joe Ringhoffer
Frank Modic
Elmer G. Ripple
Robert J. Mohan
Stanley D. Robards
Robert F. Molen
Earl B. Robbins
William A. Molnar
Tommie R. Robbins
James L. Mooney
Leo B. Roberts
Clessen Moore
Eugene Robinson
Henry L. Moore
LeeR. Robinson
Robert L. Moore
Steve H. Robinson
Adrien A. Morais
John P. Roby
Ecil 0. Mort-Is
Robert P. Roth
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Walstein M. Rouse
George F. Rowan
Raymond A. Rundle
Albert 0. Rustad
Ralph R. Ryan
Michael J. Sabota
Thomas D. Sailers
Jerome D. Samelson
John J. Sanfelippo
Gernie G. Saunders
Philip J. Sawin
Robert L. Schlichenmaier
John "A" Schmidt
Moulton L. Schreiber
Russell L. Schuler
Charles A. Schultz
Nelson Schweers
Delman J. Schwichten berg
Charles E. Schwinn
Philip A. Sciotto
Robert M. SCott
Alben J. Sellers
Ollen "C" Sheets
Warren L. Shelton
"A" "J" Sherman
Ernest A. Sidney
Robert B. Sikes
Alex M. S1lls
Frank M. Simko
Charles J. Simpson
Elliott B. Simpson
John Simzisko
Frank W. Singer
Albert B. Singleton
Andrew Sjogren
Grover C. Smelley
Earl E. Smith
Ernest H. Smith
Floyd G. Smith
Francis H. Smith
George D. Smith
Hugh W. Smith
JohnP. Smith
Leland R. Smith
Luther W. Smith
Paul R. Smith
Royden 0. Snuffin
Julius A. Sofranik
Alfred Sokolowski
Franklin M. Solina
Russell L. Souders
George A. Soulard
Claude A. Sowada
Martin L. Sowle
Robert R. Spangler
Charles K. Sparrow
Charles J. Speckert
Stephen C. St. Amos
William C. Stone
Earl Strain
Merle E. Strunk
Edward L. Stuckarth
Cecil L. R. Suggs
John L. Sullivan
Sulo w. Suomi
John H. Swanson, Jr.
George H. Sweeney
Arthur .H. Sweet
Wallace F. Sweetland
Wallace A. Swenson
Adalbert F. Swirk
George E. Ta1t.
Alfred J. Tarantino
Isaac B. Taylor
John 0. Taylor, Jr.
John Telepchak, Jr.

w ·a rren "D" Thomas
Lewis C. Thompson
Robert L. Thompson
David J . Thornton
Robert L. Thrasher,
Jr.
Robert D. Thume
Eddie Travis
Benjamin L. Tripodi
Edgar C. Trotter
Edward D. Tungate
Arthur D. Turney
Winfield H. Twombly,
Jr.
George C. Tyler
W111ie E. Tyrone
Fred C. Ulmer, Jr.
Charles M. Unfried
Milton D. Unger
Robert C. Upchul'ch,
Jr.
Joe M. Vaughn
George E. Vogel
Murl J. Waldron
Sylvester P. Walker
Lee A. Wall
Marvin L. Wallace
W11liam H. Wallace
William T. Waller, Jr.
John L. Wandell
Leonard A. Ward
Herbert B. Warrick
Claude H. Waters
Clarence W. Weimar
Clyde F. Weisdorfer
Claude W. Welch
Aaron L. Wells
James R. Westover
Richard E. Wharton
Eugene D. Wheeler
Coleman L. White
Lyle F. Whitson
Chester D. Wiggs
Donald Wikoren
Rolland M. Wilber
Julian P. Wilder
Edward E. Wilgus
Gail E. Wilkes
George E. Willi
Henry P. Williams, Jr.
Kenneth Williams
Boyd W. Wilson
Emory H. Wilson
Joseph H. Wilson, Jr.
Reid B. Wimer, Jr.
Raymond R. Winters
James A. Wise
Walter C. Wittkopp
Ph11lip P. Wolfe
Gordon W. Welten
Emmett B. Womack,·
Jr.
Harvey E. Woodard
Robert L. Woods
Ralph A. Wright
Ross W. Wright
Melvin E. Wyland
Joel E. Wyman
William Yanish
Bernard F. York
Norman "P" Young
Victor Young
Chester J. Youtkus
Peter G. Zachko
Don W.Zarr
Milton W. Zeltzmann
Richard E. Ziegler

Chief warrant officer, W-4

Forest G. Adams
Ralph L. Adkins
Silas R. Alexander
Roy J. Allard
Walter F. Ashe
Helmut P. Auerbach
Millard T. Baker
Paul "B" Baker
Francis Banevicz
Raymond E. Bard
Howard G. Bartow

Stanislaw Baskevic
George E. Bateman
James R. Bates
Ca.rl L. Bauer
Willi tt J. Beck
Melbert V. Belcoe
George A. Bennett
Gordon Bennett
Frederick F. Bennis
Charles B. Bernard m
Frederick J. Blahnik

Arthur A. Boehme
Homer L. Haughey
John Borgens
Jack E. Hayes
Cornelius S. Bracken Philip C. Haynes
Marlon Breeding
Charles V. Hebert
Ralph T. Briggs
Benjamin 0. Remus,
Gail W. Brooks
Jr.
Eli "J" Brown
Kenneth 0. Hester
Knox "A" Buchanan Albert L. Hewitt
Woodrow W. Bush
Henry V. Hickey
Raymond R. Byrd
Jeptha B. Hicks
Joseph P. Campbell William "H" Hofman
William M. Canavan Arthur Hofmann
Jesse D. Cannon
Floyd 0. Holder
Rufus R. Cannon
Ambrose H. Holdgra.fer
John J. Cantor
Herbert M. Holmes
Jack E. L. Carleton
Ralph W. Holte
Edward H. Carpenter Kenneth E. Houghton
Thomas G. Carroll
Robert E. Howe
George .R. Carruth
Percy W. Hudson, Jr.
Ramon P. Castelli
Clifford D. Hunter
Bennett D. Cecil, Jr. George J. Hunter, Jr.
Herbert P. Chambliss William M. Hutchins
Eugene T. Chandler John F. Jacks
Carlton C. Chesnut Howard J. Jackson
Harry D. Christensen Keith E. James
Arnold M.
Verle L. Jameson
Christiansen
Robert E. Johnsen
Samuel C. Chuckta George W. Johnson
Michael Ciardullo
W111iam J. Johnston
Frederick E. Clarke Richard J. Kapsch
Jack D. Clarke
Edward G. Kasprzak
Gene L. Cleven
Frederick B. Kauper
William T. Clooney
Raymond D. Kester
George W. Clotfelter Rudolph Klecky
Wesley 0. Collette
John B. Knightly
Floyd 0. Conn
Nandor Kozma, Jr.
Andrew B. Cooper
Frank J. Kurtz
Damaso Corpuz
Guy M. Larmore
Raymond S. Cosby
Benedict J. Laurent
Wilbur D. Coultas
MaxL.Leech
John R. Covington
John R. Lepard
Samuel Cox, Jr.
Wendell D. Levan
Raymond K. Crabtree Richard w. Lewis
Kenneth L. Crouch John c. Locker
James E. Cruce
Joseph P. MaHto
Harold M. Daniels
Andrew T. Malleck
Louis R. Daughety
Hal L. Malone
Murray K. David
Harold L. Mason
John R. Davis, Jr.
William L. Mauldin
Joseph "G" Deiter
Frank L. Maxwell
Joseph B. Dickey
Arthur E. Mayle
Naaman Dingess
Garland M. McCarty
Robert H. Doud
Raymond P. McDaniel
George J. Dunnigan Noah c. McDowell
Victor L. Ebersole
Charles H. McGee
Harvey B. Eggeling
James P. McGinley, Jr.
Wayne I. Egger
Robert W. McKamey
Terrence H. Emerson Mark E. McKim
Bobbie Epperson
Claud K. McKnight
John M. Farrell
Irwin R. McLain
Vernor Feild
Harold E. McLaughlin
Donald A. Felton
Claude w. Miller
Marvin J. Ferguson Frank B. Miller
Donald W. Floyd
Lawrence M. Miller
Orion "C" Foster
Rudolph T. M1ller
Keith E. Frye
Joseph E. Moriarty
Edward A. Fultz
George E. Mulcare
Leslie L. Funston
Blair D. Mulkins
Jack M. Gandee
Lloyd K. Mumford
John M. Gittinger
Henry P. Niepsey
Victor C. Giuliani
Robert P. O'Leary
Theodore W. Glotz- Milo J. Olhausen
bach
Clarence W. Ostlund
Ralph T. Goerner, Jr. Robert A. N. Pappano
Augustus K. Goffe, Jr. Roy E. Parker
Adolph Good
Vernon "V" Parker
Charles H. Greene
Lee Pasvogel
Clyde H. Greene
Frank J. Paulino
Calvin L. Griffith
Harold M. Pfeifer
Michael Grochala
John H. Pinning
Phlllip s. Gronvold
Frederick F. Pressel
George A. Guess, Jr. James L. Quick
Jimmie C. Hall
Walter E. Reece
Wllliam E. Hans
John W.Reed
Merwin G. Hansen
Max B. Reed
Robert F. Hanseroth Robert H. Reed
Harley C. Hanson
Donald J. Reinke
Iver "0" Hanson
Leroy C. Richey
Jasper S. Hardin
Jack W. Roberts
Wilbert R. Harpool
Leonard C. Roberts
Robert S. Harris
Woodrow B. Roberts
Carl B. Hatchell, Jr.
Leon N. Robertson
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Herschel E. Robinson Eldridge G. Tinnell
Henry A. Rodes
John J. Tracy
Merril Q. Roper
Roy E. Tresback
Salvator P. Rossitto
Wesley J. Truelove
Louis Russo
Mike W. Turnipseed
William H. Sadler
Litton E. Tye
Joao C. Santos
Joseph P. VanlandingClarence H. Schaefers
ham
Elmer 0. Schoenfelder Johnnie H. Vinson
Rudolf J. Schuller
Mlczyslaw J. Wajda
Stanley W. Senkus, Jr. Jesse D. Walker
Lewis C. Severance
Howard A. Wallace
Charles W. Shelly
Robert H. Ward
Edmund Slmanowicz Lindsay R. Waters
Rodney "W" Skaggs Thomas C. Welsh
Kenneth J. Slamon Tex L. Western
Ralph G. Sluder
Reid Wilson
Daniel W. Smith
Victor F. Winn
Martin H. Smith
Joseph J. Wolf
Paul J . Smith
Kenneth R. Wolf
Roscoe W. Snidel'
Hugo C. Wondergem,
David W. Snyder
Jr.
"J" "B" Sorrells
Jesse L. Woodruff
Robert W. Spears
Norman G. Woods
Willlam G. Spence
Robert H. Wootton
Clarence D. Spencer Wesley 0. Wormwood
Kenneth R. Stabler Foster Worthington
Eugene L. Stevens
Henry C. Yates
Harold L. Still
Stephen P. Yorden
Francis E. Sulllvan
Elmer C. Young
George P. Teche
Leroy Young
Willis M. Tefft
Joseph J. Zajac
Henry 0. Thomas
Steven T. Zakrzews~i
Albert S. Thorne
John F. Zatorski
Glenice B. Tindall
The following-named officers for temporary appointment to the rank of first lieutenant in the Marine Corps, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:
Robert D. Abney
Paul G. Judkins
Richard D. Acott
Robert L. Kester
Charles R. Alexander Floyd C. Lewis
Rodney H. Alley, Jr.
Robert D. Lewis
LeWie E. Amick, Jr.
Harrison A. Makeever
JosephS. Andre
Michael R.
Gene E. Bailey
McDonough
William S. Baldwin
Willlam A. McGaw
William C. Barnsley Melvin J. Mcintyre
Kent V. Berchiolll
Paul F. McNally
Richard A. Bishop
Ronald E. Merrihew
Robert B. Booher
Donald E. P. Miller
Terrence M. Bottesch Royal N. Moore, Jr.
Richard L. Carlton
Daniel F. M. Nielsen.
Ross C. Chaimson
Jr.
William E. Chase
Robert M. Ondrick
Charles W. Davis
Luther L. Payton, Jr.
Marino T. Dominquez Richard J. Pederson
John P. J. Embry
Horace Poore
Danny A. Endresen
Donald J. Roman
Lloyd E. Gailey
Patrick S. Simpson
Charles G. Ge:J:"ard
John D. Stevens
Richard E. Gleason
Robert E. Stoffey
Wendell 0. Grubbs
Robert L. Thien
James T. Hagan III
James D. Turner
Richard L. Hoffman Gerald E. Walsh
Anthony C. Huebner Harry R. Warfield III
Joseph L. James
Everett E. York
The following-named officers for permanent appointment to the rank of first lieutenant in the Marine Corps, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:
John E. Aliyetti
Ronald E. Heald
Donald M. Babitz
Eugene A. Homer, Jr.
Michael J. Barkovich Gerald L. Johnson
Donn C. Beatty
Lee T. Lasseter
James R. Campbell
Don L. Leach, Jr.
Howard Chapin
William W. Mackey
Robert S. Chereson
Huey P. L. M11ler
Billy J. Palmer
Edward E. Clanton
Harry Collins II
David M. Pirnie
Charles K. Conley
Charles A. Reynolds
Robert F. Daas,
Kent "L" Roberts
Carmine W. De Pietro Danny A. Sharr
Charles A. Dfxon
Robert N. Simpson
Robert R. Doran
John M. Solan
Henry D. Fagerskog
Victor D. Steele
Gary R. Grant
Eugene L. Wheeler
Henry 0. Grooms
Jerry W. Wilson
Garry Harlan
Bruce P. Wood
Jackye W. Hayes
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The following named ofticers o! the
Marine Corps for temporary appointment to
the grade of major, subject to qualification
therefor as provided by law:
Douglas E. Wade
David Y. Westling
Adolph G. Sadeski
Edward J. Rutty
Donald N. McKeon
Robert W. Cooney
Martin B. Reilly
Edward J. Driscoll, Jr.
Grover C. Koontz
Philip M. Crosswait
Johan S. Geston
Ronald I. Severson
Jack Erwin
Wilford E. Overgard
Eugene F. Hertling, Jr. George D. Cumming
John N. Webb
Robert E. Howard, Jr.
William K . Rockey
James G. Martz III
Heman J. Redfield III Robert E. Miller
Arthur W. Anthony,
George H . Shutt, Jr.
Jr.
Dean C. Macho
Richard E . Campbell Clarke A. Rhykerd
Marshall J. Treado
Raymond A. Cameron
Robert E. Presson
Charles 0. Hiett
Robert B March
Frank R. Smoke
Charles G. Cooper
William G. McCool,
Grover J. Rees, Jr.
Jr.
Robert A. Lindsley
Richard E. Percival
Harold C. Colvin
Russell W. McNutt
James R. McEnaney Ural W. Shadrick
David J. Hunter
Arnold E. Bench
Norman B. McCrary Franklin G. Cowie, Jr.
Henry V. Martin
Louis A. Bonin
Elliott R. Laine, Jr.
Leslie L. Darbyshire
Thomas F. Manley
Francis E. Doud
Frederick D Leder
Edgar K. Jacks
Alexander M. Stewart Charles A. Sewell
David I. Carter
Conrad P. BuschRobert D. Whitesell
mann
John K. Davis
L. G. Linman
William B. Muir
James A. Trout
Lloyd E. Tatem
Edward M. Guell
Roddey B. Moss
Paul A. Manning
William V. H. White Francis H. Thurston
Howard L. Barrett, Jr. Eugene R. Brady
Robert R. Montgomery James F. Meyers, Jr.
Robert E. Hunter, Jr. Clement C. ChamberHugh T. Kennedy
lain, Jr.
Carlton D. Goodie!, Jr. Richard A. Bonney
Hal W. Vincent
Victor A. Ruvo
George E. Beattie
Palmer A. Roessle
Clement c. Buckley,
Thomas P. BartleJr.
son, Jr.
James W. Abraham
Freddie J. Baker
James A. Todd
James M. Bannan
Richard H. Burnett
Dalvin Serrin
Paul X. Kelley
Donald R. Stiver
Ross L. Mulford
Donald L. Rice
George W. Houck
Cecil G. Dunnagan
Byron T. Chen
Francis L. Delaney
Peter F. C. Armstrong Preston E. Howell
John E. Buynak
Douglas E. Erway
Francis C. Cushing, Paul W. Niesen
Jr.
Ralph D. Wallace
William J. Galyon
Dwight E. Howard
Charles K. Whitfield Frank D. McCarthy
William M. Tatum,
Leonard M. GUlespie
Jr.
Jack W. Conard
Richard D. Mickelson Daniel M. Wilson
James W. Laseter
James R. Omara
Joseph L. Sadowski
Jimmie w. Duncan
Robert A. Walker
John H. Strope
Wllliam K. Parcell
James G., Doss, Jr.
Winston F. Fontaine Edward F. Penico
Joseph M. Laney, Jr. Baxter W. Seaton
Raymond W. Craig
David D. Finne, Jr.
Carl R. Lundquist
Keith H. Helms
Goodell P. Warren
Charles E. Kiser
Darrel E. Bjorklund
The following-named ofticers of the Marine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of major, subject to qual11lcatlon
therefor as provided by law:
William C. Adams
Stephen Sedora.
John l:t. Menjes
Ulysses F. Cunha
Samuel R. Cotrey
Waldron E. Thomas
Everett W. Frank
William E. Gardner
Claud R. Swisher
Francis X. Clegg
Wesley D. Lamoureux William K. Buskirk
Walter W. Fleetwood Charles M. Schmidt
Harry D. Persons
James W. Wilson
W1111am C. Bittick, Jr.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
T uESDAY, AuGUST

23, 1960

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:
Matthew 6: 33: Seek ye first the kingdom of God, and His righteousness.

August 23

FOREIGN MINISTERS MEETING OF
THE AMERICAN REPUBLICS AT
SAN JOSE, COSTA RICA-MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES
The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read,
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and ordered to be printed:

God of all grace, may there be nothing
in this day's work which shall be harmful to others and dishonorable to ourselves but may all that we say and do To the Congress of the United States:
The meeting of Foreign Ministers of
receive Thy benediction and redound to
the American Republics at San Jose,
Thy glory.
Inspire us to pray continually and Costa Rica, has just completed its defervently for the coming of world peace liberations on the charges made ·against
when diplomacy and statesmanship shall the Dominican Republic by the Governopen up new ways for nations to live ment of Venezuela, as well as on the
fiagrant violation of human rights by the
together in harmony and in love.
May we apprehend Thy truth, and Trujillo regime. The Foreign Ministers
have the courage to pursue the ways of voted unanimously to condemn the
justice and brotherhood, giving them the Dominican acts of aggression and interplace of preeminence in our endeavors to vention against Venezuela, culminating
find the Christian solution to all the in the attempt on the life of the President of that country, and resolved to (1)
problems of our social order.
Hear us in the Master's name. Amen. break diplomatic relations with the Dominican Republic, and (2) interrupt
partially economic relations with that
THE JOURNAL
country beginning with a suspension of
The Journal of the proceedings of trade in arms and implements of war,
with the provision that the Council of
yesterday was read and approved.
the Organization of American States
shall study the feasibility and desirability
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT of extending this trade suspension to
Sundry messages in writing from the other articles. The United States joined
President of the United States were com- with the other American Republics in
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, approving these measures.
Some 322,000 short tons of the sugar
one of his secretaries.
not being purchased from Cuba pursuant
to the reduction in the Cuban quota is,
DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND JUS- under the July amendment to the Sugar
TICE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE- Act, to be allocated to the Dominican
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA- Republic. This allocation is in addition
to the Dominican Republic's 1960 quota
TION BILL, 1961
amounting to approximately 130,000
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask tons. Since total imports of sugar from
unanimous consent that the Committee the Dominican Republic in 1959 amounton Appropriations may have until mid- ed only to about 84,000 tons, the statunight tonight to file a conference report tory allocation would give that country
on the bill H.R. 11666, making appro- a large sugar bonus seriously embarrasspriations for the Departments of State ing to the United States in the conduct of
and Justice, the Judiciary, and l'elated our foreign relations throughout the
agencies for the fiscal year ending June hemisphere.
30, 1961, and for other purposes.
In· view of the foregoing consideraThe SPEAKER. Is there objection to tions, the Government should have disthe request of the gentleman from New cretion to purchase elsewhere the quanYork?
tity apportioned to the Dominican ReThere was no objection.
public pursuant to the July amendment
to the Sugar Act. I therefore request
legislation providing that amounts which
FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT
would be purchased in the Dominican
Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask Republic pursuant to the July amendunanimous consent to take from the ment need not be purchased there, but
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 12677) to ma.y be purchased from any foreign
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of countries without regard to allocation.
1938, as amended, to provide coverage
I would also remind the Congress' that
for employees of interstate retail enterthe
Sugar Act's present termination date
prises, to increase the minimum wage
under the act to $1.15 an hour, and for of March 31, 1961-only 3 months after
other purposes, with Senate · amend- the reconvening of Congress next Janments thereto, disagree to the Senate uary-could cause a serious gap in supamendments, and agree to the confer- plies, because it often takes as much as
1 or 2 months after purchase for sugar
ence asked by the Senate.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection from distant areas to reach our refinto the request of the gentleman from eries. Thus an extension of the Sugar
North Carolina?
Act beyond its present termination date
Mr. JOHANSEN.
I object, Mr. is necessary at this ·session in order to
Speaker.
protect consumers in the United States

