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leaving behind—with Mrs. Lomsky's parents,
as too young to carry through the hardships
that lay ahead—a baby daughter named
“Radmila.” The Lomskys at length found
their way here and became American citizens,
In the years since, they have endeavored to
get their daughter, now 17, released to join
them. They had about given up hope when
a friend persuaded them to see me.

The State Department could promise
little, aside from offering to admit the girl,
if I could get her released. I wrote the
Czechoslovakian Ambassador. No answer. I
wrote President Novotny. No answer. In
the months that followed, I wrote again and
again. Same silence.

Then I asked EKhruschchev to intercede
with his Communist ally. No response from
him, either; but several weeks later I re-
celved a reply from the new Czechoslovakian
Ambassador, Dr. Earel Duda, who said that
because of my interesf the case would be re-
opened, No word for another 6 weeks. Then
President Kennedy was assassinated. The
alleged assassin—though surely acting on his
own—had a Communist background and the
Communists were concerned over American
public opinion. Seeking some small good
out of this terrible misfortune, I wrote to the
President of Czechoslovakia: “In view of the
recent tragedy, releasing Radmila Lomsky
might do much to reduce world tension.”

A few days later, Dr. Duda phoned his wish
to visit my office. I alerted the Lomskys.
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The Ambassador, a remarkably young-look-
ing man, informed me that the Czech au-
thorities had just called on Radmila to tell
her that she could leave.

He then lingered, expressing his admira-
tion for President Kennedy and his many
favorable impressions of the United States.
When he left I picked up the phone to carry
out the pleasantest duty I have had to per-
form as Congressman. A month later, Rad-
mila came down at Friendship Airport to the
arms of her family.

I recently took her to Washington to meet
President Johnson and to see the Speaker
of the House, JoHN McCorMACK. Speaker
McCorMACE exclaimed: “What a lovely young
lady.” And she certainly is—blonde, pretty,
well adjusted, she gets high marks at Catons-
ville High School and was the first person to
be awarded a new scholarship for the study
of ballet at the Peabody Conservatory in
Baltimore.

I shall always treasure the letter I got
from her father: “Even though Radmila is
now with us and has completely filled our
house with galety and happiness, my wife
and I still find it difficult to believe that
our years of heartbreak and anxiety are
ended. As one father to another, I offer you
my undying gratitude for your humane ef-
forts in rescuing us. Your action in behalf
of my family in time of need is especially re-
assuring to us as new citizens. Where but
in America could we have received such
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personal and persistent attention from a high
elected official?"

Cases llke this are rewarding, but there
are those who deplore this kind of service as
keeping a Congressman from his main job
of legislation. Indeed, a Congressman could
scarcely vote wisely on the thousands of
bills introduced each year, even if he spent
full time on legislation. With all this busy
work, he is good to know the issues on the
major bills.

Nevertheless, I have come to appreciate the
value of this service work. For one thing,
it keeps me close to the people. The hun-
dreds of contacts with people make me a bet-
ter Representative, for to represent my peo-
ple I must know what they want.

More important, with the growing size and
complexity of Government—the State De-
partment Bullding alone has 5 miles of cor-
ridors—the ordinary person often does not
know where to address his prayer for relief.

Here is where the Congressman comes in.
He cannot safely close his desk at 5, or seal
himself off from the people; for he must go
back for reelection every 2 years. And his
vote gives him the power needed to get the
ear of a too-often indifferent bureaucracy.
The Congressman is thus the fellow who hu-
manizes big government. As government
continues to grow, the need for the human
intervention will ungquestionably grow with
it. More and more, it is safe to predict,
people in need of help will recall the old
American saying, “Write your Congressman.”

SENATE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 3, 1964

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September
1, 1964)

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Acting President
pro tempore (Mr. METCALF).

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

Almighty God, Eternal Love: Thou
source of all life and light, we would yield
our flickering torch to Thee.

Amid the whirlwind of national debate
and decision, rocked by the earthauake
of today’s social dislocations, we bow in
this hallowed shrine of our dear-bought
liberties to listen for the still, small voice.

We are grateful for the Republic’s in-
spiring witness, that her democratic
processes run so deep in her very life
that they are undisturbed even by inner
lawlessness or outer assaults by those who
have not Thee in awe, and that our
America still stands, with lamp held
aloft, a beacon of freedom for all the
earth.

Make our bodies Thy temple, and our
hearts Thine altar, where the sacred fire
is ever burning.

® We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request by Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
da:'ﬁ September 2, 1964, was dispensed
with.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries, and he announced that
on September 2, 1964, the President had
approved and signed the following acts:

S.26. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to construct, operate, and main-
tain the Dixie project, Utah, and for other
purposes; and

S.793. An act to promote the conservation
of the Nation's wildlife resources on the Pa-
cific flyway in the Tule Lake, Lower Klamath,
Upper Klamath, and Clear Lake National
Wildlife Refuges in Oregon and California
and to aid in the administration of the
Klamath reclamation project.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSI-
NESS—LIMITATION ON STATE-
MENTS

On request by Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, it was ordered that
there be a morning hour for the trans-
action of routine business, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business, to con-
sider the nominations on the Executive
Calendar.

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States

submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following favorable reports. of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy:

Glenn T. Seaborg, of California, to be the
representative of the United States of
America to the eighth session of the General
Conference of the International Atomic
Energy Agency; and

Henry DeWolf Smyth, of New Jersey, Prank
K. Hefner, of Virginia, John Gorham Pal-
frey, of New York, James T. Ramey, of Illi-
nois, and Gerald F. Tape, of Maryland, to be
alternate representatives of the United
States of America to the eighth sesslon of
the General Conference of the International
Atomic Energy Agency.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL
SERVICE
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I

send to the desk the nominations of 102

postmasters reported favorably from the

Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-

ice. All of them have been approved by

both Senators from each of the States
concerned.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations will be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, when
the nomination of Nelson E. Sundermeier
for the postmastership of Cleveland,
Ohio, was submitted several years ago, I
expressed my opposition to the nomina-
tion. I did so because I felt that the
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background of Mr. Sundermeier indi-
cated a doubt whether he would place
the interest of the Government and citi-
zenry first or that of the Postal Workers
Union. He was appointed acting post-
master. He has now served, as I recall,
for a period of about 3 years. The re-
ports which I have received about him
indicate that he has in mind first his re-
sponsibility to the citizenry.

I have not spoken with him. I want
him to understand that I have approved
his appointment, but that I shall watch
with the greatest of caution whether he
will continue to act in behalf of the pub-
lic as he has in the last 3 years, or wheth-
er he will revert to the business agent
responsibilities which he had prior to the
appointment.

1, of course, approve of the nomination
of Mr. Joseph Scanlon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no further reports of
committees, the nominations on the Ex-
ecutive Calendar will be stated.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN
SERVICE

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the diplomatic
and Foreign Service which had been
placed on the Secretary’s desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions will be considered en bloc; and,
without objection, they are confirmed.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On motion by Mr. MansrFIELD, the Sen-
ate resumed the consideration of legisla-
tive business.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the follow-
ing letters, which were referred as in-
dicated:

REPORTS OF SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE, ARMY,
NAvVY, AND AIR FORCE

A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting, pursuant to law, reports
of the Secretaries of Defense, Army, Navy,
and Air Force, for the fiscal year 1963 (with
accompanying reports); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

REPORT ON REVISED ESTIMATED COST OF CON-
STRUCTION AT MCCLELLAN AIrR FORCE BASE,
CALIF.

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Properties and Installa-
tions), reporting, pursuant to law, on a re-
vised estimated cost of construction for the
Air Force Reserve at McClellan Air Force
Base, Calif.; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY RE-

SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CONTRACTS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Army, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on Department of the Army Research
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and Development contracts awarded during
the fiscal year 1964 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

REPORT ON PROGRESS OF LIQUIDATION ACTIVI-
TIES OF RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORA-
TION

A letter from the Acting Administrator,
General Services Administration, Washing-
ton, D.C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on the progress of the liguidations
activities of the national defense, war and
reconversion activities of Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, as of June 30, 1964 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

IMPROVEMENT OF AIDS TO NAVIGATION SERVICES
OF THE CoOAST GUARD

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation
to improve the aids to navigation services of
the Coast Guard (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES UNDER MERCHANT SHIP
SaLEs AcT OoF 1946

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Maritime Administration on the activi-
ties and transactions under the Merchant
Ship Sales Act of 1946, for the gquarterly pe-
riod ended June 30, 1964 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Com-
merce,

REPORT ON GIFTS AND BEQUESTS RECEIVED AND
AcCEPTED BY THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL
CommissioN FoR THE UNITED NaTIONS
EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL
ORGANIZATION
A letter from the Secretary of State, trans-

mitting, pursuant to law, a report on gifts

and bequests received and accepted by the

United States National Commission for the

United Nations Educational, Scientific, and

Cultural Organization, for the fiscal year

1964 (with an accompanying report); to the

Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER (GENERAL

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on unreasonable
charges to government cost-type contracts
for depreciation on buildings acquired from
the government at no cost by Stanford Re-
search Institute, Menlo Park, Calif,, Depart-
ment of the Army, dated August 1964 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on uneconomical prac-
tices In management and utilization of gov-
ernment gquarters at U.8. Naval Air Station,
Barber’s Point, Oahu, Hawaii, Department of
the Navy, dated August 1964 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on improper disposal
of needed brake lining kits, Department of
the Army, dated August 1964 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations,

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on weaknesses in the
administration of the program for direct
distribtution of Federal surplus commodi-
ties in St. Louis County, Mo., Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agricul-
ture, dated August 1964 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on improper retention
of dollar collections on loans made by Cor-
porate Development Loan Fund, Agency for
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International Development, Department of
State, dated August 1964 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

REPORT ON DEFERMENT OF CONSTRUCTION
PAYMENTS DUE FROM THE EL PAsOo COUNTY
WaTER IMPROVEMENT DistricT No, 1, Rio
GranDE ProsecT, NEW MEXICO-TEXAS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, on
his determinations relating to deferment of
the March 1 and September 1, 1965, con-
struction payments due the United States
from the El Paso County Water Improve-
ment District No. 1, Rlo Grande project, New
Mexico-Texas; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

REPORT ON PARTIAL DEFERMENT OF INSTALL-
MENTS PAYABLE BY THE VERMEJO CONSER-
VANCY DisTRICT, Nzw_Mxxwo

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interlor, reporting, pursuant to law, on
his determinations relating to partial defer-
ment of the scheduled 1966, 1967, and 1968
installments payable by the Vermejo Con-
servancy District toward repayment of the
reimbursable cost of the Vermejo project,
New Mexico; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

REPORT ON ToRT CLAIMS PalD BY ATOMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION
A letter from the General Manager, U.S.

Atomic Energy Commission, Washington,

D.C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a report

on tort claims paid by that Commission, for

the period July 1, 1963, to June 30, 1964

(with an accompanying report); to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN

ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders suspending deportation of
certaln aliens, together with a statement
of the facts and pertinent provisions of law
pertaining to each alien, and the reasons
for ordering such suspension (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on the

Judiciary,

INTERIM REPORT ON INVESTIGATION OF AL-
LEGED SOLICITATION OF CAREER EMPLOYEES
BY EITHER PoLITICAL PARTY
A letter from the Deputy Attorney Gen-

eral, reporting, pursuant to Senate Resolu-

tion 332, of June 24, 1964, on an investiga-
tion of the alleged solicitation of career em-
ployees by either political party to purchase
tickets to political fundraising dinners; to
the Committee on Rules and Administration,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:
A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Hawali; to the Committee on
Forelgn Relations:

“House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 2

‘“Whereas ever changing world events have
thrust world leadership upon the United
States of America with the solemn re-
sponsibility of fostering brotherhood and
humanity and maintaining world peace; and

“Whereas the United States has encoun-
tered threats to world peace in this cold
war and has repeatedly demonstrated its
diligence of its task with firmness meas-
ured with understanding for peace; and

“Whereas the United States again faces
a challenge In the aggression by terror
against South Vietnam followed by hostile
action against U.S. ships on the high seas
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in the Gulf of Tonkin by the forces of North
Vietnam; and
“Whereas Lyndon B. Johnson, President
of the United States, and Commander in
Chief of the Nation’s Armed Forces, has or-
dered military forces of the United States
to repel any armed attack upon the forces
of the United States and to prevent fur-
ther aggression; and
“Whereas the Congress of the United
States by the Southeast Asia Resolution (8.J.
Res. 189; H.J. Res. 1145) has authorized the
President to take all necessary steps, includ-
ing the use of armed force to assist any
member or protocol state of the Southeast
Asia Collective Defense Treaty requesting
assistance in defense of its freedom: Now,
therefore, be it
“Resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the Second Legislature of the State
of Hawaii, First Special Session of 1964 (the
Senate concurring), That this legislature and
the people of the State of Hawall support
the Congress of the United States and Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, President of the
United States, in their effort to carry out
our Nation's determination to take all nec-
essary measures in support of freedom, and
in defense of peace, in southeast Asia; and
be 1t further
“Resolved, That certified coples of this con-
current resolution be transmitted to Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, President of the
United States; Hon. Carl Hayden, President
pro tempore of the Senate of the United
States; Hon. John W. McCormack, Speak-
er of the House of Representatives of the
United States: Senator Daniel K. Inouye;
Senator Hiram L. Fong; Representative
Thomas P. Gill, and Representative Spark
M. Matsunaga.
“Adopted by the House of Representatives
of the State of Hawali August 24, 1964.
" “ErMeErR F. CRAVALHO,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.
“SHIGETO KANEMOTO,
“Clerk, House of Representatives.
“Adopted by the Senate of the State of
Hawail August 18, 1964.
“Neuson K. Dor,
“President of the Senate.
“SercHI HIRAIL,
“Clerk of the Senate.”

The petition of Travis L. Brooks, of the
Headquarters and Maintenance Squadron 18,
Marine Aireraft Group 16, 1st Marine Air-
craft Wing, Aircraft, FMF, Pacific, in care of
the Fleet Post Office, San Francisco, Calif.,
praying for a redress of grievances; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

The petition of Quirico Del Mar, of the
ity of Cebu, the Philippine Islands, relating
to benefits received by Filipino veterans of
World War II; to the Committee on Finance.

The petition of Mr. Pak, Yong Ji, of Taegu,
Korea, praying for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The memorial of Henry Stoner, of New
York, N.Y., remonstrating against the enact-
ment of the so-called Tuck bill, relating to
reapportionment of State legislatures;
ordered to lle on the table.

FAA FLIGHT STATION AT THE
WATERTOWN, N.Y., MUNICIPAL
ATRPORT—RESOLUTION AND PE-
TITION

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, a resolu-
tion adopted by the board of supervisors
of Jefferson County, N.Y., and a petition
of the Greater Watertown, N.Y., Cham-
ber of Commerce, protesting the pro-
posals of the Federal Aviation Agency
to reduce or eliminate the personnel
manning the FAA flight service station
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at the Watertown Municipal Airport in
the near future. [

I have already received a similar pro-
test from the city of Watertown itself,
and have asked the Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Agency for a full report
on the safety ramifications of the plan
to “remote” the flight service station in
this community. In addition, just yes-
terday I called this matter to the atten-
tion of the New York steering commit-
tee, representing the entire New York
congressional delegation, and it was
agreed that the steering committee, too,
would take this up with the FAA.

The Watertown Airport is only one of
four community airports in New York
State which have been slated for con-
solidation and remotion into flight serv-
ice stations elsewhere. As a result of
yesterday’s discussions by the New York
steering committee, that committee will
look into the total impact of closing these
four stations upon the industrial and
business complex of our State and upon
the all-important factor of safety in the
skies.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the resolution and petition
referred to be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion and petition were referred to the
Committee on Commerce, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION 142
Resolution requesting retention of FAA flight
service station at the Watertown Munici-
pal Airport

Whereas the FAA flight service station at
the Watertown Municipal Airport has been
a vital and growing service to the people since
1945 and contributes to the air travel safety
of both Northeastern United States and lower
Canada; and

Whereas it is an important safety factor
in connection with military flights in this
region including Air Force jet bombing prac-
tice runs on a 24-hour basis, 5 days a week;
and b

Whereas the unusual weather pattern off
the east end of Lake Ontario precludes any
safe flight operation at Watertown without
experts in the field actually on the ground
at all times, which service on occasions in
the past has saved planes and lives when
pilots have been lost or in trouble in vicinity
of the airport; and

Whereas international flights and transient
flights would be placed under severe handi-
cap without the present full-time service
and loss of this vital service would inevitably
lead to depreciated use of this airport and
a decline could adversely affect the economy
of the entire region; and

Whereas this Watertown, N.Y., municipal
airport is the largest in northern New York,
is an international port of entry and handles
more passengers and freight than any other
similar installation in northern New York:
Be 1t

Resolved, That this board of supervisors
appeal to the Federal Aeronautic Admin-
istration and to its representatives and
friends in the Congress of the United States
and to the White House to use every pos-
sible effort to prevent implementation of
any plan which would tend to eliminate
this necessary and valuable service now pro-
vided by the Federal Aeronautics Admin-
istration’s flight station, and be it further

Resolved, That the clerk of the board of
supervisors be directed to mail coples of this
resolution to the President of the United
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States, Lyndon B. Johnson, Senators Kenneth
B. Eeating and Jacob K. Javits, and Repre-
sentative Clarence E. Eilburn.

Attest:

F. C. HAMLIN,
Clerk, Board of Supervisors,
Jefferson County.

PETITION OF THE GREATER WATERTOWN, N.Y,,

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE TO THE FEDERAL

AVIATION AGENCY,

SEPTEMEER 1, 1964

The Greater Watertown Chamber of Com-
merce board of directors, acting upon recom-
mendation of its transportation committee,
hereby petitions the Federal Aviation Agency
(in connection with the proposal, suggested
for inclusion in the 1965 Federal budget),
against carrying out any plan to directly, or
indirectly, tend to lessen public confidence
in air travel safety engendered since 1945
through installation in the Watertown
Municipal Airport of the FAA flight service
station,

The chamber, as your petitioner, as here-
inafter referred to, is composed of a cross-
section of people using air service and rep-
resenting the civic and economic leaders of
the community.

The chamber appeals to the FAA and to
its representatives and friends in the Con-
gress and the White House, to use every pos-
sible effort to prevent implementation of any
plan which would tend to create any adverse
consclousness affecting today's high degree
of confidence in the ability of said FAA fiight
stations to make the airways safer for public
use, commercially and privately.

The chamber submits for your considera-
tion the following facts:

1. The FAA flight service station at the
Watertown, N.Y., Municipal Airport has been
a vital and growing service to the people
since 1845.

2. Sald FAA station contributes to the air
travel safety of both Northeastern United
States and lower Canada,

3. It is an important safety factor in con-
nection with military flights in this region,
including Air Force jet bombing practice
runs on a 24-hour basis, 5 days a week.

4. On occasion, communicators of the
Watertown, N.Y., station have saved planes
and lives when pilots have been lost or in
trouble in the vicinity of the airport. As a
matter of fact, we have never had a serious
accident at our airport, since 1845, and we
attribute this, in no small part, to our hav-
ing a full-time FAA flight service.

5. International flights and transient
fiyers would be placed under severe handicap
without the present full-time service.

6. An unusual weather pattern off the east
end of Lake Ontario precludes any safe
flight operation at Watertown without ex-
perts in the field actually on the ground at
all times. For example, the Watertown area
averages in excess of 100 inches of snow per
year.

7. Inevitably, loss of a vital service leads
to depreclated use of an airport like Water-
town's and a decline could adversely affect
the economy of the entire region.

8. The city of Watertown originally con-
tracted with the Federal Government guar-
anteeing to operate and maintain the port
built largely with Government funds as an
open airport., The contract would imply
through “open airport” insistence that all
necessary flight safety measures must be an
integral part of the operation.

The chamber heartily commends the FAA
for its achievements in the field of air flight
safety and urges that instead of attempts to-
ward economizing through automation and
semi-automation, the Congress be induced
to spend more money for integrating greater
safety factors to further inspire the public
confidence in public travel's fastest growing
concept—aviation.

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
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The chamber applauds the FAA's continu-
ing good work and takes this petition to en-
courage continued expansion of the wital
operation of flight stations throughout the
United States, including Watertown.

The Watertown, N.Y., Municipal Airport is
the largest in northern New York. It is well-
served by Mohawk Airlines, Inc., is an inter-
national port of entry and handles more pas-
sengers and freight than any other similar
installation in northern New York. At
various times of the year, it is used without
charge by the military, in connection with
training programs at Camp Drum, 7 miles
away.

The airport has all the basic features, in-
cluding an excellent FAA flight station. It
is a vital link in the dally weather map for
airlines and private pilots on an interna-
tional basis.. In an expanding economy in
northern New York, the future of expanded
airport operations at Watertown seems
bright, just so long as its essential factors,
principally the FAA flight service station is
continued and expanded as the need arises.

In conclusion, your petitioner prays that
the present status of the FAA flight service
at Watertown, N.Y., remains as is, so that it
can continue to provide a much needed serv-
ice to our area. =

This petition is submitted this first day of
September 1964 with the prayer that it re-
ceives full consideration in connection with
the future planning of the FAA.

JoHN A. HELM, President.

F. Ru¥F, Manager.

WitLiam A, BALLANTYNE,
Chairman, Transportation Committee.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, with amendments:

H.R.12259. An act to amend the Interna-
tional Claims Settlement Act of 1940 to pro-
vide for the determination of the amounts
of claims of natlonals of the United States
against the Government of Cuba (Rept. No.
1521).

BILLS INTRODUCED

A bill was introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. DODD:

8.3172. A bill for the rellef of Nora Isa-
bella Samuelli; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

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

NORA ISABELLA SAMUELLI

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference, a bill for
the relief of Miss Nora Isabella Samuelli.
Miss Samuelli, a former Rumanian na-
tional, was sentenced to prison as an
American spy by the Rumanian Com-
munists in 1949 and she served 12 years
of her term under the greatest hardship.
The bill for her relief is motivated by the
belief that Miss Samuelli, by her loyalty
to the United States and by her long
suffering in prison, richly merits the spe-
cial consideration which the measure
calls for.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.
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The bill (8. 3172) for the relief of Nora
Isabella Samuelli, introduced by Mr.
Dobpp, was received, read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on the
Judieiary.

DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN VET-
ERANS’ ADMINISTRATION FACILI-
TIES—AMENDMENT (AMENDMENT
NO. 1263)

Mr. LAUSCHE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H.R. 11461) to provide for the
designation of certain Veterans’ Admin-
istration facilities, which was referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, and ordered to be printed.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 3, 1964, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S.277. An act to amend the Federal Crop
Insurance Act, as amended, in order to in-
crease the number of new countles in which
crop Insurance may be offered each year;

S.19809. An act to amend the joint resolu-
tion establishing the Battle of New Orleans
Sesquicentennial Celebration Commission to
authorize an appropriation to enable the
Commission to carry out its functions under
such joint resolution; and

S5.2005. An act to amend section 511(h)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amend-
ed, in order to extend the time for commit-
ment of construction reserve funds.

HOW THE POLARIS NUCLEAR SUB-
MARINE U.S.S. “VON STEUBEN”
GOT ITS NAME

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 2, 1964, the 27th Polaris nuclear
submarine, the U.S.S. Von Steuben suc-
cessfully completed its first sea trials.

I am sure that it will be of interest to
all Senators to learn how submarines are
named and something about those for
whom they are named.

In the case of Von Steuben, the great
American hero who contributed so much
to our cause during the Revolution, I hold
in my hand a description of him, con-
tained in a letter which I have just re-
ceived from Vice Adm. H. G. Rickover.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
letter printed in the REcoORD.

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

U.8.8. "VonN STEUBEN" (SSBN-632),
Care of Fleet Post Office,
New York, N.Y.
(At sea, North Atlantic, September 2, 1964.)
Hon. Georee D. AIKEN,
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: We have just sue-
cessfully completed the first sea trials of the
U.8.8. Von Steuben, our 27th Polaris nuclear
submarine, We also have in operation 20
attack-type nuclear submarines, making a
total of 47. The Von Steuben was bullt by
the Newport News Shipbuilding & Dry Dock
Co., of Newport News, Va,

This ship is named for a Prussian-born
soldier who served with distinetion in the
American Revolutionary Army. Frederick
William Augustus von Steuben arrived in
this country in 1777 and offered his services
to Congress as a volunteer without military

September 3

rank. He was accepted as such, but Con-
gress soon recognized the value of his serv-
ices and made him inspector general or drill-
master with the rank of major general. Von
Steuben served until the end of the war,
retiring to Steubenville in the State of New
York where he died in 1794, much honored
by the Congress and the American people.

He was one of the small band of foreign
officers whose memory we honor because they
made our cause their own, and this at a
time when the odds ran heavily against us.
It is difficult to remember today how un-
equal were the protagonists in that 7-year
struggle: 13 loosely allied, often contentious
little States pitted against the greatest em-
pire in the world; a pitifully small, il1-
equipped and badly supported force of
citizen soldiers serving brief terms of duty,
facing a substantial body of regular soldiers
and professional officers backed by a navy
that ruled the seas. Though many Amer-
icans were superb guerrilla fighters, neither
officers nor men had knowledge and experi-
ence in the art of war. As Charles A, Beard
wrote, “there was not available a single
Army officer experienced in the stratagems
of combat on a large scale, as distinguished
from local fighting.”

It was by supplying the missing profes-
sional knowledge and experience that Von
Steuben made his great contribution to the
war effort. He himself had been trained in
the best military school of the time:
Frederick the Great’s army, which he entered
at age 14, ultimately becoming the King's
alde-de-camp. This veteran of many wars
was astonishingly successful in applying
European military principles and practices
to the special needs of Washington’s army.
Discarding everything not strictly essential
to winning battles, he was able to transform
highly individualistic part-time volunteers
into a disciplined army, and to do this in
as many months as it normally took years
abroad. Despite his insistence on strict dis-
cipline, he was well liked by the soldiers.
The secret of his success was that he under-
stood the American psyche and tempera-
ment, even though he did not know their
language. As he wrote to a fellow Prussian,
“the genius of this Nation is not in the least
to be compared with that of the Prussians,
Austrians, or French. You say to your
soldier, ‘Do this,’ and he doeth it; but I
am obliged to say, ‘This is the reason why
you ought to do that,’ and he does it.” No
higher tribute could have been paid the
American revolutionary soldier.

Von Steuben’s view of the proper relation-
ship between officers and men was sur-
prisingly modern and democratic. In his
instructions to company officers he warned
that “a captain cannot be too careful of the
company the state has committed to his
charge. He must pay the greatest attention
to the health of his men, their discipline,
arms, accouterments, ammunition, clothes,
and necessaries. His first object should be
to galn the love of his men by treating
them with every possible kindness and hu-
manity, inquiring into their complaints and
when well founded, seeing them redressed.
He should know every man of his company
by name and character.”

Just before resigning his commission to
Congress, Washington made it his last
official act as Commander in Chief of the
American armies to write a warm and highly
appreciative letter to Von Steuben. As the
historian George Bancroft wrote, Von
Steuben “served under our flag with implicit
fidelity, with indefatigable industry, and a
courage that shrank from no danger. His
presence was important both in the camp and
In the field of battle, from the butts of
Valley Forge to Yorktown, and he remained
with us until his death."”

Respectfully,
H. G. RICKOVER.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

PRESIDENTIAL ADVISER’'S PROPOS-
AL TO SEND 35,000 DEPRESSED
AREA EKENTUCKIANS TO CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, one of
the most appalling proposals yet ad-
vanced as an attack on the depressed
economic conditions in Appalachia has
been set forth by an influential adviser to
the President.

Since I have read nothing to the con-
trary, I must assume that the remarks of
Dr. Stafford Warren, as reported in the
Los Angeles Times of Thursday morning,
August 20, were correct. Dr. Warren is
President Johnson's special adviser on
mental retardation.

According to the Times, Dr. Warren
proposed that 35,000 eastern Kentuck-
ians be transplanted en masse to Cali-
fornia to replace bracero labor. Specifi-
cally, he indicated that the entire 35,000
men, women, and children could come
from Harlan County, Ky. The news-
paper quoted Dr. Warren as calling these
people the “beaten” remnants of a for-
mer population of 80,000.

Apparently, Dr. Warren is serious, but
to me even thinking of such a preposter-
ous idea smacks of the ridiculous. Ken-
tucky’s economic problems, as well as
those throughout Appalachia, cannot be
solved by mass transportation of people
to farm labor camps in California. Ken-
tucky’s problems will be solved in
Kentucky.

Kentuckians' reaction to Dr. Warren’s
suggestion was contained in an article
published in the Louisville Times of
August 20, and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the Recorp; also an
article published in the Los Angeles
Times of August 20, and an amusing yet
telling editorial published in the Times-
Argus, Central City, Ky.

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

[Louisville (Ky.) Times, Aug. 20, 1964]
HARLAN LEADERS JEER RESETTLING PROPOSAL

Harlan County leaders laughed and jeered
today at a suggestion by an expert on mental
retardation that most of the county’s popu-
lation be moved to California to replace
Mexican farm laborers.

“I'll be damned,” said former State Senator
Nick Johnson, of Harlan. “That's my reac-
tion," he said with a laugh.

“It certainly makes me mad, and I think
it's very funny that a man would make a
suggestion like that,” sald Harlan County
Judge Acey Cornett.

Dr. Stafford Warren, the expert, made the
suggestion to President Johnson, according
to the Los Angeles Times. Warren is the
President's spacial adviser on mental retarda-
tion,
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- Warren said that the migration would pro-
duce these results:

“Break the stagnant culture pattern in Ap-
palachia, where some families have been on
relief for three generations.

“Ease California’'s labor shortage, created by
a curtailment of Mexican farm labor.”

Warren apparently made no suggestion
about how the Harlan Countians would be in-
duced to move.

“I never heard of anything so ridiculous,”
Nick Johnson said today. "It appears to me
that if we could just be left alone, we could
work our own solutions out, rather than be
peon laborers.” Johnson's term as State
senator expired at the beginning of the year.

Harlan County’s school superintendent for
30 years, James A, Cawood, suggested that the
county's problems aren’t much worse than
those in urban areas.

“I hear these social workers say that people
in Chicago and other urban areas have been
on relief several generations,” he said. *We
may have more unemployment here than
other places, but by and large we're average
folks.”

BREATHITT DISLIKES IDEA

Gov. Edward T. Breathitt said “I just can-
not agree with him (Warren).” He said that
the recently passed Federal antipoverty leg-
islation would help improve opportunities for
depressed areas in the State.

“My efforts are to keep every Kentuckian in
Eentucky and to see that they have every
opportunity,” he added.

Warren, former dean of the medical school
at the University of California at Los Angeles,
said that cultural deprivation is a prineipal
cause of mental retardation.

He said that the 35,000 residents of Harlan
County were the “beaten” remnants of a for-
mer population of 80,000, most of whom have
left the depressed mining area for other
places.

(According to the 1960 census, the county’s
population was 50,765, a decline of 20,000
from 1950.)

(Nearly 25 percent of the county’s adult
population is illiterate and 49 percent of its
families earn less than $3,000 a year, a 1960
survey showed. The per capita income that
year was $1,424 as compared with a figure of
$1,573 for the State.)

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,

Aug. 20, 1964]

KENTUCKIAN BRACEROS SUGGESTED—PRESI-
DENT'S ApvisER WANTsS To Move 35,000 INTO
STATE

(By Harry Nelson)

President Johnson's special adviser on
mental retardation suggested Wednesday
that the Federal Government move 35,000
depressed area Kentuckians to California to
replace bracero labor.

Dr, Stafford Warren said such a move would
not only help solve this State's farm labor
problem but, more importantly, would break
the stagnant culture pattern in Appalachia
where some families have been on relief for
three generations.

The physician, who was dean of the UCLA
School of Medicine hefore becoming a White
House special assistant in December 1962,
pointed out that cultural deprivation is a
principal cause of mental retardation.

A large percentage of the Nation's 5.5 mil-
lion retarded have low IQ's simply because
they never had any mental stimulation dur-
ing the years their brains were developing,
Dr. Warren said.

CAUSE OF PROBLEM

Approximately one-third of the nearly 5
million unemployed are mentally retarded,
he declared in an interview here.

He described the 35,000 residents of Har-
lan County, Ky., as the “beaten” remnants
of a former population of 80,000, most of
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whom left the depressed mining area for
other places.

Many of the adults can neither read nor
write and even youngsters with potential
high IQ's will join the ranks of the retarded
in such a climate of cultural deprivation, the
physician predicted.

But medical and rehabilitation experience
indicates that the adults can be trained to
do productive labor and the youngsters can
be prevented from repeating the cycle of their
elders, according to Dr. Warren.

SUGGESTS MOVING

He suggested that entire families be moved
to central areas, such as former Army bases,
where they would be trained to read, write,
and taught trades or skills. One such skill
could be farm labor.

Dr. Warren said he has discussed with
Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz and De-
fense Department officlals the relationship
between unemployment, depressed areas and
mental retardation.

The Defense Department is interested, he
said, because it is worried about the large
number of young men who are 4F because
their IQ is too low.

While the national expenses resulting from
mental retardation are unknown, this must
run many billions of dollars annually, ac-
cording to Warren.

He said Los Angeles County General Hos-
pital will be one of five hospitals in the Na-
tion asked to take part in a study this fall to
see if better prenatal care reduces mental
retardation due to physical brain damage.

Doctors already know that prematurity, a
very prevalent condition among low-income
families, increases the chance of mental re-
tardation.

In the proposed study, expectant mothers
at charity hospitals would receive attention
calculated to cut down on prematurity, with
a consequent reduction in mental retardation
cases.

[From the Central City (Ky.) Times-Argus]

We see in the daily press that California
egghead, Dr. Stafford Warren, who is the
special adviser to President Johnson on the
mentally retarded, has gone into a trance
at his California cffice and come up with a
solution to all the problems of one part of
the Appalachia region. This is a territory
that is greatly worrying Washington this
election year.

All the way from California, President
Johnson's mentally retarded adviser, has
decided that the majority of the 35,000 peo-
ple of Harlan County, Ky., are mentally re-
tarded. He has decided that he, with the
help of Washington bureaucrats, can solve
all the problems of these poor backward
hillbillies.

President Johnson's mentally retarded ad-
viser has suggested that the Federal Govern-
ment ship the whole caboodle of nitwits in
Harlan County to California. All 35,000 of
them. When they get there, he said, even
they would be smart enough to replace 35,-
000 Mexican “wetbacks” doing farm labor
in California. Presumably the 35,000 Mexi-
cans would then be freed of their farm
chores and could become California educa-
tors and additional mentally retarded ad-
visers to the President.

We are amazed at the brilliance of this
initial brainstorm by Dr. Warren, who is the
mentally retarded adviser to President John-
son. But, we are likewise aghast at his
failure to think big, big, and at his rank
discrimination against other Kentuckians
by making plans for only one Kentucky
county.

So, we hereby declare ourselves as allies
and cohorts of that noted California egg-
head, Dr. Stafford Warren, who is the men-
tally retarded adviser to President Johmson.
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Henceforth we are going to devote ourselves
to helping him take care of the exodus of
additional Eentucky counties.

We have suspected for some time that
our old newspaper friends on the Harlan
Daily Enterprise have been losing their
marbles. And we suspect that Dr. Warren,
the mentally retarded adviser to President
Johnson, is right in his long-distance diag-
nosis of the remainder of the Harlan Coun-
tians. Probably every blessed one of the
85,000 residents of Harlan County are barely
smart enough to replace Mexican farmhands
in California if they were tr to the
land of milk and honey and given a Cali-
fornian college education.

But, much as we admire Dr. Warren, the
mentally retarded adviser to the President,
he does need help. He and the President
just don't have enough time to personally
take care of all the people of Kentucky.

So, we are going to suggest, even insist,
that this mass migration plan also include
other Kentucky counties. We will have to
give top priority to Prestonburg and Floyd
County. Now there's a good mountain
county where folks can be just as retarded
as Harlan County. Why, they even have
Bert Combs who has made a name for him-
self lecturing to backward subjects at Har-
vard. Although they aren't necessarily con-
sidered capable by Dr. Warren, who is the
mentally retarded adviser to the President,
of being good farmhands, they could be
happy playing cowboys and Indians all day
long on the L.B.J. Ranch. In time, perhaps,
evolution and life on the Lone Star Prairie
would enable these mountaineers to grow
both legs the same length.

There must be no discrimination against
the West and we must give next priority to
our next-door neighbors in Christian County,
whom we know to be just as backwards as
the next place.

We are making plans with Dr. Warren,
President Johnson's mentally retarded ad-
visor, to have Ned Breathitt, who recently
went of the deep end on physical fitness,
lead his fellow countians afoot all the way to
Alabama. There they can make thelr happy
homes in the turpentine forest recreatlon
center owned and operated by none other
than Ladybird. Now that Ladybird has re-
tired all her tenants to palatial homes there
is a big opportunity and need for some good
Christian Countians in her Alabama flefdom.

This is as far as we have gotten at press
time on the master plan for the mass exodus
of the population of Eentucky. However, we
are momentarily expecting a vision and a
revelation on how to part the waters of
EKentucky Lake., As soon as this comes
through we will announce our plan for mov-
ing the people of Paducah and McCracken
County. This will have to be a big move,
however, as those characters have been way,
way out ever since Alben Barkley first put
them into orbit at Government expense.

All this Is not to say that we do not have
plans for all the other counties and people of
Eentucky. As resident Kentucky agents for
Dr. Stafford Warren, mentally retarded ad-
visor to President Johnson, we will have
something and somewhere for all Eentucky
counties.

Except Muhlenberg, that is.

When we get everyone else moved, it is
part of our master plan to declare the cre-
ation of the Republic of Muhlenberg. We
will then apply for foreign ald from the
United States, the UN., Russia, China, Congo,
Castro, and Moon Maid's father and live
happily ever after.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, there
has been much debate on the social se-
curity program. But very little has been
said about its effect onthe self-employed,
particularly as to the cost.

Today there are 70 million workers,
ranging from professionals and scien-
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tists to farmers, who are paying self-
employment social security taxes. This
amounts to nearly 1 in 10 out of the en-
tire working force of the Nation. It is
interesting to know that they will be the
hardest hit by the social security tax
increases.

Under the present law, in 1965, the
self-employed will be paying $259.20, but
under the new law, it would be increased
to $307.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp an article by Sylvia Porter en-
titled “Your Money's Worth: Social Se-
curity—On Self-Employed,” and a table
showing the contribution rates of the
self-employed as analyzed by the staff.

There being no objection, the article
and table were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Contribution rates

Self-employed

Present law| H.R. 11865
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Your MoONEY'S WORTH: SoCIAL SECURITY—
ON SELF-EMPLOYED

(By Sylvia Porter)

Today, T million workers, ranging from
professional sclentists to farmers, are paying
self-employed soclal security taxes—nearly
1 in 10 of the entire work force covered by
the soclal security system.

This group as a whole would be hit hard-
est by the social security tax increases pro-
vided in the amendments now before Con-
gress and slated for passage soon. They
would also, of course, be eligible for sig-
nificant hikes in benefits.

As a self-employed person, you already
pay a social security tax rate 114 times the
amount an employee pays and three-fourths
of the combined employee-employer tax rate.

Just since 1960 your tax rate has climbed
from 4.5 percent of the first $4,800 you earn
to today's 5.4 percent—and assuming the
amendments become law, your rate will
jump to 5.7 percent in 1965 and continue
rising until it reaches 7.2 percent in 1971.

INCREASED EARNINGS

What's more, the new rates would apply
to an increased ‘“earnings base” of $5,400—
against today's $4,800. The earnings base
is the maximum amount on which taxes
and benefits are calculated.

If you now earn $5400 or more, here is
what you would pay under the new tax rates
as compared with what you pay now.

Year Present | New law
law
$259. 20 $307. 80
297. 60 324. 00
331.20 367. 20
331. 20 888, 80

If you now earn between $4,800 and $5,400,
your tax boost would be less. At the $5,000
level, for instance, your tax increase next
year would amount to $25.80.

If you now earn between $4,800 and $5,800,
the increase in your tax would be insignifi-
cant. For 1965 you would pay an extra
$14.40.

Let's assume you're self-employed, earn
$5,400, have a wife and two children and take
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the standard deduction. Your 19656 soclal
security tax hike would amount to $48.60.

There's no denying that this would eat
into the $138 a year you're gaining from the
Federal Income tax reductions—$97 starting
in 1964 and $41 more starting in 1965. Ob-
viously, though, you still would be way
ahead—$89.40 a year, to be precise.

Far more important, the social security
benefits to which you would be entitled in
the future would be sharply increased under
the 1964 amendments.

Your monthly benefits would be raised
across-the-board by a flat 5 percent.

BASE RAISED

They would be further increased by the
fact that the earnings base on which your
benefits are calculated would be raised from
$4,800 to $5,400.

If you are to retire soon, your total benefits
could be increased 10 percent by these two
provisions in the legislation.

A significant segment of our self-employ-
ed—many of the 1.7 million self-employed
farmers now reporting under the soclal se-
curity system—would be eligible for im-
mediate benefit raises.

Under the amendments, farmers would
be permitted to report either on the new
standard $5400 earnings base, or, if their
gross earnings are $2,400 or more, on a new
profit celling of $1,600. These figures com-
pare with today's 4,800 earnings base and
today's profit ceiling of $1,200.

As an illustration of what this could mean,
a farmer who today earns $2,400 but nets
less than $1,200 is entitled to a monthly
soclal security benefit of only $59.

The new provisions would make this same
farmer eligible for a monthly benefit of $70—
and with the flat 5-percent increase, his new
maximum monthly benefit would become
$73.50.

DEATH OF SERGEANT YORE,
WAR HERO

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, Ser-
geant York, who performed heroic feats
in World War I, and thus rightfully be-
came a legendary figure, has gone to his
last reward.

I ask unanimous consent that the
obituary article contained in the New
York Times of today be printed at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GRUENING. The Times likewise
printed an excellent editorial which I
will read.

“Alvin York made greatness out of
simplicity and courage. His feat in the
Argonne Forest in 1918 was a triumph of
the individual soldier over the armies
who went to be slaughtered and the gen-
erals who sent men to die by the hun-
dreds of thousands in the most horrible
of all wars. When the smoke of battle
cleared, Americans did not want to re-
member the generals. They remem-
bered the Unknown Soldier, and of all
the soldiers, living and dead, who fought
for the United States, they remembered
Sergeant York.

“He was truly American in an old-
fashioned sense. He was rooted, like a
tree, to his Tennessee mountains, simple,
unassuming, and so deeply religious that
at first he was a conscientious objector.
The same strength of character that
gave him the courage to be a pacifist
permitted him, when his convictions
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changed, to be a completely dedicated
soldier. He was the amateur, not the
professional soldier, a civilian briefly in
uniform. He came from a farm and
went back to one, no richer in worldly
wealth though he had placed a Nation
in his debt. He will remain a symbol
and a legend so long as American his-
tory is recorded. One likes to think
that the United States was built and
protected by such men, simple and pure
men who provided the solid foundations
on which the more brilliant and imagina-
tive could build.”

Mr. President, I feel that I owe a per-
sonal debt to Sergeant York, as do the
people of Alaska. During the 1940's
and 1950’s while we were trying to obtain
statehood, I organized a nationwide com-
mittee of 100, that consisted of dis-
tinguished personages whose name and
repute as endorsers of statehood would
strengthen our cause. Among the mili-
tary people who joined in this objective
were Gen. Douglas MacArthur, Adm.
Chester Nimitz, Gen. (Hap) H. H. Arnold,
of the Air Force, Maj. Gen. “Wild Bill”
Donovan, of the OSS, Admiral Hamlet,
of the Coast Guard, and Sgt. Alvin York,
who, without hesitation when I asked
him whether he would join this group of
supporters of Alaskan statehood, ac-
cepted cheerfully. There were others
not of the military, such as Eleanor
Roosevelt, Adlai Stevenson, Chief Justice
Earl Warren, then the Governor of the
State of California, distinguished writ-
ers, editors, political scientists, teachers,
and business executives.

I believe this action of Alvin York’s is
an illustration of the fact that Alvin
York, in addition to being a great soldier
and a great patriot, had enlightened
ideas beyond war service and realized
how the extension of democracy to
America’s farthest West and North by the
admission of Alaska to statehood and by
establishing there the basic American
principle of government by consent of
the governed, was a benefit not only to
Alaska but to our entire Nation, and was
in keeping with the high ideals and pur-
poses of the American people.

I desire to express my appreciation
and gratitude to the memory of this gal-
lant American. I might add that it was
from his State of Tennessee that we
Alaskans derived the idea and inspira-
tion to elect our congressional delegation
in advance of action by the Congress,
and thereby to hasten the advent of
statehood, as had Tennessee way back
in 1796.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Sept. 3,
1964]

SERGEANT YORK, WAR HErO, DiEs—EILLED 25
GERMANS AND CAPTURED 132 1IN ARGONNE
BATTLE
NasHVILLE, September 2.—8gt. Alvin C.

York, the reluctant World War I infantryman

who became an American !egend. died this

morning at Veterans’ Administration Hos-
pital after a long illness. He was 76 years
old.

On October 8, 1918, during the final of-
fensive of the war, the Tennessee mountain
boy whose religious convictions at first kept
him from fighting, single-handedly captured
or killed an entire German machinegun bat-
talion of 160 men.
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Thereafter his life became a tangle of pa-
rades, political appearances and unpaid taxes.
But the sergeant’s modesty and devotion to
his people in the steep Cumberland hills
kept him clear of the hero's life and added
to the legend.

The old soldier, winner of the Congressional
Medal of Honor and nearly 50 other decora-
tions, was brought to the hospital on Sat-
urday from his home in Pall Mall, 120 miles
northeast of Nashville. His illness, the 11th
in the last 2 years, was described as an
acute internal infection.

Sergeant York had been in a coma since
Sunday. His death at 10:40 a.m. today was
caused, a hospital statement said, by “gen-
eral debility resultant of a combination of
conditions incident to his age and complicat-
ing illnesses over the past 10 years."

This afternoon an American Legion Guard
of Honor stood by as the doughboy’s body
was taken to a hearse for the trip back to
Jamestown, the seat of his home county.
Mrs, Gracle York, the girl he married when
he came back a hero from the war, accom~
panled the body.

Sergeant York's death followed by 1 day
the death of another hero of the Argonne
Forest, Col. Sterling L. Morelock, who was
awarded the Congressional Medal of Honor
for wiping out a series of German machine-
gun nests.

In Washington, President Johnson issued
a statement saluting the sergeant.

The statement said:

“Sgt. Alvin Cullum York has stood as a
symbol of American courage and sacrifice for
almost half a century. His valor above and
beyond the call of duty, in World War I, was
recognized with the Nation's highest award,
the Medal of Honor. As the citizen-soldier
hero of the American Expeditionary Forces,
he epitomized the gallantry of American
fighting men and their sacrifices In behalf
of freedom.

"As Commander in Chief, I know that I
express the deep and heartfelt sympathy of
the American people to his wife and family.”

The sergeant’s family sald that a funeral
service would be held Friday or Saturday at
York Chapel in Pall Mall, where Sergeant
York taught Sunday school until his health
failed. Burial is to be at Wolf Creek Ceme-
tery nearby.

The White House said the President would
designate a personal representative to attend
the funeral.

FEAT CALLED “GREATEST"

Marshal Ferdinand Foch, the commander
of Allied Forces in World War I, called Ser-
geant York’s exploit in the Argonne Forest
“the greatest thing accomplished by any pri-
vate soldier of all the armies of Europe.”
General of the Armies John J. Pershing called
him “the greatest civilian soldier of the war.”

The red-haired, freckle-faced Tennessee
mountainer would color and say it was
“nuthin’.”

“I wanted to do the best I could,” was his
usual explanation.

Sergeant York was the latter-day descend-
ant of the American frontier, a plain-talking,
no-nonsense sharpshooter who combined in
his big, lanky frame the backwoods world of
turkey shoots and corn liquor and the funda-
mentalist piety of his mountain home. For
an America fighting its first war on foreign
soll, he was the perfect hero.

Later, when he was surrounded but not
taken by fame, he extended the legend
beyond the limits set by such as Davy
Crockett. He founded an agricultural and
industrial school for the undereducated chil-
dren of the mountains, and he issued state-
ments that made sense to his rural country-
men—and some patriots in the big cities.

“Hitler and Mussolini jes’ need a good
whuppin’,” he =aid in 1938, “and it looks like
Uncle Sam's gonna have to do it.” The
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phrase was widely quoted in the Nation's
press.
IN A NEW TRADITION

Until this century military history had
been dominated by the names of generals and
great strategists. But with the rise of the
popular press the common soldier was dis-
covered and adulated. Sergeant York was
the first in this line—a line continued by
Audie Murphy, Roger Young, and a number
of other World War II enlisted men.

On November 11, 1941, in an Armistice Day
speech that preceded the second war by 26
days, President Roosevelt pald tribute to
Sergeant York and the common soldier by
quoting the sergeant’s answer to the cynics
and scoffers who sneered at World War I

“The thing they forget,” the sergeant had
sald, “is that liberty and freedom and democ-
racy are so very preclous that you do not
fight to win them once and stop.”

Alvin Cullum York was born in Pall Mall,
Tenn., then a hamlet of a half-dozen cabins,
on December 13, 1887. He was one of 11
children and the living was hard and rough
in the almost inaccessible Wolf River coun-
try. He left school after the third grade to
help bring in money for the family.

He once recalled that in his youth he was
much a part of the hard-bitten mountain
life. He went into town on Saturday night
with his rifle to fight and gamble and drink
white lightning. He shot squirrels and
turkeys with his long-barreled rifie and
avolded church.

In 1911 there came what he later called
his “awakening.” His father died, and he be-
came the head of the family and its principal
means of support. He jolned a strictly ple-
tistic sect called the Church of Christ and
Christian Union and gave up drinking, gam-
bling, and cussing. He also took the church’s
vow to obey the commandment “Thou shalt
not kill."”

" SECOND ELDER OF CHURCH

Eventually young Alvin, by then a 6-foot,
200-pound gilant, became the second elder
of his church and met Miss Gracle Willlams,
who persuaded him to join the Possum Trot
Church Choir.

In 1917, when he was earning $1.656 a day
swinging a pick on a road gang, he received
a notice of induction into the U.S. Army.
He pleaded for exemption on the ground that
he had religlous scruples against war, but
his appeal was denied twice.

He was Inducted on November 14, and sent
to Camp Gordon, Ga. He soon acquired a
reputation for remarkable marksmanship
with the Springfield 1903 rifie, but he was
still reluctant to fight.

His company commander, Maj. George E.
Buxton—for whom he later named one of
his sons—was sympathetic and quoted Old
Testament passages to the youth to convince
him of the legitimacy of a just war. Private
York was swayed, but not convinced.

The story is that during a furlough he
spent 2 days on a mountain near his home
working out the problem. When he came
down he had an answer: “I'm going.”

He was assigned to Company G of the
328th Infantry, part of the 82d Division, and
shipped overseas on May 1, 1918. During
the summer he participated in a number of
campaligns and became a corporal.

LAST GREAT PUSH

The Meuse-Argonne offensive—the last
great push of the war—began on October 2,
1918. The dawn of October 8 found Corporal
York's company on Hill 223 near Chatel
Chehery, France, with the assignment of ad-
vancing on a railway a half-mile in front.

As the company moved across a valley and
a stream toward the objective 2 miles away
they were met by withering machinegun fire.
Most of the first wave was killed or injured
and 17 men in the second wave who were still
fit for battle made a detour along the valley
to get behind the German guns.
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The commander was Sgt. Bernard J. Early,
of New Haven. Corporal York was the next
ranking man left. The detail picked their
way through heavy underbrush and came up
on the side of the machinegun battalion.

“One of our men shot at them, and he
sure started something,” the corporal recalled
later. *“They fired on us from every direc-
tion.” The burst killed or wounded 10 of the
17 men, including Sergeant Early.

Six of the seven men left to cover. Cor-
poral York stayed put. “I sat right where I
was, and it seemed to me that every ma-
chinegun the Germans had was shooting at
me,” he said. “All this time, though, I was
using my rifle, and they was beginning to
feel the effect of it, because I was shootin’
pretty good.”

The corporal picked off 18 Germans with
18 shots. “Every time one them raised his
head, I jes' teched him off,” was the way
he put it. Seven more members of the Ger-
man battallon, realized they faced only one
man, charged with bayonets. The corporal
shot them with his pistol.

At this point the commander of the Ger-
man troops surrendered. Corporal York col-
lected his own men and marched the column
back to his own lines. Along the way, sev-
eral more groups surrendered. By the time
he reached American territory the corporal
had 132 prisoners in tow, including 8 officers.
He had killed 25—some said even more—and
silenced 85 machineguns. The amazement of
the German commander when he saw that
his battalion had been taken by one man
was matched only by the wonder with which
Corporal York was met by his own com-
mander.

FEATS DOUBTED

In later years, despite a thorough Army
investigation, supporting the corporal’s
claim, some have sought to prove that Ser-
geant Early was responsible for Corporal
York's exploits. Soon after the engagement
some members of the 328th Infantry signed
a protest against the awarding of medals to
the corporal, and in 1935 the Connecticut
Department of the American Legion made a
similar protest.

Corporal York was promoted to sergeant
on November 1, 1918, and the round of praise,
medals, and world renown began.

“I was sorter feeling like a red fox circling
when the hounds are after it,” he wrote later,
“They asked me that many questions that I
kinder got tired inside of my head and want-
ed to get up and light out and do some
hiking.”

In addition to the Nation's Medal of Honor,
highest decoration for bravery, Sergeant York
received the Distinguished Service Cross, the

-Medaille Militaire, Croix de Guerre with palm,
the Croce di Guerra of Italy, the French
Legion of Honor, the War Medal of Monte-
negro, and others.

TURNED DOWN THEATER BIDS

Returning to the United States the popular
hero of the war, he turned down theatrical
offers totaling $500,000, saying, “Uncle Sam’s
uniform Is not for sale.” Unspoiled by the
public welcome given him in New York, a
series of dinners, and an ovation of Congress,
he went back to the hills of Fentress County.

The former soldier settled on a farm
bought for him by popular subseription and
married his childhood sweetheart in a cere-
mony performed by the State's Governor.

With the aid of private endowments and
State appropriations, he established the Alvin
C. York Agricultural Institute, to give to the
mountain people educational advantages that
had been denied to him.

He raised a large family, was a leading fig-
ure in his community and a pillar of his
church. When word of what Hitler was doing
penetrated into the Cumberland Mountains,
he raised his voice in favor of preparedness
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and went about the country attacking iso-
lationists, although he hated war as much
as ever.

PERMITTED FILM OF LIFE

Hollywood won his consent to make a film
of his life by stressing the important part it
would play in molding public opinion, The
picture, “Sergeant York,” starring the late
Gary Cooper, had its premiere in 1941, Upon
receiving his first payment for the movie,
Sergeant York established the York Foun-
dation, which started building a large, mod-
ern religious school. {

When the United States entered World War
IT, Sergeant York, who was a member of the
local draft board, made it a practice to visit
as many training camps as possible—to en-
courage the soldiers and to do all he could to
have them trained in “liquor-free, whole-
some, and clean surroundings.”

When one of his sons, Woodrow Wilson
York, arrived at camp and was asked what
advice his father had given him, he said: “He
told me if I am sent across to get as many
as I could.”

Although the Army commissioned him a
major and Tennessee made him a colonel in
the National Guard, Alvin York still pre-
ferred his hard-won title of sergeant. And
to anyone in Fentress or Pickett County there
was only one sergeant—Sergeant York.

After the war he tilled his farm In Pall
Mall, which included a herd of registered
cattle and a gristmill, and directed work on
nearby tracts, where he struck oil in 1846 and
1947, Sergeant York also did considerable
lay preaching, fundraising for local schools
and highways, supervised the Bible school
named for him and was president of the York
Agricultural Institute.

Retaining a deep interest in world affairs,
the sergeant was free in giving his opinions
to visitors. Once he remarked that if the
United States should become entangled in a
war with the Soviet Union, atom bombs
ought be to used. “If they can't find any-
one else to push the button, I will,” he said.

The sergeant’s health began failing in
1949, when he suffered two strokes. His
finances began crumbling, too. In 1950 the
Government lodged a claim of $85,442 against
him for back taxes on the $150,000 income
from his filmed biography. With interest,
the bill later grew to $172,597.

Bedridden at his farm in Pall Mall, he
asked for and received the $10 a month pen-
slon available to Medal of Honor winners and
soclal security benefits of $38 a month.
These were in addition to his $135 monthly
veteran's pension.

Senators, Governors, Congressmen, and
private citizens rallied to his side, pleading
for tax leniency and establishing fund-rais-
ing drives. The tax bill, readjusted to $25,-
000, was settled in 1961 by £50,000 in private
contributions. The remaining $25,000 was
put in trust.

But the taxes were only part of his woes,
On April 21, 1961, the Government reported
that Sergeant York had only $2.20 in the
bank and still was burdened with heavy
debts.

Tax authoritles said he owed $2,700 in
doctor’'s bills, $5,300 through mortgages, $762
in back real estate taxes, and $600 in notes
and small accounts.

Once more money came in from the publie.
S. Hallock du Pont, a financier of Wilming-
ton, Del., established a trust fund to pay
Sergeant York $300 a month for the rest of
his life.

LAST APPEARANCE

The sergeant’s last public appearance was
in August 19567, when he went to Jamestown
for ceremonies in which the 82d Airborne
Division, the successor to his old unit, pre-
sented him with a new car equipped to
carry his wheelchalr.

In 1960 the American Leglon gave him a
circular push-button bed so that he could
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move around despite semiparalysis and al-
most complete blindness. “Seems like every-
thing is pushbutton these days, including
me,” he remarked.

Despite his ill health, he maintained a
lively interest in national and world affairs.
In 1962 he lent his name to a drive to prevent
a reduction in the national guard. “Nothing
would please Ehrushchev better,” he sald.

Sergeant York is survived by his widow,
five sons, the Rev. George Edward Buxton
York, of Nashville, a Church of the Nazarene
minister, Alvin York, Jr, of Indianapolis,
Woodrow Wilson York, Thomas Jefferson
York, and Andrew Jackson York, of Pall
Mall; and two daughters, Miss Betsy Ross
Lowrey, and Mrs, Mary Alice Franklin, of Pall
Mall.

ADDRESS BY GOVERNOR EGAN, OF
ALASKA, TO SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE
SESSION

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
able Governor of Alaska, William A.
Egan, has called a special session in order
to implement the legislation enacted by
Congress in regard to earthquake relief.

This action demonstrates the relation-
ship between the activities of the State
of Alaska as embodied by the Alaskan
Legislature and the Governor, and the
action by Congress and the executive de-
partments here.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the message of Governor Egan
to the special legislative session called
on August 31 in Alaska be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AppreEss BY Gov. WiLriam A. EGAN, SPECIAL
LEGISLATIVE SEssloN, Aucust 31, 1964

Mr. President of the senate, Mr. Speaker of
the house, members of the third Alaska State
Legislature, fellow Alaskans, at the outset
I want to say that I know many of you have
been inconvenienced as a result of my sched-
uling this special session of the legislature at
this time, and I regret that this is so. It
was not legally possible to schedule it much
sooner, and the communications I received
from a number® of you indicated there was
no ideal time for the session. No good pur-
pose would have been served by postponing
it, because it is quite likely that delay would
cause a slowdown in initiating the contem-
plated program,

The Congress of the United States and
President Johnson have acted to assist
Alaskans whose homes were smashed in the
great disaster of March 27, and now it is
incumbent upon us to take the steps neces-
sary to implement the Federal assistance
program.

As you know, few Alaskan homes were
insured against the kind of catastrophe
which struck our State last March.

For a time, it appeared there was no way
for those whose homes were left beyond re-
pair to rid themselves of an awful mortgage
burden. The State administration, Alaska's
congressional delegation, and others, made
concerted efforts to induce congressional en-
actment of the retroactive earthquake insur-
ance program to ease this burden. But al-
most from the beginning these efforts ap-
peared futile.

In a speech at anchorage, Senator CLINTON
P. AnpErsonN, of New Mexico, who heads the
Alaska Reconstruction Commission, said he
belleved the program would draw little sup-
port in Congress. He was right.
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In the end, the Congress provided a way
for the owners of homes damaged to the ex-
tent of 60 percent or more, to reduce or re-
tire their mortgages. Funds for the pro-
gram would be provided on a 50-50 matching
basis with the State of Alaska. Congress
authorized an appropriation of $561% million
as the Federal Government’'s share of the
fund that would be needed to grant mortgage
relief to many Alaskans. ~

And the Congress did more than this. In
amending the Alaska Omnibus Act to assist
Alaska to recover from the effects of the
disaster, it authorized use of emergency
funds for the repair and reconstruction of
highways on the Federal-aid highway sys-
tems of the State which were damaged or
destroyed.

Congress added sections to the act which
permit adjustments of existing Federal
loans to farmers, rural electrification coop-
eratives, and homeowners. Grants are au-
thorized up to $25 million for disaster-re-
lated urban renewal projects in Alaska. A
very important feature of the act increases
Federal participation In such urban renewal
projects to 80 percent.

The act extends terms of Federal home dis-
aster loans to 30 years. The U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers is authorized to spend an addi-
tional $10 million to complete civil works
projects adversely affected by the earthquake
and sea waves. The act authorizes Federal
loans to the State of up to $25 million, or
Federal purchase of a similar amount of
Alaska's bonds. The appropriation of #55,-
650,000 is authorized to implement these new
sections of the Alaska Omnibus Act.

Now we must act to avall ourselves of
this substantial assistance. Most of us re-
cognized in the days following the disaster,
when the enormity of the destruction be-
came known, that we would have to look to
the Federal Government for the bulk of the
assistance that would be needed for the re-
covery effort.

It has been contended in some guarters
that the proposed legislation I am trans-
mitting to you today goes beyond the scope
of my proclamation calling this special ses-
sion of the legislature.

Let me make it clear that the legislation
I am today recommending is either directly
related to the disaster or designed to take
advantage of the special provisions of the
amended omnibus act to bring about fin-
ancial savings for the State.

My purpose in issuing the proclamation
was to bring you together so that continu-
ing, critical problems with which Alaskans
are confronted as a result of the earthquake
could be considered in the light of the re-
cently enacted omnibus act.

Before various of the programs provided
in the act can be implemented, the State
of Alaska must demonstrate its willingness
to take advantage of them.

Events which resulted in solving the im-
passe between the House and Senate of the
U.8S. Congress with respect to the Alaska
omnibus bill moved swiftly. Almost im-
mediately following the submission of the
50-50 basis State-Federal mortgage relief
amendment to the joint House and Senate
conferees, the offices of Senators Henry Jack-
son, Ernest Gruening, Bob Bartlett, Con-
gressman Ralph Rivers and George Hayes,
my special Washington, D.C., legal counsel
on reconstruction matters, made contact
with me. I directed the State department
of law to research the constitutionality of
Btate participation in the suggested plan.

Following receipt of a favorable opinion
from the State of Alaska’s attorney general,
Warren Colver, I immediately informed the
members of Alaska's congressional delega-
tion, Senator JacksoN, and Mr. Hayes.
Shortly thereafter, the congressional con-
ferees, including Senator GrUENING, Con-
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gressman Ravrpma Rivers, and Senator Jack-
sown, agreed to the mortgage relief amend-
ment. A few days later, S. 2881, the Alaska
Omnibus Act, was approved by the Congress
and sent to the White House for the Pres-
ident's signature.

Upon being informed by Mr. Hayes and
all members of Alaska’s congressional dele-
gation that Presidential approval was cer-
tain, I entered into a number of conferences
with the State’s attorney general and mem-
bers of his staff, my staff, and several State
department heads. Following continual
study and discussion it became obvious that
legislation was needed in order to appropri-
ate the previously authorized disaster funds
which would be needed to carry out the State
of Alaska's obligation of the 50-50 plan with
the Federal Government.

In my earnest and sincere conviction that
early action by the State in appropriating the
previously authorized State disaster funds,
together with the evolving of the required
plan which must be submitted for the Presi-
dent's approval, would quite likely enable
the State to process many of the qualified
mortgages before winter sets in, I issued my
proclamation calling this special session "of
the legislature to convene at 10 a.m. today.

Following adoption of the legislation I
have submitted, the plan for the administra-
tion of the mortgage redemption or adjust-
ment program will be sent to the President
of the United States. In addition, legislation
appropriating the Federal share of the funds
will be introduced in Congress. Pending
passage of the Federal legislation, steps will
be taken by the State to implement the pro-
gram up to the point of disbursement.

My concern is completely with leaving no
stone unturned in attempting to enable as
many of our tragedy stricken fellow Alaskans
as is humanly possible under the law, to be
placed in a position where they might
arrange for the construction of new homes
this year, or for reconstruction of severely
damaged homes before winter sets in too
heavily. Let me reemphasize that the pro-
posed legislation presented to you today is
intended to apply to one prime subject—that
of providing a measure of relief to fellow
Alaskans who suffered grievous losses in the
disaster and availing ourselves of other pro-
visions of the Omnibus Act as amended.

We have already begun to see how the
act can assist Alaska. Last Wednesday, the
Urban Renewal Administration approved
grants in excess of $10 million for renewal
projects at Eodiak, Seward, and Valdez. The
grants were computed under the special 90—
10 percent ratio authorized under the Omni-
bus Act. Before the act was approved, the
State had entered into renewal agreements
with these communities. They had drafted
reconstruction plans and it was decided to
go as far as we could with them, anticipat-
ing that Congress would approve 90-percent
participation in the projects. Had the State
not proceeded in this manner, with respect
to urban renewal and highway reconstruc-
tion projects, reconstruction progress would
be in a sad state today.

Total damage resulting from the earth-
quake and sea waves has fluctuated con-
siderably since the first estimates were made
in early April. At the present time, this
figure stands at considerably in excess of
$300 million. The various Federal assistance
programs, Including those authorized in the
Omnibus Act, are expected to cover most of
this estimated total damage.

Two-thirds of reconstruction work sched-
uled by the Office of Emergency Planning
under Public Law 875 is expected to be under
contract by the end of this year with one-
third of it completed this year.

A 3-year highway reconstruction program
is expected to be 26 percent complete by
the end of 1964.
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The Alaska Railroad will have a usable
facility at Seward and its track reopened
to that port city by the end of the year.

New buildings are going up throughout
the devastated area, testifying to the cour-
age and spirit of Alaskans.

The Valdez urban renewal project is a
unique one—involving relocation of the en-
tire community at a new site several miles
away. The move is necessitated by findings
that the present townsite is dangerously
unstable.

Engineering has been completed for the
access road to the new townsite and for a
600-foot dock.

The Army Corps of Engineers awarded a
contract on July 30 for construction of har-
bor facilities. The bulk of work in con-
nection with this project will not begin
until next year, but it is hoped that sewer
and water mains can be installed at the
new townsite before winter.

At Seward, a contract for approximately
$115 million has been awarded for rehabili-
tation of wutilities and sewers, bids for
restoration of harbor facilities have been
received, and planning is complete for the
urban renewal project—which involves relo-
cation of the Seward industrial area at the
head of Resurrection Bay.

At Kodiak, the harbor breakwater has
been restored and replacement of boat floats
and other inner harbor facilities is expected
to be completed by November 15.

Planning is complete for the Kodiak
urban renewal project—which will involve
reconstruction of the community's commer-
cial center.

At Anchorage, all but three schools will
be in full use when the next school year
begins, and completion of repairs on one
of these—Denall School—is scheduled for
November 30. Restoration of water and
sewerlines is proceeding ahead of schedule.
Employment at Anchorage is at a higher
level this year than last.

It should be emphasized that the task of
rebuilding our shattered communities will
not be completed this year. Work in con-
junction with a number of reconstruction
projects is expected to be spread out over
a 3-year period.

We are making substantial progress down
the reconstruction road, and we must not
falter now. There is still much to be done.

Today you will receive nine proposed bills
designed to take advantage of the Federal
programs contained in the Omnibus Act
and thereby ease the burden of mortgage-
holders. You, of course, will study them
thoroughly, but I want to review them gen-
erally at this time.

The principal bill provides for the State's
participation in the mortgage retirement or
adjustment program authorized in the
Alaska Omnibus Act and specifies how the
program is to be administered. It embodies
much of the language of the Federal act and
cites the purpose of the program,

I would ask you to consider carefully the
section dealing with purpose. Certain parts
of this section go to the heart of the prob-
lem we must deal with.

To summarize them:

In many tragic cases no Federal or State
programs now exist to relieve the double
economic hardship of a substantial number
of Alaskans whose homes carried mortgages
and were severely damaged or destroyed in
the March 27 disaster.

The absence of an effective program for
relief of Alaskans whose homes were severely
damaged or destroyed prevents home rebulld-
ing and could thereby induce residents to
leave the State. Such an exodus would hurt
the economy by decreasing the tax base.

A program of relief for mortgagors will
permit substantial rebuilding which other-
wise would not be done and thereby stabilize
the economy.
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This enabling legislation incorporates in
it the limitations and requirements of Fed-
eral law that a homeowner must meet to
qualify for mortgage relief.

Two other bills provide for the bonding,
borrowing, and appropriation of $51% million,
the State’s share of the Omnibus Act pro-
gram for mortgage rellef retirement.

A fourth bill would amend existing disas-
ter loan or bonding legislation to increase
the State’s present disaster borrowing au-
thority from $12,300,000, to a total of
$17,800,000 from the Federal Government.
This increased authorization is necessary so
that the State can borrow the $514 million
needed to match the Federal grant author-
ized under section 57 of the 1964 Alaska
Omnibus Act and thereby create the fund
needed for the mortgage program.

A fifth bill would permit the State to
borrow $7,200,000 from the Federal Govern-
ment to complete capital improvements
begun prior to the earthquake. State bonds
in this amount were to be placed on the
bond market next January, but it is possible
that a more favorable interest rate can be
obtained by borrowing from the Federal Gov-
ernment instead. Federal authority to meet
this need is provided in the omnibus bill.

A sixth bill would extend from 2 to 4 years
the period of time in which the State bond
committee can borrow in anticipation of the
sale of State general obligation bonds or
borrow from the Federal Government for dis-
aster-related and capital improvement pro-
grams begun before the earthquake,

Interim financing will likely be cheaper,
by about one and a half percent in interest.
The earthquake may have temporarily di-
minished the State's ability to negotiate
our bonds at the highly favorable net in-
terest rates available to us prior to March 27,
1964.

There is no doubt that within 4 years the
State will have completely recovered from
the disaster and there will be the normal
favorable interest rate demand for our bonds.

Two bllls, companion measures, would
amend existing law to permit payments of
transitional funds to municipalities and
school districts as well as the State for ex-
traordinary expenses incurred as a result of
the disaster and to offset losses of revenue.
The appropriation of avallable transitional
grant moneys to meet these needs is increased
by the bill from $3,200,000 to 86 million.

A final bill would appropriate additional
moneys of just under $400,000 for highway
and ferry construction and Bush Airfield pro-
grams. The purpose of this appropriation is
to bring the total to be spent for capital im-
provements begun prior to the earthquake
up to the full $7,200,000 the State intends
to borrow from the Federal Government un-
der provisions of the Omnibus Act for these
improvements.

Each of these proposed enactments is
deemed necessary to enable the State to ben-
efit from the Federal programs.

Of prime concern at this time, and the
reason for this speclal session, is the plight
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earthquake and who, nevertheless, still are
obligated to pay off mortgages on these
homes.

The mortgage retirement or adjustment
provision of the Omnibus Act, while not a
cure-all, will enable many people to reestab-
lish homes and rid themselves of crushing
mortgage obligations.

By assisting such persons, we will be pre-
venting the bankruptcies and defaults which
would tarnish our State’s reputation in
finanecial circles.

I will today make available to you, copies
of the proposed State plan for implementing
the mortgage relief program. It is based, of
course, on provisions of the Omnibus Act.
The plan must be submitted to the President
for his approval.

It is the intent of Congress that only those
properties on which the physical damage
suffered amounted to 60 percent or more of
their pre-earthquake value will be covered by
the mortgage relief program.

It is true, as some have forcibly stated,
that lenders holding mortgages of homeown-
ers who qualify under the provisions of the
Alaska Omnibus Act program will be paid the
money due them under the provisions of the
mortgages.

But we must never forget that our primary
concern is with the benefit that will derive
to each individual homeowner who was struck
such a cruel blow as a result of the 1964
Good Friday disaster and who qualifies for
relief under the provisions of section 57 of
the Federal Alaska Omnibus Act.

The program will not make qualified home-
owners whole again but will diminish or
retire their outstanding mortgage obliga-
tions. There is no provision to reimburse
them for their losses. They are required,
under this program, to absorb the damage
loss to the entire extent of their equity in
the property and also agree to pay at least
$1,000 of the mortgage balance.

The program, while not as broad as we
had hoped for, nevertheless will afford a
measure of relief that is forthcoming from
no other source, and we must do what is
necessary to make it work—not only for the
benefit of our fellow Alaskans who have suf-
fered severe losses but to maintain the finan-
cial integrity of the State.

In closing I should like to say that I know
there are those who question the advisabil-
ity of social and disaster programs.

I believe that a statement made by the
late great Franklin D. Roosevelt in his sec-
ond Presidential nomination speech ade-
quately expresses the present situation and
the need therefor.

“Governments can err, Presidents do make
mistakes, but the immortal Dante tells us
that divine justice weights the sins of the
coldblooded and the warmhearted in a dif-
ferent scale. Better the occasional faults of
a government living in the spirit of charity
than the consistent omissions of a govern-
ment frozen in the ice of its own indiffer-
ence.”
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RESOLUTION OF THE BUFFALO
AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the
Buffalo Area Chamber of Commerce re-
cently passed a resolution pointing out
the possibility of serious injury to a
number of important western New York
industries if there are further tariff re-
ductions’in certain specific products dur-
i.lllg the present round of trade negotia-

ons.

In the Niagara frontier industrial
area, for instance, further tariff cuts in
cellophane, synthetic organic dyes, elec-
tro-chemical solvents, and peroxygen
chemicals, could severly hurt a number
of important firms and jeopardize several
thousand jobs.

Mr. President, the Buffalo area is al-
ready classified as an area of substan-
tial labor surplus. The loss of further
jobs would have an extremely injurious
effect on the entire economy of western
New York. Naturally, this is a matter of
serious concern and I am calling this
resolution and table to the attention of
Christian Herter, the President’s repre-
sentative for trade negotiations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp the text of the statement made
by the Buffalo Area Chamber of Com-
merce, and a table showing the detailed
breakdown of jobs that would be lost by
further tariff reductions in these specific
industries.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and table were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
BUFFALO AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE STATE-

MENT ON REDUCTIONS IN TARIFF RATES

Constructive and realistic tariff policies
which encourage increased two-way trade
and investment but which also afford reason-
able protection for domestic industries and
agriculture against destructive or unfair
compet.ition from abroad best would serve
the Interests of all concerned.

Where serlous injury may occur as a re-
sult of cuts In tariff rates, in this or any
other country, exceptions should be made to
protect local industries and local employ-
ment,

In the Niagara frontier industrial area,
there are several important companies who
would be severely hurt and several thou-
sand jobs would be in jeopardy if further
tariff reductions were made on the following
products: cellophane, synthetic organic
dyes, electro-chemical solvents (trichlor-
ethylene and perchlorethylene) and peroxy-
gen chemicals (sodium perborate and certain
peroxides).

It is earnestly requested that no further

of Alaskans whose homes were wrecked in the Thank you. cuts in tariff rates on these items be granted.
Employees | Plant invest- Vendors affected
Company Product Total em- o be ment in Payroll | = .
ployees |affected by | product affected
tariff cut Number | Amount
Du Pont:
-| Cellophans. . 1, 500 1,000 | $15,000,000 | $8, 000, 000 1,000 | $7, 000, 000
Bolvents. 1, 750 450 (O] 3, 000, 000 750 1, 700, 000
5 R 1,790 1, 460 () 10, 000, 000 500 | 17, 600, 000
Corp Peroxide chermnicals 250 28 1, 000, 000 160, 000 % 200, 000
Hooker Electro Chemicals__ Trichlorethylene.___.__..___. 2, 500 50 ® 360, 000 600, 000
e PInetied . & wch ol o Phenoli lding compound.......... 1,089 500 @) £, 000, 000 ®) 600, 000
AN TR T T IR e SRS SRS VTR U SRS, R CRERE 2 S Sl R T ey St i 8,879 3,488 ® 26, 520, 000 @ 42, 000, 000
1 Beveral millions. # Not avallable.

2 Multimillions.
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PREVENTION OF INJURY TO FISH
AND WILDLIFE FROM THE USE OF
INSECTICIDES, AND SO FORTH

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
House bill 4487, to amend the act of
August 1, 1958, in order to prevent or
minimize injury to fish and wildlife from
the use of insecticides, herbicides, fungi-
cides, and other pesticides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the bill (H.R. 4487) to
amend the act of August 1, 1958, in
order to prevent or minimize injury to
fish and wildlife from the use of insecti-
cides, herbicides, fungicides, and other
pesticides, which was read twice by its
title.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on
June 22, 1964, the Senate passed an
identical bill. I move to strike out all
after the enacting clause in House bill
4487, and that the language of Senate
bill 1251 be substituted therefor.

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

The question is on the engrossment
of the amendment and the third read-
ing and passage of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist on its amend-
ment and request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I move that Sen-
ate bill 1251 be indefinitely postponed.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today the Senate
passed the bill, H.R. 4487, dealing with
pesticides. The language of a similar
Senate bill, S. 1251, was substituted for
that bill, and a conference was requested
with the House. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the appointment
‘of conferees be vacated.

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

RESOLUTION OF CITY COUNCIL OF
CITY OF PENSACOLA, FLA.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the body of the REcorp a resolution
adopted by the City Council of the City of
Pensacola, in recognition of the out-
standing public service rendered by my
very able and distinguished colleague,
Senator HOLLAND.

It gives me a great deal of pleasure to
make such a request, because all of us
here in this body are fully conscious of
the dedicated service which he has ren-
dered, not only to his State of Florida, but
to the Nation, as well.

From time to time I have sought his
guidance and advice on matters of ex-
treme importance to our State and the
Nation. His unselfish devotion to duty
is in the highest traditions of public trust.
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I am confident that the people of Florida
will again return Spessarp HoLranp to the
U.S. Senate, to continue his outstanding
public service. I personally am extremely
proud to be associated with him in this
body. His sense of fairness and decency
has endeared him to all of his colleagues
on both sides of the aisle.

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

A REsOLUTION BY THE Crry COUNCIL OF THE
CiTY OF PENSACOLA IN RECOGNITION OF THE
OUTSTANDING SERVICE BY SPEssarp L. Hown-
LAND AS U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
FLORIDA
Whereas Sressarp L. HoLLAND, as a Member

of the U.S. Senate from Florida, has worked

diligently and given endlessly of his time
and effort in aiding his fellow citizens in this
community in the promotion of the interests
of the port of Pensacola; and

Whereas Spessarp L. HOLLAND contributed
immeasurably to the welfare of Pensacola
and its environs by successfully sponsoring
and securing the passage of legislation ap-
propriating funds for the deepening of the
channel and the harbor and the improve-
ment of the port; and

Whereas it is fitting that Sressarp L. HoL-

LAND, U.S. Senator from Florida, should be

honored by his fellow citizens through the

City Council of the City of Pensacola for his

great contributions to his home State and

especially to the port of Pensacola, Fla.: Now,
therefore, be it
Resolved by the City Council of the City of
Pensacola, Fla., That the city of Pensacola
by and through its city council does hereby
pay honor to Spessarp L, HoLranp and grate-
fully recognizes Senator HOLLAND'S generous
contribution of time and effort for the bene-
fit of his fellow citizens and the port of
Pensacola in the city of Pensacola, Fla., and
the city of Pensacola does hereby pay hom-
age to Spessarp L. HorLranp for the accom-
plishments which his leadership has brought
about; and be it further
Resolved, That a copy of thls resolution
and the appreciation of the city council be
presented to SPEssarD L. HOLLAND, Senator
from the State of Florida, and to the press of
the city.
Adopted: August 27, 1864.
Approved:
C. P. MasoN,
Mayor.
Attest:
CHas. H. WALKER,
City Clerk.

SALUTE TO SOIL AND WATER CON-
SERVATION LEADERS IN NEBRAS-
KA

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, earlier
this week it was my privilege to address
the annual meeting of the Nebraska As-
sociation of Soil and Water Conservation
Districts in Omaha.

Among the highlights of these yearly
sessions is the presentation of awards to
those who have made outstanding con-
tributions to the cause of conservation.

The honorees this year, in addition to
individuals, included 94 Nebraska farm
families who made outstanding progress
in their own conservation programs, the
supervisors of six districts who were
winners in the Omaha World-Herald's
20th annual conservation recognition
program, and eight Future Farmers of
America chapters.

The individuals saluted included Art
Marquardt, assistant State conservation-
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ist of the Soil Conservation Service; Otto

Liebers, longtime Lincoln conservation

and watershed leader; Elmer Juracek,

O’Neill rancher and past president of the

association; and Dempsey McNeil, Hold-

rege farmer, who is also a past president
of the group.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
text of my remarks, and the list of super-
visors and Future Farmers of America
winners honored by the Omaha World-
Herald.

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

Appress BY SENATOR RoMman L, HRUSEA TO
THE 24TH ANNUAL CONFERENCE OF NEBRAS-
KA ASSOCIATION OF SoIL AND WATER CoN-
SERVATION DISTRICTS
During the 86th Congress, the Senate Se-

lect Committee on National Water Resources
was created. As you will recall, the 86th was
the last Congress of the Eisenhower admin-
istration in which our fellow-Nebraskan,
Fred Seaton, served as Secretary of the In-
terior. The select committee conducted an
extensive and carefully executed inquiry into
all aspects of water resource activities in
the United States. Many public hearings
were held across the land. When historlans
begin writing about the evolution of our na-
tional water policy, the work of the select
committee will go into the books as a prom-
inent landmark in the area of resource de-
velopment.

In January of 1961, at the beginning of
the 87th Congress, the committee report with
its recommendations was submitted to the
Senate.

The 88th Congress has contributed to the
fulfillment of the conservation plan envi-
sloned by the select committee by carefully
considering two bills embodying the major
policy recommendations set out in its report.
These bills are 8. 2 and 8. 1111.

Those attending last year's meeting in
Norfolk will perhaps recall that I discussed
these measures with you on that occasion.
Since then, 8. 2, now known as the Water
Resources Research Act of 1964, has become
the law of the land. From the beginning it
was clear this bill had great merit. It pre-
sented a sound and sensible program for fill-
ing one of the big gaps in the overall re~
sources research program and I was pleased
to join as a cosponsor and to give it my sup-
port as it proceeded along the various phases
of enactment.

5. 1111

8. 1111 has passed the Senate and was
recently reported favorably to the House
Interior Committee by its Reclamation and
Irrigation Subcommittee. It provides gen-
erally for planning and development of river
basin water plans. Prospects that the bill
will pass this session are bright.

Although in complete agreement with the
general thinking behind 8. 1111, I saw some
red flags In the early legislative efforts to
bring those concepts into being. We all
realize that close cooperation between the
States and the Federal Government is essen-
tial to workable conservation programs.
But many of us in the Congress are in-
sistent—I might say even adamant—that
the integrity and identity of the States be
preserved—particularly in this area. We
want a genuine partnership in these matters
and not some sort of master-servant re-
lationship. We got our partnership in the
form of the bill that passed the Senate and
I hope the House doesn't do any tinkering
with this.

' Frgh

As most of you know S. 2 authorizes Fed-

eral financial assistance to land-grant colleges
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and universities and other competent insti-
‘tutions of higher learning to help establish
water resources research institutes across the
country along the lines of the well-proven
Federal program dealing with agriculture
research under the Hatch Act.

Implicit in the bill is a recognition by
the Congress that each State, indeed each
city, river basin and watershed within that
State, has problems unique to that area.
Commonsense dictates that these problems be
met and solved where they prevail. Research
on water pollution in Connecticut is not of
much interest or use to water planners in
Nebraska concerned with the technieal and
practical aspects of the use and conserva-
tion of underground water. S. 2 will help
provide the knowledge and trained person-
nel so badly needed at the local level, It
was this fact that made the bill very ap-
pealing to me.

As a land grant college, the University of
Nebraska is eligible for participation in the
S. 2 program. Chancellor Hardin of the Uni-
versity of Nebraska has assured me of its
keen interest in cooperating in this effort
and already has given a great deal of thought
to the plans that will be submitted to the
Department of Interior for approval. The
care and thought that have gone into the
university's preparations are characteristic
not only of the conservation work that has
been done on the campus in Lincoln and
elsewhere but of the whole spectrum of soil
and water research and development in Ne-
braska. Our programs in Nebraska are in-
ternationally recognized and admired and
much of the credit for this belongs to you
people here today.

The perimeters of the university’s obliga-
tlons and responsbilities are not the cam-
puses in Lincoln or Omaha, but the State's
boundary lines. Once the expected research
institute is established and operating
smoothly, no community, no watershed, no
Nebraska will be without a place where in-
formation, assistance and counsel can be
obtained.

Unfortunately, S. 2 did not become public
law in time for funds to be made available
to it through the regular appropriations
process. However, a supplemental budget
request has been sent to the Congress and
funds for it are provided in this bill. Hear-
ings on this additional appropriation request
have been held. Action by both the House
and Senate is expected within the next sev-
eral days.

OTHER LEGISLATION

The Congress also has been working on
other legislation related to soill and water
conservation. It is my understanding that
the Congress on H.R. 3846 have been able
to reconcile the differences that exist in the
House and Senate versions of this bill and
will present their compromise to both bodies
shortly. This is the measure creating a
land and water conservation fund from which
appropriations will be made to provide out-
door recreation areas.

Also passed and already signed into law
is H.R. 9521 which increases the authoriza-
tion for the Missouri basin for fiscal years
1965 and 1966 by $120 million. One of the
provisions in this bill is that all funds ap-
propriated pursuant to the authorization
must be spent on projects presently under
construction. All new starts must be spe-
cifically authorized by Congress or reauthor-
ized as the case may be.

NEBRASKA PROJECTS

Of course, the bills to which I have re-
ferred are new legislation. While the pro-
grams provided in them certainly are wel-
come, the real work emphasis in this vital
field will continue to be on the long-standing
and time-tested programs of the Soil Con-
servation Service, the Corps of Engineers and
the Bureau of Reclamation. As a member
of both the Senate Agriculture Appropria-
tlons Subcommittee and the Public Works
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Appropriations Subcommittee, I have be-
come well acquainted with the work of these
agencies and of the importance of their
efforts to the welfare of our Nation and its
citizens,

The fiscal 1965 appropriations bills provid-
ing funds for the continued operation of the
many programs administered by them have
only recently cleared the Congress and are
awalting signature at the White House. In
view of this, I thought you might be inter-
ested to know what provisions have been
made for the projects affecting Nebraska.

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

Reports on Soil Conservation Service come
to you from authorized officials. I have only
these observations:

The appropriation for the Soil Conserva-
tion Service was increased this year by Con-
gress by £6.3 million over the 1864 bill. The
total appropriation for the agency is $208,-
206,000, Of this $100.56 million will go for
assistance to the districts; #65.8 million will
be for watershed protection; $25.4 milllon
for flood programing; $14.7 million for the
Great Plains conservation program and $1.7
million for resource conservation and de-
velopment projects. This year's action on
the Great Plains conservation program Iis
significant in that this is the first time the
budget estimate for it has been maintained.
Last year, Nebraska received $1.5 million un-
der this program—third highest in the Na-
tion.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

The June 16 flood in the Papillion Basin
was a tragic and heartbreaking reminder of
what can happen in an uncontrolled and un-
treated watershed.

In Washington, soon after we heard of the
disaster, Senator Curtis and I obtained from
the Senate Public Works Committee a reso-
lution calling for a new flood control study
of the entire basin. Later, funds in the
amount of $50,000 were added to the corps
budget to make this study.

Because of wise and timely action taken
by the local governments of Douglas, Sarpy
and Washington Counties, the Soil Conser-
vation Service also will be able to put a sur-
vey team into the fleld. I am also advised
that the State will contribute to this effort
with aerial mapping and photographing. All
this is wonderful and encouraging news and
many are to be commended. The achieve-
ment of a sound and workable plan for
bringing the Papio under control will re-
quire the energies and talents of many and
a spirit of close cooperation and common
dedication. None of these qualities seem to
be in short supply which is to the great
credit of all concerned.

The Corps of Engineers budget for 19656
also contains funds for construction of the
Little Paplo flood control plan. A design
memorandum outlining the actual plans of
construction is being prepared and is due
to be completed by December 1, The En-
gineers are hoping to be able to start mov-
ing dirt by May 1 of next year. With over
$50 million worth of property and countless
lives at stake, work on this wvital project
must not be delayed. When the Engineers
have completed all the planning and are
ready to move forward with full construc-
tion, you may be sure that their request for
funds to do the job as fast and as sound
enginering principles allow will meet with
active and energetic support in the Congress,

RECLAMATION EASEMENTS

Those of you representing constituencies
west of the 100th meridian which runs
through our State will be pleased to learn
that on August 20 the Congress passed and
sent to the White House a bill authorizing
the payment of just compensation for all
rights-of-way acquired in connection with
irrigation projects. Those familiar with the
Ainsworth project will remember that under
an old law passed back in 1890, many land-
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owners along the canal connecting the res-
ervoir in Cherry County with the district in
Brown County were required to give up their
land without one cent of compensation. The
new law contains a feature enabling the
Bureau of Reclamation to go back and pay
all these landowners for their loss.

The knowledge that our projects in Ne-
braska are able to measure up to the high
standards of feasibility and desirability de-
manded by the Congress is reassuring. From
a lawyer's point of view, supporting them
and working for them is like going to court
when you know the facts and the law are on
your side.

ON THE MINUS SIDE

While I don’t want to conclude this talk
on an unhappy note, there have been some
disappointing developments over the past
12 months. One is in the area of new recla-
mation starts. I don't have to tell you of
the wide bipartisan support which our recla-
mation program has enjoyed since its incep-
tion many years ago.

To date, this session of Congress has passed
only two bills authorizing four small recla-
mation projects., This is clear evidence, that
despite its protests thut it is interested in
conservation and reclamation, this admin-
istration’s commitments and interests lie
elsewhere. Considering the leadtime needed
to bring well-considered and proven projects
into being, the present indifference could
deal a crippling blow to the whole program.
Certainly, as far as this Senator is concerned,
if we can afford to spend billions abroad on
military and economic assistance and bil-
lions at home on programs that are in the
minds of many ill-advised and political gim-
micks, we can afford to maintain the sound
and effective reclamation program that has
been the tradition over the past several dec-
ades.

FEDERAL PAYROLL

I am also disappointed by the cynical ma-
nipulations of the Federal payroll the past
few months. well established and proven
programs are being pruned of personnel to
make room for new jobs in new agencies.
While this allows the administration to main-
tain the election year fiction that it is cut-
ting down on Government spending, it is
not good government,

Those connected with the Soil Conserva-
tion Service need look no further than their
own agency for an example of this political
cynicism. This agency which all fairminded
men agree needs more trained people to do
its job and discharge its responsibility to the
farmers of this Nation has had arbitrary job
ceilings imposed on it. The Department of
Agriculture similarly is being denied ad-
equate numbers of meat inspectors endan-
gering the orderly processing of all meat
products. Yet, the so-called war on poverty
proposes more than 4,000 new Federal jobs—
and that is just a start. The so-called Ap-
palachia program will have a like effect.
How are these jobs going to be filled with-
out skyrocketing Federal employment? I'll
leave the answer to you.

OTHER PROGRAMS

Finally, I am disappointed by the failure
of the administration to listen to the re-
quests that are being made in the Halls of
Congress to start applying some of the les-
sons learned in our conservation program to
foreign aid.

You all know what it takes to get con-
servation projects authorized. There must
be a full field investigation and survey. A
detalled report with plans and specifications
must be prepared. Public hearings must
be held and criticism invited. Then you
must look back to Congress and prove your
plan is sound and your project financially
feasible. Even after all this has been done,
and the merits of your project fully tested
and demonstrated, you must wait until the
budget will bear your project.
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How is foreign ald administered? For the
most part the money—and it comes to bil-
lions—is doled out all over the world with
few or no practical guidelines; few controls,
no reported audits; few or no technical
strings. Our foreign aid people haven't the
foggliest notion of what Is included in a ben-
efit-to-cost ratio or even what the ratio is
and what it means. There is §7 billion in
the foreign aid pipeline and yet an effort to
keep this year's program under $3 billion al-
ready has failed.

You may ask, and rightly so, what has this
to do with soil and water conservation? My
friends, It shows how far our Government
is drifting from the moorings of common-
sense and clear reasoning. In government
we stand in danger of looseness and care-
lessness becoming the standard and not the
exception. If these gquantities are allowed
to persist in one program they will spread
and infect other programs, and I for one
would hate to see our conservation pro-
gram degenerate into the kind of mess we
have in foreign aid. When we give and lend
money for projects outside our country, why
should we not expect some sort of advance
planning? Why shouldn't we expect some
sort of economic justification? Why
shouldn’'t we demand a favorable benefit-to-
cost ratio? What makes the rest of the
world different from the United States?

FUTURE TENDENCIES

And be assured that the evils which I have
recited are spreading. In the supplemental
budget mentioned earlier, alongside the $114
million request for funds to start the S. 2
program, is an item for the war on poverty.
It's a “small” item—just $947 million.

Yet, the expenditure of that vast sum is
governed by very few definite guidelines or
restrictions almost universally found in gov-
ernment pro, The Federal Govern-
ment already operates and finances some 42
programs in the area of relieving and re-
ducing causes or effects of poverty at a cost
in the range of more than $30 billion.

Yet an additional $947 million—almost
another billilon—are added in a program
which duplicates existing efforts along
proven, tried and already well-staffed stand-
ards. The new plan will compete with
plans already in operation for dollars, for
technical manpower, and for unfortunate
persons who are within the definition of
poverty.

And again I say, the activities of the new
plan are free and clear of the requirement
to follow the strict guidelines and require-
ments which are so necessary for expending
public money wisely and without waste.

There is another reason why soil and
water conservationists should be concerned
with wasteful and unwise Government ex-
penditures. All of us know that the total
of all Government budget expenditures is
limited. There are only so many dollars
available at any given time.

The more used for uses which are not wise
or of general and permanent value, the less
there is left for those which have been
proven good but whose program is still un-
finished.

Cerfainly, the area in which you folks
are interested is such a program. If may
not appear glamorous. It may not be suit-
able for dramatic TV presentations for na-
tionwide audiences; to many it does not
seem “bold, daring, and romantic.”

Yet your program is fundamental to our
Nation's future. It is imperative to plans
of our future population growth and great-
ness. It is a program which is deserving of
steady, substantial, and intelligent pursuit.

The traditions of the water and soil pro-
gram go back a long way in our Nation's
history. It's ideals are just as live and shin-
ing now as they were 75 or 100 years ago.

Your group is to be commended for keep-
ing the faith—and actively practicing it.
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REGIONAL WINNERS, WORLD-HERALD'S
CONSERVATION RECOGNITION PROGRAM

Garden County: Donald MecCormick, Osh-
kosh; Howard Newkirk, Lewellen; Frank E.
Robinson, Oshkosh; Van E. Fisher, Lewellen;
and Howard Ardissono, Oshkosh,

Cherry County: Clint Hull, Valentine;
Wesley Fox, Kilgore; W. Everett Brown, Val-
entine; Joe Hammond, Eennedy; and Ray-
mond Andrews, Cody.

Kearney County: Willlam B. Bang, Min-
den; Adrian C. Lynn, Minden; Stanley Pet-
erson, Minden; Osee Newbold, Minden: and
Herbert Swanson, Wilcox.

Thurston County: Claus O. Malmberg,
Pender; Francis Allen, Walthill; John Kro-
ger, Jr., Rosalie; Melvin Hanson, Emerson;
and Howard Swanson, Walthill.

Clay County: Harold Lowe, Saronville;
Ralph Godtel, Clay Center; Jack Hubbell,
Deweese; Silas Gerlach, Harvard, and Ver-
non Yost, Edgar.

Otoe County: Vernon Niebuhr, Dunbar;
Fred Griepenstroh, Syracuse; Paul Antes,
Syracuse; E. Franklin Gee, Bennet; and Wal-
ter Reimer, Syracuse.

FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA CHAPTERS

Hooper, Nebr., chapter, sweepstakes win-
ner.

Eeya Paha Chapter,
second place honors.

Kimball, Nebr., chapter, third place hon-
ors.

Palmyra, Nebr., chapter, area winner.

Fullerton, Nebr., chapter, area winner,

Superior, Nebr., chapter, area winner.

Lexington, Nebr., chapter, area winner.

McCook, Nebr., chapter, area winner.

Springview, Nebr.,

ALASKA AND THE FEDERAL
HOUSING PROGRAM

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, on
September 2, President Johnson signed
the Housing Act of 1964. Today, I wish
to review some of this important meas-
ure’s major provisions, relate them to my
own State, and take a brief look into the
future. Although the act contains no
radical innovations or departures as re-
gards our present housing program, it
does provide for a 1-year extension of the
program, and makes some significant
improvements in it. Therefore, I think
it important that we understand what
the housing program has accomplished
in the past and what the new bill’s vari-
ous provisions will mean as they are im-
plemented.

Title I of the Housing Act continues
the mortgage insurance programs of the
Federal Housing Administration, and im-
proves them in several respects. Thou-
sands of Americans can testify to the
helpfulness of FHA programs. Families
are enabled to build homes and to avoid
crushing expenses through obtaining
long-term low-interest loans These pro-
grams have been important to Alaska.
From their ineception in 1935 through
1963, 6,819 home mortgages and 34 mul-
tifamily housing mortgages—involving
3.853 units— in Alaska have been FHA-
insured. The dollar value of these mort-
gages totals $133,287,000 for the home
mortgages and $45,765,000 for those cov-
ering multifamily projects.

The Housing Act of 1964 raises the
mortgage ceilings for several FHA pro-
grams, including the regular section 203
program and programs for low-cost
housing in outlying areas, for rental and
multifamily housing, and for condomin-
iums. Some of these programs already
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make exceptions, to compensate for
Alaska’s high costs. In other cases, this
bill’s revision of mortgage ceilings should
prove very helpful to Alaska homebuild-
ers.

Second, the bill amends present FHA
legislation, to give additional relief to
home mortgagors in default because of
circumstances bheyond their control.
Mortgagees will be enabled to recast
their mortgages and to extend their ma-
turities more easily. It is anticipated
that these provisions will give lenders an
incentive to enter into forbearance
agreements in cases of genuine need, by
removing some of the risks to which
lenders are now subject in such situa-
tions. The idea is not, of course, to en-
courage defaults, but is simply to liberal-
ize terms of payment in exceptional
hardship cases.

The 1964 Housing Act also enables the
Federal Housing Commissioner to extend
aid to homeowners who, after relying
upon FHA eonstruction standards and
inspections, find major structural de-
feets in their homes. Of course, FHA
inspection is intended to preclude such
difficulties, and defects are generally
covered by the builder's warranty, But
there are cases in which defects have
slipped by, and the builder is no longer
in existence, has no assets, or refuses to
cooperate. In such cases, the Housing
Act now permits the FHA to finance
structural repairs.

Fourth, title I liberalizes the FHA's
new home-improvement loan-insurance
program for homes outside of urban re-
newal areas. This program was designed
to enable homeowners to make substan-
tial improvements in their homes, with-
out refinancing mortgages, thus halting
the decline of “gray area” neighbor-
hoods, and avoiding the necessity of re-
storing them later, under the costly
processes of urban renewal. However,
the program has been slow in getting
started in Alaska and across the Nation.
Therefore, it is hoped that the bill will
stimulate activity in declining urban
areas where it is most needed, through
liberalizing the rating criteria for eligi-
ble properties, and making the program
more attractive to lenders, by allowing
default insurance benefits to be paid in
cash.

Fifth, title I amends the National
Housing Act so as to permit the Federal
Housing Commissioner to insure mort-
gages on nursing home facilities spon-
sored by private, nonprofit corporations
or associations. This supplements the
limited assistance which is now available
for such purposes under the Hill-Burton
Act.

Finally, title I makes certain additional
revisions in FHA mortgage-insurance
programs. Existing requirements that
the FHA foreclose mortgages on multi-
family projects within 1 year of default
are liberalized, so as to allow alternative
arrangements in exceptional cases.
Nonprofit educational institutions are
allowed to pay their mortgages before
maturity, without premium charges.
Other provisions increase the eligibility
of servicemen for the low-income hous-
ing program, continue and expand the
FHA’s experimental housing program,
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alter slightly the FHA's insurance pay-
ment procedures, and improve the pro-
gram of mortgage insurance for con-
dominiums.

Title IT of the Housing Act of 1964
deals with housing for the elderly and
handicapped. It increases the eligibility
of single, elderly individuals for the low-
cost housing program. It continues
present programs of housing for the
elderly, with additional authorizations of
$75 million. It revises a number of ex-
istent housing programs so as to give
handicapped persons the preferred treat-
ment now given to the elderly.

Title III of the bill deals with pro-
grams of urban renewal and growth. At
the end of the fiscal year 1964, 777 cities,
with 1,636 projects, were participating
in these programs, across the Nation. A
large backlog of applications has accu-
mulated, and several new projects are
expected to be ready for approval during
the fiscal year 1965. The Housing Act
effects continuation of the urban re-
newal program at present levels for ap-
proximately 1 year, with an authoriza-
tion of $725 million.

Urban renewal in Alaska, through
1963, involved eight projects in the cities
of Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Sitka.
Grant reservations for these programs
totaled $6,298,804. These figures, of
course, do not include the special urban-
renewal programs planned on or under-
taken after the March 27 earthquake.

In addition to the 1l-year extension,
the Housing Act alters the present ur-
ban renewal program so as to guarantee
and promote enforcement of housing
codes by cities involved in the program.
This change reflects the recognition that
code enforcement is an important part of
a community’s efforts to rehabilitate
blighted areas and prevent their spread.
It anticipates that the HHFA Adminis-
trator will aid communities in planning
and carrying out their code enforcement
program.

A third provision is for increased de-
velopment of air rights sites, under
urban renewal programs. Such projects
involve the construction of facilities over
areas, consisting primarily of highways,
railroads, bridge or tunnel entrances,
and so forth. The projects have the dual
purpose of screening the area so it will
not detract from the value of surround-
ing property, and utilizing the space
over the area for needed housing and
other facilities.

Fourth, the bill will institute a new
program of rehabilitation loans for home
and property owners, in urban renewal
areas. The HHFA Administrator is au-
thorized to grant low-interest loans to
finance improvements designed to make
property conform to code requirements
or to urban renewal plans for the area.
This should reduce the need for the dem-
olition of structures, lessen the disrup-
tion which renewal programs bring, and
permit the saving of valuable properties
and funds.

Title III will also authorize additional
federally reimbursed relocation pay-
ments to low- or moderate-income fami-
lies, to elderly individuals, and to small,
independent businesses displaced from
urban renewal areas.
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Another provision of the bill increases
the funds available for experimental ur-
ban renewal programs. These pilot proj-
ects not only aid the communities in
which they are located, but also serve as
testing grounds for new plans and tech-
niques, which may then be applied
throughout the country. They are lo-
cally developed and administered, but
Federal funds cover up to two-thirds of
their cost.

A seventh section of the title strength-
ens the program of urban-planning
grants established by the Housing Act of
1954. Through 1963, 12 planning proj-
ects in Alaska, involving $278,132 in Fed-
eral grants, had been carried out under
this program. The communities of
Douglas, Fairbanks, Anchorage, Juneau,
Ketchikan, Palmer, Seward, Sitka,
Kenai, Kodiak, Cordova, Haines, Port
Chilkoot, and Skagway participated.
These figures do not include Anchorage’s
recent comprehensive planning grant,
or the planning assistance rendered
after the earthquake to Anchorage,
Cordova, Valdez, and Kodiak.

The Housing Act authorizes an appro-
priation of $30 million, to carry forward
the planning program for 1 year. It
broadens the assistance available to In-
dian reservations and communities of
less than 50,000 population. Three-
fourth grants will be made available,
without respect to any population lim-
itations, to municipalities and regions
in a designated redevelopment area—
which includes all of Alaska—or to
localities suffering from the shutdown of
a Federal installation.

Title IV of the bill deals with housing
for low-income families and individuals.
In Alaska, low-rent projects in Anchor-
age, Fairbanks, Juneau, Ketchikan, and
Sitka, involving 349 units, and develop-
ment costs of $5,914,532, have been made
possible by the Public Housing Admin-
istration’s low-rent programs. These
projects have involved $1,717,603 in
PHA loan commitments, and $247417
in debt-service contributions.

The Housing Act authorizes $30 mil-
lion for the l-year continuation of the
low-rent public housing program, and
$5 million for the low-income housing-
demonstration program. It also amends
in several minor respects existing public
housing legislation.

The eligibility for low-rent housing of
single persons displaced by urban re-
newal is increased. The bill establishes
the development of relocation plans as a
prerequisite to the approval of a com-
munity’s low-rent housing project. Pro-
vision also is made for relocation pay-
ments to families, individuals, businesses,
and nonprofit organizations displaced
from low-rent public housing project
sites, on the same basis as that on which
relocation payments are now made to
urban-renewal displacees.

The Housing Act’s fifth title continues
existing rural housing programs, in-
creases to $300,000 the maximum insur-
able mortgage under the rural rental-
housing program for the elderly, and au-
thorizes grants to assist public or private
nonprofit agencies to provide low-cost
housing for domestic farm labor—a
group which is at the very bottom of our
poverty scale.
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Title VI of the bill expands somewhat
the program of the Community Facilities
Administration. Eligibility requirements
for public-facility loans—under which
Alaska, as of last year, had borrowed
$416,000 for projects in Seward and Dil-
lingham, in addition to $4,306,000 in
grants and $190,000 in loans received
under the CFA’s share of the accelerated
public works program—are to be lib-
eralized slightly. Increased considera-
tion will particularly be given to small
communities in redevelopment areas.

Additional advances for public works
planning are also authorized by title VI,
and repayment requirements are made
more equitable. Alaska has a stake here
also, for 16 of our State’s communities
have received $1,226,000 in planning ad-
vances for 44 projects. Through 1963,
Anchorage, College—the University of
Alaska, Cordova, Douglas, Fairbanks,
Juneau, Kenai, Ketchikan, Xodiak,
Nenana, Nome, Palmer, Petersburg,
Seldovia, Seward, and Wrangell par-
ticipated in the planning advance pro-
gram.

Several other sections of the Housing
Act are likewise of special interest and
importance. Some involve the Federal
National Mortgage Association. Since
1954, the FNMA has purchased 12
mortgages, totaling $218,000, under its
regular secondary market operations
program in Alaska, and has purchased
2,595 mortgages, totaling $60,121,000,
under its special assistance functions.
These figures, again, extend only
throughk 1963, and do not take into ac-
count the FNMA'’s stepped-up activity
following the earthquake. The bill
would make no major changes in
FNMA programs, but it would broaden
the association’s authority to finance its
operations through public issuances, and
would give the association the right to
purchase and sell “participations’”—frac-.
tional interests in mortgages—in its sec-
ondary market operations in the way it
now does under the special assistance
provisions.

The Housing Act continues, and makes
minor improvements in, the Community
Facility Administration’s program of
college housing loans. Here, too, is a
provision under which Alaska has bene-
fited. At the end of last year, the Uni-
versity of Alaska and Alaska Methodist
University had received five loans, total-
ing $8,840,000, for construction of
dormitory facilities to accommodate 644
students.

A few miscellaneous provisions of the
Housing Act should be mentioned, in
conclusion, It sets up a program of
graduate scholarships in the vital fields
of city planning and urban studies. It
increases the lending authority of na-
tional banks and Federal savings and
loan associations. It continues the pro-
gram of grants to communities for the
acquisition of open space land.

Mr. President, Alaska and Alaskans
have benefited greatly from our various
housing and urban renewal programs,
coordinated under the Housing and
Home Finance Agency. These programs
have insured the loans of individual
homebuilders and developers of multi-
unit projects. They have stimulated
local and institutional activity, through
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loans and matching grants for college
facilities, urban renewal, low income and
rural housing and planning assistance.
They have been integral to our earth-
quake recovery efforts. The Housing Act
of 1964 guarantees that these programs
will continue uninterrupted for 1 more
year, and make appreciable improve-
ments in some of them.

It is my hope that early in the next
Congress we shall have an opportunity
to review the entire housing program
and to give further consideration to such
substantial improvements and exten-
sions as those suggested in the Presi-
dent’'s housing message of this year.
Certainly, housing is an area which must,
and will, occupy more and more of our
attention in the years ahead, on the
local, State, and Federal governmental
levels. Charles Abrams world housing
authority, and author of “Man’s Struggle
for Shelter in an Urbanizing World,”
estimates that “in the next 40 years, the
population growth in the world’s cities
will probably be double the entire popu-
lation growth that the world has ex-
perienced in the last 6,000 years.”

Surely it is folly to suppose that any-
thing less than a massive effort will al-
leviate the housing difficulties these
figures portend. Housing programs are
integral to any national assault on pov-
erty. They are essential to orderly
urban development. They are abso-
lutely necessary if population growth and
urban expansion, promising as they are
for a richer and more diversified society,
are not at the same time to result in a
deprived and miserable existence for
millions.

ART OF THE ARGENTINE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am pleased to announce that “New Art of
Argentina,” the first U.S. exhibition to
illustrate the rapid evolution of Argen-
tine art during the last 3 years, will open
at the Walker Art Center, in Minne-
apolis, on September 8. It will be the
second in a series of exhibitions, orga-
nized by Walker, devoted to contempo-
rary art in Latin America. The first,
‘;gl’ezw Art of Brazil,” was premiered in
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More than 70 works by 32 artists were
selected for the exhibition by Jan van der
Marck, Walker Art Center curator, in as-
sociation with Prof. Jorge Romero Brest,
former director of the Museo Nacional
de Bellas Artes, and now head of the In-
stituto Torcuato de Tella’s Centro de
Arte, in Buenos Aires. The exhibition is
sponsored by the Argentine Embassy in
Washington, D.C.

The new Argentine art is now the
strongest contributor to the field of con-
temporary art in Latin America. Its
focal point is Buenos Aires, although
9 of the 32 artists in the exhibition
currently live in Paris, 3 live in New
York, and 1 lives in Rome. The de-
velopment of Argentine art to its full
capacity became apparent at the 31st
Venice Biennale, in 1962. In December
of 1963, an exhibition of recent art from
Argentina opened at the Musee National
d’Art Moderne, in Paris.
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The various directions of Argentine
painting are documented in five group-
ings in the exhibition:

Constructivism and the Argentine
contribution to the *“Recherches d’Art
Visuel” will be represented in works by
Luis Tomasello, Julio Le Pare, Hugo De
Marco, Carlos Silva, Miguel Angel Vidal,
and Eduardo Mac-Entyre.

Abstract painting and a growing inter-
est in college will be represented in works
by Jose Antonio Fernandez-Muro, Clo~-
rindo Testa, Marcio Pucciarelli, Miguel
Ocampo, Kasuya Sakai, and Sarah Grilo.

The lyric abstraction of the group
“Boa Phases” will be represented in can-
vases by Osvaldo Borda, Martha Peluffo,
and Rogelio Polesello.

The New Figuration will be repre-
sented in the works of Romulo Maccio,
Luis Felipe Noe, Jorge de la Vega,
Ernesto Deira, and Antonio Segui.

The Argentine equivalent of American
style “Pop-Art” and French “New Real-
ism” can be found in the works of An-
tonio Berni, Ruben Santantonin, Marta
Minujin, Carlos Squirru, Delia Puzzovio,
and Delia Sara Cancela.

A concise selection of sculpture will in-
clude works by Alicia Penalba, Marino
Di Teana, Gyula Kosice, Lebero Badii,
Ennio Iommi, and Noemi Gerstein.

The exhibition catalog of 80 pages will
be designed by Juan Carlos Distefano,
Argentina’s foremost graphic artist.

Following its appearance at the
Walker Art Center from September 8
through October 11, “New Art of Argen-
tina' will begin a year-long tour of the
United States.

The opening of this exhibition will be
attended by the Argentine Ambassador
to the United States, Dr. Norberto M.
Barrenechea, and Mrs. Barrenechea, and
by the Director of Cultural Affairs of the
Organization of American States, Dr.
Rafael Squirru.

This exhibition will contribute to the
development of knowledge for the teach-
ing of the artistic and intellectual evolu-
tion of the countries of Latin America.
Inasmuch as the exhibition will be on
tour in the United States for 1 year,
many U.S. citizens will be given an op-
portunity to view it, thus enriching their
knowledge of the sister Republic of Ar-
gentina, and promoting closer relations
between the two countries.

I am delighted to know that a leading
Minnesota institution, the Walker Art
Center, will be privileged to stage the
opening of this exhibition.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF
HAWAIIAN LEGISLATURE

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, it gives
me great pleasure to present a concur-
rent resolution adopted by the Legisla-
ture of the State of Hawaii during a
special session just adjourned. I think
the resolution reflects the views of a great
majority of the people of Hawaii; and I
ask unanimous consent that the resolu-
tion be printed in the REcoORb.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas ever changing world events have

thrust world leadership upon the United
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States of America with the solemn respon-
sibility of fostering brotherhood and human-
ity and maintaining world peace; and
Whereas the United States has encountered
threats to world peace in this cold war and
has repeatedly demonstrated its diligence of
its task with firmness measured with under-
standing for peace; and
Whereas the United States again faces a
challenge in the aggression by terror against
South Vietnam followed by hostile action
against U.S. ships on the high seas in the
Gulf of Tonkin by the forces of North Viet-
nam; and
Whereas Lyndon B. Johnson, President of
the United States, and Commander in Chief
of the Nation’s Armed Forces, has ordered
military forces of the United States to repel
any armed attack upon the forces of the
United States and to prevent further aggres-
slon; and
Whereas the Congress of the United States
by the southeast Asia resolution (S.J. Res.
189, H.J. Res. 1145) has authorized the Presi-
dent to take all necessary steps, including the
use of armed force to assist any member or
protocol state of the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty requesting assistance in
defense of its freedom: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Second Legislature of the State of
Hawaii, First Special Session of 1964, the
Senate concurring, That this Legislature and
the people of the State of Hawaii support the
Congress of the United States and President
Lyndon B. Johnson, President of the United
States, in their effort to carry out our Na-
tion's determination to take all necessary
measures in support of freedom, and in de-
fense of peace, in southeast Asia; and be it
further
Resolved, That certified copies of this con-
current resolution be transmitted to Presi-
dent Lyndon B, Johnson, President of the
United States; Hon. Carl Hayden, President
pro tempore of the Senate of the United
States; Hon. John W. McCormack, Speaker of
the House of Representatives of the United
States; Senator Daniel K., Inouye; Senator
Hiram L. Fong; Representative Thomas P.
Gill; and Representative Spark M.
Matsunaga. -
We hereby certify that the foregoing con-
current resolution was this day finally
adopted by the House of Representatives of
the Second Legislature of the State of Ha-
wall, First Special Session of 1964.
ELMER F. CRAVALHO,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
SHIGETO EANEMOTO,
Clerk, House of Representatives.
We hereby certify that the foregoing con-
current resolution was this day adopted by
the Senate of the Second Legislature of the
State of Hawali, First Special Session of 1964.
Nerson K. Dor,
President of the Senate.
SEICHI HIRAT,
Clerk of the Senate.

RESETTLING EMIGRE SCHOLARS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, Ameri-
cans have a long and honored tradition
of providing help under nongovern-
mental auspices to those who come to
these shores in search of freedom. The
American Council for Emigrés in the Pro-
fessions is an organization in that tradi-
tion; and its founder, Dr. Else Staud-
inger, is now marking 30 years of
dedicated, selfless service in salvaging
the lives and talents of refugee scholars,
scientists, and other professional people
who have sought refuge in our country.
Dr. Staudinger is to be commended for
her efforts in founding the American
Council for Emigrés in the Professions,
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Inec., in 1945; and since that time the or-
ganization has helped thousands of
refugee professional and highly trained
men and women to fill economic needs
in our country. These men and women
represent human resources that are of
inestimable value to the strength of our
Nation.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a condensation of
an article, written by Murray Teigh
Bloom, entitled “Else Staudinger’s $100
Million Gift to Uncle Sam”, which was
published in Reader’s Digest for Au-
gust 1964.

There being no objection, the con-
densation was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Erse STAUDINGER'S $100 MmrioN GIFT TO
UNCLE Sam

For the past 19 years, Else Staudinger, a
petite, energetic grandmother, has been as-
sembling a marvelous $100 million gift for
her adopted country, the United States.

Else Staudinger has only modest means.
But with imagination and persistence she
and her associates have converted more than
3,000 top grade but unemployed brains into
a first-class human resource for the United
States. The brains belong to penniless,
friendless refugee professional people who
have come here from Russia, Poland, Hun-
gary, China, Czechoslovakia, East Germany,
and Cuba. Without Else and her group,
the American Council for Emigrés in the
Professions, Inc. (ACEP), most of the new-
comers would have remained in dead end
jobs. Unable to speak English, lacking
know-how and contracts, they would have
been unable to convert their specialized edu-
cations into assets for themselves and their
new country.

“A top education from grade school
through college and graduate school costs
about $45,000 in the United States today,”
Else told me recently. “By putting 3,000
trained people into our mainstream we've
acquired an educational gift worth at least
$100 million.”

“We can't afford to have these people doing
subsistence work, or becoming dependent on
friends or private-charity,” says ACEP Con-
sultant Wesley J. Hennessy, assoclate dean of
the Columbia University School of Engineer-
ing. “When you can put a professional man
back into his field, you shortcut all these
problems. Every year ACEP places over 100
qualified sclentists and engineers alone—an
output comparable to that of a falr-sized
university.”

One of ACEP's classic successes is Dr.
Ernest L. Parker, a Czech refugee who has a
Ph. D. degree in agriculture from the Univer-
sity of Leipzig. He came here with his wife
and daughter in 1941 and worked on chicken
farms for B years. Then he supervised a wa-
terfront warehouse crew in New York. In
1949 a loaded pallet fell on him, breaking
several ribs.

“While I was recovering, someone told me
about ACEP,” he says. “I was very discour-
aged at the time., After B years of manual
labor it was hard to think of myself as a
teacher.” Else Staudinger and her associates
knew Ph. D.'s in agriculture were scarce, and
they sent out resumes of Dr. Parker's Euro-
pean experience. Arizona State University
was interested. ACEP paid for Dr. Parker’s
flight to Tempe, and he got a contract as as-
sistant professor.

Within 6 years Dr. Parker rose to full
professor. In the following years he was
elected chairman of the faculty assembly and
president of the Arizona College Assoclation.
A research project be began has led to the
wiping out of a crippling poultry disease in
the State. And the poultry farm he launched
for teaching purposes on a $50 shoestring now
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brings the university an income of $25,000
a year.

Until recently, State rules made it impos-
sible for “Arizona State to hire citizens of
other countries as teachers (Dr. Parker had
become a U.S. citizen). The rule has now
been dropped. Many faculty members are
convinced that the excellent record of Dr.
Ernest Parker, ex-chicken farmer, ex-dock
walloper, led to the change.

ACEP charges no fees. Modest voluntary
contributions are sent in by men and women
who have been placed, but the organization’s
major support comes from private contribu-
tions and foundation grants.

ACEP has had 17,188 applications since
1945. In the average case It takes $600 and
7 months to place an emigré in a suitable
job. Until then, ACEP finds them “bread
and butter” jobs: night watchman, walter
and so on. One man had worked as a fac-
tory porter for 5 years before he was placed
as an assoclate professor of modern languages
in a New England college. On the other
hand, it took only 2 weeks to find a position
for another man, a physicist.

For Else Staudinger the continuing effort
to place these educated refugees is repayment
for the kindnesses she and her husband,
Hans, received when they fled here from Nazi
Germany. They arrived in 1934, and Hans
was invited to teach at the New School for
Soclial Research in New York. *“We had such
good luck here,” Else recalls, “that I felt we
must help other refugee scholars.” For 5
years, Else worked for Alvin Johnson's refu-
gee scholars project, which brought well-
known refugee scholars to the United States.
Then, in 1945, ACEP formally came into
being in two tiny offices run by Else and a
friend, Mrs., Henry Seidel Canby. Today it
has a staff of 24 and is housed at the Carnegie
Center, opposite the U.N.

“We kept thinking of ourselves as a tem-
porary agency,” she says. “But, since the
Hungarian exodus in 1956, I've realized that
ACEP is here to stay. We will always have
refugees, and our country will always need
their special talents. Now we're concentrat-
ing on the Cubans, and before long, I suspect,
Chinese scientists, engineers, and scholars
will be coming to us, too.”

Ocecasionally ACEP is able to make whole-
sale placements. A few years ago the Army
Language School in Monterey, Calif., asked
the agency if it could furnish teachers for
28 different languages. (ACEP registrants
command more than 100.) An Army major
flew in and, after 5!2 days of continuous
interviewing, scooped up 77 men and women.

Some can’t be placed in their old profes-
sions. For example, lawyers don’'t know
American law, and many are too old to start
studying again. But ACEP has discovered
that there are more than 70,000 vacant libra-
rian posts throughout the country. With
ACEP funds and State and Federal educa-
tional loans, more than 60 foreign lawyers
have been given a year's intensive work in
library sclence at Columbia University and
other schools. So far, 48 have been placed.
One of them, who had been a hospital or-
derly, is now chief librarian of a New Jersey
university.

Many of the emigrees have been trained in
mathematics, physics, and chemistry—fields
in which there is an enormous shortage of
teachers. *“But before we can retrain these
men and women to teach,” Else says, "we
have to give them a working command of
English.” ACEP found a retired junior high
school principal to administer the program of
providing more than 900 emigrees a year with
3 to 4 hours of intensive private English
tutoring a week.

‘*Most of our 556 volunteer tutors are former
teachers, and in 3 or 4 months we can give
the pupils fluency and understanding,” Else
told me. Once their English iz in working
order, selected sclentists among the emigrés
attend courses, paid for by the National
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Science Foundation, at Brooklyn Polytech-
nie Institute to become acquainted with
American texts and teaching methods, After
that they generally can be placed in college
teaching posts.

To get trained Cuban refugees back into
teaching, ACEP organized special orientation
courses in English and in U.S. teaching meth-
ods in conjunction with the New York City
board of education. Many of the Cuban
teachers will be ideal for classes of Puerto
Rican pupils who speak Spanish only.

For Cuban teachers whose educational
qualifications do not meet U.S, standards,
ACEP has found another outlet: social work.
ACEP has placed 30 former Cuban teachers
in daytime auxiliary social-work jobs; they
go to school at night for graduate training.
Dozens of others are being placed as New
York City social investigators, to check out
welfare applicants. The city has never been
able to get enough Spanish-speaking investi-
gators.

Encouraged by its great success with
trained refugees, ACEP is now paying more
attention to young men and women who left
their oppressed lands before they could com-
plete their university education. Dean Hen-
nessy says, “We've worked out a special night
course in drafting for engineering students.
After a few months they will be able to get
daytime jobs as draftsmen, and they can com-
plete their engineering education at night.
In this way, with an investment of $300 per
student for the drafting course, ACEP sal-
vages a $30,000 education.”

Thus, Else Staudinger and her coworkers
continue to find new ways to match emigree
gkills with American needs.

“Those of us of the free world,” says Dr.
Harry J. Carman, dean emeritus of Colum-
bia College and president of ACEP, “know
of the risks ordinary men and women take
to escape to freedom. We must do our
utmost to help them fulfill the promise of
their potential for themselves and for our
country.”

“THE PUBLIC PAYS AND STILL
PAYS"—ACTIVITIES OF THE PRI-
VATE POWER INDUSTRY

~ Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, in 1931,

the Senator from Alaska [Mr, GRUENING]
published “The Public Pays,” outlining
the propaganda activities of the private
power industry. His book has been re-
vised and reissued under the title “The
Public Pays and Still Pays.”

The junior Senator from Montana
[Mr, METCALF] reviewed the book for the
A_ugu.st 1964 issue of Progressive maga-
zine. I ask unanimous consent that the
review be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the review
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE PUBLIC STILL PAYs

(The Public Pays, by ERNEST GRUENING.
Vanguard Press. 273 pp. $2.25 paper.)
(Reviewed by Senator LEE METCALF)

The reissue of ERNEST GRUENING'S book,
“The Public Pays,” is an able, well-docu-
mented demonstration of the way private
power, America's largest industry, seeks to
discredit public power projects and Govern-
ment direction of power facilities. In bring-
ing his book up to date, Senator GRUENING
shows that private power companles have
consistently sought since the 1920's to under-
mine confidence in public power projects
and the abllity of the Government to inter-
vene constructively in the provision of power,
though current techniques are far more
sophisticated than those of the twenties he
describes. Using virtually every method of
persuasion short of skywriting, America's
private light and power producers have “edu-
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cated” the American public to the dangers
and costs of public power. At the same
time, the consumer has unknowingly paid
his “tuition” for this “education” in the form
of higher power bills.

The unigue aspect of Senator GRUENING'S
book is that though most of it was written
in 1931, it is still pertinent to the private-
public power controversy. The major part
of the book is a sklllful synthesis of the
lengthy hearings of the Federal Trade Com-
mission's investigations of power companies.
Completed in 1831, these investigations were
the impetus for such regulatory measures as
the Holding Company Act of 1935, the Se-
curities and Exchange Act, and the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936.

Senator GrRUENING describes how private
power companies never abandoned their
propaganda activities, even after their col-
lapse in the depression. Although not con-
ducted on & national scale, “public relations”
remained a major concern on the local level.
The Federal Power Commission’s investiga-
tions of five large northwestern utility com-
panies from 1935 to 1940 found that these
companies continued to expend large sums
of money to further their political and legis-
lative interests and to influence public
opinion.

Since 1950, the growth rate of investor-
owned electric utilities has risen to a point
where “some utilities match or surpass the
records of pace setters in other industries.”
With the highest profits in their history, in-
vestor-owned utilities have refined and ex-
tended their propaganda. They are now par-
ticularly concerned with the progress of REA
cooperatives, “impeding their legitimate
efforts to develop power generation and
transmission * * * seeking to hamstring
them legislatively and to prevent future
essential river basin development, fiood con-
trol, and power projects."”

The techniques used by private utility
companies to mold public opinion demand
careful analysis. In the 40-odd years since
Samuel Insull instigated the formation of
the Illinois Committee on Public Utilities,
private power has acquired formidable finesse
in creating a favorable climate of opinion.
Senator GRUENING includes nine examples of
current private power propaganda. These
“advertisements" associate public power with
unnecessary tax spending, Government fa-
voritism, socialism, and totalitarianism. One
such advertisement, noted by the late Presi-
dent Kennedy as being “particularly ugly,”
equated public power with the Berlin wall,
“with the clear implication that develop-
ment of public power is communistic and the
American people victims, like the East Ger-
mans seeking to escape.”

The distinction between propaganda of
this type and the public relations campaign
of the 1920’s is only one of degree. “All of
the devices utilized in the dishonest cam-
paign of the 1920’s—books, motion pictures,
canned editorials, circulars, newspapers, and
magazine advertisements—are again being
used.” The implicit parallel between power
propaganda in the twentles and contempo-
rary private utility “advertising' leads to the
startling conclusion that although many
aspects of the private power propaganda
campaign to subvert public opinion were ex-
posed by the Federal Trade Commission Re-
port of 1931, similar tactics are still in effec-
tive use today. What is more, contemporary
power propaganda is far more costly than the
relatively crude public relations projects of
the twenties; hence the public is paying a
higher price than ever before to learn the
benefits of private power.

Senator GRUENING recaptures the spirit
and purpose of private power propaganda in
the twenties by relying extensively on the
FTC's reports and exhibits, “so that the
propaganda’s purpose, as nearly as may be,
is revealed ‘out of the mouths’ of its pro-
ponents.” Educational institutions were a
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prime target of private power propaganda.
Private utilities sponsored courses on utility-
connected problems through universities and
colleges, exerted pressure to revise unfavor-
able textbooks, and distributed large num-
bers of pamphlets, all directed toward “fixing
the truth about utilities in the young per-
son's mind before incorrect notions become
fixed there.”

While the infiltration of the American edu-
cational system by the proponents of private
power is perhaps the most alarming aspect
of private power’s propaganda campaign in
the twenties, this was only one aspect of a
diverse program of action. Private utilities
supplied the press with “canned editorials”
favorable to private power and used their
advertising business as a lever against re-
luctant editors. Even the Chautauqua plat-
forms and the lecterns of local women’s
clubs were propaganda vehicles for private
power. Obviously, the power companies did
not directly reveal their sponsorship of the
majority of these activities.

The most thought provoking aspect of
GRUENING'S book is that although the propa-
ganda activities he described are remote from
us both in time and in technigque, they are
the primitive antecedents of current power
propaganda. Senator GRUENING warns that
little has changed in the basic purpose be-
hind private power propaganda. Mainly
concerned with preserving their own highly
profitable position, the private power com-
panies’ propaganda activities represent an
attempt to forestall the increased competi-
tion and regulation that increased public
power would bring.

Where public power projects can only be
described as successful, as is the case with
the TVA and the REA cooperatives, the pri-
vate power companies choose to ignore the
evidence. The vehemence with which they
defend their position suggests the shakiness
of their arguments. Thelr rellance on emo-
tional appeals rather than well-reasoned
arguments subverts the authority of the
Government as a whole, not just the part
which is concerned with public utilities.
And then, the final paradox: The public
pays and still pays for the propagation of
such propaganda which can only undermine
its best interests.

LABOR DAY MESSAGE

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, as
Labor Day 1964 approaches, I offer my
congratulations to organized labor, to the
men and women of the American labor
movement who have sought to secure for
all Americans the blessings of prosperous
economy. The goals of labor are not
confined to serving the interests of a few,
but have been dedicated to improving the
economic and social well-being of the
vast population. In the words of Samuel
Gompers:

I do not value the labor movement only
for its ability to give higher wages, better
clothes, and better homes. Its ultimate goal
is to be found in the progressively evolving
life possibilities in the life of each man and
woman. My inspiration comes in opening
opportunities that all alike may be free to
live the fullest.

The desire to serve the public interest
is still the inspiration of American labor.
The progressive steps which have been
taken in the field of better housing, bet-
ter education, and better medical serv-
ices, have been supported by our labor
organizations.

In the course of building a tradition of
solid achievement, our unions have re-
mained free and strong. The skill, the
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initiative, and the independence of Amer-
ican labor have no parallels in the world.
The system of collective bargaining,
through freely chosen labor organiza-
tions, has enabled American labor fo
achieve the highest standard of living
in the world.

The system of free collective bargain-
ing has served labor and the Nation to-
gether. Those who would limit the right
of labor and management to bargain
freely, or who would prevent the growth
of unions, or who would cripple union
organization, through the establishment
of the “compulsory open shop,” are un-
aware of the sources of this Nation’s
strength and prosperity, and would im-~
pede future progress.

We are a nation many times blessed.
Science and technology promise to take
us to wunimagined heights, the far
reaches of the universe. On this planet,
they have been responsible for advances
in medicine, manufacturing, agriculture,
communications, and transportation.

While we have achieved great abun-
dance, it is not shared by all Americans.
Millions are unemployed; many are de-
prived of the smallest economic oppor-
tunity; many of our senior ecitizens live
on fixed incomes which year by year
shrink in purchasing power.

So long as these problems continue to
plague our citizens, we must continue to
seek their resolution. So long as the
men and women of the American labor
movement commit themselves to further
advancement and future achievements,
we can be assured that this Nation will
create a general abundance unprecedent-
ed in human history.

I have always welcomed the counsel
and support of American labor, and I
hope to have them in the future. I serve
no special interests. In serving the peo-
ple of my State, I have served all the
people, including the laboring men and
women. Although we have achieved
much in our Nation, there is still a lot to
be done; and with organized labor taking
the role of leadership that it has in the
past, we will continue to meet the Na-
tion’s most urgent tasks.

DESIGNATION OF COLUMBUS DAY
AS A NATIONAL LEGAL HOLIDAY

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on August
12, we had a very interesting and in-
formative hearing before the Subcom-
mittee on Federal Charters, Holidays,
and Celebrations concerning the bill to
make Columbus Day a legal national
holiday.

This bill, S. 108, was approved by the
Senate a few days later and is now pend-
ing in the House Judiciary Committee
which, I hope will report it in time for
final approval before we adjourn this
year.

One of the best statements made that
day, and there were many outstanding
witnesses among my colleagues and the
private individuals who attended the
hearing, was made by Mr, John Otta-
viano, Jr., Supreme Venerable of the
Order Sons of Italy in Amerieca.

John Ottaviano has done as much, in-
deed probably more than any other per-
son to bring us closer this year than at
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any previous time to making Columbus
Day a national legal holiday.

Because it will indicate some of the
time and work he has put into this effort,
I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Otta-
viano’s fine statement be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

STATEMENT oF JOHN OTTAVIANO, JR., SUPREME
VENERABLE, ORDER SONS OF ITALY IN AMERICA

Mr. Chairman, and members of this dis-
tinguished subcommittee, my name is John
Ottaviano, Jr., and I have the honor and the
privilege to appear before you as the su-
preme venerable chief executive officer of
the Order Sons of Italy in America, a fra-
ternal organization having been in continu-
ous existence over a half century as the
largest organization representing people of
the United States and Canada of Italian
descent or related thereto by marriage or
adoption.

Also representing the national organiza-
tlon, I am happy to have with me the Hon-
orable Samuel Culotta, from Baltimore, Md.,
the Honorable Anthony Calabrese, a State
senator of Ohlo, and our supreme trustee, Vito
Marino.

Unfortunately, my statement Iindicates
Joseph A. L. Errigo, Esq., of Delaware, the
original introducer of the bill, but he could
not be with us.

My associates and I are proud and happy
to have this opportunity to appear before
this honorable subcommittee of the Senate
Judiciary Committee to urge your favorable
consideration and report on 8. 108, which
would establish Columbus Day, October 12,
as a permanent national holiday of these
United States of America. It is our fervent
hope and prayer that this leadership pro-
vided by this Nation will serve to influence
our good neighbors in this Western Hemi-~
sphere, who have not already done so, to
follow the example set and thereby provide
another activity promoting a good neighbor
policy and general hemisphere solidarity.

On October 12, 1964, the peoples of the
Western Hemisphere will mark the 472d year
since the discovery of the New World by the
intrepid, courageous and God-fearing explor-
er and navigator, Christopher Columbus.
Once again, this period will be marked with
parades, banquets, and other forms of dem-
onstration and celebration in which literally
thousands of silver-tongued orators will
thrill the countless millions of listeners, ex-
tolling the virtues of this man of the ages,
and the tremendous and almost incalculable
values and benefits that have flowed to all
peoples regardless of race, color, or creed
since that first memorable voyage.

With but a handful of exceptions, every
Btate of our great Union will in some fashion
commemorate this great man, In addition,
some 15 or more other countries in this
Western Hemisphere will join in commemo-
rating Columbus Day. It does seem sad and
most unjust that with such overwhelming
demonstrations, this great day of the formal
and never to be thereafter relinquished dis-
covery of the Western Hemisphere should
not make the grade of being listed among
the days decreed by the Congress of the
United States to be permanent national holi-
days. This Nation, recognized as the strong-
est and the most advanced and enlightened
country in this hemisphere, should once
agaln provide the leadership in establishing
proper de jure recognition for the date of its
discovery.

The Order Sons of Italy in America is
strongly and sincerely dedicated to the task
of achieving this recognition of Columbus
Day which its membership has felt to be
deserved through the years. Columbus Day
is proclaimed by the general laws of our
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order as a national holiday and our lodges
and grand lodges in these United States and
Canada are urged to sponsor and cooperate
in fitting observances of this day.

In the past 2 years, more than ever before,
a great deal of attention and publicity has
been given to the question of having Co-
Iumbus Day declared a permanent national
holiday by the Congress. Even as much
publicity was given to the first postponed
hearing of this subcommittee, so now again
the eyes and the ears of our citizens are
focused on this Congress and on this Com-
mittee of the Judiciary, waiting expectantly
for a favorable vote.

We must report success or fallure. We
must point out those who have supported
this measure and those who have failed their
loyal constituents. The results will be re-
corded and reported forcefully because this
legislation has been introduced too many
times in the past and falled unnecessarily
of passage.
I say falled unnecessarily of passage be-
cause it does not seem necessary to argue
too long or strenuously for its passage. Are
we to characterize all of our congressional
speakers who gear their campaigns to the
Columbus Day observances as not being as
dedicated as they speak? Obviously, this
cannot apply to those who openly and vigor-
ously support this legislation. The others
perhaps forget too quickly. They, unfortu-
nately, are not very considerate of the per-
sonal feelings of their peoples in this mat-
ter whose hopes they have encouraged.

S. 108 does not present a world-shat-
tering piece of legislation to the Congress,
nor does it propose a panacea for all of the
domestlc 1ills that continuously beset our
people. However, it is a matter of great
pride to large segments of our people and
I do not limit this reference to those of
Italian ancestry alone. It may be argued
and properly so, that those of Italian descent
are more intensely concerned with and more
fiercely proud of this great ancestor. How-
ever, they have never clalmed exclusive jurls-
diction over this great man nor over the
greatest discovery in the history and clviliza-
tion of mankind,

Ours is a common destiny as children of
a single God, Bavior and Protector. By
virtue of this Supreme Being, this historic
voyage was planned and consummated. The
proof lles in the common good, the rich
heritage and patrimony that lles befallen to
all peoples of this Western Hemisphere, All
of us in this room, without distinction of
any sort, are beneficlaries of this discovery
of the ages.

I have a quotation from the Honorable
Congressman from my district, and I'd like
to read his words, the Honorable ABNER W.
Siean, submitted at the judiclary hearing of
the House:

“Columbus’ discovery of the New World
really qualifies him as the first American.
His life and work have been a part of all our
lives from the time we were schoolchildren.
He is one of those few, awe-inspiring figures
in history in whose destiny is intertwined the
destiny of all of us.

“He ranks with Washington and Lincoln
as a man of world consequence and as a
founder of all that we are today.”

The Honorable Tmomas J. Dobp, senior
Senatfor from Connecticut, and a member of
this Senate Judiclary Committee, has been
a true friend and a loyal supporter and
worker for this legislation. I wish to ex-
press to him the commendation and the grat-
itude of the membership of the order I have
the honor to represent for his many cour-
tesles and his steadfast support and great
efforts in this undertaking.

We are especlally grateful to him and to
Senators PHILTP HarT of Michigan, EpwarD
EenneEpy of Massachusetts, EENNETH EKEaT-
mic of New York, and HugH Scorr of Penn-
sylvania for joining together and requesting
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of this committee the reestablishment of this
hearing date.

I now would quote from the letter of
these five Senators for the record:

*"rnul;' is where the story of America

I do so because you so elogquently set
forth the case for this legislation, and I
quote:

“This is where the story of America be-
gins. We have come a long way since then,
and can look back on the rise of a great
nation, built by people of many different
nationalities, races, religlons and back-
grounds.

“Many millions of Americans in all parts
of the country observe Columbus Day, to
pay homage to this historle figure and to
the men who accompanied him across the
sea, and to pay tribute to the many fine
Americans of Itallan origin or descent who
have played such & great part in the growth
of this Nation.

“A national holiday on October 12 would
remind us of our debt to this courageous man
and to the 12 million persons of Italian origin
or descent who have consistently contributed
50 much to our country through the years.”

This, I feel, is important from your letter:
“And we are confldent that there is enough
support for S, 108, both in committee and
in the Senate, so that the proposal would be
approved, once the legislative process Is
started with hearings and subcommittee
consideration.”

Mr. Chairman, and members of the sub-
committee, the membership of the Order
Sons of Italy in America say “amen” to this
fine letter, We sincerely hope and pray
that this confidence of these outstanding
public servants will be proven true. We
know, and I go on here to indicate the num-
ber that are cosponsoring the bill.

I would also be remiss in my duty as su-
preme venerable and also unjust and un-
kind not to express the thanks and apprecia-
tion of the Order Sons of Italy in America to
Senators J. CALEB BoGGs and JorN WILLIAMS
of the great State of Delaware who intro-
duced S, 108.

There are several other testimonials that
I should like to present at this time.

In June of this year, a joint committee
of the Order Sons of Italy in America and
the United Itallan American Labor Council,
Inc., was most graciously received by the
President of the United States, the Honor-
able Lyndon Baines Johnson, in the Cabinet
Room of the White House.

On this occasion, the President read to
those assembled a prepared statement from
which I should like to submit pertinent ex-
cerpts to this committee. The President
stated, and I quote:

*“No European nation has enriched us more
than Italy.

“Jtaly is, In many respects, the mother
of us all, Western culture, in Europe and
in this country, is deeply indebted to the
great minds and great men of Italy.

“When I think of Italy, I always think
of Columbus, and I remember what Emer-
son said, ‘Every ship that comes to Amer-
ica got its chart from Columbus.’ "

And continuing with the President’s quote:
“As Senator and as Vice President, I have
often participated In Columbus Day ob-
servances. Certainly, as President, I will
do all I can to encourage the Nation to
remember October 12 and what it stands
for.” And this, I believe, is important. The
President concludes:

“You have done a fine job of getting Sen-
ators to support the legislation I know you
endorse to make Columbus Day a legal pub-
lic holiday. I can’t do more about that
observance unless Congress acts.”

Mr. Chalrman, we are further heartened
by the cosponsorship of S. 108 by the out-
standing and devoted hard-working majority
leader of the U.S. Senate, the Honorable
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Mmxe MANsSFIELD, and yourself—in this case,
I had sald yourself, referring to Senator
DIRKSEN

I should like to enter into the REcorD &
quote from your letter to our Mr. Errigo.
This is from Senator DrseEN to Mr. Errigo
of Wilmington, Del.:

“I can assure you that the moment the
pending Senate filibuster has ended and we
can proceed to organize Senate Committees
that this bill will have immediate consid-
eration. I will do my best to move it to
the Senate Calendar for quick action so that
it can then go to the House and then to the
President for signature.”

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize that the
Congress has been hard at work on many
serious and not uncomplicated problems in
the domestic and foreign flelds. Our first
scheduled hearing had to be postponed. A
terrifying and most sad catastrophe befell
the American people in the tragic assassina-
tion of our sympathetic leader and Presi-
dent, the Honorable John Fitzgerald EKen-
nedy. May his immortal soul rest in eternal
peace.

However, I believe that we are indeed
fortunate to be able to say that it 1s not too
late because it 1s evident from the message
I have previously read that our FPresident
Johnson also stands ready to affiix his signa-
ture to this legislation upon passage by the
Congress.

In other testimonials, the Honorable Sen-
ator BeaLL sald this for the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp on October 10, 1963:

“We Americans take pride in the discoverer
of America, Christopher Columbus, not only
for his courageous journey into unchartered
seas, agalnst great odds, and his pressing on
despite mutinous crew and other handicaps,
but also for his bringing to these shores the
Christian faith.”

The following is taken from the proclama-
tlon by the Honorable Theodore McKeldin,
mayor of Baltimore:

“We take pride in this great Italian navi-
gator who brought to our shores the Chris-
tlan faith and whose memory renews our
dedication and purpose to meet the chal-
lenges we, as a natlon, confront both here
and abroad.”

And then while T served as treasurer of
the State of Connecticut, I had the pleasure
of meeting the Honorable J. Millard Tawes,
present Governor of the State of Maryland,
and I have a short quote from his proclama~
tion on Columbus Day in 1963:

“Whereas, Christopher Columbus stands
today as an alltime outstanding exemplar
of such courage, such faith, and such vision;
and

“Whereas, courage, faith and vision, and
the guiding hand of God, brought Christo-
pher Columbus to this hemisphere of ours,
and opened the sea lanes for those who came
after him, eventually to establish the United
States of America; and

“Whereas, because this great son of Italy
contributed so much to those of us who are
privileged to be Americans and, through the
United States, to the world in general.” And
that closes that part of the proclamation.

From Prof. Gino Gallozzl, a member of our
Boston Lodge of the Sons of Italy, he writes
as follows, and I wish to submit his state-
ment:

“One hundred and eighty-seven million
people from all walks of life cannot ignore
the fortitude and the courage of the man
who defled the New World 472 years ago.

“Were it not for the discovery of this
great continent, 187 million people in the
United States would not be able to pay
homage to Thanksgiving Day and to the
Father of our Country.

“Were it not for the discovery by Columbus,
the great shaft of the Statue of Liberty with
the ever-glowing torch held aloft would not
be enlightening the world from this Western
Hemisphere.”
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The foregoing testimonials clearly indicate
that Columbus Day s and should be im-
portant and dear to the minds and hearts of
all Americans and cannot be regarded as
being the care and concern of any single seg-
ment of this great melting pot of races.

Then there is a matter of a number of
States that had this adopted and I will sub-
mit information collected from the Library
of Congress.

Now, what is the record through the years
with our Congress on this legislation? In
every Congress, commencing with the 72d
in 1931 and through and including this year,
the 88th Congress, legislation seeking to add
Columbus Day to the list of our permanent
national holidays has been introduced. In
13 Congresses prior to the current one, I am
very sorry to report, no action was taken on
this legislation.

In my opinion, this is a sad report. This
is an unfair and unjust report to this great
hero, this great benefactor of all Americans
to the present day who followed him and
found their new destinies upon these hal-
lowed shores,

Before closing this statement, I should
like to submit one more opinion, which comes
from one of our brothers in our order and of
whom we are quite proud. He is Dr. Nocho-
las Petruzzelli, an economist with the Export-
Import Bank.

On this question, Dr. Petruzzelli wrote in
part as follows:

“It is the consensus of authoritative opin-
ion that the discovery of the New World by
Columbus marked the commencement of a
great renewal of the human spirit. His suc-
cess encouraged other discoveries and opened
new windows to science and to all knowledge.
The discovery of America changed the course
of history, and to no man since the coming
of Christ does the world owe so great a debt
as to Columbus. It would be fitting, there-
fore, that the United States of America should
claim the immortal name of Christopher
Columbus as her very own by making the
date of his discovery of the New World a
national public holiday.”

The challenge is presented now fairly and
squarely to this Congress. It has, In my
opinion, and I offer this opinion most
humbly and respectfully, risen to great
heights in resolving issues of great im-
portance and most benefleial for the future
welfare and prosperity of the American
people.

I urgently submit to you that this Con-
gress should not again permit this oppor-
tunity to pass. I ask for your favorable re-
port of 8. 108, and further to exert
all of your energles to bring about its passage
in both Houses and its transmittal to the
President, where I am confident, it will fi-
nally be signed and proclaimed into law to
the everlasting credit and endearment in the
hearts of the overwhelming majority of the
American people.

Speaking for myself, personally, and for
the membership I have the honor to repre-
sent, I thank you for this opportunity to ap-
pear before your honorable committee.

SBenator, I will submit coples of this state-
ment, coples of the material gathered from
the Library of Congress, and coples of our
national publication, in which we indicate
the interest of the order, the membership I
represent, in this bill.

HOUSTON POST EDITORIAL PAYS
TRIBUTE TO MRS. ANNE BYRD

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the sadness and heartfelt sympathy we
share in the passing away of Mrs. Anne
Byrd, wife of the distinguished senior
Senator from Virginia, Harry FLoOOD
Bynrp, have been expressed with tender-
ness and sorrow by a leading Texas news-
paper, the Houston Post.
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In tribute to the life of a great lady,
who shared the work and the great re-
sponsibilities of our colleague, Senator
Byrp of Virginia, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Houston Post editorial of
Monday, August 31, 1964, captioned
“Mrs. Anne Beverley Byrd,” be printed
in the REcorD.

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

[From the Houston Post, Aug. 31, 1964]

Mrs. ANNE BEVERLEY BYRD

Mrs. Anne Douglas Beverley Byrd, who died
at her home in Virginia the other day, was a
gracious wife and mother who could be—
and was—at home and at ease in a Governor's
mansion, at Washington social and political
affairs, and amid the blossoms of a vast apple
orchard.

During her half century of marriage to
Senator Harry Froop ByYmp of Virginia, she
watched history unfurl as her husband
served successively as State senator, Gov-
ernor, and U.S. Senator. At Rosemount,
the Byrd home near Berryville, she was host-
ess on frequent occasions to the Nation's
leaders. She played an active role in the
family apple growing business.

Her death brought sorrow to all who had
the privilege of knowing her. Their sym-
pathy goes out to Senator Byrp and to her
sons and grandchildren.

FORBES MAGAZINE WRITES OF
BUSINESS SUPPORT FOR HUBERT
HUMPHREY

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the qualities of our colleague, the senior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum-
PHREY] that have so endeared him to us
will be made well known to the country
during the coming weeks. We can pre-
dict that no voter will be immune to the
intelligence and charm of this legislative
dynamo. As an illustration of the im-
pact his personality makes on all who
come in contact with our friend, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an interesting appraisal of
Senator Huserr HuMPHREY, under the
title “Is It Senator HumpHREY ?”, written
by Malcolm S. Forbes, and published in
Forbes magazine, a magazine of business,
of August 1, 1964. This article demon-
strates that Huserr H. HuMPHREY has
widespread business support and is not
the candidate alone of a limited segment
of our economy.

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

FacT aND CoMMENT: Is IT SENATOR
HUMPHREY ?
(By Malcolm S. Forbes)

Ever since President Johnson took the
oath of office last November, Americans by
the millions, have speculated about his choice
of a running mate this November. Toward
the end of this month the game will be over,
the selection made,

‘Who will it be?

Your guess is as good as mine—and vice
versa. I strongly doubt if the President him-
self has as yet made his final decision,

Increasingly often at the top of the most
“informed” guess-lists is the name of Sena-
tor HuserT HumpPHREY, Democrat, of Min-
nesota. If not the speculators’ first possibil-
ity, he is usually No. 2, almost never lower
than third.
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What sort of a man is this whom fate or
the march of time could well make the next
President of the United States?

I found him to be in fact considerably more
than the man I thought he was. Articulate,
not glib; principled, not preachy; deter-
mined, not dogmatic; a man with an ebul-
lient, deep-down faith in the goodness of his
fellows, a faith apparently untarnished by
the cynicism that inevitably accompanies
success in polltics.

His liberalism is real but not wild-eyed or
far-out. He obviously no longer believes, if
he ever did, in push-button legislative solu-
tlons to complex problems.

Fascinatingly enough, he is at once a
favorite of the Adlal Stevenson spectrum and
increasingly one of the favorite Senators of
informed businessmen. In talking with a
Forbes reporter about HuMPHREY, New York
Stock Exchange President Eeith Funston
said, “If I had to name one of a half-dozen
people in Washington who would have been
against us, Huserr HuMPHREY would have
been at the head of the list. But I found
out a couple of years ago he was a real
capitalist. The business community had the
wrong picture of him."

About the improving climate between busi-
ness and government, HUMPHREY says this:
“I am not for monopolies or price fixing,
everybody knows that. But that kind of
stuff isn't good for business either. I think
the day of harassment of business by gov-
ernment is over. * * * For years business has
looked on government as a natural enemy,
that's fading now. * * * I think you have
to have a favorable political climate to have
a good economic climate.”

Last week I flew to the Chicago Club to be

present when Senator HumMpPHREY met and
spoke off the record with 2 dozen of the
country’s topmost business leaders, gathered
by Sears, Roebuck president, Crowdus Baker.
I was amazed to see Gen. Robert Wood pres-
ent and told him so. This venerable cur-
mudgeon of the right, his eyes twinkling,
quickly set me straight.
. “I am just back from the San Francisco
convention. It was the greatest I ever at-
tended. We finally fixed you easterners.
Why am I here? I'm thrilled with Barry
GOLDWATER, but if Johnson should be re-
elected, I'd feel safer with HueerT HUMPHREY
as Vice President.”

This one-time chief of Sears went on: “I
disagree with most of his ideas but if fate
put him in the White House, I could go to
sleep knowing we had on the job an honest
man who truly loves his country.”

The great difference between the HUBERT
HumpHREY Who entered the Senate 16 years
ago and the Huserr HUMPHREY who, with
a couple of others, runs the Senate today is
simply summarized: While hls Ilberal con-
victions have not melted, he himself has
mellowed, matured.

“If I believe in something,” he says, “I
will fight for it with all I have. But I do
not demand all or nothing,

“Professional liberals want the flery de-
bate,”” says he. “They glory in defeat. A
sort of political masochism, The hardest
job for a politician today is to have the cour-
age to be a moderate. It is easy to take an
extreme position.”

After the Chicago confab, I flew to Wash-
ington with the Minnesotan and four of his
young aids. They were a happy, bright, be-
lieving group. Obviously dedicated to thelr
boss, they clearly felt his future and thelrs
indeed lay ahead—just ahead. Come August
24 and then November 3, they could turn out
to be quite right.

At least that’s the way it looks to this Re-
publican.

THE WHEAT PROGRAM

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
recently there have been many charges
to the effect that the current wheat pro-
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gram authorized by this Congress has
had the effect of lowering wheat prices

below what might have obtained had’

the program not been enacted. The De-
partment of Agriculture has come in for
much criticism on the ground that its
so-called meddling, or, on the other
hand, so-called inaction on behalf of
farmers, has helped to depress wheat
prices below previous levels.

The number and frequency of such
charges, and the fact that my State har-
vests a substantial acreage of wheat, led
me to investigate the accuracy of the
charges. A recent inquiry of mine to the
Agriculture Department resulted in a
very informative report on the situation,
written by Mr. H. D. Godfrey, the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Stabili-
zation and Conservation Service, of the
Department of Agriculture.

The report indicates that those who
allege that the Government has failed in
its duty to maintain a higher level of
wheat prices forget or overlook the fact
that the adverse votes of the same
wheat farmers, in the May 1963 wheat
referendum, not only killed mandatory
acreage controls on wheat, but also
stripped the Department of Agriculture
of authority to protect the incomes of
wheat farmers at previous levels.

The report points out that opponents
of the present program who blame al-
leged low prices on the Government con-
tinue to ignore these basic facts about
the wheat program:

First. That as a result of the defeat
of marketing quotas, in the wheat ref-
erendum of last year, price supports for
the 1964 wheat crop would have estab-
lished the price at $1.26 a bushel, had it
not been for the action of Congress in
placing the supports at the present $1.30
level, 4 cents a bushel higher than would
otherwise have been the case.

Second. That market prices for wheat
have historically followed closely the
level of price supports, and that—con-
trary to some of the allegations made re-
cently—only during and immediately
following World War II, when wheat was
in short supply, have market prices been
as much as 10 cents a bushel above the
support level.

Third. That there is a substantial sur-
plus of wheat, with the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation holding an inventory of
approximately 900 million bushels—al-
most 2 years’ domestic food consump-
tion. The total supply of wheat avail-
able for the current marketing year—
1964 crop, plus carryover—is approxi-
mately 2.2 million bushels—far in excess
of the estimated domestic and export re-
quirements of 1.3 billion bushels. These
figures, when simply stated, mean that
in the absence of the current wheat pro-
gram, the total supply available to affect
the current marketing year would have
been at least 100 million bushels larger.

Fourth. That there are no factors in
either the domestic or world supply-and-
demand picture which would give reason
to believe that buyers of wheat would
have been paid much more than the $1.26
support rate for the 1964-crop wheat.

On the basis of these facts, it should
be quite clear that, instead of reducing
farm income from wheat, as charged, the
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new program, which increased price sup-
ports from $1.26 to $1.30 a bushel, and
provided certificate and diversion pay-
ments to participating producers, in fact
resulted in an actual increase in the 1964
income of wheat farmers. It has been
conservatively estimated that the in-
crease in total income to wheat farmers
nationally will amount to around $450
million.

Mr. President, I thank the Adminis-
trator, Mr. Godfrey, and the Agricultur-
al Stabilization and Conservation Serv-
ice for their help in clearing away these
charges and allegations, and for getting
through to the true facts concerning the
current wheat program.

CUBA AS A STATE

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the writer
of the book of Ecclesiastes did not know
my good friend, Henry A. Dennis, presi-
dent and editor of the Henderson Daily
Dispatch, of Henderson, N.C. If he had,
he would never have asserted that there
is nothing new under the sun.

The Henderson Daily Dispatch for Au-
gust 21, 1964, carried an editorial, by
Henry Dennis, entitled ‘“Cuba as a
State,” which suggests, as the ultimate
solution of the Cuban problem, that Cuba
should ultimately be admitted to the
Union, as the 51st State. I ask unani-
mous consent that the editorial making
this novel suggestion be printed at this
point in the body of the RECORD.

There heing no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

CUBA AS A STATE

This may sound ridiculous but then again
it might conceivably have greater merit than
appears on the surface. It 1s the possibility
that by some strange quirk of events Fidel
Castro might be gotten out of the picture
and, by assent of the people, Cuba become the
51st State in the American Union. How it
could be brought about, or even if it could
be, we have little idea.

Since Alaska and Hawall have been ad-
mitted to the sisterhood of States in recent
years, a development of this character might
have been more feasible before the Commu-
nist dictator took over in Cuba b years ago.
Alaska and Hawall were, of course, already
territories of this country and because of that
didn't have as far to go. But it seems odd
that the idea was never considered in the
decades prior to the dictatorship and subse-
quently the sellout to Soviet Russia.

Cuba is only 90 miles from the coast of
Florida. Hawail is 2,000 miles out in the
Pacific from the mainland, and Alaska al-
most as distant to the north. But they are
States today.

The present regime in Cuba is a thorn
in the flesh to the United States and will
always be so long as it is directed from Mos-
cow, thousands of miles away. Cuba, as part
of this Nation, could become an important
factor in our national defense. As a State,
people from the mainland would be free to
travel back and forth. The tourlst trade
itself would almost support a State govern-
ment in Cuba, as it would become a favorite
resort in winter.

Cuba as an Integral part of the United
States would enter upon the greatest era of
development and prosperity it has ever ex-
perienced and far more than it is likely ever
to achieve as a satellite of the Kremlin.

All this has the ring of the fantastic. And
it may be all of that. But Cuba i8 much
nearer the mainland than Puerto Rico,
which would like very much to become the
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51st State. It is odd that such an approach
to an irritating problem has never received
any thought here, at least none that we have
ever heard of.

The whole thing may be a crackpot idea,
but it really isn’t as fanatical as it may sound
on the surface. Such a development might
create new headaches, but certainly it would
ease a lot of others. If the proposal were
held out to the Cuban people, they might
conceivably take matters in their own hands
to bring it about. Although he would be
downgraded in the extreme, the thought
could possibly find some lodgment in the
brain of Castro himself.

THE RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTI-
TUTE NEAR DURHAM, N.C.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Dur-
ham Sun, of Durham, N.C., for August
4, 1964, published an interesting article
concerning the Research Triangle In-
stitute near Durham, N.C., which is do-
ing so much to promote economic and
scientific research. I ask unanimous
consent that a copy of the article be
printed at this point in the body of the
RECORD.

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

RTI Has NEaAr $16 MILLION IMPACT ON AREA’S
EcoNomY
(By Don Whitley)

Research Triangle Institute (RTI) near
Durham has an economic impact on the
three-country area in which it was founded
of nearly $16 million annually.

The impact derives from personnel pay-
checks only. It does not include additional
moneys spent locally for equipment, mate-
rials, and supplies used at the institute.

The research center has a current annual
payroll of $1,790,5600. Based on industrial-
ists’ estimates of each dollar changing hands
8 times within the community, present sal-
aries produce an economic impact of $15,-
764,000.

RTI's salarles represent livelihoods for 210
households, or 7356 people based on the na-
tional estimate of 8.5 persons per household.
When the institute was founded in 1959, the
professional staff of 35 people, represented
only 122 family members.

Over half—58 percent—of the people as-
soclated with RTI live in Durham County.
Thirty-six percent of these live in the city
of Durham. Others live in Wake, 20 percent;
and Orange, 18 percent; the other two coun-
ties composing the triangle area. The re-
maining 4 percent are nonpermanent resi-
dents.

RTI has attracted to North Carolina, and
the three-country area, professional scien-
tists from nine countries including India,
Afghanistan, Australia, Canada, Great Brit-
ain, Germany, Japan, and Yugoslavia.

Three RTI staff members presently are in
Nigeria working on a research project for a
U.S. Agency for International Development.

Of the present 210 member permanent
staff, two-thirds (140) are professional per-
sons, ranking in the scientist levels. Of
this 140 staffers, another two-thirds (94)
are trained beyond the college graduate level,
and from this number, one-half (70) hold
Ph. D. degrees.

RTI officlals say the number of profes-
slonal employees here is exceptionally high
for an enterprise with a 210 member staff,
but the operation of the institute requires
persons well versed in a wide variety of sub-
ject areas, and speclally tralned in certain
fields of research.

Value of buildings occupled or under con-
struction, plus equipment owned by the In-
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stitute, totals over $2.5 million. Laboratory
and office equipment alone is valued in ex-
cess of $700,000. Three buildings are com-
pleted and in continuous use. These in-
clude the Hanes Bulilding used for admin-
istration offices, the Dreyfus Laboratory
Building, and building No. 3, used for labo-
ratory and experimental research.

Presently under construction is the Wil-
llam Trent Ragland Bullding at a cost of
$480,000. The building is designed to afford
32,000 square feet of working space. When
the Ragland Bullding is completed, the in-
stitute will occupy 95,000 square feet of work-
space in its four buildings.

Research contracts acquired by RTI
through the year 1964 total #$12,605,000.
Projected revenue to the institute through
contract projects will exceed $3 million,

Since the institute iz a nonprofit enter-
prise, all revenues above salaries are ex-
pended on services, supplies, equipment, and
A major part into construction of new fa-
cilities.

RTI is regarded by many business leaders
as one facet of North Carolina's answer to
challenges of an emerging and expanding
industrial economy. A major attribute to its
being founded here was the concentration
of three major universities—the University
of North Carolina in Chapel Hill, Duke in
Durham, and North Carolina State in
Ralelgh—forming a triangle with less than
30 miles on a side.

RTI president, Dr. George L. Herbert, says
“The success of the Research Triangle In-
stitute 1s measured by the extent to which
its research programs contribute to total na-
tional and regional efforts and add to the
world’s fund of basic knowledge.”

In addition to scientific and industrial ad-
vancements, RTI contributes to cultural en-
richment of the three counties in which it is
formed, and to North Carolina. The ex-
ceptional number of staff members trained
high in the ranks of education bring with
them wives, most of whom also are college
trained, and potential college graduates in
their children,

RTI is one of four research centers al-
ready established In the 5,000-acre Research
Triangle Park located in parts of Durham,
‘Wake, and Orange Countles. Others include
Chemstrand, the Natlonal Assoclation of
Colorists and Chemists, and a Southeastern
Forestry Experimental Station.

Each of the research centers employs
highly tralned staffs, and each affords
greater cultural enrichment for the area,
along with greater potentials for boosting
the area’s economy since education is the
basic consideration for earning power.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR GRUENING
OF ALASEA BEFORE THE CANA-
DIAN-AMERICAN ASSEMBLY, HAR-
RISON HOT SPRINGS, BRITISH
COLUMBIA, AUGUST 21, 1964

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 21, 1964, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruenNiNGg] addressed the Cana-
dian-American Assembly at Harrison
Hot Springs, British Columbia.

In delivering this address, the Sen-
ator made a worthwhile and informa-
tive contribution to the cordial relations
already existing between Canada and
the United States.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
address of the Senator from Alaska
printed in the REcoRrp, as well as a letter
which the Senator from Alaska subse-
quently received from Clifford C. Nel-
son, president of the American Assem-
léljy at Columbia University, New York

ty.
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There being no objection, the address
and letter were ordered to be printed
in the RECoRD, as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR ERNEST GRUENING, DEM-
OCRAT, OF ALASKA, BEFORE THE CANADIAN=-
AMERICAN ASSEMBLY AT HaRrrisony Hor
SPrINGS, BRITISH COLUMEIA, AUGUsT 21, 1964

Friends of the Western Canadian-Ameri-
can Assembly, ladies and gentlemen, some
21 years ago a distinguished Canadian, long
in his country’s service and then a member
of the Dominion's subcabinet, was visiting
me Iin the Governor's mansion in Juneau,
Alaska.

In the course of our conversations, I ex-
hibited the ignorance concerning Canada
which, as a characteristic of Americans gen-
erally, it is now widely asserted, is one of
the Canadians’ grievances against us.

My ignorance took the form of a ques-
tioning of my Canadian guest.

“Tell me,” I asked, “just what is a Cana-
dian? What 1is his feeling about his
nationality? Does he consider himself a
transplanted Britisher? Or does he have as
strong a nationalistic and prideful feeling
as a Canadian as we have as Americans?
Do you Canadlians have a militant sense of
your nationhood ?”

His reply, glven with a smile, was: “Well,
we haven’t been able to make up our minds
yet what our flag should be.”

That was 21 years ago. And perhaps I
should apologize retroactively in the pres-
ence of Canadian friends gathered on the
hospitable soll of Canada for so gauche a
catechizing of a most delightful visitor.

However, 21 years later the flag issue
appears not only unsettled, but somewhat
more acute.

But that should not cause any concern.
Our American flag has been changed re-
peatedly. Some of us are particularly proud
of the changes made in 1959 and 1960, when
we added the 49th and 50th stars and more-
over staggered the arrangement of the stars.
By these acts, let me digress to say we ex-
tended the frontiers of democracy to our
farthest west, north, and south, into the
Eastern Hemisphere and into the Arctic.
Which makes me wonder why the proposed
new Canadian flag does not also carry a blue
stripe on top to recognize the Arctic Ocean,
one of the great alrways and subseaways of
the immediate future, The United States
and Canada appear to be the only nations
fronting on three oceans. Since your flag
could, if it were so wished, recognize that
striking geographic fact, why not consider
it?

To return to my subject, I note, also, as
having some pertinence, Prof. Douglas Le
Pan's opinlon in his “Canadian View™ of
the outlook for the relationship between
our two countries that “most Canadians
would admit that Canada has not yet suc-
ceeded in creating a clearly recognized na-
tional identity.”

A different view is, however, expressed by
the Honorable Paul Martin, Secretary of
State for External Affairs, who, while ad-
dressing the 25th American Assembly last
April, stated: “There is a national purpose
in Canada, there is a national integrity,
there is a determination to pursue that.”

I have further confession to make. And
if confession is good for the soul, mine will
be much improved on this oceasion. For
I must confess to having been guilty also,
on the one previous occasion when I dis-
cussed Canadian-American relations, of what
I now learn is not only a cliche, but a cliche
passé, and woree.

Addressing a joint Dominion Day and
Fourth of July celebration at Edmonton
in 1942, organized in the enthuslastic aura
of the construction of the Alaska Highway—
then known as the Alcan—I referred glow-
ingly to the 3,000 miles of undefended
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boundary which, I suggested, separated but
did not divide our two nations.

That now appears to have been a faux pas
extraordinary, rendered even more obsoles-
cent and solecistic by the historical and
geographical subsequent amendment that
it has become 4,400 miles of undefended
boundary, running not merely east and west,
but also north and south.

My retrospective mortification is com-
pounded by the discovery in the course of
a careful reading of the statement of find-
ings and recommendations of the Western-
Canadian-American Assembly of last April
that not fewer than five of the seven con-
tributing experts chastise such allusions with
Joyful piquancy.

Thus, Prof. Mason Wade, of the University
of Rochester, refers to “that postprandial
favorite,” “that favorite topic of afterdinner
orators,” and characterizes as “a hardy and
persistent myth that the tradition of the
undefended frontier * * * goes back to the
Rush-Bagot agreement.

Thus, also, Prof. James Eayrs, of the Uni-
versity of Toronto, refers to “that famous
unfortified frontier without fulsome refer-
ence to which no international bridge could
be opened and no afferdinner speech” be
“complete.”

Likewlse, President John Wendell Holmes,
of the Canadian Institute of International
Affairs, declares flatly that “we have bored
the world too long with sermons about our
unfortified frontier” and that in this nuclear
age it has become “an irrelevant symbol.”

And Presldent John Sloan Dickey, of Dart-
mouth College, calls for “at least equal time"
for the less alluring symbol of “the unequal
‘border” rather than “the undefended
border.”

I found a more sympathetic treatment of
this obviously common error of which so
many of us in our nalve unawareness have
been guilty in Prof. Jacob Viner's reaction,
namely, that while “many Canadians, even
some scholars, are casting ridicule on the
traditional phenomenon of ceremonial
speeches at Canadian-American gatherings
which harp on the mutual good will of the
two peoples, on the wunguarded common
boundary, on the common values and ob-
jectives and cultures of the two peoples,”
nevertheless such good will is not to be
scorned.

This theme I should like to explore a bit
further. I recall an aphorism of Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes to the effect that
“reiteration of the obvious is often more use-
ful than elucidation of the obsec

So, I will venture my falth and confidence
in the obviously uniquely favorable aspects
of our relatlonship, our common heritage of
law and custom, our common faith in the
basic freedoms—of speech, of assembly, of
press, of worship, the prime ingredients of
democracy; our fundamental similarities of
thought, morals, and aspirations; our com-
mon language. I do not overlook that Can-
ada has two officlal languages, and in that
respeéct 18 much richer than we. This is a
golid base on which an edifice of fuller un-
derstanding can and will be built, and I
wholly agree with Professor Viner that all
this is not to be scorned. Quite the con-

We should both rejoice in it and
. utilize it to the fullest extent.

But wait. Am I once more talung into
fallacy? Again no less an authority than
Becretary of State Paul Martin, in his afore-
mentioned address, declared:

“A mistake will be made If it 1s thought
that between us there is not a great deal of
difference”; and elaborating, he said: “An
American would make a great mistake if he
thought that because of the similarities, be-
cause of the common enjoyment of so many
of the Incidentals of our soclety and our
elvilization, there was not fundamentally a
difference between us, There i8.”
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‘Well, praise be. Diversity should be one
of the great goals of a free soclety. Of noth-
ing should Americans or Canadians be
prouder than of the diversities that exist
within thelr respective socleties. So why not
diversity and differences, also, as between
neighbors. We have plenty of them in our
50 States. So have you in your nine Prov-
inces and territories. And how much better
the diversities—those varied forms of un-
trammeled self- ion—that freedom
can engender than the enforced conformance
imposed In a totalitarian state or the drab
and stodgy conformity of an inert and cus-
tom-bound society.

Unawareness by Americans of this differ-
ence, and indeed a larger unawareness by
Americans of Canada in general—of Cana-
dian problems, needs, and aspirations—ap-
pears to be one of the Canadians' grievances
against their southern neighbor. I say, “ap-
pears to be,” because I find it difficult to
convince myself that so negative a quality
can be magnifled into a major grievance.
But, as 1t has been categorically affirmed by
men steeped in the issues of Canadian-
American relations, -I hesitate to volce my
doubt. Of course such unawareness does
exist, and the reason for it has been amply

lained.

First, a much smaller proportion of Ameri-
cans than Canadians live close to the bor-
der—indeed the overwhelming majority of
Canadians live within 200 miles of it, form-
ing a narrow transcontinental population
belt, while Americans, spreading southward
for over a thousand miles, allow their gaze
and interest to wander elsewhere.

Second, Canada’s economic and fo a de-
-gree its political future are bound closely to
American policy any performance, and large-
ly dependent on them, while there is no
nearly equal American dependence on what
Canada does.

As Prof. Mason Wade pithily summarizes
it: “Canada is only one of many problems
for the United States, while for Canada the
United States is the problem.”

I agree that based on these geographic
and economic factors, a marked difference in
the awareness of Americans about Canada
and in the awareness of Canadians about the
United States 1s a fact.

But, in this time of better communications
and educational potentials, is this not a
problem that can be diminished by concerted
effort?

The regrettable fact is, and it is pertinent,
that Americans are also ignorant about
themselves. I can speak feelingly and from
personal experience about their ignorance—
our ignorance—about my State—Alaska:
Alaska, incidentally, a closer nelghbor to
Canada than to the rest of our Union, than
to what we in Alaska call “the lower 48,” or,
in a vainglorious mood, “the smaller 48." We
haven't quite accustomed ourselves yet to
say 49. y

That ignorance, just like our lgnorance
about Canada, has both historical and geo-
graphle origins. It goes back to the pur-
chase of Alaska from Russia in 1867—the
same year which gave birth to the Canadian
confederation.

Ignorance at the time of its acquisition
caused Alaska to be labelled with many harsh
names. It was called Icebergla, Seward’'s
Polar Bear Garden;, Walrussia—a pun on the
country which sold Alaska and one of our
noble mammals—but the epithet which en-
dured longest is “Seward’s folly.”

At the time of the debate in the Congress
concerning Alaska's purchase, Alaska was
pictured as a desolate arctic waste, unfit for
human habitation, The Treaty of Cession
was adopted by our Senate by only a one-
vote margin, and when, in the following year,
1868, the House of Representatives was called
upon to appropriate for the payment—the
vast sum of $7,200,000, less than 2 cents an
acre (in retrospect, what a bargain)—these
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misinformed views as to Alaska's worthless-
ness were amply aired. Had not the United
States already taken possession of Alaska a
year earller, thus confronting the House of
Representatives with a falt accompll, 1% 1s
doubtful whether the transaction would have
been approved.

Now if this display of some American leg-
islators’ igndrance and likewise of some of
the press of that day were just an anti-
quarian footnote to history, it would be
merely amusing, but this misconception con-
tinued to haunt Alaska and its relations with
its adopting parents throughout Alaska's B2
years of territorialism,

It caused Congress to neglect Alaska
shamefully. It gave Alaska no legal govern-
ment whatever during its first 17 years un-
der the American flag. During these years—
from 1867 to 1884—no hopeful settler (and
many of them came there hopefully) could
acquire a title to land; no pioneer could
clear a bit of the forested wilderness and
count on the fruits of his toil, or build a
log cabin with the assurance that it was
his; no prospector could stake a mining claim
with security for his enterprise; property
could not be deeded or transferred; no will
was valid; no injured party could secure re-
dress for grievances except through his own
acts; crime could not be punished. Per-
haps, worst of all, marriage could not be
celebrated—a cruel injustice to the lovelorn.
Yet life somehow went on without benefit
of legal sanction.

In this connection, it is pertinent to record
a great and useful act of friendship per-
formed for Alaska by their Canadian neigh-
bors in the days of their common political
infancy. In the absence of any government
for Alaska created by a distant and unin-
terested Congress, such authority as there
was, was exercised de facto for the first 10
years by the commanding officer of the U.S.
Army stationed at Sitka. But when, in 1877,
he and his troops were called back to put
down an uprising of the Nez Percé Indians
in Oregon Territory, there remained not even
that semblance of authority in Alaska. The
idea of an Indian uprising was contaglous,
This was a year after the massacre of Gen-
eral Custer and his men by the Indians led
by Sitting Bull in Montana Territory. The
relations between the military in Alaska and
the surrounding Tlingit Indians had left
much to be desired. The white settlers
there, in deadly fear of an Indian uprising,
implored their distant Government in Wash-
ington to send up some kind of a war vessel
to overawe any possible uprisers and to pro-
tect them from massacre. No attention
whatever was paid to these insistent and
increasingly urgent pleas. Abandoned, they
felt, by their own Government, the seftlers,
in genuine alarm and fear, appealed to their
Canadian neighbors. Thelr cry for help,
sent by mail (this was before the days of tele-
graph or cable), and addressed to ‘“the cap-
tain of any one of Her Majesty's Ships sta-
tioned at Esquimault,” was promptly re-
sponded to in good neighborly fashion by
Capt. H. Holmes A’Court, who, without wait-
ing for Instructions, proceeded northward
on the vessel under his command, the HM.S.
Osprey. His arrival in Sitka was hailed by
its inhabltants, and he remained there for
34 days until a U.8S. sloop-of-war finally ar-
rived. Thus was performed a service unique
in the annals of our two countries,

Let me express my retrospective apprecia-
tion for this gallant performance,

I have cited it as part of a demonstration
that Americans—including their lawmak-
ers—are also often unaware, neglectful, and
ignorant of thelr own land. For what is per-
tinent to this discussion, as I have pointed
out, is that that ignorance was not merely of
long ago. It continued throughout the 92
years of Alaska's territorialism, which we in
Alaska came to equate with colonialism.
The myth of Alaska as a worthless and un-
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inhabitable wilderness was a hardy perennial
whenever legislation affecting Alaska came
up in the Congress. It impeded and delayed
our progress. It postponed the achievement
of statehood.

In one of Alaska's unsuccessful efforts, as
recently as 1954, when the statehood bill was
defeated in the Senate by a single vote, 45
to 44, the defeat was ascribable to oratorical
recrudescence of that myth.

One of statehood’s most effective senato-
rial opponents declared statehood offered no
solution to Alaska's problems since the ter-
ritory's difficulties were “due to the extreme
climate and hazardous living conditions.
Congress cannot change the climate,” he
continued.

To support his case, this Senator quoted
from an article in the New York Times writ-
ten by its military expert, Hanson W. Bald-
win, who had been reporting the winter mili-

maneuvers north of the Arctic Circle.
“a land
Brief ex-

“It 1is,” Baldwin had written,
* * * of relentless winters * * *.
posure can mean death.”

No change in laws or political status would
relieve Alaska, the Senator continued. Its
fate and future were all summed up “in that
short sentence, ‘Brief exposure can mean
death.'"”

Hence, we have a common cause. You will
find me enlisted in the combat against Amer-
ican ignorance. Let us together make every
effort to erase that understandable Canadian
grievance.

We come back to the border, not as of yore,
the glorious, undefended border, where the
absence of terrestrial forts is no longer
meaningful in the age of air transport and
missiles. That border is now the chief cause
of our differences, the customs barrier, the
tariff wall. Involved here are purely eco-
nomic issues: employment versus unemploy-
ment; balance of payments; greater exports
to balance imports. The issues can, must,
and will be tackled by negotiation, by con-
ference. Sometimes appropriate action by
.one or both governments takes care of the
difficulties. Sometimes they take care of
themselves. They usually involve & particu-
lar commodity which is an item of export or
import by one of our two countries.

During 1962 and 1963, U.S. softwood lum-
ber producers in our Pacific Northwest be-
came inecreasingly concerned about increased
imports of this product from Canada. Saw-
mills in the States of Washington and Ore-
gon were being shut down. Men were thrown
out of work. Canadian imports were held
responsible.

The congressional delegations of these
States, naturally concerned, brought up the
issue, As there are no U.S. duties or quotas
on such imports, rellef measures were in-
troduced. Late In 1963, the Congress en-
acted a bill to require, among other things,
the marking of the origin of soft lumber
imports. President Johnson, on December
31, 1963, gave the bill a pocket veto on
grounds of inconsistency with U.S. trade pol-
icy. Here was an instance of the U.S. Chief
Executive overriding the legislative branch
and siding, one might say, with a Canadian
interest against a U.S. interest. However,
market conditions have improved in recent
months and currently there are no strong
pressures in the United States for any other
restrictive measures in this industry. This
is illustrative of the issues that arise.

Another similar issue, of wider application
and greater depth, is current and as yet un-
resolved. It deals with the mutual desire
of both of our countries to maintain or in-
crease their exports or sales of automobiles
and automobile parts. In Canada, in this
Instance, it has taken the form of govern-
mental export subsidies. It was established
by an order in council effectlve November 1,
1963, and to be in force initially for 3 years.
If carried through, it will mean that Cana-
dian manufactured automotive products can
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be exported at lower prices to the United
States and compete successfully, and in the
American view, ruinously, with the corre-
sponding U.S. manufacturers. This issue is
fundamentally similar on both sides of that
border (now vigorously defended on both
sides by the industrial interests involved),
the issue being more employment or less
unemployment as well as more income versus
less income respectively. Not unexpected or
unnatural was the congressional reaction.
On the fioor of the House of Representatives
on August 4, Representative HENRY SCHADE-
BERG, 0f Wisconsin, spoke for an hour, his
remarks and exhibits occupying 17 pages in
the ConNGrEssioNAL Recorp, which included
supporting colloguies from other Members
of Congress who likewise had industries in
their districts which were likely to be or
already had been adversely affected by this
Canadian policy. An underlying issue in this
instance which troubles Canadians is that
Canadian vehicle producers are subsidiaries
of American automobile manufacturers,

The Canadian p was succinctly
stated by the Honorable C. M. Drury, Min-
ister of Industry, in part as follows:

“1. To Increase production and create ad-
ditional employment in Canada;

“2. To take an important step to improve
balance-of-payments position; and

*8. To give producers of parts for vehicles
& valuable incentive to achieve longer pro-
duction runs and a greater degree of speclal-
lri;zon, thus assisting them to reduce their
c ."

The U.S. industry’'s views, as volced by the
Wisconsin Representative, was that Canada’s
refunding of the 25-percent duty was a form
of compulsion by the Canadian affiliate to
get the parent company in the United States
to buy Canadian-made parts, such as radi-
ators, wheels, brake drums, bumpers, radios,
heaters, etc.

He alleged that this move was to overcome
the lesser efficlency of Canadian industry and
its lack of competitiveness and that while
his manufacturing constituents would not
object to legitimate competition, they could
not withstand a 100-percent government
subsidy. Their lawyers presented the view
that this action was in violation of
the U.S. Tariff Act of 1930, and requested the
U.8. Commissioner of Customs to level a
countervailing duty on the Canadian auto-
motive imports, as provided by the act. The
Treasury Department did not comply but
called for an investigation.

The issue was again discussed from the
American industry’s point of view on Au-
gust 17 by Senator PamLre Hart, of Michigan,
a State where, as we know, the automotive
industry 1is largely concentrated. Senator
HarT, while expressing regret and disapproval
of the Canadian action, pointing to its ad-
verse effects in the United States, conceded
that Canada’s action derived from a genuine
economic problem there: that Canada, dur-
ing the past decade, had been averaging a
deficit of goods and services of approximately
a billion dollars annually.

Meanwhile, the issue was alred in the
American press, the responsible Milwaukee
Journal beginning an editorial entitled:
“Challenge to Canada' with the words: “Just
when TUnited States-Canadian relations
seemed to be entering a tranquil period,
along comes a new row that threatens to
erupt into another battle royal.”

This is one of the hard issues. If it proves
to be a violation of the Tariff Aet and coun-
tervailing duties are levied, it will intensify
ill feeling. The matter may ultimately go to
the courts, whose decision may be determina-
tive. But here is the field where mutual un-
derstanding and a willingness to adjust is of
paramount importance.

Perhaps an entirely new overall approach
in tariff negotiations is in order. Let it be
recalled that the first reciprocal tariff agree-
ment between any two countries was nego-
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tlated between Canada and the United States
nearly 30 years ago. It lowered tariffs and a
tremendous expansion in two-way trade has
resulted.

Although I appreciate the obstacles, I
would personally like to see the somewhat
discredited proposal of free trade between us
reopened and reexplored. That would be one
way to exalt our border and restore its mythi-
cal sanctity.

Another current issue has to do with fish-
eries, The Parliament recently enacted leg-
islation to establish a 12-mile fishing zone.
It also permits the Canadian Government to
draw straight base lines and declare bays and
other bodies of water to be internal waters.
Some negotiations concerning areas in which
other than Canadian nationals have tradi-
tionally fished are in order:

I can only say that I wish the United States
would follow Canada's example. I have for
some time advocated it. I consider the 3-mile
limit an obsolete relic of long-past days.
With few exceptions, our fishermen would
support such action, and so would the publie.

Which leads to another set of issues;
namely, how much should or ought Canada
to be bound in international matters by U.S.
policies? Well, speaking only for myself, who
at times finds himself in disagreement with
some of my country's foreign policies, as in
southeast Asia and in various aspects of our
foreign aid program, which I approve in prin-
ciple but differ with sharply in the realm of
performance, I would assume that such issues
should present no real problem. After full
understanding following consultation be-
tween American and Canadian policymakers
and appraisal of the pros and cons of any
issue, Canada, as a sovereign Nation, will and
should take whatever position it deems wisest.
At times that policy will coincide with that
of the United States; at times, not. I believe
a lot of needless misunderstanding could be
averted once that became clearly stated and
understood. It will strengthen our mutual
respect. I have no doubt that in the really
vital issues affecting life and liberty, the
United States and Canada will see eye-to-eye.

There are important achievements in Ca-
nadian-American relations which deserve re-
cording.

The long controversial St. Lawrence Sea-
way has now been in operation for five sea-
sons. It is an excellent example of joint
agreement and implementation of a major
project of benefit to both Canada and the
United States. There have been no serious
problems or unresolvable differences with re-
spect to Joint operations of the facllities of
the Beaway, pilotage, arrangements, or toll
questions.

After more than a decade of negotiation
involving national as well as state and pro-
vineial concerns, the United States and Can-
ada signed the Columbia River Treaty in
January of 1961, and the U.S, Senate ratified
it shortly thereafter. In January of this year
the President and the Prime Minister signed
supplementary agreements whereby the
United States would undertake to see that
the Canadian share of increased electric
power produced as a result of the treaty
would be sold in the United States. The
treaty provides for construction of three
storage dams on the Columbia River in Brit-
ish Columbia which would provide flood con-
trol benefits in the United States and in-
creased power generation at U.S. sites on
the Columbia. Under the treaty, one-half
of this increased power belongs to Canada.

A marketing entity has been established
to prepay Canada for the purchase of its
share of power. This prepayment of $254
million will be financed by the entry
through the issuance of bonds. The issuance
is now underway and 1t is expected that ex-
change of ratifications by the two Govern-
ments, together with prepayment of the
#2564 million, will be accomplished by Oc-
tober 1.
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Here, then, will be another joint achieve-
ment of mutual benefit.

Alaskans were disappointed when another
hydroelectric' project which would have been
of great benefit to them fell through. This
was not an intergovernmental undertaking.
The Aluminum Co. of America had plans to
tap the waters of the upper Yukon in Yukon
Territory, drop it some 2,200 feet to tide-
water in the Taya Valley at the upper end
of the Inside Passage, close to Skagway, bring
in bauxite, and process it.

The project was announced by company
representatives at a public meeting in Mount
McKinley Park, and there was great rejolicing.
Apparently they had not secured a firm ap-
proval of the Canadian Government, al-
though they thought they had. Canada de-
cided its interest would be better served by
establishing an aluminum plant at Eittimat,
an understandable decision.

We shall hope for a better outcome if and
when the studies for the Rampart Canyon
project on the Yukon in the center of Alaska
are completed and the project authorized by
the Congress. While primarily an Alaskan
project, it also concerns Canada, though to
a much lesser degree than the Columbia
River project. It will be the largest power
installation in North America, with a ca-
pacity of close to 5 million kilowatts—21;
times greater than Grand Coulee—and has
been estimated to generate power at the bus
bar at 2 mills a kilowatt-hour.

Another completed project of great value
to both our countries, and particularly to
Alaska, has been the construction, in 1942,
of the Alaska Highway. Begun as a military
measure during World War II, it has proved
increasingly valuable to Canada’s northwest
and to the 49th State.

A more recent development of mutual in-
terest affecting particularly the Province of
British Columbia and Alaska, is the estab-
lishment by the Government of Alaska of a
dally ferry system operating from Prince
Rupert, British Columbia, up the Inside Pas-
sage to Haines. This, for the first time,
makes the previously unconnected towns of
southeastern Alaska—that is, unconnected
by highway—accessible by automobile. Mo-
torists from the States and Canada can now
drive by way of Prince George and Highway
16 to Prince Rupert and put their cars on
this ferry, operated by the Alaska State gov-
ernment. The ferry stops at Eetchikan,
‘Wrangell, Petersburg, at Sitka on every third
trip, at Juneau, Haines, and Skagway. At
Haines, the northern terminus, the cars drive
inland over the so-called Haines cutoff to
Haines Junction in Yukon Territory on the
Alaska Highway, and thence into Alaska.
This project is of great benefit to tourism
in both British Columbia and Alaska. Next
season it is announced that a British Colum-
bia ferry will go from Vancouver to Prince
Rupert, so that tourists, with or without
automobiles, if they desire, can enjoy the
full-length boat trip up the 1,000-mile famed
Inside Passage.

Now that the existence of the 1,400 miles
of Alaska-Canada boundary has officially
been recognized, although it existed just as
much while Alaska was a stepchild In our
Nation's family, Alaskans hope for an Iin-
creasingly close relationship between these
adjacent northwestern areas—Alaska, British
Columbia, Alberta, Yukon Territory—so full
of potential and as yet far from developed.

I know that the Inhabitants there, on both
sildes of the boundary, are keenly aware of
their common interest, and hopeful of the
fulfillment of joint aspirations.

In recent discussions concerning Canada
and the United States, it is pointed out that
each is undergoing a crisis. These crises are
likened to each other. Both are serlous and
must be faced. Both represent the revolt of
a minority.

The differences between the two are prob-
ably much greater than the resemblances.
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Both have in common the driving urge of a
minority that feels it has been discriminated
against at the hands of the established order.

Neither of these crises can be classed as
directly involved in Canadian-American re-
lations. Yet their outcome can and will have
a profound effect on each nation’s future. So
it becomes some concern of the other.

As to our problem, I have been deeply
concerned about it all my years. I conslder
our treatmens of the Negroes a natlonal dis-
grace. It is a negation of all our national
professions. It is a violation of the in-
spiring premises of our Declaration of In-
dependence. Its correction is long over-
due. But I am happy to say it is coming.
More progress has been made In this fleld
in the last decade—since the U.S. Supreme
Court decislon in the Brown case—than in
the previous 93 years since Abraham Lincoln
freed the slaves.

The passage of the civil rights bill in this
Congress 1s a further great and gratifylng
achievement. But before the equality of
treatment and of opportunity is more nearly
achieved, we shall need more than legis-
lation, And even legislation serves little
purpose unless it is enforced. The Ameri-
can people learned in the 1920's, after
passage of the 18th amendment establishing
prohibition, that legislation which runs coun-
ter to the mores of a great number of people
become a dead letter. And so, in addition to
legislation and its enforcement, we shall
need education—education to equip these
long disadvantaged fellow citizens of color
who, until they receive it, until through it
they achieve equality of capacity, will re-
main at the foot of the economic ladder.
Their understandable discontent will not
have been stilled. The problem will remain
and the revolt will continue.

So, while the road ahead is still beset by
the obstacles of racial prejudice and resist-
ance to change, we may expect steady prog-
ress toward the goal of equal treatment and
equal opportunity in our country regardless
of race, creed, or color. Rioting, violence,
and bloodshed will no doubt continue spo-
radically for a time, but a foundation has
been laid for the validation of the principle
of equality of opportunity for all.

Of course, it should be clear that the real
vital change needs to come in the hearts
of men. Racial prejudice exists in wvary-
ing degree in most parts of the world.
Because of prejudice against orientals—
with which Canadians have also been
familiar on the west coast—It delayed
the admission of Hawall to statehood,
although Hawall presents the finest exam-
ple of ethnic democracy under the Stars
and Stripes. For that very reason, above all
others, its statehood was desirable and es-
sential. It made possible the election to
the Congress for the first time of Americans
of Japanese and Chinese blood. And what
splendid Senators and Representatives they
are. And what a fine thing for all our Na-
tion that we at long last broadened the
base of our democracy to include them. Not
merely Hawaii but the entire Nation was the
beneficiary. Indeed, it was far more impor-
tant for the United States to give Hawall
statehood than for Hawall to receive it.

There has been prejudice against the
American aborigine. When I first came to
Alaska as Governor, I found signs in restau-
rants saying: “We do not cater to native or
Filipino trade.” And other signs saying:
“No natives allowed.” *“Native” is the Alas-
kan term for Indian or Eskimo.

These, and the practice they indicated,
were soon made illegal by act of the terri-
torial legislature 19 years ago, and I would
say that today Alaska 1s free of that preju-
dice., Eskimos and Indians serve in our leg-
islature and serve well. Indeed, the first
president of our State senate was an Es-
kimo, and after his death, he was succeeded

September 3

by an Indian elected by unanimous vote of
his colleagues.

The most stubborn racial prejudice of all
is against the Negro. The Anglo-Saxon
heritage is conditioned against him etymo-
logically. The adjective “black’” has in the
English language an unfavorable connota-
tlon. We speak of “black looks,” a “black-
hearted” villain, a “dark outlook,” to “black-
en” a man's character. “White,” on the
other hand, has a favorable connotation.
“Though your sins be as scarlet, they shall
be as white as snow,” said the Lord, accord-
ing to the book of the Prophet Isaiah.

How clearly this black and white connota-
tlon is revealed in William Blake's verse, in
his poem: “The Little Black Boy":

“My mother bore me in the southern wild
And I am black, but O! my soul is white;
White as an angel is the English child
But I am black, as if bereav'd of light.”

So there will be a long battle for the hearts
and minds of men to overcome the heritage
of hate and the pattern of prejudice.

It is a striking fact that of the major Eu-
ropean stocks one is conspicuous for its lack
of prejudice against the Negroes. It is the
French.

During World War I, Negro soldiers going
overseas brought back French brides. It hap-
pened agaln in World War II. French girls
did not resist such interracial marriages as
most American girls would have.

And for those of us who knew the prej-
udice and difficulties these interracially mar-
ried couples would encounter when they came
back to the States, our hearts bled.

I remember reading a letter from the
mother of such a bride, who, describing her
son-in-law, wrote pridefully: “C'est un beau
Négre.”

‘Which brings me to your internal crisis in
Canada. It is perhaps inappropriate and un-
wise to comment dogmatically or otherwise
on another nation’s internal affairs, Besides,
I am not informed. Like Will Rogers, “I only
know what I read in the newspapers.”

But it is clear that the French in Canada
have never been mistreated comparably to
the Negro in the United States. Their rep-
resentatives have held the highest offices in
the gift of their people. They have been
prime ministers, cabinet officers, judges,
members of both houses of Parliament.

Yet clearly they feel that they have been
diseriminated against and are in revolt.

The one thought I would like to touch on
briefly in this connection I alluded to earller
by saying that your having two officlal lan-
guages made yours richer than is our mono-
lingual establishment.

Britain and France are the cradles of two
of the great Old World civilizations, and
their transplanted heritages should be en-
couraged to flourlsh and express themselves
fully in the New World.

We know that in one country in the Old
World, Switzerland, three linguistic stocks
can coexist peacefully, happily, and produc-
tively.

Canada has two languages officially. What
would happen if national policy and purpose
sought to make all Canadians bilingual and
bicultural? I can see only benefits in such
cultural cross pollinization. I can see only
enrichment of life’s content for all Canadians
from the integration of such two rich cul-
tural legacies, complementing, supplement-
ing, diversifying, stimulating each other. And
in the course of all this, would there not be
a real rapprochement?

Me souvenant des francais que j'al eu la
bonne fortune de connaltre—Jje parle de fran-
cals éclairés—I11 me semble que si on est fran-
cals on n’est pas géné dans l'entourage des
idées, on est chez sol dans le royaume de la
pensée. Ces tralts d'esprit s'ajouteralent
bénéficielement & la nature pratique Anglo-
Saxonne. Tous deux en profiteraient.

I might close by winging my verbal way
eastward across the far expanse of our two
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nations, “from sea to shining sea,” to quote
the words of the hymn; to where yesterday,
Mrs. Lester Pearson, wife of the Canadian
Prime Minister, and Mrs. Lyndon Johnson,
wife of our President, participated in cere-
monles dedicating the former Franklin Del-
ano Roosevelt's summer home in Campo-
bello Island, New Brunswick, as a jointly
owned and operated United States-Canadian
international park and as a memorial to
President Roosevelt. On that day, August
20, title to the property was officially trans-
ferred to the Roosevelt Campobello Interna-
tional Park Commission by the owners, who
donated the property to the governments
for this purpose.

I hope that this act is symbolic of what
the future may mean to our two countries.

Thank you very much for this opportunity
to appear before you and for your hospitality.

Je vous en remercie,

THE AMERICAN ASSEMELY,
CoLumMBIA UNIVERSITY,
New York, N.Y., August 26, 1964.
Hon. ERNEST GRUENING,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR GRUENING: This morning I
had a letter from the president of the Uni-
versity of Alberta which reads in part as
follows: “I have attended a great many con-
ferences in my life and have sometimes won-
dered whether they achieve anything worth
the time and effort put into them. I believe
those of us who attended the Western Ca-
nadian-American Assembly have returned to
our duties with a much better understanding
of the problems facing us in our relations be-
tween the two countries and with the rest
of the world.”

Let me say officially on behalf of the Amer-
ican Assembly and personally on my own be-
half that I am grateful to you for taking the
time from your very busy calendar to glve
this assembly the attention all of us thought
it deserved. More than that, however, I am
grateful for the contribution you made to
the discussions. After your departure, a
number of our Canadian friends had only the
highest praise for your warm sympathy and
understanding. I know you expressed to me
some reservations about your use of French;
you will therefore be interested to know that
many of our Canadian friends singled out
this portion of your address as something
which more Canadians ought to be able to
do. In fact, they wondered how many mem-
bers of their own delegation could have done
the same.

Our final report was stronger than that
which came out of the Eastern Canadian ses-
sion, again in part because of your fine con-
tribution. Whatever further understanding
of Canadian-American relations it reflected,
then, must be attributable to your presence.

With high regard and every good wish,

Sincerely,
Crrrorp C. NELSON,
President.

THE SLOVAK NATIONAL UPRISING

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, August 29
was the 20th anniversary of a little-
noted but extremely significant episode
of World War II—the Slovak national
uprising.

Not many people realize that on that
date in 1944, an entirely separate “third
front” of armed resistance against Nazi
tyranny broke out in full force, albeit
against tremendous odds, in Slovakia.
The Slovak national uprising was
prompted by the entry of the German
Army into Slovakia in late August 1944
with the intention of transforming that
territory into a military stronghold
against the Allies. Although the Czech-
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oslovak Republic had been deprived of
its sovereignty and nominally reduced to
the status of a Nazi satellite since 1939,
the Slovak people in 1944 still had the
will to resist the final ignomy of a Nazi
occupation. Their land became in effect
an isolated enclave of active rebellion
and they transformed what was to have
been a quiet Nazi occupation into a pro-
tracted battle,

A Slovak Army of some 70,000 troops
was mounted, in addition to a guerrilla
force of 12,000. Despite hardships, hun-
ger and shortage of equipment they
fought all during that last winter of the
war, pinning down several German divi-
sions which otherwise might have been
thrown against the main Allied fronts.

The U.S. Government recognized the
Slovak resistance forces as an Allied
army operating against Germany, and,
during September and October of 1944
dispatched a 20-man military mission to
Czechoslovakia for purposes of liaison
and support of the insurgents. Tragi-
cally, 15 members of the mission were
captured and executed without trial by
the Nazi forces.

Mr, President, having established the
American Consulate General at Brati-
slava, Czechoslovakia, following World
War II, I have always had a great in-
terest in Slovakia and in the struggle
which was waged there against such
terrible odds behind the enemy lines at
the end of the war. It is a fascinating
and inspiring episode from the history of
the war and one about which we should
know more. In this regard, I ask
unanimous consent that I might insert
in the Recorp & statement prepared by
Dr. Jozef Lettrich, chairman of the
Slovak Democratic Party and former
president of the Slovak National Council
when I served there as an American
Foreign Service officer.

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

ABOUT THE SLOVAR NATIONAL UPRISING
(By Dr. Jozef Lettrich)

Czechoslovakia, the only democratic coun-
try in Central Europe between 1918 and 1938,
was delivered to the mercy of Nazi Germany
in Munich on September 29, 1938, With the
help of a disloyal German minority as well
as of a Blovak separatist group, Hitler suc-
ceeded in depriving her of her territorial in-
tegrity, of her democratic system and, finally,
of her political independence. On March 14,
1939, Hitler imposed an “independent,” in
reality a satellite, state upon Slovakia. On
March 15, 1939, Bohemia and Moravia were
proclaimed a German protectorate and Sub-
Carpathian Ruthenia was occupied by Hun-
gary. Czechoslovakia temporarily ceased to
exist as a free country.

These violent and unjust events evoked a
bold resistance movement in subjugated
Czechoslovakia and abroad as well. The aim
of the movement was to fight against the
German oppressors and their local support-
ers, on the one hand, and restoration of
freedom and mdependence of a democratic
Czechoslovakia, on the other. Slovakia
played an important role in the liberation
movement underlying Czecho-Slovak soli-
darity based upon equal rights of both na-
tions, the Czechs and the Slovaks.

When the German army began to occupy
Slovakia and transform it into a German
military stronghold against the Allled Armed
Forces on August 29, 1944, an armed upris-
ing, the Slovak National Uprising, broke out
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in Banska Bystrica. Regular military oper-
ations by some 70,000 insufficiently armed
insurgent forces under the command of Gen.
Jan Golian and Gen. Rudolf Viest and 12,000
guerrillas were waged for 2 months against
several German divisions, independent bat-
talions and air force units. An irregular,
partisan-type of fighting went on for another
6 months, until the liberation of Slovakia at
the end of April 1945. Slovakia has joined
the great World War II allied coalition.

The Slovak insurgents were at all times
on the defensive because of shortage of nec-
essary military equipment. The Soviet
Union promised substantial aid. However,
the aid was too little and too late, although
the Soviet forces were not more than 80 to
100 miles away. The reason for Soviet hesi-
tation in assisting the Slovak uprising was
the fact that it was a national uprising sim-
ilar to the Polish uprising in Warsaw and to
guerrilla warfare in Yugoslovia led by Gen.
Draza Mihajlovich. The Slovak uprising was
almed at self-liberation from the German
yoke, Its military forces were firmly in the
hands of democratic and Western orlented
officers. Its political leadership was jolntly
represented by democratic as well as Slovak
Communist underground elements. Moscow,
however, intended to liberate central and
eastern Europe by its own armed forces and,
then, to transform it into a Soviet sphere
of Influence. Therefore, the program and
composition of the Slovak national upris-
ing were not consistent with the Soviet post-
war political plans in Europe.

On the other hand, the Western Powers,
particularly the United States, immediately
recognized the Slovak insurgent army as an
Allled army. On BSeptember 7, 1944, the
Government of the United States issued a
declaration, stating that “the soldiers of the
Czechoslovak Army, including those in Slo-
vakia and other parts of Czechoslovakla,
constitute a combat force operating against
Germany"”; that “reprisals by the German
military authorities against the soldiers of
the Czechoslovak Army violate the rules of
war, by which Germany is bound” and that
“the U.S. Government solemnly warns all
Germans who take part in or are in any way
responsible for such violations that they do
s0 at their peril and will be held answerable
for their crimes.”

On September 17 and October 7, 1944, an
American military mission was flown into
Slovakia by the Allled Force Headquarters,
Mediterranean Theater. It was composed of
Lt. James Holt Green, USNR, M. Sgt. Jerry
G. Mican, S. Sgt. Joseph Horvath, Cpl. Rob-
ert R. Brown, Sp. 2c. Charles S. Heller,
Pvt. John Schwartz, Lt. James Gaul, Pho-
tographers Mate lc. Nelson B. Paris, 1st Lt.
Kenneth Lain, 1st Lt. William MecGregor,
1st Lt. Lane H. Miller, Sgt. J. Dunley, Capt.
E. V. Baranski, 1st Lt. Tibor E. Keszthelyi,
1st Lt. Francis Perry, Sgt. Steve Catlos, Dan-
iel Pavletich, Associated Press Correspond-
ent Joseph Morton, and two unnamed civil-
ians—20 people altogether. The purpose of
the mission was laison with and support
of the insurgents and evacuation of Ameri-
can and Allied aircrew personnel.

The American alirplanes brought much-
needed arms, ammunition, drugs, and other
supplies, Equipment for 10,000 men had
been made ready in Bari, Italy, and was to
be flown to Slovakia, but the U.S.S.R. had
refused permission for the Western Allies
to bring this ald to the insurgents in Soviet
zone of milltary operations. The Slovak in-
surgents were compelled to a premature re-
treat into the mountains.

The Slovak national uprising was a great
patriotic act and a considerable contribution
to the Allled cause in World War II. The
Slovak people clearly demonstrated their
firm adherence to their best national tradi-
tions. The uprising prevented the Third
Reich from using Slovakia as a defense
bastion. Slovakia became an unexpected
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antl-German war theater. It kept several
German divisions busy for 8 months and,
thus, relieved the Allied armed forces. Had
the Soviet Union joined the Slovak Insur-
gents, its army would have been at the gates
of Vienna, Austria, by the beginning of Sep-
tember 1944 instead of in April 1045.

President Franklin D, Roosevelt said about
the Slovak freedom fighters: “The people and
armed forces inside Czechoslovakia have
joined actively and gloriously with their
countrymen abroad in the ranks of the na-
tions united against tyranny. We Ameri-
cans salute our Czechoslovak comrades-in-
arms who are today so bravely contributing
to the liberation of their homeland and the
rest of Europe.”

The insurgents suffered terrible hardships,
deprivations, hunger, and cold all through
that last winter of the war. Those of them
who were captured by the Germans fell vic-
tims to a barbarian cruelty. Fifteen mem-
bers of the American military mission were
also taken prisoners, tortured, and executed
by shooting without trial in Mauthausen
concentration camp. American-Czechoslo-
vak frlendship and fight for a common cause
were thus sealed by their blood.

Distorting the historical facts and the true
meaning of the Slovak national uprising, the
Communist regime in Czechoslovakia has
tried to present the uprising as a Communist
inspired and Communist-led revolt. It is
misusing even the twentieth anniversary of
the uprising for the same purpose. The
Slovak people in the captive Czechoslovakia
cannot protest against such a gross mis-
representation. It is, therefore, the duty of
those in the free world, particularly, here
in the United States, who had organized and
participated in the Slovak natlonal uprising
in 194445, to bear witness to the true hap-
penings, ideals, and legacles of that great
event of Slovak and Czechoslovak history; to
honor the memory of the victims in the up-
rising, in particular that of members of the
American military misslon; and to make
manifest the sincere and warm relations of
Slovaks and Czechs to the United States.

TOEKAIDO LINE

Mr., PELL. Mr. President, for some
months now, those of us who are con-
cerned with modernizing our transporta-
tion system have been watching with
great interest the construction of a
brandnew, ultramodern, high-speed rail-
road line in Japan.

This line, called the New Tokaido, will
connect the great urban centers of Tokyvo
and Osaka and intervening points along
Japan’s densely populated eastern coast-
line. It is scheduled to begin regular
service on October 1. On August 25, the
first full-fledged test run was made on
the line, with a 12-car train covering the
320-mile stretch between Tokyo and
Osaka in less than 4 hours. The train
hit peak speeds of 130 miles per hour on
this run, averaging slightly over 80 miles
per hour for the whole run. In time, it
is expected that the average will be about
100 miles per hour.

Mr. President, I have been arguing for
some time now that if the Japanese can
offer this kind of service, we in the United
States should certainly be able to do as
well if not better. It is especially en-
couraging, for this reason, that the ex-
ecutive department is continuing its
study of my proposal for development of
a similar high-speed line in the meg-
alopolis of our own Northeast States.
It seems to me that as this study con-
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tinues we should keep the example of the
Tokaido line clearly in mind.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle from the New York Times of August
26 describing the first test run on the
Tokaido line be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

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

HicH-SPEED TRAIN TESTED IN JAPAN: COVERS
ToxY0-OsAXA ROUTE AT AVERAGE OF B0
MirLes PEr HoUR

(By Emerson Chapin)

Toxyo, August 25.—A 12-car train of
Japan’s New Tokaldo Line sped 320 miles
from Tokyo to Osaka today In 3 hours 56
minutes.

The test run, the first conducted at regu-
larly scheduled speed over the entire route,
was termed “very, very successful'” by Rei-
suke Ishida, president of Japan National
Railways.

The superexpress Hikarl stopped only at
Nagoya and Kyoto as it raced in record time
from Japan's capital to her second largest
city. After a 2-hour stop In Osaka, the
streamlined blue and white train made the
return trip in just over 4 hours,

NEW RAIL EPOCH SEEN

The New Tokaido Line, an imaginative
venture hurried to completion in 5 years by
Japan’s Government-operated railway corpo-
ration, will begin regular service October 1,
10 days before the beginning of the Olympic
games.

In a test run earlier this year, one of its
trains reach & speed of 150 miles an hour,
sald to be a world record. National Rallway
engineers belleve this can be bettered.

The trip of the Hikari marked a proud day
for Japan. Thousands lined the route to
wave and cheer as the exgrqss flashed past.

Traffic was stopped ol many main high-
ways as the Hikarl approached. The Japan
Broadcasting Corp. had a large crew aboard
the train, at vantage points along the route,
and in aircraft overhead to provide exhaus-
tive coverage of the trip that the Japanese
hope will open a new epoch in railr

The Hikari rode smoothly and quietly over
welded, mile-long sections of steel rail. It
often gave the impression of idling, with the
engineer applying the brakes frequently after
short stretches at 210 kilometers (126 miles)
an hour.

The train traveled at an average speed of
just over 80 miles an hour, It stopped for 9
minutes at Nagoya and 2 minutes at Kyoto.

OLD FACILITIES STRAINED

Mr. Ishida said in an interview aboard the
train that expresses would run on a 4-hour
schedule for the first 6 months and there-
after, he hoped, on a 3-hour basis. *“We are
being very cautious,” he declared.

The rallroad president said a slight jerki-
ness experienced on today's trip was because
many sections of the new roadbed had not
yet settled completely.

“We know we can run very safely even at
250 kilometers (156 miles) an hour, but the
maximum will be held to 210 on our regu-
larly scheduled runs,” he added.

At one point the Hikari reached 217
kilometers an hour. Much of the time it
traveled at 180 kilometers (about 112 miles)
an hour, s through numerous tunnels
at more than 100 miles an hour,

The New Tokaldo Line is intended to re-
lieve the intense pressure on Japan's main
Tokaido Line. The Tokaldo serves an area
that includes Japan’s six biggest cities and
40 percent of her population. The area is
responsible for 70 percent of the nation's in-
dustrial output.

‘With 120 passenger and 75 freight trains
operating on many sections daily, and de-
mand increasing at the rate of 6 to B percent
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a year, the old Tokaido's facilities are
strained

The New Tokaido is Japan’s first broad
gage rail line. Its construction was a mam-
moth project, including 65 miles of viaducts,
18 miles of bridges and 43 miles of tunnels.

The electric-powered train can carry 978
passengers in its 2 first-class and 10 second-
class coaches. The cars are air-conditioned,
equipped with cushioned and adjustable
seats, and pressurized for comfort. A buffet
car will provide light refreshment.

Initial fares for express runs will ranga
from the equivalent of $6.33 to $13.98. They
will probably be raised when speeds are in-
creased.

CBS NETWORK EXPOSES BLACK
MARKET IN DANGEROUS DRUGS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President, a
CBS television show broadcast Wednes-
day night, September 2, called “CBS Eve-
ning News With Walter Cronkite,” was
so patently shocking in its revelations
concerning the improper sale of pep pills
and “goof balls” that surely the Congress
must respond with corrective action.

The way to solve the great national
problem of illicit {raffic in barbiturates
and amphetamines is set forth in the
Psychotoxic Drug Control Act of 1964.

I served as chairman of the Senate
Health Subcommittee at the hearing on
this measure. The Senator from Con-
rtlhectlcut [Mr, Dopp] is the prineipal au-

or,

The information disclosed in this hear-
ing, like the information provided by the
CBS television show, is enough to set off
major public demands for reform, if the
fathers and mothers of this Nation are
made fully aware of the threat to the
health and lives and character of their
children.

The Psychotoxic Drug Control Act,
popularly called the Dangerous Drug
Control Act, would require registration
with the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare by manufacturers, com-
pounders, and processors of barbiturates,
amphetamines, and other drug compo-
nents found dangerous.

Here are some of the findings that de-
mand corrective action:

The illegal use of billions of these pills
may well exceed the amounts of psy-
chotoxic drugs sold legally in the Nation’s
drugstores.

The illegal use of pep pills and goof
balls is increasing among young people
in cities across the Nation, and is con-
tributing to the increase in ecrimes of
violence.

The use of these drugs is sometimes
substituted for the use of hard narcotics,
such as opium, heroin, and cocaine.

The use of these drugs is building de-
linquency and criminal records for
youngsters never before involved in law
violation.

The use of these drugs may lead young-
sters to the use of opium, heroin, and co-
caine, thus causing destruction of prop-
erty and loss of life—or at the very least,
loss of mental and physical health.

There is a growing public demand—a
demand which I predict will continue to
grow—which should be met by this Con-
gress in the spirit with which we ap-
proach a national emergency, for what-
ever proper action may be taken to con-
trol crime in the streets.
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It is my belief that swift congressional
action, in recognizing this emergency
situation, which has gone too long un-
checked, can best be expressed by enact-
ment of the Psychotoxic Drug Control
Act of 1964,

This bill was reported favorably by
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, on August 14. It was passed
by the Senate on August 15. It is now
before the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee. I am hopeful
that at this session Congress will put a
stop to the illicit traffic in dangerous
drugs.

I ask unanimous consent that an
article, published in the September 3
edition of the New York Times, cap-
tioned “Pep Pills Bought by Carton in
Test” be printed in the REcorb.

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

[From the New York Times, Sept. 3, 1064]

Pep Pnis BousHT BY CarTON IN TEST:
Dummy CompaNY WrirHOUT LICENSE GETS
SarMENTS From DrUG PRODUCERS

A television producer told a network
audience last night that he had set up an
unlicensed business that bought more than
a million goofballs and pep pills from drug
manufacturers in a 4-month experiment.

The producer, Jay McMullen of the Co-
lumbia Broadcasting System, estimated that
the shipments, which he said cost him only
$600.28, were worth between $260,000 and
$500,000 on the black market.

Mr. McMullen spoke on the program,
“CBS Evening News with Walter Cronkite.”

In introducing the producer, Mr. Cron-
kite said: “The traffic in barbiturate drugs
and amphetamines (better known as pep
pills and goofballs) is creating—according
to authorities—a problem more widespread
and serious than the traffic in heroin.”

FACTFINDING STUDY

Mr. McMullen conducted the experiment
as head of a network news "factfinding
unit'’ established to chart “new areas in
television journalism.”

He told his audience that he had estab-
lished a dummy concern, McMullen Services,
in an office at 35 West 45th Street, and ob-
tained 250 letterheads and envelopes.

Mr. McMullen's purpose, he said, was to
find out the extent to which a would-be
wholesaler without registration or license
number, could buy the drugs from legitimate
manufacturers.

He said: “In many States, wholesalers of
barbiturates, amphetamines or other pre-
scription drugs are required to obtain a
license and to keep records of purchases and
sales.

“Those who repackage and sell in inter-
state commerce are generally required to reg-
ister with the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and, according to the FDA, manufac-
turers should check on the legitimacy of a
new wholesale buyer.”

ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS'
AFFAIRS APPLAUDS THE GI BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I invite the attention of my colleagues
to an article entitled “The GI Bill at
Twenty,” which was published in the
summer issue of the George Washington
magazine, and was authored by the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs, Mr.
John S. Gleason, Jr.

This article is of interest to me, not
only because it underscores the tre-
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mendous success of the GI bill, but also
because the author, Mr. Gleason, has
been one of the most influential of the
few opponents of the cold war GI bill,
S. 5. In his article, Mr. Gleason makes
an excellent case for the enactment of
the cold war GI bill when he states that
“the lessons of the GI bill have great
value on the contemporary scene.”

I commend Veterans’ Administrator
Gleason for this excellent article. Let us
hope that it holds out a hope for the
heretofore disadvantaged cold war vet-
erans.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorp, to illus-
trate that even the most vocal oppon-
ents of the cold war GI bill are able to
make a convincing argument for its
passage.

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

THE GI BiLL AT 20
(By John 8. Gleason, Jr.)

Immediately after the guns stopped shoot-
ing, the bombs stopped raining down, and
the lights went on again all over the world,
the United States emerged from World War
II to confront a serious domestic crisis.

The largest military force In U.S. history
was encamped all aver the world, hoping for
quick discharges, and jobs, houses, and edu-
cation on their return. Mindful of the up-
heaval, unemployment, and bonus marches
that followed the relatively short and smaller
Pirst World War, there was widespread fear
about the potentially explosive reaction of
15.3 million World War II veterans whose
lives had been uprooted in a longer, more
far-flung, and disruptive war.

One economist predicted a whopping 19
million unemployed if the postwar economy
dropped back to its 1940 level of output.
More conservative estimates placed the figure
at a staggering 8 million. A soclologist, re-
calling that Hitler and Mussolini had re-
cruited idle veterans, wrote gloomily: “Vet-
erans have written many a bloody page of
history and those pages have stood forever as
a record of their days of anger.”

That the United States won victory in this
great peacetime battle Is a tribute to a
unique piece of legislation—the GI bill of
rights.

Exactly 18 days after D-day, when U.S.
Armed Forces made history with the sword,
President Roosevelt made another kind of
history with the stroke of his pen. He signed
the GI bill of rights on June 22, 1944,

This year marks the 20th anniversary of
the birth of this historic example of long-
range planning, which has been compared
with the Morrill Act creating land-grant col-
leges, the Monroe Doctrine, and the Marshall
plan,

Why was the GI bill of rights, actually
titled “The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act
of 1944"? It provided for loans, education,
readjustment allowances for veterans, and
expanded veterans' hospitals and employ-
ment service.

There were those who scoffed at the pro-
posal for the GI bill. They called it an all-
time gravy train, aiming particularly heavy
fire at the readjustment allowances. Yet
only 10 percent exhausted this benefit. Some
opponents claimed that veterans returning
to schools under the GI bill would breed
“educational hobo jungles” on college cam-
puses. Instead, they raised the intellectual
level of the entire country.

Gloomy prophets dourly predicted that GI
homes would be a haven for ‘“deadbeats,”
that veterans would move in when housing
was scarce and then walk out from their
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obligations. On the contrary, veterans have
proved to be excellent credit risks.

But the opposition faded away along with
their dire predictions, "With the signing of
this bill,” said President Roosevelt at a White
House ceremony, “a well-rounded program
of special veterans' benefits is nearly com-
pleted. It gives emphatic notice to the men
and women of our Armed Forces that the
American people do not intend to let them
down.”

The feeling was mutual. Veterans cer-
tainly did not intend to let America down.
“They would be a potent force for good or
evil In the years to come,” as one veterans’
leader predicted at the time. “They could
make or break our country. But given the
opportunity provided by the GI bill of rights,
there was only one alternative—veterans
would be a tremendous force for good, and

Jhelp build a better America, after they had

destroyed Nagzl, Fascist, and Nipponese total-
itarianism.”

The words could not have been more pro-
phetic. Here's a rundown on their GI bill
record after 20 years.

1. Under the education and training pro-
visions of the bill, 7,800,000 veterans—
nearly half of all who served during the
war—received training. With well over 2
million in college and another 3,600,000 in
other schools, veterans filled every nook and
corner of the dormitories, laboratories, and
classrooms. They attended classes at 19,000
trade and technical schools, and quonset
huts dotted 2,600 campuses from the Univer-
sity of Maine to the University of Southern
California.

About 1,400,000 veterans increased their
skills in on-the-job training, and about 700,-
000 learned the newest agricultural tech-
nigues in on-the-farm training.

Today we are a far stronger nation for the
infusion of the skills manpower gained
through the GI bill: 450,000 engineers, 180,-
000 doctors, dentists, and nurses, 360,000
schoolteachers, 150,000 sclentists, 243,000 ac-
countants, 107,000 lawyers, 36,000 clergymen,
17,000 writers, 711,000 mechanics, 883,000 con-
struction workers, 288,000 metalworkers,
138,000 electricians, and the almost 700,000
who trained for business and executive
careers.

Altogether, it was the largest program of
mass adult education ever undertaken at
bargain rates. The $14.5 billlon cost has
been more than recouped.

The GI bill continues to pay for itself at
close to §1 billion a year. The return comes
from additional income tax pald by better
educated, higher earning GI bill veterans.

2. Equally beneficial has been the long-
range effects of the GI bill loan program.
Structural evidence of it dots the country-
side. One out of every flve homes built since
the end of World War II was financed with
a GI loan. As someone sald, the landscape
architect of postwar America has been the
VA loan guarantee officer.

More than 5,268,000 World War II veterans
were granted Veterans' Administration
home, farm, or business loans totaling more
than $43 billion. The almost 6 million home
loans in this total helped touch off a postwar
housing boom that turned Americans into a
nation of homeowners. This infusion of
credit, of course, resulted in an enormous
stimulus to our national economy. For pur-
chases of new housing dilate the economic
arterles. Purchases of new furniture, new
appliances, new cars follow; and school con-
struction and other public works are not far
behind as new suburban communities mush-
room. (These are communities with good
credit ratings, it might be sald, for more
than a third of the GI loans are paid in full.)

3. Often under fire, the GI bill readjust-
ment allowance program helped tide nearly 9
million veterans through the fnitial period
while they looked for jobs. The average stay
on the rolls was only 19 weeks, and some
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$3.8 billion was expended in this program,
only 900,000 veterans, or about 1 out of 10
exhausted their full rights to unemploy-
ment benefits. Most veterans just were not
content with $20 a week, when they could
be bringing home $100 from a job, or im-
proving their skills and education.

It was an underappreciated bulwark
against adversity for unemployed veterans.
In most instances, the payments were not
strung together. They were spread over
periods when veterans were changing jobs,
trying to find themselves in a new world.

4. Millions of veterans skipped school;
most of the older, married, and previously
employed veterans, headed back to their old
Jobs, or better ones, if they could land them.
One of the lessons that World War I de-
mobilization drove home was that a strong,
well-financed public employment service is
indispensable to a smooth readjustment
process.

One Government official evaluated the GI
bill by paraphrasing Winston Churchill,
“Never before,” he said, “has so much been
done for so many for so little.”

A leading industrialist, who knew a good
investment when he saw one, agreed. Sald
Henry Ford II:

“Millions of veterans, who otherwise might
not have had the opportunity, have been en~
abled to enter college or to complete special-
ized training. The Nation gains by having
created a great new source from which to
draw its leaders.”

Leaders they are and leaders they will be,
for years to come, according to Dr. Amos
Yoder, who made a survey of the GI bill's im-
pact on men listed in the 1960-61 "“Who's
Who.” He found approximately 1,000 who
had benefited. All were under 46 years,
which, he said, is a sizable number when
it is realized that almost all of the men who
make “Who's Who" are older.

Since the past Is also prolog, the lessons
of the GI bill have great value on the con-
temporary scene. In his message to Congress
outlining plans for a war on poverty. Presi-
dent Johnson pointed out that if annual
earnings of 10 million among the poor could
be raised by only $1,000, it will add $14 bil-
lion a year to the national output; reduce the
$4 billion in public assistance payments; and
lower the costs of fighting crime, delinquen-

_cy, disease, and hunger.

“Our history has proved,” President John-
son sald, “that each time we broaden the
base of abundance, giving more people the
chance to produce and consume, we create
new industry, higher production, increased
earnings and better income for all.” The GI
bill is an excellent example of the wisdom of
his words.

EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION EN-
ACTED BY 88TH CONGRESS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, an official
publication of the Office of Education en-
titled “‘School Life” printed a series of
articles in its March, April, and May is-
sues which describe briefly the back-
ground and the provisions of educa-
tional legislation in the 88th Congress
which became law.

It is an excellent record and one in
which we can take pride. I hope that
before this session concludes we may be
able to add to it additional needed mod-
ifications and improvements in the basic
statutes.

Mr. President, in order that Senators
may have conveniently assembled this
most helpful material to assist them in
the answering of inquiries, I ask unani-
mous consent that the articles to which
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I have alluded be printed at this point
in my remarks.

Mr. President, I wish to commend
Commissioner Keppel and his staff for
having prepared these excellent sum-
mary statements.

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

TaE HicHer EpucatioN FACILITIES ACT OF
1963—PuBLic Law 88-204

“In all the years of our national life,”
President Kennedy sald In a message to the
88th Congress, “the American people—in
partnership with their governments—have
continued to insist that ‘the means of edu-
cation shall forever be encouraged.'” The
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 (Pub-
lic Law 88-204) binds the people and their
governments together in closer partnership,
a partnership that has been tested again and
again under numerous Federal acts over the
past 100 years and in all has been found to
be both workable and profitable. Under the
1963 act the Government is investing $1.2
billion in institutions of higher education
and investing it where, it is generally agreed,
dollars are most urgently needed—in aca-
demic facilities.

The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963
will help meet a need that is already com-
pelling, that Is almost unanimously recog-
nized, and that neither State and municipal
governments nor private groups can meet by
themselves.

BACKGROUND

The needs of higher education for instruc-
tional facllities are well documented in the
records of the 88th Congress. In committee
hearings experts from education, labor, in-
dustry, and government—no matter what
their primary interest—generally agreed that
the need was fast becoming acute. They
presented ample facts to prove the need.

The facts are indeed impressive: they re-
veal the effort the country has made to
build strong colleges and universities, the
national interest in keeping them strong, and
what they need in order to grow stronger.
But more than that, they explain why the
act concentrates funds on academic facil-
itles.

President Johnson, on signing the Higher
Education Facllities Act, pointed out its po-
tential contributions to higher education
and to the country:

1. We will help to provide college class-
rooms for several hundred thousand more
students who will nearly double college en-
rollment in this decade.

2. We will help to build 25 to 30 new public
community colleges every year.

3. We will help to construct the technieal
institutes that are needed to close the gap in
this crucial area of trained manpower.

4. We will help to build graduate schools
and facilities in at least 10 to 20 major aca-
demic centers.

5. We will help to improve the quality of
library facilities in our own universities and
colleges.

Why do colleges need more facilities?

Here are a few of the facts, all drawn from
reports of hearings before Senate and House
subcommittees on education and publica~-
tions of the U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and the Office of Edu-
cation,

Colleges and universities of all types face
constantly increasing enrollments at a time
when they cannot provide the classrooms,
laboratories, and libraries they need for stu-
dents currently enrolled. In the fall of 1983,
approximately 4.6 million students were en-
rolled in U.S. colleges and universities (63.4
percent were in public colleges)—T7.7 percent
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more than in 1962. The Office of Education
estimates that the 1965 enrollment will be
46 percent higher than the 1860, and the 1970
enrollment, 94 percent higher—this means 7
million students in college in 1970 (these
estimates are based on the increase in popu-
lation of the 18- to 21-year-old group and
the assumption that the percentage of col-
lege students in this age group will rise from
the current 38 per 100 to 48 per 100 by 1970).

There are several reasons why college en-
rollment is constantly increasing: There is a
larger college-age population (the Census
Bureau reports that the population of the
18- to 22-year-old group increased from 11.7
million in July 1960 to 13 million in July
1962, and estimates that the group may total
17.8 million by 1970); a larger proportion of
the college-age group is going to college;
students are staying longer in college because
of changing job requirements and greater
emphasis on research; and the general in-
crease in income since World War II makes it
possible for more families to see their chil-
dren through college.

Institutions at all levels, from 2-year col-
leges to graduate schools, are feeling the
pressures of expanding enrollment. The
President's Sclence Advisory Committee has
said that the number of doctorates awarded
annually in sclence, mathematics, and en-
gineering should be increased from 3,000 in
1860 to 7,600 in 1970 and that the number of
first-year graduate students in these three
fields alone should be increased from 17,000
in 1960 to 40,000 in 1970. If the number
needed for these and other flelds is to be
trained, the existing graduate centers must
be improved and new graduate centers es-
tablished.

Glenn T. Seaborg, Chalrman of the Atomic
Energy Commission and Nobel Prize winner,
in testimony before the Senate Subcommit-
tee on Education, emphasized the need for
graduate centers. Dr. Seaborg said:

“Additional centers of excellence are ur-
gently needed. The growth of science re-
quires more universities with superior fa-
cilitles and outstanding groups of students.

“The need for improved facilities is urgent.
The expansion of science in this country has
outrun our ability to provide up-to-date
space and equipment for either research or
teaching. The immediate bottleneck today
in many flelds and in many universities is
in buildings and equipment.

“Graduate education in science needs con-
stant modernization."”

Although Dr. Seaborg was speaking pri-
marily about graduate education in science,
he sald: “It is important that these other
flelds (the arts and the humanities) not be
slighted and discounted in today’s rush to-
ward science.”

Junior and community colleges have been
particularly hard pressed to provide facili-
ties for their students. Between 1949-50
and 1959-60 enrollment in public 2-year col-
leges increased by 128 percent, in private 2-
year colleges, by 24.7T percent. In the fall
of 1963, approximately 770,000 college stu-
dents (1 out of every 7) were in 2-year col-
leges and 600,000 of them were in publie
2-year colleges.

Two-year colleges will very likely become
increasingly popular for these reasons:

They meet the needs of students who plan
to go into jobs that do not require 4 years
of college.

They cffer an opportunity to students who
can't afford 4-year colleges, which are gen-
erally more expensive than 2-year colleges,
or can't afford to go away from home to col-
lege. (Studles indicate that a high school
graduate's likellhood of going to college is
50 percent greater if he lives within 20 or
25 miles of a college.)

They gear some of their programs to local
needs and job opportunities.
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Ezpenditures of institutions of higher edu-
cation for physical plant, 1940 to 1960
[In millions of dollars]

School year:

Source: Reprinted from Health, Education,
and Welfare Indicators, January 1964, p. xxvl.

What will it cost to expand?

If the colleges and universities are to pro-
vide for the students who will soon be knock-
ing at their doors, Commissioner Keppel said
before the Senate subcommittee, they will
have to spend $2.3 billion a year on physical
facilities. We estimate, he said, that the
colleges will need to spend 81 billion more
a year until 1970 than they are now spending.
Most of the increase will have to go into new
construetion, primarily for instructional fa-
cilities. That much is needed does not mean
that the colleges have been standing still.

Year by year both public and private in-
stitutions have increased the total expendi-
tures for physical facilities—from $403 mil-
in 1952 to $1,192 million in 1962, A large
proportion of their expenditures has been
for new construction, but a fairly large pro-
portion of the increase has gone into rising
costs (construction costs rose by 36 percent
between 1952 and 1962, according to the
American Appraisal Co. index of construc-
tion, which uses 1947-49 as the base period).

Can the colleges afford to expand?

The question before the Nation has been
whether institutions could increase their ex-
penditures to the $3 billion needed in time
to provide for immediate enrollment in-
creases, A number of persons, among them
Commissioner EKeppel, have sald they could
not.

Speaking before a Senate subcommittee
last year, Commissioner Keppel said: “We
believe, and the virtually unanimous coun-
cils of higher education proclaim, that States
and municipalities cannot provide the addi-
tional funds institutions need now nor can
contributions from private sources provide
sufficient funds for private institutions.”

Here again the conclusion is backed up by
facts:

Expenditures of State and local govern-
ments for services other than higher educa-
tion have been constantly increasing: For
public elementary and secondary schools (up
from $9.8 billlon a year in 19564-55 to $19.5
billion in 1962-63); for expanding State and
local payrolls (up by 40 percent since 1950);
and for health and welfare services (States
pay $6.1 billion a year for health and sani-
tation alone).

State and local debt has risen sharply. In
1954 the per capita public debt of State gov-
ernments was $61; local governments, $185;
and Federal Government, $1,713; in 1962 the
comparable figures were: State, $118; local
$325; and Federal, $1,630.

State and local appropriations are the
major source of funds for public colleges and
universities. In 1961-62 these Institutions
spent $456.5 million on new construction
and rehabilitation of facilities. More than
one-third (37.7 percent) of the funds to
cover expenditures for construction came
from governmental appropriations (State, 1o-
cal, Federal) and more than one-half from
the sale of bonds. In the same year, private
colleges and universities spent $302.7 million
on new construction and rehabilitation of fa-
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cilities. Their funds came from three major
sources: gifts and grants, 43.3 percent; rev-
enue bonds, 22.9 percent; and commercial
loans, 8.7 percent.

IS NOT THE COLLEGE PROBLEM A NATIONAL
FROBLEM?

The need of colleges and universities to
provide instructional facilities for increased
enrollment is only one side of the picture;
on the other side there is the country's need
for tralned men and women. On this point
again the evidence is unquestionable. The
demand for educated manpower has been
increasing steadily for a decade, and faster
for persons with graduate degrees than for
any other group in the labor force.

Between 1953 and 1962 the number of jobs
requiring 16 years of education or more in-
creased by 47.6 percent, from 5.4 million to
8 million. Estimates indicate that the de-
mands for highly trained manpower will con-
tinue to increase, and that approximately
100 graduates with doctoral degrees are
needed each year for every million persons
in the population. So far the country is not
reaching that estimate nor are there enough
graduate schools available to train that num-
ber. To produce the fralned manpower
needed for economic growth, cultural de-
velopment, and national security would re-
quire at least 50 additional quality grad-
uate schools. Moreover, it is important that
the centers should be widely dispersed geo-
graphically. Currently 20 schools are pro-
ducing 55 percent of the doctorates, and these
schools are concentrated in a few States.

A Defense Department study reporting in
1962 on the distribution of Government con-
tracts shows that contracts have tended to
g0 to communities in which there are strong
universities, particularly with graduate
schools. The study led President Kennedy
to say: “"We need many more graduate cen-
ters, and they should be better distributed
geographically. New industries increasingly
gravitate to, or are innovated by, strong cen-
ters of learning and research. The distress
area of the future may well be one which
lacks centers of graduate education and
research.”

Authorization for appropriations for the
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,
in fiscal years 1964—66

[In millions of dollars]

Purpose 1964 | 1965 | 1966 |3-year

total

Title I: Grants for construe-
tion of undergraduate
facilitiea o = . ... . .

For 4-year public and
private colleges and
2-year private colleges
(or 78 percent of amount
appropriated)...........

For 2-year community
colleges and 2-year tech-
nical institutes (or 22
pera)ent of appropria-

om ) e

Title IT: Grants for construe-

tion of graduate facili-

ties or cooperative grad-
uate centers_..____...__....

Title III: Loans for con-

struction of undergradu-
ate or graduate fn.ciﬁ? =

8-year total......

230.0{ 230.0| 230.0

179.4( 179.4] 179.4

50.6/ 50.6( 50.6) 151.8

25.0/ 60.0[ 60.0| 145.0

120.0] 120.0] 120.0| 360.0
375, 0| 410.0| 410.0/1,195.0

In the next few years advances in sclence
and technology will create new demands
not only for highly trained persons but also
for semiprofessional techniclans to assist
them. But the semiprofessional technicians
will not be available unless they are trained
in the next few years, for already there is a
shortage. Just in the last decade the num-
ber of semiprofessional technicians employed
increased by 40 percent—the second fastest
growing section of the labor force. As the
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demand is still increasing rapidly, the need
for technicians is fast becoming acute.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates
that the country needs to increase the num-
ber of semiprofessional technicians between
1960 and 1970 by about 600,000.

In the past technicians were trained on
the job, but science and engineering are
making such rapid advances that job experi-
ence is no longer enough. Moreover, ex-
perts in the training of semiprofessional
technicians all say that the training should
be given at the college level, that stiff courses
in mathematics and physical sciences should
be required and should be taught by college
instructors who understand the work tech-
niclans do.

To help fill all these needs of higher edu-
cation and in turn the needs of Govern-
ment, industry, labor, and the professions,
the Higher Education Facilities Act author-
izes an investment of $1.2 billion. Although
Federal funds spent under the act are osten-
sibly an investment in instructional facil-
ities, they are in reality also an economic
investment.

That money invested in education yields
a high return to the national economy has
been proved in numerous studies. Studies
have reported such facts as these:

The Cabinet Committee on Economic
Growth reports that a rising level of Amer-
ican education has been the key generator
of long-term economic progress in this coun-
try.

A study of the growth of output per
worker for the period 1929-57 found that
two-fifths of the increase in real production
per worker—an increase of 56 percent—could
be attributed to improvements in the quality
of labor resulting from formal education.

THE ACT

Through its penetrating examination of the
needs of higher education, the Congress be-
came convinced that the security and welfare
of the country required that the young peo-
ple should have ample opportunity to develop
their intellectual capacities and that their
opportunity would be jeopardized if the in-
stitutions of higher education were not as-
sisted in meeting their most pressing con-
struction needs. The conviction was held by
Democrats and Republicans allke and led to
passage of the Morse-Green bill (H.R. 6143).
When President Johnson signed the bill on
December 16, 1963, it became Public Law 88—
ig-d-ss the Higher Education Facilities Act of

The act makes the U.S. Commissioner of
Education responsible for administering the
act and gives him the authority he needs to
do the job. The act provides for—

A B-year program of matching grants and
loans to any qualifying institution of higher
education (public and private nonprofit, 2-
year, 4-year, and graduate), both grants and
loans to be used for the construction of aca-
demic facilities.

The authorization of $835 million in grant
funds and $360 million in loan funds during
the first 8 years of the program, and for
the last 2 years only such sums as later
Congresses may later authorize. (This break
in authorization was made to give the Con-
gress an opportunity to review the program
after it had been in full operation.)

The allotment, administration, and use of
appropriations under four titles.

The act prohibits—

Any department, agency, office, or employee
of the United States from exercising any di-
rection, supervision, or control over or im-
posing any requirements or conditions on the

1“Education Legislation—1963,” hearings:
before the Subcommittee on Education of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
88th Cong., 1st sess, vol. 1, p. 408.
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personnel, curriculum, methods of instruc-
tlon, or administration of any educational
institution under authority of the act.

Definition of terms as they are used in the act
Academic Facilities

Structures suitable for use as classrooms,
laboratories, libraries, and other facilities for
related instruction, research, or administra-
tion of an institution of higher education.
The term includes maintenance, storage, and
utility facilitles essential to the operation of
any of the foregoing facilities. It excludes
any facility intended primarily for these pur-

poses:

For events for which the public is charged
for admission;

For a gymnasium or for athletic or recrea-
tional activities other than for physical edu-
cation courses. (There may be other excep-
tions if the Commissioner determines that
the physical integration of gymnasium and
recreational facilities with other facilities In-
cluded under the act is required to carry out
the objectives of the act.)

For sectarian instruction or religious wor-
ship or for use primarily in the program of a
school or department of divinity (either an
institution or a part of an institution that
is set up specifically to prepare persons for
the ministry or other religious vocation or for
teaching theology.)

- For a school of medicine, dentistry, oste-
opathy, pharmacy, optometery, podiatry,
nursing, or public health. (These last eight
schools were excluded because they may re-
celve funds for construction under Public
Law 88-129, the Health Professions Act.)

Construction

Erection or expansion of structures and
acquisition and installation of initial equip-
ment; acquisition of exlisting structures; re-
habilitation or replacement of structures or
built-in equipment; or a combination of any
two or more of these uses.

Development Cost

The amount that the Commissioner finds
it will cost an applicant (for a grant or a
loan) to construct an academic facility, to
acquire land on which the facility is located,
and to make the necessary improvement
of the site, The amount excludes any cost
an institution incurred or contracted to pay
for a facility before the 1963 act was passed
(December 18, 1863).

In determining the amount of a grant
under titles I and II, the Commissioner will
deduct from the development cost the
amount of a Federal grant an institution
has obtained or has been promised under
any other act for the construction that is to
be financed by a grant under title I or II; he
will also deduct the amount of non-Federal
funds the institution has agreed to spend
or has spent as a condition of getting the
other Federal grant.

In determining the amount of a loan under
title ITI, the Commissioner will deduct from
the development cost an amount equal to any
Federal assistance an institution has obtained
or has been promised under any other act
for the construction of an academic facility
that is to be financed with a loan under title
III.

Federal Share

The percentage of the development cost
of a construction project under titles I and
II that may be pald for out of funds under
the act. The maximum share of a project
for a 4-year public or private nonprofit col-
lege, a 2-year private nonprofit college, a
graduate school, or a cooperative graduate
center is 83145 percent; for a community col-
lege or technical institute, 40 percent.

Under title I the State commission deter-
mines the precise percentage that a 4-year
public or private and a 2-year private non-
profit college will receive. The commission
may write into the State plan objective
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standards and methods for determining the
percentage for each approved project, or it
may fix a uniform percentage for all ap-
proved projects for such institutions. (In
no case will the Federal share be more than
3314 percent of the development cost.) For
example, an eligible 4-year college wishing
to build an academic facility at a cost of
$1,200,000 could get at the most a Federal
grant of $400,000 for an approved project.
It might get less if the commission has fixed
a uniform percentage or handles each ap-
plication separately and recommends less
than 83% percent. A 2-year public com-
munity college or public technical Institute
wishing to build an academic facllity at a
cost of $1,200,000 would get $480,000 for an
approved project.
Higher Education Building Agency

(1) A State instrumentality or agency au-
thorized to provide academic facilities for
institutions of higher education or to finance
the construction of such facilities for such
institutions.

(2) A nonprofit corporation established by
an institution of higher education to provide
academic facilities for it. Such a corpora-
tion may use loan funds under the act on
the condition that the title to any property
the corporation bullds or purchases with loan
funds will pass to the institution if and
when the corporation dissolves.

Institution of Higher Education

Any college or university which meets these
qualifications:

Admits as regular students only persons
who have a certificate of graduation from
a high school or its equivalent.

Has State authorization to conduct an
educational program beyond the high
school.

Provides a program for which it awards
a bachelor’s degree or provides not less than a
2-year program which is acceptable for full
credit toward a bachelor's degree or offers
& 2-year technical institute program.

Is a public or other nonprofit institution.

Is accredited by a nationally recognized
accrediting agency (the act requires the
Commissioner to publish a lst of these
agencles) or has its credits fully accepted
by three or more accredited Iinstitutions.
The act makes two exceptions in the ac-
creditation requirements: it says, first, that
if no nationally recognized agencles are
qualified to accredit 2-year technical in-
stitutes, the Commissioner will appoint an
advisory committee to set up standards for
them and to determine which institutes
meet the standards and qualify for as-
sistance; and second, that the Commissioner
may grant or lend funds for construction
to an institution if he is convinced that it
will qualify for accreditatlon when the
project for which assistance is requested is
completed or when that project and others
underway or planned for construction
within a reasonable time are completed.

Public Community College and Technical
Institute

An institution of higher education under
public control organized and administered
primarily to conduct either a 2-year pro-
gram that is acceptable for full credit to-
ward a bachelor’s degree or a 2-year program
in engineering, mathematics, or the physical
or biological sciences that prepares the stu-
dent to work as a semi-professional tech-
nician in one of these flelds or In other
technological fields. A qualified 2-year in-
stitute that is a branch of a 4-year college
is eligible for a grant if it is not in the same
community as the 4-year college.

Cooperative Graduate Center

An institution or a program created by
two institutions of higher education (or
more) and offering graduate work to stu-
dents of both institutions which nelther
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could offer separately as proficlently or as
economically.

Cooperative Graduate Center Board
A board which is organized to establish,
construct, and maintain the cooperative cen-
ter and coordinate academic programs. It
must be composed of representatives of par-
ticipating institutions and the community
surrounding the center.

High School
Grades through but not beyond grade 12.
Nonprofit Educational Institution

An institution which is owned and op-
erated by a corporation or association but
from which neither the owners, private
shareholders, not others, recelve any profits.

Public Educational Institutions

The term excludes those controlled by any
agency of the U.8, Government.

State

The 50 States, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa.

State Commission (Title I)

A body of citizens representative of the
public and institutions of higher education
(including junior colleges and technical in-
stitutes) appointed by the Governor and
authorized by law to draw up and adminis-
ter the State's plan for participating in the
program under title I.

The State Plan (Title I)

A plan submitted and administered by the
State commission, establishing the policies
and procedures which the State commis-
slon will follow in reviewing applications
for grants under title I, and determining
relative priorities, and Federal shares for
title I projects.

TITLE I—GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
UNDERGRADUATE FACILITIES

Under title I the act authorizes a 5-year
program of grants for the construction, re-
habilitation, improvement, alteration, or ac-
quisition of academic facilities in undergrad-
uate colleges and universities, both public
and private nonprofit. To finance these
grants in the first 3 fiscal years of the pro-
gram, the act authorizes an appropriation of
$230 million a year to be divided among the
institutions as follows:

Public community colleges and public
technical institutes, 22 percent.

Public and other nonprofit 4-year colleges
and 2-year nonprofit colleges and technical
institutes, 78 percent.

The authorization for title I is particular-
ly important to the States and the control-
ling boards of nonprofit institutions for three
reasons:

First, title I says that funds appropriated
for projects for fiscal year 1964 (which ends
June 30, 1964) but not obligated during the
year can be carried over to the end of the
next fiscal year. This provision gives them
more time for estimating their needs, filing
applications, and raising matching funds.

Second, title I says that if the Congress
appropriates less than the amount author-
ized ($230 milllon) in fiscal years 1964 and
1965, it may, in succeeding years, make up
the difference between the amount author-
ized and the amount appropriated in 1964
and 1965. This provision will very likely in-
crease the possibility that the full amount
authorized will eventually be appropriated.

Third, it says that the Commissioner may
reallot funds appropriated for fiscal years
1965 and 1966 but not obligated for particu-
lar projects by the close of the year for
which they were allotted.

For public community colleges and technical
institutes

Because of the special need for public com-

munity colleges and technical institutes, the

act singles them out for special attention: it
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not only earmarks funds for them but au-
thorizes the Commissioner to pay a larger
percentage of the construction cost of a proj-
ects than it does for other institutions. The
percentage of the construction cost of a proj-
ect paid for out of Federal funds under the
act 1s called the “Federal share” (for defini-
tions of the term “development cost”). The
Federal share of the construction costs of
projects for public community colleges and
technical institutes is fixed at 40 percent and
of other institutions, a maximum of 3315
percent.

To be eligible for a 40-percent grant, a pub-
lic community college or a public technical
institute must qualify as an institution of
higher education (see definition p. 17) and
in addition it must be under public super-
vision and control; organized and adminis-
tered principally to provide a 2-year program
that is acceptable for full credit toward a
bachelor’s degree; or organized and adminis-
tered principally to conduct a 2-year program
in engineering, mathematics, or the physical
or blological sciences which prepares students
to work as semiprofessional techniclans in
one of these three fields or in other tech-
nological flelds.

A 2-year branch of a 4-year college is also
eligible for a 40-percent grant if it Is In a
different community.

Funds for the public 2-year colleges will
be allotted among the States on the basis of
the income per person and the number of
high school graduates in the most recent
year. This means that funds are directed to
the States with the largest number of pros-
pective college students and the least abllity
to finance expansion of facilities. If $230
million is appropriated for fiscal year 1964,
22 percent of the total, or $50.6 million, will
be available to public 2-year community col-
leges and technical institutes. Out of the
$50.6 million each State will be allotted an
amount which bears the same ratio to £60.6
million as the product of the number of its
high school graduates in the 1962-63 aca-
demic year and its allotment ratio bears to
the sum of the corresponding products of all
States.

Seed Money

It is possible that the Federal appropria-
tion under title I, what Senator Case has
called “seed money,” may stimulate an in-
vestment of almost $2 billion in academic
facilities in undergraduate colleges in the
first 8 years of the grant program. If the
full amount authorized is appropriated and
used in 1964 through 1966 the totals shown
below will be available for construction of
academic facilities:

Millions

Public community colleges and pub-
lic technical institutes. ... $379.56
Federal grants (40 percent). ... 151.8
Matching funds (60 percent).... 227.7

Public and other nonprofit 4-year

colleges and nonprofit 2-year
colleges 1,614.6
Federal grants (331 percent).... 538.2
Matching funds (6624 percent).. 1,076.4

As soon as possible after the funds are
appropriated for each fiscal year, the Com-
missioner will compute each State’s allot-
ment ratio, using the formula prescribed in
the act. Each 8State’s allotment ratio
equals—

per capita i for the State

e (0.50X per capita income for 50 States

The computation will be based on Census
Bureau date on average income for the 3
most recent years.

No State’s allotment ratio will be less than
0.8815 nor more than 0.6635; the allotment
ratio for Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, and American Samoa will be 0.6634.
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If the Commissioner finds that the cost of
school construction in any fiscal year in a
State is twice the median costs in all States,
the State’s allotment ratio will be 0.50.
From these allotments to the States the
Commissioner will make grants to public 2-
year community colleges and public technical
institutes only for construction projects that
will substantially expand capacity for enroll-
ment or create new capacity for enrollment.

For other institutions of higher education

Institutions of higher education other than
public community colleges and public tech-
nical institutes will share in $538.2 million
for academic facilities in the first 8 years of
the grant program if the full amount author-
ized is appropriated. Under the provisions
of title I, 4-year public or private nonprofit
institutions and 2-year private nonprofit
institutions that qualify under the act's
definition of an institution of higher educa-
tion are eligible for a grant for specific types
of facilities.

In each fiscal year the Commissioner will
allot grant funds for other colleges to the
States in two parts: one-half on the basis of
each State’s proportion of the total U.S. en-
rollment in all institutions of higher edu-
cation, public and private, and one-half on
the basis of each State's proportion of the
total enrollment in high school grades 9 to
12, inclusive, public and private. In deter-
mining enrollment, the Commissioner will
use the latest satisfactory data available to
him for the most recent year.

Assuming that $230 million is appropriated
and that $179.4 milllon (or 78 percent) is
avallable to colleges other than public com-
munity colleges and technical institutes in
fiscal year 1964, each State will be allotted
an amount which bears the same ratio to
$80.6 million as its enrollment in institutions
of higher education bears to the total enroll-
ment in all States, plus an amount which
bears the same ratio to £89.6 million as its
enrollment in grades 9 to 12 bears to the
enrollment in grades 9 to 12 in all States.

From each State’s allotment the Com-
missioner will make grants to cover the Fed-
eral share of the construction costs for proj-
ects in other institutions. The maximum
Federal share s 3314 percent of the cost; the
State commission determines the precise per-
centage (see definition of Federal share).

These institutions—4-year public and pri-
vate nonprofit and 2-year nonprofit colleges—
may use the funds under table 1 only for a
bulilding or part of a bullding that is designed
especially for instruction or research in the
natural or physical sclences, mathematics,
modern foreign languages, or engineering or
for use as a library; only if construction will
begin within a reasonably short time; and
only if the completed bullding increases ca~
pacity or creates new capacity for enrollment,

The State Plan

Before Institutions of higher education in
a State can recelve grants under title I, the
State must do these things:

Designate, as the State commission, a State
agency that is “broadly representative of the
public and of institutions of higher educa-
tlon (including community colleges and tech-
nical schools).” If no existing agency meets
this requirement the State must establish
one,

Submit to the U.S. Commissioner of Edu-
cation, through the State commission a State
plan which—

Names the State commission as adminis-
trator of the plan. -

Sets up objective standards and methods
for determining which eligible projects sub-
mitted by institutions will have priority and
for determining whether a particular project
for an institution other than a public com-
munity college or a technical institute will
get the maximum Federal share of 3315 per-
cent of its construction cost or a smaller per-
centage.
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Commits the State to use its allotment or
reallotment only for the purpose for which
it is granted. £

Agrees to give every applicant for a project
who is adversely affected by a declsion an
opportunity for a fair hearing.

Makes provision for proper control of and
accounting for Federal funds paild to the
State under this program and for making the
reports the Commissioner needs.

During the first 2 years of the act the Com-
missioner is authorized to spend up to $3
million a year on the proper and efficlent ad-
ministration of State plans, including the
necessary expense of preparing them.

High school and college students are grad-
uating at younger ages than formerly. Be-
tween 1950 and 1960 the median age of high
school graduates dropped from 18.4 years to
18,1, and the median age of college grad-
uates dropped from 23.6 years to 229. By
color and sex, the estimated median ages of
graduates in the 2 years were as follows: -

1050 1960
HIGH SCHOOL
18.4 18.1
18.6 18.2
18.2 18.0
18.8 18.5
19.4 18.6
18.5 18.4
18.4 18.1
18.6 18.3
18.2 18.0
2.7 22.9
4.3 .4
21 22
23.8 23.9
24.9 M7
Bo| Bo
Male... 24.3 23.5
Female__ __ 22.2 23

Note.—Bource of data In both this table and the chart

ggeposlte is Current Population Reports of the Bureaun of
Census, series P-23, No. 0.

Among the reasons for the differences be-
tween the college graduates of 1950 and those
of 1960 are these: The class of 1950 contained
many veterans, who were older than the
average college student; students now gradu-
ate from high school at a younger age; and
interest in part-time study toward a degree
is increasing, particularly among nonwhite
women,—(Rose Marie Walker, educational
statisticlan, Office of Education.)

Approval of State Plans

The Commissioner will approve State plans
that meet the requirements listed above, and
will give the State commission an opportu-
nity to be heard before he finally disap-
proves a State plan. If, after a plan is in
operation, the Commissioner finds it has been
so changed that 1t 1s not complying with the
act or that the commission is not complying
with its plan, he will notify the commission
of this fact and give it an opportunity for a
hearing. Until the Commissioner is satisfied
that there is no longer a failure to comply
he will not consider the State eligible to par-
ticipate in the program and will so notify
the commission.

The State in turn has the right to contest
his action on this and certain other points.
It may appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals
in the circuit in which it is located. The
findings of fact by the Commissioner, if sup-
ported by substantial evidence, will be con-
clusive. The court may affirm or set aside
the Commissioner’s decision, either in whole
or in part. The court’s decision will, how-
ever, be subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States.

Basic Criteria

The Commissioner is now working out reg-
ulations covering the basic criteria which the
States must meet in preparing their plans.
The act provides that the basic criterla must
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be strict enough to achieve the objectives of
the act and at the same time flexible enough
to permit a State plan to serve the State's
particular needs. The criteria must give
special consideration to the expansion of un-
dergraduate enrollment capacity.

The regulations may include criteria cover-
ing the extent to which facilitles are being
used effectively and they may allow State
plans to group facilities or institutions for
priority purposes.

The regulations will also prescribe the
basic criteria for determining the Federal
ghare of the development cost of any eligible
project for institutions other than public
community colleges and public technical in-
stitutes. In no event will the Federal share
of the development cost of a project for an
institution other than a public community
college or a public technical institute exceed
8314 percent.

The act requires the Commissioner to pub-
lish the proposed regulations on priority and
criteria for the Federal share in the Federal
Register and to provide an opportunity for
interested persons to give him their views on
the regulations.

It is possible for an institution—4 year or
2 year, public or private nonprofit—to get
both a loan and a grant under the act., As-
sume, for example, that a liberal arts col-
lege is planning to build a new science and
mathematics hall at an estimated cost of
$000,000, If the college is eligible on all
counts and meets all conditions for a grant
and all conditions for a loan it might get—

A maximum Federal grant under
title I for one-third of the de-

velopment cost $300, 000
A grant from non-Federal sources

for one-fourth of the cost______ 226, 000
A maximum loan under title III_. 375, 000

Applications for Grants and Conditions for
Approval

To obtain a grant under title I, an in-
stitution must apply for it at the time and
in the form the Commissioner prescribes.
The application must contain all the in-
formation he needs to make a decision.
Generally speaking he will approve an ap-
plication that meets these conditions:

1. The institution and the project are
eligible, the project has been approved and
recommended by the State commission, the
State commission has certified that Federal
share of the cost, and there are funds enough
in the State allotment or reallotment to
cover the Federal share.

2. The project has a higher priority than
all other eligible projects in the State for
which funds have not been reserved under
title I.

3. The Commissioner has determined that
the structure will not be elaborate and will be
constructed economically, that Federal funds
will be used only for the projects covered by
the application, that funds are available to
cover the cost not borne by the Govern-
ment and to provide for the effective use
of the facility upon its completion, that the
building will be used as an academic facility
for at least 20 years (the period of Federal
interest under the act).

Amount of the Grant and Payment

After he has approved an application for
a grant the Commissioner reserves the
amount of the grant in the State’s allot-
ment. This amount he pays directly to the
institution, If, however, the development
cost of the project turns out to be higher
than the estimates made in the application,
the Commissioner may, with the approval of
the State commission, reserve an additional
amount of the State's allotment (available
at the time of the original approval of the
project)—enough to cover the Federal share
of the added cost.
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TITLE II—GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
GRADUATE SECHOOLS AND CENTERS

To assist In improving graduate schools and
cooperative graduate centers and to establish
new graduate schools and excellent centers,
title IT authorizes the Commissioner to make
grants to such institutions yearly for 5 years
for the construction of academic facilities as
these terms are broadly defined in the act.
To finance the grants, title IT authorizes the
Congress to appropriate $25 million for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and $60 mil-
lion for each of the 2 succeeding years.
Funds appropriated for fiscal year 1964 but
not obligated will be carried over and will be
available for grants until the end of fiscal
year 1965.

Funds that are appropriated for fiscal years
19656 and 1966 and not obligated for projects
in these years cannot be carried over. The
Commissioner will make grants directly to
the institutions of higher education and the
center boards, both public and private, that
apply for them. He is prohibited, however,
from granting more than 1215 percent of
1 year's appropriation to institutions in one
State and from approving grants for more
than 3814 percent of the development cost
of a single construction project.

As soon as possible after an appropriation
is made the Commissioner will notify insti-
tutions when to apply for a grant and the
kind of information to include in an appli-
cation—the kind of facts he will need to ap-
prove applications.

The Commissioner will review each appli-
cation for a grant in the light of the pur-
poses of title II: Would the grant lead to a
greater supply of persons with graduate de-
grees? Would it contribute to better geo-
graphical distribution of graduate schools
and cooperative centers? Would it assist
in establishing excellent graduate schools
and cooperative graduate centers? In his
review the Commissioner will consider which
applications to approve, in what order to
approve them, and the size of the grant to
make. But before he approves an applica-
tion for a grant he must consult an advisory
committee on graduate education, which title
II establishes in the Office of Education. In
addition to advising the Commissioner on
applications for grants, the committee will
advise him on the preparation of general
regulations and policy matters in adminis-
tering title II.

The advisory committee on graduate edu-
cation will consist of the Commissioner, who
will be chairman, one official from the Office
of Science and Technology in the Executive
Office of the President, one from the National
Science Foundation, and eight members who
are leading authorities in education, at least
three of them from the humanities and at
least one of these three from a graduate
school of education.

TITLE II—LOANS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
ACADEMIC FACILITIES

Title III differs from titles I and II in one
major respect: it authorizes loans instead
of grants and authorizes them for higher
institutions at all levels, from 2-year insti-
tutions through graduate schools. Like the
first two titles, it authorizes funds solely for
the construction of academic facilities in
both public and private nonprofit institu-
tions of higher education, and like them it
authorizes a 6-year program and appropria-
tions for the first 3 years—$120 million a
year for the year ending June 30, 1964, and
the 2 succeeding years,

Although the Commissioner will deal
directly with the institutions in making
loans, he is required by the act to limit the
amount of loans going to institutions in
any one State to 1215 percent of the total
loans made under title III.

The loan program under title III is
similar; to the college housing loan pro-
gram (Public Law 81-475), which provides
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for loans to colleges and universities for
residential facilities, dining halls, and stu-
dent unions. BSince 1950, when the law went
into effect, more than 900 colleges and uni-
versities have borrowed $1.5 billion from
the Government., No college or university
has ever defaulted on a loan.

The loan

Generally speaking, title ITI leaves de-
cisions on detalls of the loans to the Commis-
sloner, but on a few points its provisions are
specific, For example, it requires the Com-
missioner to see that three conditions are
met before he approves a loan for the con-
struction of an academic facility:

That at least one-fourth of the develop-
ment cost of the facility must be paid for
out of non-Federal funds.

That the applicant cannot obtain the
amount of the loan from any other source
on terms as favorable as the terms of the
Federal loan under this act.

That the facility will be constructed eco-
nomically and neither the material nor the
design will be elaborate.

The Commissioner has authority to de-
cide what security to require for each loan,
the precise term of the loan, and the interest
rate. But title III fixes a maximum on
terms and a minimum on rates:

Every loan must be repaid within 50 years.

The annual interest rate must always be
at least one-fourth of 1 percent higher than
the annual interest rate that the Government
pays on all its interest-bearing obligations
forming a part of the public debt at the
end of the preceding fiscal year adjusted to
the nearest one-eighth of 1 percent. These
are the rates that colleges and universities
pay under the college housing loan program.
Between July 1, 1956, and June 30, 1963, the
interest rate on college housing loans
ranged from 2.8756 to 3.50 percent.

Administration of the loan program

The provisions of title IIT giving the Com-
missioner the authority he needs to conduct
the loan program are so worded as to protect
the interests of the Commissioner, the Gov-
ernment, and the borrowing institutions.
Here, briefly stated, are the administrative
provisions:

All finanecial transactions of the Commis-
sloner in administering the loan program—
for example, making loans or approving
vouchers—will be final and binding on all
officers of the Government.

The Commissioner is authorized to set up a
schedule of fees to cover the necessary ex-
penses of making inspections of facilities, in-
cluding audits, and if necessary to make the
agreement to pay such fees a condition for
approving applications for loans.

The Commissioner may make rules and
regulations necessary to carrying out the
program.

He may sue and be sued in a State court
of record and in Federal district courts with-
out regard to the amount in controversy;
foreclose on property on which a loan has
been made; acquire and manage property and
complete, remodel, convert, lease, or ose
of property or otherwise deal with it so long
as the action does not deprive any State or
political subdivision of its jurisdiction over
the inhabitants of the property or impair
their civil rights under State or local laws.

He may sell, exchange, or lease real or per-
sonal property and sell or exchange any
securities or obligations.

He may, within the llmitation of this title,
consent to modifications of contracts with
réspect to the rate of interest, time of pay-
ments of prineipal or interest, security for
the loan, or any other term of the loan
agreement.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Title IV binds the parts of the act to-

gether: it includes the general provisions
that apply to the act as a whole; defines cer-
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tain terms that the Commissioner, State, and
institutional officials, and other interested
persons must interpret uniformly, and spells
out some of the specific provisions for ad-
ministering the act.

Federal administration

To assist him in administering programs
under the act, the Commissioner is author-
ized to delegate authority (except the mak-
ing of rules and regulations) to any employee
of the Office of Education; to use the services
of other Federal Government agencies and of
any other public or nonprofit organizations
and to pay them for their services; and, with
the consent of the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, to appoint committees
to advise him on the administration of titles
I and III, and to pay committee members
for their services.

The Commissioner has arranged with the
Housing and Home Finance Agency, which
administers the college housing loan pro-
gram, to provide certain technical services
in reviewing applications and carrying out
the terms of approved grants or loans.

Along with the authority assigned to the
Commissioner under title IV, he Is assigned
responsibility for seeing that contractors and
subcontractors on construction projects sup-
ported in part by a grant or a loan pay
workers and mechanics at wage rates equal
to those prevalling in the community for
similar work (as determined by the Secre-
tary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-
Bacon Act) and overtime as required by the
Contract Work Hours Standards Act (Pub-
lic Law 87-581). The Commissioner is not
required to enforce this provision if laborers
and mechanics not employed at any time in
the construction of the project voluntarily
donate their time to lower the cost of con-
struction for a nonprofit institution and
the amounts that are saved are credited to
the institution.

Recovery of payments

The act fixes 20 years as the perlod of
Federal interest in a facility built with the
aid of a grant, and at the end of the period
the Government will relinquish all claim to
it. But, if within 20 years the institution
that received the grant (or its successor)
ceases to be a public or nonprofit institu-
tion, or ceases to use the facility as an aca-
demic facility, or begins to use it for one
of the purposes the act prohibits the Unit-
ed States will be entitled to recover part of
the payment. The exact amount of the re-
payment will depend on the value of the fa-
cility at the time, but the Government will
be entitled to the same proportion of the
value as the grant was of the total cost.

Method of payment

Payments may be made to any State, Fed-
eral agency, institution of higher education,
or higher education building agency in in-
stallments and in advance, or by way of reim-
bursements. If necessary, adjustments will
be made for overpayments or underpay-

ments.
THE FIRST STEPS

Both Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare Anthony J. Celebrezze and Commis-
sioner Keppel have dedicated themselves to
prompt and efficlent administration of the
act, Since both are interested in seeing the
grants and loans put to work as soon as pos-
sible after funds for 1964 are appropriated,
they have already set the administration in
motion.

Secretary Celebrezze has asked each State
Governor to appoint or designate a State
agency to administer the State plan. To
date 42 States have appointed State com-
missions, Most States have indicated their
interests in participating in the act.

Commissioner Keppel has been in touch
with college and university presidents and
chief State officers on the steps that they
should take to participate in the grant and
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loan programs and to invite their suggestions
on the administration of the act.
THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AcCT OF 1963—
PusLic Law 88-210, PArRT A

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 was
passed because of the accumulating evidence
that the old Federal program of assistance
to vocational education—the one begun by
the Smith-Hughes Act in 1017 and aug-
mented and supplemented over the years by
other acts of Congress—was not broad
enough, or flexible enough, or rich enough
to meet the needs of today, much less the
needs of tomorrow.

BACKGROUND

What did the old program lack? A panel
of consultants named by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare at the re-
quest of President Kennedy in 1961, which
spent months collecting and studying the
evidence of the Nation’s needs in vocational
education and the shortcomings of the exist-
ing program, faced facts like these:

The demand for workers in the service in-
dustries is expected fo rise rapidly in the
1960’s, but the old vocational education
acts—George-Barden and Smith-Hughes—
have given the States little in the way of
either funds or encouragement to train such
workers. For example, of all the States which
in 1961-62 were using Federal funds to help
support vocational courses In high schools—

Only 12 were offering training for dry-
cleaners;

Only nine, for office-machine repairmen;

Only six, for appliance repairmen;

Only six, for workers in the heating and
ventilating business;

Only four, for dental technicians;

Only three, for automobile upholsterers;

Only three, for hospital aids;

Only two, for nurses’ aids;

And only one was offering training for busi-
ness-machine repairmen,

Because most vocational education is ex-
pensive to provide, many schools have been
unable to offer any vocational courses at all.
For example, a survey in 1962 of 3,733 public
high schools in 6 States—Alabama, Georgia,
Iowa, Nebraska, Ohio, and Pennsylvania—
showed that only 5 percent were offering
federally reimbursed courses in distributive
vocations and only 9 percent in trade and
industrial vocations, but 47 percent in home-
making and 45 percent in agriculture. The
smaller the community, the less likely it was,
generally, to offer its children opportunities
to prepare themselves for work in the trades,
in industry, or in the distributive occupa-
tlons; yet many of the children in small
communities will eventually want to enter
such work and will in all probabllity move
to a city to find it. The percentages of high
schools in the survey that were offering fed-
erally supported training in each of four
categories were as follows, by size of com-
munity:

[In pereent]
Population| 2,500 Ower
under to 30,000
2,500 30,000
Trades and industry.__ .. 14 31
Homemaking..oeeceeee- 42 56 39
Agriculture.._ ... ._____.__ 49 50 16
Distributive occupations. 0 5 27

Even the largest cities, which probably
have the greatest need for vocational educa-
tion, have not been able to make this kind
of education avallable to all who need it.
Of the 637,923 boys and girls who in 1961-62
were enrolled in grades 10-12 in the 14 larg-
est cities (Baltimore, Boston, Buffalo, Chi-
cago, Cleveland, Detrolt, Houston, Los An-
geles, Milwaukee, New York, Philadelphia,
Pittsburgh, St. Louls, and Washington) only
115,675 were in federally reimbursed voca-
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tional courses. Not even 1 in 5 was being
prepared to enter the labor market, despite
the incontrovertible evidence that such prep-
aration means a great deal to the high school
graduate: a 1959 survey of recent high school
graduates in 13 Northeastern States found
that unemployment among the graduates
who had been prepared for trade and indus-
trial work was only 5 percent compared with
15 percent among other high school grad-
uates.

Business organizations are continuing their
trend toward bigness and complexity, and all
types of enterprises are keeping more and
more records; yet neither of the two basic
vocational education acts—Smith-Hughes
and George-Barden—provides any training
for office workers.

From 700,000 to 800,000 young people be-
tween the ages of 16 and 21 are completely at
loose ends; they are neither in school nor
at work. Some of them have no fixed ad-
dress; they live in the streets, They con-
tribute nothing to the economy either as
taxpayers or consumers. They do not have
the money it takes just to stay in school.
But no agency has had the means for work-
ing out substantial arrangements by which
it could give financial asslstance to members
of this group.

Each year of the 1960's will bring a larger
number of young people than ever before to
the end of their 18th year—the age of going
to work, the age of going to college. In 1965
as many as 3.8 million will reach this age—
50 percent more than in 1960. Of every 10 of
these, only 2 will finish 4 years of college;
the others, both those who graduate from
high school and those who drop out before
they graduate, are the ones who will have
particular need for some form of vocational
education.

All of these young people face a world
that is fast losing patience with ignorance
and lack of skill and has fewer and fewer
Jobs to give to the unskilled. Between 1960
and 1970, the Department of Labor estimates,
26 million young people without baccalaure-
ate degrees will enter the labor force; all of
them, as the years pass, will need additional
training and retraining to develop their
skills and keep them up to date, But to
give such training to this one group alone
would probably take nearly as much money
as Is now being expended under all of the
old programs together. The $57 million in
Federal funds expended under Smith-Hughes
and George-Barden in 1963, for instance,
if spent entirely on the 26 million young per-
sons now coming into the labor force, would
not amount to even $2.50 for each of them—a
figure which points up the complete inade-
quacy of the funds under the old programs
for meeting the needs of the future.

Workers who are now middle-aged and
older will need to update their skills from
time to time as technological developments
alter thelr jobs. By 1970 more than 33 mil-
lion men and women 45 years old and older
will be in the labor force—5.5 million more
than in 1960. The old vocational programs
have not had either the funds or the facili-
ties or the instructional staff to take on this
monumental responsibility.

One of the fastest growing segments of
the labor force is the one composed of tech-
nicians and semiprofessional workers—those
who will require 1 to 8 years of postsecondary
education. But the funds available under
the old programs cannot be stretched to
train all the techniclans and other highly
skilled workers the economy needs.

Vocational education programs, like all
other educational programs, should empha-
size quality; time and money should be spent
on a search for more effective and more ef-
ficlent ways of helping people acquire occu-
pational skills, But the'acts that established
the old vocational programs, though they
called for research, did not give it specific
financial encouragement.
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THE ACT

Each of these problems, as well as others
equally disturbing, s attacked directly in the
Vocational Education Act of 1863. The
act is comprehensive: it shuts out no group,
no occupation, except those generally con-
sidered professional or as requiring a bac-
calaureate or higher degree. It 18 concerned
about workers of all ages at all levels for all
fields; about persons in sparsely settled areas
as well as the urban; about delinquent young
people as well as the most industrious; about
the employed as well as the unemployed and
the underemployed.

And in its provisions for making vocational
training and retraining accessible to all per-
sons, the act is not only idealistic but real-
istic; it requires each State and each com-
munity to plan its vocational education pro-
grams with an eye always on the changes
taking place in the economy and the world
of work. The Vocational Education Act of
1963 cannot become obsolete: the machinery
for keeping it flexible and up to date is
built into it.

The act is also concerned with quality of
education—with wise choices by the stu-
dents, with the training of teachers, with the
supply of materials and equipment, with re-
search on problems and & search for solu-
tlons—and among its provisions are several
that should help bring excellence into all
programs of vocational education.

The new act does not terminate any of the
vocational education programs already in
existence. But it does affect them. By the
amendments it makes in the earller acts, it
meshes the new program with the old pro-
grams, so that all become coordinate parts
of a whole.

Unlike the earlier acts, the new act is
concerned more with groups of people and
their particular educational needs than with
the categories of vocations they will prepare
for. In fact it mentions occupational cate-
gories only twice: once in the definition of
“yocational education,” to point out that
education for business and office occupations
is indeed included; and later, in sections
amending the George-Barden and Smith-
Hughes Acts, to specify the changes that
will be made under each of the categories
there. The Congress has left to each State
the matter of deciding what occupations the
schools will educate for.

In writing the act the Congress has scru-
pulously r the rights of the States to
control their educational systems. Its only
purpose has been to assist the States in
strengthening, Improving, and expanding
their existing programs of vocational edu-
cation; in developing new ones; and in pro-
viding part-time employment for young per-
sons who need to earn money if they are to
continue their vocational education on a
full-time basis.

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 gives
authority for two different appropriations.
First it authorizes a permanent program (in
addition to the permanent programs author-
ized in the Smith-Hughes and George-Bar-
den Acts); second it authorizes funds for two
4-year programs.! The amounts of these au-
thorizations are in the table below.

When this was written, in late March, no
appropriations had yet been made under

1The act does not use the terms “perma-
nent program” and “4-year programs” to dls-
tingulsh between the purposes of the 2 sets
of authorizations. But these terms seem to
us convenient and descriptive, and we use
them throughout this expositlion. We use
the term “permanent program’ to identify
the purposes for which authorizations are
made in sec. 2 of the act; the term ‘4-year
programs” to identify the programs described
in secs. 18 and 14 for which funds are author-
ized in sec. 15.
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these authorizations (authorizations are
merely permission to appropriate; it takes
appropriations to make money available).
Permanent authorization—Vocational educa-
tion for persoms in 4 categories, construc-
tion of area facilities, ancillary services and
facilities, research and training programs

Million

1963-64- e £60.0

196465 118.5

1965—66- e 177.5
1866-67 and each fiscal year there-

after. st 225.0

d-year authorization—Work-study programs
jor vocational education students, resi-
dential vocational education schools

Million
196465 $30
1965-66. 50
196667 36
1967-68 86

The permanent program
Vocational Education—What the Act Means
By It

Vocational education is broadly defined
in the act. It includes any vocational train-
ing or retraining (along with incidental field
and laboratory work) which is given in
schools or classes under public supervision
and control, or under contract with a State
board of vocational education or a local
education agency, and conducted as part
of a program to fit persons for gainful em-
ployment. This program may be any one
of those programs which under earlier voca~
tional education acts is eligible for Federal
assistance. And the term *gainful employ-
ment” is not limited to any level in any
field; it means employment as either a semi-
skilled or a skilled worker, or as a tech-
niclan, in a recognized occupation.

But the term cannot be stretched to in-
clude education for a profession. It does
not include any educational p de-
signed to fit persons for employment in oc-
cupations which the U.S. Commissioner of
Education determines are generally con-
sidered professional or as requiring a bac~
calaureate or higher degree: which ones
these are, the Commissioner will announce
in the regulations. The term does, how=-
ever, include the following,

Vocational guldance and counseling given
in connection with vocational training.

Instruction that in ifself is not vocational
education but is related to the occupation
for which the student is being prepared or is
necessary for him to have if he is to benefit
from vocational training. (Although specific
regulations to interpret the various provi-
sions are not yet available, it is probably
safe to say that this part of the act means
instruction in such subjects as physical
science, mechanical drawing, and mathe-
matics; it probably also means some instruc-
tlon in the basic skills. In any case the
courses will have to be an integral part of
the vocational education curriculum and not
separate from or unrelated to it.)

The training of persons engaged as voca-
tional education teachers, teacher-trainers,
supervisors, and directors of such training—
and of persons preparing to become voca-
tional education teachers, etc.

Travel of students and of persons engaged
in vocational education.

The acquisition, maintenance, and repair
of instructional supplies, teaching aids, and
equipment.

The term ‘‘vocational education” may not
be Interpreted to mean the construction of
buildings, initial equipment of bulldings, or
the acquiring or renting of land., (Although
these are excluded from the definition of vo-
cational education, they are not entirely ex-
cluded from the act. See the paragraph on
area vocatlonal educational schools,)
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The Four Categories of Eligible Persons

The four categories of persons named as
eligible to receive vocational education in
programs established under the permanent
authorization are these:

1. Persons attending high school.

2. Persons who have completed or left
high school but are free to study full time
in praparlng for a job.

. Persons who have already entered the
ln.bor market but need training or retraining,
either to hold their jobs or to get ahead, but
not persons already recelving training allow=-
ances under the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962, the Area Redevelop-
?;ant Act, or the Trade Expansion Act of

62.

4. Persons who have handicaps—academie,
socioeconomic, or other—that prevent them
from succeeding in the regular vocational
education program.

Construction of Area Schools

The idea of vocational education programs
designed to serve an area of a State rather
than a single community found expression
6 years ago, in the National Defense Educa-
tion Act. The purpose then was to train
highly skilled techniclans for flelds necessary
for the national defense; but the Vocational
Education Act of 1963 specifies area schools
with a larger purpose—to provide vocational
education in the broad sense in which the
act defines it.

What the new act does is to provide funds
for the construction of area schools—some-
thing that the National Defense Education
Act did not do.

In defining an area school, the act de-
scribes four types. If the school is type A,
B, or C, the act says, it must, to be supported
with Federal funds, be “used exclusively or
principally to give vocational education to
persons available for full-time study in pre-
paring to enter the labor market.” If it is
type C or D, it must admit as regular stu-
dents both persons who have completed high
school and persons who have dropped out of
high school. All area schools, no matter
what their type, must be available to all
residents of the State or of an area of the
State designated by the State board of voca-
tional education. The four types are these:

A. A speclalized high school.

B. A department of a high school pro-
viding education in no less than five dif-
ferent occupational fields.

C. A technical or vocational school.

D. A department or division of a junior
college or community college or university
which provides vocational education in no
less than five different occupational fields,
under the supervision of the State board,
leading to immediate employment but not
leading to a baccalaureate degree,

In authorizing Federal funds for con-
struction of area school facilities, the act
means that the funds can be used to con-
struct new bulldings; to expand, remodel,
and alter old bulldings; to grade and improve
sites; and to pay architects' fees. The term
“school facllities” is defined to mean not
only classrooms and “related facilities” but
also the initial equipment and the interests
in land on which the facilities are con-
structed. It does not include, however, any
facllity intended primarily for events to
which the public will be charged admission.

Anclllary Services and Activities

The act contains a number of provisions
to encourage constant improvement of vo-
cational education programs. One of the
most significant is the provision that States
may use part of their allotments under the
permanent program for “ancillary services
and actlvities.” To explain what it means by
the phrase, the act lists a number of ex-
amples:

Training and supervision of teachers.

Supervision and evaluation of programs.
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ental and demonstration programs.
Development of instructional materials.
Improvement of State administration,
supervision, and leadership.

Distribution of Funds Within Each State

The act does not leave it entirely to each
State to decide how much of its allotment
under the permanent program it will use for
each of the three parts of the program—for
vocational education, for construction of area
schools, and for ancillary services and activi-
ties. The act requires the State to use cer-
tain percentages for the purposes indicated
below though any State wishing to use small-
er percentages may apply to the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education for permission to do
s0. He, if he determines that a smaller per-
centage will be adequate in that State, will
permit the State to use it. The percentages
specified in the act are these:

At least 3314 percent up through fiscal year
1968 and at least 25 percent thereafter for one
of both of these purposes:

(1) Vocational education for the second of
the four categories of eligible persons—that
is, for persons who have either graduated
from high school or dropped out before grad-
uation and are free to study full time in pre-
paring for a job. (Emphasis on this group
helps to assure that wider opportunities will
be provided at the post-high-school level for
persons who need special training and de-
velopment of skills at that level, particularly
in preparation for highly skilled and techni-
cal occupations.)

(2) Construction of area schools.

At least 3 percent for ancilliary services
and activities to improve the quality of vo-
cational education programs.

Research and Training

Bach year 10 percent of the funds appro-
priated for the permanent program will be
reserved for the U.S. Commissioner of Edu-
cation to use in making grants for research
and training programs and for experimental,
developmental, or pilot programs designed to
meet the special vocational education needs
of young persons. These programs will give
particular attention to the needs of young
persons living in economically depressed
communlities and having academic, socioeco-
nomic, or other handicaps that prevent them
from succeeding in the regular vocational
educational programs.

The Federal funds reserved for this pur-
pose will be used for grants to pay part of
the costs of the programs. The grants will
be made to institutions ancl agencies, which
will develop the pro

Colleges and unlveraittea

Other public or nonprofit agencies and in-
stitutions.

State boards of vocational education.

Local education agencies (with the ap-
proval of the State board).

The phrase “tralning program® is a broad
one, and the Congress apparently expects it
to be given a broad interpretation. Senator
Morsg, in discussing the conference report
on the bill, said that the Senate conferees had
agreed to drop the word “leadership” from
the phrase, with the understanding that
the word “tr " could be broadly con-
strued to include *“all types of program
operations training, including management,
administrative, or State leadership training.”
He also sald that it was the Senate con-
ferees' view that the Commissioner of Edu-
cation would be permitted under this provi-
sion to make grants also for short-term insti-
tutes at which prominent vocational educa-
tors from several Btates could meet to ex-
change information and to interpret research
findings.

Four-Year Programs

In addition to the permanent program,
the act provides for two experimental 4-year
programs that will be new ways of trying to
keep young people in school long enough
to make them ready to enter the labor force.
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One will give young people a chance to work
at part-time jobs and yet attend school full
time; the other will provide both a home and
a school for young people who for one reason,
or another cannot benefit from regular voca-
tional education programs.

Funds for these programs have been au-
thorized for only 4 fiscal years—from 1965
through 1968.

Work-Study Programs

Under a work-study program the young
person who needs financial help in order to
stay in school will be able to get that help:
He will be given part-time employment either
by the local educational agency or by some
other public agency or institution. The stu-
dent must meet certain requirements:

He must have been accepted for enroll-
ment as a full-time student in a vocational
education program that meets standards set
up by the State and the local school district
under the act, Or, if he is already enrolled,
he must have a record of good standing and
full-time attendance.

He must need the earnings in order to stay
in school.

He must be at least 15 years old and no
more than 20 at the time he enters the work-
study program.

He must be considered capable of main-
taining good standing in his vocational edu-
cation program while he is employed.

Certain limits have also been set on the
work, the pay, and other circumstances:

The work may not take more than 15 hours
of the student's time in any week his classes
are in session.

His pay may not exceed $45 in any month
or $350 in any academic year or—if the stu-
dent lives so far from the school that he
cannot commute from his home—$§60 and
$500, respectively.

The work-study program must be admin-
istered by the local educational agency.

To the extent that funds are avallable, the
program must be made reasonably available
to all qualified young persons in the area
served by the local educational agency.

Each agency that administers a work-study
program under this act will be required to
keep up its previous expenditures for em-
ployment of its students. From sources other
than the payments it receives from Federal
funds, it must expend each year at least as
much as it expended, on the average, for
similar work-study programs in each of the
3 fiscal years preceding the year in which its
work-study program under this act was ap-
proved. It does not matter whether the ex-
penditures in those 3 years were for employ-
ment that would be eligible for assistance
under the new act.

Residential Schools

The act also calls for the establishment of
residential schools, which will be experi-
mental in nature. These will provide voca-
tional education, room, board, and other ne-
cessities for certain young persons who at the
time of enrollment are at least 15 years old
and not over 20. The students, for the most
part, will come from crowded slums and
home environments that make it virtually
impossible for them to obtain an education.

All the costs of these schools, not only of
constructing, equipping, and maintaining
them but of supporting the students in resi-
dence, may be met by grants from the Fed-
eral Government. But the schools will be
built and administered by those agencles,
institutions, and organizations to which the
grants are made. The U.S. Commissioner of
Education is authorized to make grants to
State boards of vocational education, to col-
leges and universities, and, with the approval
of the State board, to public educational
agencles, organizations, and Iinstitutions.
The Commissioner will give special consid-
eration to the needs of large urban areas
that have substantial numbers of students
out of school and out of work, but he will
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also alm at an equitable geographical dis-
tribution of the schools.

The Commissioner will also determine how
much of the funds appropriated for the two
4-year programs will be used for the residen-
tial schools. Senator Morsg, speaking on the
floor of the Senate on December 13, 1963,
when the Senate resumed consideration of
the House-Senate conference report on the
bill, said that the conferees estimated that
not more than five of these schools could be
built with the funds provided. For each
school, he said, they estimated “about $1 mil-
lion planning money, $5 million for con-
struction, and $2 million for operation.”

The fact that these schools are residential,
Mr. MorsE sald, does not mean that they
:iutsbe prevented from taking in day stu-

ents.,

The Labor Market Is Slow To Buy the Serv-
ices of the Unskilled

In June 1962 about 1,850,000 boys and girls
graduated from high school. Four months
later, in October, half of these were enrolled
in college and 8 percent were in technical,
secretarial, and other special schools. But
what of the rest?

Of those not in college and in the labor
force—that is, working or looking for work—
14 percent were unemployed. And of those at
work in nonfarm jobs, 10 percent were work-
ing only part time.

But things were worse for young people of
the same age group who had dropped out of
school before graduating from high school:
Nearly 29 percent of this group—17- to 24-
year-olds—were unemployed in October 1962.

And things will get worse for the dropout
in the years ahead, the Labor Department
says. Occupations requiring little skill or
little education will continue to decline, and
the person without at least a high school
diploma will have increasing difficulty in
finding a job. (The data above are from the
U.S. Department of Labor, Monthly Labor
Review, July 1963.)

Allotments to the States

Funds appropriated for the permanent
program and those appropriated for the two
4-year programs will be allotted to States on
different bases.

The Permanent Program

Each year 90 percent of the funds appro-
priated for the permanent program (the
other 10 percent is reserved for research and
training grants to agencies and institutions)
will be allotted among the States on the basis
of a computation that takes into account
two circumstances in each State: (1) the
number of persons in each of the age groups
eligible for vocational education, and (2)
the per capita income.

Per capita income will be taken into con-
sideration by way of an “allotment ratio,”
which will be obtained for each State by us-
ing the following formula:

per capita income for the Btate
per capita income for all States

The figures that will be used for per capita
income will be the averages for the three
most recent consecutive fiscal years on which
the Department of Commerce has satisfactory
data. They will exclude Puerto Rico, Guam,
American Samoa, and the Virgin Islands, all
of which have been assigned an allotment
ratio of 0.60. No State will have less than
0.40 or more than 0.60. The ratios for this
fiscal year will soon be announced by the
U.S. Commissioner of Education; for each
subsequent year they will be announced be-
tween July 1 and September 30 of the pre-
ceding year.

The amount of money allotted to each
State each year will be the sum of four sub-
amounts, each of which will be computed by
a process that combines the allotment ratio
with population data (the reader should bear
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in mind that “appropriated funds” here
means 90 percent of those funds) :

1. An amount which bears the same ratio
to 50 percent of the appropriated funds as
the product of the State's allotment ratio and
its preceding year's population of 15- to 19-
year-olds bears to the sum of the correspond-
ing products for all the States.

2. An amount which bears the same ratio
to 20 percent of the appropriated funds as
the product of the State's allotment ratio
and its preceding year’s population of 20-
to 24-year-olds bears to the sum of the cor-
responding products for all the States.

3. An amount which bears the same ratio
to 15 percent of the appropriated funds as
the product of the State's allotment ratio
and its preceding year’s population of 25-
to 65-year-olds bears to the sum of the cor-
responding products for all the States.

4. An amount which bears the same ratio
to 6 percent of the appropriated funds as
the sum of the amounts allotted under the
three preceding paragraphs bears to the sum
of the amounts allotted to all of the States
under those paragraphs.

No State will have an allotment of less
than $10,000. If for any State these four
amounts add up to less than $10,000, the
allotments to other States will be propor-
tlonately reduced to make up the difference.

If the Commissioner finds that a State will
not need or be able to use all of its allot-
ment in carrying out its plan for the year,
he can, from time to time during the year,
reallot the excess funds to other States in
proportion to their original allotments. He
will, however, reduce the funds reallotted to
any State If they ralse that State’s total
above what it needs and can use under its
plan for the year. And he will reallot the
funds he obtains from such reductions to
States that do need the funds.

Jobs Are Changing: Workers, Too, Must
Change

The decade just past, 1953 to 1962, saw a
decline of nearly 1 million in the number
of jobs held by workers whose median edu-
cational attalnment was less than 9 years
of schooling. But other jobs increased; and
the ones that increased the fastest were the
ones in which workers had the highest edu-
cational attainment:

Number
employed
Median eduecational (in thousands) |Percent
attainment change
1953 1962
—8.2
+42.8
+20.3
+47.6

Source: U.8. Department of Labor, “Manpower Re™
port of the President,” March 1963.

The 4-Year Programs

Of the two types of 4-year programs, only
the work-study programs will be supported
under allotments to the States. The resi-
dential schools will be supported by grants
to State boards, colleges, etc.

Since the work-study programs are lim-
ited to persons who, at the time they enter
the program, are no less than 15 years old
and no more than 20, each State's allotment
will be based on the size of its population
in this age group. That is to say, the US.
Commissioner of Education each year will
allot to each State an amount which is in
the same ratio to the Federal funds available
that year for work-study programs as the
State’s preceding year’s population of 15-
to 20-year-olds was to the entire population
in that age group in all the States.

The act authorizee no appropriation spe-
cifically for work-study programs. Instead,

it makes the U.8. Commissioner of Educa-
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tion responsible for determining what por-
tion of the appropriation for residential
schools and work-study programs will be
used for work-study programs.

If in any of the 4 flscal years specified for
work-study programs, the Commissioner
finds that a particular State has a larger
allotment than it needs for carrying out its
plan for these programs, he may from time
to time make the extra amount avallable for
reallotment to other States, in the same pro-
portion as they received their original allot-
ments.

Any amount a State receives under a re-
allotment becomes part of its allotment for
the year.

Payments to States
The Permanent Program

The Commissioner will make payments to
the States in advance on the basls of esti-
mates, and will make them in installments
from time to time so that the States will
have the money in reasonable time for meet-
ing their expenditures.

Payments will be made to the States under
these conditions:

In fiscal year 1964 a State must spend as
much in State and local funds for programs
approved under Federal acts for vocational
education as it did in fiscal year 1963. In
other words, States are required to make at
least the same effort this year as they made
last, but they are not required to match the
Federal funds dollar for dollar, There is one
exception, however: States using Federal
funds for constructing area vocational
schools may not use Federal funds to pay
more than half the cost of each area school
project (this holds true in all years, not only
in fiscal year 1964).

Beginning In fiscal year 1965 each State
must match, in State or local funds, the Fed-
eral funds it has allocated in its plan for
each of the purposes set forth under the act.
What is more, each State must use a certain
percentage of its total allotment either for
construction of area vocational schools or
for vocational education for persons who
have graduated from high school or dropped
out before graduation and are available for
full-time study in preparing for a job—or for
both of these purposes (see the paragraph on
distribution of funds under the permanent
program). This requirement applies to all
fiscal years, including 1964,

Work-Study-Programs

For the first 2 years in which the work-
study programs under the act are in effect—
fiscal years 1965 and 1966—the Federal pay-
ments to each State will take care of all that
the State spends under its approved plan for
compensating students employed in work-
study programs. In addition, the payments
will contribute something toward the State's
expenditures for developing and administer-
ing its plan—either 1 percent of the State’s
allotment for work-study programs or $10,000,
whichever is greater.

For fiscal years 1967 and 1968 the Federal
payments will take care of 75 percent of the
State’s expenditures.

No State will receive more Federal money
for any fiscal year than the amount allotted
to it for that year.

Like the payments under the permanent
program, the payments for work-study pro-
grams will be made in advance, on the basis
of estimates, and in installments.

State plans

To be eligible for participation in the pro-
grams provided for in the act, each State
must submit a plan—a plan for participating
in the permanent program and a supple-
mentary plan for participating in the work-
study program. The plans must be sub-
mitted, through the State board of vocational
education, to the U.8. Commissioner of Edu-
cation.

September 8

For the Permanent Program

The plan for the permanent program must
do these things:

1. Deslgnate the State board as the sole
administrator of the plan or as the super-
visor of the administration of the plan by
local educational agencies. If, however, this
board includes no members who are familiar
with the vocational education needs of labor
and management in the State and no mem-
bers who are representatives of junior col-
leges, technical institutes, or other institu-
tions of higher education which offer voca-
tional education courses, the plan must
designate a State advisory council which
does include members with these qualifica-
tions.

2. Set forth the policlies and procedures
the State will follow in allocating its allot-
ment among the various uses specified under
the permanent program and in allocating
Federal funds to local educational agencies.
These policles and procedures will insure
that local vocational education programs
will be evaluated periodically and the results
considered in the light of manpower needs
and job opportunities; they will also insure
that Federal funds will be used to supple-
ment, not supplant, State and local funds.

3. Set minimum qualifications for
teachers, teacher trainers, supervisors, and
others responsible under the plan.

4. Provide for cooperative arrangements
with public employment offices in the State,
The employment offices would glve State and
local educational agencies the information
they need in counseling students and in de-
ciding what occupations to train students
for; in turn, educational agencies would give
the employment offices the information they
need in counseling and placing persons
trained under vocational programs.

5. Describe procedures for disbursing and
accounting for funds.

6. Obligate the State to comply, on con-
struction projects, with labor standards un-
der the Davis-Bacon Act.

7. Obligate the State to make the reports
the Commissioner needs in administering
the act and to give him access to State rec-
ords if he finds it necessary to verify the ac-
curacy of the reports.

If the State plan meets all these condi-
tlons satisfactorily the Commissioner will
approve if; if it does not, he must give the
State board reasonable notice and an oppor-
tunity for a hearing before he disapproves
it. Moreover, any time he finds that a State
plan has been so changed that it no longer
complies with the provisions of the act, or
that in the way the plan is being adminis-
tered there is a failure to comply with any
of the requirements of the act, he will notify
the State board that payments will be
stopped until it does comply or that pay-
ments will be made only for programs meet-
ing requirements. But a State board that
is dissatisfied with the Commissioner’s action
may appeal: within 60 days after receiving
his notice it may file a petition with the
US. court of appeals in its circuit. The
Judgment of the court will be final, subject
to review by the U.S. Supreme Court.

Supplementary Plan

The plan which a State submits for its
work-study programs will be supplementary
to its plan for participating in the perma-
nent program. That is to say, the State
must have in effect a plan for the perma-
nent program before it submits its supple-
mentary plan for work-study programs. The
supplementary plan must—

1. Designate the State board as the sole
agency for administering the supplementary
plan, or as the sole agency for supervising
the administration of the plan by local edu-
cational agencies.

2. Bet forth the practices and procedures
to be followed by the State in approving
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work-study programs. These will require
the State to use all of the Federal funds
it receives for work-study programs to com-
pensate the students employed under them.
Only one exception is permissible: 1 percent
of the State's allotment for this purpose—
or $10,000 if that is greater—may be used
to pay the cost of developing the State's
supplementary plan and the cost of admin-
istering it after it has been approved.

3. Set forth the principles for determin-
ing the priority to be given applications
from local educational agencles. The prin-
ciples must give preference to applications
coming from communities where there are
large numbers of young persons out of school
and out of work.

4. Set forth such procedures as may be
necessary to assure that Federal funds are
properly disbursed and accounted for.

5. Provide for making reports to the U.S.
Commissioner of Education, for keeping rec-
ords, and for making those records accessible
to the Commissioner.

In matters pertaining to the Commission-
er's approval or disapproval, and the State’s
right to contest his action, the supplemen-
tary plans will be subject to the same reg-
ulations as the plans for the permanent
program.

Amendments of earlier acts

The new act does not put an end to the
former vocational education acts. The
Smith-Hughes Act, which provides a perma-
nent authorization for annual appropria-
tions of #3 million for vocational education
in agriculture, $3 million for trades and in-
dustry and home economics, and $1 million
for the tralning of teachers in these fields, is
still in effect. So is the George-Barden Act,
which authorizes an annual total of $48.9
million to be divided in specified amounts
among agriculture, distributive occupations,
home economices, trade and industry, the fish-
ery trades, practical nursing, and technical
fields.

An End to Rigid Barriers

Though the new act does not remove the
rigid vocational categories established in
these two acts, it does relax them. For one
thing, it interprets the categories broadly.
And, to all intents and purposes, it makes it
possible for the States to break down the
categories altogether.

The new act permlts any State to take any
portion of any amount allotted to it for any
purpose under the Smith-Hughes and
George-Barden Acts and to transfer it
to one or more of its other allotments under
these acts. The State may even transfer it
to one of its allotments under the permanent
program of the new act. All that a State
needs to do to make these transfers is to re-
quest the approval of the U.S. Commissioner
of Education and to show to his satisfaction
that the transfer will improve the vocational
program as a whole.

Important years for vocational education
Acts of Congress

1917: Smith-Hughes Act. Provides annual
grant of $7.2 million to the States: $3 mil-
lion for agricultural training, $3 million for
trade and industrial and home economics
education, $1 million for teacher training,
and the rest for Federal costs of administer-
ing the act.

1946: George-Barden Act. Authorizes an-
nual appropriation of $28.56 million to be
divided among the same categories as in the
Smith-Hughes Act, with the addition of
education for distributive occupations.

1956: Public Law 84-1027. Adds the fishery
trades and industries to the vocational cate-
gories in the George-Barden Act. Authorizes
an annual appropriation of $375,000 for voca-
tional education in those trades and indus-
tries and in the distributive cccupations.

1956: The Health Amendments Act of 1956.
Amends the George-Barden Act by adding

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

title IT, which specifies practical nurse train-
ing for inclusion under the act. Authorizes
$5 million a year. The title was originally for
5 years but in 1961 it was extended to June
30, 1965, and now has been made permanent.

1958: The National Defense Education Act,
title VIII. Amends the George-Barden Act
by adding title III. Authorizes $15 million a
year to train highly skilled technicians. The
title was originally for 4 years, but it was
subsequently extended to June 30, 1964, and
now has been made permanent.

1961: Area Redevelopment Act (ARA) pro-
vides for training or retraining unemployed
or underemployed persons in redevelopment
areas. Authorizes $4.5 million a year until
19656 for training costs.

1962: Manpower Development and Train-
ing Act. Authorizes a total of $951 million
for a 4-year program (the act was originally
for 3 years but has been extended through a
fourth) of training similar to that under
ARA, but broader and not limited to re-
development areas. Both this act and ARA
provide for training allowances to unem-
ployed workers in training.

An End to Narrow Definitions

The new act not only makes possible the
transfer of allotments among the various
categories in the old acts but broadens some
of the categories.

Agriculture: Vocational education in agri-
culture is broadened so that it no longer is
limited to preparation of persons “to enter
upon the work of the farm or of the farm
home.” Now it includes education in any
occupation involving knowledge and skills
in agriculture. Under this category the
schools may now prepare persons to work as
managers of grain elevators, as sheep
shearers, food processors, or in other occu-
pations related to agriculture. Students no
longer will be required, as they were former-
1y, to have supervised or directed practice on
a farm.

Home economics: Any amounts allotted
for home economics under the Smith-Hughes
and George-Barden Acts may be used to train
persons for gainful employment in any occu-
pation requiring knowledge and skills in
home economics subjects; for example, for
such jobs as managers of motels or of con-
valescent homes. But after June 30, 1965,
a State must use at least 10 percent of its
annual allotment for home economics under
these acts for training for gainful oeccupa-
tions, or it must transfer the 10 percent to
another allotment.

Distributive education: Under the George-
Barden Act, distributive education courses
were conducted only in extension classes—
day or evening—and part-time high school
courses and were available only to adults and
secondary school students who were em-
ployed at least 15 hours a week In distribu-
tive occupations. Under the new act, a State
may use any of its annual allotment for
distributive education for the vocational
education of any person who is over 14 years
old and who is working in or is preparing
to work in a distributive occupation. The
education need not be provided in part-time
or evening classes. This means that a stu-
dent may take his training during regular
school hours and complete 1t before he goes
to work.

Trade and industry: A State may use its
annual allotment for trade and industrial
education for schools and classes which con-
duct preemployment training for persons
who are 14 years old and over and in school
and which fits them for gainful employment
in trade or industrial occupations. If the
training is for a single-gkilled or semiskilled
occupation, classes may be held for less than
3 hours a day, and less than 8 months,
Classes are no longer required to spend half
their time in practical work on a useful or
productive basis, nor are States any longer
required to spend one-third of their allot-
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ment on part-time schools and classes for
workers who are already employed.
Two Programs Made Permanent

Other amendments to the old vocational
acts make practical nurse training and area
vocational schools permanent programs.
The practical nurse program, which is pro-
vided for in title IT of the George-Barden
Act, was established in 1956 by Public Law
84-011; it was authorized to last for 9 fiscal
years, beginning in 1857, and would have
expired June 30, 19656. The area vocational
education programs, now called technical
education programs, were established by the
National Defense Education Act in 1958 as
title III of the George-Barden Act; these
would have expired on June 30, 1964.

Labor standards

States must require contractors and sub-
contractors on construction projects using
funds under this act to pay their laborers
and mechanics at rates not less than those
being paid on similar construction jobs in
the community and to meet the conditions
of the Contract Work Hours Standards Act.
The minimum wage rates will be those deter-
mined by the Secretary of Labor.

National advisory bodies

The new act establishes a 16-member ad-
visory committee on vocational education to
advise the U.S. Commissioner of Education
on general regulations, policies for the ad-
ministration of the act, policies and proce-
dures for approving State plans and research
and training programs. No more than six
members may be professional educators.

In 1966 the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare will appoint an advisory
council to review the administration of the
vocational education acts and make recom-
mendations for improving them. The coun=
cil, to be made up of persons who understand
vocational education and the needs of labor
and management, will submit its report by
January 1, 1968. In the years following, the
Secretary will appoint new councils at reg-
ular intervals to advise him.

THE NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF
1958, THE NEW AMENDMENTS—PUBLIC LaW
88-210, PART B
The National Defense Education Act of

1958 authorized close to $1 billion for a dozen

separate programs of education. It was orig-

inally written to run for 4 years, but in

October 1961 it was extended for 2 more

years, until June 30, 1964. Now, in Public

Law 88-210,* which was signed by the Presi-

dent on December 18, 1963, the act has again

been extended, this time for 1 year, until

June 30, 1965, and a number of other amend-

ments have been made.

The act has 10 titles. The first one sets
forth general provisions; the others provide
for specific programs to improve education.
Except for title IX, which establishes a
special service in the National Science Foun-
dation, the act is administered, at the Fed-
eral level, by the Office of Education.

In the first 5 fiscal years of the National
Defense Education Act, through June 30,
1963, a total of mnearly 800 million
in Federal funds was distributed under the
titles administered by the Office of Educa~-
tion. Much of the money was paid out in
grants to State educational agencies for
strengthening instruction in elementary and
secondary schools (title III), for guidance,
counseling, and testing (title V-A), for pro-
viding vocational education in technical

1Public Law 88-210 has three parts: Part
A i1s the Vocational Education Act of 1963,
described on pages 3-12 of this issue of
School Life; part B amends the National
Defense Education Act; and part C amends
Public Laws 815 and 874 (8lst Cong.), the
two acts which provide aid for schools in
“federally affected areas.”
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fields (title VIII), and for improving statisti-
cal services (title X). Just as much and
more went to institutions of higher educa-
tion for loans to students (title II), fellow-
ships and cost-of-education allowances for
graduate students (title IV), institutes to
prepare counselors (title V-B), and foreign
language development, including language
and area centers, fellowships, research, and
teacher-training institutes (title VI); and to
agencles, organizations, and individuals for
research in educational utilization of tele-
vision, radio, motion pictures, and related
media of communication (title VII).

Our prineipal purpose here is to discuss
the new amendments to the act; but in
order to make thelr meaning as clear as pos-
sible, we preface the amendments to each
title with a brief summary of the title as it
stood before the amendments were made,
along with some information on what has
been accomplished so far with the ald of
Federal funds.

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

In addition to stating the purposes of the
act and prohibiting Federal control of the
programs the act establishes, title I defines
the meaning of certain words and phrases
recurring frequently. The only definitions
changed in any way by Public Law 88-210
are these:

State

The term “State” now also includes Ameri-
can Samoa. By the original definition, the
term includes also any one of the 50 States,
Puerto Rico, the Distriet of Columbia, the
Canal Zone, Guam, and the Virgin Islands.
(However, for the purpose of determining
the amounts to be allotted to the States un-
der titles ITI and V, the term does not include
Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, Guam, Ameri-
can Samoa, or the Virgin Islands.)

Elementary school, secondary school

Formerly these terms were used to mean
schools which provided elementary and sec-
ondary education, respectively, as determined
under State law. Now a phrase has been
added to broaden the meaning of both terms:
*or, if such school is not in any Btate, as
determined by the Commissioner.” The in-
tent of the change is to include elementary
and secondary schools provided by the US.
Department of Defense for the minor de-
pendents of its military and eivillan per-
sonnel stationed in foreign countries.

Public schools and institutions

Except in those parts of the act that pro-
vide for grants, loans, or other payments to
public schools or institutions, the terms
“public schools” and “public institutions”
now include schools and institutions of any
agency of the United States. Formerly these
were speclfically excluded for all purposes.

In other words, federally operated schools
still may not recelve grants, loans, or other
payments, but teachers and other members
of the professional staffs of these schools
now may enjoy the benefits hitherto enjoyed
only by the professional staffs of other public
schools. For example, they may now recelve
the stipends available for those who attend
institutes supported under the act.

Local education agency

This term has been broadened to include
any public institution or agency having ad-
ministrative control and direction of a pub-
lic elementary or secondary school. Formerly
it was limited to a board of education or
other legally constituted school authority
having control and direction of such schools
in a city, county, township, school district,
or political subdivision.

By broadening the meaning of this term,
the Congress has extended the benefits of the
act to a number of public schools not con-
sidered part of a ‘local school system-—for
example, to State schools for the deaf and
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to the laboratory schools of publicly con-
trolled colleges and universities.

TITLE II—LOANS TO COLLEGE STUDENTS

Title II provides for the establishment of
funds from which able but needy students in
the Nation's colleges and universities may
borrow, on reasonable terms, to finance their
education. A student can get as much as
$1,000 a year—as much as $5,000 altogether—
if he can meet the requirements and if the
funds are avallable at the institution where
he is enrolled.

The loans are made by the colleges and
universities participating in the loan pro-
gram. Any institution wishing to participate
applies to the U.S. Commissioner of Educa-
tion and requests a Federal capital contribu-
tion to its student loan fund. (Each insti-
tution must also make a contribution of its
own to the fund—at least one-ninth of the
amount it receives from the Federal Govern-
ment.)

To be eligible for a loan, a person must be
a full-time student (either undergraduate
or graduate) at an institution participating
in the program, or he must have been ac-
cepted for enrollment by such an institu-
tion. He must also be judged by the institu-
tion as needing financial help and being ca-
pable of maintaining good standing in his
college work,

Institutions making National Defense Edu-
cation Act loans give special consideration to
students with superior academic background
who plan to become elementary or secondary
school teachers, as well as to students who
show superior preparation or ability in sci-
ence, mathematics, engineering, or a modern
foreign language.

Repayment of these loans ortiinarily begins
1 year after the borrower has ceased to be a
full-time student. The repayment period
may be deferred for a longer timer, for as
much as 3 years, for any borrower who serves
in the Armed Forces or in the Peace Corps
during that time, Interest on each loan be-
gins to accrue when the repayment period
begins.

A borrower who becomes a full-time
teacher in a public elementary or secondary
school may be forgiven part of his loan, up
to one-half of it (plus the interest on that
part) at the rate of 10 percent for each year
of teaching. That is, 5 years of teaching can
repay half of the loan. The amount forgiven
each year is based on the amount still un-
pald on the first day of each full year of
teaching. ;

Loans will be canceled for any borrowers
who die before they can pay their loans or
who become permanently or totally disabled.

Amendments

Now title II has been extended fer an-
other year, through June 30, 1969. New bor-
rowers may not come into the program, how-
ever, after fiscal year 1965.

The amount authorized for fiscal year 1964
for Federal contributions to student loan
funds has been increased from $90 to $125
million. The amount authorized for fiscal
year 19656 is $135 million. For the 4 fiscal
years 19668 through 1969 no specific amounts
are authorized: the amounts will be limited
to whatever is necessary to enable the stu-
dents who had borrowed before July 1,
1865, to complete their education.

The ceiling has been lifted on the amount
any institution may receive from the Fed-
eral Government in any one year. Formerly
it was $250,000; now it is $800,000.

The proviso that interest will not acerue—
and repayments need not be made—during
any period in which the borrower is pursuing
a full-time course of study at an institu-
tion of higher education in one of the States
has been modified to extend the same bene-
fits to borrowers pursuing a full-time course
of study at a comparable institution outside
the States, provided the U.S. Commissioner
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of Education has approved the institution for
that purpose.

The proviso that up to 50 percent of the
loan will be canceled for any borrower who
does full-time teaching in a public elemen-
tary or secondary school has been broadened.
Formerly the law required the teaching to be
done in one of the States, but now the for-
glveness clause extends also to borrowers who
teach in an oversea elementary or secondary
school of the Armed Forces of the United
States. It also extends to borrowers who
teach in elementary or secondary schools
conducted by the Federal Government with-
in the States.

TITLE MNI—STRENGTHENING INSTRUCTION IN
SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS, AND MODERN FOREIGN
LANGUAGES

Title IIT provides for two kinds of assist-
ance to elementary and secondary schools in
their efforts to improve instruction in science,
mathematics, and modern foreign languages.

1. Equipment and remodeling: First, title
III authorizes $70 million a year for labora-
tory and other special equipment; minor
remodeling of laboratory or other space sult-
able for this equipment.

The funds for laboratory equipment may
also be used to purchase such things as
audiovisual materials and equipment and
printed materials other than textbooks. Last
August the regulations pertaining to this
title were revised to permit the use of these
funds for purchasing professional reference
materials for teachers in the three fields, and
for purchasing materials and equipment for
teachers to use In preparing audiovisual aids
to instruction in science, mathematics, and
modern foreign languages.

Most of the funds appropriated under this
authorization are allotted to State educa-
tional agencies for use in the public schools.
But each year 12 percent of the available
funds are set aside for loans to nonprofit ele-
mentary and secondary private schools, to be
used for the same purposes.

Each Federal dollar that goes to the States
for these purposes in the public elementary
and secondary schools must be at least
matched by State or local dollars.

In the first 5 fiscal years under NDEA, the
Federal Government paid out $172.2 million
for equipment and remodeling projects in
local publie schools. According to the State
reports, money was distributed among the
three subject flelds approximately as follows:
T4 percent for science, 9 percent for mathe-
matics, and 17 percent for modern foreign
languages.

In the same 5 years the Federal Govern-
ment approved 2560 loans totaling $3,317,649
to private schools. These schools have
proved to be financially good risks; some
have repald their loans ahead of schedule.
The loans to private schools have been used
to provide sclence laboratories and equip-
ment (231 schools), language laboratories
(124 schools), and equipment for mathemat-
ics classrooms (51 schools).

2. State supervisory services: Second, title
IIT authorizes $5 milllon a year to be paid
to State educational agencies for expanding
or improving their *“supervisory or related”
services to public elementary and second-
ary schools—in science, mathematics, and
modern foreign languages. The State edu-
cational agencies may also use these funds
to pay the cost of administering the State
plans.

In the first 5 fiscal years under the Na-
tional Defense Education Act, $10.3 million in
Federal funds went into the improvement of
supervisory and related services and ad-
ministration of State plans. Before the
act was passed in 1958, there were only
33 State specialists providing consultant
and supervisory services to the schools in
sclence, mathematics, or modern foreign lan-
guages. By the end of 1962-63 the number
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had increased to the equivalent of 238 full-
time specialists providing such services.
Amendments

Authorization of funds for title III has
been extended for another year, through June
30, 1965.

The major amendments to the National
Defense Education Act which affect the pro-
gram under this title are these:

1. Repeal of the provision which per-
mitted a State to carry over to the next year
any part of its allotment for acquiring equip-
ment and for minor remodeling which it did
not use in the year in which the allotment
was made, Beginning now, in the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1964, any funds which a
State will not be able to use in the fiscal year
for which they were allotted—whether for
acquisition of equipment and materials, for
minor remodeling, or for supervision and ad-
ministration—will be reallotted from time to
time during that year to States that can
use them.

2. A broadening of the categories of equip-
ment and materials that may be purchased
with Federal funds. Now they include test-
grading equipment for public elementary or
secondary schools and specialized equipment
for audiovisual libraries serving such schools.

8. Enlargement of the definition of “local
educational agency” (this was done in title
1, but the effect is felt in the provisions of
several other titles, including title III). Now
the term includes any public institution or
agency which has administrative control and
direction of public elementary or secondary
schools. The effect of this amendment is to
include, for example, schools for the handi-
capped that are operated by public agencies
other than local school authorities, and lab-
oratory schools operated by public colleges
and universities.

TITLE IV—GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS

Title IV was written into the act because
of the increasingly severe shortage of college
teachers and the corresponding need to in-
crease the number of persons holding doc-
tor's degrees.

Under this title, financial assistance is
available both for graduate students and for
the institutions where they study. To be eli-
gible to participate in this program of Federal
ald, institutions must show to the satisfac-
tion of the U.S. Commissioner of Education
that they either are establishing new doctoral
programs or are expanding existing ones.

The act authorizes “such sums as may be
necessary"” to award 1,600 fellowships a year
to graduate students. These fellowships are
for not more than 3 years of full-time gradu-
ate study or research. Each year the fellow
receives a stipend—$2,000 for the first post-
baccalaureate year, $2,200 for the second,
and $2,400 for the third—plus $400 for each
dependent. In addition, the student’s in-
stitution each year receives an amount to
offset the costs of making the program avail-
able to him.

The fellowships are awarded by the Com-
missioner to persons who have been accepted
by an institution offering a doctoral study
program the Commissioner has approved.
The Commissioner is obligated to encourage
wider distribution of graduate facilities
throughout the country.

The institution applies to the Commis-
sioner; the prospective fellow to the institu-
tion. Eath year the Office of Education pub-
lishes a list of institutions where NDEA
fellowships will be avallable the following
year, and the programs of study that have
been approved.

The law asks nothing of the applicant ex-
cept that he be interested in a teaching
career in institutions of higher education,
But the law makes it clear that once a per-
son becomes a fellow he must show himself
worthy: He will recelve a stipend only as
long as he maintains “satisfactory profi-
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clency” in his work and devotes “essentially
full time” to it. During the time of his fel-
lowship he may accept no gainful employ-
ment other than part-time employment at
his institution in teaching, research, and
similar activities.

Because college teachers are needed In
every subject the law puts but few restric-
tions on fields of study in which fellowships
may be made available. The 1,500 fellow-
ships awarded to begin in 1963-64, in 621 new
or expanded programs in 156 institutions,
were distributed among the major flelds as
follows:

Percent
Education 10
Engineering._.. 11
Physleal sciences = 16
Biological sciences = 18
Humanities, 21
Soclal sclences... 24

Between the start of this program in 1959
and the end of academic year 1963-64, the
Federal Government will have obligated
nearly $41.5 million in stipends to fellows
and $38.6 million in supporting grants to
graduate level institutions,

Amendments

Title IV has now been extended for another
year, through fiscal year 1965; but since the
fellowships awarded in 1965 will be for study
beginning the next academic year, the ex-
tension is, in effect, through academic year
1965-66. And for each of the subsequent 2
years, funds have been authorized—‘such
sums as may be necessary”—to see each fel-
low receiving an award in 1865 through the
full term of his fellowship,

Two other changes have been made.

The Commissioner is now authorized to
reaward any fellowships that have been va-
cated before the end of the period for which
they are awarded, and to reaward them as
new fellowships for the time remaining in
them. This new provision will enable the
Office of Education to salvage most of the
losses that occur whenever fellows drop
out of the program prematurely. So far, on
the average, each year's group of new fellows
has lost about 7 percent of its members each
year of the award period.

The second change provides for payment
of a flat sum of $2,600 a year to each institu-
tion for each of its fellows. From this sum
the Government will deduct any tultion fees
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the institution requires the fellow to pay; in
the past, however, most participating institu-
tions have chosen to walve tuition and other
fees, Before this change was made, the act
provided for a variable amount to be paid to
the institution—up to $2,600 a year for each
fellow—to cover that portion of the cost of
the graduate program that could reasonably
be charged to the fellow.

The Office of Education has already pub-
lished the list of institutions that will have
graduate programs for fellows in academic
year 1964-65 (persons writing for this list
should ask for OE publication No. 55017-
65). Colleges and universities on that list
are now receiving applications from would-
be fellows and will submit their nominations
to the U.8. Commissioner of Education no
later than May 8, 1964. The Commissioner
will make the awards shortly thereafter.

TITLE V—GUIDANCE, COUNSELING, AND TESTING

Title V is in two parts. Part A authorizes
$15 million a year for grants to State educa-
tional agencies to enable them to establish
and maintain guidance and counseling pro-
grams and testing programs in secondary
schools. Part B authorizes $7,250,000 a year
to establish training Institutes to improve
the qualifications of persons who are, or ex-
pect to be, engaged in guidance and coun-
seling in the secondary schools.

Part A: Although the guildance and coun=-
gseling programs called for in part A are
limited to the public secondary schools, the
testing programs are avallable also to stu-
dents in nonpublic secondary schools, Ap-
parently the Congress intended that no stu-
dent should be missed in the search for
talent. }

In those States that have legal authority to
test in nonpublic schools, the State educa-
tional agency includes those schools in its
own testing program; in other States the
U.8. Commissioner of Education arranges,
through contracts with testing agencles, for
the testing of students in nonpublic schools.

In the first 6 years under the National
Defense Education Act, the number of
achievement and aptitude tests given in
public secondary schools under title V
increased 300 percent, from 1.9 million to
7.7 million; in faet, it increased three times
faster than all testing of this kind in the
public schools. In nonpublic schools during
the same period the number of tests given
under title V increased 186 percent.

Number of achievement and aptitude lests given in public and nonpublic secondary schools
under title V' and number of all achievement and aptitude tests given in public secondary

schools, 1958-59 and 1962-63

In publie schools InLnogpI{Il:g]le
e
V tests
Kinds of tests Title V tests All tests
1958-59 1962-63 1958-59 1962-63 1958-59 | 1962-63
Achievement:
Bhigle sablect. . ey 82,750 | 1,654,308 | 3,443,558 | 6,900,655 8,463 340, 821
A tgatdter ________________________________ 827,714 | 2,336,221 | 2,870,434 | 5,510,258 73,009 30, 264
ptitude:

Multifactor i 300,081 | 1,036,051 910,256 | 2,456, 650 43, 308 63, 308
Scholastic__ = 704,882 | 2,627,387 | 38,080,972 | 5,662,677 77,260 125,826
g - YL SR I o L IR A LA N A 1,915,857 | 7,658,067 | 10,264, 220 | 20,530,244 | 202,130 578, 217

There is also substantial evidence of the
efforts under part A to improve guidance
and counseling programs, At the time
the National Defense Education Act was
passed, the public secondary schools had
the equivalent of only 12,000 counselors giv-
ing full time to guidance (the majority of
high school counselors were only part-time
counselors); and each counselor served an
average of 860 students, nearly 3 times the
300 generally considered the maximum for
effective work. By 1962-63 the number of
counselors had grown to the equlvalent of

27,109 full-time counselors, and the number
of students per counselor was down to 530.
(The counts of counselors here include only
counselors and guldance supervisors in local
public schools.)

State educational agencles have increased
their professional guidance staffs too: be-
tween 1958-59, the year the National Defense
Education Act was passed, and 1962-63 the
number of professional staff members giving
consultive and supervisory guldance services
to local schools increased from the equivalent
of 78 full-time persons to the equivalent of
203.
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Part B: Part B of title V provides for in-
stitutes to give training in counseling and
guidance. Under the original terms of the
act, the only persons eligible to attend were
secondary school counselors and secondary
school teachers preparing to be secondary
school counselors.

Enrollees from public schools are eligible
to receive stipends of $75 a week plus $15 a
week for each dependent; those from private
schools may attend without charge but re-
celve no stipends.

The institutes are operated by colleges and
universities, under contract with the U.S,
Commissioner of Education.

During the first 2 years of the program, the
emphasis was on short-term institutes. But
beginning in 1961, as a result of the growing
recognition of the great need for counseling
and guidance staff with at least 1 year of spe-
cialized professional preparation, the em-
phasis shifted to regular-session institutes.
During the 1st year of the program, 34 per-
cent of the funds were used for regular-ses-
sion institutes; during the 5th year, 70 per-
cent.

Of the short-term institutes in 1963, about
60 percent were designed to bring counselors
with less than 1 year of graduate prepara-
tion up to the completion of that year; the
remaining 40 percent provided training be-
yond that year. Of the regular-session in-
stitutes in 1963-64, about B0 percent were
designed to provide a full year of graduate
training to persons with little or no previous
training; the remaining 20 percent, to pro-
vide training beyond that year.

In the first 5 years of the program, 13,784
enrollees attended 416 institutes: 11,043 en-
rollees in 328 short-term institutes; 2,741
enrollees in 88 regular-session institutes.

Amendments

Part A: Authorization for State grants un-
der part A has been extended for another
year, through June 30, 1965. The total
amounts authorized for 1963-64 and 196465
have been raised from $15 to $17.56 million
and the minimum amount allotted to each
State has been raised from $20,000 to $50,000

The U.S. Commissioner of Education is
now authorized to reallot to other States
any part of a State’s allotment which the
State does not need for carrying out its
plan. The reallotments will be made from
time to time during the year,

All seventh and eighth graders are now
eligible for inclusion in the programs estab-
lished under part A. Formerly they were
eligible only If by their State's definition
they were part of a secondary school.

In the amount a State expends to satisfy
the requirement that it match every Federal
dollar with one of its own, it now may in-
clude the amount it expends for administra-
tlon of its plan.

Part B: Authorization for institutes un-
der part B has been extended for another
year, through June 30, 1965.

Persons eligible to attend institutes now
include counselors and teachers of students
in grades 7-8 of elementary schools. In
other words, the institutes now will be open
to counselors in grades 7 through 12 and to
teachers in those grades preparing to be-
come counselors in those grades.

TITLE VI—LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

Title VI has two parts with one purpose:
To improve and extend instruction in mod-
ern forelgn languages at all educational lev-
els. Part A authorizes $8 million a year for
language and area centers, fellowships, and
research and studies. Part B authorlzes
$7,250,000 a year for institutes to train ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers of
modern forelgn languages.

Language and area centers: Part A of title
VI provides for aid to institutions of higher
education in the United States to establish
and operate centers offering instruction both
in critical modern foreign languages and
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in subjects a person needs to study if he is
‘to understand the peoples in the areas in
which those languages are spoken—such sub-
jects as history, political sclence, linguistics,
economics, sociology, and anthropology.
The act does not specify the languages but
requires the U.S., Commissioner of Educa-
tion to specify them, on the basis of two
criteria:

1. The Federal Government—or U.S, busi-
ness, industry, or education—needs persons
trained in these languages.

2. Adequate instruction in these languages
is not readily available in the United States.

On the basis of these criteria the Commis-
Bloner has designated seven languages as
having top priority—Arabie, Chinese, Hindi-
Urdu, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian, and,
since the beginning of the Alliance for
Progress, Latin-American Spanish. Many
other languages, however, also are eligible for
support: 18 have been given second priority;
about 60, third priority.

The centers are established and operated
under contracts between the institutions and
the U.S. Office of Education. The centers
may recelve Federal funds to pay up to 50
percent of the operational costs that can be
charged to new or expanded activities,
though the percentage is usually consider-
ably lower. e

Fellowships: Title VI also provides finan-
cial assistance to qualified students taking
advanced training in the critical languages
and related subjects. Fellowships may be
awarded for a summer session or an academic
year, or both. Stipends include an amount
to cover the cost of tuition and all required
fees plus $450 for summer study and $2,250
for the academic year. In addition, the fel-
low may receive allowances for up to four
dependents—$120 for each dependent for
summer study and $600 for the academic
year. Travel allowances are also paid fellows
who must move more than 50 miles to take
up their studies.

Persons receiving these awards must study
at an institution of higher education in the
United States that offers appropriate instruc-
tion; they are not restricted to the language
and area centers receiving Federal support
under title VI. The fellowships are awarded
to students preparing to teach the lan-
guage—or other subjects in which knowledge
of the language iz highly desirable—at an
institution of higher education, or preparing
for service of a public nature.

In the first 5 years of the National Defense
Education Act through the academic year
1963-64, 3,320 fellowships were awarded to
2,027 persons to study at some 60 institu-
tions (more than half of these fellowships
were renewals). About 80 percent of the
fellows studied 1 of the top 7 languages;
the others brought the total number of lan-
guages studied to more than 60. In the cur-
rent academic year more than 70 of the
hitherto neglected languages of the world
are being taught with National Defense Edu-
cation Act support in 55 centers located at
34 institutions.

The deadline for filing applications for fel-
lowships in 1964-65 was February 7, 1964.

Research and studies:

Part A also authorizes the Commissioner of
Education to make surveys to determine the
need to increase or improve instruction in
modern foreign languages and in related sub-
jects. It also authorizes him to conduct re-
search on the methods of teaching these sub-
jects, and to develop specialized teaching
materials.

The studies and research projects are all
developed under contracts between the Office
of Education and institutions, organizations,
or indlviduals. Over the first 5 years of
the National Defense Education Act, 224
such contracts have been negotiated with
colleges, universities, professional associa-
tions, Government agencies, public school
systems, and individual persons.
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Most of the research done under this title
on methodology has focused on' the most
commonly taught languages, and many of
the projects, particularly those which have
produced instructional materials, have had
far-reaching effects. For example, a project
carried out under a contract with the public
schools of Glastonbury, Conn., has produced
quality instructional materials for French,
German, Itallan, Russian, and Spanish that
are currently being used by well over 1 mil-
lion children.

These gso-called Glastonbury materials .
are based on the audio-lingual approach to
teaching modern foreign languages. They
have been developed by experts, tested In
school systems, and evaluated at language
institutes, and then revised for commercial
publication. The contract between the office
and the Glastonbury schools calls for the pro-
duction of four “levels” of materials suitable
for grades 7 through 12 for each language
except Itallan (which ends with level 2),
including tests for students, audio recordings
of several types, and guldes for teachers.
Schools have been using level 1 since Sep-
tember 1961, level 2 since September 1962,
and level 3 since September 1963. Level
:%afl!l‘ scheduled to be finished in time for next

With support from title VI, scholars have
also produced instructional materials for
over 120 of the uncommonly taught lan-
guages; much of the interest in these lan-
guages has been stimulated by the univer-
sity-level language and area centers and the
fellowships provided for in title VI. There
are also projects to produce high school level
materials for Chinese, Japanese, and Arabic.
At all levels the need is for basic courses,
grammars, readers, dictionaries, and audio
recordings.

Institutes: The language institutes au-
thorized in part B of title VI provide ad-
vanced training for teachers of modern for-
eign languages in elementary or secondary
schools, persons preparing to become such
teachers, and trainers or supervisors of such
teachers. Teachers In junior colleges also
are eligible to attend if at least half of their
teaching load is in grade 12 or below.

The institutes are designed for two pur-
poses primarily: to give training in the use
of new teaching methods and materials and
to Increase the participant’s understanding
of the language and the culture the language
expresses.

Both short-term and regular-session in-
stitutes are included under title VI. They
are operated by institutions of higher edu-
cation, under contract with the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education; the costs of opera-
tion are paid out of Federal funds.

Participants pay no tultion or fees, Par-
ticipants from public schools may, upon
application, receive a stipend of 875 a week,
plus $15 a week for each dependent. No
travel allowances are provided. Would be
participants apply to the institutions con-
ducting the institutes, not to the Office of
Education. The deadline for filing applica-
tions for institutes to be held this summer
a.;:tél in the next academic year was March 1,
1964.

In the first 6 years of National Defense
Education Act 301 institutes were held, en-
rolling over 14,000 elementary and secondary
school teachers of modern foreign lan-
guages. In 1963-64 there are 83 insti-
tutes: 79 were held last summer and 4
are being conducted in the current academic
year. Twelve of last summer's institutes
were held outside the United States—Iin Mex-
ico, Guatemala, Ecuador, Argentina, France,
Germany, Canada, Puerto Rico, and the
USSR. This coming summer 11 colleges
and universities will hold institutes abroad
for teachers of Chinese, French, German,
Russian, and Spanish.

Amendments

All programs under title VI have been ex-
tended for 1 more year, through June 30, 1965.
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For the language institute program, the
term “modern foreign language” has been
broadened to include English when taught to
persons for whom English is a second lan-
guage. As a result of this change, two pilot
institutes will be offered this coming sum-
mer, one at the University of California in
Los Angeles and the other at the University
of Puerto Rico, for elementary and secondary
school teachers engaged in teaching English
to pupils for whom English is a second lan-
guage. More detailed information on insti-
tutes in English as a second language is
available from the Language Institutes Sec-
tion of the Office of Education, Washington,
D.C., 20202.

TITLE VII—COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA

Title VII is concerned about the use the
schools are making—or not making—of the
various media of communication, These, in
the original language of the act, are “tele-
vision, radio, motion pictures, and related
media for educational purposes.”

The title authorizes $5 million a year for
a program with a double purpose. The first,
described in part A, is to get the facts about
the various media—about what they are good
for and what they are not, and about how
they can best be used. The second, described
in part B, is to disseminate information about
the new media, so that schools and colleges
will have the knowledge they need for using
them more effectively and extensively.

Part A: To get the facts about the use-
fulness of the several communications media
in education, title VII calls for—

Research and experimentation in the de-
velopment and evaluation of projects involv-
ing television, radio, motion pictures, and
related media of communication which may
prove of value to State or local educational
agencies in the operation of their public ele-
mentary or secondary schools, and to insti-
tutions of higher education, including de-
velopment of new and more effective tech-
niques and methods for—(1) utilizing and
adapting motion pictures, video tapes, and
other audio-visual aids, fllm strips, slides,
and other visual aids, recordings (including
magnetic tapes) and other auditory alds, and
radio or television program scripts for such
purposes; (2) training teachers to utilize
such media with maximum effectiveness; and
(3) presenting academic subject matter
through such media.

The Commissioner is authorized to use two
methods of “conducting, assisting, and fos-
tering” the research and experimentation
called for in part A. He may (1) make
grants-in-aid to public or nonprofit private
agencles, organizations, and individuals; and
(2) enter into contracts with public or pri-
vate agencles, organizations, groups, and in-
dividuals.

Part B: Part B sets forth four ways in
which the Commissioner “shall” or “may"
keep State or local educational agencies, as
well as institutions of higher education, in-
formed about the latest developments in the
educational uses for the various media—in-
cluding, of course, the findings in the re-
search and experiments carrled out under
part A, He—

1, Shall make studies and surveys.

2. Shall publish catalogs, reviews, bibliog-
raphies, and other needed materials.

3. May, upon request, provide advice, tech-
nical assistance, and demonstrations to State
and local educational agencies and institu-
tlons of higher education.

4. Shall publish an annual report of de-
. velopments in the use of communications
media for educational purposes, including
projects carried out under the title.

To help him carry out his duties under
title VII, the Commissioner has his Advisory
Committee on New Educational Media, es-
tablished under the provisions of the title

(pt. ©).
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In the 51 years since the National De-
fense Education Act was passed activities
under title VII have made a number of
major contributions to education. Re-
search projects, for example, have—

Measured the effectiveness of programed
instruction at every grade level, in virtually
every subject, and for students of differing
ablilities.

Found out a great deal about the effective-
ness of television as a medium for instruc-
tion, about the most effective techniques for
producing educational television programs,
and about the part television can play in
solving educational problems.

Increased the pool of researchers qualified
to explore the uses of the several media.

Made possible the development and test-
ing of a teacher-education course on audio-
visual methods of instruction.

And among the projects for disseminating
information about the new media to teach-
ers in schools and colleges, these are espe-
clally noteworthy:

The preparation of complete catalogs of
self-instructional programs avallable for in-
school use.

A traveling exhibit to describe programed
materials to educators, and to demonstrate
the uses for these materials.

Financial assistance to a national commit-
tee to enable it to set up standards and cri-
teria for teachers and administrators to use
in evaluating programed materials.

Publication of “ETV—The Next 10 Years”
to help State and local education agencies
to plan their use of TV carefully.

A national conference to explore the feasi-
bility of establishing educational broadcast
networks,

A study to find ways in which schools can
exchange recorded instructional television
programs,

Establishment of one national and two re-
gional libraries of instructional television
materials.

A series of activities to provide curriculum
materials for training new research workers.

Establishment of a pllot research infor-
mation service at Western Reserve Univer-
sity, which now has abstracts of all educa-
tional medla research published in the Eng-
lish language since 1960.

Development of a procedure for applying
computer technology to the problem of con-
tinuous revision of catalogs of teaching ma-
terials for use with the various media. This
has led to the publication of the “Educational
Media Index” an exhaustive catalog of insti-
tutional materials cross indexed by subject
area and grade level.

Amendments

The annual authorization of $5 million has
been extended for another year, through
June 30, 1965.

An addition—*"printed and published ma-
terials”"—has been made to the list of media
specified for attention under title VII. Now,
for example, studies may be made to deter-
mine the need for improved use of printed
and published materials; catalogs of these
materials may be prepared, research on them
may be analyzed, and research may be con-
ducted on new methods for using and adapt-
ing them.

TITLE VIII—TRAINING FOR TECHNICIANS

Title VIII amends the George-Barden Act
by adding a new title to it—title ITI. It
authorizes $15 million a year for training
highly skilled technicians for occupations re-
quiring scientific knowledge—a category of
education never before included in an educa-
tion act.

The purpose of this title is to alleviate the
Nation’s shortage of highly skilled technl-
clans—of chemical technicians for the lab-
oratories, of techniclans in electronics and
mechanical design for the missile effort, of
technicians in instrumentation and environ-
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mental control, and of the other kinds of
technicians who make up the semiprofes-
slonal corps of workers needed to support the
work of doctors, scientists, and engineers.

Both secondary and postsecondary institu-
tions, including colleges and universities,
may provide training under this title, and
the training may be given either in prepara-
tory curriculums or in extenslon classes. The
law stipulates, however, that the tralning
must be of less than college grade.

To be eligible for fraining in one of these
programs, a person must either have finished
Junior high school or be at least 16 years old,
and can reasonably be expected to profit from
the instruction. Among the eligible adults,
for example, are workers who need training
in order to keep their jobs or advance to bet-
ter ones, and technicians who need to brush
up on the latest developments in their flelds.

Strong scilence and mathematics content is
characteristic of these programs,

States must match the Federal funds, with
either State or local dollars. They may use
Federal money for any of the following pur-
poses (the list does not include construction
of facilities, but this is now provided for in
the Vocational Education Act of 1963):

1. Programs of administration, supervision,
and teacher training.

2. Salaries and travel expenses of mem-
bers of the staff of State or local educational
agencies.

3. Travel expenses of advisory committees
or State boards.

4. Acquisition of instructional equipment
and keeping it in working order.

6. Purchasing instructional supplies and
teaching aids.

6. Transporting students.

7. Getting information needed to develop
the program.

8. Programs to train young persons out of
school.

9. Related instruction for apprentices.

10. Planning and developing the programs.

Each year since the National Defense Edu-
cation Act was passed has brought increases
in the enrollments in programs supported
under title VIII. From 48,664 students in
fiscal year 1959, the number has increased to
101,279 in 1960, 122,952 in 1961, 148,920 in
1962, and 180,000 in 1963 (estimated).

Amendments

Title III of the George-Barden Act (added
by title VIII of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act) has been made permanent. It
was made so by the Vocational Education
Act of 1963 (pt. A of Public Law 88-210).

TITLE IX—INFORMATION FOR SCIENTISTS

Title IX is the only part of the National
Defense Education Act not charged to the
Office of Education. It authorizes the Na-
tlonal Science Foundation to establish a
Science Information Service and a Sclence
Information Council. The Service advises
and consults with the couneil; and both have
one and the same purpose—to provide the
sclentist with the information he needs, and
to provide it quickly and efiiciently.

The Scilence Information Service is charged
with two responsibilities: (1) To provide in-
dexing, abstracting, translating, and other
services necessary to disseminate scientific
information, and (2) to undertake programs
to develop new or improved methods—mech-
anized systems, for example—of making the
information avallable.

The Science Information Council, which
assists the Sclence Information Service in
carrying out its double assignment, has 19
members. *Four are ex officlo:

The head of the Sclence Information Serv-

ice.

The Librarian of Congress.

The director of the library of the U.S, De-
partment of Agriculture,

The Director of the Natlonal Library of
Medicine. "
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The others are appointed by the Director
of the National Science Foundation:

Six leaders in the fields of fundamental
sclence,

Six leaders in librarianship and scientific
documentation.

Three outstanding representatives of the
lay public who have demonstrated an interest
in the problems of communication.

The appointed members of the Council
hold office for 4 years. No appointed member
is eligible for reappointment until a year has
elapsed after the end of his preceding term,

The Congress made this program a perma-
nent one: for 1959 and “each succeeding
fiscal year” it authorized “such sums as may
be necessary.” No amendments have ever
been made in title IX.

TITLE X~—STATISTICAL SERVICES BY STATE
EDUCATION AGENCIES

Title X (in sec, 1009, the only section of
this title that authorizes a program of Fed-
eral aid) authorizes the appropriation of
“such sums as the Congress may determine’
for grants to the State to enable State edu-
catlon agencles to improve their statistics
on education. No State may receive more
than 850,000 a year. Each State is required
to match its Federal grant.

By the end of the fifth fiscal year under the
National Defense Education Act, 53 States
had submitted plans for improving their
programs of statlstical services, and had
had their plans approved. The 48 BStates
which had begun to carry out their plans
and had recelved and matched Federal
funds, had received $1.7 million in Federal
funds; more than one-third of them were
using the maximum amount of Federal
money allowed them each year.

Since the program began, the number of
staff members of State education agencies
engaged in statistical services has almost
tripled. The number of Btates and terri-
torlies using data-processing equipment is
!11;:;; up to 51, nearly 5 times as many as in

Amendment

Section 1009 of title X has been amended
to make the program effectiye for another
year, through June 30, 1965.

BcHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED
Argas: PuBLic Law 815 AND PusLIC Law
874—PusLic Law 88-210, ParT C

The temporary provisions of the two acts
under which the Federal Government pro-
vides financial assistance to school districts
in “federally affected areas” have been ex-
tended for 2 years (fiscal years 1964 and
19656) by Public Law 88-210. The other pro-
visions of these acts were made permanent in
1958.

These two acts are Publlic Law B15 and
Public Law 874, both passed by the 81st Con-
gress in 1950. Through Public Law 815 the
Federal Government provides assistance for
the construction of schools; through Public
Law 874, for the maintenance and operation
of schools. The purpose of both is to com-
pensate school districts for finanecial burdens
imposed on them by Federal activities in or
near them.

School districts may receive assistance
under these acts if they provide free public
‘education to a substantial number of chil-
dren whose parents either work or live, or
‘both, on Federal property in the vicinity, or
whose membership results directly from
Federal activities, such as those carried on in
private plants wunder Federal* contracts.
Schoolchildren having this type of connec-
tion with Federal property or activity are
called federally connected children.

A school district is eligible for assistance
in any year under Public Law 874 if it has
in its schools at least 10 federally connected
children constituting at least 3 percent of
its total average daily attendance during the
year. A district is eligible for assistance
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under Public Law 815 if its application con-
tains evidence that the district will have a
substantial increase in the number of fed-
erally connected children by the end of the
2-year increase period covered by the appli-
cation and therefore needs additional school
facilitles.

In the 13 years these 2 acts have been in
effect, over 4,000 school districts in all of the
50 States and in Puerto Rico, Guam, the Vir-
gin Islands, and Wake Island have recelved
assistance. The appropriations for these
years total $2.9 billion; $1.7 billion under
Public Law 874 and $1.2 billion under Pub-
lic Law 815.

The need for assistance under Public Law
874, because of swelling school enrollments
and increasing costs, has increased each year
since the act was passed. The need for as-
sistance under Public Law 815, however, has
followed a different trend: it was at its high-
est in the first several years after the act
was passed, until most of the backlog of
school construction needs accumulated dur-
ing World War II had been met, but sub-
sequently it has tapered off and leveled out.

Particulars of the provisions and accom-
plishments of the two acts are reported each
year to the Congress by the U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education. Copies of his latest re-
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port, “Administration of Public Laws 874 and
815: Thirteenth Annual Report” (OE-22003-
63) are avallable from the Superintendent
of Documents, Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 20402, for $1 each, The
tables given here have been adapted from
that report,
TasLE 1.—13 years of Public Law 874

Applicant districts Percent

of totgll

erpen |«

Fiscal tures fi-

year | Num- | Net entitle- | Total current | nanced
ber men expenditures |by Puablle

eligible w 874

funds

1051.... 1,172 |1$29,611,018 | $520, 370, 000 5.7
1952__. 1,763 | 45,026, 148 825, 926, 641 5.5
1958...| 2,212 | 54, 600,902 | 1,040, 424, 071 5.2
1954...| 2,524 | 69,071,132 | 1, 284, 960, 000 5.4
1086...] 2, 271, 606, 560 | 1,450, 700, 000 4.9
1056...| 2,825 | 80,874,345 | 1, 754, 530, 000 4.6
1057_..| 3,321 | 106,051, 520 | 2, 156, 450, 000 4.9
1088 1 3,343 | 1186, 641,127 | 2, 578, 486, 000 4.5
1050...| 8,757 | 156,870,444 | 8,083, 668, 609 5.1
1060... 8,797 | 184, 840,145 | 3, 534, 582, T84 5.2
1061...| 3,926 | 208,201, 465 | 3, 000, 460, 697 5.2
1962...1 3,908 | 238, 876, 702 | 4, 419, 718, 387 5.4
1963...| 4,182 | 250,005, 402 | 4, 940, 646, 390 5.2

! Payments prorated at 96 percent of entltlement.
2 Payments prorated at 99.5 percent of entitlement.

TABLE 2,—18 years of Public Law 815

Projects
Classrooms provided Puplils housed
Fiscal year Filed Reserved
Cumula- | Annual | Cumula- | Annual | Cumnula- | Annual Cumula- Annusl
tive total | increase | tive total | increase | tive total | increase | tive total

1,155 g = L B 828 fooldle-ia 102,464 |- ccaaaaee.

1,930 776 1,193 836 13, 699 10,177 305,240 | 292,785

1,939 9 1,330 137 15, 285 1, 5668 440, 292 45, (43
(534) (472) (2,175) -—--| (60, 805)

543 1, 604 2,436 1,106 22, 528 7,263 643, 203, 647

4,510 958 2, 886 450 26,190 3, 662 767,812 | 123,473

4,001 490 3,215 329 28, 535 2,345 811, 576 44, 264

6, 097 1, 108 3,720 5605 34, 370 . 6,844 008, 803 | 187,817

@, 795 608 4,067 347 41, 946 7, 567 1,225 467 | 2268, 574

7,640 845 4,462 3805 47,671 8, 7256 1. 381,478 | 156, 011

8,200 @50 4,670 208 49, 489 1,818 1,444 517 63, 039

oot | se| o osom|  bar|  Mm0| 20| Lased| s

9,712 281 b, 464 185 58, 167 1,868 1, 694, 381 55,087

' Unpald entitlements provided under Pablic Law 83-857 and based on attendance of faderally connected pupils
belore July 1, 1952, included in camulative data for 1954 and sncceeding fiscal years. Public La‘:w 83-357 pro%!

additional appropriations for fiscal year 1953,

Trrue III oF THE MENTAL RETARDATION Fa-
CILITIES AND COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS
CoNSTRUCTION ACT oF 1963—EDUCATION OF
HANDICAFPED CHILDREN— (PUBLIC LAwW 88—
164)

(Only title IIT of the Mental Retardation
Facilities and Community Mental Health
Centers Construction Act of 1983 provides
expressly for the improvement of education
and therefore is the only part of the act
treated in detail in this issue, Titles I and II
are briefly summarized in the box on page
11. The act is administered by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare—
titles I and II through the Public Health
Service and title III through the Office of
Education.)

Title III of the Mental Retardation Facili-
ties and Community Health Centers Con-
struction Act of 1963 (Public Law 88-164,
Oct. 24, 19063) authorizes a program for the
training of teachers, supervisors of teachers,
college instructors, research workers, and

.other specialists needed for the education of

handicapped children; it also authorizes a
program of research and demonstration of
the education of handicapped children.
Public Law 88-164 extends the provisions
of Public Law 85-926, an act to encourage
expansion of teaching in the education of
mentally retarded children through grants to
institutions of higher learning and to State
educational agencies. In addition, it brings

under its jurisdiction, after fiscal year 1964,
the provisions of Public Law 87-276, an act
authorizing a program of grants-in-aid to
colleges and universities to assist them in
improving courses of tralning and to estab-
lish and maintain scholarships for teachers
of the deaf.

The act defines “handicapped children” as
children who are blind, partially seeing, deaf,
hard of hearing, speech impaired, crippled,
seriously emotionally disturbed, or mentally
retarded, or who have other health impair-
ments.

Title ITI authorizes an appropriation of $47
million for fiscal years 1964 through 1966 for
training activities and $2 million for each of
these years for the program of research and
demonstration grants.

In January 1964 the Congress appropriated
$11.5 million for the training program. The
program already established under Public
Law 87-276 for the tralning of teachers of
the deaf will remain in effect until July 1,
1964, under an appropriation of $1.5 million.
The research program of title III is being
carried out under a $1 million appropriation
made in 1963,

Title III is the result of the eflorts of many
organizations working for the welfare of the
handicapped. Among the national groups
the work of two is outstanding—the Na-
tional Association for Retarded Children,
Ine.,, and the Council for Exceptional Chil-
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dren, The first is a grassroots organization
containing many parents; the second, an or-
ganization of 17,000 specialists in the educa-
tion of the handicapped. Title III also re-
flects the recommendations of the President's
Panel on Mental Retardation—27 speclalists
drawn from medicine, education, law, sci-
ence, and the Federal Government, appointed
by President Kennedy in 1961 to study the
problem of mental retardation.

Estimates of the mnumber of school age
handicapped children in the United States
needing special education in 1963 and the
m;r of special education teachers they

Esti- Esti- Esti-

2 mates | mated |Average| mated

: of prev-| number (teacher-| total

Handicap (enee of handi- pugél numfber
per- | ca ra o

cent) chl?m teachers

required

1-8 2,024

1-15 1,063

1-10 3,680

1-35 7,010

1-100 | 17,174

1-15 | 32,712

1-20 24, 534

d.....| 20 981,360 | 1-20 49, 068

Mentally retarded.| 2.8 [1,128,564 | 1-15 75,238

WV 7 e 10. 5,136,438 | ... 213, 403

Note.—This table brings up to date a table in ““Statis-
tics of Bpecial Education for Exceptional Children,"”
ch. 5, “Biennial Burvey of Education in the United
Btates, 1956-58"" (OE-35048), ?;f Romaine P, Mackie,
Harold M. Williams, and Patricia P. Hunter. For qual-
itying footnotes, see the original publication.

The Office of Education has long advo-
cated special education for handicapped chil-
dren. Since the 1930's it has had at least one
specialist in this fleld, and it has worked par-
ticularly to improve the education of teach-
ers for the handicapped.

The need

Over 6 million school-age children in the
United States require speclal education be-
cause they are handicapped.

But only about a fourth of these children
are now in school. In another 5 years, at
the present rate of progress, State and local
agencies will be able to provide educational
opportunities for only a third of the handi-
capped children at their doors. Our schools
need about 200,000 special educators for
the handicapped. From 50,000 to 60,000 were
avallable last year?

Francis Keppel, U.S. Commissioner of Ed-
ucation, in testifying before a congressional
committee last year, sald, “The greatest ob-
stacles to the advance of special education
are the extreme shortage of qualified per-
sonnel and lack of scientifically tested knowl-
edge.” He pointed out that there is “an
urgent need for more and better qualified
educators to  instruet all types of handi-
capped children. Only 2,000 degrees were
granted in special education to teachers in
1859-60, though it is estimated that an ad-
ditional 50,000 teachers are needed in the
field of mental retardation alone. There
has been an increase in the number of col-
leges offering professional preparation for
teachers of handicapped children, but the
colleges' efforts to expand and improve their
programs are hampered by lack of funds and
by a shortage of qualified teachers.”

The President’s Panel on Mental Retarda-
tion also pointed to the acute shortage of
teachers and our lack of knowledge about

1 House Report No. 694, Mental Retardation
Facilities and Community Mental Health
Centers Construction Act of 1963, Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House
of Representatives, Washington, 1963, p. 17.
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mental retardation. And witness after wit-
ness before the congressional committees
studying the need for legislation testified to
the same obstacles. Among the witnesses
were representatives of the National Associa-
tion for Retarded Children, Inc., the Council
for Exceptional Children, the National Foun-
dation for the Blind, Inc., the National As-
soclation of State Directors of Special Edu-
cation, and the Council on Education of the
Deaf, as well as representatives of the Presi-
dent’s Panel on Mental Retardation and the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare,

Francis P. Connor, president of the Coun-
cil for Exceptional Children, pointed out the
need for significant research:

“Programs for educating mentally re-
tarded children have grown rapidly during
the last 15 years, Many of the educational
methods and techniques now being used are
essentially untried through research. Cur-
riculum research in every field which in-
volves the adjustment of children is of great
importance and could be undertaken in great
volume if there were avallable funds and, in
some instances, available personnel.

“One of the practical problems that is
persistent is that of putting into practice
knowledge found through research. In some
instances the application of this knowledge
through demonstration requires additional
personnel and facilities which local school
boards and State school systems are reluctant
to provide from funds sorely needed for ex-
isting programs. These same school systems,
however, would attempt to bear the costs of
programs if the value of these innovations
had been adequately demonstrated.”

The other titles of Public Law 88-164

Together, titles I and II of Public Law 88—
164, the Mental Retardation Facilities and
Community Mental Health Centers and Con-
struction Act of 1963, are directed at pre-
venting mental retardation and mental ill-
ness and at providing better care and
rehabilitation for the mentally retarded and
mentally ill. They stress the need for re-
search, preventive measures, clinical and
medical services, vocational rehabilitation,
and residential care.

Title I. Research centers and faclllities:
Title I authorizes a total appropriation of
$126 million over a 6-year period beginning
in fiscal year 1964 for grants for the con-
struction of research centers and facilities.
Funds will be divided among the three types
of grants described in the three parts of the
title.

Part A provides for project grants to assist
public or other nonprofit institutions for re-
search (or for research and related purposes)
on human development—research which may
find the causes of mental retardation and
ways of preventing it or lessening its effects.

Part B authorizes grants for the construc-
tion of university-affiliated clinical facilities
for the mentally retarded. These grants will
assist public or other nonprofit colleges and
universities in bullding facilities that will
provide for “a full range of Inpatient and
outpatient services for the mentally retarded
and facilities which will ald in demonstrating
the provision of specialized services for the
diagnosis and treatment, education, training,
or care of the mentally retarded or in the
clinlcal training of physicians and other
specialized personnel needed for research,
diagnosis and treatment, education, training,
or care of the mentally retarded.”

Part C authorizes grants to States for the
construction, expansion, remodeling, replace-
ment, and equipping of public and other
nonprofit facilities for the mentally re-
tarded.

Title II community centers: Title II au-
thorizes the appropriation. of $150 million
over a 3-year period, beginning with. fiscal
year 1965, for grants for the construction
and establishment of public and other non-
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profit community mental health centers.
These facilities will offer services for the pre-
vention or diagnosis of mental illness, the
care and treatment of mentally i1l persons,
or the rehabilitation of persons recovering
from mental illness. Centers will offer serv-
ices to patients, including psychiatric treat-
ment, day and night care, foster home care,
rehabilitation, and diagnosis and evaluation,
and consultive services to other centers.

Appropriations authorized under titles I and
II of Public Law 88—-164 (the Mental Retar-
dation Facilities and Community Mental
Health Centers Construction Act of 1963),
fiscal years 196468

[In miltions]
Program 1964 | 1965 | 1066 |1967(1968 Total
Title I:
Research centers!_ | $6 | $8.0 | $6.0 | $6 |.___| $26.0
Fumﬁﬁfnty
Vi
grantsi..__..._ 5| 7510010 | 825
State grants. |- 10,0 | 125 | 15 |$80°| 67.5
Total._._...... 11 | 25.5 | 28.5 |31 |30 | 126.0
Title I1: Mental
health centers 2. |- 35.0 | 50.0 .| 150.0
Total, titles T
o4 il 11 | 60.5 ] 78:5 .| 2m8.0

1 Maximum Federal share, 75 percent.
1 Federal share, 3334 to 663§ percent,

For mentally retarded and deaf children

Accomplishments Under Public Laws 85-926
and 87-276

Under Public Law 85-926, which was in
effect 4 years (fiscal years 1960-63), 667 fel-
lowships were awarded to about 4656 persons
to prepare leaders in the education of men-
tally retarded children.

Under Public Law 87-276, 866 scholarships
were awarded at 48 colleges and universities
during the first 2 years of operation (fiscal
years 1062-63). The Office of Education es-
timates that during fiscal year 1964, the third
year of the program, another 125 undergrad-
uate scholarships and 252 graduate fellow-
ships will be awarded.

Both of these programs will be under title
III, Public Law 88-164. The program under
Public Law 85-926 has already been ab-
sorbed; that under Public Law 87-276 will be
on July 1, 1964.

Administration of title III

The first part of title III authorizes the
Commissioner of Education to make grants
to public or other nonprofit colleges and
universities to help them provide for the
professional or advanced training of teachers
of the handicapped, persons preparing to be-
come teachers, supervisors of teachers, speech
correctionists, and researchers or persons
preparing to become researchers in the educa-
tion of handicapped children. This part of
the act aleo authorizes the Commissioner
to make grants to State educational agencies,
to help them provide programs that will
train teachers of handicapped children and
supervisors of teachers of handicapped
children.

These provisions will be carrled out
through fellowships, traineeships, short-term
traineeships, and “stimulation” grants.

Fellowships  are for full-time graduate
study for 1 academic year beginning with the
fall semester or quarter. Stipends will vary
according to the level: £2,000 for the first-
year level; $2,400 for the second; $2,800 for
the third; and $2,800 for the fourth, A fel-
low will receive $400 for each dependent for
each full year. The sponsoring institution
will receive a support grant of up to $2,500 for
each fellow. .

Traineeships are for full-time senior year
undergraduate study for 1 academic year be-
ginning with the fall quarter or semester.
Each trainee will recelve a stipend of $1,600.
The sponsoring institution will receive up
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to $2,000 to partly defray the cost of con-
ducting the course in which the trainee is
enrolled. Traineeships do not carry depend-
ency allowances.

Bhort-term traineeships are for full-time
summer sessions or for special study Insti-
tute programs. Participants in a summer
session will spend full time in a sequence of
courses designed to prepare professional
workers in specific fields of education of the
handicapped. Stipends will be §756 a week;
no allowances will be made for dependents.
The sponsoring institution will receive up to
876 a week for each participant. Special
study institute programs will bring together
trained workers to review developments in
specific fields. No institute will be shorter
than 3 days. Participants will receive up to
$756 a week or $15 a day, but no allowance
for dependents. The sponsoring institution
will receive an allowance equaling the cost
of operating the institute in accordance with
the proposal it submitted to the Commis-
sioner of Education.

Stimulation grants will be made to insti-
tutions of higher learning to help them de-
velop or expand programs for training pro-
fessional workers in a particular field. Grants
will be made for a fiscal year and will not
exceed $20,000. An institution cannot receive
more than two stimulation grants for the
improvement of one field.

The second part of title III authorizes a
program of grants for research or demonstra-
tion projects on the education of handi-
capped children, The purpose of the research
projects will be to acquire knowledge directly
applicable in the teaching of these children.
Research projects will investigate unusual
classroom problems and procedures. Dem-
onstration projects will translate research
results, observations, and ideas into practice
by demonstrating new programs, procedures,
classroom methods, and materials.

The Commissioner of Education will notify
each State education agency of the amount
of the grant-in-aid avallable to the State
for use in preparing teachers for the handi-
capped and supervisors of such teachers.
The amount will be based on the population
of the State, but for no State will it be less
than 825,000 or over $100,000. States must
submit a plan for the use of the funds to the
Commissioner of Education.

The Commissioner of Education will ad-
minister the program with the assistance and
advice of advisory groups, as instructed by
Public Law 88-164. An advisory council will
advise him on policlies and procedures for
the administration of title III as a whole.
He has selected six advisory committees for
the six categories of handicaps to advise him
on the teacher training program and six re-
search panels (agaln, one for each handicap
category) to advise him on the research and
demonstration grant program. He will rely
on these panels for the approval or disap-
proval of applications. In addition, he will
appoint an overall research committee to
assist him in establishing research policies
and to make the final review of applications
for research and demonstration.

The Commissioner of Education has pre-
pared the administrative procedures for title
III and has sent copies of them to institu-
tions of higher education and State agencies.
The first awards are now being made.
ManPOWER DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ACT
THE 1963 AMENDMENTS—PUBLIC LAaw 88-214

The manpower Development and Training
Act and the amendments to it contained in
Public Law 88-214 attack the “toughest
problems” in training for employment. In
its report to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor of the House
of Representatives said that the Manpower
Development and Training Act reflects, In
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part, the philosophy expressed by George P.
Shultz, dean of the Graduate School of
Business, University of Chicago, in speaking
before a meeting of the Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States.

“A great many employers find it in their
interest to provide training for their em-
ployees and we can infer that such training
will help those in the median age ranges
and with higher educational attainments to
acquire specific skills, Many more employees
will receive job training this way than
through any governmental program, how-
ever grandly conceived. Yet the role of the
Government program Iis a vital one, It
should help those who fall outside the na-
tural scope of private efforts, In so doing
the Government takes on the toughest prob-
lems—but these are just the problems that
would otherwise be neglected. The Gov-
ernment program, then, should be conceived
not as massive and general, but as directed
to special objectives derived from inadequate
formal education and the residue of dis-
placement left from a changing economy.”?

Public Law 88-214, the amendments to
the Manpower Development and Training
Act, extends and expands the Manpower
Development and Training act in the light
of recent findings on the Nation’s need for
manpower and the unemployed's need for
training. It particularly emphasizes pro-
grams for the “hardcore” unemployed—the
young out-of-school, out-of-work person
and the undereducated adult. In directing
its attention to these people, Public Law 88—
214 Is in line with the Nation’s war on
poverty.

The Manpower Development and Training
Act (Public Law 87-415) authorizes a pro-
gram for the tralning of persons unemployed
because of automation, shifts in market
demands, foreign competition, and other
economic changes and conditions, Under
it the Becretary of Labor conducts surveys
of employment opportunities in each State
and selects persons needing training, pays
training allowances, and places trainees in
jobs through State employment security
agencies. The Becretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is responsible for planning
and carrying out the tralning programs
through the State directors of vocational
education. The program is administered by
the Division of Vocational and Technical
Education of the Office of Education. Roy
W. Duggar is director of the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act staff in the
division.

Amendments

Public Law 88-214 amends and extends
Manpower Development and Tralning Act
as follows:

Appropriations: It increases the appropri-
ation authorized for training and skill de-
velopment programs for fiscal year 19656 from
$161 million to $407 million; authorizes an
appropriation of $281 million for fiscal year
1966; and extends through fiscal year 1966
the $3 million appropriation authorized for
each fiscal year for programs of information,
evaluation, and research.

Postponement of State matching funds:
The original act required 50-560 matching
by the States beginning with fiscal year
1965. Public Law 88-214 postpones the
matching requirement until fiscal year 1966.
For fiscal year 1966 the matching require-
ment is set at one-third and for fiscal year
1867 at one-half.

Eligibility requirements: Eligibility re-
quirements for training grants established
by Manpower Development and Training Act
amended by Public Law 88-214 include these:

1House Report No. 861, Amendments of
Manpower Development and Tralning Act
of 1962. U.S. House of Representatives, 88th
Cong., 1st sess. 1963. p. 4.
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The previous work experience requirement
of 3 years is reduced to 2.

Another member of a family may now
substitute for the unemployed head of a
family or household, provided only one mem-
ber of a household is recelving a training
allowance at one time. The original act
limited the allowance to the unemployed
head of a family or household.

The weekly training allowance can now
be raised up to $10 above the average State
unemployment compensation payment.

The age of eligibility for a training allow-
ance is lowered by Public Law 88-214 from
19 to 17. The 17-year-old, however, is not
eligible unless he is a high school graduate,
has been out of school a year, or his attend-
ance in a regular academic or vocational
program is no longer practicable. Not more
than 25 percent of persons receiving train-
ing allowances may be under 22 (the original
act set aside up to 6 percent of the funds
avallable for trainees under 22).

A full-time trainee may now work part
time up to 20 hours a week without losing
any of the training allowance.

Speclal programs for young people: The
original act instructed the Secretary of Labor
to provide for a special program for the
“testing, counseling, and selection” of young
people, 16 years of age or older, “for occupa-
tional training and further schooling.” Pub-
liec Law 88-214 amends this instruction to
read “for the testing, counseling, selection,
and referral” of young people 16 years of age
or older for “occupational tralning and fur-
ther schooling, who because of inadequate
educational background and work prepara-
tion are unable to qualify for and obtain
employment without such training and
schooling.” The amendment limits this spe-
clal program fo young people who cannot
find employment because they lack adequate
education and training, young people usually
called the “disadvantaged.”

Training in basic education skills: The
amendments authorize the Secretary of Labor
to refer unemployed adults for training pro-
grams in basic education (reading, writing,
other language arts, arithmetic) who cannot
qualify for occupational tralning programs
because of lack of education. The Secretary
may provide for up to 20 additional weeks of
training allowance to persons referred for
basle education programs. The limit for
training allowances remains at 52 weeks for
other programs.

Demonstration projects: In addition to ex-
tending and amending existing regulations,
Public Law 88-214 amends the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act by authorizing
a program of labor mobility demonstra-
tlon projects. This section of the act
instructs the Secretary of Labor to develop in
a limited number of geographlc areas pllot
projects to determine the effectiveness of
making grants or loans to unemployed per-
sons to help them to relocate in other geo-
graphic areas where they can find employ-
ment.

Changes affecting State administration of
training: Public Law 88-214 amends Public
Law 87-415 to allow other than public agen-
cles to provide for the education of young
people referred under the Manpower De-
velopment and Tralning Aet program.
State agencles must arrange for education
and training with private institutions when
these institutions can give substantially
equal training at less cost to the Federal
Government.

Why the changes?

Experience with the MDTA program
pointed out to the Congress the need for
three changes in the original act: Postpone-
ment of the date for State matching grants
until the program has been in operation long
enough for fair appraisal, broadened provi-
slons for the special programs for young un-
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employed persons, and the inclusion of pro-
grams for the undereducated unemployed
adult.?

The effectiveness of the program in ful-
filling its purpose—to identify, train, and
place the unemployed—requires time for
demonstration. The program is only now in
its second year. The failure of State legisla-
tures to act on the matching provisions of
MDTA (only four have done so) is largely a
matter of insufficlent time to consider the
results of the program. This is particularly
true in States with legislatures that meet
blennially. In another year States will be
able to evaluate the program, now well on its
way toward meeting its goal of training 400,-
000 unemployed, and to a¢t to match the
grants.

The needs for changes to help the young
are evident. The young worker is always
predominant among the unemployed, accord-
ing to the Department of Labor, partly be-
cause he is Inexperienced, partly because he
is still seeking a suitable position. But the
problem of employment for the young is
especially critical now. The Department of
Labor estimated at the time of the congres-
sional hearings on the amendments last year
that more than 514 million young workers
will enter the labor market by the end of
1966 and that nearly a third of them will be
school dropouts. The traditional jobs for
beginners are rapidly disappearing with the
growth of automation. The untrained young
worker is doomed to unemployment and de-
pendency. The amendments to the MDTA
providing for special programs for the young
alm at preventing the young from becoming
permanently unemployable.

The amendments limit the program of
testing, counseling, and selection of young
people for training to young people who lack
the educational background and work prep-
aration necessary to obtain and hold employ-
ment. Such young people cannot succeed in
a training program unless testing points out
the type of program they require and to
which they can adjust. The program per-
mits maximum flexibility to meet the diver-
sity of needs. Regular programs are, of
course, open to young people who do not re-
quire special attention to succeed.

Most of these disadvantaged young peo-
ple cannot attend training programs unless
they receive financial assistance for cloth-
ing, food, transportation, and expenses inci-
dental to the program. Lowering the age
limit of eligibility for a training allowance
will permit them to undertake training.
The 17-year-old who is a school dropout and
who has not been out of school a year is
prohibited from receiving an allowance. The
prohibition is set to encourage the dropout
to return to school, The act requires local
authorities to do all they can to encourage
the dropout to return to school; only when
all reasonable measures fail can a dropout
be referred for training. Dropouts, however,
are not excluded from training programs.
They may attend MDTA classes without re-
celving allowances.

The older uneducated worker is also hav-
ing trouble. Machines are making many jobs
obsolete, particularly those requiring little
skill (but many skilled positions, too) even
faster than the original act anticipated.
Many unemployed older workers cannot
qualify for training because they lack basic
educational skills—they cannot read or write
or do simple arithmetic well enough to fol-
low a program. One of MDTA's new provi-
sions permits the inclusion of up to 20 weeks
of additional allowances when basic skills are
included in a job training program. The suc-
cess of MDTA with unemployed workers hav-
ing some education led the Congress to be-
lieve that a modified MDTA program could
succeed with those having little or no edu-
cation. Several MDTA demonstration proj-

2 Op. cit., p. 2.
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ects, notably one at Virginia State College,
have proved that the illiterate and semi-
illiterate can be trained through a program
combining courses in baslic education skills
and job tralning. This provision of the
amendments is limited to unemployed work-
ers who cannot benefit from training until
they have acquired basic education.

Several changes have been made in the
requirements for training allowances to make
training more desirable to the unemployed
and to keep the act in line with the philoso-
phy of the Congress—that such allowances
are for those who need it the most, Many
trainees are heads of families with family
responsibilities. Even the offer of a casual
job tempts them away from a training pro-
gram. Higher training allowances and a
more liberal policy toward part-time work
should help to attract trainees and to hold
them until they can complete a program.
Sometimes the head of a family is not able
to qualify for training that another unem-
ployed member is. The amendments liber-
alize the act to permit a substitution in such
a case (but allow only one member of a
family to receive an allowance).

The expert witnesses who appeared before
the congressional committees considering
the amendments to MDTA almost to a man
belleve that relocatlon programs for the un-
employed have great potential value. They
reported that such programs have worked
well in a number of European communi-
ties. The amendments to MDTA give limited
authority to the Secretary of Labor to con-
duct experiments in the relocation of un-
employed persons through research and dem-
onstration grants, The experience gained
from these experiments should furnish guide-
lines for further legislative action, if nec-

essary.

The amendments clarify the provision re-
lating to the use of private training institu-
tlons. The House Committee on Education
and Labor, when considering the need for
amendment to MDTA, concluded that the
language of the original act left doubt that
private institutions, no matter how excellent
the programs they offered, could be used
to fulfill the program. To clear up the
doubt, the amendments clearly state that
private institutions may be used when they
can provide equivalent MDTA programs at
less cost to the Federal Government than
other institutions.

In its report the committee discussed sev-
eral findings not directly reflected in the
amendments but which it felt required dis-
cussion to clear up misunderstanding.
Among these are the use of the terms “rea-
sonable expectation of employment” and
“occupational training.” The committee
warned agalnst rigid interpretation. MDTA
requires that no person be accepted for train-
ing who does not have a reasonable expecta-
tion of employment when he has completed
the training program. This does not mean
that a written guarantee is necessary. The
act means reasonable certainty, depending
on circumstances. The term “occupational
training" does not exclude “academic” work
from a program if academic work is a neces-
sary part of the training. On the other
hand, a program may not include *“pro-
fessional” or “preprofessional” training,

The committee pointed out that there is
no conflict between MDTA and the Voca-
tional Education Act of 1963. MDTA courses
are outside regular vocational education pro-
grams and they are designed for a special
group of people. New or expanded voca-
tional training facilities cannot be set up
under MDTA, but MDTA programs can use
existing vocational education facilities. The
two programs are complementary.

DISBURSEMENT OF FEDERAL AID BY THE OFFICE
oF EDUCATION, 1962-63

In the fiscal year which ended June 30,
1963, the Office of Education pald out more
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than $643 million in Federal aid to educa-
tlon—most of it to colleges and universities,
State departments and boards of education,
and local school districts. The largest sums
were paid out to assist loeal schools in fed-
erally affected areas; the next two largest,
for programs under the National Defense
Education Act and for programs of voca-
tional education. (Rose Marie Walker, edu-
cational statistician, Office of Education.)

Federal payments under financial assistance
programs administered by the Office of
Education, fiscal year 1963

[In thousands of dollars]

Total payments, all programs..____ 643, 648
School assistance in federally af-
fonted ArBAB: Gcad il b e dell L 329,970
Maintenance and operation (Pub-
Mo Taw BT) oo s = T 276, 737
Construction (Public Law 815) ... 53,233
National Defense Education Act!__ 185,944
Title II. Student loans._._________ 91, 841
Title III. Strengthening instruc-
tion in science, mathe-
matics, and modern foreign
languages.. - iTol il oot 33, 536
Grants to States for public
BehOOlIR. o e 80, 541
Grants to States for supervisory
and related services_________ 2, 450
Loans to private schools_.._.__ 536
Title IV. Fellowships._._.__.._____ 19, 604
Title V. Guidance, counseling, and
eI 21,672
State programs.. . _________._ 15,124
Testing in private schools___.__ 31
Inatifntes. . .o o 6, 517
Title VI, Language development. 14,537
Language and area centers_._._._._ 2,161
Fellowships. - oo o 3,819
Research and studies.._._..__._ 1,016
Institutes oo o -0l i 6, 641
Title VII. More effective use of
media of communication._.__ 3,233
Research and experimentation. 1,455
Dissemination of information.. 1,778
Title VIII. See George-Barden Act.
Title X. Improvement of statisti-
cal services of State educational
oot T EER] SO LU LSRR NE 1,521
Vocational education.__ ... _._____ 86, 732
Smith-Hughes Act_ . _...___ 7,144
Apgricaltrrela i o e 3,016
Trades and industry and home
BCONOMICE e m e 3, 025
Teacher tralning ..o _____ 1,103
George-Barden Act . ___ 47,671
g oo b Do Tl A BT TR BT e | 29, 330
Agriculture e 9,049
Distributive occupations_____ 2,602
Home ecOonomics . ..cocoooo__ 8,183
Trades and industry.__ 8, 216
Fishery trades_________ 155
Grants to possessions 225
Title II. Practical nurse train-
e e ey | A U T 5, 000
Title III. Technical education
(an addition made by title
VIII, National Defense Educa-
ToR.ACH) Sic s i SN 13, 341
Area Redevelopment Act? 2,728
Manpower Development and
Training Act_ _______ o . .._ 20,189
State supervision______________ 092
Training.__ S 28, 197
Land-grant colleges .- ccececanmoan 14, 500
Cuban refugee program?.____._...__ 9, 155
Education aid for Cuban children
and adults.__________ e R
Loan program for Cuban students. 1,358
Library Services Act. . _________ T. 267
Cooperative Research Program._.__.. 5, 156
Civil Defense adult education pro-
e st Sl S P L RS T 2, 597
Training for teachers of the deaf__ 1,877
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Federal payments under financial assistance
programs administered by the Office of
Education, fiscal year 1963—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]
Fellowship program for teachers of

mentally retarded children_.___ 960
Grants to institutions._ .. ___._. 368
Grants to State educational agen-

oL R B e 546
Stimulation grants to colleges and

BRIVErEItIon e e e e e 46

1Does not include $13.3 million for tech-
nical education under title VIII. Payments
under title VIII are included under the
George-Barden Act, which ‘that title
amended,

2Funds transferred from the Department
of Labor,

# By direction of the President, several Cu-
ban refugee programs are administered by the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare.

¢ Funds transferred from the Department
of Defense.

Bource: Fiscal and program reports of the
Office of Education.

THE LIBRARY SERVICES AND CONSTRUCTION

AcT—PUBLIC LAw 88-269

The Library Services and Construction Act
recognizes the public’s need for public library
services and the reasons State and local gov-
ernments have not been able to provide ade-
quate services and buildings. To assist in
filling the need, the act authorizes $45 mil-
lion in Federal funds for fiscal year 1964.
When he signed the act on February 11, 1964,
President Johnson said: “The central fact of
our times is this: Books and ldeas are the
most effective weapons against intolerance
and ignorance.” The act offers to millions
of Americans of all ages new weapons they
may use with grace.

BACKGROUND

The new act amends the Library Services
Act, which Congress passed in 1956 to assist
State and local governments in improving
library services in rural communities.

Even if we judge the Library Services Act
of 19566 merely by its tangible results, it has
more than justified the Federal investment,
which totals slightly less than $42 million
for the 7 years between 1057 and 1963. The
local communities, State agencles, and the
Federal Government working together to
make the act a success have accomplished
these results: 38 million rural residents have
new or improved library service; 12 million
books and other informational materials
have been bought; 370 bookmobiles have
been bought and are being used; 140 field
consultants have been added to State pro-
grams to assist local libraries; State appro-
priations for rural public services have in-
creased by 113 percent, and seven States have
set up or expanded grants-in-aid programs
for local libraries; local appropriations for
public libraries have increased by 92 percent;
and State appropriations for all public
library services have increased from $123
million annually to $28.3 million.

These facts report solid accomplishments
for rural areas, and both the States and the
Federal Government count them as progress
made. But there are other matters that
both the States and the Federal Govern-
ment count as needs, such as the job yet to
be done for urban as well as rural communi-
tles. They are reflected In such facts as
these: 18 million Americans have no readily
accessible library service (1961 figures); 110
million have library services that fall below
the minimum standards set by the States;
that is, they have limited and outdated col-
lections of books, are understaffed, stay open
only a few hours a week, and have insufficlent
space for books and patrons; 60 million of
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the 110 million Americans with inadequate
service live In cities excluded from benefits
under the 19566 act; and 1.6 million who live
in cities or suburbs have no readily accessible
publie library service.

Only $1.60 per capita or $260 million a
year is currently spent on public libraries
as contrasted with the estimated minimum
expenditure of &3 per capita needed for
barely adequate library services. In other
words, total library expenditures are now at
least $280 million below minimum standards
(1960 figures).

Many bulldings are from 50 to 70 years
old and some much older; they are expen-
sive to maintain, lack adequate space, and
are poorly located because of shifts of popu-
lation.

As libraries compete with other public
services for professional staff and public
funds, their needs are increasing. There are
a number of reasons for their increased
needs, some of them fortultuous, some un-
fortunate for the libraries at least. Here
are a few:

Greater demand for services resulting from
population and economic growth and the
vast increase in knowledge in recent years.

Lack of adequate school libraries: About
two-thirds of the public elementary schools
are without libraries.

Increase In materials: As many books were
published between 1900 and 1960 as between
1450 and 1900. In the United States 10,027
book titles were published in 1930 and 18,060
in 1960, an 80-percent increase in 30 years.
However, in the single decade between 1053
and 1963 the number of titles published in-
creased by 114 percent.

Increased cost of books: The price of the
average book published In the United States
rose by 82 percent—from $3.59 to $6.56—be-
tween 1947 and 1963, and the average sub-
scription price of a periodical rose by T4
percent.

Increased cost of constructing and
equipping library buildings.

THE ACT

The Library Services and Construction Act
(Public Law 597, B4th Cong., as amended
by Public Law 88-268) has a single purpose:
To assist In making public library services
available to people who have inadequate
services or none at all. Moreover, its goal is
to make the assistance available to States
and their subdivisions without encroaching
on their responsibility for conducting public
libraries or destroying their initiative for
financing libraries. This fact the act makes
clear: The States and their local units are
responsible for administering public libraries,
employing librarians, selecting books and
other materials, and, insofar as is consistent
with the act, in determining how the funds
it provides are to be spent.

The 1964 act amends the Library Services
Act of 1856 in two major ways:

Title I authorizes the appropriation of $25
million for public library services for fiscal
year 1964 and unspecified amounts in the
following 2 years to be used to provide public
library service in urban as well as rural areas
that have no service or Inadequate services.
The 1956 act authorized $7.5 million a year
for 5 years and limited its use to rural areas,
which it defined as communities or towns
with population of no more than 10,000 per-
sons. In 1960 the 1956 act was amended and
extended for an additional 6 years, or until
June 30, 1966.

Title IT authorizes the appropriation of
$20 million for fiscal year 1964 and unspeci-
fied amounts for the following 2 fiscal years
for the comstruction of public library build-
ings in communities where the inadequacy of
facllities prevents the development of library
services, The 1956 act prohibited the use of
funds for construction of library buildings.

The act is administered at the Federal level
by the U.S. Commissioner of Education and
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at the State level by the State library ad-
ministrative agencies.
Definitions
Terms as They Are Used in the Act

Secretary: The Secretary of Health, Educa~-
tion, and Welfare.

State: A State, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, or the:
Virgin Islands.

State library administrative agency: The
officlal State agency charged by State law
with extending and developing public Ii-
brary services throughout the State,

Public library: A library which is supported
in whole or in part by public funds and
which serves all ‘residents of a community
or district free.

Construction: The construction of new
buildings and the expansion, remodeling, and
alteration of existing buildings, and ini-
tial equipment of such buildings, including
architects’ fees and cost of buying land.
TITLE I—EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LIBRARY SERVICES

Title I authorizes the appropriation of $25
million for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1064, and for fiscal years ending June 30,
1965, and June 30, 1966, such sums as the
Congress may authorize, to be allotted among
the States, for the extension and improve-
ment of public library services. During the
months remaining in fiscal year 1964, the
States may use their title I funds only for
library services in rural areas, but after
July 1, 1964, they may use them for services
in both rural and urban areas. None of
these funds may be used for construction or
purchase of buildings or for purchase of

land.
Allotments to the States

From the funds appropriated for any fis-
cal year the Commissioner of Education will
make allotments to the States In two parts.
From the total amount appropriated for
the year he will make a basic allotment of
not less than $25,000 each to Guam, Ameri-
can Samoa, and the Virgin Islands; and
$100,000 to each of the States of the Union,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.
These are the minimum amounts that the
States must match. PFrom the remainder
of the appropriation he will allot each State
an amount which bears the same ratio to
the total of the remainder as the State's
population bears to the total U.S. popula-
tion.

The amounts so allotted will be paid to the
States to the extent that they match Fed-
eral funds. The matching will be done on
the basis of per capita income, with the
Federal share ranging from 33 to 66 percent,
In this way the poor States will be required
to put up less than the wealthy States to ob-
tain Federal assistance under the act.

A State may carry over title I funds allotted
for fiscal year 1964 and use them during
fiscal year 1965 for expenditures under its
approved plan, which may extend public li-
brary services to urban as well as rural areas.

States may use their funds for salaries of
library staff members, books and other 1i-
brary materials, equipment, and operating
expenses, including the expense of admin-
istering the State plans for services and for
construction.

If the full amount authorized is appro-
priated and all States participate in the pro-
gram in 1964, approximately $51.3 million in
Federal, State, and local funds may be made
available for public llbrary services.

State plans for services

To obtain its share of the funds authorized
under title I, a State must work out a State
plan for extending llbrary services and sub-
mit it to the U.S. Commissioner of Educa-
tion for his approval.

Requirements: The plan must meet these
conditions:

1. Provide for the plan to be administered
by, or its administration supervised by, the
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State library administrative agency with au-
thority under State law to administer the
plan in accordance with the provisions of the
act.

2. Provide for the State treasurer to receive
Federal funds paid under title I, for the
funds to be safeguarded and spent solely for
the purposes for which they are paid, for the
State to repay the U.S. Government for any
funds lost or diverted from their designated
use.

8. Provide for the administrative agency
to certify that policies and methods of using
funds insure that funds will be used to maxi-
mum advantage.

4. Provide for the agency to make such
reports on expenditures as the Commissioner
may require,

5. Provide that library services shall be
made avallable free of charge under regula-
tions prescribed by the State agency.

Approval: The Commissioner will approve
any plan that fulfills the conditions listed
above.

Identification of inadequate services: The
State library agency will be responsible for
determining whether services in a given area
are inadequate.

Procedure for making payments

The 1964 act makes minor changes in the
procedure under the 1956 law for making
payments to the States. It authorizes the
U.S. Commissioner to make advance esti-
mates at least twice a year of the amount
each State is entitled to receive under title
I, and when necessary to adjust estimates to
compensate for prior over or under pay-
ments. But before he certifies the amounts
to the Secretary of the Treasury, who makes
the payments (in installments), the Commis-
sioner must be sure that these conditions
exist:

1. That the State will have enough funds
from its own and local sources to qualify
for its basic allotment for the year ($100,000
to each State, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico, and $25,000 each to the Virgin
Islands, Guam, and American Samoa).

2. That during the year the State will
spend as much from its own and local
sources on public library services as it spent
in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963.

In computing each State’s share of the
Federal appropriation for the year, the Com-
missioner will use this formula prescribed
by title I: The Federal share for any State
will be 100 percent minus the State’s per-
centage, which is the percentage that bears
the same ratio to 50 percent as the State's
per capita income bears to the per capita
income of all States (excluding the out-
lying parts—their share will be 66 percent).
No State’'s Federal share will be less than 33
percent or more than 66 percent. Per capita
income for each State and for all States
will be computed in each even-numbered
year from Department of Commerce figures
for the three most recent consecutive years.

TITLE IT—PUBLIC LIBRARY CONSTRUCTION

For the year ending June 30, 1964, title IT
authorizes the Congress to appropriate $20
million and for the next 2 fiscal years such
sums as the Congress may authorize, to be

d to the States for construction of pub-
lic library buildings in rural or urban areas.
Allotments

From the total appropriated for any fiscal
year the Commissioner will allot $80,000 to
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and
each of the States, and $20,000 each to the
outlying parts—Guam, American Samoa, and
the Virgin Islands. From the remaining
funds he will allot each State a sum which
bears the same ratio to the remainder as
the State’s population bears to the U.S, pop-
ulation, States match Federal funds on the
basls of their per capita income in the 3
most recent years.
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Any State may use its allotment for any
fiscal year for construction projects approved
under its State plan for the fiscal year.
There is one exception here: A State may
carry over funds for fiscal year 1964 and use
them in fiscal year 1965.

State plans for construction

To obtain its share of the Federal con-
struction funds, each State must submit a
State plan to the Commissioner,

Requirements: The plan must include all
the provisions of the State plan for services
under title I and in addition—

1. Set forth the criteria and procedures
for approving construction projects for areas
without facilities or with inadequate facili-
ties.

2. Provide assurance that agencies whose
applications for projects are rejected will be
given an opportunity for a fair hearing.

3. Provide assurance that laborers and
mechanics employed by contractors or sub-
contractors will be pald wages at rates not
less than those on similar projects in the
locality, as determined by the Secretary of
Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, and will receive overtime pay as speci-
fied in the Contract Work Hours Standards
Act.

Approval of plan: The Commissioner will
approve plans that fulfill all the conditions
described above.

Payments to States

The procedure for making payments for
construction differs in two respects from
procedure for services: there is no minimum
basic allotment which the State is required
to earn by matching, and the act does not
require spending at any rate set during a
base period.

TITLE III—GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

Title III prescribes the general terms for
administering the act and authorizes the
Congress to appropriate funds for admin-
istrative expenses.

Withholding payments: If the Commis-
sioner finds that a State is not carrying out
its approved plan or is not complying with
the provisions of the act, he is authorized
to withhold payments until the State does
comply.

Administration: The U.S. Commissioner of
Education is authorized to administer the
act and, with the approval of the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, to make
administrative and procedural regulations,
toe conduct studies and investigations, and
to make reports, including reports to the
public on the results of the act.

The Commissioner is also required to give
any State an opportunity for a fair hearing
before he disapproves a State plan.

Any State dissatisfied with the Commis-
sioner’s decision may appeal to the courts.

Reallotment: If the Commissioner finds
that a State will not be able to use the funds
allotted to it in the period they were allotted
for, he may reallot them to States that can
use them during that period.

STATE LIBRARY AGENCIES

The State library extension agency in each
State will have the latest information on its
State plans for public library services and
public library construction. A list of the
State agencies with their addresses is avall-
able from the Library Services Branch, Office
of Education.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1964

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11865) to increase bene-
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fits under the Federal old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system,
to provide child’s insurance benefits be-
yond age 18 while in school, to provide
widow’s benefits at age 60 on a reduced
basis, to provide benefits for certain in-
dividuals not otherwise eligible at age
72, to improve the actuarial status of the
trust funds, to extend coverage, and for
other purposes.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I send
to the desk a modification of my amend-
ment which I offered yesterday.

Before the unanimous-consent agree=
ment propounded by Senator Lowg to
have his name removed from his amend-
ment and have the name of the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore]l, substituted therefore, I had ready
an amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute for the Gore-Long amendment. Be-
cause of the adoption of the unanimous-
consent proposal and the inclusion of the
Gore-Long amendment, now known as
the Gore-Anderson amendment, in the
bill itself, I was precluded from offering
my substitute.

However, subsequent to that time the
majority leader, the Senator from Loui-
siana, and the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee, acquiesced in my re-
quest for a unanimous consent to offer
my amendment anyway.

The amendment as printed needs mod-
ification to meet the objectives of sub-
stituting the Prouty approach for the
Gore-Anderson approach. Therefore, I
have sent to the desk this technical modi-
fication to conform my subsequent -
amendment to my original amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the modifica-
tion of the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
the amendment, it is proposed to add
the following:

SEc. 3. Btrike from the Act both sections
known as the Gore-Anderson medicare sec-
tions, by striking from the first line of the
first page of section 20 all through the
period at the end of section 238.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. How long
does the Senator think it will take him
to explain his amendment?

Mr. PROUTY. I believe it will take a
half hour, or perhaps a little more. The
Slznate is operating under a time limita-
tion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In view of
the time limitation, I wonder if it might
be possible to agree on the time for the
vote, so that Senators may plan their
schedule accordingly.

I wonder if the Senator would be will-
ing to agree to limit the debate on the
amendment to 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided. So far as I am con-
cerned, the Senator could have half of
my half hour. The traditional agree-
ment is 1 hour. Under such arrange-
ment the Senator would have 45 minutes
and I would be allowed 15 minutes.

Mr. PROUTY. Madam President, I
am afraid that the arrangement would
not give me sufficient time. I should like
to accommodate the Senator. I shall
get through as quickly as I can.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NeuBerGerR in the chair). How much
time does the Senator yield himself?

Mr. PROUTY. 1 yield myself 20 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. PROUTY. Madam President, in
one of the parables Christ spoke out
against the deadly sin of indifference.
He said:

For I was an hungered, and ye gave me no
meat; I was thirsty, and ye gave me no
drink;

I was a stranger, and ye took me not in;
naked, and ye clothed me not; sick, and in
prison, and ye visited me not.

Madam President, a few days ago the
Congress approved the so-called anti-
poverty bill. As far as I can determine,
there is no provision in that bill for any
of our elderly retired citizens. Yet this
group needs help more than any other
segment of our population.

Millions of Americans have been poor
at one time or other during their lives
and ultimately they have managed to
get ahead because of thrift, dedication,
and just plain hard work.

Yet there are millions of others who
have never really had a chance to put
aside any money because of the depres-
sion, because of family sickness, be-
cause of low wages or because they were
not protected by the social security law
_during their working years.

When a man is young and in good
health no matter how dark the days may
be he can see just over the horizon
brighter tomorrows that lift his spirit and
lower his despair.

But when old age comes, and day by
day a man loses his close friends, suffers
from chronic ailments, and can no longer
provide even the barest necessities for his
wife—life seems to lose its meaning and
each tomorrow is awaited not with hope
but with fear.

Are these the golden years that so
often are spoken about in glowing terms?
No, for millions of people they are not
and they never will be until the Congress
approves a social security program which
reaches out to the older people of this
land and tells them by deed—not by
word—that they are no longer the forgot-
ten Americans.

Do Senators know that over 1 million
people on the social security rolls receive
only $40 a month. This amounts to a
little over a dollar a day out of which
must come food, clothing, and shelter.

What can a man buy for a dollar
today? His day’s allowance would be
gone with a pound of coffee and a quart
of milk. And, when these have been
purchased with what does he buy bread,
sugar, flour—I will not say butter be-
cause many of these people have for-
gotten what butter tastes like because
f.hey do not have the money to pay for
t.

The issue squarely before the Senate
is, What is this Congress going to do to
put food on the tables and clothing on
the backs of 18 million Americans who
gave this country their earnest labor
and in many cases fought for it at the
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risk of their lives during their younger
years?

Yes, they once were young. Young
enough to produce the food and fiber a
growing country demanded. Young
enough to build with their hands, their
hearts, and their pocketbooks the fac-
tories, the schools, the hospitals, and the
great institutions in which we take such
pride.

From its inception in 1935 the social
security law was designed to provide a
basic floor of protection against want;
yet, in those desperate days monthly
payments to the Nation’s aged and in-
firm were as low as $13.48.

Today, almost some 30 years later, the
so-called floor of protection is $40 per
month.

Now, we can look at pages of statistics
and analyses to determine whether the
current minimum monthly benefit is pro-
portionate to the benefit scales of earlier
years, as viewed in the light of the escala-
tion of the cost of living and wage scales.
But, no amount of comparison will ex-
tinguish the basic fact that $40 per
month represents next to nothing in
terms of the needs of older America.

And, if there is nothing to supplement
that paltry sum, nothing in the way of
earnings, nothing in the way of pensions,
nothing in the way of savings, and if
there are no living relatives able to sup-
port the infirm or elderly person, then we
have not done what we set out to do.
We have not only failed to shield our
older people from the wretched fate of
poverty, we have teased their faint hopes
with a monthly token of what might be.

Who are the people who receive this
minimum amount? The social security
tables tell a startling story. They are
the people who acquired coverage with
as little as $67 per month average month-
ly wages. These are the people who
stood to receive the overwhelming sum
of $13.48 under the 1939 act. These are
the people who are least likely to have
anything substantial in the way of sav-
ings, pensions, and other visible means

of support.
Madam President, this dilemma has
alarming proportions. There are over 18

million people in our country today who
are over 65. It is estimated that by the
year 2000 one-third of our population
will be age 65 or over, or over 32.3 mil-
lion people. If the 1960 income percent-
ages hold steady, 4 percent of that group,
or close to 1,300,000 people, will have no
money income whatsoever. If, through
revisions of the social security laws, these
people are blanketed in under social se-
curity, or otherwise become eligible for
the minimum social security benefit, we
will be distributing, out of the old-age
trust fund, some $52 million per year to
people who cannot possibly derive much
benefit from such a little sum as $40 per
month. Of course, this money will find
its way back into the economy, but that
is not the objective of the social security
program.

The program must either give to those
in need the protection it was designed to
afford, or go down in history as a great
hoax on the poor and aged.

Madam President, that is the very
plight our old people face today. They
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come to us with statements of their
minimum basic needs to make a go of it
and we unhesitatingly offer them half.
We have got to remove the blinders on
social security and take a long, hard
look at what the people need.

Our brothers in Canada are showing
us up. Canadian old age pensions are
available to those who have reached the
age of 70. The only requirement is that
the recipient has been a resident of Can-
ada for 10 years. Seventy-five dollars
is available to each person or $150 per
couple. The beneficiary makes no con-
tribution whatsoever to the program.
And, like our social security, no means
test is applied. So, while the recipient
of our modest $40 per month has been
paying into the system from an average
monthly wage of $67 per month, his
counterpart in Canada does nothing and
receives $75 per month.

I am not so much concerned whether
or not the Canadian recipient contrib-
utes to the program or not. My prime
interest is the fact that the Canadian
Government has recognized the need for
a level of benefits far in excess of $40
per month. It certainly represents a
better effort to meet the needs of the
people.

As of the end of 1963 there were 10,-
263,331 people on the U.S. social secu-
rity-old age rolls. Eleven percent of
these were beneficiaries of the minimum
figure of $40. That is over 1,100,000
people who receive what is now the mini-
mum amount.

Madam President, my amendment
provides for a minimum benefit level of
$70 with scaled benefit increases into the
upper benefit levels. It is my hope that
we can, this session, right an old wrong
and start social security payments at a
level consonant with the needs of our
people.

Each day’s mail brings me additional
sorrow for the plight of our older peo-
ple. A dear friend writes that if help
does not come soon she and her 85-year-
old husband will have to give up their
cows—their only source of income. A
stranger writes of his fears for himself
and his family if he cannot buy coal for
the winter.

Madam President, during the consid-
eration of the poverty bill we were told
time and again that there was a magic
poverty level of $3,000 for a family of
four. Now I know from my travels across
this country that there are places where
$3,000 will buy security for such a fam-
ily. Likewise, I know that the same in-
come in some of our larger cities will
only buy discontent.

But accepting, arguendo, that there is
some sort of magic about this $3,000
poverty level, let us take a look at pov-
erty through the eyes of social security.

Under existing law a family of four
with earnings of $1,900 per year during
the years that they contributed to social
security is eligible to receive about
$112.50 per month or some $1,350 per
year in social security benefits.

In other words, when the head of the
family was working he received income
$1,100 below the so-called poverty level
and when he retires he and his family
will go $1,650 below the poverty level.
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This means that during retirement
years the man and his wife will have a
clear 50 or 60 percent gap between their
income and their needs.

Add to this disparity the fact that this
family had to make contributions to the
system of close to $64 per year out of
their marginal income and it becomes
clear that the social security system, as
presently constituted, does not fulfill its
objectives.

And, when I talk about people in this
category, the $112.50 per month family
benefit, I am talking about no exceptional
case. Indeed, I am talking about the
average man and wife who receive so-
cial security payments.

Most people probably do not realize
that 60 percent of the social security
beneficiaries had earnings below the so-
called poverty level the years that they
were obtaining coverage, and an even
higher percentage of these beneficiaries
are below the poverty level when they
are actually drawing benefits.

Madam President, Sargent Shriver
came to this Congress and asked for close
to a billion dollars to fight poverty, but
not the problems of the aged. He asked
for $5,000 to send a boy away to camp
for a year, but not $70 a month for an
old person.

I voted for the poverty program with
the anticipation that help was on the
way for our elderly, but, that program
does not envisage much in the way of
help for our elderly people.

Now, there comes before this body a
bill which provides the startling sum of
$7 more a month for those now receiv-
ing the minimum benefit. This insig-
nificant amount will only buy despair—
it will only finance frustration. It will
not do a thing to meet the needs of the
people.

I am sorry to see such piddling token-
ism. I hope I shall not have to go home
with the story that needed fuel, food,
and clothing is now only $23 out of reach,
not $30.

The war on poverty is not being
fought over our old folks. It is being
fought on other fields while older Amer-
ica watches.

A man with a minimum average
monthly income of $67, the equivalent
of $804 per year, is the man who gets the
social security payment of $40 per month,
$480 per year. Even if this man is able
to keep working after 65, his total income
will not take him near the fringes of
security. It is for this man that the pro-
gram does the least. And, under this
social security bill, he will get the whop-
ping amount of an additional $84 per
year, or $7 per month. What a cruel
deception this is on the aged and infirm.

My proposal, amendment No. 1245,
seeks to do two things.

First. It provides for a raise in all ben-
efit categories with the benefit floor set
at $70; other benefit levels are scaled up
at a slower rate.

Second. The entire benefit schedule is
reformed and simplified so as to reduce
the administrative costs of the program,
which if left at their current rate of
growth, would amount to almost one-
half a billion dollars in the year 2000.
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Following is a table setting forth the
benefit changes:

Those now recelving
between—

Will receive under
the Prouty plan—

840 to 846 . 870
850 to $69______.__ 877
$60 to $60_._.__.__ 884
870 to 870 - $91
$80 to $89_ ... 808
$90 to 809 ________ 8106
$100 to $109_______ 8116
8110 to B119...._. 8126
$120 to 8127 ... $134

Those with an average monthly wage
between $413 and $450 per month will
receive $144, and the maximum family
benefit for that group will be $300.

At the present time the minimum
benefit level of $40 per month repre-
sents little purchasing power in terms of
current prices. The average monthly
benefit under the old-age provisions of
social security is close to $75, but bene-
fit recipients in the lower benefit cate-
gor;es will take little comfort from that

act.

Our whole lower bracket benefit scale
is out of tune with reality. Indeed, all
benefit levels fail to reflect the elevation
of the cost of living over the period since
the last adjustment in benefits, but the
disparity is most noticeable in the lower
brackets where poverty has made the
greatest inroads.

The men and women who stand to
benefit by my amendment are not mere
statistics. No numbers can tell their
story; no computers share their sorrows.
Many of them dedicated their lives to
making America a better place to live—
some made the supreme sacrifice and
gave up their sons, husbands, or fathers
to the wars spanning their lives.

What have we ever given up for them?

Not too long ago, a man with a family
who was down and out wrote me about
his despair and heartsickness and in his
letter he quoted some lines from an un-
known Englishman. They went some-
thing like this:

What is the use of living in an empire on
which the sun never sets, if one must live
out one’s life in an alley into which the sun
never shines?

Let us put a little sun in the lonely
rooms where older people dwell, often
alone, frequently without funds and too
many times without any prospect of a
brighter tomorrow.

Will this be the Congress that re-
membered the forgotten American, or
will it be the Congress that tossed a few
dollars worth of change to the couple
with an empty cupboard?

But, if we give our voices and our votes
in support of decent pensions for our
elderly people, we shall some day feel as
Sydney Carton felt when he said:

It is a far, far better thing that I do, than
I have ever done,

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President, I regret that the committee
could not accept the amendment. The
purpose of the Senator’s amendment is
meritorious, but, as a practical matter,
this amendment would cost $2,300 mil-
lion in the first year. It would more than
double the cost of the bill with the medi-
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care amendment in it. Having done all
that, it would still not take care of thou-
sands of needy people. It would help
only those in the social security program.

In the State of Louisiana, where there
is a broad and generous welfare pro-
gram, about half of our people drawing
welfare payments receive social security
benefits as well. The two dovetail. The
others do not receive similar benefits.
So, at fantastic cost, nothing would be
done for those not receiving social se-
curity benefits. The amendment would
benefit only those getting such benefits.

If we are to do something such as the
amendment proposes, it would be better
to do it on an across-the-board basis,
inasmuch as it is to be financed from
general revenues, so that all the needy
would get the benefits instead of only
those receiving social security.

The committee has given some con-
sideration to this problem, but we are
satisfied that the tremendous cost of this
proposal would make it completely un-
acceptable to the House. We shall have
difficulty getting the bill into conference
now, because, as the former Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Senator from Connecticut, knows, on the
House side there are determined Members
who do not want to have any medicare
proposal enacted into law. Some of them
will object to the bill’s going to confer-
ence as it stands.

If this amendment is added to the bill,
it will be even more difficult to get the
bill to conference, because of the great
cost that would be involved. It is not
that we would not like to increase the
benefits to the extent of the Senator’s
proposal, but the astronomical cost of it
is more than we could hope to meet.

In addition, much of the increase would
be a matter of giving the States a wind-
fall in their welfare budgets, at the ex-
pense of putting the Federal budget into
the red. In a great number of States
the people who receive small social se-
curity benefits are receiving assistance
from State welfare departments. If this
amendment were enacted, such States
could reduce their welfare expenditures,
at the expense of the Federal Govern-
ment.

For those reasons, Madam President,
thope the amendment will not be agreed

I believe the Senator from Vermont
would like to have the yeas and nays on
his amendment. Before that, perhaps
there should be a quorum call. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. PROUTY. I ask unanimous con-
:legt that time be not charged to either

e.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask that
the time be charged equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. R1BI-
cOFF in the chair). Without objection,
the time will be charged equally to both
sides. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

Mr. PROUTY. I yield briefly, because
my time is limited.

Mr. GORE. Due to the rather
unusual parliamentary situation which
developed yesterday, I neglected to make
one very slight change in the amendment
which I offered. Incidentally, I ask
unanimous consent that the senior Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. JaviTs] be made
a cosponsor of the amendment.

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

Mr. GORE., Mr, President, in the pro-
posed new section 1809(b), which deals
with the determination of costs of serv-
ices, it is provided that the amount paid
to any provider of services shall be a
reasonable cost, but that the Secretary
shall take into consideration, among
other things, the principles generally ap-
plied by various national organizations
in computing similar payments.

There are some well-established health
plans, set up by various industries or in-
dustry groups which may not technically
be considered national in scope, but
which are well established. One of these
is the Kaiser Industries health plan.

I ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 33,
line 2, of amendment No. 1256, it is pro-
posed to strike out the word “national”
and insert in lieu thereof “established
prepayment”.

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

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I am happy to join the
Senator in what he has said, for these
reasons: We often think of private en-
terprise in the health field as being
strictly insurance companies.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, if I may
interrupt, this time is being charged to
me.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that this brief col-
logquy be not charged to the time of the
Senator from Vermont.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we for-
get that there are industries, like Kaiser
Industries, or cooperatives, like Blue
Cross and Blue Shield, and unions also,
which have plans, and that there is a
vast complex of private enterprise in this
field which is not insurance.

I am very much pleased that the Sen-
ator from Tennessee is taking the step
he is taking.

Mr. GORE. I am pleased to have the
Senator from New York join officially
as a cosponsor of all my amendments,
because he has made a significant con-
tribution to the great victory that has
been achieved.

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the
Senator.

Mr. President, may we have action on
the request?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel.

The amendment was agreed to.

DOLLAR INPUT AND. OUTGO UNDER H.R. 11B65
AND THE PROUTY BENEFIT INCREASE AMEND-
MENT TO IT
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, under

H.R. 11865 as reported by the Senate
Finance Committee old-age benefits will
be increased $120 million for the remain-
der of 1964, No increase will be added
to the trust fund in 1964, However,
contribution income will exceed benefit
outgo for 1964 by about $200 million.

In 1965 benefit disbursements will in-
crease about $1.4 billion over disburse-
ments under present law. Total dis-
bursements will be $17.1 billion for the
year. Contribution income for 1965 will
be $17 billion, an increase of about $1.2
billion over present law.

As I understand my conversation with
Frank Bayo, assistant, or deputy actuary
with the Social Security Administration
the Prouty amendment, which preserves
H.R. 11865’s contribution raising tech-
nique but which substitutes a new for-
mula for benefit distribution, would cost
$2.3 billion in terms of present law.
However, since the House bill provides
for a $1.4 billion increase in contributions
in 1965 the Prouty amendment could
be viewed only as a $900 million increase
over the House-passed bill. The addi-
tion of King-Anderson to the House-
passed bill would appear to add a first-
year cost of $115 billion.

If the alternate method of computing
the cost of King-Anderson were utilized,
as Actuary Robert Myers noted on page
146 of the hearings, the cost should go
to 1.35 percent of taxable payroll. The
cost of King-Anderson over and above
the House-passed bill would be on the
order of $2.5 billion in excess of the cost
of the House-passed bill. Add to either
the low cost estimate of King-Anderson
$1.5 billion or the high cost estimate of
King-Anderson $2.5 billion the cost of
the 7 percent increase of the Long
amendment to which the Gore amend-
ment is affixed and you have alternately
a total cost for the Gore-Long amend-
ment of $2.2 billion in excess of the
House-passed bill or $3.2 billion in excess
of the cost of the House-passed bill.

I realize that the situation has been
changed somewhat since yesterday, but
I am pointing out that in any event the
added cost under my proposal has been
estimated to be $900 million, a sum which
would come from general revenue.

Mr. President, how much time have I
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont has 34 minutes
remaining.

Mr. PROUTY. I thank the Chair,

My amendment would accomplish
three things: It would eliminate the
medicare program from the Gore amend-
ment, and hence the bill. It would hold
the tax rate at the same level as has
been approved by the House—4.8 per-
cent. It would hold to the wage base of
$5,400, as approved in the House amend-
ment.
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The purpose of my amendment is
simple. I believe most people recognize
that there is a serious question as to
whether the House will approve any bill
that contains medicare provisions. Last
night on television the distinguished
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumrHrEY] said that conferees might
effect a compromise embodying features
of the so-called Ribicoff amendment,
That would mean, if that amendment or
one similar to it were adopted, those now
receiving $40 a month would receive $42,
or $47 if they decided they did not want
a package medical plan of some sort.

The increases I am suggesting are suf-
ficiently meaningful to make it possible
for many of the people who are under
social security to provide for their own
health insurance. The inecreases I am
suggesting are substantial, but they can
be justified. As I stated earlier, the
money will come from general revenues.

The distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Long] said earlier that this
proposal would be applicable only to per-
sons now on the social security rolls or
who will become eligible for social secu-
rity. It is my understanding that an
amendment will be offered during the
course of the debate that would blanket
in persons who are 70 or 72 years of age,
or over. That would well take care of
the problem of old people who are pres-
ently faced with such a desperate plight.
In any event 91 percent of the elderly
are now eligible for the social security
program.

Mr. President, I wish to suggest the
absence of a quorum; and I hope that it
may be a live quorum. I would hope that
following the quorum call more Senators
would remain in the Chamber, so that
they could learn more about my pro-
posal.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for the quorum call will, of course, come
from the time of the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. PROUTY. Would the Senator
from Louisiana share the time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I regret to
say that I do not feel I should share the
time for the gquorum ecall. The junior
Senator from Louisiana long ago de-
spaired of the value of a quorum call to
bring Senators to the Chamber to hear
his speeches. There has been one quo-
rum call already; I would hope that we
might come to a vote.

I am sure the Senator knows that
when the time on the amendment has
expired, he is entitled fo have a quorum
call which would not count against his
time.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to suggest the absence of a quorum, the
time for the quorum call not to be
charged to either side.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. Does the Senator from
Vermont ask for a quorum call?

Mr. PROUTY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum. The majority leader as-
sured me yesterday that if I needed addi-
Eiﬁmggutime, he would yield it to me on
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not
complain about that at all. I do not be-
lieve the opponents of the amendment
should have to share the time for a
quorum call, because we are not inter-
ested in a quorum at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[|No. 559 Leg.]

Alken Hart Moss
Allott Hayden Mundt
Anderson Hickenlooper Muskie
Bartlett Holland Nelson
Beall Hruska Neuberger
Bennett Humphrey Pastore
Bible Inouye Pearson
Boggs Javits Pell
Brewster Johnston Prouty
Burdick Jordan, N.C Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Cannon Eeating Robertson
Carlson Kuchel Russell
Case Lausche Salinger
Church Long, Mo Saltonstall
Clark Long, La Scott
Cooper Mansfleld Simpson
Cotton McCarthy Smith
Curtis McClellan Sparkman
Dirksen McGee Stennis
Dodd MecGovern Symington
Douglas MecIntyre Talmadge
Eastland McNamara Thurmond
Edmondson Mechem Tower
Ellender Metcall Walters

Miller ‘Williams, Del.
Fong Monroney Yarborough
Gore orse Young, N, Dak,
Gruening Morton Young, Ohlo

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, FuL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Washington
[Mr, MacNUsoN]1, the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmatHERS], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. WirLLiams] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] is absent because
of a death in the family.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Baysul, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], and thes
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Rane
poLPH] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KeNnNeEpY ], and
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hinnl
are absent because of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoM-
iNIcK] is detained on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The Senator from Vermont is recog-
nized.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I have
had pages take to every desk an explana-
tion of my amendment No. 1245. This
material explains the amendment I now
offer as a substitute for the Gore-Ander-
son amendment which was adopted yes-
terday. While amendment No. 1245 is
not identical to the substitute, I feel that
it is sufficiently and substantially the
same.

My amendment revises and reforms
the table of benefits appearing in section
215 of the Social Security Act.

Under the Prouty amendment the min-
imum primary insurance amount is $70.
The lowest maximum family benefit is
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$105. The following benefit changes are
made:
Those now recelving Will receive under the

between— Prouty plan—
$40.to4d__ - 870
$50 to $69 . -~ 877
$60 to 869 _____ 584
$T0to 879__________ $91
$80 to 89 ______ $98
BO0to $99_ i __ .. $106
$100 to 8109~ $116
$110 to $119_. $126
$120 to $127. oo 8134

Those with an average monthly wage
between $413 and $450 per month will
receive $144, and the maximum family
benefit for that group will be $300.

In addition to the increased amounts
to be contributed to the Federal old-age
and survivors frust fund under H.R.
11865, the Prouty plan authorizes appro-
priations to such fund in an amount nec-
essary to equal the excess of benefit pay-
ments over contributions in any one year.
In other words, if H.R. 11865 provides for
additional contributions to the trust fund
of $1, because of the changes in the tax
rate or the increase in the wage base, and
the Prouty benefit plan calls for pay-
ments of $1.50, the 50-cent differential
will be financed out of general revenues.
This section provides for the mainte-
nance of the trust fund in actuarial bal-
ance while providing funding for the
Prouty benefit levels.

Mr. President, I have been a long and
ardent supporter of sound proposals of-
fering medical assistance to our elderly.
The amendment I now offer is a genuine
attempt to provide our old folks with a
choice for health.

The many tribulations which face
older America cannot be categorized into
the single question of access to medical
assistance.

An old person's health is the product
of many forces. Does he have enough
of the proper foods to eat? Does he have
clothing adequate for a Vermont winter?
Can he buy coal for his furnace or his
potbellied stove? Can he repair the
roof? Can he afford a vet for his cow?

Mr. President, all these simple funda-
mental day-to-day problems of existence
do more to shape the health of an old
person than the numerous mystic viruses
accused of so much ill.

Look for a moment at the transcript of
the hearings in the Finance Committee
on the question of what social security
should buy. Look for a moment at the
remarkable testimony by Secretary Cele-
brezze and the Commissioner of Social
Security, Robert Ball.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
CurTis] asked the Secretary if he would
be willing to supply our old folks with
enough additional income through social
security so that they could afford rea-
sonably adequate health insurance.

The Secretary answered:

That wouldn't do what we are trying to
do, because social security benefits * * * for
low-income people—those without significant
other income—are hardly enough to buy
the bare necessities of life. If you give peo-
ple additional money, many are going to
spend it for everyday expenses rather than
for hospital insurance.

And as if this were not sufficiently
damning of a program of health care
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under social security which gives an old
person no choice between food, shelter,
clothing and a practical nurse, Mr. Ball
jumped headlong into the fray and
added his 2 cents on why such people
would first spend their increased benefits
for the bare necessities of life:

Senator * * * half are below the $2,800
(income) figure. Many have incomes of
$1,200, #1,300, 81,600, and so on. At such
income levels people might well feel—even
with the additional amount you suggest—
they might feel they couldn’t afford to put
all of that into hospital insurance as against
other expenses—food, clothing, shelter, and
other needs.

Mr. President, the Secretary and the
Commissioner made alarming state-
ments. If I understand them correctly
they advocate that the first order of
business is health insurance, life itself
is of secondary importance. They must
have doctors before they have food; they
must have nurses before they have
clothes; and if the roof leaks or the coal
runs out they must go to the hospital.

So, Mr. President, I now offer my
amendment to give older America a free
choice for their destiny.

The amendment is of the same order
of cost as the Gore-Long amendment.
The big difference, however, is the rec-
ognition by my approach that such a
program should be financed in part out
of general revenues,

Forty percent of all social security
beneficiaries are now on welfare. Many,
many of them receive the benefits of the
Kerr-Mills bill. Both of these programs
are financed out of general revenues.

I can see no just reason for first
blanketing-in all old people under a so-
cial security health care proposal and
then sending a bill to an employer for
whom these people never worked. With
financing out of general revenue every
citizen of America shares a portion of
the burden for the care and well-being
of our old people. It is my estimation
that this is the only just and fair ap-
proach.

Mr. President, is an older American a
second-class citizen of the world? There
are matters which cause me to believe
he is so treated.

In Canada an old person automatical-
ly receives $75 a month upon reaching
age 70. He has to make no contribution
to a pension fund. He has to make no
disclaimers of retirement earnings. He
has to show no need. He is granted this
substantial pension merely because he
has turned 70. How simple, how just.

We are at a point in history when we
can no longer turn our backs on our
elder citizens. We must move into the
sunlight of dignity and decency. It is
my hope that this amendment will be a
first step toward that great objective.

Mr. President, I should like to point
out, as I did earlier, that the majority
whip, the distinguished senior Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], sug-
gested on television last night that there
might be a possible compromise in the
conference. He suggested that it would
be the amendment offered by the distin-
guished junior Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. RisrcoFr]l. Under the Ribicoff
proposal a person would have a choice.
If he is now receiving $40 a month under
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the social security program, he would
have a choice between receiving $42 and
a package health insurance program or
$47, a $7 increase. Most people in that
bracket would have no alternative other
than to take the additional $7, and they
would still be faced with very serious
problems.

My proposal is a realistic approach to
one of the most serious problems facing
this country today. If there is poverty,
it exists among the older citizens who
are retired and who are no longer able
to support themselves.

In closing I suggest that my amend-
ment would eliminate the medicare fea-
ture of the bill, the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE],
which was adopted yesterday. It would
also maintain the same tax rate con-
tained in the House version of the bill;
namely, 4.8 percent for employer and
employee. It would also establish a
$5,400 earning base. I have been given
assurance that the proposal would cost
an additional $900 million over the cost
of the House bill, which would have to
come out of general revenue.

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

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

Mr. PROUTY. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. SCOTT. I congratulate the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont for his
presentation of these earnest and con-
cerned efforts to find ways which will
offer genuine assistance and real oppor-
tunities for the aged to do something
for themselves in times of crises affect-
ing their health. The Senator from Ver-
mont has been consistent in his effort to
find workable solutions and in offering
substitutes for plans which may have
more political appeal than health ap-
peal. I agree with the Senator that we
are seeking to find ways to help the
health of elderly persons rather than
ways to help the health of those who
are seeking to advance their own careers
or partisan advantages through attrac-
tive labels or “appearance aids” to these
same people.

In my judgment, the addition of $2
a month or $7 a month, to be spent at
the discretion of the individual recipient,
reminds me of what our fathers used to
say to us as children: “Here is a penny;
do not spend all of it at once.”” The
proposal seems to me to be little more
than a dole or a pittance or a way of
fobbing off a difficult question by pro-
posing inadequate solutions. So I be-
lieve that all of us are seeking a better
way to meet the health problems of the
aged. :

I have never heard anyone say that
the aged do not have health problems.
No Senator who has spoken has said
that the aged did not need some as-
sistance. There are large numbers of
persons who do not have adequate means
to help themselves, and whose circum-
stances in many cases are not of their
own creation. Since the Federal Gov-
ernment has rushed so often to the aid
of peoples everywhere in the world, or
through subsidies, to the aid of persons
in this country who do not always wel-
come the subsidies which are in their
opinion thrust upon them, it seems to
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me that the Senator from Vermont is
making an approach which would do
more for the elderly than the less ade-
quate solutions which have been offered,
and which, in my judgment, may well
founder in the conference.

I hope the conferees will consider care-
fully the suggestions made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont, and
that they will consider some of the pro-
posed solutions which were discussed
yesterday in another amendment spon-
sored by the Senator from Vermont and
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fongl, as
well as myself.

I hope that what is underway is not
merely an attempt to impress people,
after political conventions and prior to
elections, with the idea that something
is really being done for them. When all
the furor dies down, when the dust has
settled——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Bﬁgﬁt.or's time on the amendment has ex-
p 3

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in the ab-
sence of any other Senator, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator 5 minutes.

Mr. PROUTY. I was about to explain,
in the form of a parliamentary inquiry,
that the distinguished majority leader
assured me he would give me such addi-
tional time as I might require on the bill.

Mr. SCOTT. I am nearly through. I
would expect, when all the dust has set-
tled, that very little would have been
done for the elderly persons in the form
of health assistance. I hope this is not
correct, but I fear much of the talk we
hear in the Senate has been merely for
the purpose of making records, pro or
con, and that what really will happen
among the conferees will be some sort
of horseback solution or temporary
“band-aid” result. The concern of the
elderly with regard to their health, as
is true of our concern, is too great for
the problem to be treated in this fashion.
The problem ought to be considered in
the next session of Congress from the be-
ginning, It is a great national problem,
and is of concern to all citizens, and of
particular concern to the elderly.

I commend the Senator from Vermont
for his proposal.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. PROUTY. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania very much. As he
knows, I was happy and proud to be a
cosponsor of an amendment which he
offered yesterday, which was a very
much more realistic and progressive ap-
proach to the medical problems of older
America and would have done a great
deal more for our elderly citizens with
health problems than any other pro-
posals made thus far.

Let me ask the Senator a question.
Does he think this great country should
do less for its people than our neighbor
to the north, the Dominion of Canada,
does for its people? It pays a person
70 or older $75 a month. We start at
$40.
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Mr. SCOTT. I certainly do not. I
have recently been in Canada. I am
aware of the greater benefits received by
her citizens. I heard a discussion of the
welfare program in the Canadian Par-
liament recently. Canada is not gen-
erally regarded as a country that is as
wealthy as the United States. It is not
generally regarded as a country which
can afford to do more for its citizens
than this country can. Yet it does more.
This fact is a reflection upon the pres-
ent status of our general care proposal.

I also feel that we are in great danger
of overburdening our social security sys-
tem. As I said yesterday, the time may
come by 1971 when, under the major pro-
posal adopted yesterday, social security
taxes—for that is what they are—or de-
ductions from a worker’s pay, will exceed
the amount paid by the same worker for
his income tax. Not long after 1971—if
not before—the worker, from total taxes
actually contributed by himself and by
the employer, will eventually lose—or
perhaps the better word is “forgo”—
day’s pay out of his weekly pay envelope.
That is where we are headed if we con-
tinue to load every solution of our prob-
lems onto the social security system.

Mr. PROUTY. I point out that, as of
now, a retired man, with a wife, drawing
social security receives $1,350 a year,
somewhat below the poverty level which
we have been discussing for many weeks.
Under my proposal, the amount would
be increased only to $1,638, but there
may be enough in that increase to enable
an old person to take out a private health
insurance plan if he so desires. If we
were to ask any individual now receiving
$40 a month if he would prefer an in-
crease to $70 or an increase to $42 and a
$5, inadequate medical program, I think
the answer definitely would be, “I would
require the $70 to continue to live a de-
cent existence.”

My proposal would increase the bene-
fits most in the lower brackets. The per-
cehtage benefit increases are scaled down
as the upper brackets are reached.

This is a far more realistic approach,
and will do more for the old people of the
country than other amendments which
have been considered during the course
of the debate.

I thank the Senator from Tennessee
for yielding to me.

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

Mr. PROUTY. Iyield.

Mr. COTTON. I commend the Sen-
ator for his amendment, and associate
myself with everything he has said. It
will be a privilege to vote for his amend-
ment. It would be doing business for the
old people.

Mr. PROUTY. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire very much, and I
thank the Senator from Tennessee for
yielding me time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the
amendment would be extremely costly
and, if adopted, would throw completely
out of balance the actuarial statistics. I
do not believe the amendment requires
extended argument. I hope the Senate
will reject the amendment.

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

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

'I'he legislative clerk called the roll.

HUMPHREY. I announce that
t.he Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BrRIGHT], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. MagNUson], the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmaTHERS], the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr., WirLiamsl, and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
poLPH] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNeEpY] and the
Senator from Alabama [Mr, HiLn] are
absent because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. BayH] and the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr, JACKSON] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTKE] is absent
because of a death in the family.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
BavHr], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurLericHT], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. JacksoN], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH],
the Senator from Florida [Mr, SMATH-
ERrs], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Wirriams], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Macnuson], and the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp]l would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. Dom-
iNIck] is detained on official business
and, if present and voting, would vote
uyw."

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 64, as follows:

[No. 560 Leg.]
YEAS—23
Alken Hickenlooper Prouty
Allott Hruska Saltonstall
Beall Jordan, Idaho BScott
Bennett Mechem Bimpson
Boggs Miller Tower
Cotton Morton Williams, Del.
Dirksen Mundt Young, N. Dak.
Fong Pearson
NAYS—64

Anderson den Moss
Bartlett Holland Muskle
Bible Humphrey Nelson
Brewster Inouye Neuberger
Burdick Javits Pastore
Byrd, W. Va. Johnston Pell
Cannon Jordan, N.C Proxmire
Carlson Eeating Ribicoff

Euchel Robertson
Church Lausche Russell
Clark Long, Mo. Salinger
Cooper Long, La. Smith
Curtis Mansfield Sparkman
Dodd MeCarthy Stennis
Douglas McClellan Symington

McGee Talmad
Edmondson McGovern Thurmond
Ellender McIntyre Walters

McNamara Yarborough
Gore Metealf Young, Ohlo
Gruening Monroney

Morse

NOT VOTING—I13
Bayh Hartke Randolph
, Va. Hill Smathers

Dominick Jackson Williams, N.J.
Fulbright Kennedy
Goldwater Magnuson
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So Mr. ProuTY's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was rejected.

Mr, ANDERSON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HOLLAND subsequently said: Mr.
President, I voted against the amendment
of the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. ProuTY], not because I would
not have been glad to support that part
of the amendment which eliminated the
so-called Gore-Anderson amendment,
adopted yesterday, but because I thought
the other provisions in the amendment
were much too expensive.

To illustrate what I believe to be the
thinking of the vast majority of the peo-
ple in my State, I ask unanimous consent
to have included in the Recorp at this
point an editorial published in the Tampa
Tribune entitled “Give ’em Cash, Not
Care.”

I read from the last paragraph, as fol-
lows:

The best solution is for retirees to carry
their own health insurance plans, as about
two-thirds of them do already. The 5-per-
cent increase in monthly benefits will help
them to do so—and the Senate ought to join
the House in approving it, without wasting
too much time in trylng to show voters 65
and over what large hearts the Democrats
have.

I comment on the fact that the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Long], which I supported would
have provided, instead of 5 percent, 7
percent, so as to make it even more pos-
sible than the House bill for retirees
to carry their own health insurance.

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

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Tribune, Sept. 2,
1964]

GIvE 'EM CasH, Notr CARE

When you speak of social security, you
treat a subject close to the hearts and
pocketbooks of nearly 100 million Americans.

Most of them are voters.

In an election year Congress and the
President love to do things for people—
especlally the kind of thing which is recog-
nizable on the face of a check.

That's why Congress is certain to pass a
bill increasing soclal security benefits. Some
20 million persons drawing social security
checks would immediately profit. Millions
of others nearing retirement age would wel-
come the prospect of a slightly more com-
fortable future.

President Johnson and a number of Sena-
tors want to do more for soclial security
beneficlaries than the House did in passing,
July 29, a bill to increase monthly payments
by 5 percent. They propose adding to the
bill a provision for hospitalization and nurs-
ing home care, as pledged in the Democratic
platform.

This care benefit would partly substitute
for the cash increase voted by the House. It
would be a modified form of the King-Ander-
son (medicare) bill, unsuccessfully pushed
during the KEennedy administration, to place
hospitalization benefits in the social security
program.

The new proposal is no better in principle
than the original. It would set the Federal
Government to plowing a broad new field of
social care; a field in which the boundaries
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would be steadily pushed outward by politi-
cal pressures until all medical services were
dominated by Federal bureaucracy.

What the cost of this new program would
be, in its full flower, no one can say with
certainty, But It would place a heavy and
increasing demand upon the soclal security
fund and require larger and larger taxes
from workers and employers.

Medical care for the retired persons sub-
sisting on soclal security does constitute a
problem. A costly illness can wipe out sav-
ings and mortgage the pension payments
for months ahead. The Kerr-Mills program,
extending Federal-State ald to persons of
limited income for emergency hospital care,
has helped. It is optional with States, how-
ever, and only about half are participating.
There is the additional objection that in
the minds of normally self-supporting per-
sons it has the mark of charity.

But the medicare plan is not the right
solution for the problem. Besides involving
the Government in new adventures In
paternalism, it offers only a partial remedy.
It would pay not a cent for doctors' bills—
which in some cases can be a larger item
than hospital care.

The best solution is for retirees to carry
their own health insurance plans, as about
two-thirds of them do already. The 5 per-
cent increase in monthly benefits will help
them to do so—and the Senate ought to join
the House in approving it, without wasting
too much time in trylng to show voters 65
;:d over what large hearts the Democrats

ve.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1258. I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with, but that
it be printed in the REecorbp.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike out section 16, line 11, page 51,
through line 13, page 52, and renumber the
following sections appropriately.

At the end of the bill add the following
new section:

“REVISION OF THE PENSION PROGRAM FOR VET-
ERANS OF WORLD WAR I, WORLD WAR II, AND
THE KOREAN CONFLICT, AND THEIR WIDOWS
AND CHILDREN
“Sec. 19. (a) Section 503, title 38, United

States Code, is amended by (a) inserting ‘10

per centum of the amount of' immediately

before ‘payments’ in paragraph (6) and

striking out ‘equal to his contributions there-

to'; and (b) adding after paragraph (8) five
phs as follows:

“*(9) amounts equal to amounts paid by
a veteran for the last illness and burial of
his deceased spouse or child;

“*‘(10) profit realized from the disposition
of real or personal property other than in
the course of a business;

“*(11) payments received for discharge of
jury duty or obligatory civic duties;

“*(12) payments of educational assistance
allowance or special training allowance under
chapter 35 of this title;

“f(13) payments of bonus or similar cash
gratuity by any State based on service in the
Armed Forces.’

“(b) Section b506(a)(2), title 38, United
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘, other
than a child," immediately after ‘person’.

“(c) (1) Section 521(a), title 38, United
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘(1)
who is sixty-five years of age or older, or
(2)’ immediately after 'service requirements
of this section, and’.

“(2) The title of chapter 15 in the analysis
at the head of title 88, United States Code,
and at the head of chapter 15, is amended
by inserting ‘or for Age' and ‘OrR FOR AGE’ im-
mediately after ‘Service’ and ‘SERVICE', re-
spectively.
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“(8) The catchline at the head of section
521 in the analysis of chapter 15, title 38,
United States Code, and at the head of sec-
tion 521 proper, is amended to read ‘Pension
for Non-Service-Connected Disability or for
Age' and 'PENSION FOR NON-SERVICE-CON-
NECTED DISABILITY OR FOR AGE', respectively.

“(d) (1) The table in section 521(b), title
88, United States Code, is amended to read
as follows:

“iColumn I Column IT
Annual income
More Equal to or
than— but less than—
$300 $90
$800 1, 300 70
1, 300 1, 800 40

“(2) The table In section 521(c), title 38,
United States Code, 1s amended to read as
follows:

“Column I Column | Column | Column
11 111 v

Annual income Three or
One Two more

More  Equaltoor| depend- | depend- | depend-
than— but  less ent ents ents

than—

§1, 200 $105 $105 $110
§1, 200 2,200 75 75 75
2,200 3, 000 45 45 45

“(3) The table in section 541(b), title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

**Column I Column IT
Annual income
More Equal to or
than— but less than—
£800 $65
$800 1, 300 45
1,300 1,800 25"

“(4) The table in section 541(c), title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“ ‘Column I Column' IT
Annual Income
Maore Equal to or
than— but less than—
§1, 200 $80
1, 200 2,200
2,200 3, 000 40

“(e) Section 521(d), title 38, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘470" and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘$100°.

“(f) (1) Section 521 is further amended
by redesignating subsections (e) and (f) as
subsections (f) and (g), respectively, and by
inserting immediately after subsection (d)
thereof the following new subsection:

“*(e) If the veteran has a disability rated
as permanent and total, and (1) has addi-
tional disability or disabilities independently
ratable at 60 per centum or more, or (2) by
reason of his disability or disabilities, is per-
manently housebound but does not qualify
for the aid and attendance rate under subsec-
tlon (d) of this section, the monthly rate
payable to him under subsection (b) or (¢)
shall be increased by $36.'
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“(2) Section 502, title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding after subsection
(b) the following subsection:

“*(e) For the purposes of this chapter, the
requirement of ‘“permanently housebound"
will be considered to have been met when
the veteran is substantially confined to his
house (ward or clinical areas, if institution-
alized) or immediate premises due to a dis-
ability or disabilities which it is reasonably
certain will remain throughout his lifetime.’

“(g) Section 521(e)(1), title 38, United
States Code, as redesignated section 521(f) (1)
under subsection (f) of this section, is
amended by striking out ‘except $1,200 of
such income’ and substituting in lieu thereof
the following: ‘in excess of whichever is the
greater, $1,200 or the total earned income of
the spouse,’.

“(h) Bection 8203(f), title 38, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“‘(f) Where any veteran in receipt of an
ald and attendance allowance described in
section 314(r) of this title is hospitalized at
Government expense, such allowance shall be
discontinued from the first day of the second
calendar month which begins after the date
of his admission for such hospitalization for
so long as such hospitalization continues.
Any discontinuance required by administra-
tive regulation, during hospitalization of a
veteran by the Veterans' Administration, of
increased pension based on need of regular
aid and attendance or additional compensa-
tion based on need of regular aid and attend-
ance as described in subsection (1) or (m) of
section 314 of this title, shall not be effective
earlier than the first day of the second calen-
dar month which begins after the date of the
veteran’s admission for hosplitalization. In
case a veteran affected by this subsection
leaves a hospital against medical advice and
is thereafter admitted to hospitalization,
such allowance, increased pension, or addi-
tional compensation, as the case may be,
shall be discontinued from the date of such
readmission for so long as such hospitaliza-
tion continues.’

(1) Section 612 of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

*“*(g) Any veteran who is a veteran of
World War I, World War II, or the Korean
conflict is receiving increased pension under
section 521(d) of this title based on need of
regular ald and attendance may be furnished
drugs or medicines ordered on prescription
of a duly licensed physician as specific ther-
apy in the treatment of an illness or injury
suffered by the veteran.'

“() Section 3104(a) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘or con-
currently to any person based on the service
of any other person’ immediately before the
period at the end thereof.

“{k) Effective November 1, 1964, in com-
puting the Income of persons whose pension
eligibility is subject to the first sentence of
section 9(b) of the Veterans Pension Act of
1950, there shall be excluded 10 per centum
of the amount of payments received under
public or private retirement, annuity, en-
dowment, or similar plans or programs.

“{1) (1) Except as otherwise provided here-
in, this section shall take effect on January
1, 1966.

*“(2) The amendment to paragraph (6) of
section 503, title 38, United States Code,
shall take effect on November 1, 1964, except
that it shall not apply to any individual re-
ceiving pension on October 31, 1964, under
chapter 15 of sald title, or subsequently de-
termined entitled to such pension for said
day, until his contributions have been re-
couped under the provision of that para-
graph in effect on October 31, 1964.”

Mr, KEATING. Mr. _President.. I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague

from New York [Mr. Javirs]l and the
distinguished senior Senator from Ken-
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tucky [Mr. Coorer] be added as co-
sponsors of the amendment.

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

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, this
amendment incorporates the provisions
of H.R. 1927, which passed the House
on August 11 by a rollcall yote of 388
to 0.

The preferable procedure of course
would be to consider the provisions of
this amendment separate and apart
from the social security bill. But time
is running out on us and we must not
close the door of the 88th Congress in
the face of those veterans and veterans’
widows of modest circumstances who
are now tragically caught in the squeeze
between rising costs and fixed incomes.

The inflationary squeeze is & pressing
problem in our society and Congress has
faced up to its responsibility to members
of the military, classified workers, and
postal employees, members and employ-
ees of the legislative branch and to those
in the executive and judicial branches.
It is imperative that we do not do less
for veterans and veterans’ families.

The amendment before us is the result
of extensive hearings in the other body.
The Subcommittee on Compensation and
Pensions held 6 days of hearings in late
May on all the non-service-connected
pension measures pending before the
House Veterans' Affairs Committee and
extensive hearings were also held in the
87th Congress on this same subject, In
July of 1961, the subcommittee held 3
days of hearings and the full Veterans’
Affairs Committee conducted 9 days of
hearings in August and September of
1962. The amendment is a compromise
of many proposals and has been thor-
oughly reviewed.

Those of us who have had the privilege
of serving in the other body know that
Congressman Teacue, of Texas, chair-
man of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
has never léd any raid on the Public
Treasury. Nor would the responsible
veteran organizations, and the men and
women they represent, ask him or the
Congress to do so.

All they seek is an opportunity to have
their requests and grievances aired and
a decision reached on the merits. The
House approved these provisions by a
vote of 388 to 0 and I hope that we today
will add our support to this modification
in the non-service-connected pension
law. J

In 1959 we adopted a pension system
relating payments more closely to need.
Instead of the all or nothing provisions
of the prior law, where an additional
$1 of income could mean the loss of
more than $900 in pension, Public Law
87-211 established a graduated scale
paying more where need was greater.
Within this scale income limits were in-
creased to $1,800 or $3,000 instead of the
former $1,400 and $2,700 for these
groups with or without dependents.
Pensions were established in three cate-
gories with benefits from $40 to $100 a
month, depending on outside income and
dependency status. The law included a
corpus of estate provision as a basis
of determining need, denying pensions
to those whose net worth was sufficient
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to permit a part of their assets to be
liquidated. Increased pensions were es-
tablished where there were dependents.
Spouses’ income in excess of $1,200
was added fo the veterans' income to
determine his eligibility. In addition the
1959 act provided an exclusion of
moneys received from contributory pen-
sion plans as income until the individual
recouped his contribution.

This amendment retains the basic
principle of the 1959 act and is respon-
sive to the need for certain modifications
in the new law.

Section 19(a) provides six new exclu-
sions from the definition of income. It
excludes 10 percent of payments under
any public or private retirement, annuity,
or income plan, including social secu-
rity. This particular provision is made
necessary by the proposed increases in
social security benefits. The amendment
we have adopted, however, is responsive
only to social security increases under
this act. It does not take into considera-
tion the many civil service employees
who lost their veterans benefits by the
5-percent increase for Federal employees
in the enactment of Public Law 87-793.
This provision eliminates the necessity
of making modifications everytime there
is an increase in retirement benefits.
Furthermore it should be noted that the
10-percent exclusion factor replaces the
recoupment provision for future pen-
sioners.

Other exclusions include the amounts
paid by veteran for last illness and burial
of his deceased spouse or child, profit
realized from the disposition of real or
personal property other than in the
course of business, payments received
from jury duty, payments under the War
Orphans Educational Assistance Act, and
veterans bonuses paid by a State.

The illness and burial exclusion is al-
ready provided in the case of the widow
and 19(a) merely extends it to the vet-
eran. Exclusion from the sale of real
or personal property will permit the vet-
eran to make necessary sales without
fear of jeopardizing his family’s income
under the income limitations. At the
same time, it should be noted that the
receipts from sale will remain part of his
net estate, which is another factor of
eligibility for the non-service-connected
pension, Payments under the War Or-
phans Educational Assistance Act should
not be treated as income attributec to the
family. To do so many jeopardize the
family’'s eligibility for veterans assist-
ance and deter a child from taking ad-
vantage of the benefits of the act. The
exclusion is a justified one and will give
fuller effect to the purpose of the War
Orphans Educational Assistance Act.

Section 19(c) eliminates the require-
ment that a veteran of 65, who fulfills
the income limitations, must also estab-
lish a 10-percent disability and resulting
unemployability. The Administrator of
the Veterans’ Administration, Mr. Glea-
son, 'in his testimony before the Senate
Finance Committee stated that almost
all veterans over 65 have a 10-percent
disability and are unemployable and that
elimination of the cost of administrative
work and physical examination would
offset any increase in pensions paid to
our older veterans.
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Section 19(d) liberalizes the income
limitations, while retaining the maxi-
mum income eligibility, and increases the
pension payments for those in the lowest
income category. These changes are
vitally important to those veterans and
widows with the greatest need and are
consistent with the philosophy of Public
Law 87-211.

Section 19(e) provides for an increase
in the monthly allowances to veterans so
helpless or blind as to require the regular
aid and attendance of another person
from the present $70 to $100.

Section 19(f) establishes an additional
monthly allowance for housebound vet-
erans, which inereases the basic pension
by $35 for those veterans who, in addi-
tion to their disability, are housebound.

Section 19(g) provides that a veteran
shall be required to count the income of
his spouse in excess of $1,200 or all
earned income of his spouse, whichever
is greater. Current law provides inclu-
sion of all income in excess of $1,200.
Experience has demonstrated that 90
percent of those receiving pensions are
veterans over 65 and that the wives have
found it necessary in some cases to seek
outside employment in order to keep the
family unit together. Inclusion of the
spouse’s earned income has imposed an
additional burden on those families of
limited means.

Section 19(i) authorizes the Veterans’
Administration to provide drugs and
medicines, which have been prescribed
by physicians, to those persons who are
receiving aid and attendance allowances.

Mr. President, these are the highlights
of the provisions of this amendment. It
offers a tangible benefit to needy veter-
ans and deceased veterans’ widows and
minor children. It offers the benefit
without departing from the underlying
principle of existing law that places em-
phasis on those pensioners who most
need Federal assistance.  Unlike some of
the earlier proposals, it is not an exor-
bitant measure. In later years, because
of the elimination of the recoupment pro-
vision, it will result in net savings for
the Veterans’ Administration. I hope
this amendment, responsive to the vet-
eran’s desire to seek a life not demeaned
by privation, will be adopted.

(At this point Mr, McINTYRE took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

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

Mr. KEATING. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MORTON. As I understand it,
the amendment of the Senator from New
York incorporates entirely the features
of HR. 1927 which unanimously passed
the House and is now pending before the
Finance Committee of the Senate.

Mr, EEATING. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MORTON. A 1-day hearing was
held on the bill in the Senate Finance
Committee on August 19, 1964, and the
record of the hearing is available to any
Senator who is interested. The Sen-
ator from New York has pointed out that
section 19(c), under the Veterans Ad-
ministration pension regulations, pro-
vides that a veteran, in order to receive
a pension at the age 65, in addition to
meeting the income requirements, must,
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one, have a 10-percent disability; and,
two, as a result of being unemployable.
This section of the Senator's amendment
removes the requirements of unemploy-
ability and disability; is that not cor-
rect?

Mr. KEATING. The Senator is cor-
rect. My amendment does retain, how-
ever, the income limitations of the pres-
ent law.

Mr. MORTON. That is correct.

The Bureau of the Budget testified
that this would add 150,000 to 175,000
additional veterans.

I personally questioned Mr. Gleason
when he was before our committee on
this point and Mr. Gleason states—and
I am reading from page 19 of the afore-
mentioned hearing:

We do not think there can be any signifi-
cant cost effected by the disability require-
ment and the unemployability requirement.

The most recent study for the House, by
the Veterans' Administration, of all claims
adjudicated for this year, calendar year 1964,
during that month 38,000 pension claims
were adjudicated and 10,000 were denled
for all reasons—lack of requisite service, ex-
cessive income, lack of sufficlent disability,
et cetera. And of the 10,000 denials, Sena-
tor, only 5 were based on lack of 10 percent
disability at age 65, and ony 60 because the
veteran was employable despite his disability.

Therefore, the disability and unemploy-
ability requirement at age 65 accounted for
less than 1 percent of the denials of pensions
and affects less than two-tenths of 1 percent
of the pension claims filed.

Now, projected on an annual basis, the
benefit cost would not exceed $500,000 were
this requirement eliminated.

Our administrative expenses, in examin-
ing and rating 65-year-old pension claim-
ants, exceeds that $500,000 each year.

There speaks the Administrator of the
Veterans’ Administration. That state-
ment is supported by a staff study of the
House Veterans Affairs Committee, so
that actually this section—according to
Mr. Gleason himself—will save money. in
the end because it will eliminate more in
administrative costs, in physicians’ fees
for the examinations, and so will elimi-
nate the cost of ascertaining whether a
man is employable and will more than
offset the few additional dollars in pen-
sions.

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the com-
ments of the Senator from Kentucky,
who attended these hearings and brought
out this very point. I believe this is a
particularly important consideration
since much of the opposition to the
amendment has been directed to section
19(e). It is clear from the testimony
of Mr. Gleason that the opposition is not
well founded.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. MORTON. In the hearings, the
point was developed in colloquy between
several committee members and Mr.
Gleason that a meeting was held in the
closing days of the first session of this
Congress.

First. I developed with Mr. Gleason
the fact that H.R. 1927, as originally in-
troduced, had a cost of between $780 mil-
lion and $790 million, that all after the
enacting clause was stricken and the bill,
which was passed unanimously by the
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House at a much more modest cost, was
then drafted.

I read from the transcript of the
hearings:

Senator MorTON. As you have pointed out,
and I think it was the closing days of the
Congress before the tragic assassination of
President Eennedy, that there was pressure
on the administration, because of the danger
of a discharge petition bringing a bill to the
floor of the House, which would have cost, as
you point out, somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of a billion dollars a year.

Mr. GLEASON. Yes, sir.

Senator MorToN. It is my impression that
the House leadership and Chairman TEAGUE
indicated that a bill that did most for those
who needed most, those with the lowest in-
comes or those with health problems, could
be devised in the general area of cost as in-
dicated In this bill, and that that seemed to
be administration policy to pursue a course
along a modest bill for the most need.

This was one way that the discharge peti-
tion was stopped, is that not true?

Mr. GLEasoN. This helped immeasurably to
do so, Senator.

Senator MorTrOoN. But now we face a situ-
ation where the discharge petition is out of
the way for the moment and so today, you
indicate, and I shall not press you—I will
walt until Mr. Hughes testifies—but perhaps
the administration is going to find it neces-
sary in its program to oppose H.R. 1927 as
revised in this more modest area.

Mr. Greason. That is correct, sir.

I would like to say, Senator, myself, I have
always belleved in a cost-of-living increase
for anyone, whether they were an employee in
a corporation or in Government or anywhere
else, sir.

The point is that the administration
indicated that the support of this meas-
ure, as revised in the House last year,
was under the threat of a discharge peti-
tion. Chairman TEaGUE, the members
of the Veterans’ Committee, and the
House went ahead in good faith and
passed the bill unanimously.

We now find that there is again pres-
sure being exerted in the Committee on
Finance to stifle the bill, since they are
not under the pressure of the threat of a
discharge petition. I think the measure
is a just measure. I believe it is overdue.
I believe that the Senator from New
York is showing good judgment in offer-
ing it as an amendment at this time so
that we might get action on the measure.

We are approaching the end of the
session. When there is administration
pressure brought to bear on the members
of the Committee on Finance, to hold it
in the Committee on Finance, we do not
know what will happen. This is a bill
that passed the House unanimously.
Yet, it will go down the drain.

I commend the Senator from New
York very much. I hope that his
amendment will prevail.

Mr. EEATING. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky very much, indeed. He
has made a very forceful argument in
favor of this amendment.

As the Senator has stated, there was
initially a bill introduced which might
run up to a cost of a billion dollars a
year. The present, quite modest, pro-
posal is a compromise of the 152 pension
bills that were before the House. The
cost figures are stated in the memoran-
dum which I have had placed on the va-
rious desks of the Senators.

The costs are, for the fiscal year 1965,
which is half a year, $43 million; for
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1966, a full year, $72,619,530; for 1967,
$97,341,610; for 1968, $106,002,745; and
for 1969, $111,437,400.

As I understand it, at the 11th hour
the Veterans’ Administration has now
come forth with proposals in quite dif-
ferent form. The proposals they recom-
mend involve more expense than that
contained in this amendment. The
costs would actually increase so that in
1969, instead of $111 million, the addi-
tional cost would amount to $132 million.

In my judgment, we should adhere to
the form of the bill which had the unani-
mous approval of the House and on which
Mr. Gleason gave supporting testimony.
His testimony which would tend to cause
the committee to conclude that the bill
should be reported favorably.

I hope very much that the amendment
will be agreed to.

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

Mr. KEATING. Iyield.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I am
very happy to be a cosponsor of the
amendment. I think the amendment is
highly desirable and necessary.

I ask the distinguished Senator from
New York [Mr. KeaTing] if it is not true
that veterans, who might lose their pen-
sions as a result of the increase in social
;;ecurity would be protected against this

088?

Mr. KEATING. That is correct.

Mr. PROUTY. Veterans who have no
dependents would receive $90 instead of
$85 a month.

Mr. KEATING. That is correct.

Mr. PROUTY. And veterans with de-
pendents would receive $110 instead of
$100 a month.

Mr. KEATING. That is with three or
more dependents?

Mr. PROUTY. That is correct.

Mr. KEATING. In such cases, the in-
crease is from $100 to $110 a month.

Mr. PROUTY. And widows without
dependents would receive $65 instead of
$60 a month.

Mr. KEATING. That is correct.

Mr. PROUTY. And those widows with
dependents would receive $80 instead of
$75 a month.

Mr. EEATING. That is correct.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I have
heard, too, that the administration has
brought great pressure to bear in an ef-
fort to prevent action being taken in the
Senate on the bill. I am delighted that
the junior Senator from New York is
making it possible for the Senate to vote
on this very important measure. It will
provide for much needed assistance to
veterans and the widows of veterans.

I congratulate the Senator for calling
this to the attention of the Senate and
for offering it in the form of an amend-
ment. I am happy to be a cosponsor.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the remarks of the Senator
from Vermont. I am glad that the Sen-
ator found that there was such merit in
the amendment that he wished to join
8s & COSponsor.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from New York for calling this to

September 3

the attention of the Senate and offering
it as an amendment to the bill.

I would be less than frank if T did not
state as a member of the Finance Com-
mittee that I had hoped that we would
report this bill, and that it might be of-
fered as a separate bill, or as an amend-
ment attached to another bill, rather
than the social security bill. But we are
confronted with a very definite parlia-
mentary situation here today. In view
of that situation, and the action that
has been taken by the House, which was
unanimous, and, as the distinguished
junior Senator from New York has said,
it was reported by a committee that has
acted very carefully under the leadership
of Representative Teacue, of Texas, in
reporting bills that cannot be justified.

I shall support the amendment today.
I had hoped that we might vote on it
separately, or in some other bill, rather
than the social security bill. But in view
of the situation which we have had in the
committee for some time—and this is
not critical of the chairman or any other
member of the committee—we have had
hearings, but we had other problems, in-
cluding social security, farm tax credits,
balance of payments, and debt limit. So
we have had a very busy summer in a
very busy session.

Today we are confronted with a prac-
tical problem. I plan to support the Sen-
ator’s amendment and vote for it when it
is presented to the Senate for a vote.
But again I call to the attention of Sen-
ators the point which I think should have
favorable consideration.

Mr. EEATING. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from Kansas very
much. I agree with him that it is un-
fortunate that, because of the time ele-
ment, the only thing we can do is to
try to attach the bill as an amendment
to the pending bill. As I said in my
earlier remarks, I would have preferred
another method, but I feel that we now
have no alternative.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico.

Mr, ANDERSON. The Senator from
New York recognizes—and I commend
him for calling the subject to the atten-
tion of the Senate—that the Finance
Committee has held hearings on the
measure, and that it is the pending busi-
ness before the Finance Committee. It
will be the first bill to be acted upon by
the committee. The chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] has indicated that there
will be action on the bill.

Mr. KEATING. I am frank in say-
ing that I do not like to attach the pro-
posal to the social security bill. I would
much prefer to have the bill brought
before the Senate as a separate
measure, However, this session is draw-
ing to a close—at least many of us hope
that it is—and I have not been able to
obtain any tangible assurance from the
Finance Committee to the effect that
the measure will come before the Sen-
ate at the present session.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not trying to
quarrel with the Senator about what he
has proposed. He has proposed some-
thing that I think most of us feel is a
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good measure. There is no question
about how I shall vote on it. There
have been suggestions that we might
get a better job for less money. If those
suggestions appeal to members of the
Committee on Finance, I would hope
that the committee would act quickly
upon the measure and report it to the
Senate. I believe that the issue is being
handled as expeditiously as possible.

I know that if there had been an at-
tempt by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee of the House to take the measure
from Representative Teacue in the
House, it would have been furned down
quickly, as the able Senator from New
York knows from his long service in the
House.

Unfortunately, the Finance Commit-
tee is not only the veterans' committee
in the Senate. It is busy with other
proposed legislation. I cannot guaran-
tee that the measure will be reported
from the committee. I was absent when
hearings were held. But I assure the
Senator that, so far as I know, it is the
pending business before the committee,
and it is the intention of the chairman
of the committee to report it. I hope
that is the situation.

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the
frankness of my friend from New Mex-
ico. If we could in some way have some
assurance that HR. 1927 will be re-
ported promptly I would be rather dis-
posed not to press the amendment. But
I am not willing to withdraw my amend-
ment on the possibility that a bill will
be reported. I am sure that the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico is not
in the position of stating a committee
determination that a bill will be re-
ported.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator has
stated the situation correctly. We are
not able to make a commitment. The
able Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son] is a prominent member of that com-
mittee. He is for reporting a bill that
is equivalent to the amendment, if not
the exact bill which the Senator has in-
troduced. I am in favor of it; and the
Senator will find several members of the
Finance Committee who feel the same
way about it. I can only say to the Sen-
ator that if he is willing to withdraw his
amendment, I shall undertake to see if
some commitment can be obtained from
the chairmain of the committee. If the
Senator does not feel that way, I have no
objection to his proceeding.

Mr. KEEATING. I am also torn be-
cause of some personal commitments of
considerable importance to me that I
have this afternoon. I feel that I must
continue with it now. However, we all
know that the bill is going to conference.
It has enough in it now to engage the
interests of the conferees for some time
in the future. During that period, if the
committee reports such a bill and it is
acted upon by the Senate, we can accept
that in lieu of what might be sent to con-
ference as part of the social security
bill. But while we are dealing with the
problem, if the Senate is so minded, it
would be well to have the proposal in-
corporated into the pending bill.
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Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. I cannot speak for
any other member of the committee, but
I can make the definite statement that
the chairman of the committee has said
that there will be another meeting of the
committee. The date has now been set.
Proposed legislation in the committee will
be considered. As one member of the
committee, I assure the Senator from New
York that I shall insist that the subject of
his bill be considered. However, I am
as desirous of passing the pending bill
as is the distinguished Senator from
New York, so I would not want to take
any chances. I firmly believe that there
will be committee action on the measure;
and I will certainly work in favor of com-
mittee action. I believe there is support
in the Finance Committee for it. It is
merely a question of whether we should
try to handle the problem in that way
or act upon it today. Personally I would
rather do it through the Finance
Committee.

Mr. KEATING. I hope that can be
done; but in the meantime, in the event
there should be some slip—and, after all,
only 2 members of the committee have
spoken on the subject—we should try to
get the provision in the pending bill.
The conferees could then drop out that
provision if in the meanwhile we should
enact another bill.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senate
Finance Committee has held hearings on
the subject. We are all aware that the
measure to which the Senator from New
York refers is the pending business in
the Senate Finance Committee. The
measure is the most significant piece of
proposed veterans' legislation in the
Congress, or perhaps one of the most sig-
nificant, at least.

Hearings were held on the measure.
Representatives of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration appeared before the committee
and said that they wished to study it
further. They desired to make recom-
mendations to the committee. They
have now made their recommendations.
We have not had an opportunity to study
them. But the recommendations basic-
ally are as follows:

The Veterans’ Administration is op-
posed to the bill in the form inftroduced
by the Senator. The Veterans’ Admin-
istration has recommended a substitute
which they believe would be more ef-
fective and would involve a reasonable
savings in funds.

It would do more good in the areas
where the need is the greatest. We have
not had an opportunity to study the
substitute proposal offered by the Vet-
erans’ Administration, but that is to be
the order of business at the next execu-
tive meeting.

Mr. President, the measure is extreme-
ly important. It deserves study. I dis-
cussed the subject with the distinguished
chairman, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrp] this morning, He said that
I could give the Senate assurance that
the committee will act on the bill. The

Mr. Presi-
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committee will report a bill to the Sen-
ate—either the bill of the Senator from
New York or something along the lines
of the recommendations of the Veterans’
Administration—but in either event the
Senate will have an opportunity to con-
sider the issue and vote upon it.

I hope that the Senator from New
York will not insist upon his amend-
ment at the present time, because the
question should not be legislated on the
floor of the Senate before we have had
an opportunity to consider alternate rec-
ommendations. We should have an op-
portunity to study the costs of the com-
parative systems and to see whether it
would be best to do what the Senator
from New York is recommending, what
the Veterans’ Administration recom-
mends, or some compromise between
the two.

I very much hope that the Senator
will permit the Finance Committee to
act in an orderly fashion on the ques-
tion so that we may be satisfied that
what we are doing is in the best inter-
ests of the veterans.

‘We do not desire to delay the matter.
We wish to study it and work on it. As
soon as there can be an executive meet-
ing to consider it in an orderly fashion,
we propose to report the measure. I be-
lieve I can tell the Senator that in all
probability that will be the major bill
which the Senate Finance Committee
will report.

Mr. EEATING. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from Louisiana,
The Senator has left the impression that
the figures in the proposal recently sent
to the Congress by the Veterans’ Admin-
istration show that the cost of the Vet-
erans’ Administration proposal would be
less than the costs involved in my
amendment. The figures that the Vet-
erans’ Administration have given us in
respect to their proposal show that it
would cost more, not less.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is all
the more reason why the question should
be studied.

Mr. KEATING. 1 wish to get it into
the record.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am on the committee which is
studying the question, but the commit-
tee, to which the Senate has assigned
the responsibility, has not had an op-
portunity to study the question so as to
do justice to the subject. It would be
completely unfair to insist that the Sen-
ate should act on it now, before the com-
mittee has had an opportunity to study
it and bring forward its proposal. I hope
the Senator will not insist that the Sen-
ate act on the amendment at this time.

Mr. KEATING. What is the objection
to incorporating this measure—which
certainly has had much study—in the
pending bill? Then, if the Finance
Committee reports H.R. 1927, or a modi-
fied bill, and if it passes, it should cer-
tainly supplant this provision in the
social security bill.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. From one
point of view, if this amendment is
adopted the bill may not be in confer-
ence. Both Houses having acted on the
measure, both Houses would have a
mandate to accept it, although there
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would be some problem with regard to
a possible point of order being raised on
the question of veterans’ legislation on
a social security bill.

The Senator well knows that social
security matters are within the jurisdic-
tion of the Ways and Means Committee
in the House, where he served with dis-
tinction. He knows also that the
amendment he is offering is in the juris-
diction of the House Veterans' Affairs
Committee.

If the Senator’'s amendment is agreed
to, I shall offer my amendment, which
has passed the Senate a number of
times, to provide for the reopening of
veterans' insurance so that veterans may
have an opportunity to obtain such in-
surance, I know that that will start a
spark on the House side.

Mr. KEATING. I shall support the
amendment to reopen national service
life insurance, as I have in the past.

The present amendent, if adopted as
an amendment to the social security bill,
would be in conference, because the
conferees would be from the Ways and
Means Committee. I am sure the Sen-
ator will agree that the conferees would
take some time in considering it. Why
can the Senate not adopt this amend-
ment, and, if the Finance Committee
brings up a revised bill, act on it when
it comes up?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As spokes-
man for the committee, I feel that I have
given the Senator from New York and
the Senate all the assurance that is nec-
essary that they are going to have an
opportunity to have the Senate act on
the legislation.

Mr. KEATING. I did not understand
the Senator to say that. May I put it
in the form of a question? In his posi-
tion as a very high ranking member—he
is the ranking member, I believe—of the
Senate Finance Committee, and one who
serves with distinction and is charged
with great responsibilities in that com-
mittee, can the Senator, on behalf of the
committee, assure the Senate that H.R.
1927, either in that form or in a re-
vised form, will be reported for the Sen-
ate to act upon at this session of Con-
gress?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have asked
the same question of four members of
the Finance Committee who are in the
Chamber. I discussed it this morning
with the Chairman of the Committee.
He agreed that I could make this state-
ment affirmatively to the Senator: A
bill on this subject will be reported which
will be the appropriate vehicle for the
Senator’'s amendment in the event the
committee does not report precisely what
he has offered.

Mr. KEATING. At this session?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. At this ses-
sion.

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

Mr. KEATING. 1yield.

Mr. CARLSON. Following what the
Senator from Louisiana has said, I wish
to say, as a member of the committee,
that I shall vote to report a bill. In ad-
dition, I assure the Senator that a bill
will be reported. If no measure came
before the committee, or no suggestions
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better than the proposal now before us,
I would hope to vote for the measure
pending today.

Mr. KEATING. I thank the Senator.
I recognize that the orderly procedure
would be to have a bill dealing only with
this subject before us.

I yield now to my colleague.

Mr, JAVITS. My colleague has al-
ready rendered a great and outstanding
service. In obtaining the assurance that
the Finance Committee would let the
Senate act on the bill, the Senator has
assured Congress that this proposal will
not only be acted upon, but will become
law, as the other body has already acted
on it.

It is for the Senator to decide what to
do with his amendment, but I emphasize
that the Senator has rendered a most
significant service to the Senate and the

country.
Mr. KEATING. I am most grateful
for those kind remarks.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, with that assurance, is the Sena-
tor willing to withdraw his amendment?

Mr. KEATING. First I yield to the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTonN].

Mr. MORTON. It was stated earlier
that the Finance Committee would be
under pressure to hold up the bill, with
the opposition of the administration.
With the assurance of the acting chair-
man of the committee and the assur-
ance I have had from the chairman of
the committee, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, and the fact that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son]l, and others on the Finance Com-
mittee have given assurance, and with
the assurance that has been given to the
Senator from New York, I, too, would
suggest that he withdraw his amend-
ment. Ithank him for rendering a great
service.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. The action of the Sen-
ator from New York today is typical of
the service he renders in the Senate. He
has the initiative to bring before the Sen-
ate important legislation, and to obtain
action. Today he has obtained action
on this important measure affecting the
veterans of our country. At least four
members of the Finance Committee,
namely, the ranking Democratic mem-
ber [Mr. Lonc], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], and, on the Re-
publican side, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CarLson] and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. MorToN], together with
the chairman of the committee, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, have given as much assurance as
it is possible to give that this important
piece of legislation for the benefit of vet-
erans, their widows and dependents, and
of particular importance to older dis-
abled veterans, will be favorably acted
upon by the Senate before we adjourn.

Since members of the Finance Com-
mittee have given the Senator from New
York assurance that the bill will be re-
ported to the Senate, I have no doubt
that it will pass the Senate, as it has al-
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ready been passed by the House. The
prompt and vigorous action of the Sen-
ator from New York means, in my opin-
ion, that this important bill for the vet-
erans of our country will become law.

I congratulate him. His work on this
bill is typical of the great service he ren-
ders in the Senate, not only to his State,
but to the country. I am glad that he
permitted me to be a cosponsor of this
measure to assist our veterans.

Mr. KEATING. Iam very grateful for
the kind remarks by my friend from
Kentucky.

Based upon the assurance of the rank-
ing member of the Finance Committee
and other members who have spoken on
this problem, that a bill, whether it be
in the form of H.R. 1927 or some other
form, will be brought before the Senate
for action at this session, I shall be happy
to withdraw the amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I appreciate
the Senator’s action, and I commend him
for the statement he has made. I assure
him that I shall do my utmost to see that
the commitment is honored.

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

Mr. KEATING. I1yield.

Mr. MILLER. I join in commending
the Senator from New York for his ef-
forts to bring this subject to the atten-
tion of the Senate. I have received a
great amount of correspondence on it.
The action of the House demonstrates
a great amount of support for this type
of legislation. I must say, however, in
fairness, that there appears to be some
basis for a modification of the legisla-
tion. I am advised that the Bureau of
the Budget and the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration have entered objections to the
bill in its present form. This does not
mean that it cannot be modified to meet
the objections and to cover some of the
areas that need to be covered, and which
long ago should have been covered. In
view of the action taken on the floor
today by the able Senator from New
York, I hope that the Finance Committee
will exert every effort to resolve some of
the problems, so that the bill may come
before the Senate.

Mr. KEATING. I thank the Senator.
I withdraw my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I believe
the Senator from California [Mr, SaL-
INGER] has an amendment.

Mr. SALINGER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1257, and ask that
the reading of it be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
AMENDMENT TO DEFINITION OF MEDICAL As-
SISTANCE FOR THE AGED

Sec. 19. (a) Section 6(b) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out “who

are not recipients of old-age assistance"” and
inserting in lieu thereof “who are not re-
cipients of old-age assistance (except, for
any month, for reciplents of old-age assist-
ance who are admitted to or discharged from
a medical institution during such month)".

(b) Section 1605(b) of such Act is

amended by striking out “who are not re-
cipients of aid to the aged, blind, or disabled”
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and inserting in lieu thereof “who are not
reciplents of ald to the aged, blind, or dis-
abled (except, for any month, for recipients
of ald to the aged, blind, or disabled who
are admitted to or discharged from a medi-
cal institution during such month)”.

Mr. SALINGER. Mr. President, I
called up this amendment yesterday and
discussed it at some length and inserted
in the REcorp some material in connec-
tion with it. The objective of the amend-
ment is to close a loophole in existing
laws, to permit a person who goes into
a hospital in the middle of the month to
draw MAA payments from the beginning
of that month.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]
raised some objections yesterday, and we
have discussed them at some length. His
problem with the amendment is that he
sees in it the possibility of a doubling up
of payments. I do not agree with him,
However, he has suggested some lan-
guage as a possible amendment to the
amendment.

We have discussed the matter with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNg], and
he has assured us that the language sug-
gested by the Senator from Iowa could
be considered by the conference com-
mittee.

I therefore ask that the amendment
be accepted by the Senator from Loui-
siana and passed by the Senate in its
present form, subject to the understand-
ing that I have stated.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from California for having his amend-
ment laid aside yesterday, so that I
would have an opportunity to discuss it
with some interested persons in my
State.

As a result of conversations with those
individuals, I have concluded that no
particular problem exists so far as our
Jowa law is concerned. It developed,
however, that a duplication would result
from the adoption of the amendment.

I commend the Senator from Califor-
nia for trying to close a gap which exists
in the present law. For example, I un-
derstand that if an individual were hos-
pitalized on the 28th of the month and
remains hospitalized through the 15th of
the following month, when he eame out,
under present Federal law, he would not
be eligible for old-age assistance from
the 15th of that month to the end of the
month. The law is such that those pay-
ments by the Federal Government would
not be permitted.

The Senator from California is trying
to close that gap. The gap should be
closed. However, I suggest that in doing
so the amendment in its present form
provides for a doubling up. For example,
old-age assistance payments are ordi-
narily made on the first of the month,
and are made in advance for that month.
If an individual enters a hospital on the
15th of the month, he will have been
paid, under old-age assistance, for the
entire month. He will receive a medical-
assistance-for-the-aged payment for the
last 2 weeks of that month. Therefore
there is a doubling up of benefits for the
last 2 weeks. My suggestion was that
we try to avoid this duplication, at least
so far as the payment of Federal money
is concerned.
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If we did so, it would leave it up to
the States, possibly through administra-~
tive regulations, to work out payments
under such a situation. I do not wish
to cause any hardship. I believe we
should close the gap, just as the Sen-
ator from California does. It may be
that it is not administratively feasible to

arrive at a solution which will prevent -

duplication. I believe, however, since
there is an obvious duplication, that the
amendment ought to be carefully
checked by the staff in conference, with
a view to seeing whether it can be pre-
vented. Iam sure the Senator from Cal-
ifornia wishes to do that also. We cer-
tainly do not want to permit any dupli-
cation. I understand that the Senator
from Louisiana will have the staff check
during the conference, with a view to
seeing whether this problem can be taken
care of.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There is
merit to both arguments, that of the
Senator from California and that of the
Senator from Iowa. If the matter goes
to conference, we certainly will consider
both points of view.

Mr. MILLER. Itake the example of a
person who is eligible for old-age assist-
ance, and who enters the hospital on the
29th of the month. He would not re-
ceive his old-age assistance check on the
first of the month because he would be
going into the hospital. Let us assume
that he came out on the 15th of the
month. The Senator from California
[Mr. Sarmwcer] would want to make cer-
tain that the beneficiary received his old-
age assistance for the remainder of that
month, which he cannot do now, and the
Senator from Iowa thoroughly agrees
with the Senator from California. But
it would be unfortunate if Federal money
were paid to a State to pay the benefi-
ciary retroactively to the first of that
month for old-age assistance. That
point also should be checked out in con-
ference.

There are several aspects of the pro-
posal which the Senator from California
and the Senator from Iowa recognize it
is impossible to have properly studied
and perfected on the floor of the Senate.
But with the experience of the staff and
of the Department that is involved, at
the time of the conference on the bill
both of us hope that the amendment will
be carefully analyzed to determine
whether or not any improvement can be
made in it.

Mr. SALINGER. Mr. President, this
amendment, which I am proposing to the
Social Security Act, would do much to
cure the problem created by present pro-
visions of the act, wherein a State is not
permitted to claim Federal financial par-
ticipation, under the medical assistance
for the aged program, for any person who
is an old-age assistance recipient.

I have long supported financing hos-
pital, nursing home and related medical
care under the Social Security Act, be-
cause I believe a social-insurance foun-
dation is a necessary and vital part of
providing adequate medical care to our
Nation’s elderly.

However, I have always believed that
in addition to basic inpatient coverage
under the Social Security Act, there is,
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and will continue to be, a need to sup-
plement this protection with a public
assistance program—the Kerr-Mills,
medical assistance to the aged program.

Regardless of whether this Congress
enacts, as I hope it will, social security
financing of medical care for the aged, it
will still be necessary to eliminate the
dual claiming prohibition in the medical
assistance for the aged program, if that
program is to serve effectively as a tool
in providing supplemental medical care
to the Nation’s elderly.

In the State of California, as I am sure
has been the experience of many other
States which have conscientiously at-
tempted to implement the Kerr-Mills
program, we find that a significant num-
ber of our needy elderly have been denied
medical care under the medical assist-
ance for the aged because earlier in the
month in which they entered a hospital
or nursing home, they had received their
old-age assistance payment.

This amendment would take care of
situations in which old-age assistance
recipients received their payments on the
first of the month, and who sometime
during that month were required to enter
hospitals or nursing homes. Under cur-
rent law, no medical assistance for the
aged payments would be permitted on
behalf of such recipients because they
had already received old-age checks
earlier in the same month. This amend-
ment would correct this situation.

The amendment also would correct the
problem in situations in which elderly
persons leave hospitals or nursing homes
in midmonth, and under the current
prohibition against dual payments for
old-age assistance and medical assist-
ance for the aged for the same persons
in the same months, such elderly persons
find themselves released from inpatient
care, without any income or resources to
sustain them until they then become eli-
gible, the first of the following month,
for old-age assistance payment. The
latter defect in the current law quite
often leads to the costly solution of per-
mitting the elderly person to remain
longer than necessary in the hospital or
nursing home, so that he will have a roof
over his head and will be fed adequately.
This might be impossible for such a per-
son to do for himself, without his old-
age assistance payment.

This amendment has long been sought
by those within the California Medical
Association who have worked with our
State in developing this plan, and has
been supported by units of local govern-
ment, as well as by all of those—liberal
and conservative, alike—who understand
the medical assistance for the aged pro-
gram and want to make it work effec-
tively.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from California
[Mr. SALINGER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SALINGER. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1261, offered on behalf
of myself and my colleague from New
York [Mr. Keatinc]. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with, but that it be
printed in the Recorp.

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

The amendment is as follows:

DEFINITION OF CHILD

Sec. 17. (a) Subsection (e) of section 218
of the Social Security Act is amended by
striking out the period at the end of the
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof:
“ and (3) in the case of a living individual,
a person who is living in such individual's
household for a continuous period of not
less than one year immediately preceding the
day on which application for child's insur-
ance benefits is filed, if such period began
prior to the date such Individual became
entitled to benefits under section 202(a) or
section 223(a), as the case may be, and (4)
in the case of a deceased individual, (A) a
person who has lived in such individual's
household” for a continuous period of not
less than one year immediately preceding
the day on which such individual died or
(B) a person entitled to child's insurance
benefits on the basls of the wages and self-
employment income of such individual for
the month before the month in which in-
dividual died.”

(b) Section 202(d) of the Soclal Security
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

“{9) A child who is a child of an individ-
ual pursuant to clause (3) or clause (4) of
section 216(e) shall be deemed dependent
on such individual if at the time specified
in paragraph (1) (C) such child was recelv-
ing at least one-half of his support from
such individual unless, at such time, such
individual was receiving regular contribu-
tions toward the support of such child from
(A) such child's mother, father, adopting
mother, or adopting father, or (B) a public
or private welfare organization that had
placed such child in such individual's house-
hold under a foster-care program; except
that the provisions of clause (A) shall not
apply if such individual is the mother or
father of such child.”

(c) Where—

(1) One or more persons were entitled
(without the application of section 202(j)
(1) of the Social Security Act) to monthly
benefits under section 202 of such Act for
the month before the month In which this
Act 1s enacted on the basis of the wages
and self-employment income of an individ-
ual; and

(2) any person is entitled to benefits un-
der subsection (b), (d), or (g) of section 202
of the Social Securlty Act for any subse-
quent month on the basis of such individ-
ual’s wages and self-employment income and
such person would not be entitled to such
benefits but for the enactment of this sec-
tion; and

(3) the total of the benefits to which all
persons are entitled under section 202 of
the Social Security Act on the basis of such
individual's wages and self-employment in-
come for such subsequent month is reduced
by reason of the application of section
203(a) of such Act.

then the amount of the benefit to which
each person referred to in paragraph (1) of
this subsection is entitled for such subse-
quent month shall not, after the application
of such section 203(a), be less than the
amount it would have been if no person re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) of this subsection
was entitled to a benefit referred to in such
paragraph for such subsequent month on
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the basis of such wages and self-employment
income of such individual.

(d) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be applicable with respect to
monthly benefits under title II of the Social
Security Act for months beginning with the
month in which this Act is enacted on the
basis of an application filed in or after such
month.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the
amendment can be explained briefly.

The amendment would define “child”
under the Social Security Act so as to
permit the payment of survivors’ bene-
fits to foster children who have not been
legally adopted but have been cared for
by a person who assumed full parental
responsibility. The amendment would
fill a gap in the encouragement of the
foster care program at very little cost,
but with considerable benefit.

Situations in which children find
themselves dependent wupon workers
other than their parents include those
in which a child of divorced parents lives
with close relatives or a family friend;
in which a child has been deserted or is
illegitimate; and in which, for a variety
of reasons, parents cannot assume re-
sponsibility for their child. In such situ-
ations the child is cut off from benefits
when the person who has been support-
ing him dies or becomes disabled. The
amendment would correct this unfortu-
nate situation.

With my colleague [Mr. Keating] I
have proposed this in the 86th and 87th
Congresses, as well as in the present
Congress, as S. 1771.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare reported on the proposal in
the 87th Congress, and considered it, gen-
erally, favorably. The Department esti-
mated the cost to be one one-hundredth
of 1 percent of payroll, which amounts
to approximately $35 million a year.

This is parallel to the amendment,
which was in the House-passed bill and
is now in the Senate bill, to enable chil-
dren pursuing an education to receive
survivors’ benefits until they attain age
21, instead of being cut off at age 18. This
provision I have also championed, along
with my colleague [Mr. Keating] since
1959, I introduced it as S. 1770 in this
Congress and am most gratified that it
is in the bill as passed by both Houses.

I sincerely hope, in view of the gen-
erally favorable report of the Depart-
ment, that the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. LonG], who is in charge of the hill,
may see fit to accept the pending amend-
ment and take it to conference, with my
full understanding that he will use his
best efforts to retain it, but that the
judgment of the Senator from Louisiana
will be final in that regard.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
my colleague from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I commend my col-
league for offering the amendment, of
which I am happy to be a cosponsor. I
have received a number of letters from
foster parents who feel that the present
social security law in this respect is un-
fair. The amendment would involve
only a modest increase. I hope that it
will be accepted.
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While I am speaking, I wish to express
gratitude for the inclusion in the bill of
the provision to allow a person attending
school to be a beneficiary under the de-
pendent children section until age 21.
The present law, which stops such pay-
ments just when educational expenses are
heavy is particularly burdensome and un-
fair and seems to be directly at variance
with Government policy to encour-
age higher education. I am happy that
an amendment to this provision is now
incorporated in the bill and that the Sen-
ator from Louisiana believes that he can
also take this amendment to conference.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from New York.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, on the basis that the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javirs]l has asked that
the amendment be taken to conference,
I shall ask the conference to examine into
this problem.

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the
Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KEATING. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I am
hopeful that the third reading of the bill
may be had; but first I should like to
ask the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana, who is in charge of the bill,
if he knows of any other Senator who
wishes to offer amendments.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I understand
that another amendment or two may be
offered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAL-
INGER in the chair). ' Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ver-
mont will be stated for the information
of the Senate.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

The amendment offered by Mr. ProuTy
is as follows:

Beginning on line 25, page 20, strike all
after the period through line 6 on page 21.
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Sec. 2. On line 5, page 22, strike the quota-
tion mark and add the following:

“MINIMUM BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS
WHO HAVE ATTAINED AGE SEVENTY~TWO

“(d) (1) Section 202 of the Soclal Security
Act is further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“ 'BENEFIT PAYMENTS TO PERSONS NOT OTHER-
WISE ENTITLED UNDER THIS SECTION

“‘(¥)(1) Every individual who—

“‘(A) has attained age seventy-two,

“*‘(B) is not and would not, upon filing
application therefor, be entitled to any
monthly benefits under any other subsection
of this section for the month in which he
attains such age or, if later, the month In
which he files application under this subsec-
tion,

*“4(C) 1is a resident of the United States,

“*(D) (1) is a citizen of the United States,
and has resided in the United States continu-
ously for not less than eighteen months be-
fore the month in which he files application
for benefits under this subsection, or (ii) has
resided in the United States continuously for
the ten-year period preceding the month in
which he files application for benefits under
this subsection, and

“‘(E) has filled application for benefits un-
der this subsection,
shall be entitled to a benefit under this sub-
section for each month, beginning with the
first month in which he becomes so entitled
to such benefits and ending with the month
preceding the month in which he dies.
Such individual’s benefit for each month
shall be equal to the first figure in column
IV of the table in section 215(a).

**(2)(A) H—

“ (1) any individual is entitled to a benefit
for any month under this subsection, and

“ii1) it 1s determined that a periodic
benefit or benefits are payable for such
month to such individual under any other
law of the United States or a State or under
a pension or retirement system established
by any agency of the United States or of a
State or political subdivision thereof (or any
instrumentality of the United States or a
State or a political subdivision or subdivi-
slons thereof which is wholly owned there-
by).
then the benefit referred to in clause (i)
shall be reduced (but not below zero) by an
amount equal to such periodic benefit or
benefits for such month.

“*(B) If any periodic benefit referred to
in subparagraph (A) (i) is determined to be
payable on other than a monthly basis (ex-
cluding a benefit payable in a lump sum
unless it is a commutation of, or a substitute
for, periodic payments), the reduction of
such individual’s benefit under this para-
graph shall be made at such time or times
and in such amounts as the Secretary finds
approximates, as nearly as practicable, the
reduction prescribed in subparagraph (A).

“'(C) In order to assure that the pur-
poses of this subsection will be carried out,
the Secretary may, as a condition to certifica-
tion for payment of any monthly benefit to
an individual under this subsection (If it
appears to the Secretary that such individual
may be eligible for a periodic benefit which
would give rise to a reduction under this
paragraph), require adequate assurance of
reilmbursement of the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund in case pe-
riodic benefits, with respect to which such a
reduction should be made, become payable
to such individual and such reduction is not
made.

“‘(D) Any agency of the United States
which is authorized by any law of the United
States to pay periodic benefits, or has a sys-
tem of periodic benefits, shall (at the request
of the Secretary) certify to him with respect
to any individual such information as the
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Secretary deems necessary to carry out his
functions under this paragraph. For pur-
poses of this subparagraph, the term ‘agency
of the United States' includes any instru-
mentality of the United States which is
wholly owned by the United States.

“**(3) Benefits shall not be paid under this
subsection—

“‘(A) to an allen for any month during
any part of which he was outside the United
States;

“*(B) to any individual for any month
during all of which he was an inmate of a
public institution; or

“*(C) to any individual who is a member
or employee of an organization required to
register under an order of the Subversive
Activities Control Board as a Communist-
action organization, a Communist-front or-
ganization, or a Communist-infiltrated or-
ganization under the Internal Security Act
of 1950, as amended.’

“(2) The following provisions of section
202 of such Act are each amended by strik-
ing out ‘or (h)' and inserting in lieu thereof
‘(h),or (v)":

“(A) subsection (d)(6)(A),

“(B) subsection (e) (4) (A),

“(C) subsection (f) (4) (A),

“(D) subsection (g) (4) (A), and

“(E) the first sentence of subsection (j)
(1).

“(8) Section 202 (h)(4)(A) of such Act
is amended by striking out ‘or (g)' and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘(g), or (v)'.

“(4) Section 202 (k) (2) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘preceding’.

“(e) In addition to amounts appropriated
under other provisions of law to the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund,
there are hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated to such Fund, from time to time, such
amounts as may be necessary to equal, with
respect to each individual who becomes en-
titled to a benefit under title II of the Soclal
Security Act by reason of the amendments
made by subsection (a), the sum of—

“(A) the total amount of employee and
employer taxes that would have been paid
under the provisions of sections 3101 and
3111 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(or the corresponding provisions of prior
law) if such individual had been paid wages
(as defined in section 209 of the Soclal Secu-
rity Act) equal to the first figure in column
III of the table in section 215(a) In each
month of the period beginning with Jan-
uary 1851 (or January of the year after the
year in which he attained age 31, if that is
later) and ending with December of the
year in which he attained age 69 (or, if later,
December 1962); and

“(B) interest, compounded at 3 percent
per annum, on the total amount determined
under subparagraph (A), for each year in
the period referred to in such subparagraph.

“(f) The amendments made by subsec-
tion (a) shall apply only in the case of
monthly benefits under title II of the Social
Security Act for months beginning on or
after the thirtieth day after the date of the
enactment of this Act based on applications
filed in or after September 1964.”

EXTENSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE TO
PERSONS AGE 70 AND OVER

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, in our
midst there is a group of elderly persons
whom the wheels of fortune have passed
by and Congress has overlooked. They
are the persons past age 72 who are
eligible for neither social security bene-
fits nor for pensions from any other pub-
lic programs. Virtually all of them, I
am sure, in earlier years worked in em-
ployment or were supported by earnings
from employment that now is covered by
social security. They would now be
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drawing benefits except for the fact that
they or the family breadwinner retired
or died before or just shortly after
coverage was extended to their job.
Their exclusion from social security was
little more than a lottery—they were
born too early or the Social Security Act
and its amendments were legislated too
late.

The plight of persons aged 72 and
more is not always clearly discernible
because it is masked by the common
practice of considering persons aged 65
and over as a homogeneous group. Such
is not the case, however. There are im-
portant differences in the health and
economic status of the 65 and over age
group and the 70 and over age group.
For example, 17.3 percent of the popu-
lation aged 65 and over were in the labor
force in 1963. A further breakdown re-
veals, however, that for the age group
65 and 69, the percentage was 27.2, while
for those 70 and over, only 11.8 percent:
were in the labor force.

Surveys made by the Public Health
Service at various times in the period
1958-60 show some significant differ=
ences among the elderly of different ages.
The age breakdown used in the surveys
is 65 to 74 and 75 and over. Seventy-
four out of 100 of the younger group and
83 out of a 100 of the older group have
one or more chronic diseases. The aver-
age confinement in a short-stay hospital
is approximately 10 percent higher for
the older group than for the younger,
and the average number of hospital days
is about 20 percent higher. The number
of bed-disability days per persons per
year is 11 for persons 65-74 and 19 for
the 75 plus age group. Only approxi-
mately 10 persons per 1,000 require con-
stant home care in the younger group in
contrast to 88 per 1,000 for the older age
group. :

A survey conducted by the Social Se-
curity Administration, with the coopera-
tion of the Bureau of Census in 1963,
gives a picture of the financial status of
the aged person who is not an OASDI
beneficiary, and shows the differences
between those who are under age 73 and
those who are older. According to the
survey, almost four-fifths of the mar-
ried couples not receiving OASDI pay-
ments, and with at least one member
between the ages 65 and 72, had income
from earnings in 1962, For those aged
73 or more, only 27 percent had money
from eatnings. In terms of aggregate
money income received by the two age
groups, 76 cents out of every dollar came
from earnings and only 1 penny from
public assistance for couples aged 65 to
72. For couples 73 years of age and
more, only 18 cents of every dollar were
from earnings and 22 cents were from
public assistance. The share of total
income from earnings for unmarried
men aged 65 to 72, and not OASDI bene-
ficiaries, was more than seven times
greater than for those 73 years of age
or older; for unmarried women, it was
six times larger.

The difference in the financial status
of the two age groups also is seen by the
fact that less than one-fifth of the
younger aged couples had an annual
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money income less than $2,000 and 47
percent had $5,000 or over. In contrast,
about two-thirds of the older couples
had under $2,000 and only 8 percent had
$5,000 or more.

I strongly urge, therefore, that per-
sons aged 72 and more who receive no
public pension be given social security
benefits. Their number is relatively
small. This is 'small consolation, of
course, to the unfortunate ones con-
cerned. It does mean, however, that the
cost for extending benefits to them will
not be unreasonable. Moreover, the cost
of old-age assistance would be reduced.
We must remember that many persons
over 72 years of age who are now getting
social security benefits worked only a
very short time in covered jobs and con-
tributed only a very small amount to-
ward the cost of their benefits. It has
been estimated that the contribution
made by OASDI beneficiaries aged 72 and
over now on the rolls together with that
of their employers covers only about 6 or
T percent of their benefit. We see, there-
fore, that persons 72 and over fortunate
enough to be eligible for social security
benefits are being carried along by
others.

Ideally, I should like to see all sep-
tuagenarians and their elders, even if
drawing pensions from other public pro-
grams, be given social security benefits,
at least to the extent that their other
pensions fall short of the amount they
. would be entitled to under social secu-
rity. I have introduced a bill—S. 2593—
to this effect, the benefits to be financed

from general revenues.

I The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I had not had an opportunity to
study the amendment before it was of-
fered. But the Library of Congress in-
-forms me that it is estimated that the
cost would be $900 million. This is a bill
involving an extremely large cost. I
hope that we do not add expensive items
to the bill. I believe that if we were to
do so, it would greatly jeopardize the
passage of the bill. While I sympathize
with the Senator from Vermont in his
desire to help people who have merito-
rious claims for assistance, I believe that,
in this bill, we are doing as much as we
can hope to do.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
‘Senator yield? 1

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. PROUTY. I think the $900 mil-
lion figure was based on age 70. My
amendment refers to age 72 and over. I
think it would quite substantially reduce
the cost.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The esti-
mate based on that group is $800 million.

Mr. PROUTY. On age 70 or 72?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Seventy-two,

Mr. CARLSON. Mr, President, the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. ProuTy] has
offered an amendment which received
considerable discussion in the Commit-
tee on Finance when this matter was
before it. It is a real problem. A large
number of people are not eligible for
coverage. It is not their fault. They are
professional people, farm people, school-
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teachers, and many other groups. Itisa
rather difficult problem to include all
of them without requiring any coverage.

I believe it should be stated for the
Recorp that the bill before the Senate
would reduce the required coverage from
six quarters in a 1}5-year period to three
quarters. That would take in 400,000
people.

It was brought out in the testimony
before the committee that there would
be between 134 and 2 million people who
would be affected if we were to remove
all restrictions. As stated, it would cost
$800 million.

I believe we should keep in mind that
the 400,000 people who would be included
on the basis of the reduction to 3-quar-
ter-period coverage would cost $160 mil-
lion. So, there would be quite an addi-
tional cost.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lone] brought this matter up. I entered
into the discussion. It is a problem that
needs to be looked into. The Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Proury]l has
brought this problem to the attention
of the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the
colloquy that I had with the Secretary
of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Mr. Celebrezze, be-
ginning on page 97 and ending on page
99 of the transcript of the hearings, be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the colloquy
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Senator Caruson, I am interested in your
proposal, that Senator Lone went into. You
are opening up a field here, are you not, that
is going to be new in this program when you
take in those people T0 years old and older
by really reducing the coverage required?

Secretary CeELEBREZZE. That again was in-
cluded by the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee. The committee voted to put that in.

Senator CarLson, Did the Department rec-
ommend this?

Secretary CELEBREZZE. No, the Department
did not recommend it, but when 1t was voted
in, we didn’t oppose it.

Senator CarLson. You are not opposed to it
now, if we include it?

Secretary CELEBREZZE. No.

Senator Carrson, It is an interesting sug-
gestion, and I can see great possibilities. I
share the views of Senator Loneg.

Secretary CELEBREZZE. I can defend the po-
sition of the committee more in this instance
than I could defend Senator LonG's proposal,
because these individuals have been covered.
They all have had some social security cover-
age. They didn't have six quarters, but some
had five, some had four and some had three,
and the Ways and Means Committee drew
the line there; they sald anybody in this age
group with three quarters of coverage should
get benefits. Senator Lownc would give peo-
ple that don't have any coverage, any quar-
ters of coverage, the benefits, So there is a
distinction between the two.

Senator CarLson. This is very true. There
is a distinetion but isn't the next logical step
to include them?

Senator BENNETT. You would make it
covered with two quarters of coverage, one
quarter of coverage, and then 24 hours of
coverage, s0 that there is a token obedience
to the principle established in the law. But
we have already passed the point where——

Secretary Crresrezze, Except that in the
long run you are getting almost complete
coverage under the social security program
for years ahead, so that almost everyone will
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have contributed to the program Ilong
enough to be insured even when the re-
quirement becomes 10 years of coverage.

Senator Carnson. It seems to me that is
an argument why they should be included,
because that group of people is gradually
going out, and they are folks who had no
opportunity to get under the soclal security
program. I am thinking of the self-em-
ployed. I am thinking of people in agricul-
ture. They contribute to the cost of these
programs indirectly. This is not just a tax
burden on the employer and employee. It
is a burden on the consumers in this coun-
try. It séems to me that——

Secretary CeLeprezze. Most of these peo-
ple that you are referring to are under some
sort of State program. The moneys to pay
benefits to them would have to come out of
general revenue funds; they couldn’'t come
out of social security trust funds. So in
most instances what you would be doing is
substituting Federal funds for State funds,
since many of them are drawing some sort of
assistance under a State plan.

Mr. BaLr. Senator, you might want for
the record some figures to illustrate what
the Becretary was just saying. The effec-
tiveness of soclal security coverage now
among the aged has gone so far that the
group we are talking about has gotten small-
er and smaller. We are now dealing with a
problem of from 13; to 2 million people, de-
pending upon just what group you would
blanket in, Within the group 800,000 to
900,000 are receiving old-age assistance from
the States. Blanketing in at the minimum
social security benefit would not remove very
many of those people from the assistance
roles. We estimate maybe 180,000 might ac-
tually be removed. Most of them would be
Just getting their money partly from one
source and partly from another, and still
would have to be on State old-age assist-
ance, and would have partly shifted their
source of support from the Federal-State
program to an entirely general revenue pro-
gram of the Federal Government.

What I am trying to say is that the situa-
tion has changed quite a lot since the old
days, in this issue of blanketing in. I think
there was perhaps more merit to the idea
at an earller stage and that now we are get-
ting to a very diminishing situation.

Senator CarLsoN. Now, you are golng to
put 400,000 in that would qualify under this
proposal,

Mr. Barn. The three-quarters provision;
yes.

Senator CarnsonN. That is right; 400,000,

Mr. BarLL. As the Secretary said, we didn't
really recommend that, although we are not
opposing it.

Senator CarrsoN, Now, I notice if it passed
it would cost 0.01 percent—I don't know
too much about percentages. How much is
that in dollars?

Mr, BarL. $160 million in the first year.

There iz another aspect, Senator, that I
think you might want to keep in mind in
relation to any blanketing-in proposal, and
that is that what the House provided is a
transitional provision. The idea was that
these older people are in the situation that
they are in because their occupations, or
thelr husbands' occupations, weren't under
social security soon enough. But they are a
disappearing group. The provision wasn't
made a permanent provision, and it would
wash out after a time.

Senator CarLson. Of course, when we orig-
inally put them in, we put them in whether
they had any coverage or not, I mean any
contribution. We blanketed in a great many
of them at the beginning of this program.

Mr. Barr. No, Senator. People have al-
ways had to have some coverage under social
security, to get benefits. The minimum has
been a year and a half—six quarters.

Senator CarrLson. Now, this 400,000 is go-
ing to cost $160 million. How many others



1964

would there be eligible if we just took all of
them in, say, 1 million—was the figure?

Mr. ConEn. Senator, I would like to point
out that what the Ways and Means Com-
mittee did on this amendment was to say
that anybody who did have some quarters of
coverage could be brought in because their
benefits could reasonably be financed out of
the regular social security income. They did
not vote to broaden it to people who had no
quarters of coverage, because our recom-
mendation was that benefits for those people
had to come out of general revenues.

I think that is the biggest distinction here,
as the Secretary sald. People who have some
quarters of coverage, these people with three,
four, and five, could be brought under and
the cost of their benefits would be met out
of the social security taxes. If you go fur-
ther and extend it to people who have no
quarters of coverage—who never have con-
tributed anything—then logically you would
have to pay that cost out of general revenues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
ProuTyl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1250. 3

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
‘amendment will be stated.

The LeEcISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed,
at the end of the bill, to insert the follow-
ing new section: “Coverage for Doctors
of Medicine.”

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered, and the amend-
‘ment will be printed in the REcorb.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill insert the following
new section:

““COVERAGE FOR DOCTORS OF MEDICINE

“Sec. 9. (a) (1) Section 211(c) (5) of the
Social Security Act is amended to read as
follows:

“#+(5) The performance of service by an in-
dividual in the exercise of his profession as
a Christian Science practitioner.’”

{2) Section 211(c) of such Aet is further
amended by striking out the last two sen-
tences and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: ‘““The provisions of paragraph (4)
or (5) shall not apply to service (other than
service performed by a member of a religious
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a
member of such order) performed by an
individual during the period for which a cer-
tificate filed by him under section 1402(e)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 is in
effect.”

(3) Section 210(a) (8) (C) (iv) of such Act
is amended by inserting before the semicolon
at the end thereof the following: “, other
than as a medical or dental intern or a medi-
cal or dental resident in training”.

(4) Section 210(a)(13) of such Act is
amended by striking out all that follows the
first semicolon.

(b) (1) Section 1402(c) (5) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 10564 (relating to definition
of trade or business) is amended to read as
follows:

“(5) the performance of service by an in-
dividual in the exercise of his profession as
a Christian Sclence practitioner.”

(2) Section 1402(c) of such Code is further
amended by striking out the last two sen-
tences and Inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “The provisions of paragraph (4)
or (5) shall not apply to service (other than
service performed by a member of a religious
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a
member of such order) performed by an in-
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dividual during the period for which a cer-
tificate filed by him under subsection (e) is
in effect.”

(3) (A) Section 1402(e) (1) of such Code
(relating to filing of walver certificate by
ministers, members of religious orders, and
Christian Sclence practitioners) is'amended
by striking out “extended to service” and all
that follows and inserting in lieu thereof
“extended to service described in subsection
(c)(4) or (¢) (5) performed by him."”

(B) Clause (A) of section 1402(e)(2) of
such Code (relating to time for filing waiver
certificate) is amended to read as follows:
“(A) the due date of the return (including
any extension thereof) for his second tax-
able year ending after 1954 for which he has
net earnings from self-employment (com-
puted without regard to subsections (c) (4)
and (c)(5)) of 8400 or more, any part of
which was derived from the performance of
service described in subsection (c)(4) or
(e) (5); or”. .

(4) Section 8121(b)(6)(C)(iv) of such
Code (relating to definition of employment)
is amended by inserting before the semi-
colon at the end thereof the following: *,
other than as a medical or dental intern or
a medical or dental resident in training”.

(5) Section 8121(b) (18) of such Code is
amended by striking out all that follows the
first semicolon.

(c) The amendments made by paragraphs
(1) and (2) of subsection (a), and by para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (b),
shall apply only with respect to taxable years
ending after December 31, 1964. The amend-
ments made by paragraphs (3) and (4) of
subsection (a), and by paragraphs (4) and
(6) of subsection (b), shall apply only with
respect to services performed after 1964.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Rie1-
coFFl, and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarx] be added as cospon-
sors of the amendment.

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Sen-
ator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirsl,
the Senator from Washington [Mr. JAck-
son], and the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskie] are also cosponsors of this
amendment.

The only group of professional people
not covered by social security is self-
employed physicians.

And to the best of my knowledge the
only reason this inequitable situation
exists is that the American Medical As-
sociation opposes this coverage.

The Senate Finance Committee Re-
port, in explaining the committee’s de-
cision to delete the section of the House
bill extending this coverage to doctors,
states:

The provision in the House bill extending
coverage to self-employed physicians has
been deleted because the natlonal assocla-
tion representing 70 percent of the physl-
cians in the United States has, once again,
indicated to the committee its opposition to
the inclusion of self-employed physicians.

The same reason was given in 1960,
when the Finance Committee deleted a
similar House provision.

Now, I have been following this mat-
ter since my first year in the Senate,
1959, during which I introduced legisla-
tion to provide social security insurance
for physicians.
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I do not think that AMA opposition is
sufficient reason to deprive thousands of
physicians and their families of the basic
social security coverage that they want
and which is available to millions of
other Americans.

There is substantial and strong evi-
dence that the AMA is not speaking for
most doctors. Polls have been taken or
resolutions passed by the medical socie-
ties in 26 States and the District of Co-
lumbia, and I ask unanimous consent to
have a chart covering the polling of these
27 State medical societies inserted in the
ReEecorp at the coneclusion of my remarks.

In 18 of these States and in the Dis-
triet of Columbia a clear majority of the
doctors support social security coverage.

For example, in Connecticut 1,391
support and 504 oppose it, a percentage
in favor of slightly over 73 percent.

In Rhode Island, 70 percent and in
Vermont 65 percent have expressed a
preference for social security coverage.

In the District of Columbia, 550 physi-
cians favor and 192 are opposed. This
is a percentage in favor of 74.

The States where social security cov-
erage is supported include the more
populous in the country, such as my own
State of Connecticut, New York, Cali-
fornia, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania,
and Ohio.

In the AMA house of delegates, these
States are represented by 110 votes out
of the total of 202,

This is a clear majority of the house of
delegate votes and it would remain so
even if the 24 States not yet polled all
vote against coverage.

To date; in only eight States doctors
have opposed social security coverage.

There is other evidence that substanti-
ates the results I have cited. Two highly
respected, independent medical publica-
tions have conducted national polls.
Medical Economies, in October of 1958,
reported that 56 percent of the doctors
responding favored social security cover-
age.

Medical Tribune, in July of 1961, re-
ported that 57.7 percent of the doctors
who responded favored this coverage.

But in spite of all this evidence, or
perhaps because of it, the AMA has
steadfastly refused to complete a poll of
all of its members on this question, even
though the medical societies of a number
of States have asked that a State-by-
State survey be carried through to a con-
clusion.,

The reasons given for this by the AMA
are that a poll “would be subject to great
error in that it presupposed equal knowl-
edge on the part of all polled” and that
“it would create inflexible policy state-
ments and would endanger the usefulness
of the house of delegates.”

I ask my colleagues what could be
more “inflexible” than an identical ex-
pression of policy year after year after
yvear and what could render the house
of delegates less useful than to persist
in misrepresenting the views of its mem-
bers, or to refuse to get an accurate
sounding of membership opinion?

If the AMA wishes to give substance
and respectability to its opposition, it
should encourage the completion of a
nationwide poll. Failing this, however, I
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think Congress has no choice but to pro-
ceed on the basis of the facts available to
it.

And these facts point to a desire by a
majority of doctors and their families to
have social security coverage.

If I were not convinced that this is so,
I would not be on the Senate floor to-
day urging my colleagues to restore the
section of the bill extending coverage to
self-employed physicians.

There are many reasons why self-em-
ployed doctors should be covered if they
wish it.

During the hearings before the Senate
Finance Committee there was some dis-
cussion of this aspect, indeed the most
important aspect, of the problem.

My able colleague from Connecticut
[Mr. RieicorF! questioned the AMA rep-
resentative at some length concerning
the value of social security coverage to
the wives and children of doctors.

I would like to quote just a part of this
exchange:

Question. Don't you think that the widows
and orphans of doctors are entitled to as
much protection as the widows and orphans
of dentists and architects and day laborers
and clerks and plumbers? Don't you think
that the family of doctors are entitled to

protection?

Answer. Well, you put this agaln on an
emotional basis.

Question. I am not putting it on an emo-
tional basis at all, Doctor. I am putting it
on a very practical basls that covers every
widow and every orphan of every occupation
and protection in America with the exception
of doctors, and I am just asking you why
there should be a difference to those widows
and those orphans.

Answer. Well, theoretically there shouldn’t
be any difference, but as I said, we are look-
ing at the practical overall picture with re-
spect to a tax program. This is, I belleve,
the reason why the American Medical As-
sociation House of Delegates has taken a
stand against it as a practical measure, not-
withstanding the existence of cases that
would involve a great deal of sympathetic
emotion.

Mr. President, there are millions of
people in this country who have sur-
vivorship under the social security pro-
gram.

Wives and children of men in just
about every conceivable occupation
know that should tragedy strike they
will be able to count on income from this
source,

But the wives and children of the ap-
proximately 170,000 self-employed phy-
sicians who would be covered by my
amendment, and section 8 of the House
bill, are being arbitrarily excluded from
social security survivorship benefits.

So what happens to the widow of a
young doctor, with one or two or three
children? Frequently a doctor 35 or 40
years old has not been in private practice
long enough to make adequate provision
on his own for his family, so the widow
has neither private nor social security
benefits to fall back on.

The AMA admits this is an unfortu-
nate situation, but it is unwilling to per-
mit a modest step in the direction of try-
ing to meet this problem, this terrible
gap in our social security system.

Another interesting argument made
against coverage is that physicians do
not retire at the age of 65. All I will say
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in answer to that is perhaps more of
them would if they could afford to do so.

Some private income plus basic social
security benefits may in many cases give
a self-employed doctor a large enough
potential retirement income so that he
will feel he is able financially to retire at
65 or 66 or 70, and enjoy a few leisure
hours during his remaining years.

Each year more and more people can
count on social security benefits and
other retirement income once they reach
the age of 65. Social security is an in-
tegral part of most people’s retirement
plans. Why should it not be so for doe-
tors as well?

One final point that I want to make in
support of this amendment is that pres-
ently between 35 and 45 percent of all
medical doctors either have earned or
are now earning social security credits,
as a result of service in the Armed
Forces, or as salaried employees of vari-
ous enterprises.

Ironically, doctors employed by the
AMA and its affiliate societies are
covered and this may even include some
of the members of the house of dele-
gates which has so consistently opposed
coverage for self-employed doctors.

Some of the self-employed physicians
are in the position of having contributed
to social security for a number of quar-
ters. But once they open up their own
practice they are denied the opportunity
to continue and build up enough eredits
50 that they can retire or leave survivor-
ship benefits should they die at an early
age.

It is about time that we in the Con-
gress take the initiative, make a judg-
ment on the basis of the available infor-
mation, and close this gap in social secu-
rity coverage without any further delay.

I hope my colleagues will agree with
me on the merits of this amendment and
restore it to H.R. 11380.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., Mr. Presi-
dent, 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. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Dobp].

Does the Senator from Louisiana yield
back his time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield back

my time.
Mr. DODD. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Connecticut.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to,
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment which I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp without reading. I shall
explain it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the amendment offered by
the Senator from Minnesota will be
printed in the REcorp.

The amendment offered by Mr. Hum-
PHREY is as follows:

At the proper place in the bill, add the
following:

Sec. 19. (a) (1) Section 223(a)(1)(B) of
the Boclal Security Act is amended to read
as follows:

“(B) in the case of any individual (other
than an individual whose disability is blind-
ness, as defined in subsection (c)(2)), has
not attained the age of 65,”. (2) Subsection
(a) (1) of section 223 of such Act is amended
by striking out “the month in which he at-
tains age 65" and inserting in lleu thereof
“in the case of any individual (other than
an individual whose disability is blindness,
as defined in subsection (c)(2)), the month
in which he attains age 65".

(3) That part of paragraph (2) of section
223(a) of such Act which precedes subpara-
graph (A) thereof is amended by Inserting
immediately after “(if a man)" the follow-
ing: “, and (in the case of any individual
whose disability is blindness, as defined in
subsection (¢) (2)) as though he were a fully
insured individual,”.

(b) (1) Paragraph (1) of subsection (¢)
of section 223 of such Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “(other than an individ-
ual whose disability is blindness, as defined
in paragraph (2))" after “An individual™;

d

an

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “An individual whose
disability is blindness (as defined in para-
graph (2)) shall be insured for disability in-
surance benefits in any month if he had not
less than six quarters of coverage before the
quarter in which such month occurs.”.

(2) Paragraph (2) of subsection (e¢) of
section 223 of such Act is amended by strik-
ing out the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: “The term ‘disability’
means (A) inability to engage In any sub-
stantial gainful activity by reason of any
medically determinable physical or mental
impairment which can be expected to result
in death or to be of long-continued and
indefinite duration, or (B) blindness. The
term ‘blindness’ means central visual aculty
of 20/200 or less in the better eye with the
use of correcting lenses, or visual acuity
greater than 20/200 if accompanied by a lim-
itation in the flelds of vision such that the
widest diameter of the visual field subtends
an angle no greater than twenty degrees.”.

(c) (1) The first sentence of section 216
(1) (1) of such Act is amended by striking
out “(B)" and all that follows, and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: “(B) blind-
ness (as defined in section 223(c)(2)).”

(2) The second sentence of such section
216(1) (1) 1s hereby repealed.

(d) The first sentence of section 222(b) (1)
of such Act is amended by inserting “(other
than such an individual whose disability is
blindness, as defined in section 223(c) (2))"”
after “an individual entitled to disability in-
surance benefits”,

Sec. 2. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall apply only with re-
spect to monthly benefits under title II of
the Social Security Act for months after the
month in which this Act is enacted, on the
basis of applications for such benefits filed
in or after such month,

DISABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE BLIND

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my
amendment would liberalize the Federal
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disability insurance program for persons
who are now blind—and, perhaps even of
greater importance—it would make dis-
ability insurance payments more readily
available to more persons who become
blind at the time when blindness occurs.

My amendment would do the follow-

ing:

First. It would incorporate the gen-
e recognized and widely used defini-
tion of blindness into the provisions of
the disability insurance law; that is,
blindness is central visional acuity of
20/200 or less in the better eye with cor-
recting lenses, or visual acuity greater
than 20/200 if accompanied by a limita-
tion in the field of vision such that the
widest diameter of the visual field sub-
tends an angle no greater than 20 de-
grees.

Second. It would allow any person who
meets this definition in visual loss, and
who has worked in social security cov-
ered employment for a year and a half—
six quarters—to qualify for disability
cash benefits.

Third. It would allow persons who
meet the above requirements in meas-
urable sightlessness and length of time
in covered employment to draw disability
benefits, and to continue to draw them, so
long as they remain blind—and irrespec-
tive of their income or earnings, if they
are fortunate enough to be employed.

This amendment seeks to make the
disability insurance program a true in-
surance program against the economic
catastrophe of blindness, against the eco-
nomic disadvantages which result when
blindness occurs in the life of a working-
man.

Under present law, a person who is
blind and unable to secure social secu-
rity covered work for 5 years, cannot
qualify for disability insurance pay-
ments. Reducing the present require-
ment from 20 to 6 quarters would be a
much more reasonable and realistic re-
quirement for people who, though often-
times well qualified for gainful work, still
encounter much difficulty in obtaining
any work at all.

Under existing law, a worker who be-
comes blind but has not worked for 5
years in covered employment is denied
the sustaining support of disability in-
surance payments at a time when his
whole world has collapsed, when disaster
has terminated his earnings and dimin-
ished his earning power, and he is faced
with surrendering dignity and self-pride
and applying for public or private char-
ity—hardly a sound basis upon which to
rebuild a shattered life; hardly the basis
for instilling self-confidence and reviving
hope—so essential as the first step in re-
habilitation and restoration to normal
life and productive livelihood.

Under existing law, a person who is
blind and earns but the meagerest of in-
come, is denied disability insurance pay-
ments on the ground that even the
meagerest earnings indicate such person
is not disabled—or sufficiently disabled
in the eyes of the law—+to qualify for dis-
ability payments.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President. the
economiec consequences of blindness exist,
and they continue to exist, even though
a blind person is employed and earning,
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and these economic consequences are ex-
pensive to the blind person who has the
will and the courage to compete in a pro-
fession or a business with sighted people,
who must live and work in a society
structured for sighted people.

Adoption of this amendment would
provide a minimum floor of financial
security to the person who must live and
work without sight, who must pay a price
in dollars and cents for wanting and dar-
ing to function in equality with sighted
men.

I have discussed this amendment with
the Senator from Louisiana. I hope he
will take it to conference.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, we are willing to have it considered
in conference.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a
question?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. From what source
does this particular standard come?

Mr. HUMPHREY. From medical
sources, the Institute for the Blind.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Institute for the
Bméd? recommends that this standard be
use

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Minnesota yield back his
time?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield back
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is an agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HUMPHREY].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I of-
fer the amendment which I send to the
desk. I ask unanimous consent that the
rea.dinh g of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment offered by the
Senator from Minnesota will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment offered by Mr. Mc-
CarTHY is as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

“PROVISIONS RELATING TO COVERAGE FOR DOC-
TORS OF MEDICINE

“Sec. 19. (a) (1) Bection 211(c) is amended
(A) by striking out “or” at the end of para-
graph (4) thereof, and (B) by striking out
paragraph (5) thereof, and inserting in lieu
of such paragraph (5) the following:

“*(6) The performance of service by an
individual in the exercise of his profession
as a Christlan Science practitioner; or

“!(6) The performance of service by an
individual in the exercise of his profession
as a doctor of medicine.’

“(2) Section 211(c) of such Act is further
amended by striking out the last two sen-
tences and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: ‘The provisions of paragraph (4) or
(5] shall not s.pply to service (other than
service performed by a member of a religious
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a
member of such order) performed by an in-
dividual during the period for which a cer-
tificate filed by him under section 1402(e)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is in

effect. The provisions of paragraph (8) shall
not apply to service performed by an indi-

vidual (i) during the period for which a cer-
tificate filed by him under section 1402(h)
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of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is in
effect, or (1) after December 31, 1964, if such
service 1s performed by an individual who
did not perform service in the exercise of his
profession as a doctor of medicine on or prior
to December 31, 1964,

*“(8) Section 210(a) (6) (C) (iv) of such
Act is amended by inserting before the semi-
colon at the end thereof the following: °,
other than as a medical or dental intern or a
medical or dental resident in training’.

“(4) Section 210 (a) (13) of such Act is
amended by striking out all that follows the
first semicolon.

“(b) (1) Section 1402(c) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition
of trade or business) is amended (A) by strik-
ing out ‘or’ at the end of paragraph (4)
thereof, and (B) by striking out paragraph
(5) thereof, and inserting in lleu of such
paragraph (5) the following:

*“‘(5) the performance of service by an
individual in the exercise of his profession
as a Christian Science practitioner;

*“‘(8) the performance of service by an in-
dividual in the exercise of his profession as a
doctor of medicine.’

“(2) Section 1402 (c) of such Code is fur-
ther amended by striking out the last two
sentences and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: ‘The provisions of paragraph (4)
or (5) shall not apply to service (other than
service performed by a member of a religious
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a
member of such order) performed by an in-
dividual during the period for which a cer-
tificate filed by him under subsection (e) is
in effect. The provisions of paragraph (6)
shall not apply to service performed by an
individual (i) during the period for which
a certificate filed by him under subsection (h)
is in effect, or (ii) after December 31, 1964,
if such service is performed by an individual
who did not perform service in the exercise
of his profession as a doctor of medicine on
or prior to December 31, 1064."

“(8) (A) Section 1042(e) (1) of such Code
(relating to filing of walver certificate by
ministers, members of religious orders, and
Christian Secience practitioners) is amended
by striking out ‘extended to service' and all
that follows and inserting in lieu thereof
‘extended to service described in subsection
(¢) (4) or (c)(5) performed by him.

“(B) Clause (A) of section 1402(e) (2) of
such Code (relating to time for filing walver
certificate) is amended to read as follows:
‘(A) the due date of the return (including
any extension thereof) for his second tax-
able year ending after 1954 for which he has
net earnings from self-employment (com-
puted without regard to subsections (c) (4)
and (c¢)(5)) of $400 or more, any part of
which was derived from the performance of
service described in subsection (c)(4) or
(e) (5); or’,

“(4) Bection 8121(b)(6)(C)(iv) of such
Code (relating to definition of employment)
is amended by inserting before the semicolon
at the end thereof the following: °, other
than as a medical or dental intern or a medi-
cal or dental resident in training’.

“(5) Section 3121(b)(18) of such Code is
amended by striking out all that follows the
first semicolon.

“(c) Sectlon 1402 of such Code is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection:

“*(h) Doctors of Medicine.—

“*(1) Wailver certificate.—~Any individual
who is a doctor of medicine and who did not
attain age 35 on or before December 31, 1964,
may file a certificate (in such form and man-
ner, and with such official, as may be pre-
scribed by regulations made under this chap-
ter) certifying that he elects to have the
insurance system established by title IT of
the Soclal Security Act extended to service
described in subsection (c¢) (6) which is per-
formed by him.
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“4(2) Time for filing certificate—Any in-
dividual who desires to file a certificate pur-
suant to paragraph (1) must file such cer-
tificate on or before the due date of the re-
turn (including any extension thereof) for
his second taxable year ending after 1964 for
which he has net earnings from self-employ-
ment. (computed without regard to subsec-
tion (ec)(6)) of $400 or more, any part of
which was derived from the performance of
service by him in the exercise of his profes-
slon as a doctor of medicine.

*“1(3) Effective date of certificate—A cer-
tificate filed pursuant to this subsection shall
be effective for the taxable year immediately
preceding the earliest taxable year for which,
at the time the certificate is filed, the period
for filing a return (including any extension

. .thereof) has not expired, and for all succeed-
ing taxable years; except that, in no case,
shall the certificate be effective for a taxable
year ending prior to 1865. An election made
pursuant to this subsection shall be irre-
vocable.’

“(d) The amendments made by paragraphs
(1) and (2) of subsection (a), and by para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (h),
shall apply only with respect to taxable years
ending after December 31, 1964. The amend-
ments made by paragraphs (3) and (4) of
subsection (a), and by paragraphs (4) and
(5) of subsection (b), shall apply only with
respect to services performed after 1964.”

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, it is
my intention to withdraw the amend-
ment after I have explained its purpose
and contents to the members of the com-
mittee who will be on the conference.

The Senate has rejected the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr, Doppl, which would have
restored the House language fo provide
social security coverage for doctors.
‘While I was quite willing to support the
extension of coverage under the terms
of the Senator’s amendment and under
the terms of the House bill, I propose in
my amendment something short of com-
plete coverage. My amendment is re-
lated to the same issue, but it proposes
to take a middle position between com-
pulsory coverage for all doctors and leav-
ing the issue wholly unresolved. It would
extend coverage to doctors who, we have
reason to believe, would like to be cov-

“ered under the social security program.

The amendment provides three things.

It provides mandatory coverage for all
doctors who will engage in the practice
of medicine after December 31, 1964.
Each doctor who was licensed and en-
tered the practice of medicine after De-
cember 31, 1964, would be subject to so-
cial security coverage. Approximately
8,000 doctors are admitted to the prac-
tice of medicine each year. Over a period
of years practically all of them would be
covered.

Second, the amendment provides for
voluntary coverage of any doctor who is
in practice before December 31, 1964, but
who is not 35 years of age by that date.
So the younger doctors under 35 would be
given the privilege of taking out or re-
jecting social security coverage. If they
came into the program at that age, they
would be in the program and would be
paying into it over most of their life-
time.

Third, the amendment would extend
coverage to services performed by medi-
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cal or dental interns, the same as the
House bill.

The amendment makes no change in
the present status of doctors who would

‘be 35 years or over on December 31, 1964.

I believe this is the orderly way in
which to bring doctors under social secu-
rity coverage. It would leave older doc-
tors, who through the years have indi-
cated opposition to being included in the
social security program, free to provide
their own pension programs and security
for themselves and their families. At
the same time, it would open the way to
younger doctors who may be aware of
the benefits of social security and who
may be willing to make their contribu-
tions and to share in the benefits of the
social security program.

Since I intend to withdraw the amend-
ment, T hope the conferees, who will be
free to propose this measure or some
other compromise in conference with the
House, will give attention to my recom-
mendations. I hope this proposal will
be their last line of retreat.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Why does the Senator
think the House will be free to take this
?mendment if the Senate does not adopt

t?

Mr. McCARTHY. The House bill
covered all doctors, so one-half or one-
third or one-fourth of the doctors could
be covered in conference. We could go
all the way with the House. We could
accept the House decision, which extends
coverage to all doctors.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The matter
of medical coverage will be in conference
as matters now stand. The House passed
a bill which put all doctors under social
security. The chairman of the commit-
tee, the BSenator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpnl, moved in committee that doctors
should not be covered. He feels strongly
about this matter. The committee sus-
tained the chairman by a very substan-
tial vote. So this is a matter that will
be in conference.

In some respects Senators who voted
for the medicare measure should be glad
to have it in conference, because it will
furnish a way to yield on some House
proposals, if we are to get a medicare
measure, for which the Senate has voted
but for which the House has not voted.

The Senator from Minnesota has made
a constructive suggestion to resolve the
impasse between the House and Senate
with respect to the coverage of doctors.
I shall see to it that the conferees con-
sider a possible solution of this problem
at such time as the bill goes to confer-
ence.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator briefly
tell me the main argument which is ad-
vanced for not covering doctors?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The reason
why I voted against covering doctors un-
der social security in committee is that
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every doctor in my State with whom I
have talked is opposed to it. Doctors in
my State do not want it. The position of
the medical association in my State and
the official position of the American
Medical Association is in opposition to an
extension of coverage to doctors. If we
wait a while, after doctors have thought
about it and observed the program in op-
eration, they will come to the same con-
clusion that many lawyers did. After
the lawyers thought about it and saw
what it was doing, they decided that they
would be for it. I remember that the
Bar Association of Cleveland, Ohio, sev-
eral years ago, when the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Younc] was one of the out-
standing lawyers there, decided to hold
a debate on the question.

I believe two lawyers spoke for the
proposal and two lawyers against it.
They debated the pros and cons. Then
they voted on it, and the vote was unani-
mous in favor of covering lawyers. I
understand that even the two lawyers
who spoke against it in the debate voted
in favor of it. The lawyers voted that
way after they saw how the program was
operating.

So after the doctors see this program
in operation they will also want to be
covered by social security.

However, in my judgment they do not
agree on it now. Therefore, why should
I vote to put the doctors of my State
under social security, on a compulsory
basis, when all the information available
to me is that they do not want it?

The experience of the Senator from
Connecticut is different, I agree, as he
has so well explained. That is not the
situation in Louisiana. It is not the
situation in Virginia, as the distin-
guished chairman of the committee
knows. That is not the situation in other
States, as Senators from those States
see it.

The subject will be in conference.
Perhaps the proposal of the Senator
from Minnesota might resolve the ques-
tion. However, it would be better to
have a free conference on the issue, the
House having taken one position and the
Senate the other, rather than to have
our hands tied.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Dopopl is completely
right in the position he takes, even
though he was voted down. It is prob-
ably true that some medical organiza-
tions are opposed to coverage, buf there
are a great many individual doctors, in-
cluding doctors in my own State, to
whom I have spoken about this subject,
who are in favor of coverage. They
have written to me, urging that they be
included under social security.

Of course, they can come in on a
voluntary basis if they wish to come in,
can they not?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No; not now.

Mr. MORSE. On the basis of self-
employment?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Not now.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I
have received a number of requests from
doctors in my State, asking that they be
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permitted to come in on a voluntary
basis. A great many of them do not
wish to be forced into joining. They
would like to come in, if they could, on
a voluntary basis, but not on a manda-
tory basis.

Mr. MORSE. Why does not the prin-
ciple of self-employment on a voluntary
basis apply to doctors?

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina.
They are included in the bill.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If doctors
wish to come in under social security,
they can usually find a way. They can
incorporate a clinic and work for the
clinie, and come in on that basis. Doc-
tors employed by an institution covered
by social security come under the system.

However, at this time it appears that
doctors are not in favor of being covered,
and the official position of the American
Medical Association is that they are not
in favor of it. In my State they are
planning to take a poll in the near fu-
ture, I understand. The evidence in this
matter is inconclusive at this time.

In my judgment, if we wait a little
longer, doctors will be asking us to cover
them. I do not see why we should force
something on someone if he does not
want it. We are not convinced that a
majority of the doctors want to be
covered.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask a
procedural question of either the Senator
from Minnesota or the Senator from
Louisiana. Would the conferees have
the authority, in view of the fact that
the House has provided complete cov-
erage in the bill, to adopt a proposal
which would allow doctors to be covered
voluntarily if they wished to be covered
voluntarily? In other words, could the
conference committee modify the legis-
lation so that voluntary coverage could
be allowed?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my im-
pression, with regard to doctors, that we
could do almost anything. The House
has taken one extreme position, by cov-
ering all of them, and the Senate has
taken the other extreme position, by cov-
ering none of them.

Mr. MORSE. I hope that the con-
ference at least will go along with a
modification of the bill to provide for
voluntary coverage. I believe that the
doectors who wish to be covered on a vol-
untary basis are entitled to be covered
on that basis until the other doctors, to
whom the Senator from Louisiana has
referred, make up their minds to change
their minds.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. With this
particular provision being open to com-
promise in every possible direction, the
House is in an extremely favorable po-
sition, because we shall have to ask the
House to take 36 Senate amendments,
whereas we have taken only about 4 pro-
visions of the House out of the bill.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the
testimony of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare on this subject
was:

More than half of the physicians in private
practice today have some social security
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credits on the basis of work other than as
a self-employed doctor or through military
service.

It would be a good beginning to provide
compulsory coverage of all new doctors,
as they come into practice, and to leave
it on a voluntary basis for the younger
members of the profession. This way
also avoids a situation in which some of
the older doctors would receive great
benefits although making social security
payments only a few years just before
retirement.

Mr. McNAMARA. Isitnota fact that
if the Senate accepts the amendment of
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobopl, to include all doetors, it would
not result in a net cost to the social secu-
rity fund, because the statistics indicate
that if we take in all doctors regardless
of age, they will about pay their own
way?

Mr. McCARTHY. They would be pay-
ing at the top bracket. Taking them
probably would strengthen the social
security fund.

Mr. McNAMARA. I point out that a
majority of the doetors in Michigan in
a statewide secret poll went on record
as favoring coverage for doctors under
the social security system. That is true
not only of Michigan, but of many other
States.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. HART. I regret very much that
the Senate rejected the amendment pro-
posed by the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Doppl. I voted for it.
As my senior colleague from Michigan
indicated, the Dodd approach is sound.
In 1960 I introduced a bill similar to the
proposal of the Senator from Connecti-
cut, which would have provided for com-
pulsory social security coverage of all
doctors. It was S. 2739. I hope very
much that before the Senate closes what
has been an otherwise very productive
session, we shall have on the books a
statute which, if not providing for the
coverage of all doctors, at least will open
the door to what I feel sure will be the
majority wish of the physicians of Amer-
ica, namely, that they be permitted to en-
joy the benefits and protections of social
security. The Senate having failed to
adopt the Dodd amendment, I would
support the McCarthy amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, has the Senator withdrawn his
amendment?

Mr., McCARTHY.
drawn it yet.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. Iyield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I voted against the
inclusion of doctors when this matter
was before the Committee on Finance,
because a vote taken by the Illinois State
Medical Society showed that approxi-
mately 3,300 doctors were opposed to in-
clusion, as compared with fewer than
2,800 in favor of inclusion.

Since the day the committee voted on
this amendment additional information

I have not with-
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has been brought to my attention which
I did not know at that time. This in-

formation is that a supervised poll was

taken in 1960 under the auspices of the
Honest Ballot Association. Iassume that
this is the Honest Ballot Association
which has its headquarters in New York,
and which I know to be a highly repu-
table group.

They took a mail ballot referendum of
the physicians of all ages, including
staff physicians, who were registered in
the State of Illinois.

I have before me the result of the poll,
which, I repeat, has only recently come
to my attention.

Of the 11,942 ballots which were
mailed, 5,967 ballots were returned and
tabulated.

The Honest Ballot Association certi-
fies that the following is the true and
accurate count of the 5,967 ballots:

The question was: Should physicians
be included in the Federal social secu-
rity program?

According to the Honest Ballot Asso-
ciation, the vote was: Yes, 3,964. No,
1,962, Blank, 41.

This would mean that slightly more
than two-thirds of those who expressed
themselves voted affirmatively.

The vote reported by the Illinois Med-
ical Association was approximately 45
percent for and 55 percent against.

There is additional information that
I think should be known. We have
checked with the American Medical As-
sociation, and they in turn checked with
the Illinois Medical Society, on the way
in which the Illinois poll was conducted.
I am informed that each county repre-
sentative of the Illinois Medical Asso-
ciation mailed ballots to the doctors in
his county. Those ballots were num-
bered. They were returned to the county
representatives, who tabulated the re-
sults and sent them to the central office
in Chicago. So there would be a means
of identifying the replies. I do not quite
know whether this violated the principle
of a secret ballot. I am informed that
there was no such identification of the
ballots sent out by the Honest Ballot
Association.

In view of these new facts, if there had
been a rolleall, I would have reversed the
position that I took in the Committee on
Finance and would have voted for ‘the
inclusion of the doctors. I hope that
some such arrangement may be included
in the bill which comes from confer-
ence, or that some compromise arrange-
ment, such as that proposed by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY]
may be adopted.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Illinois may be sure that this mat-
ter will be considered in conference.

Does the Senator from Minnesota
withdraw his amendment?

Mr. McCARTHY. I have not done so.
I was waiting to learn how vigorously
the Senator from Louisiana would ad-
vocate this amendment in conference.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This is an
appropriate subject for compromise.
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The Senator has suggested that the pro-

posal might be compromised. If the

Senator from Louisiana is one of the

conferees, he will certainly see to it that

the amendment is considered.

Mr. McCARTHY. Does the Senator
from Louisiana agree that there is
rather strong sentiment in the Senate
at this time in support of the provisions
of my amendment?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, The record
is clear that there is considerable sup-
port in the Senate for including the
amendment, although a majority of the
Senate does not believe doctors should
be included.

I am sure that the Senator from Min-
nesota realizes that in conference the
divergence between the Senate and
House on other matters will be extremely
wide, so much so that I believe we shall
be hard put to get the Senate bill
through conference. But if the bill goes
to conference, the Senator from Min-
nesota may be assured that what he has
suggested will be considered.

Mr. McCARTHY. This amendment
might be the cause of the House con-
ferees accepting the other provisions,
if we take this small step. If the Sena-
tor from Louisiana must make a con-
cession, I hope he will persuade the
House to make a concession with regard
to doctors.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, if it has
not already been placed in the RECORD,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a memorandum entitled
“Fact Sheet for Senators—A Dozen
Sound Reasons Why Congress Should
Include Self-Employed Physicians under
Social Security.” It is dated August 31,
1964, and was issued by the Committee
on Social Security for Physicians, 510
Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. The
memorandum buttresses the position of
the advocates of the amendment.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

A Dozen Sounp Reasons WHY CONGRESS
SHoULD INCLUDE SELF-EMPLOYED PHYSI-
ciaNs UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY
1. Self-employed physicians are the only

group now excluded from social security. It
isn’t fair to deny doctors and their families
the protection which Congress has granted
lawyers, dentists, bankers, business execu-
tives and others.

* 2. Within the medical profession, from

85 to 45 percent of all physicians have earned

or are earning social security credits because

of service in the Armed Forces or as salaried
employees for various enterprises. These
doctors seem quite content to maintain their
eligibility for social security benefits. The
sensible and proper thing to do is to extend
coverage to the entire profession. Why
should a physician be denied this valuable

Federal insurance simply because he earns

his income from prlvat.e pract.lce?

3. A majority of physicians want social
security coverage. This is substantiated by
the results of official polls by numerous State
medical soclieties of the AMA and two na-
tional polls by highly respected medical
publications.

4 Wives of physiclans have a vital stake in
this issue. They are virtually unanimous in
their desire for social security insurance. If
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a young doctor dies, his widow and children
ought to be entitled—like those of other
bereaved families—to the benefits of social
security in their time of need.

5. The AMA’s house of delegates insists
that physicians don't want social security,
although it has never offered evidence to
substantiate this bare assertion. In 1958, it
recommended that State medical socletles
poll their members. However, when the
polls showed a substantial majority of doc-
tors in favor of social security, the AMA
disregarded these findings and discouraged
further polltaking.

6. The AMAs’ house of delegates has never
had a rollcall on this issue. Annually, it
expresses its opposition to social security by
voice vote only. If the delegates were to
vote in accordance with the wishes of phy-
sicians from their respective States, as ex-
pressed in official polls, a resolution endors-
ing social security coverage would command
& clear majority.

7. The AMA’s house of delegates has re-
peatedly refused requests from a number of
State medical societies for a national can-
vass of the membership. Its reply is that a
poll “would be subject to great error in that
it presupposed equal knowledge on the part
of all polled.” AMA officials gratultously in-
sult the Nation's physiclans by implying they
do not have the intelligence to make a sound
judgment on this subject.

8. Despite AMA assertions that physiclans
seldom retire, the fact is that doctors are not
supermen: after age 65, like all of us, they
are prone to illness, disability and some
weakening of their former powers and skills.
There are many elderly physicians who want
to retire, should retire, but can't afford to
retire. Social security would help them solve
this painful dilemma, Furthermore, those
rugged doctors who still have an active prac-
tice at age 72 could continue working and
recelve social security checks in addition to
their regular income.

9. The AMA, by its own admission, repre-
sents hardly more than 70 percent of all U.S.
physicians. Pro social security sentiment is
even more pronounced outside the AMA.
Many doctors have refused to join the AMA
or have withdrawn from its ranks because of
its arrogant disregard of membership opin-
ion on such issues as social security cover-
age.

10. Doctors and their families need social
security protection. Medical societies have
established agencies to help colleagues who
become ill or enfeebled by age, and to pro-
vide help to needy families of deceased phy-
siclans. Why should these unfortunate doc-
tors or their survivors have to rely on charity,
while millions of other Americans, in a sim-
ilar plight, can draw social security pay-
ments as their right?

11. There iz little likelihood that the house
of delegates will have a change of heart
over social security. These delegates, be-
cause they are elected by county and State
conventions, are too removed from pressure
by the individual physician. To withhold so-
cial security from the medical profession un-
til the house of delegates gives its approval
means, in effect, to deny this Federal insur-
ance to doctors and their families for a long
time to come, if not permanently.

12. On the other hand, should the Senate
vote to include self-employed physicians un-
der social security—as the House has already
done—it is quite likely that the AMA’s house
of delegates would adjust to the new devel-
opment without great difficulty. This is
what happened In the case of the American
Bar Association and the American Dental As-
soclation whose opposition to social secu-
rity coverage for their respective professions
was quite as violent as the AMA's,
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Results of State medical society social
security polls

STATES FOR SOCIAL SECURITY (19)

Number

of votes

Btate In favor | Opposed | in AMA

House of

legal

Callfornia ! - oo 635 an2 21
onnectiont. ______ .. . 1,391 504 3
Delaware. .ii.i.vrap v 135 85 1
Distriet of Columbia.__ 550 102 il
Florida 5
1
[
7

4
i3

4
]

11
1

1

1

1
4
2
110

Number

of votes

State Opposed | In favor | in AMA

House of
Delegates
506 167 2
530 406 3

ey i 3,301 2,790 11
Indiana s _.._._. - 246 181 5
Minnesota._ . _. £ 1,080 817 4
Oklahoma._ ... 761 446 2
Virginia__._. 162 138 3
Wisconsin___ 870 854 4
g, LTI | een et | L S 34

1 A 1-in-10 poll by Honest Ballot Association.

? A 1-in-5 poll by Honest Ballot Association,

! Based on county society polls and State society
resolutions,

4 Percent.

¢ A clear majority of the 202 votes in the AMA House
of Delegates.

Not1E.—The remaining State medical socletles, which
represent 58 votes in the AM A House of Delegates have
not held social security polls.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
withdraw my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pres-
ident, at the desk are two technical
amendments. One of them is necessary
to clarify language which otherwise
would result in the denial of benefits to
persons as to whom there was no inten-
tion of denying benefits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The LecisLaTivE CLERK. On page 22,
line 5, it is proposed to strike out “202
(b)” and insert in lieu thereof “202(e)".

On page 51, line 2, strike out “of” and
insert in lieu thereof “or”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from Loui-
siana.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, at the desk is an additional amend-
ment which is offered at the request of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. I ask that the amendment
be read.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistaTive CLERK. On page 27
of the Finance Committee version, it is
proposed to strike out paragraph (2) of
section 6(f), as follows:

(2) Any individual who would, upon fil-
ing an application on January 1, 1965, be
entitled to a recomputation of his primary
insurance amount for purposes of title II
of the Soclal Security Act shall be deemed
to have filed such application on January 1,
1965. °

And insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: :

(2) Any individual who would, upon fil-
ing an application prior to January 2, 1965,
be entitled to a recomputation of his benefit
amount for purposes of title IT of the Social
Security Act shall be deemed to have filed
such application on the earliest date on
‘which such application could have been filed,
or on the day on which this Act is enacted,
‘whichever is the later.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
has explained to me that in drafting the
language for the committee, inadvert-
ently 200,000 persons would be injured.
In order to prevent that from happen-
ing unintentionally, the language pro-
posed in the amendment is necessary. I

ask that the amendment be agreed to.

g The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with but that it be printed in
the REcoRD.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title I of the bill add the
following new section:

“DISREGARDING CERTAIN EARNINGS IN DETERMIN~-
ING NEED UNDER OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

“Sec. .(a) Effective October 1, 1964, sec-
tion 2(a) (10) (A) of the Social Security Act
is amended by striking out ‘; except that,
in making such determination, of the first
$560 per month of earned income the State
agency may disregard, after December 31,
1062, not more than the first 810 thereof
plus one-half of the remainder’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: *; except
that, in making such determination, of the
first $80 per month of earned income the
State agency may disregard the first $20
thereof plus one-half of the remainder’.

“(b) Effective October 1, 1964, section
1602(a) (14) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing out 'of the first $50 per month of earned
income the State agency may, after Decem-
ber 31, 1962, disregard not more than the
first $10 thereof plus one-half of the remain-
der’, and inserting in leu thereof ‘of the
first $80 per month of earned income the
State agency may disregard the first $20
thereof plus one-half of the remainder”.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
amendment would increase the amounts
which States may permit recipients of
old age assistance to earn without a
corresponding deduction in the amount
of assistance which they receive.

In 1956, I introduced an amendment
to exempt earnings of $50 a month.
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Then, in 1962, I submitted an amendment
which would have permitted the exemp-
tion of $25 a month. This amendment
was amended and adopted by the Sen-
ate. It came out of conference in a form
which allows States to disregard $10 plus
half of the next $40 of earned income in
determining the old age assistance grant.
In other words, the purpose is to give to
the aged the incentive of trying to find
work and of increasing their income and
their self respect in that way.

Prior to that time, every dollar they
earned was subtracted from the assist-
ance which they otherwise would have
received. Therefore, there was no stimu-
lus for them to work or to try to be in
any sense self-supporting.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, in my judgment, this is a meritori-
ous amendment. It is a principle for
which the Senator from Illinois has
labored long and hard in the vineyard.
For years, the Senator from Illinois has
been trying to arrange a way so that a
State, under its plan, if it so desired,
could permit a person to make a few dol-
lars while he was drawing public welfare,
and to keep some small amount.

Under social security at present, a
beneficiary between the ages of 65 and
72 is permitted to keep $1,200 and half of
what he earns of the next $500. Yester-
day the Senate voted to increase that
amount. We should like to help people
to assist themselves somewhat.

The Senator from Illinois has finally
resolved this problem in a way that the
department believes is reasonable.

I am advised that the cost of the pro-
posal would be only $3,500,000, based on
the estimate, or $23 million if all States
decided to use the plan.

Louisiana has found a way to achieve
a similar result, but the method is
devious and deceptive. I believe it would
be preferable to act forthrightly by mak-
ing it permissible for people to earn a
small amount. The amount would be
$20 and half of the next $40.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Half of the next $60.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am willing
to accept the amendment and take it to
conference and urge that the House con-
sider it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana. I now yield to the very
able Senator from West Virginia, who,
as a vigorous member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Aging, has devoted a great
deal of study and work to the problems
of the aged and their retirement income.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank my friend.
In the Special Committee on Aging, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Em-
ployment and Retirement Incomes, I was
instrumental in formulating a recom-
mendation on this subject. Is the Sena-
tor familiar with that action?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hold in my hand a
report of the Senate Special Committee
on Aging, and I find that on pages 3 and
4 of its report, such a recommendation
was made and the responsible subcom-
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mittee was chaired by the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
poLPH]. The Senator has made very im-
portant contributions to the welfare and
dignity of our older people. I hope he
will comment on the recommendation
of his subcommittee.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I appreciate very
much the reference to the recommenda-
tion. If it is not inappropriate, I should
like to have the privilege of being asso-
ciated with the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
West Virginia was one of the earliest
advocates of this means of contributing
to the self-support and self-respect of
older people. In fact, he was a principal
sponsor of the 1962 amendment to which
I referred. I should feel honored if I
might have the name of the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RaANDOLPHI
joined with this amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. It has been accu-
rately observed that one important
means of improving the economic posi-
tion of America’s senior citizens is to
make it possible for those to work who
are willing and able to do so. At the
present time, one-third of the total in-
come of older Americans comes from
their employment.

Studies have shown that employment,
even part-time work, benefits the elderly
citizen not only financially but in other
ways. It reduces his loneliness and iso-
lation and draws him back into the main-
stream of life. It contributes to a sound
psychological outlook and physical well-
being.

As a basis for making recommenda-
tions on increasing employment oppor-
tunities for the elderly our Subcommittee
on Employment and Retirement Incomes
held hearings in Washington, D.C., and
in Los Angeles and San Francisco, Calif.

The witnesses heard, and testimony re-
ceived convinced subcommittee members
that the Congress could take affirmative
actions which would enhance employ-
ment opportunities for thousands of older
men and women. Recommendations
submitted were subsequently approved
unanimously by the Special Committee
on Aging, and action is being taken to
implement them.

I am gratified to be associated with the
experienced and able Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DoucLaAs] as a cosponsor of the
Douglas-Randolph amendment. In ad-
vocating an increase in permissive earn-
ings for recipients of old-age assistance
he continues to exhibit compassionate
understanding of the needs and problems
of senior citizens.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the support which the Senator
has given to this amendment. The De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare prepared a report on this amend-
ment which it originally submitted in
connection with an earlier version of the
amendment which I offered to another
bill. This report is favorable to the
amendment and, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have it printed
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

DeEPARTMENT oOF HEALTH,
TION, AND WELFARE, .
Washington, August 13, 1964.
Hon. Harry F, BYRD,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in re-
sponse to your request of July 22, 1064, for
a report on amendment No. 1115 intended
to be proposed to H.R. 9393, a bill to amend
title II of the Social Security Act to provide
full retroactivity for disability determina-
tions, to extend the period within which
ministers may elect coverage, and to val-
idate wages erroneously reported for certain
engineering ailds employed by soil and wa-
ter conservation districts in Oklahoma.

This amendment would amend section 2
(a) (10) (A) of title I of the Soclal Security
Act that authorizes the disregard of certain
earned income in determining an individ-
ual’s need for old-age assistance. Under
present law, a State has the option to dis-
regard, of the first $50 of earned income, not
more than the first $10 plus one-half of the
remainder. This amendment would permit
a State to disregard the first $50 per month
of earned income.

We are in accord with the objectives of
this  amendment but recommend that its
provisions be modified so as to permit a State
to disregard the first $20 and one-half of the
next 860 per month of earned income.

The values to be found in employment
that is within the capability of an aged in-
dividual are recognized and the principle of
incentives Is now well established. The.
amendment modified as suggested above
would increase the incentive toward more
substantial employment. The individual
might earn as much as $80 per month and
the State could disregard $50 of that amount.

Some additional aged persons would be-
come eligible for assistance who do not
qualify for assistance because their earnings
from employment make them ineligible un-
der State assistance standards. For aged re-
cipients with income from employment of
more than $10 per month, the amount of
assistance would be increased because in-
come now taken into consideration would be
disregarded.

Since January 1963, when the present pro-
vision became effective, 20 States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands have provided for the disre-
gard of earned income in their programs of
old-age assistance. Modified as suggested
above, the additional annual cost of the
amendment in Federal funds for these 23
jurisdictions is estimated to be $3.5 million.
If all States were to provide for the disre-
gard of such income, the annual increase in
Federal costs over the costs of the present
provision is estimated to be $23 million.

We would recommend enactment of this
amendment subject to the modification pro-
posed above,

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budg-
et that there is no objection to the pres-
entation of this report from the standpoint
of the administration’s program.

Sincerely,
ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE,
Secretary.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am
greatly cheered by the encouragement
given me by the Senator from Louisiana
l[’ }\;{r Lowne], the manager of the pending

When I offered the 1962 amendment,
which the Senate adopted, I argued that
persons receiving old-age assistance
should be allowed to earn supplementary

Enuca-
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income by babysitting, gardening, and
other casual employment without hav-
ing to break the law by not reporting the
earnings or being penalized for doing so.
Permitting individuals to contribute to
their own self-support gives them a sense
of dignity and self-respect. That prin-
ciple, of encouraging self-respect and
some self-support, is a sound one and its
observance is expanded by the pending
amendment. For many of the nearly 2.2
million recipients of old-age assistance
this liberalized earnings policy will dem-
onstrate that we believe all older peo-
ple are full members of our economy and
should be permitted to contribute to their
self-support without penalty.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I wish to commend
the Senator from Illinois for once again
inviting the attention of the Senate to
this problem. I believe that it is a prop-
er piece of legislation, in that if we can
encourage these people to work and to
withhold, or at least to use some of the
money they have earned, instead of re-
ducing their social security payments, it
will not only be to the interest of the
individual but also to the States and to
the Nation.

I should like to inquire of the Senator
whether his amendment permits an indi-
vidual to earn up to $50?

Mr. DOUGLAS. A State is permitted
to disregard the first $20 and one-half
of the next $60 of earned income. Yes.

Mr. CARLSON. I believe that is com-
mendable.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is directed to the
old-age assistance, of course, rather than
to old age security.

Mr. CARLSON. We took care of the
old age security yesterday. We should
vote now on the old-age assistance sec-
tion. If I should happen to be a member
of the conference committee, I shall do
everything in my power to keep it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
from Kansas.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. I should like to
compliment the Senator from Illinois for
his authorship of this amendment. And
I should like to join him in sponsorship
of it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator.
Would the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lowng] like to be included as a sponsor of
the amendment?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to be included as a
sponsor of the amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
that the names of the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RawporrH], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MownrONEY], and
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long]
be added as cosponsors of the amend-
ment.

Mr. PASTORE. I trust that the Sen-
ator from Illinois will add my name as a
cosponsor as well.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TORE] be added as a cosponsor to the

.amount, to achieve this purpose.
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amendment, in addition to the Senators
I have just mentioned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GoveRrN in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am overwhelmed.
In the history of my 16 years of serv-
ice in the Senate, I have never had a mo-
tion of mine up for consideration that
was so popular. I do not quite know how
to thank my colleagues adequately.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, as
important as the additional income
will be, of even greater help, will be its
contribution to the morale and to the
peace of mind of these people. Earning
and contributing something to their own
welfare will mean far more than the dol-
lars—important as they will be.

I compliment the Senator from Illinois
for his many, many good efforts in be-
half of this legislation throughout the
yvears which culminated in enactment of
the last bill and which will result in en-
actment of the bill before us at the pres-
ent time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The encouragement
given me by so many Senators is sweet
to my ears. I know this support will be
appreciated by our older citizens and I
hope very much that the conference will
retain the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back the remainder of their
time?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DoucLas].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1246, TO INCREASE OUTSIDE
EARNINGS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, it was my
intention to call up my amendment,
No. 1246; but in view of the Senate's
approval yesterday of the Long amend-
ment dealing with the same problem and
the parliamentary situation prevailing
today, I decided not to call it up. I want
to discuss it briefly now, because it per-
tains to a matter of vital importance to
our older citizens.

My amendment, which is cosponsored
by Senators Proury, Jorpoan of Idaho,
SmrTH, Fone, StMpsoN, MuUNDT, KUCHEL,
Javrrs, ArrorT, MECHEM, and DoMINICK,
provides that the amount of money a
person on social security would be
allowed to earn without being penalized
or suffering loss of social security bene-
fits be a straight $2,400 a year, instead
of the complicated arrangement which
now exists.

Once again, I raise my voice in pro-
test against a most bewildering situa-
tion which today is facing many of our
older citizens. On the one hand, they
are urged to get jobs, in order to in-
crease the productivity of the country.
But, on the other hand, our social secu-
rity law contains a built-in penalty for
going to work, by reducing the benefits
if there are earnings in excess of $1,200
a year, and using a confusing and com-
plicated formula for earnings above that
For
earnings between $1,200 and $1,700, $1
in benefits is deducted for each $2 of
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earnings. Then, when earnings exceed
$1,700, another formula goes to work,
and deducts $1 in benefits for each $1
of earnings, until the benefits are en-
tirely wiped out, because earnings have
reached $2,974.

My amendment would allow earnings
up to $2,400 with no deduction; it would
eliminate the confusing second-stage of
the present law; and it would go directly
to a dollar-for-dollar reduction, for
earnings in excess of $2,400. The effect
would be to help most of those who are
trying to supplement their inadequate
social security payments by working—
the average old-age primary payment is
now only $76.87 a month, by eliminating
any deduction in their benefits. Under
my proposal, they could earn up to $200
a month, with no deductions. The
dollar-for-dollar reduction above $2,400
would apply only to the relatively few
persons with rather substantial earnings.

The idea of discouraging older people
from working and encouraging them to
accept marginal living is, I have long
been convineced, basically wrong in prin-
ciple. Moreover, in my view, the present
earnings test is not only inequitable; it
is also inexplicable. To know just where
an individual stands under the existing
limit on earnings requires a crystal ball
or a competent legal staff. If, for exam-
ple, one’s earnings exceed $1,200, the
benefit amounts begin immediately to
be cut in half. Moreover, this reduction
comes out of next year's benefits, when
one may be unable to work, and, there-
fore, may need the benefits most. This
is the case unless one has been able to
guess ahead as to his probable income,
and to report this guess on a form to
the Social Security Administration. If
the first guess is wrong, he must fill out
another form, in order to get his bene-
fits. By this time, he may decide that
trying to work is too much trouble, espe-
cially when he is reducing his benefit by
doing so.

Although wages have been rising
steadily, we are still using the $1,200 fig-
ure adopted in 1954 as the point of di-
minishing returns in social security’s
limit on earnings. On two occasions we
have liberalized the complicated reduc-
tion mechanism above this amount but
we have held to the $1,200 ceiling. The
proposed increase to $1,500 is quite in-
adequate. I strongly suspect that some
of our older citizens have held their
wages down to this amount because, if
they zo beyond it, things “hit the fan”
and they are unable to figure out where
they stand.

We must eliminate our schizophrenia
in ecreating job opportunities for our
older men and women and then con-
fiscating part or all of their earnings.
By doing this, incidentally, we can add
a meaningful weapon to the arsenal for
the “war on poverty.”

The first compelling reason for lib-
eralizing the earnings limit is the fact
that existing law does not allow our el-
derly citizens the economic resources
they so desperately need.

Second, we must liberalize this test,
because it is so complicated in its work-
ings that the average man or woman
now is unable to ascertain his basic
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rights, and, therefore, stands the chance
of having his benefits reduced because
his wages have risen or because of a few
extra days of work.

Third, the earnings limitation is an
expensive administrative nightmare.

Fourth, it denies to the American
economy valuable skills and productivity.

Finally, and most important, this curi-
ous clause in our Social Security Act dis-
courages self-reliance, and results in a
creeping penalty on an individual who
treasures his God-given dignity as a
working and contributing member of the
community in which he lives.

For these reasons, I believe—as I have
stated on numerous occasions on the
floor of the Senate—that we must lib-
eralize the earnings limitation of our
social security system as a next for-
ward step in improving its protection,
and as an integral part of our campaign
to make life more meaningful and more
comfortable and to provide a more ac-
ceptable standard of living for millions
of our older citizens.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I am in favor of increased social security
benefits. I also am in favor of greater
medical and hospital care for the aged.
But I believe that such health care
should be provided on a voluntary basis
and should offer more comprehensive
coverage than this bill provides.

Reluctantly I shall vote against this
measure in its present form because 1
do not think that a health care meas-
ure should be tied to a bill providing an
increase in social security benefits. They
are two separate problems, and both re-
quire the most careful study to make
them financially sound. This has not
been done in this bill.

If the payments into the social se-
curity trust fund are not sufficient—
and there is no way of telling now wheth-
er they will be or not—then either the
people who are to be benefited will not
get those benefits or the fund will have
to be made actuarially sound through
increased tax contributions. TUltimate-
ly, these taxes may become too great
for employees, employers, and the self-
employed to bear.

So for these reasons, I shall vote
against passage of the bill. If it is
passed, and I believe it will be, then I
hope the conferees will agree on a meas-
ure that retains the benefit increase but
deletes the health care feature. At a
later date we can consider a measure
dealing with the problem of insuring
that all of our elderly citizens have prop-
er health care.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I shall
vote for H.R. 11865. But I shall do so
reluctantly.

I do not think any Member of the Sen-
ate questions the need for increasing so-
cial security benefits and modifying cer-
tain aspects of the existing law. In this
regard, I am pleased that the Senate
adopted the Long amendment, increas-
ing the maximum amount which may be
earned before deductions from social se-
curity benefits are made. The 7-percent
increase in cash benefits is fully justified,
in view of the rising costs of living. I
was pleased to support the Prouty
amendment, respecting veterans' pen-
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sions. The adoption of this amendment
avoids what would have been a serious
hardship to thousands of veterans who,
as a result of the increase in social secu-
rity benefits, were in danger of losing
their pensions.

These amendments and others have
improved the bill. My reluctance in
voting for the bill is occasioned by the
adoption of the amendment providing
medical care under the social security
system, I have previously explained my
reasons for opposing this program. Mr.
President, I sincerely hope that the con-
ference committee which will consider
H.R. 11865 will, in its wisdom, delete this
medical-care provision.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am
glad the Senate voted to increase from
$1,200 to $1,500 the amount a person can
earn annually without suffering a reduc-
tion in social security benefits, and I was
glad to support the amendment offered
for this purpose by Senator Lone and
Senator Carrson on the floor of the Sen-
ate during debate on amendments to the
Social Security Act. This amendment,
as adopted, would also allow a person to
earn an additional $1,500—beyond the
excluded $1,500—and have his social se-
curity benefits reduced by only $1 for
every $2 earned in this additional $1,500
of earnings. Many of our people have
been affected by the increased cost of
living, while retirement income and social
security benefits have not always kept
pace, and I know that this amendment,
along with the increased monthly bene-
fit payments voted by the Senate, will
help meet the needs of many families.
I am glad that the Senate acted to in-
crease the present exclusion of $1,200,
and I hope that our amendment will be
accepted by the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
amendments affecting the railroad re-
tirement program which I proposed in
committee were approved unanimously
by the Senate Finance Committee for
very obvious reasons.

The first amendment would delete
subsection (d) of section 16 of the bill
H.R. 11865 as passed by the House. This
is necessary because, as I stated at the
time I introduced the amendments, the
railroad retirement system and the so-
cial security system are coordinated in
some very important respects. Existing
law provides for 'the financial inter-
change between the two systems. In ef-
fect, existing law assures that the social
security trust funds will be in no better
or worse condition than they would be if
railroad service had been employment
subject to the social security system.
Financial adjustments are made each
vear between the railroad retirement ac-
count and the social security trust funds.
In calculating the amounts to be trans-
ferred from the account to the funds or
vice versa, the railroad retirement ac-
count is, in effect, charged with the taxes
that would have been paid for social
security purposes if railroad service had
been social security employment and,
contrariwise, the social security trust
funds are charged with the amount of
benefits that would have been paid by
the Social Security Administration un-
der the same hypothesis.
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Accordingly, existing law further pro-
vides that the railroad retirement tax
rates would be increased automatically
with respect to years after 1964 by the
same amount by which the effective so-
cial security tax rate for those years ex-
ceeds 234 percent. Contrary to this co-
ordinating principle, however, section
16(d) of the bill as passed by the House,
would gear the automatic increase in
railroad retirement tax rates for years
after 1964 to the rate set by the social
security tax schedule now in effect. The
result of this would be that increases—
or decreases—in the tax rate schedule
such as proposed by the bill, would have
no effect on the railroad retirement tax
rates; and this would have an adverse
effect on the financing of the railroad
retirement program.

Existing law also takes account of the
higher tax rates paid by railroad em-
ployees for the support of the railroad
retirement system than those paid by
employees for the maintenance of the
social security system. This is achieved
by a provision which guarantees that
benefits for a month under the Railroad
Retirement Act to an employee, his de-
pendents or survivors shall be no less
than 110 percent of the amount, or the
additional amount, that would have been
payable to all persons under the Social
Security Act of the employee's railroad
service had been employment subject to
the Social Security Act. To give effect
to this provision, it is necessary to amend
section 1(q) of the Railroad Retirement
Act to provide that references in that
act to the Social Security Act is a refer-
ence to that act as most recently amend-
ed, and this is what subsection (a) of
section 14 of the bill as reported by the
Senate Finance Committee would do.
The effect of this change would be that,
in computing the railroad retirement
benefits under this guarantee provision,
account will be taken of the increase in
benefits under the Social Security Act.
These increases in railroad retirement
benefits would be largely for widows and
surviving children where the need is un-
doubtedly the greatest.

Subsections (b), (¢), and (d) of sec-
tion 14 of the reported bill would pro-
vide benefits for children between the
ages of 18 and 21 inclusive, while at-
tending recognized schools. This is ex-
actly what is provided for in the bill for
such children covered under the social
security system. Obviously, children of
deceased railroad employees should also
have these rights.

Subsection (e) of section 14 of the re-
ported bill relates to benefits to survi-
vors of railroad employees. Such bene-
fits are payable either under the Rail-
road Retirement Act or the Social Se-
curity Act, but not both, with service
credits under both systems being com-
bined to determine eligibility for, and
the amount of, the benefits. In general,
benefits are paid under the railroad re-
tirement system if the employee had a
current connection with the railrdad in-
dustry at the time of his death. As you
know, the maximum annual creditable
compensation under the Railroad Re-
tirement Act now is $5,400 a year. Under
present law, as well as under the bill as
passed by the House, social security

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

wages credits may not be included to in-
crease the combined creditable yearly
earnings above $4,800 in calculating the
benefits to survivors of employees under
the regular railroad retirement formula,
even though the bill would increase the
$4,800 to $5,400 a year for the Social Se-
curity Act. The amendments made by
subsection (e) would permit wage cred-
its to be added to the railroad service
credits to permit the use of a maximum
$5,400 a year in calculating monthly sur-
vivor benefits under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act.

Subsection (f) provides the effective
dates of these amendments to correspond
to the dates of the amendments to the
Social Security Act.

Before closing, Mr. President; I wish
to discuss for a moment the financing
of these amendments. There is now an
actuarial deficit in the financing of the
benefits under the Railroad Retirement
Act of about $19 million a year. The
cost of continuing in effect the long es-
tablished coordination between the two
systems, as my amendment would do,
that is, the cost of providing the benefit
increases to widows and surviving chil-
dren, would be about $19.2 million a year.
The cost of providing the benefits for
schoolchildren between the ages of 18
and 21 would be about $2.5 million a year,
making a total of $21.7 million a year.
On the other hand, the additional reve-
nue to the system that would result from
my amendment which would strike out
section 16(d) from the bill as passed by
the House, would be about $11.2 million
a year, thus making the total cost of
my amendments $10.5 million a year—
$21.7 million minus $11.2 million. The
deficit to the system, however, would be
increased by only $6.4 million rather
than $10.5 million. That is the deficit
would not go up from the present $19
million to $29.5 million but only to $25.4
million—an increase of only $6.4 million
a year. The reason for this is that the
bill as passed by the House would reduce
the present deficit by about $4 million a
year, but this reduction would be at the
expense of the much needed increase in
benefits for widows and surviving chil-
dren of railroad employees where the
need is greatest.

An actuarial deficit in the financing of
the railroad retirement system of about
one-half of 1 percent of taxable payroll
is considered to be within the range of
actuarial tolerance. The deficit which
would result from my amendments
would be only very slightly over one-half
of 1 percent but is fully justified in view
of the need of the benefit increase for
widows and surviving children as well as
the importance of providing benefits for
schoolchildren between the ages of 18
and 21.

Mr. President, I submit these amend-
ments were approved by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee for the very reason
that I urge their enactment by the Sen-
ate. The coordination between the two
systems has been carefully developed by
the Congress after many years of con-
sideration by all parties concerned with
the soundness of both the railroad re-
tirement system and the social security
system. Failure to enact these amend-
ments would be a breach of faith to rail-
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road employees because they have been
constantly assured that this congres-
sional policy of coordination of the sys-
tems would continue.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am very
pleased, indeed, that the Senate yester-
day adopted an amendment, introduced
by my senior colleague, and cosponsored
by me, which would exempt members of
the Old Order Amish, a religious sect in
Pennsylvania and several other neigh-
boring States, from payment of social se-
curity taxes.

The Senate’s action makes possible the
solution of a vexing and long-standing
problem. The Amish sincerely and deep-
ly feel that by paying social security
taxes, they are participating in an in-
surance program that violates their
deeply held religious seruples, They do
not accept social security benefits, be-
cause they already adequately provide
for their own aged and infirm loved ones,
relatives, friends, and neighbors.

The Treasury Department, which
drafted this amendment, has, I am happy
to say, withdrawn its previous objection
to this proposal. Thanks to the persist-
ence of several Amish bishops and the
continuing pressure of several interested
Members of Congress, we were able to
enlist, through personal meetings, sym-
pathetic and understanding attention to
the problems of the Amish by officials
of the Treasury and of the Social Se-
curity Administration. As a result, a
mutually satisfactory proposal was
drafted, in the form approved yesterday
by the Senate.

Simple justice demands enactment of
this proposal. Otherwise, the Amish face
seizure of their barns, horses, and farm
machinery on a far larger scale than oc-
curred several years ago when this prob-
lem first came to the public’s attention.
These people have a right to the free
exercise of their religion. Since they do
responsibly take care of their own, their
nonparticipation in the social security
program cannot possibly weaken or dis-
rupt its operation.

Therefore, I strongly urge the Senate
conferees on the social security bill to
insist on retention of this amendment
in the bill, and I respectfully urge their
founterparts in the other body to accept

t.

Deceney, tolerance, and understanding
demand favorable action by this confer-
ence, in this session of Congress.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, from
the first day he entered this Chamber,
the junior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Kennepy] has been a strong, work-
ing advocate of medicare through social
security, and of increased and expanded
benefits under the Federal old age, sur-
vivors and disability insurance program.
As chairman of the Subcommittee of
Federal, State, and Community Services
of the Special Committee on Aging, he
has studied firsthand the overwhelming
needs of a large number of our older citi-
zens who are striving to live meaningful
and secure lives on a minimum of sub-
sistence and community care. A report
from the Aging Committee, issued just
yesterday, entitled “Services for Senior
Citizens,” was developed from hearings
conducted by Senator KENNEDY.
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I know he would want to be here today
to raise his voice in support of this leg-
islation, and in particular the medicare
section of the bill. I am sure that in the
future, we will hear from him loud and
clear in pursuit of stronger legislation
to enrich the lives of those in their later
years.

I want to express to him, on behalf
of his friends in the Senate, sincere ap-
preciation for his interest and his labors
in this area of legislation and wish him
well in his recovery.

I should like to end with a quote from
prior statements of his which I think
best sums up TEp KENNEDY’S feelings in
this regard:

This is the richest nation on earth, and
I do not believe that hardships and want
should be the reward which we give our
senior citizens, who have served us long-
est * * * BSecurity In old age should not
be limited to those with high retirement in-
comes. For the cost of ill health strikes all
allke * * *, In my judgment, legislation
for our older citizens is a matter of highest
congressional priority.

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. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, T am prepared to yield back the
remainder of my time on the bill.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on
passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has now been yielded back.

The bill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass? On
this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered; and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be~
cause of circumstances over which at
least one Senator had no control, and
because of the suddenness of the vote, I
would hope that the Senate would con-
sider—if it is possible—on a unanimous-
consent basis—a recess for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I know
about the circumstances. Certainly, I
shall not object.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware will state it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, my question is whether or not
it is in order to have a recess during a
yea-and-nay vote, so that Senators could
ask questions and make parliamentary
inquiries for a few minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair did not hear the Senator’s in-
quiry. Will he please restate it?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. May I
direct a parliamentary inquiry to the
Chair? I am about to suggest that the
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Chair take time to confer with the Par-
liamentarian on my question as to
whether there is a precedent for a recess
during a yea-and-nay vote—and I am
not in any hurry for the answer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will rule on that question presently.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Are we still in ses-
sion or are we in limbo? [Laughter.]

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I call for
the regular order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold that point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I withdraw my parliamentary
inquiry.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. LAUSCHE (after having voted in
the negative). Mr. President, on this
vote I have a pair with the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Inouve]l. If
he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I therefore with-
draw my vote.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BrIGHT], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Inouvel, and the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MacNUsoN] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KEnvepy] and the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HmuLl are
absent because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Washington [Mr. JAckson] is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTEE] is absent
because of a death in the family.

On this vote, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KeNnneEDpY] is paired
with the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Smvrson]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Massachusetts would vote
“yea’” and the Senator from Wyoming
would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MacnusoN], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Jacksown], and
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]
would each vote “yea."”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LoOPER], and the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Smmpson] are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. Simpson] is paired with
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepy]l. If present and voting, the
Senator from Wpyoming would vote
“nay"” and the Senator from Massachu-
setts would vote “yea’.

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 28, as follows:

[No. 561 Leg.]
YEAS—60

Alken Brewster Cotton
Anderson Burdick Dodd
Bartlett Byrd, W. Va. Douglas
Bayh Cannon Fong
Beall Case Gore
Bible Church Gruening
Boggs Clark Hart

en Mclntyre Randolph
Humphrey McNamara Ribicoff
Javits Metealf Russell
Johnston Monroney Salinger
Jordan, N.C Morse Scott
Eeating Moss Bmathers
Euchel Muskie Smith
Long, Mo Nelson Symington
Long, La Neuberger Talmadge
Mansfleld Pastore Walters
M Pell Williams, N.J.
McGee Prouty Yarborough
McGovern Pro Young, Ohlo

NAYS—28

Allott Ervin Robertson
Bennett Holland Saltonstall
Carlson Hruska Sparkman
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Curtis McClellan Thurmond
Dirksen Mechem Tower
Dominick Miller Williams, Del.
Eastland Morton Young, N. Dak.
Edmondson Mundt
Ellender Pearson

NOT VOTING—12

Byrd, Va. Hickenlooper Kennedy
Fulbright Hin Lausche
Goldwater Inouye Magnuson
Hartke Jackson Simpson

So the bill (H.R. 11865) was passed.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
would like to yield without losing the
floor.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Secretary of the Senate be authorized
to make all necessary technical and
grammatical corrections in the bill which
was just passed, and that the bill as
passed by the Senate be printed.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I move that
the Senate insist on its amendments and
request 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, Byrp of
Virginia, Mr. Lone of Louisiana, Mr.
SmMATHERS, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. GORE, Mr.
WiLriams of Delaware, and Mr, CARLSON
conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I voted
“nay” on the passage of H.R. 11865, the
Social Security Act amendments of 1964,
which was just passed by the Senate.

I wish the REcorD to show that I would
have been glad to vote for this measure
except for the fact that it includes the
so-called medicare amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel and the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
soN].

I am particularly strong for those fea-
tures of the bill which would have added
to the payments to be made to social
security recipients and would have per-
mitted them to earn more without being
penalized as to their social security
payments.

My reasons for opposing the medicare
features are many. I believe stating one
would be sufficient. The addition of this
particular amendment would bring the
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payroll tax to 10.4 percent or more—and
I believe it would be nearer 11 percent—
and this to my mind marks the beginning
of a destructive process which might well
destroy the whole social security struc-
ture.

Everyone knows that the medicare
provisions included in the act are but a
beginning. Feeling as strongly as I do
that these provisions cannot be added to
the act without undermining the entire
structure, which I think is a very valu-
able one to the Nation, I have voted
against the bill.

Mr. President, I hope that the con-
ferees in their good'judgment will bring
back to us a conference report which I
shall be able to support, because I am
anxious to vote for the provisions of the
bill when the medicare provisions are
excluded. I approve the wisdom of the
House of Representatives and of our'own
Finance Committee in refusing to over-
burden the bill by adding medicare.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I believe
a very good case can be made for the
proposition that my political valor ex-
ceeds my political discretion. I say this
because I voted against passage of the
amendments to the Social Security Act.

As amended by the Senate, the bill
might be calculated to promote the po-
‘litical health of its sponsors. It is cer-
tainly grossly inadequate to promote the
health of its supposed beneficiaries.

The hospital and nursing home pro-
gram which the amended bill would set
up is grossly inadequate. It would take
several billions of dollars to provide an
adequate health program for the Amer-
ican people, and for that reason no at-
tempt should be made to tie a health
program for the American people to the
social security system.

I entertain the opinion just expressed
by the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
1anpl, to the effect that the bill, which
provides for an increase in the social
security tax to 10.4 percent, is the be-
ginning of the destruction of the social
security system.

So far as I have been able to ascer-
tain by inquiry and by reading, every
economist who has expresed an opinion
on the subject has flatly declared that
we cannot safely, from the standpoint
of economic solvency, impose a total so-
cial security tax upon payrolls in excess
of 10 percent of the covered payrolls.

The bill goes beyond that limit by pro-
viding for the imposition of a social se-
curity tax totaling at least 10.4 percent
of the payrolls to which it applies.

Furthermore, this is the wrong way to

. provide medical care for those who are
unable to provide medical care for them-
selves.

When all is said, the social security
tax is another income tax. It is imposed
on portions of the same wages and por-
tions of the same compensation on which
the income tax is imposed.

Furthermore, it is imposed upon the
same payroll as that on which the un-
employment insurance taxes are im-
posed.

Under this tax virtually everyone in
the lower income brackets who received
anything under the tax reduction bill
which was passed earlier in the session
would have a substantial part of the
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benefits taken away from him in added
social security taxes.

Under the terms of the bill as it has
been passed by the Senate, a person mak-
ing $5,600 as a total income would pay
exactly the same social security taxes,
not only for social security purposes but
also for so-called medicare purposes, that
a man earning a million dollars a year
would pay. He would pay this tax, which
is another form of income tax, without
the benefit of any deductions and with-
out the benefit of any exemptions.

I would have voted for the bill as it
came over from the House. I would have
voted for the original amendment of-
fered by the junior Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LoNnc]. However, I cannot in
good conscience cast a vote which I hon-
estly believe, from all the study I have
made of this subject, is the beginning of
the destruction of the entire social se-
curity system.

I believe an obligation rests upon all
taxpayers to provide medical care for
those who are incapable of providing
medical care for themselves. That bur-
den should be imposed upon the tax-
payers in accordance with their ability
to pay.

The bill violates the principle of ability
to pay, for, as I have said, a person earn-
ing $5,600 is put under the same obliga-
tion as a person earning $1 million. Be-
sides, the bill is grossly inadequate. It
provides nothing to take care of the fees
of physicians and surgeons of those who
are unable to pay such fees. It provides
nothing to take care of the cost of drugs
or medicines used in the homes of the
people. Moreover, the hospitalization
and nursing home provisions ignore the
plight of those who suffer from chronic
or incurable ills,

For some strange reason, those who
say that the so-called medicare proposal
should be passed in order to provide
medical care for those who are unable
to provide it for themselves insist that
Congress should also provide for medical
care on like terms for persons like Nel-
son Rockefeller, who is reputed to be
worth millions and millions of dollars. I
use him merely as an example of some of
those for whom advocates of the medi-
care program manifest a concern equal
to that they manifest for those unable to
provide medical care for themselves.

I share the hope of the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horrann] that the House
will send the bill to conference and that
the conference committee will file a re-
port which eliminates the so-called medi-
care features and reduces the total
amount of the social security tax to a
sum which will not exceed 10 percent of
the taxable payrolls, which the econo-
mists say is the maximum tax which
can safely be placed upon the payrolls
that are covered by social security.

I am sorry that the Senate has taken
the action it has. In my opinion, such
action converts the good social security
bill, passed by the House, into a bill which
is not only grossly inadequate to provide
hospitalization for those who need it,
but also is an affront to sound fiscal
policy, which must be observed if the
social security system is to be saved or
if we are to avoid, in this country, the
ultimate nationalization of business and
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industry. In closing, I wish to say that
I am a strong advocate of a sound social
security system, and for that reason hope
that a conference committee will reject
the Senate amendments and recommend
a measure for which I can conscientously
vote, '
Mr. LAUSCHE subsequently said: Mr.
President, I have a pair to the Senator
from Hawaii on this issue. Therefore, I
did not cast my vote. If I had voted, I
would have voted “nay.” I wish now to

_state the reasons for the judgment which

I reached.

First, I assumed it to be a fact that in
the House both a medicare plan and a
plan to increase the benefits paid to the
recipients of social security were con-
sidered.

The House decided that it could not
give both, but that it could, and did, give
an increase in the amounts that will be
paid monthly to the beneficiaries of the
fund.

The bill came from the House to the
Senate in that form. The Senate de-
cided not only to increase the monthly
benefits to the beneficiaries of the fund,
but also to include a medicare program
in the bill.

Yesterday I stated that I could not
subscribe to both. I stated that I was
willing to take one or the other. I would
have voted for the inclusion of the social
security measure in conformity with the
vote which I cast in 1960 and in 1962.

The fund cannot actuarially stand the
burden of these two recent expenditures.
On the basis of its present operations, it
runs into a deficit of $500 million a year.
Under the terms of the bill which has
been passed, the deficit will be $2 billion
a year,

This is an insurance fund. There is
no justification for expecting that an in-
surance fund operated by the Govern-
ment can survive without the application
of the same principles that exist in a
private insurance company. In spite of
that conviction—and I am quite sure that
it prevails with other Senators—it has
been concluded today that we do not have
to maintain actuarial soundness in a
Government insurance fund. I cannot
subscribe to that principle.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the status of the Foreign Service retire-
ment fund of the Government. In our
Government we have the railroad re-
tirement fund, the social security in-
surance fund, the Foreign Service fund,
and the civil service employees retire-
ment fund. My remarks will now be
directed to the Foreign Service retire-
ment fund. I am sure that if the peo-
ple of the country knew how we have
managed that fund, they would rise in
rebellion and begin to wonder what is
going to happen to the civil service re-
tirement fund and to the social security
fund.

I have already stated on the floor of
the Senate that the Foreign Service re-
tirement fund was established in 1924.
According to my present recollection, in
the course of the 40 years that followed,
Iiberalizations were made in payments to
the retirees. The liberalizations dif-

fered. Some were by increasing the
amounts paid; others were by reducing
the qualifications and the length of serv-
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ice required. In any event, 15 liberaliza-
tions were made in the 40-year period.
When the fund was established, the ac-
tuaries set up an organization which in-
sured the solvency of the fund if those
actuarial directions were followed.

At the end of 40 years what is the
status of the fund? The Government
owes the fund $284 million. However,
that is an innocuous aspect, because the
Government can pay it. But the fund,
in order to continue in life and virility,
would require a contribution of 30 per-
cent a year of the salaries of the employ-
ees of the Foreign Service. Manifestly
no employee will be able to pay 15 per-
cent of his salary into the fund. The
present law requires them to pay 6% per-
cent. In the Foreign Service there are
employees who earn $20,000, $25,000, and
$17,000 a year.

I ask Senators to ponder the situation.
To keep the fund alive, there should be
paid into it each year an amount equal
to 30 percent of the wages earned by the
employees of the Foreign Service.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
'Risicorr] made the statement that the
moment we get above 10 percent, we en-
ter the field of diminishing returns and
there might be an adverse impact upon
the economy of the Government.

How will the 30 percent that is sup-
posed fo go into the Foreign Service re-
tirement fund to keep it sound be paid?
We shall not have the courage to make
the workers pay 15 percent. They will
continue to pay 6% percent. The tax-
payers will have to pay 23% percent of
salaries now at the level of $25,000, $20,-
000, and below. How can we doit? How
can we face the taxpayer and tell him
that the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives have acted prudently in the
managment of an insurance fund when
that situation exists?

I respectfully say that anyone who
dares make the statement that the fund
was managed with sagacity and reason
ought to drop his eyes in shame because
the fact is that it was not.

Why do I describe the situation with
respect to the Foreign Service fund?
Because in my opinion, may I say to the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNe]l, we
are heading in that direction with regard
to the social security fund. Yesterday
one of the proponents of the bill, after
the Gore amendment was adopted, went
on to explain that the burden of the Gore
amendment was in excess of the ability
of the fund to stand it, and in an amount
that was not conducive to the future life
of the fund. However, he expected that
in the conference committee the excess
amounts would be washed out. -

That is a very optimistic expectation.
It may be achieved in the conference.
But I wish to warn that 2 years from
now, when another election will be held
on a national basis, in accordance with
the words of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CooprER] spoken yesterday, the Con-
gress will again liberalize the payments.
It will increase the hospitalization and
the nursing care. It probably will in-
clude drugs and doctors’ services. How
will the fund survive? It simply will not
do so.

I think a tragic situation prevails
among our people when they do not
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understand the truth about what is hap-
pening. And they do not understand it,
because from the Halls of this Capitol
is going word of the good that we are
doing for the people. Of what conse-
quence will the fund be if we bankrupt
it? We induce the people to think only
of today, and not of tomorrow and the
days to follow.

Mr. President, I should like to have
voted for the measure. Politically it
would have been profitable, but I would
not have been true to myself. Yesterday
I voted against the Gore amendment.
I joined 43 other Senators in doing so.

Today Senators who voted against the
Gore amendment and felt they were
right yesterday abjectly bowed their
heads and said, “What we did yesterday
was wrong, and today we will vote for it.”

Why did they change their minds be-
tween yesterday and today? I wanted
to do it, but if I had done so I would have
had to declare that my thinking yester-
day was wrong and false, or I would have
had to confess the truth that today I
did not have the courage to stand by my
honest convictions.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I,
too, voted against the bill. I wish I had
been able to vote for some of the good
features of the bill, such as the increase
in the monthly payments for the aged.
But, as the Senator from Ohio has
pointed out, the medical care that will
be provided in the bill will not be what
the old people expect, and the demand
will soon be made to increase those bene-
fits, and the cost is likely to increase five-
fold or tenfold. Who is going to pay
the increased charge? Since the con-
tribution cannot be increased over 104
percent, the Treasury will have to bear it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes, but if the Treas-
ury pays it, the taxpayers will have to

pay it.
Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, and that is
what is going to happen.

As I pointed out yesterday, we have a
splendid plan in my State of Louisiana.
We have had that plan for 25 years.
Our plan envisions a full measure of
hospitalization for people above 65 years
of age who are unable to pay. We have
been taxing ourselves for the past 25 or
30 years to attain that goal.

As I also stated yesterday, this pro-
gram will be put into effeet in order to
help States that have been dragging
their feet in the past in providing help
for their aged.

I express the hope, as my good friend
from Ohio has just stated, that the con-
ferees will strike out the medicare pro-
vision, so that all of us can join and vote
for the good features that were incorpo-
rated in the bill that came from the Fi-
nance Committee to the floor.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
for yielding. I am very sorry that I felt
impelled to vote against H.R. 11865 to-
day, but it was a logical consequence of
my vote yesterday against the Gore
amendment. Yesterday, in speaking on
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the Gore amendment, I expressed my re.
gret that I could not vote for it, for I
believe that any effective plan of hospital
care covering all of the 18 million peo-
ple 65 years of age and over would have
to be based upon the social security sys-
tem. Yet I could not vote for the Gore
amendment because no evidence was of-
fered in committee, or on the Senate
floor—in fact, every bit of the proof was
to the contrary—that the amendment
was fiscally sound and that its cost could
be sustained by social security taxes.

The Senator in charge of the bill, the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Long], said categorically that the
increase in social security taxes levied in
the bill would not support both the in-
creases in social security payments and
the Gore proposals for hospital care.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpeErson], who was one of the chief
sponsors of the medical care proposal, a
man we hold in high respect, suggested,
after the vote had been cast, that it would
be necessary in the Senate-House con-
ference for the conferees to make any
necessary adjustments to assure actu-
arial soundness.

The Secretary of Health, Eduecation,
and Welfare, Mr. Celebrezze, testifying
before the committee, said, according to
the statements which have been laid on
our desks, that an increase of regular
payments to those under the social se-
curity system, and the additional cost
of medical care must be kept on a rea-
sonable tax basis; and upon that basis,
he gave his support to the bill before us.

The former Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, now a distinguished
member of this body, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Rieicorr]l, made the
statement in the hearings that if the
King-Anderson bill—which became the
Gore amendment—were imposed on the
House bill, providing inereased payments
for beneficiaries under the social secu-
rity system, it would require a tax base of
$6;600 rather than the $5,400 which was
originally, proposed in the bill and later
raised to $5,600 by the Gore amendment.

I must be fair and say that the Gore
amendment made some changes in bene-
fits and reduced the total cost to the
system. Nevertheless, one cannot escape
the conclusion that no one in this body
says that today increases in benefits
under the regular social security sys-
tem, and the medical benefits under the
Gore amendment can be financed ade-
quately under the terms of the bill. This
being true, I did not feel I could respon-
sibly vote for the bill, for an unsound bill
will affect adversely those who are regu-
lar beneficiaries of the social security

~system, and it would raise false hopes

which ecould not be fulfilled for those
65 years of age and over who expect to
receive adequate hospital care under the
bill.

It was difficult for me to vote as I did
because there are many features of the
bill of which I approve. I approve the
concept of hospital care being provided
under social security, but I could not
in conscience vote for a bill which I be-
lieve is finaneially unsound, and which
seems always to be brought up after the
political eonventions, and inevitably be-
comes tinged with politics.
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This matter—the matter of providing
adequate social security benefits for re-
tired persons and for their widows and
dependents—and the establishment of
a system of hospital care for the needy
is too important to consider in a cam-
paign atmosphere. We shall see what
action the Senate-House conferees take
—and I hope they will produce a sound

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am very apprecia-
tive of what the Senator from Kentucky
has said. I say to him in deep respect
that when I find my thinking in accord
with his, I find strength in the convic-
tion that what I am doing is right.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], who is a great
Senator and a good friend.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 27) to provide
for the establishment of the Canyon-
lands National Park in the State of Utah,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8.
1123) to provide for the construction of
the lower Teton division of the Teton
Basin Federal reclamation project, Idaho,
and for other purposes.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 10809) making appropriations for
the Departments of Labor, and Health,
Education, and Welfare, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1965, and for other purposes; that the
House receded from its disagreement to
the amendments of the Senate numbered
11, 36, and 63 to the bill and concurred
therein, and that the House receded from
its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate numbered 13, 18, 26, 52, and
58 to the bill and concurred therein,
severally with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Act-
ing President pro tempore:

5. 0836. An act to protect the constitutional
rights of certain individuals who are men-
tally ill, to provide for their care, treat-
ment, and hospitalization, and for other
purposes;

S.2082. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to accept a transfer of cer-
tain lands within Everglades National Park,
Dade County, Fla, for administration as a
part of said park, and for other purposes;

H.R. 1268, An act for the relief of Rickert
& Laan, Inc.;
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H.R. 4786, An act for the relief of the State
of New Mexico;

H.R. 12267. An act to provide for notice of
change in control of management of insured
banks, and for other purposes; and

8.J. Res. 49, Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of the Interior to carry out a
continuing program to reduce nonbeneficial
consumptive use of water in the Pecos River
Basin, in New Mexico and Texas.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11380) to amend fur-
ther the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended, and for other purposes.

CONSTRUCTION OF LOWER TETON
DIVISION OF THE TETON BASIN
FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJ-
ECT, IDAHO—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 1123) to provide for
the construction of the Lower Teton divi-
sion of the Teton Basin Federal reclama-
tion project, Idaho, and for other pur-
poses. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
McGoveErN in the chair). The report
will be read for the information of the
Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of toda;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate agree to the conference
report.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Were any changes
made by the conferees?

Mr. CHURCH. In conference, two
changes were made. The House amend-
ment contained the provision that part of
the cost of the project which could not
be repaid by irrigators would be repaid
out of revenues of the Bonneville Power
Administration.

The Senate bill had restricted this pay-
ment to revenues derived from Federal
projects located in the State of Idaho.

In conference, language was adopted
which looks to the revenues of the Bon-
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neville Power Administration attrib-
utable to Federal projects located in the
State of Idaho.

The only other section of consequence
that was changed was the provision in
the Senate bill to the effect that, for a
10-year period, water might not be de-
livered to new land for the production
of crops in surplus. This provision was
found not to be applicable, by virtue of
the fact that no new land will be brought
under irrigation on which crops, mainly
wheat, are not already being grown—by
dry-farm methods. So this provision
was deleted from the Senate bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. I raised the question
because a trend in the direction of high-
er cost to the Government has been
underway for quite some time. In many
cases, the cost of bringing water to cer-
tain farms in the irrigated area has
grown in large proportions. I am won-
dering what the estimate is of the cost
of bringing water to the land that is to
be irrigated. Does the Senator from
Idaho know?

Mr. CHURCH. Offhand, I cannot
furnish the cost per acre to the Senator.
But this is an exceptionally good recla-
mation project, in that 53 or 54 percent
of the total cost will be repaid by the
irrigators, whereas in the case of many
projects that have been approved by
Congress, as little as 20 percent or even
less of the cost is repaid by irrigators.
As compared with those projects, this is
one of the few in which the bulk of the
money will be repaid by irrigators.

Mr. ELLENDER. If it is a good proj-
ect, it should stand on its own feet and
farmers should pay the total irrigation
cost. We should not permit the use
for this purpose of funds derived from
the sale of electricity at Bonneville or
any other dam.

I have encountered some programs in
which the cost of bringing the water to
the land amounted to $2,500 an acre.
The farmer was called upon to pay from
25 to 35 percent of the cost of irrigation,
and the difference was paid by the Gov-
ernment through the facility owned by
the Government—in this case, the Bon-
neville Power Administration.

For instance, at the Cedar Bluff, Kans.,
project, only 14 percent of the total ir-
rigation cost—amounting to $8,374,000—
will be repaid by the irrigators. At the
East Bench unit project in Montana,
only 18.5 percent of a total irrigation
cost of $16,385,000 is to be paid by the
irrigators.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a short table I have prepared
showing these flgures in more detail be
inserted in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Bepalymeut of cost of
Percent | Allocation to rrigation—
Name of project repaid by| irrigators
irrigators
By irrigators | By power

Cedar Blufl, Bans. ..o ccooiaomoiocaioa. 14.0 $8, 374, 000 $1, 175, 000 $7, 165, 000
East Bench lJJ:l!.t. Montana 32 18.5 18, 385, 000 3, 068, 000 13, 397, 000
Bostwick division Kansas and Nebraska._ 31.0 60, 198, 000 18, 742, 000 41, 456, 000
Alnsworth unit, Nebraska_..._._...____.......____________ 35.0 27, 668, 000 0, 744, 000 17, 924, 000
Lower Teton d{vtsion ol’ the Teton Basin Federal reclama-

tion project, Ydaho, . il L o laemadecaiias 54.0 38, 151, 000 20, 635, 000 17, 516, 000




1964

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
from Idaho know how much of the Bon-
neville proceeds has been used to meet
the payments that farmers should have
made to bring water to their farm?

Mr. CHURCH. It has been many
years since irrigation projects have stood
entirely on the ability of the irrigator to
repay. The cheaper projects were built
in the early years, and power revenues
have been looked to for decades now to
help supplement what the irrigators can
pay, so that the entire cost of the project
may be amortized in a 50-year period.

I wish to stress that this particular
project, as compared with many others
that Congress has approved over the
years, allocates a much higher percent-
age to irrigators. Indeed, most of the
money will be repaid by irrigators, where-
as many other projects Congress has ap-
proved have involved repayment by the
irrigators of as little as one-third or
one-fourth, or in some cases as little as
20 percent. In one instance that I re-
call, as little as 17 percent of the amount
is to be repaid by irrigators.

Mr, ELLENDER. Here, the irrigators
will have to pay only 53 percent, and
the Federal Government will have to
pay 47 percent. That amount will come
from proceeds—in this case from the
Bonneville system—that are due the
Government in order to retire the cost
of developing electricity.

I believe that Congress should examine
this problem before we go overboard.
From what I can understand, the rev-
enues from Grand Coulee have been
mortgaged to the extent of many millions
of dollars. The same thing is occurring
with respect to all revenues from other
dams where electricity is being pro-
duced from falling water. It is wrong
for the Government to continue to re-
claim and irrigate land and allow the
proceeds from some of the dams where
electricity is produced, to be used to pay
the cost of irrigation. It is my inten-
tion to study this matter thoroughly after
the Congress adjourns and present all of
the facts I gather relating to reclamation
projects next year.

Let us not forget that when my good
friend the Senator from Idaho states
that the irrigator pays back, in this case,
53 percent of the cost, payment is made
over a period of 40 years without in-
terest.

I am hopeful that come next year we
shall be able to look into these projects
and find out the extent to which the
proceeds from all dams which produce
electricity are mortgaged and used, in
order to make these reclamation projects
feasible.

I believe that if an investigation is
made, it will be found that the proceeds
from the electric power companies owned
by the Government have been mortgaged
for many years to come. In my opinion,
it may even endanger repayment to the
Government of the cost of constructing
these dams.

I am hopeful that come next year, as
I have just said, we shall look into the
matter and see to it that the irrigation
programs of the future will stand on
their own, and not allow the Govern-
ment to subsidize them any more than
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it has done in the past. In my opinion,
a subsidy of 40 years without interest is
sufficient.

We are subsidizing this project on a
basis of 47 percent. In addition, the
Government is subsidizing the irrigators
to the tune of no interest in repaying the
Government over a period of 40 years.

I believe that it is time for the Senate
to look into these problems.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana for his remarks. I be-
lieve that the entire reclamation pro-
gram ought to stand thorough scrutiny—
and will stand thorough scrutiny at any
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

CANYONLANDS NATIONAL PARK,
UTAH—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendments of the House to the
bill (8. 27) to provide for the establish-
ment of the Canyon Lands National Park
in the State of Utah, and for other pur-
poses. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The Chief Clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the Senate
bill came from the House greatly
amended. It came back with a further
reduction in acreage and after elimina-
tion of very carefully prepared multiple-
use provisions intended to allow for ex-
ploration in the area for minerals for a
period of years in a manner which would
not lessen park values, and for continua-
tion of the small amount of grazing now
allowed until the death of the permit
owners or their direct descendants.

Mr. President, the legislative history
of the Canyon Lands National Park pro-
posal is one of continuous obstruction—
of nibbling and delaying and attempting
to shunt aside a proposal so eminently
meritorious that it could not be openly
opposed.

I am tremendously indebted to my col-
leagues on the Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee and the whole Senate
for the patience, assistance, and support
given me in working out a Canyon Lands
National Park bill which would have per-
mitted optimum development of the re-
sources of the area involved, including
both this outstanding national park and
the economic resources.

I am deeply disappointed that the pro-
visions in the Senate bill which permitted
multiple use were not sufficiently “sold"”
to House Members, and were not kept in
that body, or by the conference commit-
tee. However, I have made my fight on
this and I have accepted the situation.
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One of my reasons for accepting it,
Mr. President, is that this magnificent
area, publicized as a result of my ef-
forts to create a national park, is al-
ready drawing visitors and tourists, al-
though it is undeveloped and lacks ac-
cess to its interior attractions. There
is urgent need for development of access,
for accommodations for the visitors, and
for protection of some of the fragile
attractions of the unusual area.

This influx of visitors is going to mul-
tiply. As the grandeur of the area be-
comes known it is going to attract more
and more visitors. I have yet to take a
visitor to the canyonlands who did not
come away an enthusiastic supporter.

I took Secretary of Interior Udall
and Secretary of Agriculture Freeman
into the area in July 1961, so that they
could see and judge for themselves
whether it was worthy of national park
status. They were enthusiasts before
our exploration had hardly begun, I
have had members of the Interior Com-
mittee visit the area, and have won their
support every time.

I flew the new Director of the National
Park Service over the area in a small
plane recently, so that we could get down
low and see such attractions as Angel
Arch, Druid Arch, the Standing Rocks,
the Maze, Chesler Park, Indian petro-
graphs and cliff dwellings, Upheaval
Dome and the great canyon gorges.

The Director, Mr. George Hartzog,
told me after the flight that the can-
yonlands were undoubtedly the most fan-
tastically beautiful area in the United
States outside of the park system, and
probably the most beautiful area of its
kind in the world. Mr. AspINALL, chair-
man of the Interior Committee of the
House of Representatives, said much the
same thing at our conference yesterday
on the canyonlands bill,

As a result of the enthusiasm which
the canyonlands engendered with the
two Secretaries and others in the ex-
ploration party in July 1961, I introduced
in Congress on August 8, 1961, the first
Canyonlands National Park bill propos-
ing a park of approximately 300,000
acres. At that time, it was not possible
to describe the boundaries with particu-
larity. The bill used the Green and
Colorado Rivers as boundaries in the up-
per northern half and section lines as
boundaries in the south.

The National Park Service undertook
a survey of the area, covering a mil-
lion acres, and for a time there was
some discussion of a 300,000-acre na-
tional park surrounded by 700,000 acres
of reserved recreation area lands sub-
ject to multiple uses, but no such bill
was ever introduced. There never was
a million-acre bill, as is sometimes said.

On February 7, 1962, I introduced an
amended bill, providing for a park of
332,292 acres. The boundaries, then
carefully studied by the National Park
Service and others, were pushed back
far enough from the Green and Colorado
Rivers to include both banks of the rivers
and take into the park many outstand-
ing geological attractions.

The creation of a national park in this
area, Mr. President, involved also find-
ing a solution to the serious economic
problems of the area.
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Southeastern Utah had a tremendous
boom in the fifties as a result of the dis-
covery of uranium and construction of
facilities for its production.

The assessed value of property in San
Juan County, Utah, jumped from $3.4
million in 1953 to $132 million in 1960.
In this period, the value of properties
of the mining and minerals industry
increased from $128,000 to more than
$115 million.

In 1961, a downtrend had started.
The assessed value of properties fell from
the $132 million peak to less than $124
million with the termination of Gov-
ernment uranium-purchase contracts.
Underemployment and unemployment
spread. The situation became, and it
remains, a very serious one despite our
high-level national economie situation.

The establishment of the park means
new economie opportunity in San Juan
and adjacent counties.

The University of Utah made a study
of the economic effect of the creation of
the proposed Canyon Lands National
Park. It found that Government and
tourist expenditures would run $11 mil-
lion in the first 5 years. This would
mean wages and other net income of
$2.9 million in the area and the genera-
tion of $5 million of secondary loecal in-
come.

In the sixth year, the study estimates
that park visitors will be running at the
250,000 level and tourist expenditures at
$314 million annually. This is estimated
to triple in 15 years and quintuple in 25
years.

This will be a vast boon to the area,
but its economic problems, as I have in-
dicated, are of unusual proportions.

The Senate Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee studied the whole prob-
lem carefully, a fact for which I shall
always be grateful to my colleagues on
the committee who were so generous
with their time and attention to the
problem when I requested it of them.
Because of the unusual economic cir-
cumstances, it was provided in the Sen-
ate bill that exploration for minerals
which might further support the econ-
omy of the area should be permitted in
the new park for several years under
careful supervision of the National Park
Service.

In its report to the Senate, the com-
mittee reviewed the serious economic
situation of the area and said:

The Park Service féels that reasonable
regulation of exploration and drilling for oil
and other minerals, and production, could
minimize damage to the area and protect
key attractions. The committee is therefore
reluctant to foreclose any economic oppor-
tunity in an area obviously confronted with
a serious economic adjustment and has pro-
vided in 8. 27, for the continued application
of the mining laws for 25 years after the
park’s establishment, subject to regulations
by the Becretary of the Interior to preserve
park values.

The unusual situation in southeastern
Utah justifies, a majority of the committee
believes, approving regulated mining activity
for a limited time in this proposed new area.

I regret that the House committee did
not get the same understanding of the
unusual economic circumstances my col-
leagues on the Senate committee came
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to have. I feel sure that if they had,
they would have approved the explora-
tion provision of the Senate bill, which
was stricken. No amount of persuasion
could induce-the conferees of the House
to restore the Senate provision, so that in
order to get a bill this year to create
Canyon Lands National Park, we must
accept the prohibition of mining.

I cannot help noting that in the final
wilderness bill, the House provided for
continued application of the mining laws
for 25 years in forest areas, subject to
regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of Agriculture. It is difficult to accept
this distinction: mining in wilderness
but not in'a national park.

There was no economic stringency like
that in southeast Utah involved in the
wilderness legislation. The Senate had
voted to end mining activity in wild and
wilderness areas which are being put
in the Wilderness Preservation System.
It was the House which insisted on the
extension of applicability of the mining
laws.

It is difficult to understand, in view of
the House committee position on wilder-
ness, why they could not have been even
more easily convinced of the merit of
permitting regulated exploration for oil
and gas and other minerals—which need
not be destructive of park values—in the
canyonlands area. _

Under the circumstances in which the
canyonlands bill came back from the
House, I felt it was necessary to go to
conference. But the House conferees
remained adamant, and in view of the
effort of Congress to clear the calendar
and adjourn, I feel that it is necessary
to accept the conference report to get
park development underway at the
earliest possible time.

On the grazing provision in the Senate
bill, the House conferees were more un-
derstanding and did compromise. I ap-
preciate this. Grazing is not of the
same major economic consequence as
mining, but it will not damage park val-
ues. A great many tourists like to see
cattle on western rangelands. Those
with grazing permits now have a reason-
able time before the use is phased out.

Mr. President, the effort to establish
a Canyonlands National Park, now only
a short step from reality, has been an
almost unbelievable experience at times.

The great majority of people in Utah
want the park. They appreciate the
fact that we have in the State are area
of such unusual and outstanding beauty
that it should be preserved and made ac-
cessible to the citizens of the State, the
Nation, and the world. They are hu-
man and realize that it will have great
economic value to the State in the devel-
opment of tourist business.

There was a time, as late as 2 years
ago, when the Secretary of the Interior
of the United States and I were prohib-
ited from renting a hall on the Univer-
sity of Utah eampus to show a film, “The
Sculptured Earth.” The film pictured
the beauties of the canyonlands area
and carried no other message than the
fact that it is outstanding and should be
preserved.

I invited Secretary of the Interior
Udall to Salt Lake City for the premiere
of the film and attempted to reserve
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Kingsbury Hall, on the campus, for the
showing. Request was made to rent the
hall. No university sponsorship was in-
volved. But the board of regents in-
sisted that a film of these Utah attrac-
tions was controversial and therefore
must be barred from the campus of that
educational institution.

There was a merry battle of state-
ments over the situation for a few days,
but the final result was that a member
of the President’s Cabinet, a member of
this body, park officials, and citizens who
believed that the canyonlands should be
preserved—or were just curious—were
barred from the university campus and
had to view the film in a rented hall
downtown.

The final passage of the Canyon Lands
National Park bill is a fine example of
the soundness of our democratic proc-
esses, in my opinion, There have been
times when I have had to carry on the
effort alone among the elected officials
of the State, and contend with their
hostility.

But the committees of Congress went
out to Utah, saw the area, met with the
citizens, studied the economic problems
and the economic reports, and concluded
accurately and wisely that the citizens
of my State favored the establishment
of the Canyon Lands National Park, that
there was no great citizen opposition
which made it inadvisable, and went
ahead with the bill.

The park area which I proposed has
now been diminished to 257,640 acres.
The Park Service regards this as con-
siderably less than is needed for an
adequate presentation of an area and
which can one day be one of the major
attractions in the national park system
if it is fully and properly developed.

This, of course, can be adjusted later.
I am sure that it will be, for I am sure
that the view of the Senators of both
parties in the Senate Interior Commit-
tee will finally prevail: namely, that this
is such a remarkable and unusual and
beautiful area, it should be developed
into a park ranking alongside Yellow-
stone, Glacier, the Grand Canyon, and
Yosemite.

There have been times when I feared
that the opposition among the officials
in my State to the national park pro-
posal would delay it for many years.

Although I regret that the conference
bill is somewhat less than adequate, I ac-
cept the conference report in the present
circumstances, so that it may go to the
Ev_hite House for the President’s signa-
ure.

With the park established, with access
to the area for the visitors who are al-
ready arriving, and with greater ap-
preciation in Utah of the potentialities
of the park, there is no doubt in my mind
that the provisions of this original,
founding measure can be adjusted to
realize all of the tremendous potentiali-
ties of the canyonlands.

Before concluding, I wish to express
truly heartfelt gratitude to the members
of the Public Lands Subcommittee of
the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee for all their time and effort
and the support that they have given
me.
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The chairman of that committee, the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BieLE], for-
mer attorney general of his State, has
spent endless hours gathering the facts,
studying the reports and the economic
factors, and helping me to shape a wise
bill. The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpErsoNn], long acquainted with the
area, has given me wise counsel and en-
couragement. I shall always remember
the assistance of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MeTcaLrFl at the hearings in
the field and in Washington, the enthusi-
asm of Senator Oren Long of Hawaii
who has retired, and of the Senator from
Alaska [Mr Gruenineg]l who never in-
tends to retire. I have no less apprecia-
tion of the support of the subcommit-
tee members on the minority side and I
shall always remember the enthusiasm
for the project which was expressed by
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan] a
native of my State and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. SimpsoN] as we circled
the canyonlands in an airplane on a
field trip, during which we inspected
more than a dozen proposed parks and
recreation areas.

The members of the subcommittee had
given up their Fourth of July recess to
this field trip, which was packed with in-
spections and hearings, If had been an
arduous frip when we came to the can-
yvonlands area headed for Kansas for
further hearings on the Prairie National
Park. There had been some sharply
conflicting views expressed to us about
other shore and recreation area pro-
posals.

But as the committee looked down on
the canyonlands, there was not a dis-
sent that this almost indescribably beau-
tiful area should be set aside for the
enjoyment of our citizens for all time as
a unit of the national park system. nor
was there any dissent that it would be
one of the outstanding units in the sys-
tem.

Mr. President, I move that the Sen-
ate adopt the conference report on S. 27
and ratify its action in passage of S. 27.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield?

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

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE],

Mr. BIBLE. Before the motion is put,
I do not wish the opportunity to go by
without paying particular tribute to the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss] who has
labored so long, so hard, so diligently,
and so persistently to bring about the
creation of one of the last opportunities
we may have in this Nation to establish a
national park of the Yellowstone Na-
tional Park class.

Those of us who have visited the area
and who have worked under the leader-
ship of the Senator from Utah know that
in this vast area of natural wonders, In-
dian lore, and recreational opportunity
we have something that is probably un-
duplicated elsewhere on the American
continent—possibly in the world.

This statement is not exaggerated.

I hope that every Senator and Repre-
sentative, and the people of the United
States by the millions will visit this park
in the years ahead. It rivals our finest
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parks in breathtaking scenes. It is un-
duplicated. = The
something new for the most inveterate
traveler. _

It has amazed most of us on the In-
terior Committee that passage of the
canyonlands legislation should have
proved as difficult as has been the case.

Parks normally are protected against
commercial activity. In this instance,
however, the tract involved is in an area
which has undergone a tremendous eco-
nomic growth resulting from the ura-
nium boom, and now faces a disastrous
decline. Senator Moss showed our com-
mittee the economic necessity for
permitting exploration for petroleum and
minerals in the area involved. We made
accommodations for several years of
regulated mineral activity.

Then there were complaints about
size, about boundaries, and other details,
When one objection was met, new ones
were raised.

Mr. President, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss] demonstrated unusual pa-
tience and exceptional legislative skill in
the manner in which he met the re-
peated obstacles put in his path. Many
would have abandoned the effort in face
of the sort of obstructions presented.

Senator Moss has meet those obstruc-
tions one after another. He is a master
of the art of legislating. The canyon-
lands bill is only one of many measures
he has steered through Congress in his
first term in this body. His record, and
his skill in handling the measure we are
now about to dispatch to the White
House for the President’s approval,
mark him as an unusually effective
Member of this Senate.

It has been a great job—a task well
done. The Senator from Utah fought
hard all the way to sustain the prineciple
of multiple use. The situation finally
came down to the point where the Com-
mittee had to accept some modifications
of this concept, or lose some of the gran-
deur of this great area. I believe that
the final decision reached by the con-
ference committee was, under the cir-
cumstances, a good decision, and a work-
able decision in creating what will soon
be known as one of our outstanding na-
tional parks.

I close with sincere congratulations to
the junior Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss] for an unusually difficult legisla-
tive operation well and successfully done.

When I return to this wonderful area,
as I shall for I want to take others to see
it, I shall thank him for the energy and
effort he has expended to assure the
preservation of this area for the enjoy-
ment of the people of this Nation. All
Americans are in his debt for this great
work he has done.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. BimeLe]l for his very kind
words. I again express my appreciation
for his great leadership.

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

Mr. MOSS. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. While the Senator
from Utah has properly and justly paid
tribute to his colleagues on the Public
Lands Subcommittee, and on the full
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Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
especially to the distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee on Public Lands
who has just spoken, I believe that I may
say that in my 5 years’ experience in the
Senate I have never seen an achievement
which reflects so much credit on a single
individual as that of the sponsor of this
bill, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss].

For 3 years he has fought indefati-
gably in subcommittee, in the full com-
mittee, on the floor, and elsewhere to
bring about what I consider to be one of
the great accomplishments of the Con-
gresses in which we both have served.

It is a remarkable fact that no other
park recently created in the park system
is eomparable to this one in grandeur
and splendor. It is a magnificent area
that rivals the Grand Canyon, Yellow-
stone, and Yosemite. Canyonlands,
though their equal, was not incorpo-
rated in our national park system. It
remained for the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss] to see extraordinary quali-
ties, the vast beauty, and the advantage
involved in bringing this area into our
national park system. It will be of in-
estimable value to the people of Utah.
It will bring hundreds of thousands of
tourists to the area, It will preserve for
all time one of the most beautiful areas
in the world.

The credit for this achievement is due
to the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss]
more than to anyone else.

The Senator from Utah has labored
long and hard for this bill, as I have seen
few other bills labored for. The bill may
not be quite in the form in which he de-
sired to achieve it. But, after all, the
other body had its ideas. Occasionally
we must compromise. I would have been
in favor of the bill as the Senator from
Utah originally proposed it. Neverthe-
less, his achievement is unique. It de-
serves enduring recognition.

Mr, MOSS. I thank the Senator from
Alaska for his great help in this matter.
I thank him for coming out to my State
to view this land. I thank him for his
work on the committee and on the floor.

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

Mr. MOSS, I yield.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, we
were quite glad to participate in the
hearings in Utah on the Canyon Lands
Park bill. It was my privilege to visit
the canyonlands on a trip that was
arranged for us by the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Moss].

This is an area of spectacular natural
beauty. It is an area which rivals any
other area in which I have ever been;
and I have been in most of the national
parks of the country.

I join my colleagues in paying tribute
to the Senator from Utah for providing
that this area will be preserved for the
benefit of the people of all America. We
are very proud of our national parks in
Montana. Glacier and the entrances to
Yellowstone have made Montana a tour-
ist mecca. The sensational and unique
beauty of the Canyon Lands National
Park is something that we would wel-
come having in our State.

I commend the Senator from Utah for
his perseverence and determination that
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this area shall be preserved for the peo-
ple of Utah and of all America so that
all of us may have the opportunity to
enjoy the beauties of that area. His
perseverance has contributed tremen-
dously to the creation of this park.

1, too, felt, when I was there, that the
proposed park should be bigger, that it
should include some of the areas that
have been omitted. But I agree that
this is a business of compromise, and in
order, at this late date, to conserve and
preserve these great natural beauties for
the people of America, compromise had
to be entered into.

A quarter of a century from now, when
some of the beauties of America have
passed on, all of us will be grateful to the
Senator from Utah for his moderation,
wisdom, and perseverance in having this
bill passed.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, ap-
proval by the Senate today of the joint
Senate-House conference report brings
to a climax over 12 years of work on my
part and on the part of the people of
Utah and the National Park Service to
obtain deserved national recognition of
the canyonlands country. The canyon-
lands fully merits national park status.
Unfortunately, some provisions of the
bill are not what they should be. Many
people in Utah will be disappointed that
the promised multiple-use provisions are
not included in the bill. I take personal
satisfaction in the gains made in con-
ference since, as my junior colleague
[Mr. Moss] has acknowledged, the con-
ference was held only at my insistence.
If it had not been for me, there would
have been no conference at all. Indeed,
Secretary Udall charged that I “mouse-
trapped” Senator Moss into sending the
bill to conference. The gains made in
conference consisted of some grazing
concessions and a 120-day cutoff to com~-
plete the exchange of State land within
the park for Federal land located outside
its boundaries.

Even though the bill is not all that the
people of Utah had hoped for, the choice
at this time is whether or not there
should be a park or no park. On bal-
ance, I feel that there should be a park,
and I shall vote for the conference re-
port and urge the Senate to do so as well.

SOUTHERN UTAH NATIONAL PAREWAY

Congressional approval of the bill will
mean not only that a magnificent area
will be developed and protected; it will
also mean that major portions of the
Southern Utah Parkway for which I have
fought for many years will be built. The
Moss bill failed to provide for access
roads to the park, but through the Ben-
nett amendment, approved in the Senate
and then in the House, these access roads
may now be built from Utah Highways 24
and 95 and U.S. route 160. Without
roads the park would be valueless
economically.

These roads will be of parkway stand-
ards and will, when built, open up the
vast scenic area of southeastern Utah,
an area many times larger than the park
itself., If Secretary Udall will now ap-
prove my parkway bill rather than to op-
pose it as he has done, we can link the
canyonlands parkway complex with the
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magnificent areas in south central and
southwestern Utah. These areas include
Capitol Reef and Cedar Breaks National
Monuments and Bryce and Zion National
Parks.

BILL REFRESENTS 12 YEARS WORK

It has taken more than a decade to
make the necessary studies and lay the
background for the bill now before the
Senate. It was my privilege to support
appropriations for a National Park Serv-
ice study of the Dead Horse Point area,
which was completed on January 19,
1953. In the intervening years, the State
of Utah evidenced a wish to launch a
progressive State park program. I had
the honor to successfully sponsor two
bills that made a State park program
possible in Utah. Under these bills, the
State acquired lands to develop the Dead
Horse Point State Park, which will ulti-
mately be the most spectacular such park
in the United States.

Another important step involving this
area was taken in 1956. I had the honor
to be a sponsor of S. 500, which was
signed into law that year by President
Eisenhower, which, in part, created a
1,429,000-acre Glen Canyon National
Recreation Area. Of this amount, 1,337,-
000 acres are in Utah, and adjoin the
canyonlands country.

These steps were followed by Depart-
ment of the Interior studies, that I
urged, in the Needles area from May 13
to 21 in 1959, and a study of the Land of
Standing Rocks between May 9 and 13,
1960. I worked very closely with former
Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton
and former Assistant Secretary George
Abbott in connection with these studies,
and backed appropriations for them.
The result was a bill which I had drafted
by the Department of the Interior. I
introduced the bill on March 7, 1961, to
provide for the establishment of a 72,000~
acre Needles National Recreation Area,
all of which area is included in the bill
now before the committee today. The
Park Service thereafter completed its
overall canyonlands study. At the re-
quest of the Utah State Park and Rec-
reation Commission, I introduced a bill,
S. 2616, to set aside three smaller areas
comprising a national park complex in
the canyonlands country, connecting
them with access roads built by the Park
Service. My colleagues in the congres-
sional delegation also introduced bills in
the late summer of 1961.

It was my privilege, therefore, in
March of 1961 to introduce in the Senate
the first bill affecting the area which
is now called canyonlands.

CLYDE-OLSEN COMMITTEE

Meanwhile, Gov. George D, Clyde ap-
pointed a special committee to study the
various proposals to establish a Canyon-
lands National Park, to determine the
economic impact of such proposals, and
to make recommendations in connection
therewith. The committee was chaired
by the late Chester J. Olsen, former re-
gional forester and the first director of
the Utah Park and Recreation Commis-
sion, an active Democrat and a noted
conservationist. It was my privilege to
introduce a bill incorporating the rec-
ommendations of that special commit-
tee, S. 3744 of the 8Tth Congress. The
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bill would have authorized the creation
of a 310,000-acre Canyon Lands National
Park and Recreation Area, with up to
102,000 acres to be administered under
traditional national park concepts, while
at least 208,000 acres would be admin-
istered as a multiple-use national recre-
ation area. This was felt to be the prac-
tical way to balance the scenic values
and the natural resource values of the
proposed national park.

However, the Senate Interior Commit-
tee rejected this approach and elected
last year to report S. 27, which provided
for a phaseout over a period of 25 years
for mining and other multiple uses
within the park. In view of the com-
mittee'’s decision, I gave my full support
to S. 27 when it was before the Senate,
even though I had serious doubts about
the bill as it was written. The Senate
passed the bill on August 2, 1963, a sig-
nificant milestone for canyonlands. At
the same time I reserved the right to
work as the legislation progressed to ob-
tain perfecting provisions.

PFROMISE TO KEEFP MULTIPLE USE

In appearing before the committee and
again on the Senate floor, I reiterated
the warning which Governor Clyde had
made many times before that the House
Interior Committee would not accept a
national park with so-called multiple
use provisions designed to protect the
great economic values of the area other
than its scenic beauty. Instead, we
urged the creation of a smaller so-called
“pure” park that would be managed
unéi:r traditional national park stand-
ards.

Prior to that time, all four members of
the congressional delegation met with
officials from the State of Utah and the
National Park Service. When it was
pointed out that the House would not ac-
cept a multiple-use national park, Sen-
ator Moss said that this made no differ-
ence for he would call a conference be-
tween the Senate and House conferees
and would retain most, if not all, of the
Senate multiple-use provisions. He said
there would be no bill without this pro-
tection.

Both Governor Clyde and I were skep-
tical of this at the time and said so. We
argued that it would be better to seek a
smaller pure park rather than to run the
risk of creating an unnecessarily large
park and have multiple use banished
from it by the House. Both Senator
Moss and the Senate Interior Committee
on which he serves chose to reject this
request and to push ahead with a much
larger multiple-use park in spite of the
long-standing position of the House.
Now what we feared has become fact.

CONSTRUCTIVE ROLE

Throughout the entire deliberations
on the canyonlands problem, I have tried
to play a positive, constructive role, since
I earnestly favor national recognition of
this magnificent country. As a result of
my activities, some of the gross mistakes
in the earlier bills were corrected and
some obvious excesses have been fore-
stalled. I considered S. 27 a vast im-
provement over earlier administration
bills introduced by my ecolleague.

As one example, the first Moss bill
made no provision for access roads. If it
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had been approved, the canyonlands
country would have been nothing but
an isolated wilderness area to which only
hikers could go, and there would have
been absolutely no economic benefits to
the State of Utah.

As a result of conferences over a pe-
riod of several months with Utah's Gov-
ernor and other key officials in Utah and
in Washington who have responsibilities
that will be affected by the creation of a
park, I had offered several perfecting
amendments to the Senate Interior Com-
mittee when it was considering S. 27; and
I am sorry to say many were rejected.
The suggested changes were simply a
guard against losing more mineral and
other recoverable resources than neces-
sary. These same suggestions were in-
corporated in H.R. 6925 introduced by
Representative LAURENCE J. BURTON.

CANYON LANDS NATIONAL PARK, A GREAT

NATIONAL ASBET

The canyonlands country in south-
eastern Utah along the Green and the
Colorado Rivers comprises one of the
most magnificent and varied scenic areas
in the world. I have visited the area and
have been overwhelmed by its beauty
and grandeur. During the course of the
hearings and previous discussions on the
proposals to create a Canyon Lands Na-
tional Park, we have all heard many
glowing accounts of the beauties, maj-
esty, and magnificence of the superbly
rugged scenery so abundant in the red
rock country of my State. I can per-
sonally vouch that, if anything, those
who have uttered those accounts have
only been guilty of understatement. A
booklet issued by the National Park
Service describes the area as “visually
exciting,” which indeed it is.

SCENIC AND GEOLOGIC BEAUTY

The area is believed to be the world’s
most massive exposure of red-rock can-
yons. It has unique formations of
arches, needles, pinnacles, and standing
rocks carved out by river and wind ero-
sion.

There are prehistoric Indian ruins,
paintings and rock carvings in the
southeastern part of the area. This is
big, rough, diverse, vividly colored, un-
forgettable country.

We have in canyonlands a national
asset which fully deserves national recog-
nition, development, and preservation so
that all the people of our Nation may
enjoy its splendor. To date, only a hand-
ful of people, even in Utah, have had
that opportunity because of the remote
location of the canyonlands and its
rugged terrain and comparative inac-
cessibility.

There has never been a question of
the worthiness of the area or the desir-
ability of preserving and making avail-
able for public enjoyment the features
of greatest national significance in a
Canyon Lands National Park. The Gov-
ernor of Utah, the Utah congressional
delegation, and the vast majority of the
people of Utah have strongly supported
the proposal for national recognition.

As explained earlier, I shall vote for
the bill because, on balance, it is, in my

view, in both the State and the National
interest to do so.
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Therefore, I urge Senate approval of
the bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
join my colleagues in expressing thanks
to the distinguished Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss] for his determined effort and
long-standing pull in the direction which
brought about the achievement of the
legislation which is now on its way to the
White House. The creation of the Can-
yon Lands National Park marks a his-
toric occasion. It has been almost 20
years since the last national park was
established.

This park, of course, is unique in its
possibilities and its beauty. It will be a
valuable addition, not only to the State
of Utah and the West, but also to the
Nation as a whole.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss] for his unswerv-
ing effort and fine success in a venture
which has taken a long time to achieve.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator.

KICKBACK BY MATTHEW Mc-
CLOSKEY ON DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA STADIUM CONTRACT

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a few
days ago the distinguished Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WirLriams] told the Sen-
ate that Mr. Don Reynolds, who had been
a witness before the Senate Rules Com-~
mittee during the course of its investi-
gation into the affairs of Robert Baker,
had reported to him that he had been
paid by McCloskey and Co. a sum of ap-
proximately $35,000 in excess of the cost
of the premium upon the performance
bond which was executed in connection
with the District of Columbia Stadium,
and that Mr. Reynolds alleged that the
$35,000 was to be paid to Mr. Baker to be
used in connection with a political cam-
paign. v

As a result of the statement by the
Senator from Delaware, there have been
many editorials, and I think properly so,
stating that it was necessary to reopen
the investigation into the affairs of
Robert Baker to find out the truth about
these statements and to conclude the in-
vestigation.

I join in the position that the allega-
tions should be thoroughly investigated.
On July 24, I offered a resolution pro-
posing that there be established in the
Senate a committee to be called the
Select Committee on Standards and Con-
duet, to be composed of three members
of the majority and three members of
the minority party.

I considered that such a committee
would have great standing in the Senate
and before the country, and that, being
equally divided between the two parties,
it would eliminate partisanship, so far as
it was possible to do so. I felt that it
would protect the integrity of the Sen-
ate. The Senate adopted my resolution.

The session is drawing to a close. I
hope very much that the President pro
tempore of the Senate will appoint the
committee.
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It may be that some other committee
of the Senate will undertake the inves-
tigation of the facts which have been
brought to light by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLriamsl. If not, the
select committee to be appointed—and it
must be appointed under the terms of
the resolution—could undertake the in-
vestigation.

A moment ago I referred to many edi-
torials which have commented on the
statements of the Senator from Dela-
ware. I noticed today an editorial en-
titled “Bungled Investigation,” in the
Washington Post, and one published in
the New York Times entitled “More on
Bobby Baker.”

The language in the Washington Post
editorial is correct insofar as it reports
the action of the committee as a whole.
Nonetheless, anyone who does not know
the facts would have the impression
upon reading the editorial and similar
editorials that no effort was made to call
Matthew McCloskey before the commit-
tee.

I refer to the editorial published in
the Washington Post. The editorial
states in part:

The Rules Committee had elicited from
Reynolds a statement to the effect that he
had paid $4,000 to Baker and $1,500 to For-
mer House District Committee Clerk William
McLeod for their help in getting the stadium
bill passed. But the committee was content
to let the assumption stand that this came
out of Mr, Reynolds' commission. Matthew
M. McCloskey, former Democratic finance
chairman and former Ambassador to Ireland,
who had paid the bond premium to Reyn-
olds and who had an obvious interest in
having the stadium bill passed, was not
called as a witness.

At that time it appeared that interested
parties had handed out money to promote
legislation, but the Rules Committee did not
feel it necessary to look beneath the surface.

That is a correct statement as far as
it refers to the full committee.

However, members of the minority, on
at least two occasions, and, I believe, on
three occasions, moved in committee to
call Matthew McCloskey before the com-
mittee for questioning. We were voted
down by the majority.

On one occasion I moved specifically
that Matthew McCloskey be called before
our committee. I notonly made the mo-
tion, but, as the record shows, I cited
facts surrounding the performance bond
as a reason for calling Mr. McCloskey as
& witness.

According to Reynolds’ testimony he
had paid from the premium $4,000 to Mr.
Baker and $1,500 to Mr. McLeod I cited
these facts as requiring and demanding
that McCloskey be brought before our
committee to inquire as to what other
facts he might have about this trans-
action.

If the motion which I made on one
occasion, and which was made later by
Senator Curris and Senator ScorT, mem-
bers of the minority, had not been voted
down by the majority, we would have had
Mr. McCloskey before the committee.
‘We would have had an opportunity to
elicit other information, and we might
have discovered the information which
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
r1ams] has discovered.
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One member of the majority on the
committee—the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Byrpl on
several occasions voted with the minor-
ity and it is my recollection that he voted
also to call Mr. McCloskey. The fact is
that the Republican members of the
committee tried to bring McCloskey be-
fore the committee, and we were voted
down again and again.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator from Kentucky is correct. The
minority members of the Rules Commit-
tee tried to have Mr. McCloskey called
as a witness. One reason why Mr. Mec-
Closkey was to be called and why there
was an interest in his testimony, was that
there was a strong rumor to the effect
that an overpayment had been made in
this case. The committee was aware of
the rumor. Majority members who re-
jected this request knew how it could
have solved the question had it so de-
sired. It could have been solved by
calling Mr. McCloskey. Had that been
done the statements which I made this
week would have been entirely
unnecessary.

The committee was put on notice not
only in the executive sessions by the mi-
nority members, but I should like to
read what was sald on the floor of the
Senate on July 27. It appears at page
17030. At that time I was in colloquy
with the chairman of the Committee on
Rules and Administration. I said:

Mr. Wiriams of Delaware, I concur in
what the Senator from Nebraska stated. Mr.
McCloskey should have been called. It
would have been far better.

There is one other missing link which may
have only supported the other testimony or
it may have raised other questions. Some
of the canceled checks were in the committee
hearings and I have them before me.

The committee has also the canceled check
by which Bobby Baker got his $4,000. The
committee has the canceled check for $1,500
that Mr. McLeod received. But what the
committee does not have and which the
committee should have and which I hope it
will still try to obtain, is a copy of Mr. Mc-
Closkey’s check to Mr. Reynolds as payment
for this stadium insurance, I think it would
be very important to have that information.

Mr, JorpaN of North Carolina. I think Mr,
Reynolds' record shows what the amount is.
The report shows what he pald for the per-
formance bond. But I shall not argue that

int.
pour. Wirriams of Delaware. It shows that
Mr. Reynolds was to get $73,681.28 from Mr.
McCloskey.

He pald Hutchinson, Rivinus & Co.. who
handled the Insurance for Reynolds,
$63,500.72. That left a difference for his
commission of $10,0831.66. Out of that
$10,031.66 he wrote a check for $4,000 to
Bobby Baker and two checks to Mr. McLeod,
one for $1,000 and one for $1,600.

While it may be merely routine, I should
like to see the $73,631.28 check to see if that

is exactly what was pald., I would suggest
that even now the committee could obtain

a copy of that check. It may be interesting.

Here again the committee was on
notice that it was important to get this
check. The committee had been alerted,
and so had the Department of Justice,
that there was the strong possibility that

Mr.
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the check used to pay for the perform-
ance bond had been in an inflated
amount. This point was confirmed yes-
terday by Mr. McCloskey. He admits
that the check was for $109,205.60, which
represents $35,000-and-some-odd above
the actual cost of the performance bond.
The performance bond was on record in
the District Commissioner’s office, and it
shows that the actual cost was only in
the amount of $73,631.26. Yet we now
find that Mr. McCloskey admits having
sent a check for $109,205.60 to cover this
item.

Certainly questions are in order.

Certainly the committee should have
called Mr. McCloskey; it should have
subpenaed his records. That should
have been done in committee. They had
their chance. I regret very much the
necessity of having to come to the floor
of the Senate earlier this week to bring
this information to the attention of the
Senate as a whole. It is a matter which
should have been developed by the com-
mittee. Mr. McCloskey should have
been called to testify before the com-
mittee. But we had no alternative be-
cause the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, by a 6-to-3 partisan vote,
voted against a further continuation of
the investigation. We were told at that
time that if any of us later developed any
further information we should come to
the floor of the Senate with it. All right,
we came to the floor of the Senate with
it and I am waiting to see how the Sen-
ate will handle it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was it brought to
the attention of the committee that the
check for some $100,000 from McCloskey
was issued by McCloskey?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
check itself?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I re-
ceived the check just a short time ago.
I did not have the check when I was
speaking on July 27. Had I had the
check then, I would have given it to
the committee had they been interested.
I gave to the committee—and I believe
the chairman of the committee has con-
firmed this—what information I had at
the time, and even told them of the need
of checking this very important point.
They refused.

Mr. ELLENDER. Why was it not pos-
sible to get the amount of the check from
Mr. Reynolds? Was he not before the
committee as a witness?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
Reynolds did not have the check; he had
cashed it. The check could have been
obtained by calling Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand; but
the amount of the check was known by
Reynolds, was it not?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Per-
haps. Mr. Reynolds to my knowledge

was not asked by the committee on this
particular point.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Delaware was there, was he not?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; I
am not a member of the committee. I
was only a bystander trying to help.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Somebody, I am
sure, asked about it. I recall reading in
the Recorp and also in the newspapers
that Mr. Reynolds was asked if he knew
anything other than what he had testi-
fied to. He said no, that he did not. So
does not the Senator believe that Mr.
Reynolds is the one to blame, in a
measure, for not bringing the matter to
the attention of the committee?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Partly,
but not altogether. I asked Mr. Reyn-
olds—and I put his answer in the Rec-
orD—why he did not disclose it to the
committee earlier. He said it was be-
cause of the antagonistic attitude of
the committee; that the commitiee
seemed more interested in discrediting
him as a witness and in covering up the
case than in pursuing it.

Mr. Reynolds told me that there was
an overpayment, but he did not have the
amount. I asked the committee to help
establish the point, but they were not in-
terested. ;

I could not proceed until I got the
check because, after all, we should have
the documents. That is why I alerted
the committee to the fact that there was
a suspicion of overpayment. I said this
again publicly on the floor of the Senate
on July 27 in a colloquy with the chair-
man of the committee. The committee
refused to take any action, Likewise, the
Department of Justice was on notice that
there was a suspicion of overpayment.
Their agents were aware of this same
report. They were not interested. No
one was interested until I produced the
canceled check here this week.

After I got the canceled check, Reyn-
olds was willing to fill in the rest of
his testimony, and I was able to proceed.
Some time ago he had asked my assist-
ance in getting the check and said he
was willing to work with the committee.
But I regret very much that the commit-
tee did not seem to be interested in de-
veloping anything other than that which
they thought somebody else already
knew.

I only wish that the committee had
followed the very simple procedure of
calling Mr, McCloskey as a witness. Af-
ter all, he is an American citizen; there
would have been nothing sacrilegious
about calling him before the committee
and asking him to testify under oath the
same as other witnesses. That is what
should have been done. Remember
there were definite charges of payoffs on
this contract.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was Mr. Reynolds
under oath?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes; but
not in public session because the com-
mittee would not allow him to testify in
publie.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was he not asked
whether he knew of any other transac-
tions than those to which he testified?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
know what he was asked. The Senator
from Louisiana will have to read the rec-
ord himself.

Mr. ELLENDER. From the accounts
I read in the newspapers I gathered that
Reynolds was asked whether he knew
anything more.
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Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would
assume that he did. But should we stop
there and not call Mr. McCloskey? Why
object to calling Mr. McCloskey?

Mr. ELLENDER. I am not objecting
or trying to protect anyone. I am mak-
ing the point with the Senator from
Delaware that the committee, in my
opinion, should have called Mr. Reynolds
to task, because apparently he did not
tell the truth. If it were left to me, I
think I would have him up for perjury.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As far
as I know Mr. Reynolds was not asked
about any overpayment. He was asked
about his payments to Mr. Baker and
Mr. McLeod. Certainly we should pur-
sue this question to determine whether
he had other information then or wheth-
er he has other information now.

But why object to calling Mr. Mc-
Closkey? Weeks ago the committee was
told that there was a strong suspicion
that an overpayment had been made on
this contract. Mr. Reynolds was willing
to tell the committee there had been an
overpayment, but he did not have the
check and did not remember the exact
amount. He sald we would have to get
the check to establish the exact amount.
He told me that, and the committee and
the committee chairman knew it. I ad-
vised the chairman of the committee that
he should get that check, Why did he
not get it?

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

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I was present when
Reynolds testified. It is correct that he
did not tell us all the facts. There is no
guestion about that. The facts, as since
reported by Reynolds to the Senator from
Delaware, were not told us, either in his
own statement or upon cross-examina-
tion. But even admitting that to be
true, the admission of Mr. McCloskey
that he delivered to Mr. Reynolds a check
in the amount which Reynolds has later
reported, indicates, in that respect, at
least, that the statements of Mr. Mec-~
Closkey and Mr. Reynolds are in accord.
But this evidence was reported after our
investigation had been cut off, and after
Mr. Reynolds had testified before the
committee.

The facts are that Mr. Reynolds testi-
fied he was in Mr. Baker’s office with Mr.
McCloskey and Mr. Baker; and Mr. Mec-
Leod also came into the office. Later,
Mr. Reynolds paid to Mr, Baker, accord-
ing to Mr. Reynolds’ statement, $4,000.
It is not clear what that payment was
for. Even that transaction was covered
up to make it appear that it was a loan,
when it was not a loan. Mr. McLeod was
paid $1,500. He seemed to think it was
perfectly natural to have someone give
him $1,500 for his activities supporting
the stadium bill. The point is that these
facts, which to say the least are suspi-
clous, made it necessary, in my view and
the view of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. CurTis]l] and the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr], that Mr. Mc~
Closkey be called to tell the committee
what he knew about these transactions
and what, if anything, they had to do
with his contract to construct the sta-
dium. It was negligent on the part of
the committee not to call him,
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For at least twice, a motion was made
in committee by the Republican mem-
bers to call Mr. McCloskey as a witness.
On one occasion I made a motion to call
him. As I have said; I discussed the
facts of the meeting in Mr. Baker’s office
and the payment of funds to Baker and
McLeod as a reason why McCloskey
should be called, so that we could deter-
mine if there was any other evidence re-
lating to the transaction. But my mo-
tion was rejected; it was voted down.
The majority would not agree to call
MecCloskey. They voted against calling
him. On another occasion, we tried to
have him called, but again we were voted
down.

If McCloskey had been called, if he had
been before the committee, and had been
sworn, we certainly would have asked
him every fact he knew about the pre-
mium upon the performance bond, how
much he had paid, and to whom he had
paid it; and also, of course, we would
have had the opportunity to subpena his
records, if that had been necessary. But
all of that was denied by the refusal of
the majority to vote in favor of the mo-
tion which we made to call McCloskey as
a witness.

‘Those are the facts of the case.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL-
LENDER].

Mr, ELLENDER. Irepeat, Ido notde-
fend Bobby Baker or anyone else, and
after listening to the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Cooprer]l, I believe that the
committee erred in not calling Mr.
MeCloskey.

The point I wish to make to the Sen-

ator from Delaware is this: I find it
strange that the committee was unable
to elicit from Mr. Reynolds the total
amount of the check which was paid to
him.
Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. That is
one of the many questions which I would
ask about the committee’s failure. I do
not understand why they did not get an
answer to this question—not only an
answer to this question, but answers to
many other unanswered questions in the
Baker investigation. I am afraid that
a great deal is due to the fact that the
committee was not interested in asking
questions. Someone may have been
afraid they would get embarrassing an-
SWers.

I am not excusing Mr. Reynolds, nor
am I excusing anyone. I wish we had
had this information sooner, but the rea-
son it was not fully developed earlier
was that the majority members of the
committee were not overly enthusiastic
about asking questions.

Mr, ELLENDER. Does the Senator
make that charge against the Senator
from Kentucky?

Mr, WILLTIAMS of Delaware. Oh, no;
of course not. I was speaking of the ac-
tion by the majority members of the
committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Kentucky attempted to find out the to-
tal amount that was received by Mr.
Reynolds from Mr. McCloskey?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. He did,
yes.
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Mr. COOPER. Yes, let me say that I
do not know how many members of the
committee were there that day, but we
heard his story. I remember that I did
ask him if he had told us all of the facts
and whether there was any other infor-
mation he had to give. He said, “No.”

Naturally I wish to be fair in this mat-
ter. That is what he said.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There
is no question about that.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did Mr. Reynolds
indicate to you in any manner the
amount of the check that was sent by
Mr. McCloskey?

Mr. COOPER. No, of course not. The
only facts he told us were the facts I
have related. They are all in the record.
He had been paid a certain premium and
that he had paid out $4,000 to Mr. Baker
and $1,500 to Mr. McLeod.

I understand that the Senator is try-
ing to develop that Mr. Reynolds did not
give the committee the truth and the
full facts.

Mr. ELLENDER. Exactly.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
Reynolds did not give us all the facts.
I should like to make the point that the
Senator’s inquiry, while important and
justified, is not wholly relevant to the
necessity of calling McCloskey as a wit-
ness, If we had had an opportunity to
have Mr. McCloskey as a witness and
question him, I would assume that he
would have told us the truth and these
later facts would have been elicited.

Mr. ELLENDER. I can well under-
stand that. I am in agreement with the
Senator from Kentucky that if Mr. Mc-
Closkey had been called as a witness,
these facts could have come to light. The
point I am trying to make, as the Sena-
tor just stated, is that it strikes me that
one of the persons most to blame for this
is Mr. Reynolds. He is the one who is in
bad faith, in my opinion. It is strange
that this matter is now being reopened
because of the failure of the chief wit-
ness to tell the truth.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Partly
because of the failure of the chief wit-
ness and also because of the failure of
the committee. I appeared before the
committee with the information which
I developed from Mr. Reynolds, and the
committee explored that. At that time
I had no knowledge, no suspicion, that
there was any payment on the per-
formance bond over and above the $73,-
000. I had no reason to think that. So
far as I know, the committee had no rea-
son to think that either at that point.
But later they were alerted to the sus-
picion.

As the Senator from Louisiana has
stated and as the Senator from
Kentucky has pointed out, the commit-
tee did ask leading questions which
should have developed more informa-
tion, but they did not.

I am not excusing Mr. Reynolds of his
responsibility either; but it was after
Mr. Reynolds appeared before the com-
mittee as a witness that this later in-
formation was discovered. We received
the report that the check which Mr.
Reynolds had received for the payment
on the performance bond was not $73,~
000 but was for a substantial figure over
and above the $73,000.
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The suggestion was that this extra
payment was partly for payoffs and
partly a political contribution to the
Democratic campaign fund.

Why should this rumor not have been
pursued? It would have been easy to
prove or disprove the charge had the
committee been interested.

After this was called to my attention
I talked with Mr. Reynolds further. He
saild the reason he did not mention it
was that he did not know the exact
amount and that he was afraid the com-
mittee would insist on him producing the
exact figure. He had cashed the check,
but he had no record of it.

The committee could have called Mr.
MecCloskey before them as a witness. It
would have been easy to have settled this
question by putting him on the stand
under oath as a witness or by getting a
copy of the check. At that time they
were getting ready to close down, but they
still had time to do this. I appealed to
the chairman even at that late date to get
this check to see if it was the exact
amount.

If I got a copy of the check certainly
the committee could.

They had a full staff of investigators;
all that I had was my regular office staff.

I read the REcorp where twice in a
statement I raised the question of get-
ting that check to see if it was the exact
amount. I regret the committee did not
see fit to act, but when the committee did
not, fortunately I obtained the check.
As soon as I obtained it I presented it
on the floor of the Senate since the com-
mittee had quit.

I agree with the Senator that all of
these faects should have been developed
by the committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is there any doubf
in the Senator’s mind that Mr. Reyn-
olds did not know the amount of the
check? Surely, he would have known
that.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. He
would have known reasonably close, yes;
but not the exact amount.

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course he would.
He simply lied about it, I presume.

Mr, of Delaware. That is
the reason this question has to be pur-
sued further.

By all lines of reasoning, Mr. McClos-
key should be called as a witness. This
should be done in all fairness to him.
Let him present his testimony under oath
the same as Mr. Reynolds. In his re-
sponse to the statement I made Mr. Mc-
Closkey made mention of the fact that
he said all he paid was $109,000 and some
odd dollars, which was the exact amount
of the invoice. He said he paid no more,
no less. But the point is the records
show the invoice to have been increased
by around $35,000 above the actual cost
of the performance bond. Who got this
$35,000 is the great unanswered ques-
tion.

Based upon the evidence we now have,
there is an extra $35,000 overpayment
that was coming into Washington. Who
got this money? That is what we must
find out.

We must find out exactly who is tell-
ing the truth. I said the other day that
we should reserve our decision until we
have an opportunity to bring all the wit=
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nesses before a congressional committee
hearing, but we have a responsibility to
call these witnesses.

We should let Mr. McCloskey testify
under oath. We should call Mr. Me-
Closkey or anyone else who may be or
has been connected with this case. We
should call any witness, no matter how
high a position he occupies in our Gov-
ernment. There is no man in Govern=-
ment too high to be held accountable
for his action as a public servant.

Again I urge that this investigation be
reopened.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS — CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I submit a report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10809) making appropriations for the
Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and related agen-
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1965, and for other purposes. I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the conference agreement on
the bill provides total appropriations of
$7,089,707,000, a reduction of $713,483,000
from the budget estimates, an increase
of $8,514,000 over the Senate allowance,
and $181,644,000 over the House allow-
ance.

For the Department of Labor the con-
ferees allowed a total of $565,904,000, an
increase of $484,000 over the Senate al-
lowance, but a decrease of $20,050,000
from the House allowance, and $104,606,~
000 under the budget estimate. The
Senate reduction of $20 million in the
item for “Manpower development and
training activities” was accepted by the
conferees. The statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House contained
in the conference report indicates that
“the managers on the part of the House
approve of the Department’s proposal to
establish a number of Youth Opportu-
nity Centers.” This is, of course, the ex-
pression of the one body, but does not
constitute congressional approval of the
reprograming request, a request denied
by the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions, to which no challenge was made
on the floor of the Senate. The Depart-
ment is cautioned not to proceed with the
contemplated reprograming.

For the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare the conferees allowed
a total of $6,476,629,000, a decrease of
$624,412,000 from the budget estimates,
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an increase of $184,909,000 over the
House allowance, a decrease of $21,074,-
000 from the Senate allowance.

The conferees agreed on the reduction
voted by the Senate of $25 million, sought
for the establishment of five residential
vocational education schools, to be wholly
federally financed.

The conferees agreed to the Senate
amendment adding the full budget esti-
mate of $55 million for grants for public
libraries. The conferees also accepted
the Senate amendments adding $10 mil-
lion for special cancer research to follow
leads on the viral origin of leukemia, and
adding $25 million for health professions
educational assistance, providing $15
million additional for medical schools, $5
million for dental schools, and $5 million
for replacement or rehabilitation of
existing facilities.

The conferees accepted $222,500,000 of
the Senate increase for hospital con-
struction activities, providing $150 mil-
lion for general hospital beds, $70 million
for the categorical program, and $2,500,-
000 for planning grants. The $150,000
added by the Senate for administrative
expenses was disallowed.

The Senate added an amendment re-
ducing funds sought for day-care serv-
ices from $6 million in the House bill to
$4 million and requiring matching begin-
ning April 1, 1965. The conferees ac-
cepted the Senate amendment allowing
$4 million, but the matching has been
put off until January 1, 1966, in order to
give States an opportunity to consider
whether continuance of the program
under a matching provision should be
approved.

The Senate added $1,500,000 for plan-
ning the environmental health facility,
the prineipal part of which the Depart-
ment intended to locate in Beltsville,
Md., on land to be donated by the De-
partment of Agriculture. The House
managers were adamant against the
placement of the central facility in the
metropolitan Washington area. A com-
promise was reached allowing $1 million
for planning the central facility to be
located at least 50 miles outside of Wash-
ington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The report was agreed to.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr: LAUSCHE. With regard to the
Environmental Health Center, it is my
understanding that the recommended
compromise contains a provision that
the Center shall not be built at a site
within a radius of 50 miles of Wash-
ington.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. That is
correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Does that mean that
the selection of the site is now left com-
pletely open, and that the original deci-
sion to build the Center at Beltsville no
longer continues?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It means
that the decision as to where to locate
the facility remains with the executive
department, and that, in any event, it
cannot be located within a radius of 50
miles from Washington.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, was
that decision reached on the basis that
there is already an overcongested situ-
ation in Washington?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. AsT re-
call, that was the primary objection pre-
sented by the House conferees.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To summarize, the
decisions which have heretofore been
made concerning where the Center
should be located are no longer effective,
and a new study and approach will have
to be made to enable the executive de-
partment to determine where the site
shall be.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Any de-
cision which has heretofore been made to
locate the facility at Beltsville is no
longer in order because of the require-
ment that the facility be located at least
50 miles from Washington, D.C.

Mr. LAUSCHE., Mr. President, I
thank the Senator.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. The Senator from New
Hampshire, as the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, takes this
opportunity to compliment the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Byro] for the very able manner in which
he has handled this important appro-
priation bill, not only in the subcommit-
tee and full Committee on Appropria-
tions, but also on the floor of the Senate
and in the conduct of the conference.

Catapulted into this position by the
sudden illness of the beloved chairman of
the subcommittee, the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLl,
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrp] has handled the measure in an
amazingly efficient manner. Throughout
the conference, he indicated—as he did
earlier in the consideration of the meas-
ure in the Senate—his remarkable grasp
of the bill in all of its aspects.

We all hope that the senior Senator
from Alabama will soon be on the road
to recovery. We are all happy that there
is a comparatively young Senator on
the subcommitiee who could step into
this position of responsibility and deal
with it as efficiently, fairly, and expedi-
tiously as the able Senator from West
Virginia did.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I thank the Senator. I join
the distinguished senior Senator from
New Hampshire in his good wishes con-
cerning the health of the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Hixrl, who is the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the Departments of La-
bor, and Health, Education, and Welfare.

I have been in fairly constant touch
with the senior Senator from Alabama
throughout the period of his absence from
the Senate. I join the Senator from
New Hampshire in stating that there is
every indication that the senior Senator
from Alabama will soon be back with
us. We have all missed his very firm,
guiding hand. The senior Senator from
Alabama has acted as chairman over a
period of many years. He is very capable.
He is highly respected and very knowl-
edgeable in the entire field that we have
considered.
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I am sorry that it was my misfortune
to have been placed in the position of
acting chairman. But, while the rank-
ing minority member of the subcommit-
tee has been not only gracious but also
very charitable in his remarks concern-
ing my efforts, I could not have pro-
ceeded without the strong and able sup-
port, and the advice of the distinguished
senior Senator from New Hampshire.
He was at my side at all times. I leaned
upon him for counsel. The fact that we
came out of the conference with a very
good bill is to be attributed largely to the
support given by the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. CorTron]. I also wish
to express thanks to the competent and
faithful clerk of the subcommittee, Mr.
Herman Downey, for his assistance at
all times. Finally, I look forward to the
early return of our beloved chairman,
Senator LisTer HiLrL. He has been missed
by all of us.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I feel it necessary to state once again my
opposition to the deletion of the appro-
priation for the residential vocational
training schools authorized by the Voca-
tional Education Act. I commend the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byro] for his support of resi-
dential vocational training schools and I
would emphasize that this failure to ap-
propriate funds is only a temporary de-
lay. But this is the important point,
Mr. President, it is a delay in a program
which we cannot afford to delay. The de-
lay of 1 year in setting up these schools
will mean that an entire age group of
school dropouts will, by reason of their
having become older and further re-
moved by the 1 year from the education-
al process, be precluded from participat-
ing in this program.

Mr. President, as I stated on August
19 when this bill was considered by the
Senate, the Office of Education was put
into an impossible position by the con-
tradictory actions of the Senate and
House Appropriations Committees. The
House told the Office of Education not
to designate the sites for these schools
until the appropriation was made. The
Senate then proceeded to say that it
would not appropriate funds because the
sites had not been selected. The
dilemma of the Office of Education is cer-
tainly apparent, Mr. President, and needs
no additional comment. I shall not press
this matter further except to emphasize
once again the unfortunate mistake we
are making in delaying for 1 year the
actual creation of these schools which
are so desperately needed to combat our
school dropout problem.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I must
object to the action taken by the con-
ferees with respect to the proposed En-
vironmental Health Center, which was to
have been located in Beltsville, Md.

The conferees adopted language pro-
hibiting location of the center within a
50-mile radius of the Washington area.
This action on the part of the conferees
nullifies the best judgment of the Senate
committees which have endorsed this lo-
cation, as well as the many executive
agencies which recommended the Belts-
ville site.

During the past year, there has been a
great deal of discussion in Congress
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regarding the role and functions of the
three branches of Government. Much
criticism has been directed toward the
executive and judicial branches for at-
tempting to usurp the powers of Con-
gress. I submit, Mr. President, that in
the case of the Environmental Health
Center, we are guilty of the same crime.

Within the executive branch, we have
provided for a Public Health Service to
advise us of the best means of carrying
out our Federal health programs. We
have established other agencies and com-
missions for the purpose of advising us
on matters of this nature. Yet, today,
we are asked to approve a conference re-
port which ignores completely the rec-
ommendations of the Public Health Serv-
ice, the President’s Science Advisory
Committee, and the other agencies
which, after careful study, have selected
Beltsville, Md., as the most suitable site
for the Environmental Health Center.

‘We have come to the point where the
mature judgment of qualified agencies
is no longer accepted as the best stand-
ard for locating Federal facilities. We
have now adopted the pork barrel ap-
proach. The action of the conferees, in
effect, throws the whole matter up in
the air with the assurance that a co-
ordinated environmental health research
program will again be delayed. Rather
than beginning this important effort so
necessary to the national health, we will
now witness a free-for-all among the
various States who would Iike to have
this facility within their borders.

Mr. President, I cannot let this con-
ference report be adopted without voic-
ing the most vigorous objections to the
action taken with respect to the Envi-
ronmental Health Center,

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, an
hour ago the House passed the confer-
ence report on the Labor-HEW appropri-
ation bill. I rise to voice my strenuous
objections to the callous handling of the
proposed Environmental Health Center
in this bill.

For 4 years the present and future
health of all Americans has been jeopard-
ized by the failure of the Congress to
appropriate funds and agree on a loca-
tion for a National Environmental Health
Center.

The recommendation of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
was first rejected by the Congress in 1961.
The proposal was subsequently reviewed
and highly recommended by two scien-
tific panels, one appointed by the Sur-
geon General and the other by the Presi-
dent’s science adviser. The latter group
was composed of 19 scientists from 11
States.

In his health messages to Congress,
President Kennedy recommended the
construction of this facility and con-
curred in the recommendation of the De-
partment and of the committees that the
Center be located in the Washington
area.

In 1963, the Senate appropriated $1,-
441,000 and designated Government-
owned land at Beltsville, Md., as the
proper cite for the facility. House con-
ferees were unwilling to agree to the site
and the project was scrapped again.
This year the House failed to appropriate
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any funds for the Center. The Senate
appropriated $1,500,000 and left the
choice of location up to the Department.

It is well known that the Department
and all the advisory groups that have
considered this proposal have recom-
mended a Washington area location.
They have done so in recognition of the
necessity for close liaison between the
new Center and the National Institutes
of Health, the Food and Drug Admin-
istration, the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, Bureau of Standards, and other
agencies in the health field. It is also
well known that numerous Senators and
Congressmen have been eager to locate
this facility in their States.

Yesterday, a Senate-House conference
committee appropriated $1 million for
planning purposes, but specified that the
facility be located at least 50 miles from
the Washington area. In so doing, the
conferees have frustrated the purposes of
this vital agency even before it is born.
They have in addition, ruled out the rec-
ommended, logical, and most economical
site for this facility on Government-
owned land at the Agricultural Experi-
ment Station in Beltsville, Md.

The April 12, 1963, edition of Science,
published by the American Association
for the Advancement of Science, noted:

The old tradition of the Federal pork bar-
rel has been reshaped, and Congressmen now
haggle over the location of scientific facilities
with all the energy once spent in pursuilt
of rivers and harbors projects. * * * The
trouble centers wholly on the location of the
proposed Center, not on its merits, for no one
denies that it is badly needed. Congressmen
are not unaware of the growing public anxiety
over environmental contaminants * * *
and they have long recognized that e
public health service programs in these flelds
are fragmented and madequate.

The urgent need for the establishment
of a center for the study of environmen-
tal health has been well documented.
The publication of the book by Rachel
Carson and the testimony developed in
Senate hearings on the use of pesticides
‘are only two of the more dramatic as-
pects of this problem.

As our population increases at an ac-
celerated rate, it becomes vital for the
Nation to mount an organized program
for the control of air and water pollu-
tion, radiation hazards, and other man-
made a contaminants. A continuing
search into the factors which affect
man’s physical environment and,
through it, his health, is essential.

I have closely followed the progress
and plans for this Center. In so doing,
I have become acutely aware of the tre-
mendous stake which our Nation has in
environmental health and of the need
for the proposed facility.

I consider it a matter of grave concern
that an essential program of research in-
volyving the health of every citizen in this
Nation should have been stalled in a
morass of political controversy.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
express my support for the conference re-
port, with special reference to amend-
ments 49, 50, 51, and 52, relating to
the day-care-service provisions. I am
disappointed that the amount for day-
care services was not increased to the
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House figure. But I am gratified that the
matching fund requirement is being de-
ferred until January 1, 1966. I ask unan-
imous consent that I may submit a
portion of the testimony at the Senate
hearings, emphasizing the importance of
the day-care provisions of the bill. I
wish to thank my friend the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr, Byrpol, the chairman
of the subcommittee, for the great kind-
ness and consideration which he gave us
in respect to this problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the statement may be printed
in the RECORD.

The statement submitted by Mr, Javirs
is as follows:

DaY-CARE SERVICES

States will use the funds avallable for
day-care services to provide family day-care
homes and day-care centers. Improvements
will be made In the quality of day care
through licensing and consultation and
through cooperative work with voluntary
agencies for effective utilization of avallable
day-care resources. The need for day-care
services will continue to be great. The
number of working mothers in the United
States is approaching 9 million. One out
of three mothers in the labor force has chil-
dren under 6. Family income is a major
factor in the presence of mothers of young
children in the labor force. In familles
where the husbands earn less than 3,000
a year 1 out of 4 mothers with children un-
der 6 years of age is in the labor force;
when the husband's income is #7,000 or
more, the proportion is only 1 out of 10.

In many families where the mother works,
she is the sole support of her family and
usually has a very low income. It is these
families, particularly, that need the kind of
day-care facilities the Federal funds will
help the States to provide. When such fa-
cilities are not available, children are likely
to be subjected to the dangers of being left
alone or in very poor care. In 1 State with
87 counties only 19 counties have some day-
care facilitles although the State reports
probable need in every county. This is
typical of the need for increasing services in
most States.

Another low-income group, whose chil-
dren are in special need of day-care services,
is the migratory agricultural worker. Ac-
cording to the Subcommittee on Migratory
Labor of the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, approximately 100,000
to 150,000 children under 14 are in migrant
families. The next oldest child often has
to drop out of school to care for the toddlers
and infants. In a number of States funds
will be used for day care for migrant chil-
dren.

With increased funds both family day-care
and community day-care centers can begin
operation in a number of communities now
without such services.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
action on certain amendments of the
Senate to House bill 10809, which reads
as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendments of the Sen-
ate numbered 11, 36, and 63 to the bill (H.R.
10809) entitled “An Act making appropria-
tlons for the Departments of Labor, and
Health, Education, and Welfare, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1965, and for other purposes”, and concur
therein.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
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ate numbered 13, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted,

insert:

“$41,065,000: Provided, That for the purpose
of determining the amount of payments to
States from any appropriation for carrying
out sections 2 and 3 with respect to expendi-
tures under a State plan approved under
sald Act (and, if made after August 3, 1954
and prior to July 1, 1965, certified by the
Becretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare prior to July 1, 19656 for payment),
State funds shall, subject to such limita-
tions and conditions as may be prescribed in
regulations of the Secretary, include contri-
butions of funds made by any private
agency, organization, or individual to a
State to assist in meeting the costs of estab-
lishment of a public or other nonprofit
workshop or rehabllitation facility, which
would be regarded as State funds except for
the condition, Imposed by the contributor,
Iimiting use of such funds to establishment
of such workshop or facility.”

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 18, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of “756 per centum”, insert: “50
per centum’,

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 26, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows:

In lleu of “756 per centum', Insert: “50
per centum”.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 52, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted, insert the following:
“Provided further, That after January 1,
1966 no Federal funds shall be used to pay
in excess of one-half of the cost of day care
services under section 527(a) of the Social
Security Act, as amended.”

Resolved, That the House recede from lts
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 58, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

“Sec. 206. Except upon the approval of
the President's Science Advisory Committee,
none of the funds herein appropriated shall
be used to conduct or assist in conducting,
or carry on, undertake, or continue surveys,
investigations, or any programs (including
but not limited to, the payment of salaries,
administrative expenses, the conduct of re-
search activities and policing actions) in the
fleld of salinity control or of irrigation water
quality in the area drained by the Colorado
River and its tributaries.”

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate con-
cur in the amendments of the House to
the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 13, 18, 26, 52, and 58.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed fo.

BARRY GOLDWATER AND MARIE
ANTOINETTE

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, one
of the most celebrated incidents of the
French Revolution was the reply of
Queen Marie Antoinette when told that
the French populace had no bread.
“Let them-eat cake” was her contemptu-
ous reply. But the populace responded
by cutting off the Queen’s head.
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Now, Mr. President, I do not want to
imply that the American people are
about to cut off anyone’s head. But I
do wonder what our older citizens will
think when they read the statement of
the GOP presidential candidate, who
sald yesterday in explaining his vote
against the health care amendment:

Having given our pensioners thelr medical
care in kind, why not food baskets, why
not public housing accommodations, why
not vacation resorts, why not a ration of cig-
arettes for those who smoke and of beer
for those who drink?

Mr, President, I have never understood
what kind of mentality would prompt a
ruler to reply to a hungry people erying
for bread that the answer to their prob-
lem is cake. I find it even harder to
understand how a candidate for high of-
fice in a great democracy could respond
so flippantly and superficially to one of
the serious problems of our society,
namely, the problem of how a growing
number of older citizens can prepare for
the day when they are unable to meet
the fast-rising cost of hospital care.

If Mr. GorLpwaTer thinks that a bottle
of beer and a pack of cigarettes are on
the same level as a modest program of
pay-as-you-go, self-help hospital insur-
ance, then we can only wonder what
strange combination of forces has thrust
him up as a candidate for the Presidency.

Of course, we ought to give Mr. GoLp~
WATER whatever credit is due him for
interrupting the pleasantries of life on
his yacht, Sundance. It must have been
something of a hardship for him to come
ashore, shave off a luxuriant 8-day
growth, and fly in his new jet airplane
to Washington to strike a blow for lib-
erty and against health care for our
older citizens.

Mr. GorpwaTER has made similar
flights back to the Capitol to cast his
vote against civil rights, against the nu-
clear test ban, and against tax reduction.

In searching for the explanation of the
Senator’s prompt appearance each time
there is a chance to register a vote
against the people, one might assume
that this represents unwavering opposi-
tion to public expenditures.

This argument is shattered, however,
when one is reminded that the biggest
single public works spending bill to come
out of this Congress was one sponsored
by the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GoropwaTer] described as the central
Arizona project. It provides a whop-
ping $1.2 billion for what some of Mr.
GoLDWATER'S backers would ordinarily
describe as “pork barrel” spending.

Mr. President, I do not regard the in-
vestment of public funds in the conser-
vation of our water resources as ‘“pork
barrel” expenditures. I voted for the
central Arizona project in committee,
just as I have supported water develop-
ment projects in my own State. I am
not sure that the Arizona proposal should
stand in its present form. These proj-
ects in the long run, however, will enrich
rather than impoverish our country be-
cause they conserve valuable water re-
sources.

But, Mr. President, is there any re-
source that is more precious than
humanity itself, even that part of our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

humanity that has reached the afternoon
period of life? The quality of any so-
ciety can be measured by the attitude it
takes toward its older citizens.

What less can we do as the richest
Nation in the world than to provide a
mechanism whereby our people can share
the risks of expensive hospital care
through our social security system? This
is not a gift to the people. It is a prac-
tical formula under which they can
contribute during their working years to
a fund that will be available to them if
needed when they are no longer able to
work to finance the cost of hospital care.

I say that is true conservatism, It is
the conservation of human health and
human dignity. It is a slur on the whole
social security concept that has served
us so well these past three decades for a
presidential candidate to imply that
American citizens participating in this
system expect the Government to buy
them beer, cigarettes, and food baskets.

While I do not think the guillotine
will fall on Mr. GoLpWATER, I would be
greafly surprised if thoughtful Ameri-
cans concerned about the health and
well-being of our citizenry fail to ex-
press their displeasure with him at the
ballot box in November.

It has been suggested in the Gold-
water camp that the medicare program
is a vote-seeking scheme. If discharg-
ing a campaign pledge in a national plat-
form which was attempted in the last
Congress and is again being attempted
in this Congress is a vote-seeking scheme,
then let the opposition make the most
of it. Of course, a party seeks votes on
the basis of its platform and its per-
formance. That is what elections in a
free society are all about.

The Democratic platform is clear on
this issue, and I only hope our per-
formance will continue to be as clear as
it was in the U.S. Senate yesterday and

again today.

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.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
9 AM, TOMORROW FOR PRO
FORMA SESSION, AND THEN AD-
JOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, SEP-
TEMBER 8, 1964
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that at the con-

clusion of business today the Senate
stand in adjournment until 9 a.m. to-
morrow, and that immediately after con-
vening on said day the Presiding Officer
shall, without the transaction of any
business or debate, declare an adjourn-
ment of the Senate until 12 o’clock noon

on Tuesday, September 8, 1964,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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LOCATION OF CHANCERIES AND
OTHER BUSINESS OFFICES OF
FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS IN RESI~
DENTIAL AREAS OF DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
646) to prohibit the location of chan-
ceries and other business offices of for-
eign governments in any residential area
in the District of Columbia, which were to
strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That section 6 of the Act entitled “An Act
providing for the zoning of the District of
Columbia and the regulation of the location,
height, bulk, and uses of buildings and other
structures and the uses of land in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes”,
approved June 20, 1938, as amended (D.C.
Code, sec. 5—418), is amended by inserting
“(a)" after “Sec. 6. and by adding at the
end of such section the following new sub-
sections:

“(b) After the date of enactment of this
subsection & foreign government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repalr, convert,
or occupy a bullding anywhere in the Dis-
triet of Columbia, other than a district or
zone restricted in accordance with this Act
to use for industrial purposes, for use by
such government as an embassy.

“(c) After the date of enactment of this
subsection, except as otherwise provided in
subsection (d) of this sectlon, no foreign
government shall be permitted to construct,
alter, repair, convert, or occupy & building
for use as & chancery where official business
of such government is to be conducted by
more than six persons on any land, regard-
less of the date such land was acquired,
within any district or zone restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for residen-

ial purposes.

"(2) After the date of enactment of this
subsection a foreign government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repair, con-
vert, or occupy a building for use as a chan-
cery within any district or zone restricted in
accordance with this Act to use for medium-
high density apartments or high density
apartments if the Board of Zoning Adjust-
ment shall determine after a public hearing
that the proposed use and the building in
which the use is to be conducted are com-
patible with the present and proposed de-
velopment of the nelghborhood. In deter-
mining compatibility the Board of Zoning
Adjustment must find that—

“(1) in districts or zones restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for medium-
high density apartments, that off-street park-
ing spaces will be provided at a ratio of not
less than one such space for each one thou-
sand two hundred square feet of gross floor
area; and

“(2) in districts or zones restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for high den-
slty apartments, that off-street parking
spaces will be provided at a ratio of not less
than one such space for each one thousand
eight hundred square feet of gross floor area;
and

“(3) the height of the building does not
exceed the maximum permitted in the dis-
trict or zone in which it is located; and

“(4) the architectural design and the ar-
rangement of all structures and off-street
parking spaces are in keeping with the
character of the neighborhood,

‘(e) After the date of enactment of this
subsection a forelgn government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repair, convert,
or occupy a bullding for use as a chancery
where officlal business of such government is
to be conducted by not more than six per-
sons within any district or zone restricted
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in accordance with this Act to use for residen-
tial purposes, other than for medium-high
density and high density apartments as pro-
vided in subsection (d), if the Board of
Zoning Adjustment shall determine after a
public hearing that the proposed use and the
bullding in which the use is to be conducted
are compatible with the present and pro-
posed development of the neighborhood. In
determining compatibility, the Board of
Zoning Adjustment must find that—

“(1) in districts or =zones restricted in
accordance with this Act to use for single-
family residences, for low-density apart-
ments, or for medium-density apartments,
or for any combination thereof, that off-
street parking spaces will be provided at a
ratio of not less than one such space for
each six hundred square feet of gross floor
area; and

*“(2) the height of the building does not
exceed the maximum permitted in the dis-
trict or zone in which it is located; and

“(3) In districts or =zones restricted in
accordance with this Act to use for single-
family residences, no new buildings or addi-
tions to existing buildings will be provided
on a site area of less than two acres; and
the total bulk of all such buildings (includ-
ing additions) will not exceed a floor area
ratio of 0.15; and

“(4) in the case of an existing bullding
in a district or zone restricted in accordance
with this Act to single-family residences
which does not have a site area of two acres
or more, that the site upon which such

existing bulilding is located is not less than’

four hundred feet from the site of any
existing chancery located in such district
or zone; and

“(5) the architectural design and the ar-
rangement of all structures and off-street
parking spaces are in keeping with the
character of the neighborhood; and

“(8) the operation of the chancery is
properly screened from the neighborhood
and the anticipated volume of traffic is not
likely to change the general character of
the neighborhood.

“(f) In the case of any building used both
as an official residence of a chief of a diplo-
matic mission of a foreign government and
as a chancery where the official business of
such government is conducted not more
than six persons, the Board of Zoning Adjust-
ment is authorized to require that such
number of off-street parking spaces be pro-
vided as it determines necessary.

“(g) As used in this section, the term—

“(1) ‘embassy’ means a building used as
the officlal residence of the chief of a dip-
lomatic mission of a foreign government, and
such term shall include a building used both
as the official residence of the chief of a
diplomatic mission of a foreign government
and as a chancery where official business of
such government is conducted by not more
than six persons.

“(2) ‘chancery’ means a building contain-
ing business offices of the chief of a diplo-
matic mission of a foreign government where
official business of such government is con-
ducted, and such termn shall include any
chancery annex, and the business offices of
attachés of a forelgn government who are
under the personal direction and superinten-
dence of the chief of mission of such govern-
ment. Such term shall not include business
offices of nondlplomatic missions of foreign
governments such as purchasing, financial,
educational, or other missions of comparable
nondiplomatic nature.

*(3) 'person’ means any individual who is
subject to direction by the chief of mission
of a foreign government and s engaged in
diplomatic activities recognized as such by
the Secretary of State.”

Sec. 2. Nothing in the amendments made
by the first section of this Aect shall pro-
hibit—

(1) the future or continued use of a build-

ing as a chancery or the making of ordinary
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repairs to any such building for which lawful
use as & chancery existed on the date of en-
actment of this Act, or

(2) the construction, reconstruction, ex-
pansion, or alteration in accordance with any
permit issued by the Board of Commissioners
of the Distriet of Columbia on or before
February 18, 1964, of any building used or
to be used as a chancery.

Sec. 3. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall apply only to ap-
plications for special exemptions to the zon-
ing regulations filed with the Board of Zon-
ing Adjustment after May 1, 1964.

Sec. 4. After the date of enactment of this
Act, no building or chancery being used by
a foreign government in the District of Co-
lumbia shall be transferred to or used by
another foreign government unless such use
is in accordance with section 6 of the Act of
June 20, 1938, as amended (D.C, Code, sec.
5-418), or unless such use was in accordance
with applicable law at the time of this en-
actment.

Sec. 5. This Act and the amendments made
thereby shall not be administered in such
a way as to discriminate against any foreign
government on the basis of the race, color,
or creed of any of its citizens.

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act to regulate the location of chan-
ceries and other business offices of for-
eign governments in the Distriet of
Columbia.”

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the House
amendments and ask for a conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair be author-
ized to appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McIn-
TYRE, Mr. Mogrsg, and Mr. BEALL con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW
COMMISSION

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No.
1379 (H.R. 8070).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
8070) for the establishment of a Public
Land Law Review Commission to study
existing laws and procedures relating to
the administration of the public lands of
the United States, and for other pur-
poses.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Nevada?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend-
ments on page 5, line 9, after the word
“than”, to strike out “December 31, 1967
and insert “June 30, 1963”; in line 12,
after the word “on”, to strike out
“June 30, 1968 and insert “December 31,
1968"”; and on page 10, line 17, after
“(e)”, to strike out “national forests,
and (f) " and insert “national forests, (f)
wildlife refuges and ranges, and (g) ",

Mr. BIBLE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
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ments be considered and agreed to en
bloe.

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

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify the bill as
amended by asking that the language on
line 10, page 5, reading “June 30, 1968
be stricken and that in place thereof
the date “December 31, 1968” be in-
serted; and further I ask to modify the
bill as amended by asking that the lan-
guage beginning in line 12, page 5, end-
ing on line 13, page 5, reading “Decem-
ber 31, 1968”, be stricken and that in
lieu thereof there be inserted the date
“June 30, 1969".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the hill will be so amended.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, this is a
most worthy bit of legislation. It is
legislation on which the distinguished
Representative from Colorado, the
Chairman of the House Interior Com-
mittee, WAYNE AsPINALL, has spent many
hours in drafting a bill that will go a
long way to updating the archaic land
laws of this Nation.

Enactment of H.R. 8070 will permit a
comprehensive review of the policies ap-
plicable to the use, management, and
disposition of the public domain lands
of the United States. The first public
domain of the United States was created
when the original 13 States ceded to the
Federal Government lands westward to
the Mississippi River as part of the com-~
promises attendant upon the formation
of the Union and the adoption of the
Constitution.

The Constitution itself provides in
article IV, section 3, clause 2:

The Congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful rules and regula-
tions respecting the territory or other prop-
erty belonging to the United States.

DISPOSAL POLICY

From the beginning, Congress fol-
lowed a policy of disposing of the public
lands. Land was plentiful; it was sold
to raise revenue and at the same time it
was used to pay our soldiers and to re-
ward our heroes,

In the Homestead Act of 1862 and the
mining laws of 1866 and 1872, along with
several acts of that day of lesser appli-
cability, the Congress adopted the policy
of permitting the developers of land to
obtain title thereto with little or no
monetary payment to the United States.
The land-grant college system was estab-
lished on this principle, The United
States entered an era that saw the West
developed.

It has been commonplace for many
years to say that the “‘good” agricultural
lands have long since been settled; and
that the “easily found” minerals have
been discovered and developed. The in-
ference of these truisms is that the public
land laws must be examined to ascertain
whether they serve the changed condi-
tions.

The most recent public land law is the
Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934—48
Stat. 1269—which starts with the pro-
clamation:

In order to promote the highest use of the
public lands pending its final disposal * * *,
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The Taylor Act provided for the estab-
lishment of grazing districts, for the use
of grazing land. and for the classifica-
tion of our vacant public lands before
title could be transferred under any of
the disposition laws. The 1934 act, aside
from stabilizing the distressed cattle and
sheep industries, may be considered to
have been a holding action insofar as
public land use is concerned. Congress,
in recognition of the underlying policy
that had been followed until that time,
prefaced its grant of authority to the
Secretary of the Interior by the state-
ment quoted above regarding interim use
of the public lands, “pending its final
disposal.” At the same time Congress
recognized that the vacant public lands
could no longer all be kept open for ap-
propriation and settlement.

The one exception was the mining law.
Locations and entries under the mining
laws were specifically permitted without
regard to the classification of the lands.
Nonetheless, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior has withdrawn from the operation
of the mining laws millions of acres of
public lands without express statutory
authority therefor.

It is also well to note at this time that
the acquisition of the public domain,
which had started in 1781 with State
cessions, was completed in 1867 with the
purchase of Alaska, with the last acqui-
sition within the area now constituting
the Southern 48 States having been ac-
complished in 1853. In other words,
Alaska and the acquisition of land
through exchange aside, there have been
only reductions in the public lands for
110 years.

We should also take note at this time
that in 1872 the Congress passed an act
creating the Yellowstone National Park
and thereby established the prineiple
that some of our public lands should be
set aside and retained for future genera-
tions. The act of March 3, 1891—26
Stat. 1103—authorized the President to
reserve suitable lands as national forests.

Another landmark statute is the act of
June 8, 1906—34 Stat. 225—which au-
thorizes the President to set aside, as
national monuments, lands containing
objects of historic interest. In the mean-
fime Congress, by individual acts, had
established certain national parks and
by the act of August 25, 1916—39 Stat.
535—established the National Park Serv-
ice to administer the national parks and
monuments.

Despite the fact that, statutorily, the
poliey of the United States envisions ulti-
mate disposal of the public lands unless
specifically directed otherwise by the
Congress, President John F. Kennedy
pointed up the gaps in existing law when
he stated, in a letter to the chairman of
this committee dated January 17, 1963:

My predecessors have been acutely aware
of the dilemmas facing the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Interior as principal admin-
istrators of the original public domain,
Whenever they have been faced with a rea-
sonable alternative of continued public own-
ership and management, or disposition, they
have generally elected the former.

The committee does not mean to infer
that the executive branch has not sought
new legislation. Quite the contrary is
true. Since the 80th Congress this com-
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mittee has been engaged in a continuing
study of proposed basic changes in the
public land laws. Many of these pro-
posed changes have been submitted by
executive communication; others were
initiated by individual members.

During the 88th Congress among the
proposals submitted by the Secretary of
the Interior are bills to, first, grant broad
sales authority to the Secretary of the
Interior; second, broaden the exchange
authority of the Secretary of the Interi-
or; and third, consolidate and simplify
the laws governing the grant of ease-
ments across public lands.

DEFICIENCIES IN EXISTING PUBLIC LAND LAWS

The committee does not rely on the
pendency of legislation as an indicator
of deficiencies or inadequacies found in
existing statutes. The hearings con-
ducted by this committee’s Subcommit-
tee on Public Lands demonstrated con-
clusively that there are several such de-
ficiencies or inadequacies:

First. The principal difficulty is the
failure of Congress to provide for the
Secretary of the Interior legislative
guidelines by which the executive de-
partment can make determinations be-
tween competing demands for the same
piece of land. The fact of the matter
is that, although there is no general
statute permitting retention of lands,
a Secretary of the Intferior so oriented
could, by failure to classify lands as suit-
able for disposition, provide for their re-
tention. And the requirement of the
Taylor Grazing Act that the public lands
remain open to location and entry under
the mining laws could likewise become
meaningless through administrative de-
terminations under the mining laws.

Second. Another situation examined
by the subcommittee involved the termi-
nation of grazing permits granted under
the Taylor Grazing Act. Because of the
widespread demand for the use of public
domain lands in our buildup for World
War II, the act of July 9, 1942—56 Stat.
654—provided that whenever grazing
permits were terminated because of de-
fense utilization, the permittee or licensee
would be paid for all his losses. How-
ever, there is no general law to permit
similar payment of losses in situations
where land is taken for other public use.

Third. The presence on the statute
books of such acts as the Desert Land
Entry Act invites people to spend time
and money in an endeavor that may be
foredoomed because of changed condi-
tions or, in any event, the absolute dis-
cretion placed in the Secretary of the
Interior to classify the lands as being
suitable for such purpose before they
can be opened to entry.

Fourth. Although many western com-
munities cannot expand without utiliz-
ing public lands, there is no general
authority on the statute books whereby
lands can be made available for such
purpose. Accordingly, it has been neces-
sary for the committee to consider and
act on individual bills authorizing the
sale of land to individual communities.
Similarly, there is no general authority
whereby lands can be made available for
necessary private development of resi-
dential, commercial, and industrial fa-
cilities.
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Fifth. In 1926 Congress enacted the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act to
encourage local and State agencies and
nonprofit private organizations to obtain
public lands for recreational develop-
ment. Nonetheless, many lands that
should be developed for recreational pur-
poses apparently cannot be transferred
to non-Federal ownership. While the
alternative would seem to indicate that
the lands should be retained by the
United States, there is no general statu-
tory authority for the retention of pub-
lic lands for Federal recreational de-
velopment.

No purpose would be served by listing
other acts and actions requiring review.
The committee has concluded that only
by reviewing all the public land laws can
we hope to frame legislation that will
satisfy the requirements of the 1960's.

EXTENT OF PUBLIC LANDS

Bureau of Land Management statistics
indicate that there are approximately
438 million acres of public lands that
have not been committed to specific use;
of the total, 271 million acres are in
Alaska and 167 million acres are in the
continental United States.

The so-called vacant public lands that
have not been committed for a specific
use either by statute or regulation pur-
suant to statute, while distributed among
28 States, are primarily concentrated in
the 11 Western States comprising the 8
Mountain States and the 3 continental
Pacific States. The eight Mountain
States are Montana, Idaho, Wyoming,
Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah,
and Nevada; the three Pacific States are
Washington, Oregon, and California.

The impact of all public lands, whether
committed or uncommitted, on the econ-
omy of these 11 Western States can be
recognized readily when we consider the
following pertinent facts:

First. Statistics compiled by General
Services Administration in its inventory
report on real property owned by the
United States show that 48.1 percent of
the total land area in the 11 Western
States is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. The percentages range from 86.9
percent owned by the Federal Govern-
ment in the State of Nevada to 29.5 per-
cent in the State of Washington.

Second. The 11 States involved had,
according to the latest available Statis-
tical Abstract of the United States, a
combined 1961 population of 28.1 million
people.

Third. There have been definite trends
toward an increase in population in the
11 Western States mentioned above; it is
estimated that the westward movement
will continue, and that by 1970, 37 mil-
lion people will live in the Mountain and
Pacific States.

The committee submits the obvious
conclusion that in these areas where the
Federal Government is such a large
owner it will be necessary to make more
intensive use of the public lands in order
to accommodate the increased popula-
tion.

TEMPORARY COMMISSION REQUIRED

1t is the considered opinion of the com-
mittee that the necessary comprehensive
study required of the public land laws
cannot be carried out successfully by this
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committee acting alone. The commit-
tee believes that due to the many and
varied factors, considerations, and in-
terests involved, only a bipartisan Com-
mission supplemented by an advisory
council made up of the many interested
users of the public lands would be in a
position to coordinate and supervise ef-
fectively such a broad study.

H.R. 8070, if enacted as amended, will
establish such a bipartisan Commission
to conduct a review of existing public
land laws and regulations and recom-
mend revisions necessary therein. The
Commission and its staff would be as-
sisted by liaison officers from Federal
agencies with a direct interest.

H.R. 8070, as amended by the commit-
tee, provides the mnecessary framework
for the study outlined above:

First. In a declaration of policy the
bill presents the necessary guidelines for
the Commission declaring that public
lands of the United States shall be—"(a)
retained and managed or (b) disposed
of, all in a manner to provide the maxi-
mum benefit for the general publie.”

The committee takes no position as to
these alternatives, which shall be ex-
clusively within the scope of recom-
mendations to be made by the Commis-
sion.

Second. The declaration of purpose
recognizes that the public land laws of
the United States have not been fully cor-
related and that a comprehensive review
is necessary to determine whether and to
what extent revisions are necessary.

Third. The bill would establish a 19-
member Commission composed of 6 mem-
bers of the House Interior Committee, 6
members of the Senate Interior Commit-
tee, 6 members appointed by the Presi-
dent from persons outside of the Federal
Government, and a Chairman elected by
the first 18.

Fourth. The Commission would be
charged with the responsibility of study-
ing existing statutes and regulations gov=
erning public lands, of reviewing policies
and practices of Federal agencies in the
field, compiling data necessary for a de-
termination and understanding of the
various demands on the public lands
which now exist and which are likely to
exist in the future, and finally to recom-
mend modifications deemed necessary in
existing laws, regulations, policies, and
practices.

Fifth. The Commission would be re-
quired to submit its report to the Presi~
dent and the Congress by June 30, 1968.
It would cease to exist 6 months after
submission of its report or by December
31, 1968, whichever is earlier.

Sixth. Each Federal agency concerned
with public lands would appoint a liaison
officer to work with the Commission and
its staff.

Seventh. There would be established
an advisory council consisting of the
Federal agency liaison officers together
with 25 additional members represent-
ing those interested in the use of the
public lands. This advisory council
would not be an independent body and
would function only for the benefit of
the Public Land Law Review Commis-
sion.,

Eighth. Provision is made for a rep-
resentative from each State to work
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closely with the Commission and its staff
and with the advisory council.

Ninth. The Commission would be given
limited subpena power in order to en-
force attendance of witnesses and the
submission of required data.

Tenth. In authorizing appropriation
of funds the committee has placed a lim-
itation of $4 million on the amount to
be afforded the Commission during its
life. The Commission would be author-
ized to appoint and fix compensation of
its full-time Chairman and staff direc-
tor; all members of the Commission, ex-
cept the Chairman, would serve without
compensation.

Eleventh. The term “public lands,” as
used in the act, is defined in section 10
of H.R. 8070.

COBT

H.R. 8070 authorizes maximum appro-
priations of $4 million during the pro-
jected tenure of the Public Land Law
Review Commission.

The bill was reported unanimously
from the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs. It had only three minor
amendments.

I ask that the bill be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the question is on the en-
grossment of the amendments and the
third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN RELATIONS TO FILE
REPORTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to file reports on bills until midnight
tonight.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE AND ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE TO
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Mr., MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent pro tempore or the Acting President
pro tempore be authorized to sign en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions duly
passed by the two Houses during the
adjournment of the Senate beginning
September 4, 1964.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR SECRETARY
OF THE SENATE TO RECEIVE
MESSAGES FROM HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

further ask unanimous consent that the

Secretary of the Senate be authorized

to receive messages from the House of

September 3

Representatives during the adjournment
of the Senate.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEES
TO FILE REPORTS DURING AD-
JOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
also ask unanimous consent that com-
mittees of the Senate be permitted to
file reports during the adjournment of
the Senate.

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

LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
week will go down in history as a mile-
stone in legislative progress. Since 1960,
the Senate and the House have been at-
tempting to enact a health care plan for
the aged connected with our present
social security benefits. This week the
Senate made this attempt a realization.
It was largely through the valiant efforts
of Senators AwpErsoN, Gore, DoucLas,
RiIBICOFF, MCcNAMARA, and Javrirs that the
vote for the health care plan was suc-
cessful. Senator Long of Louisiana did
his usual outstanding job in handling
the social security bill on the Senate
floor during the absence of the distin-
guished chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee. Senators AnpErsoN and
Javrirs have championed this legislation
for so long, a vote of special thanks
should go to them.

In addition, we sent to the President
the land conservation fund together
with a user fee provision which has
been long advocated by many of our
Presidents. Our special thanks to the
entire membership and staff of the Sen-
ate Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee who worked hard to make this
dream a reality.

In addition, the Senate, through the
fine efforts of Senator GruENING, passed
his bill to help the small independent
oil and gas lessees and operators by lib-
eralizing the requirements for timely
payment of rentals on Federal oil and
gas leases.

We also returned to the House a bill
extending to July 1, 1965, the authority
for the Army and Air Force to exceed
present statutory ceilings for the author-
ized number of Reserve officers in each
grade below lieutenant colonel, through
the efforts of the distinguished chairman
of the Senate Armed Services Commit~-
tee, Senator Russern, and the entire
committee membership.

Thanks to the Finance Committee, we
have returned to the House legislation
amending the social security law to per-
mit a disabled worker to establish the
beginning of his disability as of the date
he actually became disabled regardless of
when he files his application, and also
an extension of the foster care program
for dependent children.

Special commendation is due Senators
Ervin, BiBLE, MORSE, HARTKE, and PROUTY
for the expeditious handling of the men-
tal health bill for the District of Colum-
l::ai:a. which has been sent to the White

ouse.
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Through the expertise of Senator
RoBerTSON, the Senate cleared for the
President the bill requiring reports of
changes in the control of federally in-
sured banks.

The Senate just sent to the White
House two more Senate Interior bills, one
authorizing the establishment of our
newest National Park, the first in almost
20 years, the Canyonlands National Park
in Utah, and the second authorizing con-
struction of the Lower Teton Division of
the Teton Basin Reclamation project in
Idaho, primarily through the efforts of
Senators JACKsoN, ANDERSON, CHURCH,
Moss, Jorpan of Idaho, KUCHEL, ALLOTT,
and Joroan of North Carolina.

In review of the 51 requests made by
President Johnson since the first of the
year, action has been completed on the
following major legislation, most of
which have already been enacted into
law:

Action Completed

. Adult education.

. AEC authorization. -

. Airport Act extension.

. Alaska earthquake grants.
Alaska reconstruction,

. Antipoverty.

. Canyonlands.

. Chamizal Convention Act.

. Civil Rights Act of 1964.

10. Commission on Automation.
11. Cotton-wheat program.

. Domestic Peace Corps.

. Excise tax extension.

. Federal pay reform.

Food Marketing Commission.
. Food stamp plan.

. Highway authorization.

18. Hill-Burton extension.

19. Housing Act, including an expan-
sion of FNMA investing powers.

20. Inter-American Development
Bank—increase U.S. share for Special
Operations.

21. Interest equalization tax.

22. International Development Asso-
ciation.

23. Juvenile delinquency extension.

24, Land conservation fund including
user fees.

25. Library services and construction.

26. Military construction.

27. Military pay increase.

28. Military procurement.

29. Mass transit.

30. Nurses training program.

31, Ozark National Rivers.

. Pacific Northwest Power.

. Peace Corps authorization.

. Pesticide registration.

. President’s Transition Act.

. Public defenders.

. Public health trainee program,
. Reorganization Act extension.
. SEC reforms.

. Space authorization.

. Tax reduction,

Vietnam resolution.

. Water resources research.

. Wilderness preservation.

. Youth Employment Act.

In Conference

NDEA amendments.
Coffee implementation.

Passed Both Houses Amended
48. Social Security-Health Care.

Doo-TI0 O OB
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Passed Senate
49. Area redevelopment
ments—House Calendar.
50. Water Pollution—House Calendar,

Senate and House Calendars
51. Aid to Appalachia.

All but one of the regular appropria-
tion bills have been, or are about to be,
signed into law. The one remaining is
the Foreign Aid bill.

In addition, the Senate has ratified 14
treaties sent to it by the President.

A special accolade should go to the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lone], who handled the social se-
curity bill which passed this body earlier
this afternoon; and to the distinguished
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Bisre]l for
the outstanding work he has done in
the field of conservation, as testified to
by the many bills passed through his
subcommittee, agreed to by the full com-
mittee, and enacted into law as a result
of action by the Senate and the House.

I would also give very special consid-
eration to the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee, our colleague
and friend, the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. ByYrp].

We know the difficulties which have
been his over the past week or so due to
the passing of his beloved wife. We are
also aware of the fact that he has never
held up legislation, that he has always
attended to his duties with great care
and scrupulousness, that he is consid-
erate of the attitude of others, and has
done all he could, and done it success-
fully, to keep alive the traditions, the
decorum, and the dignity of the Senate.

I wish also to include in my remarks
the outstanding work and generalship
displayed by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Byrol, who in
the absence of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr, Hiirl, who is
recuperating from a minor illness, took
upon himself the responsibility of han-
d%ng the Labor-HEW appropriation
bill.

Due to his sucecessful efforts and also
to those of the ranking minority member
on the subcommittee, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Corron]1, that bill
was passed several weeks ago, and a
short time ago today the conference re-
port on that bill was agreed to in the
Senate. At this time the bill is on the
way to the White House.

Much credit should go to those two
Senators for their expert handling of
this difficult bill and for the way in
which they kept alive the work and tradi-
tion of the man who this year was not
able to shepherd the bill through the
Senate, as has been his custom for many
years.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 3, 1964, he
presented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills and
joint resolution:

S.935, An act to protect the constitutional
rights of certain individuals who are men-
tally ill, to provide for their care, treatment,
and hospitalization, and for other purposes;

amend-
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S5.2082. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to accept a transfer of cer-
tain lands within Everglades National Park,
Dade County, Fla., for administration as a
m of sald park, and for other purposes;

8.J. Res. 49, Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of the Interfor to carry out a
confinuing program to reduce nonbeneficlal
consumptive use of water in the Pecos River
Basin, in New Mexico and Texas.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move, under the pre-
vious order, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 41 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, in accordance with the pre-
vious order, until tomorrow, Friday, Sep-
tember 4, 1964, at 9 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 3 (legislative day of
September 1), 1964:

POSTMASTERS
The following-named persons to be post-
masters:

ARKANEAS

Gordon E. Bentley, Morrilton, Ark., in
place of A. J. Howard, retired.
CALIFORNTA
Robert P. Sanders, Fresno, Calif,, in place
of 8. K. Wood, retired.
Ruth V. Grandier, Tecate, Calif., in place
of M. G. Hutchinson, retired.

DELAWARE

Clifford W. Truitt, Dagsboro, Del., in place
of F, E. Williams, retired.

FLORIDA

John E. Courler, Jr., Oviedo, Fla., in place
of J. B. Jones, Jr., deceased.
INDIANA
Robert L. Lewis, Campbellsburg, Ird., in
place of N. P. Lewls, retired.
Virgil F. Morris, Jr., New Ross, Ind., In place
of E, A, Snow, retired.
Rex L. Tobias, Warren, Ind.,, in place of
B. P. Smith, deceased.
KANSAS
Charles H. Sellers, Mulvane, Kans., in place
of G. E. Smysor,
KENTUCKY
Russell Gilbert, Irvin, Ky., in place of E. R.
Smith, retired.
T. Johnson Price, Lancaster, Ky., in place
of J. W. Walker, retired.
MARYLAND
Barbara B. Hanlon, Hydes, Md., in place of
R. D. Sewell, retired.
MICHIGAN

Edward J. Meeder, Potterville, Mich., in

place of H. O. Fry, retired.
MINNESOTA

Maurice L. Anstadt, Glyndon, Minn,, in
place of I. 8. Enauff, retired.

Ronald G. Haroldson, Hayward, Minn,, in
place of Clarence Wall, retired.

Dolores G. Kruger, Mendota, Minn,, in place
of C. T. Newhouse, retired.

John H. McCarthy, Saint Peter, Minn., in
place of A. H. Anfang, retired.

Audrey G. Hoverson, Strathcona, Minn., in
place of Thomas Hughes, retired.
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MISSISSIPPI
Mary A. Skelton, Bellefontaine, Miss., in
place of M. L. Embry, retired.
Ollie D, Whitfield, D'Lo, Miss., In place of
I, F. Thompson, retired.
Dodd Fortenberry, Tylertown, Miss, in
place of C. O. Anderson, retired.
Francis L. Scott, Utica, Miss,, In place of
J. L, Owens, retired.
NEW JERSEY
Theodore J. Hirst, Lincroft, N.J., in place
of H. H. Seylaz, retired.
NEW MEXICO
Richard J. Pino, Albuquerque, N, Mex., in
place of J. P. McFarland, deceased.
W. Walden Whipple, Kirtland, N. Mex., in
place of R. N. Bond, retired.

NEW YORK
Orville B. Clark, Westons Mills, N.Y., in
place of N. E. Kamery, retired.
OREGON

G. Lowell Fuller, Baker, Oreg., in place of

Sanford Adler, retired.
PENNSYLVANIA

Ernest E. Roberts, Bechtelsville, Pa. In
place of W. S. Scheiry, retired.

Phares C. Cramer, Conestoga, Pa., in place
of E. C. Smith, retired.

William J, Malutich, Edinboro, Pa., in place
of Allan Rye, retired.

dJ. Leslie Marstellar, Fredonia, Pa., in place
of J. M. Hays, retired.

RHODE ISLAND

Lloyd A. Trewhella, Pascoag, R.I,, in place
of T. D. Goldrick, retired.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Luther H. Folk, Branchville, 8.C., in place
of C. W. Dukes, retired.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Harold A. Christianson, Volga, S. Dak,, in

place of Albert Christianson, retired.
TEXAS

Floyd R. Jones, Lueders, Tex., in place of
L. E. Wilhite, retired.

Bobby G. Brock, Omaha, Tex., in place of
J. E. Pate, retired.

Maynard A. Rowan, Jr., Rockport, Tex., in
place of J. R. Simmons, transferred.

WASHINGTON

Fay Wyatt, Hamilton, Wash., in place of
E. A. Davis, retired.

Florence I. Averill, McEenna, Wash,, in
place of Frances Eaufman, resigned.

Helen M. Karlson, Thorp, Wash., in place
of Lillian Brain, retired.

WYOMING

Theodore E. Anderson, Greybull, Wyo., in
place of O. O. Harvey, deceased,

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn
from the Senate September 3 (legisla-
tive day of September 1), 1964:

I withdraw the nomination of Brig. Gen.
Andrew T. McAnsh, ESE3S8d to be major gen-
eral, U.S. Army, which was sent to the Sen-
ate on June 29, 1964.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 3 (legislative day
of September 1), 1964:

IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The mnominations beginning Byron B.
Snyder to be a consul general, and ending
Earl J. Wilson to be a secretary in the diplo-
matic service, which nominations were re-
celved by the Senate and appeared in the
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on August 81, 1864,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 3, 1964

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Colossians 1: 10: That ye might walk
worthy of the Lord, fruitful in every good
work, and increasing in the knowledge of
God.

O Thou who art the guiding intelli-
gence in the life of man, grant that the
Members of this legislative body may
daily come to the sacrament of public
service richly endowed with clear judg-
ment and wise decision.

May our beloved country, which Thou
hast so abundantly blessed, continue, by
Thy grace, to be Thy glorious channel
through which there shall flow as a
mighty stream, those blessings of free-
dom for the oppressed, enlightenment for
all who walk in darkness, and joy and
hope for the weary and heavy laden.

Help us to see more vividly that, if
humanity’s quest for peace and good will
is ever to become a radiant and joyous
conquest, then men and nations must
have the spirit of devotion and sacrifice,
each giving according to ability and all
with equal fidelity.

Hear us in Christ’'s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 1263. An act for the relief of Rickert
& Laan, Inc.;

H.R.4786. An act for rellef of the State
of New Mexico; and

H.R. 12267. An act to provide for notice of
change in control of management of insured
banks, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 12342, An act to authorize certain re-
tired and other personnel of the U.8. Gov-
ernment to accept and wear decorations,
presents, and other things tendered them by
certain foreign countries.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills and a joint resolution of
the Senate of the following titles:

S.935. An act to protect the constitutional
rights of certaln individuals who are men-
tally ill, to provide for their care, treatment,
and hospitalization, and for other purposes;

S.2082. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to accept a transfer of certain
lands within Everglades National Park, Dade
County, Fla., for administration as a part
of sald park, and for other purposes; and

8.J.Res. 49. Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of the Interior to carry out a
continuing program to reduce nonbeneficial
consumptive use of water in the Pecos River
Basin, in New Mexico and Texas.

September 3

THE LATE SERGEANT ALVIN YORK

Mr. BROCEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and fo revise and extend my
Tremarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I join the
Nation in mourning the passing of Ten-
nessee’s famous soldier and humble eiti-
zen, Sgt. Alvin York. Sergeant York will
always be remembered as a symbol of the
country’s strength in erisis, and our na-
tional willingness to put our faith to its
most, solemn test. Sergeant York’s pa-
triotism and valor will serve as a per-
petual challenge to future generations to
be strong of mind and body, courageous
in the face of adversity, and dedicated to
the prineiples that have made this ecoun-
try great. It has been said that “tolive in
hearts we leave behind is not to die at
all” and in this sense Sergeant York will
always live on.

MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES,
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1965

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
10809) making appropriations for the
Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and related agen-
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1965, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement of
the managers on the part of the House
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Rhode
Island?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present. _

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 261]

Alger Fraser McClory
Anderson Fulton, Tenn. McCulloch
Andrews, Ala. Gill MclIntire
Ashley Grant Macdonald
Avery Gray Martin, Calif
Baring Green, Oreg.  Martin, Mass
Bass Griffin Matsunaga
Becker Griffiths Meader

Bell Hagan, Ga. Miller, N.Y.
Bolling Hanna Montoya
Buckley Hansen Moorhead
Burkhalter Harvey, Ind. Morris
Burton, Calif. Harvey, Mich. Morrison
Celler Hays Multer
Colmer Healey Nedzi
Corman Hébert . O'Hara, Mich
Cramer Hoffman Pilcher
Davls, Tenn. Kee Pillion
Dawson Eilburn Powell
Diggs Kilgore Rains
Dingell Kluczynski Reuss

Evins Kornegay Ryan, Mich.
Flynt Langen Senner
Forrester Sheppard
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