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This continued raising of the levels of
tolerability taken together with the ex-
treme reluctance of official sources to so
much as talk, let alone apply counter-
measures, only shows how far we have
come from the first report of the Fed-
eral Radiation Council which emphasized
that “every effort should be made to en-
courage the maintenance of doses as far
below” the guide limits as possible.

The Radiation Council has given par-
ticular attention, in its latest report, to
the contamination of the Arctic food
chain by fallout. The Council concedes
the inapplicability of the new protective
action guides to the continuing and in-
creasing buildup of radionuclides in the
food chain. Instead, the Council turns
back to the radiation protection guides in
evaluating the extent of the contami-
nation—even though these were said in
1962 not to apply to fallout conditions.

Although the radiation protection
guide sets a body burden of 3,000 nano-
curies of cesium 137 as acceptable for
an individual, it reduces substantially
the amount allowed for population
groups so as to allow for individual ex-
tremes within the group. The per-
missible dose of cesium 137 for popula-
tion groups is 1,000 narocuries. As we
have seen, in the summer of 1964, the
average body burden at Anaktuvuk of a
carefully measured group of 40 people
was 1,330 nanocuries. In spite of this,
the Federal Radiation Council’s latest re-
port speaks of average doses for adults in
this village as being less than one-third
the radiation protection guide.

Certainly it is true that the year-round
annual dose would be less than the sum-
mer measurement, Dose rates during
the summer are thought to be at their
highest. Measurements are now being
taken on a quarterly basis and the July
figures have always so far been the
highest. Even so, it is difficult to see
how the average annual dose could be as
low as one-third the radiation protection
guide as claimed by the Radiation
Council. The Radiation Council also
claims that the annual dose to individual
Eskimos having the highest body burdens
was slightly more than one-half the
radiation protection guide of 3,000 nano-
curies for individuals. It has been re-
ported to me that the highest body bur-
den found in July 1964 was 3,000 nano-
curies. Itis difficult to see how the year-
round average for this man could be but
one-half the radiation protection guide.

The Counecil, in its comments on the
Alasks situation, does mnot say what
should be done as Arctic rates climb. It
does not say what the cumulative effect
is of cesium and strontium doses.

The Council says only that:

Surveillance and research programs exam-
ining the special ecologlical situations in the
Arctic region (should) continue until future

trends can be predicted with greater con-
fidence.

This is not enough.

In an important speech on the Senate
floor the junior Senator from New York
[Mr. KenNNEDpY], recently said that at
least 18 nations would be in a position to
develop nuclear weapons within the next
3 years.
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The history of nations makes clear
that if a country can build a better bomb
it will do so.

The history of treaties makes clear
that sooner or later most are broken.

Although I pray that the test ban
treaty will not be broken, it is important
that we plan for such a contingency in
public health terms as well as military
terms.

There has not been been a major series
of weapons tests in the atmosphere for
3 years. Even so, not all of the fallout
released into the air has come to earth.
The remaining poisons are still drifting
about the skies settling to earth.

Last year no one expected the contam-
ination rates in the Arctic to double as
they did.

The year before no one expected that
they would increase by 50 percent as
they did.

Who can say what the levels will be
this year or next year or the year after?

Who can say that the great powers
will not resume their testing at some
dreadful day in the future?

Who can say that all 18 or 28 or 128
nations will not begin weapons tests of
their own?

We spend over $7 nillion a year de-
veloping and perfecting our nuclear
weapons and their delivery systems. This
year we are spending but $20 million on
radiological health. It is not enough.

We talk a great deal about pollution;
pollution of our air, our water, and our
land.

This is a pollution far more dangerous,
far more important—the pollution of
our inheritance, the mutation of our
genes. The effects, both genetic and so-
matic, of radioactive fallout are so subtle
and yet so vital that it is foolishness
itself to continue our research efforts at
their present penny ante level.

We must step up our research on ra-
diation, especially in the Arctic.

We must step up our radiation moni-
toring and surveillance, especially in the
Arctic.

We must step up our study of radiation
countermeasures, especially in the Arctie.

And we must insist that the responsi-
bility for the development of counter-
measures and the research on the so-
matic and genetic effects of radiation
exposure be separated completely, totally
from the responsibility for the develop-
ment of our nuclear armory. These re-
sponsibilities, the men and the money
assigned to them, must be separated into
independent and distinct agencies each
with its own and sufficient scientific ca-
pability. Sound administrative and
managerial reasons suggest such a sepa-
ration. Sound humanitarian reasons re-
quire it. y

RECESS UNTIL 10 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. HART. Mr, President, if there is
no further business to be transacted, I
move, in accordance with the order here-
tofore entered, that the Senate stand in
recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 19 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Wednesday, Au-
gust 4, 1965, at 10 o'clock a.m.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate, August 3, 1965:
IN THE MaRINE CoORPS

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the
grade of brigadier general, subject to quali-
fication therefor as provided by law:
Wallace H. Robinson, Earl E. Anderson

Jr. Michael P. Ryan
Virgil W. Banning Frank E. Garretson

THE JUDICIARY

Edward M. McEntee, of Rhode Island, to be
U.S. circuit judge, first circuit, vice Peter
Woodbury, retired.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuEespAay, Avcust 3, 1965

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D. prefaced his prayer with these
words of Scripture: Isaiah 32: 17: The
work of righteousness shall be peace and
the effect of righteousness, quietness and
assurance forever.

Eternal God, our help in ages past,
and our hope in years to come, we be-
seech Thee to have mercy upon mankind
in its blindness and bitterness, its con-
tention and confusion.

Fill us with a wise and just under-
standing, a brotherly kindness and love,
and deliver humanity from the bondage
of hatred and anger and fear, its spirit
of rancor and revenge.

Temper the minds of men with some
finer essence of forbearance and forgive-
ness and may we know how to rightly in-
terpret the moral order of the world
and Thy divine will for us.

Help us to reorder our thought and
living so that reason, sanity, and good
will shall prevail everywhere and may
we believe that peace is not only possible
but inevitable. Hear us in the name
of the Prince of Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yvesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and
a joint resolution of the House of the
following titles:

On July 21, 1965:

HR.3638. An act for the relief of Robert
O. Overton, Marjorie C. Overton, and Sally
Eitel;

H.R.5306. An act to continue the authority
of domestic banks to pay interest on time
deposits of foreign governments at rates dif-
fering from those applicable to domestic
depositors; and

HR.7847. An act to amend the Small
Business Act.

On July 24, 1965:

H.R.225. An act to amend chapter 1 of
title 38, United States Code, and incorporate
therein specific statutory authority for the
presidential memorial certificate program;
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H.R. 4185, An act to fix the fees payable
to the Patent Office, and for other purposes;
H.R.b5246. An act to amend sections 20a
and 214 of the Interstate Commerce Act; and
H.R. 9407, An act to extend the time for
conducting the referendum with respect to
the national marketing quota for wheat for
the marketing year beginning July 1, 1966.
On July 27, 1966:

H.R. 4528, An act to extend the provisions
of title XII of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
relating to war risk insurance, for an addi-
tional b years, ending September 7, 1970;

HR.5041. An act to provide for safety
regulation of common carriers by pipeline
under the jurisdietion of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and for other purposes;

HRER. 5242, An act to amend paragraph
(10) of section 5 of the Interstate Commerce
Act so as to change the basis for determining
whether a proposed unification or acquisi-
tion of control comes within the exemption
provided for by such paragraph; and

H.R. 8775. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for other purposes.

On July 28, 1865:

H.R. 8625, An act for the relief of Alfred
Estrada.

On July 30, 1965:

H.R. 1217. An act for relief of Capt. Paul
W. Oberdorfer;

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

HR. 1487. An act for the rellef of Maj.
Kenneth F. Coykendall, U.S. Army;

H.R. 1880. An act for the relief of Albert
Marks;

H.R. 2881. An act for the relief of George
A. Grabert;

H.R. 2913. An act for the rellef of Lt.
Thomas A. Farrell, U.S. Navy, and others;

H.R. 6675. An act to provide a hospital
insurance program for the aged under the
Social Security Act with a supplementary
medical benefits program and an expanded
program of medical assistance, to increase
benefits under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to improve the
Federal-State public assistance programs,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 8484. An act to amend section 2634 of
title 10, United States Code, relating to the
transportation of privately owned motor ve-
hicles of members of the Armed Forces on a
change of permanent station;

H.R. 8720, An act to amend the Organic
Act of Guam to provide for the payment of
legislative salaries and expenses by the gov-
ernment of Guam;

H.R. 8721. An act to amend the Revised
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands to provide
for the payment of legislative salaries and
expenses by the government of the Virgin
Islands; and

H.J. Res. 591. Joint resolution making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1966, and for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees, with an amendment,
to the amendments of the House to a bill
of the Senate of the following title:

S.893. An act to amend the act of June 19,
1935 (49 Stat. 388), as amended, relating to
the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska.

VOTING RIGHTS

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (8.
1564) to enforce the 15th amendment to
the Constitution of the United States,
and for other purposes, and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

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 New
York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (REPT, No. 711)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1564)
to enforce the fifteenth amendment to the
Constitution of the United States, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to
the substantive provisions of the bill and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert the
following: “That this Act shall be known as
the ‘Voting Rights Act of 1965’

“Sec. 2. No voting qualification or pre-
requisite to voting, or standard, practice, or
procedure shall be imposed or applied by any
State or political subdivision to deny or
abridge the right of any citizen of the United
States to vote on account of race or color,

“Sec. 3. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen-
eral institutes a proceeding under any stat-
ute to enforce the guarantees of the
fifteenth amendment in any State or political
subdivision the court shall authorize the
appointment of Federal examiners by the
United States Civil Service Commission in
accordance with section 6 to serve for such
period of time and for such political sub-
divisions as the court shall determine is
appropriate to enforce the guarantees of
the fifteenth amendment (1) as part of any
interlocutory order if the court determines
that the appointment of such examiners is
necessary to enforce such guarantees or (2)
as part of any final judgment if the court
finds that violations of the fifteenth amend-
ment justifylng equitable relief have oc-
curred in such State or subdivision: Pro-
vided, That the court need not authorize the
appointment of examiners of any incidents of
denial or abridgment of the right to vote on
account of race or color (1) have been few in
number and have been promptly and effec-
tively corrected by State or loeal action, (2)
the continuing effect of such incidents has
been eliminated, and (3) there is no reason-
able probability of their recurrence in the
future.

*“{b) If in a proceeding instituted by the
Attorney General under any statute to en-
force the guarantees of the fifteenth amend-
ment in any State or political subdivision
the court finds that a test or device has been
used for the purpose or with the effect of
denying or abridging the right of any citi-
zen of the United States to vote on account
of race or color, it shall suspend the use of
tests and devices in such State or political
subdivisions as the court shall determine is
appropriate and for such period as it deems
necessary.

“{e) If in any proceeding instituted by
the Attorney General under any statute to
enforce the guarantees of the fifteenth
amendment in any State or political subdi-
vision the court finds that violations of the
fifteenth amendment justifying equitable
relief have occurred within the territory of
such State or political subdivision, the court,
in addition to such relief as it may grant,
shall retain jurisdiction for such period as
it may deem appropriate and during such
period no voting qualification or prerequisite
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to voting, or standard, practice, or procedure
with respect to voting different from that in
force or effect at the time the proceeding
was commenced shall be enforced unless and
until the court finds that such qualification,
prerequisite, standard, practice, or proce-
dure does not have the purpose and will not
have the effect of denying or abridging the
right to vote on account of race or color:
Provided, That such qualification, prerequi-
site, standard, practice, or procedure may be
enforced if the qualification, prerequisite,
standard, practice, or procedure has been
submitted by the chief legal officer or other
appropriate officlal of such State or subdi-
vision to the Attorney General and the At-
torney General has not interposed an objec-
tion within sixty days after such submission,
except that neither the court’s finding nor
the Attorney General’s fallure to object
shall bar a subsequent action to enjoin en-
forcement of such qualification, prerequi-
site, standard, practice, or procedure.

“Sgc. 4. (a) To assure that the right of
citizens of the United States to vote is not
denied or abridged on account of race or
color, no citizen shall be denied the right to
vote in any Federal, State, or local election
because of his failure to comply with any
test or device in any State with respect to
which the determinations have been made
under subsection (b) or in any political sub-
division with respect to which such deter-
minations have been made as a separate
unit, unless the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia in an action for
a declaratory judgment brought by such
State or subdivision against the United
States has determined that no such test or
device has been used during the five years
preceding the filing of the action for the
purpose or with the effect of denying or
abridging the right to vote on account of
race or color: Provided, That no such de-
claratory judgment shall issue with respect
to any plaintiff for a period of five years
after the entry of a final judgment of any
court of the United States, other than the
denial of a declaratory judgment under this
section, whether entered prior to or after
the enactment of this Act, determining that
denials or abridgments of the right to vote
on account of race or color through the use
of such tests or devices have occurred any-
where in the territory of such plaintiff.

“An action pursuant to this subsection
shall be heard and determined by a court of
three judges in accordance with the pro-
visions of section 2284 of tifle 28 of the
United States Code and any appeal shall lie
to the Supreme Court. The court shall re-
tain jurisdiction of any action pursuant to
this subjection for five years after judgment
and shall reopen the action upon motion of
the Attorney General alleging that a test or
device has been used for the purpose or with
the effect of denying or abridging the right
to vote on account of race or color.

“If the Attorney General determines that
he has no reason to believe that any such
test or device has been used during the five
years preceding the filing of the action for
the purpose or with the effect of denying or
abridging the right to vote on account of
race or color, he shall consent to the entry of
such judgment.

“(b) The provisions of subsection (a)
shall apply in any State or in any political
subdivision of a State which (1) the Attor-
ney General determines maintained on No-
vember 1, 1964, any test or device, and with
respect to which (2) the Director of the
Census determines that less than 50 per
centum of the persons of voting age residing
therein were registered on November 1, 1964,
or that less than 50 per centum of such per-
sons voted in the presidential election of
November 1964.

“A determination or certification of the
Attorney General or of the Director of the
Census under this section or under section
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6 or section 13 shall not be reviewable in any
court and shall be effective upon publica-
tion in the Federal Register.

“(¢) The phrase “test or device” shall
means any requirement that a person as a
prerequisite for voting or registration for
voting (1) demonstrate the ability to read,
write, understand, or interpret any matter,
(2) demonstrate any educational achieve-
ment or his knowledge of any particular sub-
ject, (3) possess good moral character, or
(4) prove his qualifications by the voucher
of registered voters or members of any other
class,

“(d) for purposes of this section no
State or political subdivision shall be deter-
mined to have engaged In the use of tests or
devices for the purpose or with the effect of
denying or abridging the right to vote on
account of race or color if (1) incidents of
such use have been few in number and have
been promptly and effectively corrected by
State or local action, (2) the continuing ef-
fect of such incidents has been eliminated,
and (3) there is no reasonably probability
of their recurrence in the future.

“(e) (1) Congress hereby declares that to
secure the rights under the fourteenth
amendment of persons educated in Ameri-
can-flag schools in which the predominant
classroom language was other than English,
it is necessary to prohibit the States from
conditioning the right to vote of such per-
sons on ability to read, write, understand, or
interpret any matter in the English lan-
Buage.

“(2) No person who demonstrates that he
has successfully completed the sixth primary
grade in a public school in, or a private
school accredited by, any State or territory,
the District of Columblia, or the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico in which the predomi-
nant classroom language was other than
English, shall be denied the right to vote in
any Federal, State, or local election because
of his inability to read, write, understand,
or interpret any matter in the English lan-
guage, except that in States in which State
law provides that a different level of educa-
tion is presumptive of literacy, he shall dem-
onstrate that he has successfully completed
an equivalent level of education in a public
school in, or a private school accredited by,
any State or territory, the District of Colum-
bia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in
which the predominant classroom language
was other than English.

“Sec. 5. Wherever a State or political sub-
division with respect to which the prohibi-
tions set forth in section 4(a) are in effect
shall enact or seek to administer any voting
qualification or prerequisite to voting, or
standard, practice, or procedure with respect
to voting different from that in force or
effect on November 1, 1964, such State or sub-
division may institute an action in the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia for a declaratory judgment that
such qualification, prerequisite, standard,
practice, or procedure does not have the pur-
pose and will not not have the effect of deny-
ing or abridging the right to vote on account
of race or color, and unless and until the
court enters such judgment no person shall
be denied the right to vote for fallure to
comply with such qualification, prerequisite,
standard, practice, or procedure: Provided,
That such qualification, prerequisite, stand-
ard, practice, or procedure may be en-
forced without such proceeding Iif the
qualification, prerequisite, standard, prac-
tice, or procedure has been submit-
ted by the chief legal officer or other ap-
propriate official of such State or subdivision
to the Attorney General and the Attorney
General has not interposed an objection
within sixty days after such submission, ex-
cept that neither the Attorney Generals
fallure to object nor a declaratory judgment
entered under this section shall bar a subse-
quent action to enjoin enforcement of such

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

qualification, prerequisite, standard, prac-
tice, or procedure. Any action under this
section shall be heard and determined by a
court of three judges in accordance with the
provisions of section 2284 of title 28 of the
United States Code and any appeal shall lie
to the Supreme Court.

“Sec. 6. Whenever (a) a court has au-
thorized the appointment of examiners pur-
suant to the provisions of section 3 (a), or
(b) unless a declaratory judgment has been
rendered under section 4(a), the Attorney
General certifies with respect to any political
subdivision named in, or included within
the scope of, determinations made under
section 4(b) that (1) he has received com-
plaints in writing from twenty or more resi-
dents of such political subdivision alleging
that they have been denled the right to vote
under color of law on account of race or
color, and that he believes such complaints to
be meritorious, or (2) that In his judgment
(considering, among other factors, whether
the ratio of nonwhite persons to white per-
sons registered to vote within such subdi-
vision appears to him to be reasonably at-
tributable to violations of the fifteenth
amendment or whether substantial evidence
exists that bona fide efforts are being made
within such subdivision to comply with the
fifteenth amendment), the appointment of
examiners 1s otherwlse necessary to enforce
the guarantees of the fifteenth amendment,
the Civil Service Commission shall appoint
as many examiners for such subdivision as
it may deem appropriate to prepare and
maintain lists of persons eligible to vote in
Federal, State, and local elections. Such
examiners, hearing officers provided for in
section 9(a), and other persons deemed
necessary by the Commission to carry out
the provisions and purposes of this Act shall
be appointed, compensated, and separated
without regard to the provisions of any
statute administered by the Civil Service
Commission, and service under this Act shall
not be considered employment for the pur-
poses of any statute administered by the
Civil Service Commission, except the pro-
visions of section 9 of the Act of August 2,
1939, as amended (5 U.S.C. 1181), prohibiting
partisan political activity: Provided, That
the Commission is authorized, after consult-
ing the head of the appropriate department
or agency, to designate suitable persons in
the official service of the United States, with
their consent, to serve in these positions.
Examiners and hearing officers shall have
the power to administer oaths.

“Sec. 7. (a) The examiners for each po-
litical subdivision shall, at such places as
the Civil Bervice Commission shall by regu-
lation designate, examine applicants concern-
ing their qualifications for voting. An ap-
plication to an examiner shall be in such
form as the Commission may require and
shall contain allegations that the applicant
is not otherwise registered to vote.

“(b) Any person whom the examiner finds,
in accordance with instructions received un-
der section 9(b), to have the qualifications
prescribed by State law not inconsistent with
the Constitution and laws of the United
States shall promptly be placed on a list of
eligible voters. A challenge to such listing
may be made in accordance with section
9(a) and shall not be the basis for a prose-
cution under section 12 of this Act. The
examiner shall certify and transmit such
list, and any supplements as appropriate,
at least once a month, to the offices of the
appropriate election officials, with copies to
the Attorney General and the attorney gen-
eral of the State, and any such lists and sup-
plements thereto transmitted during the
month shall be available for public inspec-
tion on the last business day of the month
and in any event not later than the forty-
fifth day prior to any election. The appro-
priate State or local election official shall
place such names on the official voting list.
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Any person whose name appears on the
examiner’s list shall be entitled and allowed
to vote in the election district of his resi-
dence unless and until the appropriate elec-
tion officials shall have been notified that
such person has been removed from such list
in accordance with subsection (d): Pro-
vided, That no person shall be entitled to
vote in any election by virtue of this Act
unless his name ghall have been certified and
transmitted on such a list to the offices of
the appropriate election officials at least
forty-five days prior to such election.

*{c) The examiner shall issue to each per-
son whose name appears on such a list a
certificate evidencing his eligibility to vote.

“{d) A person whose name appears on
such a list shall be removed therefrom by
an examiner If (1) such person has been
successfully challenged in accordance with
the procedure prescribed in section 9, or
(2) he has been determined by an examiner
to have lost his eligibility to vote under State
law not inconsistent with the Constitution
and the laws of the United States,

“SeEc. 8. Whenever an examiner is serving
under this Act in any political subdivision,
the Civil Service Commission may assign, at
the request of the Attorney General, one or
more persons, who may be officers of the
United States, (1) to enter and attend at any
place for holding an election in such subdi-
vision for the purpose of observing whether
persons who are entitled to vote are being
permitted to vote, and (2) to enter and at-
tend at any place for tabulating the votes
cast at any election held in such subdivision
for the purpose of observing whether votes
cast by persons entitled to vote are being
properly tabulated. Such persons so assigned
shall report to an examiner appointed for
such political subdivision, to the Attorney
General, and if the appointment of exam-
iners has been authorized pursuant to sec-
tion 3(a), to the court.

“8Eec. 9. (a) Any challenge to a listing on an
eligibility list prepared by an examiner shall
be heard and determined by a hearing officer
appointed by and responsible to the Civil
Service Commission and under such rules
as the Commission shall by regulation pre-
scribe. Such challenge shall be entertained
only if filed at such office within the State
as the Civil Service Commission shall by
regulation designate, and within ten days
after the listing of the challenged person
is made available for public inspection, and
if supported by (1) the affidavits of at least
two persons having personal knowledge of
the facts constituting grounds for the chal-
lenge, and (2) a certification that a copy of
the challenge and affidavits have been served
by malil or in person upon the person chal-
lenged at his place of residence set out in
the application. Such challenge shall be
determined within fifteen days after it has
been filed. A petition for review of the de-
cision of the hearing officer may be filed in
the United States court of appeals for the
circuit in which the person challenged re-
sides within fifteen days after service of such
decision by malil on the person petitioning
for review but no decision of a hearing officer
shall be reversed unless clearly erroneous.
Any person listed shall be entitled and
allowed to vote pending final determination
by the hearing officer and by the court.

“(b) The times, places, procedures, and
form for application and listing pursuant to
this Act and removals from the eligibility
lists shall be prescribed by regulations
promulgated by the Civil Service Commis-
silon and the Commission shall, after con-
sultation with the Attorney General, instruct
examiners concerning applicable State law
not inconsistent with the Constitution and
laws of the United States with respect to (1)
the qualifications required for listing, and
(2) loss of eligibility to vote.

“(c) Upon the request of the applicant
or the challenger or on its own motion the
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Civil Service Commission shall have the
power to require by subpena the attendance
and testlmony of witnesses and the produc-
tion of documentary evidence relating to any
matter pending before it under the authority
of this section. In case of contumacy or
refusal to obey a subpena, any district court
of the United States or the United States
court of any territory or possession, or the
District Court of the United States for the
District of Columbia, within the jurisdiction
of which said person guilty of contumacy or
refusal to obey is found or resides or is
domiciled or transacts business, or has ap-
pointed an agent for receipt of service of
process, upon application by the Attorney
General of the United States shall have
jurisdiction to issue to such person an order
requiring such person to appear before the
Commission or a hearing officer, there to pro-
duce pertinent, relevant, and nonprivileged
documentary evidence if so ordered, or there
to give testimony touching the matter under
investigation; and any fallure to obey such
order of the court may be punished by said
court as a contempt thereof.

“Sec. 10. (a) The Congress finds that the
requirement of the payment of a poll tax as
a precondition to voting (i) precludes per-
sons of limited means from voting or imposes
unreasonable financial hardship upon such
persons as a precondition to their exercise of
the franchise, (11) does not bear a reasonable
relationship to any legitimate state interest
in the conduct of elections, and (iii) in some
areas has the purpose or effect of denying
persons the right to vote because of race or
color. Upon the basis of these findings, Con-
gress declares that the constitutional right
of citizens to vote is denied or abridged in
some areas by the requirement of the pay-
ment of a poll tax as a precondition to
voting.

“(b) In the exercise of the powers of Con-
gress under Section 5 of the Fourteenth
Amendment and Section 2 of the Fifteenth
Amendment, the Attorney General is author-
ized and directed to institute forthwith In
the name of the United States such actions,
including actions against states or political
subdivisions, for declaratory judgment or
injunctive rellef against the enforcement of
any requirement of the payment of a poll
tax as a precondition to voting, or substitute
therefor enacted after November 1, 1964, as
will be necessary to implement the declara-
tion of subsection (a) and the purposes of
this section.

“(c) The district courts of the United
States shall have jurisdiction of such actions
which shall be heard and determined by a
court of three judges in accordance with the
provisions of section 2284 of title 28 of the
United States Code and any appeal shall lie
to the Supreme Court. It shall be the duty
of the judges designated to hear the case to
assign the case for hearing at the earliest
practicable date, to participate in the hearing
and determination thereof, and to cause the
case to be in every way expedited.

“{d) During the pendency of such actions,
and thereafter if the courts, notwithstanding
this action by the Congress, should declare
the requirement of the payment of a poll tax
to be constitutional, no citizen of the United
States who is a resident of a State or politi-
cal subdivision with respect to which deter-
minations have been made under subsection
4(b) and a declaratory judgment has not
been entered under subsection 4(a), during
the first year he becomes otherwise entitled
to vote by reason of registration by State or
local officials or listing by an examiner, shall
be denied the right to vote for fallure to pay
a poll tax if he tenders payment of such tax
for the current year to an examiner or to
the appropriate State or local officlal at least
forty-five days prior to election, whether or
not such tender would be timely or adequate
under State law. An examiner shall have
authority to accept such payment from any
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person authorized by this Act to make an
application for listing, and shall issue a
receipt for such payment. The examiner
shall transmit promptly any such poll tax
payment to the office of the State or local
official authorized to receive such payment
under State law, together with the name and
address of the applicant.

“Sec. 11. (a) No person acting under color
of law shall fail or refuse to permit any per-
son to vote who is entitled to vote under any
provision of this Act or 1s otherwise gquali-
filed to vote, or willfully fail or refuse to
tabulate, count, and report such person’s
vote.

“{b) No person, whether acting wunder
color of law or otherwise, shall intimidate,
threaten, or coerce, or attempt to intimidate,
threaten, or coerce any person for voting or
attempting to vote, or intimidate, threaten,
or coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten,
or coerce any person for urging or alding
any person to vote or attempt to vote, or in-
timidate, threaten, or coerce any person for
exercising any powers or duties under sec-
tion 3(a), 6, 8, 9, 10, or 12(e).

“(e¢) Whoever knowingly or willfully gives
false information as to his name, address,
or period of residence in the voting district
for the purpose of establishing his eligibility
to register or vote, or conspires with another
individual for the purpose of encouraging his
false registration to vote or illegal voting, or
pays or offers to pay or accepts payment
either for registration to vote or for voting
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both:
Provided, however, That this provision shall
be applicable only to general, speclal, or
primary elections held solely or in part for
the purpose of selecting or electing any
candidate for the office of President. Vice
President, presidential elector, Member of
the United States Senate, Member of the
United States House of Representatives, or
Delegates or Commisioners from the terri-
tories or possessions, or Resident Commis-
sloner of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

“(d) Whoever, in any matter within the
Jjurisdiction of an examiner or hearing officer
knowingly and willfully falsifies or conceals
a material fact, or makes any false, fictitious
or fraudulent statements or representations,
or makes or uses any false writing or docu-
ment knowing the same to contain any false,
fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry,
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.

“Sec. 12. (a) Whoever shall deprive or
attempt to deprive any person of any right
secured by section 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, or 10 or shall
violate section 11 (a) or (b), shall be fined
not more than $5,000, or imprisoned not more
than five years, or both.

“(b) Whoever, within a year following an
election in a political subdivision in which
an examiner has been appointed (1) destroys,
defaces, mutilates, or otherwise alters the
marking of a paper ballot which has been
cast in such election, or (2) alters any official
record of voting in such election tabulated
from a voting machine or otherwise, shall
be fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned
not more than five years, or both.

“{e) Whoever conspires to violate the pro-
visions of subsection (a) or (b) of this sec-
tion, or interferes with any right secured by
section 2, 8, 4, 5, 7, 10, or 11 (a) or (b) shall
be fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned
not more than five years, or both.

“(d) Whenever any person has engaged
or there are reasonable grounds to believe
that any person is about to engage in any
act or practice prohibited by section 2, 3, 4,
5, 7, 10, 11, or subsection (b) of this section,
the Attorney General may institute for the
United States, or in the name of the United
States, an action for preventive relief, in-
cluding an application for a temporary or
permanent injunction, restraining order, or
other order, and including an order directed
to the State and State or local election of-

19189

ficials to require them (1) to permit persons
listed under this Act to vote and (2) to
count such votes.

“{e) Whenever in any political subdivision
in which there are examiners appointed pur-
suant to this Act, any persons allege to such
an examiner within forty-eight hours after
the closing of the polls that notwithstand-
ing (1) their listing under this Act or reg-
istration by an appropriate election official
and (2) their eligibility to vote, they have
not been permitted to vote in such election,
the examiner shall forthwith notify the At-
torney General if such allegations in his
opinion appear to be well founded. Upon
receipt of such notification, the Attorney
General may forthwith file with the district
court an application for an order providing
for the marking, casting, and counting of
the ballots of such persons and requiring the
inclusion of their votes in the total vote be-
fore the results of such election shall be
deemed final and any force or effect given
thereto. The district court shall hear and
determine such matters immediately after
the filing of such application. The remedy
provided in this subsection shall not pre-
clude any remedy avallable under State or
Federal law.

“(f) The district courts of the United
States shall have jurisdiction of proceedings
instituted pursuant to this section and shall
exercise the same without regard to whether
a person asserting rights under the provisions
of this Act shall have exhausted any admin-
istrative or other remedies that may be pro-
vided by law.

“Sec. 13. Listing procedures shall be termi-
nated in any political subdivision of any
State (a) with respect to examiners appoint-
ed pursuant to clause (b) of section 6 when-
ever the Attorney General notifies the Civil
Service Commission, or whenever the Dis-
triet Court for the District of Columbia
determines In an action for declaratory
judgment brought by any political subdivi-
sion with respect to which the Director of
the Census has determined that more than
50 per centum of the nonwhite persons of
voting age residing therein are registered to
vote, (1) that all persons listed by an exam-
iner for such subdivision have been placed
on the appropriate voting registration roll,
and (2) that there is no longer reasonable
cause to believe that persons will be deprived
of or denied the right to vote on account of
race or color in such subdivision, and (b),
with respect to examiners appointed pursu-
ant to section 3(a), upon order of the au-
thorizing court. A political subdivision may
petition the Attorney General for the ter-
mination of listing procedures under clause
(a) of this section, and may petition the
Attorney General to request the Director of
the Census to take such survey or census as
may be appropriate for the making of the
determination provided for in this section.
The District Court for the District of Colum-
bia shall have jurisdiction to require such
survey or census to be made by the Director
of the Census and 1t shall require him to do
g0 if it deems the Attorney General's refusal
to request such survey or census to be arbi-
trary or unreasonable.

“Sec, 14. (a) All cases of criminal con-
tempt arising under the provisions of this
Act shall be governed by section 151 of the
Civil Rights Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1895).

“(b) No court other than the District
Court for the District of Columbia or a court
of appeals in any proceeding under section 9
shall have jurisdiction to issue any declara-
tory judgment pursuant to section 4 or sec-
tion 5 or any restraining order or temporary
or permanent injunction against the execu-
tion or enforcement of any provision of tBis
Act or any action of any Federal officer or em-
ployee pursuant hereto.

“(¢) (1) The term ‘vote’ or ‘voting’ shall
include all action necessary to make a vote
effective in any primary, special, or general



19190

election, including, but not limited to, regis-
tration, listing pursuant to this Act, or other
action required by law prerequisite to voting,
casting a ballot, and having such ballot
counted properly and included in the appro-
priate totals of votes cast with respect to
candidates for public or party office and
propositions for which votes are received in
an election.

“(2) The term ‘political subdivision’ shall
mean any county or parish, except that
where registration for voting is not conduct-
ed under the supervision of a county or
parish, the term shall include any other sub-
division of a State which conducts registra-
tlon for voting.

“(d) In any action for a declaratory judg-
ment brought pursuant to section 4 or sec-
tlon 5 of this Act, subpenas for witnesses who
are required to attend the District Court for
the District of Columbia may be served in
any judicial district of the Unlted States:
Provided, That no writ of subpena shall issue
for witnesses without the District of Colum-
bila at a greater distance than one hundred
miles from the place of holding court with-
out the permission of the District Court for
the District of Columbia being first had upon
proper application and cause shown,

“SEc. 156. Section 2004 of the Revised Stat-
utes (42 U.8.C. 1971), as amended by section
131 of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 (71 Stat.
637), and amended by section 601 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 80), and as fur-
ther amended by section 101 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 241), is further
amended as follows:

“(a) Delete the word ‘Federal’ wherever it
appears in subsections (a) and (¢);

“(b) Repeal subsection (f) and designate
the present subsections (g) and (h) as
(f) and (g), respectively.

“Sec. 16. The Attorney General and the
Secretary of Defense, jointly, shall make a
full and complete study to determine wheth-
er, under the laws or practices of any State
or States, there are preconditions to voting,
which might tend to result in discrimination
against cltizens serving in the Armed Forces
of the United States seeking to vote. Such
officials shall, jointly, make a report to the
Congress not later than June 30, 1966, con-
taining the results of such study, together
with a list of any States in which such pre-
conditions exist, and shall include in such
report such recommendations for legislation
as they deem advisable to prevent discrimi-
nation in voting against citizens serving in
the Armed Forces of the United States.

“Sec, 17. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to deny, impair, or otherwise adversely
affect the right to vote of any person regis-
tered to vote under the law of any State or
political subdivision.

“SEC.18. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as are necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

“8Sec. 19. If any provision of this Act or the
application thereof to any person or circum-
stances is held invalid, the remainder of the
Act and the application of the provision to
other persons not similarly situated or to
other circumstances shall not be affected
thereby.”

And the House agree to the same.

The House recede from its amendment to
the title of the bill and agree to the same.

EMANUEL CELLER,
PeETER W. RopINO, Jr.,
ByroN G. ROGERS,
HaroLp D. DONOHUE,
Witniam M. McCuLLocH,
WiLLiaMm C, CRAMER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
THOMAS J. DoDp,
PHILIP A, HART,
Epwarp V. LoNG,
EVERETT M. DIRKSEN,
RoMan L. HRUSKA,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the Senate bill (S. 15664) to en-
force the 15th amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following statement in
explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report.

The House passed H.R. 6400 and then sub-
stituted the provisions it had adopted by
striking out all after the enacting clause and
inserting all of its provisions in S. 1564.
The Senate insisted upon its version and
requested a conference; the House then
agreed to the conference. The House also
amended the title of the bill, which was not
necessary.

The conference report recommends that
the Benate recede from its disagreement to
the House amendment to the substantive
provisions of the bill and agree to the same
with an amendment, the amendment being
to insert in lieu of the matter inserted by the
House amendment the matter agreed to by
the conferees, and that the House agree
thereto.

The House recedes from its amendment to
the title and agrees to the Senate version.

The conference report contains substan-
tially the language of the House amendments
with certain exceptions which are explained
below.

Bections 1 and 2 of the House and Senate
bills were not in disagreement.

Section 3 differed in the House and Senate
bills in several respects:

(a) The Senate version authorizes a court
to suspend all tests and devices rather than
only the particular test found to have been
administered discriminatorily. The House
version authorizes suspension only of such
test or device found to have been used to
discriminate. The conference report adopts
the Senate version.

(b) The House bill, but not the Senate
bill, provides for suspension of tests and
devices where such tests or devices have
been used for the purpose “or with the
effect” of discriminating. The House ver-
sion was adopted.

(¢) The conference report adopts the House
version which does not qualify, as the Senate
bill does, the duration of suspension of tests
or devices.

(d) The House version respecting the
court-imposed moratorium on new voting
laws was adopted in lieu of the Senate provi-
sion requiring that the court order the sub-
mission of new voting laws to the Attorney
General.

(e) The conference report adopts the lan-
guage of the Senate bill providing that a de-
claratory judgment approving the use of a
new voting requirement will not bar a sub-
sequent lawsuit to enjoin the use of such a
requirement.

‘With these exceptions and a minor clarifi-
cation, the conference report adopts the
House version of section 3.

Section 4 of the House and Senate bills
differed in two important respects, namely,
the so-called escape provision (sec. 4(a),
and the formula for automatic suspension of
tests and devices (sec. 4(b)). The Sen-
ate bill suspends tests and devices until (1)
the effects of discrimination have been ef-
fectively corrected, and (2) there is no rea-
sonable cause to belleve that any test or de-
vice will be used for the purpose or with the
effect of discriminating. The House bill es-
tablishes an absolute bar to the lifting of the
suspension of tests and devices for 5 years
after the entry of a judgment finding that
discrimination had occurred within the ter-
ritory of the State or subdivision. The
Senate receded, and the conference report
adopts the language of the House bill with a
technical amendment.
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The formula for suspending tests or de-
vices contained in the House bill requires
that there shall have been a test or device in
use in November 1964 and that fewer than
50 percent of the voting age population voted
or were registered in the presidential election
of 1064. The Senate version adds the re-
quirement that 20 percent of the population
shall have been nonwhite according to the
1960 census. In addition, the Senate version
alternatively provides that where less than
25 percent of the nonwhite population in any
State or subdivision are registered to wvote,
tests or devices are suspended. The Senate
receded, and the conference report adopts the
language of the House bill with a minor tech-
nical change.

Section 4(c) of the House and Senate bills
was not In disagreement.

Section 4(d) of the House and Senate bills
is substantially identical except for a gram-
matical difference. The conference report
adopts the House version.

Sectlon 4(e) of the Senate bill has no
equivalent in the House bill. It allows a
prospective voter to qualify with respect to
literacy, without taking a literacy test, by
demonstrating that he has completed the
slxth grade, or whatever grade the State re-
quires, in a school under the American flag
conducted in a language other than English,
The conference report adopts this provision.

Section 5 of the House bill is similar to the
Senate bill, except that the Senate version
provides that a declaratory judgment approv-
ing the use of a new voting requirement will
not bar a subsequent lawsuit to enjoin the
use of such a requirement. The conference
report adopts the House version with a clari-
fying amendment and with the Senate pro-
vision described above.

Section 6 of the House and Senate bills is
substantially identical. The Senate bill re-
guires, however, that examiners shall “to the
extent practicable be residents” of the State
in which they are to serve. The Senate re-
ceded and the conference report adopts the
language of the House version of section 6
with a clarifying amendment.

Section T(a) of the House and Senate bills
differs in that the Senate bill permits the
Attorney General to require that an appli-
cant for listing allege that he had applied
for registration to the State registrar within
the preceding 90 days. The conference re-
port adopts the House version, omitting the
Senate provision.

Section T(b) of the House version is re-
tained in the conference report except that
the Senate provision requiring State or local
officials to place the names of listed persons
on the official voting list is adopted. Addi-
tional clarifying language contained in the
Senate version is added to sections 7 (a) and
(b) in the conference report.

Section 7 (c) and (d) of the House and
Senate bills were not in disagreement.

Section 8 of the House bill and section 10
of the Senate bill relate to the appointment
of election observers. The Senate version
provides for both judicial, as well as admin-
istrative, appointments of observers. The
House version provides only for administra-
tive appointment. In addition, the Senate
version provides for administrative appoint-
ment of observers by the Attorney General,
while the House version empowers the Civil
Service Commission to assign such persons.
In the conference report, both the House and
the Senate agree to language incorporating
certain requirements of both bills. Thus,
the Senate receded from the provision for
judicial appointment of observers, and the
House provision authorizing appointment of
observers by the Civil Service Commission
was adopted.

Except for technical differences, section 9
of the House bill and its equivalent, section
8 of the Senate bill, are identical. The con-
ference report adopts the House version of
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section 9 with certain clarifying language
contained in the Senate bill.

Section 10 of the House bill is the equiva-
lent of section 9 of the Senate bill. The
House bill contains a ban on poll taxes. The
Senate bill directs the Attorney General to
sue to invalidate the poll tax in States where
the tax has the purpose or effect of denying
or abridging the right to vote. Both the
House and the Senate receded from the poll
tax provision in their respective bills. The
conference report adopts a substitute pro-
vision which rephrases the findings of Con-
gress in subsection (a) and contains a con-

onal declaration that by the require-
ment of the payment of a poll tax the right
of citizens to vote s denied or abridged, and
makes clear, in subsection (b), that the
Congress is acting under the authority of
section 5 of the 14th amendment and section
2 of the 15th amendment to the Constitution.
The remaining subsections (¢) and (d) are
practically identical to the Senate version.

Section 11(a) of the Senate and House
bills prohibits denials of the right to vote
with respect to those who are entitled to
vote under the Act. In addition, the House
bill prohibits denials of the right to vote to
persons who are “otherwise qualified to vote.”
The Senate receded and the conference re-
port adopts the language of the House bill.

Section 11(b) of the House bill prohibits,
whereas the Senate bill does not, intimida-
tion of a person “for urging or aiding” any
person to vote. The Senate receded and the
conference report adopts the House version
with the addition of certain clarifying
language.

Section 11(¢) of the House bill is the equiv-
alent of section 14(d) of the Senate bill.
The two versions are substantially identical.
The conference report adopts section 11(c)
in the House bill with an amendment to in-
clude the election of the Resident Commis-
sioner of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
within the scope of the section.

Section 11(d) of the conference report
contains the language of section 14(d) of the
House bill prohibiting false or fraudulent
statements to an examiner or hearing officer.
There was no equivalent provision in the
Senate bill.

SBectlons 12 (a), (b), and (c) of the House
and Senate bills, providing penalties for vio-
lations of the act, are identical except that
in sections 12 (a) and (c) the Senate version
applies to deprivations or conspiracies done
“willfully and knowingly”. In section 12(b),
the Senate version applies to prohibited ac-
tivities committed “fraudulently”. The
House version contains no similar qualifica-
tions. The Senate receded and the confer-
ence report adopts the House version of sec-
tions 12 (a), (b), and (c¢) together with cer-
tain technical and clarifying amendments.

Section 12(d) in the House and Senate
bills was not in disagreement.

Section 12(e) in the House and Senate
bills differs in several respects:

{(a) Under the Senate version the time
limit for an allegation to an examiner of
denial of the right to vote is 24 hours; under
the House version it is 48 hours. The Sen-
ate receded, and the conference report adopts
the House version.

(b) A report by the examiner (if the al-
legation is well founded) is to be made to
the U.S. attorney under the Senate version;
it is to be made to the Attorney General un-
der the House version. The Senate receded,
and the conference report adopts the House
version,

(c) Under the Senate version, application
to the court must be made within 72 hours
by the Attorney General rather than “forth-
with” as in the House version. The Senate
receded, and the conference report adopts
the House version.

(d) Under the House version, the court is
required to issue an order temporarily re-
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straining the issuance of any certificate of
election prior to a hearing on the merits.
The related Senate provision leaves the court
discretion to stay election results. The
House receded and in lieu of the two-step
proceeding contained in the House version,
the conference report adopts the Senate lan-
guage providing for a single proceeding
wherein a court would retain the discretion-
ary power to hold election results in abey-
ance. The conference report also adopts cer-
tain grammatical differences contained in
the Senate version of section 12(e).

Section 12(f) in the House and Senate
bills was not in disagreement.

Section 13 of the House and Senate bills
both provide for the removal of examiners
and termination of listing procedures by peti-
tion to the Attorney General, or to the
authorizing court with respect to examiners
appointed under section 3(a). In addition,
the Senate version permits a political subdivi-
sion to seek, through court action in the Dis-
trict Court for the Distriet of Columbia, the
termination of listing procedures when more
than 50 percent of the nonwhite voting age
population is registered, and (1) all persons
listed have been placed on the appropriate
voting list, and (2) there 1s no reasonable
cause to believe that there will be denials of
the right to vote. The conference report
adopts the additional Senate provision with
certaln technical amendments.

Section 14 of the House and Senate bills
was not in substantial disagreement. The
conference report adopts certain clarifying
language in sections 14 (b) and (¢) contained
in the Senate version. Section 14(c)(1) of
the House bill includes as part of the defini-
tion of "vote,” whereas the Senate bill does
not, voting in elections for candidates for
“party” office. The Senate receded and the
conference report adopts the House version.
In addition, section 14(e) of the Senate ver-
sion, permitting the District Court for the
District of Columbia to issue subpenas be-
yond the 100-mile limit, for which there was
no equivalent provision in the House bill, was
adopted in the conference report. Except for
these additions from the Senate version, the
conference report adopts the House version
of section 14,

There Is no equivalent in the Senate bill
to the House version of section 15. This sec-
tion amends title I of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 by striking out all limiting references
therein to “Federal” elections. The Senate
receded and the conference report adopts the
House provision.

There is no equivalent In the House bill to
the Senate version of section 16, This sec-
tion provides for a joint study by the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of Defense of
voting discrimination against members of
the armed forces. The House receded and
the conference report adopts the Senate pro-
vision.

Section 16 of the House bill which provides
that nothing in the Act should be construed
to impair the right to vote of any person reg-
istered under the law of any State or political
subdlivision has no equivalent in the Senate
bill. The conference report adopts this pro-
vision, renumbered as section 17,

Sectlon 17 of the House bill is the equiva-
lent of section 15 of the Senate bill. They
provide for appropriations. Section 18 of the
House bill is equivalent to section 17 of the
Senate bill and they provide for severability.
These provislons were not in disagreement.
They have been renumbered sections 18 and
19, respectively, in the conference report.

Section 18 of the Senate bill provides a
temporary exemption from the appointment
of examiners and is related to the alternative
formula contained in section 4(b) of the
Senate bill which the conference report does
not adopt. It has no equivalent in the House
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bill. The Senate receded and the conference
report omits this provision.

EMANUEL CELLER,

PeTER W. RODINO, JT.,

ByroN G. ROGERS,

HarorLp D. DONOHUE,

Winrtam M. McCULLOCH,

WiLLiaM C. CRAMER,

Managers on the Part of the House.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order a quorum is not present.

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. 217]

Ashley Holifleld Powell
Battin Hosmer Rivers, Alaska
Berry Jones, Mo. Ronecalio
Bingham Keogh Taylor
Bonner Laird Toll

Cabell Lindsay Vanik

Cahill Long, Md. Walker, Miss,
Callan MeMillan Watts

Carey Martin, Mass. Willilams
Colmer Morgan Wright
Fraser Morton

Green, Oreg. Nelsen

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 401
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
;fiedmgs under the call were dispensed

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION, FISCAL YEAR 1966

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina sub-
mitted a conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 8439) to authorize
certain construction at military installa-
tions, and for other purposes.

VOTING RIGHTS

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes of my time to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH].

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, one of the
more arduous tasks in Congress is that
of a conferee. He must seek to recon-
cile differences in the bill as passed by
both Houses. He must try reasonably
to preserve the position taken of the
Chamber he represents—but only up to
a certain point. He dare not persist in
such a way as to bring disbandonment
of the conference, and thus inaction.
Stalemate, to be resolved, ofttimes re-
quires parry and thrust, give and take—
in short, compromise.

The conferees met numerous times.
The differences were many, wide, and
deep. Mutual concession was essential
otherwise there would have been no re-
port and there would have been no bill.

Edmund Burke said in his speech on
conciliation with the colonies:

All government, indeed every human bene-
fit and enjoyment, every virtue and every

prudent act, is founded on compromise and
barter.
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So, Mr. Speaker, we compromised.
This report is the result of compromise.

In view of the crisis impending on
civil rights and the need to act promptly
so that the Federal Government be em-
powered to set up machinery to enable
nonwhites to register and to be free to
vote in any election, and because the
bill represents a long overdue movement
toward genuine democracy, we found it
prudent to compromise. In the lan-
guage of President Johnson, we came to
a consensus. The alternative would have
been failure.

Some may object to some provisions
of the conference report. It is exceed-
ingly difficult to undertake to please
everyone—itry to please all, and you
please none. The members of the con-
ference committee on the House side got
much of that which we sought. We had
to yield, of course, in some instances.

We prevailed, for example, with refer-
ence to the “triggering” formula, a very
important provision in the bill. The
other body differed with us in that re-
gard. The conference report adopts the
House formula for suspending tests and
devices, namely, that there was a test or
device in use in November 1964, and that
fewer than 50 percent of the population
of voting age voted in the presidential
election of 1964. The Senate version
which added the requirement that 20
percent of the population be nonwhite
was not adopted.

In addition, the Senate version con-
taining an alternative method for sus-
pending tests or devices, namely, that
less than 25 percent of the nonwhite
population was registered, also was not
adopted. I would say that that was a
very decided victory for the conferees
on the part of the House.

As to the escape provisions of the bill.
The conference report adopted the House
version of the escape provision which
requires a 5-year cooling off period. The
House version sets up a bar to the lifting
of the suspension of tests or devices for
5 years after the entry of a judgment
finding that diserimination had occurred
within the State or political subdivision
covered under the formula.

The Senate version had a much weaker
provision in this regard. The House
conferees felt that a number of these
States had been derelict in this regard
for almost 100 years and it was essential
that a reasonable period be set up for
redemption, as it were; and 5 years, the
conferees all agreed, was reasonable.
That again was a victory for the House
conferees.

Both the House and Senate bill pro-
hibit denials of the right to vote with
respect to those who are entitled to vote
under the act.

In addition, the conference report
adopted the House version prohibiting
denials of the right to vote to persons
“otherwise qualified to vote.” The
Senate version did not extend this pro-
tection. In other words, if a person is
registered to vote under State law, his
right to vote is protected under Federal
law from denials by State officials. The
conference report adopts the House ver-
sion prohibiting intimidation of a person
for urging or aiding any person to vote.
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The Senate bill did not contain this pro-
tection for registration workers. This
is a highly important provision and the
House side prevailed in that regard.

As to the so-called 90-day require-
ment, the conference report adopts the
House version.

The conference report adopts the
House version by omitting any authority
for the Attorney General to require that
an applicant for registration before a
Federal examiner allege that he had
applied for registration to a State regis-
trar within the preceding 90 days. In
other words, we do not compel the non-
white to go back to the source which
originally denied him the right to regis-
ter or to vote. That would be placing
him under obloquy once more. We be-
lieved it would be wrong thus to deni-
grate further the nonwhite.

The residence of examiners: The con-
ference report adopts the House version
and omits any requirement or prefer-
ence that Federal examiners be residents
of the State in which they are to serve.
This matter is left to the discretion of
the Civil Service Commission as provided
in the House bill. We felt that if there
were a command or preference that the
examiners be residents of the State
where they are to serve, they, taking on
the color of their surroundings, might
repeat what the State officials had done
and thus perpetuate the mischief we are
trying to eliminate. Thus we leave it to
the Civil Service Commission, a nonpar-
tisan body, a fair body, to determine
whether or not the examiners shall or
shall not be residents of the States where
they are to serve, depending upon con-
ditions to be determined by the Civil
Service Commission.

Pockets of discrimination, section 3:
The conference report adopts the House
version respecting preclearance of new
voting laws in lieu of the Senate provi-
sion requiring the court to order the
submission of new voting laws to the
Attorney General. The House version
automatically provides for the submis-
sion of new laws to the Attorney General.

The conference report adopts, how-
ever, the Senate version authorizing a
court to suspend all tests and devices
rather than only the particular test or
device found by the court in section 3
to have been discriminatorily adminis-
tered. The House bill in this regard was
more restricted, and we accepted the
Senate provision.

Under section 4, of course, Members
know all tests and devices are automati-
cally suspended.

Party office: The conference report
adopted the House definition of “vote,”
which includes voting in elections for
candidates for “party” as well as public
office.

“Willfully and knowingly” and “fraud-
ulently”: The conference report adopts
the sanction provisions of the House bill
without the gqualifying and limiting
phrases, “willfully and knowingly” and
“fraudulently,” which were contained in
the Senate bill. These terms of the Sen-
ate bill would have hindered adequate
enforcement of the measure.

The conference report provides, in ac-
cordance with the recommendation of
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the House conferees and the House bill,
that the voting rights provisions of the
1964 Civil Rights Act be amended to make
it apply to State and local as well as
Federal elections.

The observer section: Observers are to
be appointed by the Civil Service Com-
mission as in the House version and not,
as the Senate had i, by the Attorney
General.

The so-called Puerto Rican amend-
ment: The conference report adopts the
Senate provision, for which there was no
equivalent in the House bill. It allows
a prospective voter to qualify with re-
spect to literacy, without taking a lit-
eracy test, by demonstrating that he has
completed the sixth grade, or whatever
grade the States require, in a school un-
der the American flag conducted in a
language other than English. It is in-
teresting to note that approximately 30
States have no literacy test.

Therefore, in general there is no re-
quirement for the knowledge of English.
In adopting this provision, which is
firmly grounded in the equal protection
clause of the 14th amendment, Con-
gress would be finding that it is an arbi-
trary classification for a State to refuse
to accept the American flag education
of one of its citizens as evidence of his
qualification to participate in the voting
process.

The poll tax substitute provision:
The conference report adopts the sub-
stitute poll tax provision which re-
phrases the findings of Congress and
contains a congressional declaration
that by the requirement of the payment
of a poll tax the right of a citizen to
vote is denied or abridged. This pro-
vision also contains the clear statement
that the Congress is acting under the
authority of section 5 of the 14th amend-
ment and section 2 of the 15th amend-
ment to the Constitution. Subsections
(e) and (d) of this provision are practi-
cally identical to the Senate version ex-
cept subsection (d) in the conference re-
port provides—and this is very impor-
tant—that tender of a poll tax for the
current year, up to 45 days before an
election, to the appropriate State or
local officials—or, to a Federal examin-
er—in an area covered by the formula
will satisfy poll tax requirements during
the pendency of lawsuits to invalidate
the poll tax.

Now, that means just this: During
the pendency of a suit brought by the
Attorney General, and thereafter for
a period of times, where the court ren-
ders a decision that the poll tax is con-
stitutional, then any individual, partic-
ularly a nonwhite, would not be de-
prived of his right to vote if he has paid
his poll tax 45 days before the election
for the current year. He would not
have to pay any cumulative tax. Some
States provide that the poll tax must
be paid in January preceding the elec-
tion, Other States have other onerous
provisions with reference to the time of
paying a poll tax. However, here we
provide that if he pays his poll tax 45
days before the election, he shall have
the right to vote.

The so-called Long-Boggs amendment:
Both the House and Senate bills provide
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for the removal of examiners by peti-
tion to the Attorney General or to the
authorizing court with respect to ex-
aminers appointed under section 3(a).
In other words, both the House and
Senate bills provided for removal of
examiners. The conference report adds
and adopts the additional Senate pro-
vision which permits a political subdi-
vision to seek through court action in
the Distriet Court for the District of
Columbia the removal of examiners
when more than 50 percent of the non-
white voting age population is regis-
tered and, in addition, first, all persons
listed have been placed on the appro-
priate voting list and second, there is
no reasonable cause to believe that there
will be denials of the right to vote.

This provision does not affect the so-
called automatic trigger. It does not
stay the operation of the bill. It does
not prevent the appointment of exam-
iners. It comes into play only after the
examiners have been appointed. In the
House version examiners could be re-
moved from the political subdivision by
the Attorney General or by the court
when you have two conditions present:

First. All persons listed have been
placed on the appropriate voting list.

Second. There is no reasonable cause
to believe there will be denial of the
right to vote.

We add another way to terminate list-
ing procedures under the bill. Access
is provided to the political subdivision
in question to the court of the District
of Columbia where a minimum of 50
percent of the nonwhites have been reg-
istered and those two provisions that I
have just read are established to the
satisfaction of the court.

So that in general I would say, as I
said before, we have a very strong bill.
We have an adequate bill. We have a
bill we may well be proud of. Of course,
we did not get everything that we hoped
for. You cannot get everything you hope
for when you deal with the other body
or when the other body deals with us.
As 1 said before, it was a case of give
and take, weighing the equities against
the inequities, weighing the give as
against the take. I think we got more
out of the conference than the Senate
conferees got out of it. For all these
reasons I do hope the conference report
will be overwhelmingly adopted.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker I
listened as best I could to the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee in his summary report of the ac-
tivities and final decision of the confer-
ence committee, and I wish to compli-
ment him on the accuracy of his report.

Mr. Speaker, I joined in signing the
conference committee report, but I did so
with some reluctance and with much
regret.

Mr. Speaker, I do not like to engage
in a discussion of who has done what
and who has been most helpful in writ-
ing civil rights legislation in the United
States. But in view of what has been
said in some high places, I think it is
proper to say a few accurate words for
the record. There have been few, if any
Members of Congress who have given
more of their time and ability to this
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question that the Member from the
Fourth Congressional District of Ohio.
I am content to let the record tell the
story.

Mr. Speaker, one of the things in the
conference committee report of which
I have misgivings is that provision which
nullifies or seeks to nullify by statute
a qualification to vote enacted by the
State of New York, and which has been
on the statute books of that State for
more than 40 years. That qualification
in the New York law requires a voting
citizen in New York to be able to read
and write English. Mr. Speaker, this
is an English-speaking Nation. Mr.
Speesker, English is the official language
of our country. I ask the Members of
the House and I ask the people of this
country, what is wrong with a law re-
quiring citizens to read and write Eng-
lish, before being eligible to vote, when
such law is never used to deny or abridge
the right to vote by reason of race or
color?

Mr. Speaker, as late as 1960, and not
longer than 1957 the House and the Sen-
ate wrote into the statutory law of the
land that jurors serving in cases grow-
ing out of civil rights legislation of that
year must have the ability to read, write,
and understand the English language.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, our immi-
gration and naturalization laws require
that no citizen of another land may be
naturalized in America unless and until
he or she can read and write the English
language. Yet, with one bold stroke by
legislative enactment, we strike down the
law of New York which was enacted
pursuant to the Constitution of the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, as late as 1961 this ques-
tion was raised in the Federal courts of
New York, and by a decision of a three-
judge Federal court it was held that
New York's law was constitutional. The
case was not teken to the Court of Ap-
peals or to the Supreme Court.

Mr. Speaker, if there be a single pro-
vision in the Voting Rights Act of 1965.
which may be unconstitutional, it is the
provision that strikes down the law of
the State of New York. You see no
charge that such law has been used to
deny or abridge the right to vote by
reason of race or color.

Mr. Speaker, it is well within the con-
stitutional power of every State to require
literacy in the English language as a
condition precedent to the right to vote.

The establishment of State and local
standards has been held to be within the
authority of the States and not subject
to Federal supervision—Guinn v. U.S.,
238 U.S. 347 (1915)—unless as such leg-
islation violates either the 14th and 15th
amendments—Breedlove v. Suttles, 302
U.S. 277 (1937). Payment of a poll tax,
residence within a State for a designated
period of time, absence of criminal con-
duet, and the passing of a literacy test
have all been held to be constitutionally
valid State requirements.

In the legislation before us, it is true
that State and local standards of voter
eligibility are suspended, but only where
discrimination against a portion of the
State's population has occurred in vio-
lation of the mandate of another pro-
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vision of the Constitution. But, through
this amendment, rejected by this body
only a few weeks ago, we are striking
down the constitutional power granted to
the States—article I, section 2 and the
17th amendment—to establish voter
qualifications without even attempting to
rationally base it on a constitutional at-
tack against discrimination, denial of
equal protection of the laws, or violation
of any other provision of the Constitu-
tion.

The proponents of the Puerto Rican
amendment cite the 14th and 15th
amendments to the Constitution as the
basis for its validity.

However, the case which looked to the
validity of the New York requirement
of literacy in English, Commancho
v. Rogers (tried in the New York
State courts and finally in a three-judge
Federal district court—199 F. Supp. 155
(1961) —denied the validity of these
arguments.

First. It is true that the equal protec-
tion clause of the 14th amendment pro-
hibits the State from treating people in
the same circumstances differently. But
a State law requiring literacy in the
English language does not distinguish
between people similarly situated; it ap-
plies equally to all people in the same
circumstances. As the district court said
in Commancho:

The literacy requirement is applicable to
all citizens of New York without regard to
race, creed, color or sex. No charge is made
that the test is improperly given or its con-
tents unfalr. The test is equally and fairly
applied to all who take it. Plaintiff has not
been denied the equal protection of the laws
nor has he been deprived of his life, liberty,
or property, in violation of the 14th amend-
ment. Lassiter v. Northampton Co. Board
of Elections, supra; Trudeau v. Barnes, supra.

Second. In reviewing the applicability
of the 15th amendment, which provides
that neither the States nor the Federal
Government shall deny or abridge the
right of any person to vote on account
of race or color, the court in Commancho
said in response to the plaintiff who had
claimed that he had been denied the
right to vote because of his Puerto Rican
ancestry:

Because the plaintiff is unable to vote as
a result of his inability to pass the test, it
does not follow that the plaintiff is being
discriminated against. The 15th amendment
was not designed to protect against the claim
of this plaintiff. He is not being denied the
right to vote because of race, creed, or color,
but because of his illiteracy in the English
language.

The Supreme Court of the United
States said in Lassiter v. Northampion
Co. Board of Elections, 360 U.S. 45, 79
(1959) :

We do not suggest that any standards
which a State desires to adopt may be re-
quired of voters. But there is wide scope for
exercise of its jurisdiction. Residence re-
quirements, age, previous criminal record—
are obvious examples indicating factors
which a State may take into consideration
in determining the qualifications of voters.
The ability to read and write likewise has
some relation to standards designed to pro-
mote intelligent use of the ballot. Literacy
and 1lliteracy are neutral on race, creed,
color, and sex, as reports around the world
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show. Literacy and intelligence are ob-
viously not synonymous. Illiterate people
may be intelligent voters. Yet in our so-
ciety where newspapers, periodicals, books,
and other printed matter canvass and debate
campalgn issues, a State might conclude that
only those who are literate should exercise
the franchise.

‘While this decision looked only to that
portion of the North Carolina statute
which called for a literacy test and did
not address itself to the requirement that
it be in the English language, it is ap-
propriate in case of individuals literate
only in a foreign language. Citizens
trained in a language other than English
in American-flag schools are no different
than children born in the United States
who are taken from this country in their
childhood and who return later, literate
only in a language other than English.
If the proponents are to be consistent,
must they not allow such persons to vote,
also?

A State law requiring its electorate
to be literate in the English language
does not create an unreasonable classi-
fication of its citizens. In addition to
the necessity of being able to read a
broad variety of current publications and
to understand the language used on radio
and TV in order to understand the cam-
paign issues, it is reasonable to expect
that a voter be able to read the language
used in the voting system itself.

In the next statewide election in New
York, there will be at least 20 special
issues printed on the ballot for accept-
ance or rejection by the voters. These
issues will be printed in English, along
with the titles of offices to be filled and
the written directions for the procedure
to be used in marking the ballot or oper-
ating the voting machine. How can the
voter there function intelligently if he is
illiterate in the English language? That
he cannot do so is the best evidence that
an English literacy requirement is not
an unreasonable exercise of State
powers.

Would the proponents of this legisla-
tion suggest that State standards, which
require that one must be of a minimum
age before is is eligible to vote, con-
stitute a denial of equal protection of the
laws? I have never heard such a pro-
posal seriously offered.

Yet what distinction can be validly
made between a minimum age require-
ment and a minimum literacy require-
ment in the English language? Both
apply to all people without distinetion in
order to provide minimum standards for
a qualified and responsive electorate.

I believe that some of us are under the
impression that this amendment will af-
fect only the State of New York. While it
is true that New York has, perhaps, more
residents who will be affected by this
amendment than any other State, you
should know that there are 13 other
States that require the ability to read
and/or write the English language.

The States which have such require-
ments are: Alabama, Alaska, California,
Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii,
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,
Oregon, and Washington.
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It is my opinion that the McCulloch
amendment is consistent with existing
Federal law, for it would deny the right of
the States to require that which the
Federal Government requires in the Im-
migration and National Act. I quote
from the act:

REQUIREMENTS AS TO UNDERSTANDING THE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE, HISTORY, PRINCIPLES, AND
FORM OF GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES
Sec. 312. No person except as otherwise

provided in this title shall hereafter be na-

tlonalized as a citizen of the United States
upon his own petition who cannot demon-
strate—

(1) an understanding of the English
language, including an ability to read, write,
and speak words in ordinary usage in the
English language.

Furthermore this amendment is incon-
sistent in principle with a portion of the
Civil Rights Act of 1957. In that law we
amended section 1861 of title 28 United
States Code, in regard to the qualifica-
tions of Federal jurors. There we pro-
vided that a citizen of the United States
to be competent to serve as a grand or
petit juror must be able to read, write,
speak and understand the English
language:

SEC. 1861, QUALIFICATIONS OF FEDERAL JURORS

Any citizen of the United States who has
attained the age of twenty-one years and
who has resided for a period of one year
within the judicial district, is competent to
serve as a grand or petit juror unless—

(1) He has been convicted in a State or
Federal court of record of a crime punishable
by imprisonment for more than one year and
his civil rights have not been restored by
pardon or amnesty.

(2) He is unable to read, write, speak, and
understand the English language.

(3) He is incapable, by reason of mental or
physical infirmities to render efficlent jury
service. As amended September 9, 1957, Pub-
lic Law 85-315, part V, section 152, 71 Stat.
638.

The motive of some people,
Speaker, is purely political.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the House, by
a yea-and-nay vote of 216 to 202 wrote
such provision into the law, which posi-
tion was not sustained in the conference
committee.

The second thing about which I have
some misgivings in being one of the
spokesmen for the House, is the aban-
donment of the decision of the House
on the poll tax amendment.

Mr. Speaker, the Ford-McCulloch bill,
and Mr. McCuLLocH as an individual be-
fore the Ford-McCulloch bill was writ-
ten, attacked the poll tax which so few of
us like and which I detest and which my
State of Ohio has not had for half a
century or more, if ever.

Mr. Speaker, in finding that the poll
tax in many areas of the United States
had been used as a weapon of discrim-
ination solely by reason of color, we
mandated the Attorney General of the
United States to file complaints testing
the validity of such poll taxes in such
areas forthwith.

Mr. Speaker, that was my proposal,
then. It is really my proposal, now, and
for that reason I cannot frown upon it
too much. However, the House con-
ferees did not stand by the decision of
the House on this important issue.

Mryr.
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And, Mr. Speaker, there was the so-
called Boggs-Long amendment. At the
very outset I would like to say that I
supported the Boggs amendment when
it was offered on the floor of the House,
but I supported it on the statement that
the companion amendment, the Long
amendment, had been adopted in the
other body by the unanimous vote of
80 to 0. As a matter of fact, there was
no head count in the Senate. While the
vote was unanimous—and I want to be
completely fair—there was no head count
thereon. Furthermore, the chairman of
the committee and the ranking Repub-
lican member were outvoted by a veto
of 263 to 155 and the House conferees
abandoned their position on that pro-
posal notwithstanding that vote.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio for yield-
ing because this point in the conference
report is a significant one.

The House conferees yielded on this
amendment. One of the cardinal rea-
sons given was that this amendment dif-
fered from the Willis amendment which
we considered in the Judiciary Commit-
tee where it was characterized as an
amendment which would “gut the bill.”
I want to point out that the Long-Boggs
amendment does differ from the so-called
Willis amendment which we considered
in the committee.

The Willis amendment, offered in an
executive session of the House Judiciary
Committee on May 4, 1965, and the
Boggs-Long amendment, now incorpo-
rated in the voting rights bill agreed to
by the House-Senate conference, are the
same in basic intent. Both would give
relief to a political subdivision that can
meet a specified statistical test: a demon-
stration that a specific percentage of its
nonwhite population is now registered
or that a specific percentage was regis-
tered and voted in the last presidential
election.

The Willis proposal would have added
a new subsection (e) to section 4, the
automatic triggering provision. Its ef-
fect would have been to allow a political
subdivision, with respect to which the
50-percent test has been applied under
section 4(b), to get relief from the bill
if, when seeking a declaratory judgment
under section 4(a), it could alleze and
prove: “that more than 40 percent of the
nonwhite voting-age population was
registered on November 1, 1964, and that
more than 60 percent of such persons
voted in the presidential election of
1964."

The Boggs-Long proposal is an amend-
ment to section 13, the “termination of
listing” section which was defeated in the
House by a rollcall vote of 262 to 155, but
adopted by the conferees. Its effect
would be to bring a termination of list-
ing procedures by the Federal examiners
not only where the Atforney General
has found: “that all persons listed have
been placed on the voting rolls and, that
there is no reasonable cause to believe
that voter diserimination will continue,”
but additionally whenever “the District
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Court for the District of Columbia in an
action for a declaratory judgment
brought by any political subdivision with
respect to which the Director of the Cen-
sus has determined that more than 50
per centum of the nonwhite persons of
voting age residing therein are registered
to vote,” has found one and two above.

Section 13 is further amended in the
conference report by adoption of the
Boggs-Long amendment to authorize a
political subdivision to “petition the At-
torney General to request the Director of
the Census to take such survey or census
as may be appropriate for the making of
the determination provided for in this
section. The District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columkbkia shall have jurisdiction
to require such survey or census to be
made by the Director of the Census and
it shall require him to do so if it deems
the Attorney General's refusal to request
such survey or census to be arbitrary or
unreasonable.”

The Willis amendment requires that
statistical minimums for both registra-
tion and voting be met before the politi-
cal subdivision escapes.”

The Boggs-Long amendment inquires
only as to the level of registration. Un-
like the Willis amendment it does not
look to statistics from the 1964 election,
the basis for the automatic trigger from
which relief is being sought for innocent
subdivisions, but its relief can be effected
at any time in the future when a political
subdivision increases its registration of
nonwhite voting age persons beyond the
50-percent level.

Thus, the Boggs-Long amendment
would give a political subdivision the op-
portunity to apply self-help to extricate
itself from the coverage of the bill by
actively encouraging Negroes to register
until the 50-percent level has been at-
tained. On the other hand, such a polit-
ical subdivision is still faced with sustain-
ing the burden of proof “that there is no
longer reasonable cause to believe that
persons will be deprived of or denied the
right to vote on account of race or color
in such subdivision”—section 13(a) (2).

But the exact point is this was an
amendment upon which the House had
given its judgment in forceful and in-
escapable terms, as the gentleman from
Ohio pointed out. To retreat from this
position was a retreat which was signifi-
cant in the bill.

In considering the conference report
as a whole I want to point out that the
record vote on the Long-Boggs amend-
ment to which the gentleman from Ohio
has referred was of extreme importance
because it was by virtue of the House in-
sistence on this amendment, on poll tax
and on other important points that we
were able to come out of conference with
a bill significantly better than the bill
the administration sent to us. Without
the strength of the House and without
the insistence of the rank-and-file Mem-
bers of the House on these points, it would
have been impossible for us to improve
the original draft. The other body cer-
tainly did not give us any help in this
respect. The advances made in confer-
ence under this bill were the advances
made by this House and the strength of
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the House and the purpose of the House
is what made the difference.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion, because he is the Member who
sensed the play, even before the quar-
erback snatched the ball, and spelled it
out so clearly before the House.

Mr. Speaker, for the record, and while
I am feeling so pleased and so good
about so many things, and while I have
not irritated or infuriated anyone, I
would like to say even with my record as
I have described it, this is the most
weakening amendment that was offered
to the Voting Rights Act of 1965 since
the day it came before the House Ju-
diciary Committee.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. .

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, let me say
to my colleague that the gentleman from
the Fourth District of Ohio [Mr. Mc-
CurrocH], in my opinion, is the most
dedicated individual in this House on
civil rights. I know he is standing here
today asking us to support this confer-
ence report with a lot of reservations.
The Ford-McCulloch substitute bill that
he offered and was turned down by the
House was a far better bill. That bill
was a much stronger and a more effec-
tive bill than the shambles that are be-
fore us today.

I commend the gentleman for his
foresight in the field of civil rights. He
recognizes these problems before they
are upon us. He has been a champion
of civil rights. I congratulate him, but
I want to ask him how he can urge his
colleagues on this side to support this
compromise in view of the fact that we
are against the poll tax and we want to
get rid of this tax now and forevermore.
We do not want to prolong and perpetu-
ate this problem just to carry it over to
another campaign. We on the Republi-
can side want to get rid of this tax now.
We were doing that in the House-passed
bill. In view of the fact that we did not
want to vitiate an English-speaking
statute in New York by this legislation,
and thirdly, that we defeated the Boggs
amendment in the House overwhelm-
ingly, how could the conferees agree to
this report?

Now in view of these conference
changes, how can the gentleman from
Ohio, one dedicated to the cause of civil
rights, humbly ask his colleagues on this
side to support this conference report?
Before he answers that question, let me
ask this second question. Why would it
not be better for us on this side to turn
this proposal down and send it back to
conference?

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker,
answering the last question first, I re-
gret to say we the minority do not have
the king’s horses and we do not have
the king's men nor are we of the ad-
ministration supporting this weakened
and watered-down bill. We did not have
the king's horses and we did not have
the king’s men in subcommittee nor did
we have them in the full committee.
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Finally, Mr. Speaker, I think it is so
essential in a representative republic
that all qualified people be permitted
to vote without let or hindrance—and
not just 50 percent of them—but all of
them—that I am now willing to help
move even a weakened bill to final en-
actment into law.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for another question?

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I will yield only
for a question by my friend, the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Larra,] I might
say I only have one-half the time. I
would be glad to yield to some of my
distinguished and able and persuasive
friends on the other side who were so
helpful last year when they did not have
all the king's horses and all the king's
men, but I do not have the time,

Mr. LATTA. When the gentleman
speaks about the king's men and the
king’s horses, I suppose he means the
administration supporters on the other
side of the aisle who are pledged to civil
rights legislation. I think it is now time
to line up some of the king's men and
some of the king’s horses to support the
House-passed bill, a good piece of civil
rights legislation and not delay the abo-
lition of the poll taxes in the country.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Well, Mr. Speaker,
those of us in the committee from the
earliest days have been supporting
strong and effective legislation which
would meet the test of the Constitution
of the United States, but in view of the
conditions which are now upon us, I
am so interested in seeing that all quali-
fied people get the right to vote, and I
am so interested in the clean elections
amendment of my colleague from Flori-
da [Mr. Cramer], that I am supporting
the legislation as the best we can get at
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Ohio has consumed 16
minutes.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Boages].

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, and Mem-
bers of the House, I take this time to
review and to repeat my support of this
legislation. I supported this bill when
it was here on July 9 and I say today
what I said then, that the right to vote
is one of the most sacred rights an
American citizen has. I shall support
the conference report today.

Mr. Speaker, I take this time for just
a minute or two, in view of the limita-
tion of time when the bill was originally
considered by the House, to talk a bit
about the so-called Boggs amendment
which was agreed to in the conference.
Now the idea that this is, as someone
has said, a gutting amendment or this
amendment in any fashion weakens the
right of American citizens to register and
vote just is not so. A lot of people like
to make a lot of statements and some-
times they do not quite know what they
are talking about. This amendment is
designed to encourage registration and to
reward those who comply with the laws.
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Now what are the facts? Under sec-
tion 13 of this bill, as it passed the House,
there are certain provisions under which
the Attorney General of the United
States may remove an examiner. There
are two principal conditions. One, that
all eligible voters have been registered to
vote and, two, that there is no discrimi-
nation of any kind whatsoever.

If a political subdivision meets these
requirements, then the Attorney General
of the United States may say that a Fed-
eral examiner is no longer required.

I am happy the gentleman from Ohio
made the statement he made, and did
support the bill. I am happy the gen-
tleman from Maryland corrected his
original statement, in that he said this
was a different amendment from the one
originally considered by the Judiciary
Committee.

All this amendment does is supple-
ment the House-passed bill. That is all.
It does not take anything away. It says
that if all these conditions are met—the
same conditions as in the bill—then and
if at least 50 percent of the non-whites
are registered a political subdivision may
come in to the District Court of the
District of Columbia, and if the District
Court of the District of Columbia is satis-
fied that the requirements of the statute
are met, then the District Court of the
District of Columbia may withdraw the
examiner, but the District Court main-
tains its jurisdiction and supervision.

I submit that in many ways that is
not only a supplemental provision but in
many ways it is a more desirable pro-
vision. Why do I say that? I believe
it can be assumed that a court is less
apt to be pressured than an appointee,
even though he be the highest legal
officer in the land, the Attorney General.
Nobody is going to call up a District
Court judge and try to influence him. It
could happen the other way around.

The point is that this is not a weaken-
ing amendment. It is a supplemental
amendment. It was agreed to by the
other body, so far as I know, unani-
mously, although the ReEcorp does show
there was no record vote taken on it.

I believe the amendment is a good
amendment, and I am happy indeed that
the conferees agreed to it.

The notion that the amendment would
limit registration to 50 percent is totally
incorrect. What the provision does is
permit a political subdivision with a
minimum of 50 percent registration of
nonwhite to then apply to the District
Court and the District of Columbia for
the removal of an examiner provided all
of the other requirements of the act are
met. Specifically, those requirements
approving nondiscrimination and the
lack of devices to prevent registration.

It should be remembered that the “50
percent nonwhite registration figure”
which makes a political subdivision eligi-
ble for withdrawal of examiners, is a
minimum, not a maximum. The amend-
ment does not and cannot underwrite
token compliance with the 15th amend-
ment.

A court would also have to find that
first, all persons listed have been placed
on the voting rolls, and second, there is
no reasonable cause to believe voter dis-
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crimination will continue. A minimum
of 50 percent nonwhite registration would
probably never even lead to the appoint-
ment of Federal registrars.

Presumably whenever all these condi-
tions exist, the Attorney General would
find it inappropriate to appoint exam-
Iners.

As 50 percent is a floor not a maxi-
mum, a political subdivision by merely
complying with this 50 percent figure
would not be meeting the requirement
of this amendment,

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me say that
it has been some days since I voted to
support this legislation. Some people
were kind enough to say some nice
things about the fact that I did, which I
appreciate no end. But I am happy to
say that from the district which I rep-
resent with pride, and which I have had
the honor and privilege of representing
now off and on for 25 years, I have been
generally applauded for saying that the
right of every American to vote should
be and must be supported by this Con-
gress and by the American people gen-
erally.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to our distinguished majority
leader, the gentleman from Oklahoma,
[Mr. ALBERT].

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take
this brief time only to say that this is a
historic measure. This is a historic
day in this Chamber.

Many men on both sides of the aisle
have contributed to the legislation be-
fore us, but I cannot let this moment
escape without saying that this remark-
able piece of legislation is another mon-
ument to the great dean of the House,
who for more than 40 years has been the
supreme champion in this chamber of
the rights of human beings—and par-
ticularly of the right of all Americans to
vote.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, so
that the Recorp will be unmistakably
clear, I stand by my statement about the
Boggs-Long amendment. It materially
weakens the bill, and it is satisfied when
50 percent of nonwhites are permitted to
vote. Or, said substantially accurately
in another way, it is all right with the
proponents of this amendment if 50 per-
cent of the nonwhites are not permitted
to vote or are not accorded the right.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I cannot yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman made
an untrue statement. The gentleman
ought to yield.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
now yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Finol.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, on July 9,
this House, by a bipartisan effort, re-
jected an amendment to the voting rights
bill that would permit hundreds of thou-
sands of Spanish-speaking residents of
New York to vote in the forthcoming
election without meeting the English
language literacy requirement specified
by the State constitution.

The amendment, which was offered on
the floor of this House and which the
Judiciary Committee had not considered
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in its hearings, was turned down by a
vote of 216 to 202.

Unfortunately, this provision was
adopted by the Senate on the floor also
without hearings. Therefore, it became
the subject for conference between the
Senate and the House.

I must say that I am very disappointed
with the conference report now before
us. I very much regret that the House
conferees saw fit to recede from the
House position and accept a provision
in this bill which has absolutely nothing
to do with racial diserimination.

The decision to ban New York State’s
English-language literacy test for Puerto
Rican citizens is a pure concession to
political demagoguery.

These are not my words but the words
of the New York Times in its July 30
editorial. I fully subscribe to this edi-
torial expression. I am certain the other
215 Members of this House, who voted
against the Javits-Kennedy amendment,
feel the same.

In describing the unfortunate com-
promise arrived at by the House-Senate
conferees as ‘‘bad public policy,” and
“errors of judgment’” the Times went on
to say:

It is a device for discouraging the full in-
tegration of these citizens into a community
that conducts all its public affairs in English.

This kind of compromise on the part
of the House conferees could hardly
come at a worse time. This year, New
York’s voting machines will contain
25—1let me repeat—25 questions, propo-
sitions and amendments ranging from
budget procedure to water pollution.
All of these issues will be captioned in
English and, as sure as God made little
apples, will be utterly unintelligible to
the newly enfranchised Puerto Ricans.

No one sincerely believes or expects
these newly enfranchised voters to fa-
miliarize themselves with these 25 pro-
posals through Spanish language media.

I said in the floor debate on July 9,
that this amendment was unfair, unjust,
and discriminatory. I repeat here again
that this amendment would diseriminate
in favor of Puerto Ricans and against
Jews, Italians, Irish, Poles, Germans,
and other naturalized U.S, citizens who
cannot satisfy the English literacy re-
quirement although they have at least
shown some basic knowledge of English
and understanding of citizenship in
order to get their citizenship papers.

If anything, they are far better quali-
fied to vote than non-English speakers
who have never shown any literacy or
civic proficiency but whose brief school-
ing in a foreign language fortuitously
occurred under the American flag.

This amendment which this House re-
jected and which the House conferees
accepted from the Senate is hypocritical
and political because it removes the
need and necessity for Puerto Ricans to
learn English, which is so very essential
if we are to help lead them out of the
slums in our war against poverty.

This amendment, which this House re-
jected and which the House conferees
accepted, represents legal irrelevancy
and political opportunism.

I said it on July 9 and I will say it
again. This Congress has no business
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in interfering with New York State's
English literacy requirement which our
State court of appeals upheld, as consti-
tutional, as recent as May 27 of this year.

This Congress has no right to grant
any citizen the right to vote—nor do we
have the right to regulate or control any
State's requirements and qualifications
of voters unless there is evidence of dis-
crimination on account of race or color.

No one has ever said that New York’s
English language literacy requirement
has any racial overtones that would
justify its destruction by this provision.

The House, in rejecting this amend-
ment, expressed its position on this sub-
jeet matter and the House conferees
should have held fast and firm on this
proposal.

The failure and refusal of the House
conferees to stand pat against this pro-
vision and its willingness to accept this
most diseriminatory amendment will
mean nothing more than a one-way
ticket to trouble for New York State
and future trouble in other States of the
Union.

I urge this House to vote down this
conference report and insist that the
House conferees stand fast and firm on
the House position against this
provision,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute, to state that the gen-
tleman who just addressed the House
very carefully avoided mentioning the
fact that the New York State Legislature
at its last session adopted a law reducing
the requirement of literacy from the
eighth grade to the sixth grade and sig-
nificantly provided that there shall be no
English requirement as a prerequisite to
voting; and recommended that the Con-
stitution of the State of New York be
changed in that regard. So that in a
way the whole question is academic. I
wanted the House to know that as far as
New York State is concerned it is on its
way to striking out from its election laws
the requirement of English.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to say in
answer to my colleague’s statement that
the matter is academic that I do not be-
lieve it is. I have been advised there are
at least 12, if not 14 States of the Union
which have the same requirement as does
New York.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. CraMer] 6
minutes.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, this was
an interesting conference on which I had
the privilege of serving. It was inter-
esting for many reasons. One of the
principal reasons is this. I always
thought that conferees had the respon-
sibility of trying to uphold the position of
the House on major questions. I
thought, after the House took a vote on
some of these questions— and this is re-
gardless of what my position may have
been—that the conferees had the re-
sponsibility of trying to uphold the House
position.

Lo and behold, the first day we went in
conference, the Long-Boggs amendment
was agreed to, contrary to the position
of the House which defeated it, 262 to
155.
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Second, the House voted down the so-
called Puerto Rican amendment 202 to
214. That kind of dangled until the last
2 days of conference. There were two
meetings of the conferees on this and on
poll taxes. On Tuesday preceding the
final decision last week, lo and behold,
I walked into the conference meeting
and was informed that a deal had been
made with the other body and that both
of these major controversies remaining
had been settled in favor of the other
body.

All three major questions, major as far
as I was concerned, at issue, were all
decided in favor of the other body. They
were decided contrary to the position
taken by the House. The Long-Boggs
amendment, which we voted down, was
agreed to the very first day in conference.
The poll tax ban which the House voted,
was bartered away the last day of the
conference, after the Tuesday deal fell
through, because the conferees on Tues-
day refused not to sustain the House
position on poll taxes.

On the Puerto Rican amendment,
Thursday of that same week, when we
met in conference and the House con-
ferees changed their Thursday position,
and the House was sold out in conference
on these two major provisions.

Mr. Speaker, I always thought that
conferees had a responsibility to uphold
or to try to uphold the House position.
In my opinion, the conferees did not
do so.

Now, admittedly, those in charge of
the conference report, will indicate that
we had 14 amendments and the Senate
had 7 in conference. I am not neces-
sarily too good a horse trader, I guess,
but I never thought that trading a
horse for a rabbit was a good deal. That
is just about what the House conferees
did. We gave up three horses for a
number of rabbits.

On the three major issues we gave up
to the other body. I am thinking of the
integrity of the House. This has nothing
to do with my position. My position is
a matter of record on these matters. I
voted for the bill on final passage. I say
that the House capitulated with relation
to these three major questions.

And, it is very interesting to note what
happened between the Tuesday confer-
ence at which no agreement could be
reached with respect to the Puerto Rican
amendment and with respect to the poll
tax ban and the Thursday conference at
which time the position was reversed.

On Thursday we were called to con-
ference again and we were informed of
certain meetings with civil rights leaders
that had taken place. I was not a party
to those meetings. The gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. McCurrocr] shakes his head
and indicates he was not a party to the
meeting where the position taken on
Tuesday was changed. However, a cer-
tain meeting was held with civil rights
leaders who were consulted with respect
tc what the press said was one of the
basic major issues facing the conferees
and that was whether to have an abso-
lute poll tax ban, or to have a court de-
termination of the poll tax constitutional
question with perhaps stronger findings
of fact.
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We were informed that a certain meet-
ing had taken place and that certain
civil rights leaders were consulted and
certain changes in positions then were
taken. As a matter of fact, that was
documented, as it relates to one of those
leaders, and I have a copy of the docu-
ment before me.

Now mind you, this is a document, a
letter, read to the conferees but, unfor-
tunately, my hands are tied to make this
document public because of the last
paragraph of the letter. And I thought
this was done. It was not, but the con-
ference was assured that it would be
made public by the writer of the letter
indicating what evidence was before us
upon which the conferees based their de-
termination not to stand by the House
position on banning poll taxes.

Mr. Speaker, I discussed this matter
of releasing the letter with our distin-
guished chairman and I would like to
ask the chairman now what the chair-
man intends himself to do or does he
intend to request the writer of the letter
to make this letter, which was a sugges-
tion read to the conferees and a sugges-
tion of the conferees upon which they
made a decision, whether it is going to
be made public?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. 1 yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. The Chair does not
wish to violate the confidence. If the
gentleman from Florida wants to make
it public, that is his responsibility. But
the Chair will not. I will not make that
public.

Mr. CRAMER. Does not the chair-
man feel that this is information to
which the House is entitled in that the
conferees had such information and un-
questionably it affected the judgment of
the conferees? Would not the gentle-
man from New York join me in a request
that the writer of the letter make it
public?

Mr. CELLER. Ali civil libertarians
naturally are interested in what we do
with reference to this civil rights bill,
this voting bill, and as in all cases, repre-
sentations are made and requests are
made by those who are interested in the
bill and we get representations from
them. In this particular instance the
writer of the letter asked that its con-
tents be held in confiGence until he per-
sonally would make a public statement.
And, I say his confidence should be
respected.

Mr. CRAMER. I think this should be
made public and I shall insist upon the
writer doing so. I believe this is in the
public domain.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. GeraLp R. Forpl, our minority
leader, the remainder of the time on our
‘side.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the bill before us today or the confer-
ence report in reference to the bill be-
fore us is a weaker bill than that which
passed the House on July 9. It has been
diluted by the capitulation of the House
conferees in three instances. This has
been well explained by the gentleman
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from Ohio and others who have taken
the floor here this afternoon.

I would like to speak specifically about
one concession that has been made by
the conferees. I refer here to what is
called the Boggs-Long amendment.

I am told that in the subcommittee of
the House Committee on the Judiciary,
when this amendment was offered, the
distinguished Chairman of the House
Committee on the Judiciary indiecated
that such amendment would gut the bill.
I am told that when the amendment was
offered in the full Commitiee of the
House Committee on the Judiciary a
similar comment was made, that the
Boggs-Long amendment would gut the
bill

On the floor of the House on July 9 a
majority, an overwhelming majority of
the Members of this body, voted to agree
with the opinion that this amendment,
the Boggs-Long proposal, would gut the
bill. As a matter of fact, the vote was
262 against the Boggs amendment to 155
who voted for it.

Now we have the conferees agreeing
to accept the so-called Boggs-Long
amendment. May I say at this time that
23 days later—today—there will be a
motion to recommit offered that will
move to send the conference report back
to the conference committee with in-
structions to strike the Boggs-Long
amendment. A vote for the motion to
recommit will sustain the House position.
It will strengthen the legislation. Those
people who voted to disapprove of the
Boggs amendment on July 9 will have
a similar opportunity to vote the same
way today.

Let me add that on July 10 the Presi-
dent said:

I also congratulate the House on its de-
cisive defeat of the substitute amendment
submitted by the Republican leadership,
which would have seriously damaged and
diluted the guarantee of the right to vote for
all Americans.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc-
CuirocH] and I and many others vio-
lently disagree with the President’s views
in this regard. If the Boggs amendment
is defeated today—and I hope it is—I
trust the President will make this kind of
a statement:

I also congratulate the House on its de-
cisive defeat of an amendment, resisted by
the Republican leadership, which would have
seriously damaged and diluted the guarantee
of the right to vote for all Americans,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER].

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, as one
who, beginning as early as 1941, was the
author of a bill in the other body to abol-
ish the poll tax, I wish to commend the
able chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary and those who worked with
him for bringing to this House a confer-
ence report which I am morally certain
will lay the legislative groundwork for
a judicial holding that the poll tax as a
condition for the exercise of the right
to vote is in violation of the Constitution
of our land.

Mr. Speaker, the early cases of the
U.S. Supreme Court’s failing to strike
down the poll tax had nothing to do with
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the exercise of congressional power un-
der the 14th and 15th amendments. Be-
ginning with Reynolds against Sims, the
Supreme Court of the United States laid
down the principle of one man, one vote,
and gave assurance for the equal protec-
tion of that franchise on the part of
every citizen. In April of this year the
Supreme Court of the United States,
through the distinguished Chief Justice,
in Harman against Forssenius, signifi-
cantly referred to congressional hear-
ings and debate, which indicated “a gen-
eral repugnance to the disenfranchise-
ment of the poor occasioned by failure to
pay the poll tax.”

Mr, Speaker, since that language was
written by the Supreme Court, this House
by a vote of 333 to 85 passed the bill
outlawing by statute the poll tax. The
other body, lacking only four votes, did
the same thing. Extensive hearings, re-
ports, and debate have further indicated
a general repugnance to the disenfran-
chisement of the poor occasioned by
failure to pay the tax.

Now we have fulfilled, I believe, the
requirements of the Supreme Court de-
cision for striking down the poll tax as
a condition to voting in the findings
made in this conference report. A sum-
mary of the findings of the report is in
this language:

The conference report adopts a substitute
provision which rephrases the findings of
Congress in subsection (a) and contains a
congressional declaration that by the re-
quirement of the payment of a poll tax the
right of citizens to vote 1s denied or
abridged.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the able
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
and his associates for taking the price
tag off the franchise to vote in America.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr, CorMaN].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I must ad-
mit I am dismayed and more than a lit-
tle frustrated by the action taken on the
voting rights bill by the conference com-
mittee. I am speaking specifically of
their action with respect to the pro-
vision which would have outlawed State
poll taxes as a qualification for voting.

I am particularly disappointed over
the failure of the conference committee
to retain this provision because it was
largely over the poll tax issue that I was
constrained to desert the alternative
measure drafted as a substitute by the
leadership of my own party. I supported
the so-called committee measure, es-
poused by the majority on the other side
of the aisle, and I voted on its behalf.

A conference is designed to compro-
mise on conflicting provisions in similar
bills approved in this body and in the
other; to work out a version acceptable
to both. The spirit of compromise is
that you give a little in order to win a
little. I must say I deeply regret and
I am somewhat mystified that the “little”
which our conferees gave was the poll
tax provision.
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This provision was voted on and up-
held by the House in our version of the
bill. It was knocked out of the Senate
version by the narrowest of margins. I
cannot help wondering what pressures
were brought to bear to fortify the Sen-
ate objections to this provision and to
so weaken and undermine the determina-
tion to retain the provision expressed by
the positive vote of this body.

Iintend to support this bill. I will vote
for it and I urge my colleagues to do
likewise. There is much of merit in the
bill. However, it remains incomplete
without the ban against State poll taxes.
It cannot do the job it is designed to do
so long as these discriminatory, unfair
devices are permitted to exist. I do not
think there can remain any doubt in the
minds of any of us as to what these poll
taxes accomplish, and what they are
specifically designed to accomplish. So
long as they remain legal, there will re-
main a device which can be used to deny
fundamental rights to our citizens.

I confidently predict that we will
soon be forced to return to this issue for
the third time perhaps in as many years.
‘We will have to come back and deal with
the poll tax because we are failing to
deal with it now and because, by not deal-
ing with it, we are not solving the prob-
lem of denial of voter rights. The bill
we approve now snips some of the fringe
around the edge, but leaves the binding
intact.

We will have to come back to it and
deal with it in another panicky, so-called
must bill in another few years, perhaps in
another few months. And we will have
to answer the same letters from our con-
stituents who will write to find out why.
They will want to know then, as many
of them have wondered this year, why
it is necessary to tackle another major
civil rights bill so soon after we have
finished with one. Their questions will
have a more pointed ring to them since,
by that time, we will have enacted not
one but two major civil rights laws in as
many years, and one of these will have
been in the very same ballpark—voter
rights.

I must say, it is not a prospect to which
I am looking forward.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, let us
look very briefly at where we have been
and where we are.

In 1964 we passed a great civil rights
bill. It effectively eliminated the scourge
of racial discrimination in many areas of
our national life. But it was a matter of
compromise and in that compromise we
weakened the section that dealt with
voting rights.

In early 1965 it became apparent that
new legislation would be required to im-
plement the 15th amendment. At that
time, many supporters of strong eivil
rights legislation were impatient with
the administration and expressed appre-
hension that the proposal to come from
the Justice Department would not be
strong enough to correct what had be-
come a disgraceful and intolerable situa-
tion in the hard-core areas of segrega-
tion.

President Johnson sent us a strong,
effective proposal. During our weeks of
legislative work, our committee made
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some improvements and certainly that
is as it should be.

The House approved our committee’s
efforts. But every one of us was appre-
hensive about the outcome of a House-
Senate conference. Historically, no civil
rights legislation had ever weathered a
conference.

I tell you that this conference report
is the finest, fairest, most effective bill
that any of us could ever have hoped for.

Much has been said in criticism of
the Long-Boggs amendment. No part of
the bill has been so erroneously distorted
as this provision. It does one thing; it
encourages voluntary compliance with
the voting rights bill.

Now no one is “satisfied” when one-
half of the Negroes are registered. But
that is not the factor which implements
the Long-Boggs amendment. That
merely puts the case in court, and in
court in the District of Columbia, to in-
sure uniformity of standards. Local of-
ficials must then prove that there is not
and is not likely to be racial discrimina-
tion in that district in voting.

Results of the public accommodations
section of the 1964 act clearly demon-
strate a willingness in some areas in the
South to comply with the law. This
amendment simply encourages such com-
pliance.

Some of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have suddenly become
champions of the poll tax ban. Their
sincerity becomes somewhat questionable
when one remembers the original Ford
substitute. It kept poll taxes. It did not
ban them.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA]
referred to this conference report as a
shamble. He errs. The only shamble
was the Ford substitute. It was left in
that condition when the House properly
and overwhelmingly rejected it on July 9.

We hear that certain parts of the
House bill over which the conferees dif-
fered should be inviolate of compromise
because they were a matter of record
vote. How much legislation would Con-
gress enact if we followed that sugges-
tion?

Mr. Speaker, those whose rights have
been so wrongly and sometimes viciously
denied, have been uncommonly patient.
Rejection of this conference report would
be a tragic betrayal of that patience. I
urge its adoption.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, it strikes
me that this last-minute attack on this
conference report is simply a demagogic
device to defeat the bill. I can say now
as a conferee, we fought hard with ref-
erence to this bill and we have the major
provisions of the House bill in the con-
ference report.

Some want to make very light of that.

With reference to the so-called Long-
Boggs amendment, it must be remem-
bered that a court order must be ob-
tained to remove examiners. It does not
merely rely on the discretion of an ap-
pointee. This provision permits a sub-
division to seek, through court action in
the Distriet Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, the removal of examiners when
more than 50 percent of the nonwhite
voting age population is registered. This
is & minimum. The subdivision also has
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to establish to the satisfaction of the
court that (1) all persons listed have
been placed on the voting rolls, and (2)
there is no reasonable cause to believe
that there will be future denials of the
right to vote. What wrong can there be
in that? It is only doing what is right
to do. I say to you again, any vote to
strike this out will imperil this bill.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report on S. 1564 is now before us.
It is the final step in developing this
bill on voting rights which is long over-
due.

It is almost 100 years since the 15th
amendment to the Constitution was
adopted. It made a solemn pledge to
our Nation’s citizens—a pledge that all
Americans, regardless of race or color,
shall enjoy the right to vote. This
pledge has not been fulfilled; it is com-
mon knowledge that there has been a
determined conspiracy in the South to
prevent Negro citizens from voting. It
took violence, brutality, and murder to
arouse the Nation and make the Con-
gress recognize the need for legislation
to implement the pledge of the Consti-
tution.

Now we have that legislation before us.
It has been ably guided through the con-
ference by the gentleman from New
York, Chairman EmanveL CELLER, of the
House Judiciary Committee. In most
cases the Senate conferees receded from
their version of the bill and accepted
the stronger language adopted in the
House.

However, in at least three cases the
differences are significant. In one, that
dealing with the voting rights of
Spanish-speaking citizens, the confer-
ence has adopted the Senate language
for which I have been fighting for so
long.

Section 4(e) of the conference bill
allows a prospective voter to qualify,
without taking a literacy test, by demon-
strating that he has completed the sixth
grade, or whatever grade the State re-
quires, in a school under the American
flag, without regard to whether that
school was conducted in English.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues will no
doubt remember that, at the very begin-
ning of the House debate on the voting
rights bill, I urged that H.R. 6400 be
amended to include this provision. I
noted that, without it, hundreds of thou-
sands of American citizens, residing in
New York, but educated in Puerto Rico,
are being arbitrarily disenfranchised,
merely because of New Yorks State’s
English language literacy test. Chair-
man CeLLER immediately responded and
assured me that he would accept the pro-
vision. Unfortunately, the amendment
was narrowly defeated in the House.

The Senate adopted exactly the same
provision by an overwhelming vote of
48 to 19. Now the conference has taken
the same wise course. Its action is an
important step toward assuring equal
rights for all American citizens.

Mr. Speaker, the second difference
represents a setback, for the House re-
ceded from the complete ban on the poll
tax which the House adopted. Instead,
a congressional finding—that the poll tax
precludes persons of limited means from
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voting or imposes financial hardship
upon such persons as a precondition to
their exercise of the franchise, that the
tax does not bear a reasonable relation-
ship to any legitimate state interest in
the conduct of elections, and that in some
areas the poll tax has the purpose or
effect of denying persons the right to vote
because of race or color—is inserted.
The conference bill also directs the At-
torney General to institute action to test
the constitutionality of the poll tax.

It is most disappointing that the House
has retreated on the poll tax. Now is the
time to ban, once and for all, the
arbitrary and discriminatory poll tax in
all elections. I fail to understand why
the administration did not support the
abolition of the poll tax.

Thirdly, Mr. Speaker, I opposed the
Boggs amendment when it was offered
in the House. It was defeated then. I
regret that the conferees receded on this
point.

Mr. Speaker, by adopting the confer-
ence report on the 1965 voting rights bill,
we will at long last be responding to the
conscience of America, a conscience that
cries out for an end to voting diserimina-
tion. After the President signs it, I urge
the Attorney General to move immedi-
ately to implement its provisions.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House, under the rules
of the House time does not permit ade-
quate discussion of this conference re-
port. It is a foregone fact that this
House is today going to adopt this con-
ference report and I must once again
raise my voice in opposition to this un-
constitutional legislation.

I would like to know how any Member
of this Congress can believe that this
measure is by any stretch of the imagina-
tion, constitutional.

Section IT, article 4, of the Constitu-
tion, states, and I quote:

Citizens of each State shall be entitled to
all privileges and immunities of citizens in
the several States.

This legislation is discriminatory in
that citizens of all the States are not
entitled by this legislation, as the Con-
stitution provides, to all the privileges
and immunities of the citizens of other
States.

It further ignores the Constitution in
that it takes away from a few States the
right to preseribe voter qualifications.
The penalty of the law is discriminatory
in that the penalty is more severe on six
Southern States than on the other States.
It contains much more. But we've dis-
cussed the provisions of this bill on a
number of occasions before, and I am
convinced that this House is not to be
guided by constitutional principles nor
by what is right or wrong. The mass
hysteria which has swept over this coun-
try has come to roost in this Congress
and too many Members of this House are
going to be guided simply by what, at
the present, appears to be political
expediency.

I will not be caught up by such hys-
teria, because I remember the oath I
took upon becoming a Member of this
Congress. Therefore, in good conscience
and without reservation, I will vote
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against this conference report and can-
not for the life of me, understand how
any man, especially a resident of one of
the States to be discriminated against,
could do otherwise.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr, Speaker, I most
earnestly urge this House to promptly
and resoundingly accept and approve
this historical conference report on vot-
ing rights because I very deeply believe
its adoption is absolutely vital to the con-
tinuing existence of this Nation as a
democracy.

As a member of the conference com-
mittee I can conscientiously reassure
you that the committee members, from
both Chambers, worked diligently and
arduously to cooperatively construct the
strongest possible voting rights measure
in our legislative history.

The basic objective of your committee
was twofold. We pledged ourselves to
forge a legislative instrument that would
give each American citizen everywhere
in this country an equal opportunity to
participate in the free elections of all
public officers and which would encour-
age him to so participate. At the same
time we sought to reach this objective
by the most careful choosing of such
language and means as would tend to
avoid and minimize the temptations and
opportunities to project legal challenges
and probings that could result in in-
terminable obstruction and delay of the
fullest and speediest operation and ap-
plication of all the benefits and provisions
of the bill. After reviewing the substance
of this report, I feel you will agree it
represents the most prudent achieve-
ment of this twofold objective.

This is particularly reflected, I think,
in the final language of the most contro-
versial poll tex provision which em-
phasizes the solid sentiment of the Con-
gress and the country at large against
the poll tax levy as a precondition of vot-
ing and instructs the Attorney General
to proceed forthwith to move in tradi-
tional court channels for its invalida-
tion as constituting a device of dis-
crimination. It appears that all au-
thorities and interested parties are
united in their approval and acceptance
of this final provision.

Another prominent feature in the bill
is that providing automatically for Fed-
eral examiners to register voters in
States and subdivisions in which less
than 50 percent of persons of the voting
age were registered last fall and in which
a test or device was used as a prerequisite
for voting.

A further vitally important provision
prescribes criminal penalties for persons
acting under the color of law for failure
or refusal to permit a qualified indi-
vidual to vote or failure to properly count
or tabulate their votes and for the co-
ercion, the intimidation, or the threaten-
ing of voters.

An overall examination of this report
will show that in its antipoll tax pro-
visions and in protection of voters the
bill before you goes far beyond the ad-
ministration’s original proposals. The
distinguished and esteemed chairman of
our committee has already very ably and
fully explained all other pertinent is-
sues and decisions within the report and

there is no need to burden you now with
unnecessary repetitions.

Mr. Speaker, as I indicated at the out-
set of my remarks I believe that the
right to vote is fundamental to true de-
mocracy in action and I further believe
it is the duty of this Congress to exert
every possible legislative effort to pre-
serve, extend, and encourage the exer-
cise of that right. The only way we can
carry out that duty is through the en-
actment of legislation designed to re-
move and eliminate all the obstacles and
obstructions that have been wittingly or
unwittingly used to deny that right to
any citizen anywhere in this country.

This great Nation was founded upon
and has been committed to the principle
of equal justice under the law to all citi-
zens. By approval of this history mak-
ing bill before us we can take another
mighty step along this Nation’s honored
march toward further fulfillment of our
traditional goals of equal opportunity
and equal treatment for all Americans
regardless of race, creed, color, or na-
tional origin. Let us take that giant
step now.

The SPEAKER. All time has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the conference report.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the conference report?

Mr. MCEWEN. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. McCEWEN moves to recommit the con-
ference report on S. 1564 to the committee of
conference with instructions to the managers
on the part of the House to insist upon the
following amendments:

In Section 13, the first sentence, clause (a),
after the words “Civil SBervice Commission”
strike the words, “or whenever the District
Court for the District of Columbia deter-
mines in an action for declaratory judgment
brought by any political subdivision with
respect to which the Director of the Census
has determined that more than 50 per
centum of the nonwhite persons of voting
age residing therein are registered to vote,”.

In section 13, the second sentence, after
the words “of this Section”, insert a perlod
and strike the remainder of the sentence.

In section 13, strike all of the third sen-
tence.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit,.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 118, nays 284, not voting 32,

as follows:
[Roll No. 218]

YEAS—118

Adair Baldwin Broomfield
Anderson, I1l. Bates Brown, Ohio
Andrews, Bell Burton, Utah

N. Dak. Betts Byrnes, Wis.
Arends Bolton Carter
Ashbrook Bow Cederberg
Ayres Bray Chamberlain
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Clancy Halleck
Clausen, Halpern
Don H Hamilton
Clawson, Del  Hansen, Idaho
Cleveland Harsha
Collier Harvey, Ind.
Conable Harvey, Mich,
Conte Horton
Corbett Hutchinson
Cunningham Johnson, Pa.
Curtin Keith
Curtis King, N.Y.
Dague Kunkel
Davis, Wis. Langen
Derwinskl Latta
Devine Lipscomb
Dole McClory
Duncan, Tenn. McCulloch
Dwyer McDade
Ellsworth McEwen
Erlenborn Macdonald
Findley MacGregor
Fino Madilliard
Ford, Gerald R. Martin, Nebr.
Frellnghuysen Mathias
Fulton, Pa. May
Goodell Michel
Griffin Minshall
Gross Mize
Grover Moore
Gubser Morse
Gurney Mosher
Hall O'Konskl
NAYS—284
Abbitt Edwards, Calif.
Abernethy Evans, Colo.
Adams Everett
Addabbo Evins, Tenn.
Albert Fallon
Anderson, Farbstein
Tenn. Farnsley
Andrews, Farnum
George W. Fascell
Andrews, Feighan
Glenn Fisher
Annunzio Flood
Ashmore Flynt
Aspinall Fogarty
Bandstra Foley
Barrett Ford,
Beckworth William D.
Belcher Fountain
Bennett Fraser
Blatnik Friedel
Boggs Fulton, Tenn.
Boland Fuqua
Bolling Gallagher
Brademas Garmatz
Brock Gathings
Brooks Gettys
Brown, Calif. Giaimo
Broyhill, N.C. Gibbons
Broyhill, Va.  Gilbert
Buchanan Gilligan
Burke Gonzalez
Burleson Grabowskl
Burton, Calif. Gray
Byrne, Pa. Green, Pa.
Callan Greigg
Callaway Grider
Cameron Griffiths
Casey Hagan, Ga.
Celler Hagen, Calif.
Chelf Haley
Clark Hanley
Clevenger Hanna
Cohelan Hansen, Iowa
Conyers Hansen, Wash.
Cooley Hardy
Corman Harrls
Craley Hathaway
Cramer Hawkins
Culver
Daddario Hébert
Danliels Hechler
Davis, Ga Helstoskl
Dawson Henderson
de la Garza Herlong
Delaney
Dent Holland
Denton Howard
Dickinson Hull
Diggs Hungate
Dingell Huot
Donohue Ichord
Dorn Irwin
Dow Jacohbs
Dowdy Jarman
Downing Jennings
Dulski Joelson
Duncan, Oreg. Johnson, Calif,
al Johnson, Okla.
Edmondson Jonas
Edwards, Ala. Jones, Ala.

Pelly

Pirnie

Quie
Quillen
Reid, II1.
Reifel
Reinecke
Rhodes, Ariz.
Robison
Roudebush
Rumsfeld
Saylor
Schneebell
Schweiker
Secrest
Shriver
Skubitz
Smith, Calif,
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Stafford
Stanton
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Tupper
Watkins
Whalley
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wyatt
Wydler
Younger

Earsten
Earth

Kastenmeier
Kee

Eelly

King, Calif.
King, Utah
Kirwan
Kluczynski
EKornegay
Krebs
Landrum
Leggett
Lennon
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Love
MecCarthy
McDowell
McFall
MeGrath
McVicker
Machen
Mackay
Mackie
Madden
Mahon
Marsh
Martin, Ala.
Matsunaga
Matthews
Meeds
Miller

Mills
Minish
Mink
Moeller
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morris
Morrison
Moss
Multer
Murphy, Il.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murray
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

O'Brien
O'Hara, Ill.
O'Hara, Mich.
Olsen, Mont.
Olson, Minn.
O'Neal, Ga.
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Patten
FPepper
Perkins
Philbin
Pickle

Pike

Poage

Poff

Pool

Price
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Pucinski Scheuer Tuck
Purcell Schisler Tunney
Race Schmidhauser Tuten
Randall Scott Udall
Redlin Selden Ullman
Reid, N.Y. Senner Utt
Resnick Shipley Van Deerlin
Reuss Blckles Vanik
Rhodes, Pa. Sikes Vigorito
Rivers, S.C. Sisk Vivian
Roberts Black Waggonner
Rodino Smith, Iowa Walker, N. Mex.
Rogers, Colo. Smith, Va. Watson
Rogers, Fla. Staggers Weltner
Rogers, Tex. Stalbaum White, Idaho
Ronan Steed White, Tex.
Rooney, N.Y. Stephens Whitener
Rooney, Pa. Stratton Whitten
Roosevelt Stubblefield Willis
Rosenthal Sullivan Wilson,
Rostenkowski Sweeney Charles H.
Roush Teague, Tex. Wolft
Roybal Tenzer Yates
Ryan Thompson, N.J. Young
Satterfield Thompson, Tex.Zablockl
St Germain Todd
St. Onge Trimble
NOT VOTING—32

Ashley Holifleld Rivers, Alaska
Baring Hosmer Roncallo
Battin Jones, Mo. Taylor
Berry Eeogh Thomas
Bingham Laird Toll
Bonner Lindsay Walker, Miss,
Cabell MecMillan Watts
Cahill Martin, Mass. Willlams
Carey Morton Wright
Colmer Nelsen
Green, Oreg. Powell

So the motion to recommit was
rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Walker of Mississippi against.

Until further notice:

. Keogh with Mr. Lindsay.
Thomas with Mr. Hosmer.
Toll with Mr. Laird.

Colmer with Mr. Nelsen.

. Holifleld with Mr. Berry.
Roncalio with Mr. Morton.
Watts with Mr. Battin.
Williams with Mr. McMillan.
Bingham with Mr. Baring.
Ashley with Mr. Carey.
Rivers of Alaska with Mr. Powell.
Wright with Mr. Cabell.
Taylor with Mr. Bonner,

Mr. POAGE changed his vote from
uyeau t'o umyln

Mr. BROCK changed his vote from
uyean to “nﬂy."

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
changed his vote from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced as
above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 328, nays 74, not voting 32,
as follows:

RERERREREEERS

[Roll No. 219]
YEAS—328

Adair Ayres Bolling
Adams Baldwin Bolton
Addabbo Bandstra Bow
Albert Barrett Brademas
Anderson, Il1l. Bates Bray
Anderson, Belcher Brock

Tenn. Bell Brooks
Andrews, Bennett Broomfield

N. Dak. Berry Brown, Calif.
Annunzio Betts Brown, Ohio
Arends Blatnik Burke
Ashbrook Boggs Burton, Calif.
Aspinall Boland Burton, Utah

Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Callan
Cameron
Carter
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chelf
Clancy
Clark

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Clevenger
Cohelan
Collier
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Craley
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Curtin
Curtis
Daddario
Dague
Daniels
Dawson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dent
Denton
Derwinski
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Dole

Donohue

Dow

Dulski
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn,
Dwyer

Dyal

Edmondson
Edwards, Calif,
Ellsworth
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbstein
Farnsley
Farnum
Fascell
Feighan
Findley

Flood

Fogarty

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Gallagher
Garmatz

Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gilligan
Gonzalez
Goodell
Grabowski
Gray
Green, Pa.
Greigg
Grider
Griffin
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Hagen, Calif.
Halleck
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Iowa

Abbitt

Abernethy

Andrews,
George W.

Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey, Ind.
Harvey, Mich.
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler
Helstoski
Herlong
Hicks
Holland
Horton
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Huot
Hutchinson
Ichord

i in
Jacobs
Jarman
Jennings
Joelson
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Okla,
Johnson, Pa.
Karsten
Karth
Eastenmeier
Kee

Eeith

Kelly

King, Calif.
King, N.Y.
King, Utah
Kirwan
Kluczynski
Krebs
Eunkel
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lipscomb
Long, Md.
Love
MecCarthy
MeClory
McCulloch

Olsen, Mont.
Olson, Minn,
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Patman
Patten

NAYS—T74

Andrews,
Glenn

Ashmore

Beckworth
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Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Philbin
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Price
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Race
Randall
Redlin

Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla,
Ronan
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Roosevelt
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roudebush
Roush
Roybal
Rumsfeld
Ryan

St Germain
St. Onge
Saylor
Schisler
Schmidhauser
Schneebell
Schwelker
Secrest,
Senner
Shipley
Shriver
Bickles

Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Btafford
Staggers
Stalbaum
Stanton
Steed
Stratton
Stubblefield
SBullivan
Sweeney
Talcott
Teague, Calif,
Tenzer

Thompson, N.J.
Thompson, Tex.

Thomson, Wis,
odd
Trimble
Tunney
Tupper
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Vivian

Walker, N, Mex.

Watkins
Weltner

ey

White, Idaho
White, Tex.
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.
Wolff
Wryatt
Wydler
Yates
Young
Younger
Zablockl

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burleson
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Callaway Hansen, Idaho Pool
Casey Hardy Rivers, S.C,
Cooley Harris Roberts
Davis, Ga. Hébert Rogers, Tex.
Davis, Wis. Henderson Satterfield
Dickinson Jonas Scott
Dorn Jones, Ala. Selden
Dowdy Kornegay Sikes
Downing Landrum Smith, Calif.
Edwards, Ala. Lennon Smith, Va.
Everett Long, La. Stephens
Fino McEwen Teague, Tex.
Fisher Marsh Tuck
Flynt Martin, Ala. Tuten
Fountain Matthews Utt
Fuqua Michel Waggonner
Gathings Mills Watson
Gettys Murray Whitener
Gross O'Neal, Ga. Whitten
Gurney Passman Willis
Hagan, Ga. Poage
Haley Poft

NOT VOTING—32
Ashley Hosmer Roncalio
Baring Jones, Mo. Scheuer
Battin Keogh Taylor
Bingham Lalird Thomas
Bonner Lindsay Toll
Cahill MeMillan Walker, Miss
Carey Martin, Mass. Watts
Colmer Morton Williams
Green, Oreg. Nelsen Wright
Hall Powell
Holifield Rivers, Alaska

So the conference report was agreed

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Colmer against.

Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Bonner against.

Mrs. Green of Oregon for, with Mr. Taylor

against.

Mr. Roncalio for, with Mr. Williams
against.

Mr. Rivers of Alaska for, with Mr. McMil-
lan against.

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Walker of Mississippi against.
Mr. Hosmer for, with Mr. Battin against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Thomas with Mr. Laird.
Mr. Carey with Mr. Lindsay.
Mr. Ashley with Mr. Hall.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Nelsen.
Mr. Toll with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Watts.
Mr. Powell with Mr. Scheuer.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the conference
report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

AMENDING PEACE CORPS ACT

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 2054) to
amend further the Peace Corps Act (75
Stat. 612), as amended, and for other
purposes, with House amendments
thereto, insist on the House amendments
and agree to the conference requested by
the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? [After a pause.] The Chair
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hears none and appoints the following
conferees: Mr. MorGan, Mr. ZABLOCKI,
Mrs. KELLy, Mr. Hays, Mrs. BoLToN, Mr.
ADpAIR, and Mr, MAILLIARD.

SALINE WATER CONVERSION
PROGRAM

Mr. ASPINALL submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (S. 24)
to expand, extend, and accelerate the
saline water conversion program con-
ducted by the Secretary of the Interior,
and for other purposes, which was or-
dered to be printed.

INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX

Mr. DELANEY from the Committee on
Rules reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 498, Repf. No. 719)
which was referred to the House calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the hill (H.R.
4750) to provide a two-year extension of the
interest equalizaton tax, and for other pur-
poses. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed three hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the bill shall be considered as
having been read for amendment. It shall
be in order to consider the substitute amend-
ment recommended by the Committee on
Ways and Means now in the bill and such
substitute shall be considered as having
been read for amendment. No other amend-
ment to the bill or committee substitute
shall be in order except amendments offered
by direction of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and sald amendments shall be in
order, any rule of the House to the contrary
notwithstanding, but such amendments
shall not be subject to amendment. At the
conclusion of such consideration, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House, with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion, except one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

INCOME TAX TREATMENT OF CAS-
UALTY LOSSES ATTRIBUTABLE
TO MAJOR DISASTERS

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 7502) relating
to the income tax treatment of certain
casualty losses attributable to major dis-
asters, which was unanimously reported
by the Committee on Ways and Means.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, I take this time for the purpose
of asking the chairman of the commit-
tee to make an explanation of the bill.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of H.R. 7502 as reported to the House by
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the Committee on Ways and Means is to
amend the provisions of existing law re-
lating to the income tax treatment of
casualty losses to provide that if property
is destroyed or damaged by a storm, flood,
or other casualty which is designated by
the President of the United States as a
major disaster, then, if the losses exceed
the gains, both the losses and the gains
will be treated as ordinary for tax pur-
poses.

Under present law, uninsured business
losses—or those from property held for
the production of income—arising from
g fire or other casualty are treated as
ordinary losses without regard to any
gains the taxpayer may have. This rule
is not changed by H.R. 7502—which was
introduced by our colleague in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the gentle-
man from Oregon, the Honorable AL
Uriman. In the case of major disasters,
the pending bill supplements this rule of
existing law to provide substantially
similar loss treatment for partially in-
sured business property—or property
held for the production of income. This
loss treatment also is provided in the case
of major disasters for losses of personal
assets held for over 6 months——such as
a perscnal residence—whether or not it
is covered by any insurance.

In addition, a technical amendment
makes it clear that uninsured losses aris-
ing from the destruction—in whole or
in part—theft, or seizure, or requisition
or condemnation of property—used in
the trade or business or capital assets
held more than 6 months—are to be off-
set against gains otherwise treated as
capital gains except to the extent they
are specifically excluded from the provi-
sion.

The Treasury Department has indi-
cated that it has no objection to this
legislation, and the Committee on Ways
and Means is unanimous in urging its
enactment.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

H.R. 7502
A bill relating to the income tax treatment
of certain casualty losses attributable to
major disaster

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 1231(a) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “In
the case of any involuntary conversion of
property (subject to the provisions of this
subsection but for this sentence) in respect
of which the taxpayer is compensated for by
insurance in some amount, and which is at-
tributable to a storm, flood, fire, or other
casualty which is subsequently designated
by the President of the United States as a
major disaster for the purposes of the Act
of September 30, 1950, as amended, entitled
‘An Act to authorize Federal assistance to
States and local governments in major disas-
ters, and for other purposes’ (64 Stat. 1109),
this subsection shall not apply to such in-
voluntary conversion (whether resulting in
gain or loss) if, during the taxable year, the
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recognized losses from such partially insured
conversions exceed the recognized gains from
such involuntary conversions.”

(b) The amendment made by this Act shall
apply to taxable years ending after Novem-
ber 30, 1964.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

“That (a) section 1231(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: ‘In the case of any involuntary con-
version of property (subject to the provisions
of this subsection but for this sentence)
which is attributable to a storm, flood, fire,
or other casualty designated by the President
of the United States as a major disaster for
the purposes of the Act of September 30,
1950, as amended, entltled “An Act to au-
thorize Federal assistance to States and local
governmendts in major disasters, and for other
purposes” (42 U.S.C., secs. 1855-1855g), this
subsection shall not apply to such involun-
tary conversion (whether resulting in gain
or loss) if, during the taxable year, the recog-
nized losses from such conversions exceed
the recognized gains from such conversions.’'

“{b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to taxable years ending after
November 30, 1964.

“SEc. 2. (a) Paragraph (2) of section 1231
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is
amended by inserting after ‘losses' the first
place it appears ‘(including losses not com-
pensated for by insurance or otherwise)’.

“(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply in respect of losses sustained
after the date of the enactment of this Act
in taxable years ending after such date.”

The committee amendment was agreed

to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON CERTAIN
FORMS OF NICKEL—ANNOUNCE-
MENT

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, it had been
my intention to ask unanimous consent
for the consideration today of the bill,
H.R. 6431, but I have been advised by
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Dun-
can] that if I did do so he would have to
object today. Therefore, I am not ask-
ing that the bill be considered, but I will
éj‘sk later in this session for its considera-

on.

NORA ISABELLA SAMUELLI

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (S. 618) for the
relief of Nora Isabella Samuelli.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to briefly
discuss this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to discuss for a few
moments private bill, S. 618, which pro-
vides for a $55,000 lump sum payment
and retirement benefits ‘“as a gratuity
for the sacrifices” of Miss Nora I. Sam-
uelli, of Rumania, a former employee of
the American Legation in Bucharest.
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This legislation requires a more complete
explanation than we have received to
date. The bill was drawn by the State
Department, originated in the Senate,
and has been passed over thrice by the
House objectors when called up on the
Private Calendar.

Because of the extraordinary emo-
tional factors inherent in a case of this
type. much publicity has been generated
which makes objective and rational con-
sideration exceptionally difficult.

As Members know, the Private Calen-
dar does not permit any question, discus-
sion or debate of a bill. Therefore, I
take this time to present some additional
facts and views regarding S. 618. I com-
mend the members of the Claims Sub-
committee of the Judiciary Committee
for providing this opportunity for dis-
cussion.

Miss Samuelli, by all reports, is a
decent, sensitive person who performed
her job loyally and well for the United
States. She was imprisoned by Ru-
manian authorities for 12 years—prob-
ably because of her employment by the
United States. She is entitled to full
consideration, even sympathy—which I
am determined to accord her. But in-
dividual personalities and special inter-
ests should not supersede the best inter-
ests of the United States and its citizens.

Miss Samuelli had been employed at
the American Legation in Bucharest, Ru-
mania, as a clerk, performing unclassi-
fied duties, for 314 years, when, in July
1949, she was arrested, tried, and con-
victed—unjustly by our standards—by
the Rumanian Communist regime for
treason and espionage as a turncoat spy
for the United States. She was confined
for almost 12 years. Her imprisonment
was harsh—often incommunicado and
sometimes in solitary confinement. She
suffered a painful, but not disabling, ac-
cidental back injury during this period.

Miss Samuelli was not a spy for the
United States. There is no evidence
whatsoever that she was a spy for the
Communists.

After her release from prison in June
of 1961, Miss Samuelli went to France,
where she contacted her former superior
officer who strongly recommended that
the Department of State show full ap-
preciation for her loyal services to the
United States and the hardships she
endured. For several reasons—the un-
usual circumstances involved, the lack
of a clear law or regulation covering the
case, the insistence by Miss Samuelli
that the United States reward her com-
parably with her English and Israeli
counterparts, and a variety of bureau-
cratic mistakes—no satisfactory com-
promise of her entitlement was effected.

In 1963, Miss Samuelli had an oppor-
tunity to come to the United States in
order to present her case in person. The
State Department agreed to sponsor leg-
islation to compensate all persons in her
category for their full salaries for the
time spent in prison. Such a bill is now
pending in the House. Miss Samuelli
also importuned several Members of the
other body, who were impressed with her
story, and who urged the Secretary of
State to seek a more generous award of
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her full back salary, plus retirement
benefits, plus a $20,000 gratuity.

Miss Samuelli’'s compensation at the
time of her arrest was $1,920 per an-
num—a fair and mutually satisfactory
wage for unclassified work in Bucharest
at the time. The Department of State,
which now contends her case is “the most
deserving ever encountered,” originally
set her entitlement at $26,972.46—com-
puted on the basis of her last prearrest
salary rate projected over the total
period of her imprisonment.

After the Members of the other body
interceded, the Department of State
revised the figure upward to $44,873.67—
computed on the basis of the actual
compensation received by a fellow em-
ployee—who held a similar position and
was paid the same salary as Miss Sam-
uelli at the time she was imprisoned—
and who continued to work throughout
the period during which Miss Samuelli
was confined, plus full pay for an addi-
tional 2 years at the highest estimated
rate of about $3,300 per annum, plus
accrued annual leave. Value of pen-
sion benefits are difficult to compute;
however, at present rates her annuity
would be about $85 per month, $1,020
per year, or an actuarial value of $10,-
440 to $28,700. If Miss Samuelli were to
apply for service-connected disability
compensation, and if approved, her total
benefits could be greater.

Pursuant to standard procedure, the
mother of Miss Samuelli received a sum
equal to her salary for 6 months shortly
after Miss Samuelli was arrested in
1949.

Another pending bill would grant U.S.
citizenship to Miss Samuelli.

In addition to the above, a $10,000
payment for “suffering and expenses”
was recommended by the Department
of State. The Department has stated
that this sum is “a gratuity in recogni-
tion, not only of the physical and men-
tal suffering she endured, but also the
expenses to which Miss Samuelli has
been put in developing this first case
of its kind.” These expenses are said to
include legal fees and costs of travel in
pursuing her claim, although payment
of the former is specifically prohibited
by the bill. This provision, in effeet,
pays a bonus to a stateless person for
developing a claim against the U.S.
Treasury. Some Members believe this
is a first-of-its-kind bonus—which
should not be encouraged, let alone
subsidized.

It is understood that another almost
identical case is known to the Depart-
ment of State, but was withheld because
the Samuelli case has more emotional
and political appeal, and also because
Miss Samuelli has more prominent sup-
porters and advocates. This appears to
be a questionable parliamentary tactic—
diseriminatory and conceivably detri-
mental to the other case—which casts a
shadow of doubt on both, in my opinion.
The State Department has assured me,
in writing, that the “Department will
not consider the amount provided in this
bill as a precedent for other claimants.”
In other words, we are assured that
other claimants will not be given bo-
nuses. Some Members consider this un-
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fair to other claimants—or special
treatment for this particular claimant.

On the other hand, it is also alleged
that there are pending as many as 50
comparable or similar cases for which
this case would be a precedent.

Some Members contend that such a
novel first case of its kind, with dozens
more standing in the wings, deserves

more thorough consideration, debate,
and deliberation than the *“ask-no-
question, see-no-problem, hear-no-

answers, assume - no - public - interest”
Private Calendar procedure can provide.

Some Members have demanded that
Congress, and the publie, be permitted
to know first, why the State Department
changed its mind and proposed a more
than 100-percent inecrease in lost back
salary; two, whether the U.S. Govern-
ment intends to pay gratuities for im-
prisonment to foreign nationals which
were not paid to our own military and
civilian employees; and three, how this
case will affect the computation of sal-
aries of future prisoners of war—will
they be entitled to hypothetical poten-
tial pay raises and gratuities; and, if so,
what will be the criteria?

Some proponents have suggested that,
unless we treat Miss Samuelli with
special generosity, recruitment of na-
tionals for employment in our embassies
and legations will be severely handi-
capped and Communist governments
will propagandize that the United States
“pays only salaries, not bonuses, for im-
prisonment; so do not work for economy-
minded, inhumane capitalists.”

In other words, “do not work for the
United States unless you are guaranteed
a bonus when we put you in jail.” Not
everyone concurs.

Some proponents have suggested that
our friends in captive nations may say
“after all we did for the United States,
now we do not get a bonus—how cheap.”
Or “after all, we are volunteers, we
did not have to work for the United
States—so we should be entitled to spe-
cial gratuities in addition to back sal-
ary, when imprisoned.”

These arguments may have some
validity—and perhaps should be a part
of the basis of our foreign employment
policy. Perhaps there is no other way
we can attract competent, loyal foreign
workers. However, the objectors simply
believe that these are dramatic devia-
tions from our existing policy and there-
fore should have a fuller debate than is
possible under the Rules of Procedure of
the Private Calendar.

Some proponents support the gratuity
also on the basis that Miss Samuelli did
an excellent job. We do not dispute her
competency. If she had not done a good
job, she should have been dismissed; if
her services were more valuable than her
compensation, she should have been
promoted. Adjustments of compensa-
tion at termination has not been the
practice of our foreign employment
policy. The objectors believe our policy
in this respect should not be changed via
a private bill.

Other proponents justify the gratuity
on the basis that she was loyal to the
United States. We do not disparage
her loyalty; we even applaud it. But if
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she were not loyal, she should not have
requested or been given employment in
the first place. If she were anything but
loyal, she should receive nothing. A
policy of gratuities for loyalty needs
more discussion, the objectors suggest.

Her friends say, “She suffered pain
and severe hardships while in prison.”
We do not deny or disparage this. In
fact, none of us can fully appreciate the
full extent of her physical, mental, and
emotional suffering—as we were not
there. But we have never awarded
special gratuities to our own citizens—
military or civilian—for harsh and in-
humane treatment while military or
political prisoners.

Some advocates of this bill say that
gratuities for Miss Samuelli based upon
hypothetical potential salary increases,
promotions and increments is progressive
and enlightened. We do not necessarily
disagree, but we believe that there should
be some criterion and that the policy
should apply also to our own civilian and
military prisoners—which is believed not
to be the practice now. If our policy is
to be changed, some objectors believe it
should not be done by a precedent estab-
lished in the House by a Senate bill with-
out question or debate under the Private
Calendar,

A point also is made that England,
France, and Israel treat their political
prisoners more generously than the
United States and that this is embar-
rassing or damaging to our international
reputation, especially when we are more
affluent than they. First, substantiating
evidence of this argument has not been
adduced. Second, if our policy is dif-
ferent, there has been no evidence that
a change is necessary. If a change is
necessary, the specific proposals for such
change have not been suggested. There
has been no evidence that our present
policy failed to produce adequate, com-
petent personnel or that our interna-
tional relations or goals have been ad-
versely affected by our policy. Some
might even dispute the efficacy or ap-
propriateness of maintaining a policy
which give more generous gratuities than
other nations give to their political or
military prisoners. Such considerations
and arguments cannot be developed dur-
ing the call of the Private Calendar.

It can be fairly said that $44,873.67—
lately proposed by the State Depart-
ment—represents a handsome salary for
the 12 years’ work she could have ob-
tained during those years in Rumania.
No others with her training and classifi-
cation were paid so well. The actual sal-
ary of a similarly classified coworker,
Miss Maria Rothbacker, during the en-
tire term of Miss Samuelli’s internment
totaled $35,729.46. Lost annual leave
amounted to $2,385.44—for a total of
$38,114.90.

The inexcusable bureaucratic mis-
takes and delay in the State Department
should not become an excuse for hasty,
inadequately considered congressional
action which may have far-ranging fu-
ture consequences.

We concede that most of the argu-
ments for this particular claimant are
emotionally appealing—to conscientious
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legislators; decent, humane officials;
sob-sisters; and avid, earnest anti-Com-
munists—and they are absolutely apo-
litical; nevertheless, the gquestions, res-
ervations, and even objections have some
validity. Not only is it the official duty
of an objector to investigate, question,
and call to the attention of the House
any reservation or objection he may
have, or another Member may request of
him, but every Member should interest
himself in private bills which are of such
great importance to our Nation and to
so many individuals who may have been,
or may be, similarly situated.

Nobody with whom I have discussed
this case would object to full recompense
for Miss Samuelli—even acceding to the
imponderables and vagaries of favorable
hypothetical potential increases; but
when the State Department proposed to
more than double or triple her remuner-
ation, after the intercession of influen-
tial Senators, but without any objective
explanation or rational criterion, grave
doubts were bound to arise which could
not be properly or adequately satisfied
by way of the limited and narrow Pri-
vate Calendar procedure.

Scores of comparable cases come to
mind—and I believe research and elabo-
ration of comparable situations might
be interesting, sobering, and cautionary.
The Philippine Scouts, I understand,
were certainly competent and loyal, and
certainly suffered hardships and impris-
onment, even death—to themselves and
their families. They voluntarily served
along with our Army often without pay
during the Pacific campaign of World
War II, and were later promised com-
pensations equal to our servicemen—not
bonuses—but the Government has never
seen fit nor thought it appropriate to
grant these loyal, competent, suffering
nationals any gratuity.

We suspeet that many persons
throughout the world, now and in the
future, might qualify for money pay-
ments under the criterion or principles
of this case. The objectors simply think
they should have hard evidence, fuller
discussion, and cleaner legislative his-
tory before we establish new eriterion
%tﬁ? policy by the precedent of a private

This case is already beginning to bring
inquiries from individuals asking if they
and others are not eligible for back pay,
gratuities, and retirement benefits for
their employment, service, or imprison-
ment before, during, and after World
War II. The objectors think it would
be wise to have a policy and eriterion
before we open the floodgates by passing
a private bill granting a special
gratuity.

This case could open up an enormous
Pandora’s box of pending, dormant, or
future cases which are identical, com-
parable, or sufficiently similar to warrant
or invite an avalanche of private bills
and claims. Some Members question
whether this appealing, highly emotion-
al, pressurized, single case should be-
come the criterion for the disposition of
all future prisoner-of-war cases.

As one Member of Congress who wants
to help Miss Samuelli and expedite her
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claim, who believes a fair employment
practice requires our Government to pay
full wages during enemy imprisonments,
but as one who concurs with numerous
other Members of the House that the
novel aspects of gratuities should be the
subject of general, rather than special
legislation, I concur that the only way
this bill can be passed by the House now
is to accept the committee amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SENNER] at my request. I under-
stand that the amendment is being ac-
cepted by the minority objectors and the
minority members of the Claims Sub-
committee of the Judiciary Committee.
I especially commend the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SeEnnEr], the pro-
poser of this bill, and the gentlemar
from South Carolina [Mr. AsHMORE]
the chairman of the subcommittee, fo1
their splendid cooperation in working
out this compromise amendment which
I trust is satisfactory to the claimant and
also in the best interests of the United
States and its citizens The committee
demonstrated concern for the claimant
and for the U.S. citizens. The commit-
tee has demonstrated that special pri-
vate bills can be processed through the
Private Calendar and that, when neces-
sary and appropriate, a bill can be given
full consideration and that the House
can work its will.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, there are
several other worthy claimants equally
entitled with Miss Samuelli—at least one
who served the United States longer and
was imprisoned longer and under more
harsh circumstances, and who returned
from imprisonment to continue loyal
employment for the United States, but
she has had no influential supporters in
the Congress. Another case is even more
pathetic, but tragically her imprison-
ment left her so broken in mind, health,
and spirit that she could not pursue any
claim, no matter how valid.

If we are today going to pass a bill for
the benefit of Miss Samuelli, which I
have worked assiduously to pass, we
should be prepared to pass forthwith
comparable bills for the benefit of other
nationals loyal to the United States who
were imprisoned because of their em-
ployment by the U.S. Government
abroad.

I intend to introduce private bills for
the benefit of several persons not my
constituents but known to me, who
should be compensated comparably with
Miss Samuelli, not to give them bonuses,
gratuities, extra pay, or special consider-
ation, but simply to treat them fairly
and comparably with other foreign
nationals employed by the United States
in our legations abroad.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I believe this bill for the relief of Nora
Isabella SBamuelli is a clearly meritorious
one. I appreciate the efforts of the gen-
tleman from California, and I hope this
bill, which is equitable and long overdue,
will pass in the full amount recom-
mended by the Department of State.
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The Deputy Under Secretary of State
for Administration, William Crockett,
has informed me that staff physicians
report Miss Samuelli is “physically in-
capacitated” and would meet criteria for
“medical retirement.” Under other cir-
cumstances this could make Miss Samu-
elli eligible for a certain percentage of
her annual salary for the rest of her life
and I trust this will be taken into con-
sideration by Members of the House and
by Members of the other body.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, it is the inten-
tion of the gentleman to offer an amend-
ment to this bill, is it not?

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Speaker, in answer
to the gentleman, I would like to inform
him that I am presenting a committee
amendment to the bill, S. 618, for the
relief of Nora Isabella Samuelli. This
bill was favorably reported to the House
on May 27, 1965. In the time intervening
from that date, it has been possible to
review the provisions of the bill and to
secure additional information. On the
basis of this information it has been con-
cluded that there should be a modifica-
tion of the amount provided in the bill
so as to make it correspond with the
amount computed by the Department
of State to be the equivalent of that Miss
Samuelli would have earned had she not
been seized by Rumanian authorities and
imprisoned for a 12-year period. This
requires a deduction of a $10,000 figure
which is stated in the State Department
report as being an additional sum over
and above that which she should have
earned. Further, it appears that Miss
Samuelli was imprisoned from July 24,
1949, to June 14, 1961; however, due to
some inadvertence in the period selected
in the computation of the compensation
Miss Samuelli would have earned, the
period covered was extended to 1963.
Accordingly, this amounted to the in-
clusion of approximately 2 additional
years in the original computation; there-
fore, the figure for the loss of compen-
sation which previously was $44,873.67
has been reduced by the figure of
$6,758.717 to the revised figure of
$38,114.90. This is the amount stated in
the committee amendment.

Section 2 of the bill provides for the
period of Miss Samuelli's imprisonment
to be recognized as creditable service for
the purpose of the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act. The committee in reporting
the bill assumed that Miss Samuelli
would make the required employee con-
tribution in order to receive the credit
for this service; however, to make this
point absolutely clear, the committee
also recommends that the bill be amend-
ed to state affirmatively that she shall be
granted this service provided that she
makes the required employee contri-
bution.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I submit
that this is the type of bill which ought
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to have been brought to the House floor
under a rule, because I am fearful it does
set a precedent. I am not going to ob-
ject, but in the future I will object to the
unanimous-consent consideration of bills
of this unique nature on the floor of the
House by way of the Private Calendar
where, under ordinary circumstances, it
cannot be discussed; no questions can
be asked and no answers given. I hope
that we have seen the end of this sort
of legislation on the Private Calendar.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the unanimous-consent request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

S. 618
An act for the relief of Nora Isabella Samuelll

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Nora
Isabella Samuelli, the sum of $55,000 as a
gratuity for the sacrifices sustained by her as
a result of having been imprisoned for twelve
years by the Communist Government of Ru-
mania on charges that the sald Nora Isa-
bella Samuelll acted as a spy for the United
States while employed in the United States
Legation in Bucharest, Rumania: Provided,
That no part of the amount appropriated in
this Act shall be pald or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

Sec. 2. The period from July 24, 1949, to
June 14, 1961, inclusive, during which Nora
Isabella Samuelll was imprisoned by the
Communist Government of Rumania on
charges that she acted as a spy for the United
States while employed in the United States
Legation in Bucharest, Rumania, shall be
determined to be creditable service for the
purposes of the Civil Service Retirement Act
(5 UB.C.2251, et seq.).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SENNER

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SENNER:

Page 1, line 6, strike “$55,000 as a gratuity
for the sacrifices” and insert "“$38,114.90 for
loss of compensation”.

Page 2, llne 15, after 2251, et seq.)” insert
“Provided, That, she makes the required em-
ployee contribution".

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FIRST ANNUAL REPORT OF THE AT-
LANTIC-PACIFIC INTEROCEANIC
CANAL STUDY COMMISSION (H.
DOC. 253)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
President of the United States; which
was read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, referred to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
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eries and ordered to be printed with
illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

By Public Law 88-609, I was author-
ized to appoint five men from private life
to make a full study of the most suitable
site for, and best means of constructing,
a sea-level canal connecting the Atlantic
and Pacific Oceans. On April 18, 1965,
I appointed five distinguished American
citizens to serve on the Atlantic-Pacific
Interoceanic Canal Commission. They
are: Robert B. Anderson, Chairman;
Robert G. Storey, Vice Chairman; Milton
S. Eisenhower, Kenneth E. Fields, and
Raymond A. Hill.

The Commission immediately set about
its difficult and complicated mission.
The initial phase of its work has been to
develop a program of investigations cov-
ering the many aspects of the construc-
tion of a sea-level canal. It has selected
the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, to
conduct the engineering feasibility study
under the direction of the Commission.
The Commission will soon call upon
other Government and private agencies
to carry out additional studies to aid in
assessing the broad national and inter-
national implications of a sea-level canal.
By early next year the Commission ex-
pects to begin onsite surveys of possible
canal routes. The Commission is also
contemplating a trip to Panama in the
near future to study, at first hand, the
present Canal Zone and another possible
canal route in Panama’s Darien Province.
I am highly gratified by the progress
made by the Commission, under the able
leadership of Mr. Anderson, during the
short period that it has been working.

The Commission has requested the
Congress to appropriate sufficient funds
in fiscal year 1966 to initiate investiga-
tions on the most promising sea level
canal routes. Onsite surveys would be-
gin in January, with the next annual dry
season in the isthmus. I recommend
prompt action on the request in order
that the Commission be in position to
initiate this important aspect of its work
during this 4-month period of favor-
able weather conditions.

Under the terms of the authorizing
legislation, the Commission is required
to report to me on its progress for trans-
mittal to the Congress on July 31 of each
year and to make its final report not
later than June 30, 1968. I take pleasure
in submitting the first annual report of
the Commission.

In forwarding this report to the Con-
gress, I wish to reiterate the importance
which I attach to pressing forward with
plans and preparations for a sea-level
canal. I think this is needed for the
protection and promotion of peaceful
trade, as well as for the welfare of the
hemisphere. It is needed in the true
interests of the United States and in
fairness and justice to all.

LyNpoN B. JOHNSON.

The Wuite House, July 31, 1965.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal-
endar day. The Clerk will call the first
individual bill on the Private Calendar.
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MRS. NATHALIE ILINE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1380)
for the relief of Mrs. Nathalie Iline.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT and Mr. GROSS ob-
jected, and, under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

OUTLET STORES, INC.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2924)
for the relief of the Outlet Stores, Inc.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr, TALCOTT and Mr. HALL objected,
and, under the rule, the bill was recom-
mitted to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

CHARLES MAROWITZ

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1445)
for the relief of Charles Marowitz.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS and Mr. HALL objected,
and, under the rule, the bill was recom-
mitted to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

EDWARD V. AMASON AND EMERITA
CECILIA AMADOR AMASON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1473)
for the relief of Edward V. Amason, and
Emerita Cecilia Amador Amason.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

JOANNE MARIE EVANS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3103)
for the relief of Joanne Marie Evans.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

DEDRICK A. MAANUM

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4070)
for the relief of Dedrick A. Maanum.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the hill?

Mr. TALCOTT and Mr. GROSS ob-
jected, and, under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

MRS. RUTH GORFAIN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5206)
for the relief of Mrs. Ruth Gorfain.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. McEWEN and Mr. HALL objected
and, under the rule, the bill was recom-
gibt.ed to the Committee on the Judi-

ary.
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LT. COL. JAMES P. HUBBARD, U.S.
ARMY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5815)
for the relief of Lt. Col. James P. Hub-
bard, U.S. Army.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL and Mr. GROSS objected
and, under the rule, the bill was recom-
mitted to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

E. F. FORT, CORA LEE FORT COR-
BETT, AND W. R. FORT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6527)
for the relief of E. F. Fort, Cora Lee
Fort Corbett, and W. R. Fort.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 6527

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized and di-
rected to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to E. F.
Fort, of Beaumont, Texas, to Cora Lee Fort
Corbett, of Lake Wales, Florida, and to W. R.
Fort, of Palestine, Texas, the sum of $4,000
in full settlement of their claims against the
United States for payment for land formerly
owned by them and taken by the United
States located in the west half of the north-
east quarter of section 34, township 39 south,
range 42 east, of the Tallahassee meridian,
county of Martin, State of Florida, and
known as tract numbered 131, Camp
Murphy, Florida: Provided, That no part of
the amount appropriated in this Act in ex-
cess of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid
or delivered to or recelved by any agent
or attorney on account of services rendered
in connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat-
ing the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 4, strike “in excess of 10 per
centum thereof”.

The committee amendment was agreed
to

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MARVIN D. NELLS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7822)
for the relief of Marvin D. Nells.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT and Mr. HALL ob-
jected and, under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

DEBRA LYNNE SANDERS

The Clerk called the bill (8. 916) for
the relief of Debra Lynne Sanders.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
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MRS. MICHIKO MIYAZAKI
WILLIAMS

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 1274)
for the relief of Mrs. Michiko Miyazaki
Williams.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 1274

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representtaives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding the provision of section 212(a)
(23) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Mrs, Michiko Miyazaki Willlams may
be issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent residence if she is
found to be otherwise admissible under the
provisions of that Act: Provided, That this
exemption shall apply only to a ground for
exclusion of which the Department of State
or the Department of Justice had knowledge
prior to the enactment of this Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

LOUIS ADLER

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 1821)
for the relief of Louis Adler.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

ANNA DEL BAGLIVO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1871)
for the relief of Anna Del Baglivo.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Anna Del Baglivo shall be held and con-
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this Act, upon
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
alien as provided for in this Act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduct one number from
the appropriate quota for the first year that
such quota is available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, the Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding
orders and warrants of deportation, warrants
of arrest, and bond, which may have issued
in the case of Anna Del Baglivo. From and
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the sald Anna Del Baglivo shall not again
be subject to deportation by reason of the
same facts upon which such deportation
proceedings were comimenced on any such
warrants and orders have issued.”

The commitiee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third

was
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time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MRS. GUISIPPINA RUSSO LUCIFORO

The Clerk called the hill (H.R. 1415)
for the relief of Mrs. Giusippina Russo
Luciforo.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr, TALCOTT and Mr. GROSS ob-
jected and under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the

Judiciary.

CARLO ANTONIO DELUCA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4032)
for the relief of Carlo Antonio DeLuca.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. McEWEN and Mr. HALL objected,
and under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

WRIGHT G. JAMES

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1196) for
the relief of Wright G. James.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

1ST LT. ROBERT B. GANN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1644)
for the relief of 1st Lit. Robert B. Gann.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

WILLIAM S. PERRIGO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6726)
for the relief of William S. Perrigo.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to -

the request of the gentleman from New
York?
There was no objection.

EKENT A. HERATH

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8212)
for the relief of Kent A. Herath.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:
HR. 8212

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to
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Kent A, Herath the sum of $676 in full satis-
factlon of his claim against the TUnited
States for the loss of certain personal prop-
erty from his official residence in David,
Panama, where he was serving as United
States Information Service branch public
affairs officer: Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this Act shall be
pald or delivered to or received by any agent
or attorney on account of services rendered
in connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat-
ing the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convie-
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.00.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

SUCCESSORS IN INTEREST OF
COOPER BLYTH AND GRACE BLYTH

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8350)
for the relief of the successors in interest
of Cooper Blyth and Grace Johnston
Blyth otherwise Grace McCloy Blyth.

There being no objection the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 8350

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Attorney General is authorized and directed
to return to Barclays Bank Limited, 54 Lom-
bard Street, London, E.C. 3, as executor un-
der the will of Cooper Blyth, deceased, the
sum of $654.73, representing the proceeds of
fifteen shares of capital stock of the National
City Bank of New York evidenced by certifi-
cate numbered CTF 155563, which were
vested under vesting order 11123, dated
April 26, 1948,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Part 1, line 10: Strike “948.” and insert
lGlm‘.l.

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

CLARENCE L. ATU AND OTHERS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8351)
for the relief of Clarence L. Aiu and
others.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 8351

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated to each
of the following claimants, or to his sur-
vivors, the sum designated, in full satisfac-
tion of his claim against the United States,
which sum represents the reasonable value
of each clalmant's personal property lost,
damaged, or destroyed by, and personal ex-
penses incurred as a result of, Typhoon
Karen which occurred at Guam, Marianas
Islands, on November 11, 1962, where each
claimant was required to be incident to his
service as an employee of the United States
Government:

Clarence L. Alu, $652.06; Ralph C. Alex-
ander, $225; Ronald E. Bereman, $570; Donald
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P n, $660.77; John M. Bonvissuto,
$1,919.60; Thomas G. Brown, $2,475.45; Nor-
man L, Butner, $675; George T. Candy, $1,8886;
Willis 8. Cannon, Junior, $2,134; Harry
Clark, Junior, $2,537.50; George DeLima,
$801; John C. Enlow, $198; Wilfrid F. Gehr-
kin, $325; Marvin A. Gradwohl, $6,500; Emil
E. Guenther, $881; Harold W. Hamm, Junior,
$286; Chester D. Hand, $1,638;

George T. Harris, $3.084.74; George F.
Hartley, $1,951.50; Willlam A. Hawkins,
$618.22; Yushio Hirata, $1,290; Guy R. Hud-
son, $1,476.10; Ronald H. Inefuku, $843.19;
Willlam G. Jackson, $1,909; Loren E. Jones,
$1,146.95; Leroy E. Joppie, $260; Arthur K.
Kawal, £529; Lyle V. Kilpatrick, $480; Verden
Kim, $876; Albert S. C. Kong, $2,181.40;
James T. Kushima, $264.25; Willlam A. Law-
less, $1,5603.83; Roy S. Makio, $797; Manuel
Marin, $6,5600; K. Steward McClelland, $329:

Lestel D. McQuay, $54.77; Alexander S.
Melligio, $2,684.45; Wallace 'T. Morioka,
$3,128.19; Thomas J. Morris, $1,284; Judson
8. Munsey, $3,463.05; Gary J. Nelson, $510.50;
Cornelius E. O'Brien, $1,023; James T. O'Don-
nell, $2,5636.97; Robert E. Orr, $675; John H,
Outcalt, $1,108.25; Daniel J. Pereira, $1,453;
James V. Powell, $214; Agnes M. Pratt, $1,-
144.20; John B. Pratt, Junior, $807.90; Joe
C. Price, #947.55; Lloyd V. Richmond, $2,406;
Leroy Rosa, $80; Kenneth H. Short, $1,768;

Vianna C. Stream, $626.50; Chester K.

Tatsumura, $1,106.00; Raymond S. Toku-
moto, $971.22; Charles M. Unten, $3,184.75;
Arthur H. Watt, $545; James A. Wene, $440;
Homer L. Willess, $1,834.85; Robert G. C.
Wong, $135; Gordon R. Yen, $400.
Provided, That no part of the amounts ap-
propriated in this Act shall be paid or de-
livered to or received by any agent or at-
torney on account of services rendered in
connection with these claims, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating
the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.

Sec. 2. This Act shall become effecti
immediately upon its enactment. Fam

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MAJ. DERRILL pES. TRENHOLM, JR.,
U.S. AIR FORCE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8641)
for the relief of Maj. Derrill deS. Tren-
holm, Jr., U.S. Air Force.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer=-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized and di-
rected to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Ma-
Jor Derrill deS. Trenholm, Junior,
United States Air Force, Offutt Air Force
Base, Nebraska, the sum of $472.96 in full
satisfaction of his claim against the United
States for reimbursement in addition to the
amount he received under section 2732 of
title 10, United States Code, for household
goods and personal effects that were lost or
destroyed as a result of a fire of undeter-
mined origin on August 9, 1963, at the Smit-
ty’'s Van and Storage Company warehouse,
Omaha, Nebraska, while the property was
stored In a warehouse under a Government
contract. No part of the amount appropri-
ated in this Act will be pald or delivered to
or received by any agent or attorney on ac-
count of services rendered in connection with
this claim, and the same shall be unlawful,
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any contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person violating the provisions of
this Act shall be deemed guilty of a misde-~
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MAJ. RAYMOND G. CLARK, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (S. 45) for the
relief of Maj. Raymond G. Clark, Jr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

LT. RAYMOND E. BERUBE, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (S. 97) for the
relief of Lt. Raymond E. Berube, Jr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

LLOYD K. HIROTA

The Clerk called the bill (S. 134) for
the relief of Lloyd K. Hirota.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

BENJAMIN A. RAMELB

The Clerk called the bill (S. 149) for
the relief of Benjamin A. Ramelb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

HONORATA A. VDA DE NARRA

The Clerk called the bill (S. 263) for
the relief of Honorata A. Vda de Narra.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California? ;

There was no objection.
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ROBERT L. WOLVERTON

The Clerk called the bill (3. 572) for
the relief of Robert L. Wolverton.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

LT. COL. WILLIAM T. SCHUSTER,
U.S. AIR FORCE (RETIRED)

The Clerk called the bill (8. 919) for
the relief of Lt. Col. William T. Schuster,
U.S. Air Force, retired.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

OTTILIA BRUEGMANN JAMES

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1008) for
the relief of Ottilia Bruegmann James.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
S. 1008

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
limitation on the time within which applica-
tions for disability retirement are required
to be filed under section T(b) of the Civil
Service Retirement Act (5 U.B.C. 2257(b))
is hereby waived in favor of Ottilia Brueg-
mann James, a former employee of the De-
partment of the Army, and her claim for dis-
ability retirement under such Act shall be
acted upon under the other applicable pro-
visions of such Act as if her application had
been timely filed, if she files application for
such disability retirement within sixty days
after the date of enactment of this Act. No
benefits shall accrue by reason of the enact-
ment of this Act for any period prior to the
date of enactment of this Act.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, benefits payable by reason of the
enactment of this Act shall be pald from
the civil service retirement and disability
fund.

Passed the Senate May 27, 1965.

Attest:

FerToN M. JOHNSTON,
Secretary.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FRED E. STARR

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1068) for
the relief of Fred E. Starr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection,
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LT. ROBERT C. GIBSON

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1138) for
the relief of Lt. Robert C. Gibson.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

JACK C. WINN, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (8. 1267) for
the relief of Jack C. Winn, Jr.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

BETTY H. GOING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1221)
for the relief of Betty H. Going.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 1221

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to
Betty H. Going, of Jacksonville, Florida, the
sum of $5,000 in full settlement of all her
claims against the United States for an
amount equal to the amount she would have
received as the beneficiary under a life in-
surance policy (number 85538-E) issued in
1948 by the Guardian International Life In~
surance Company of Dallas, Texas, on the
life of her brother, the late Sergeant Walker
D. Howle (ESEESREIRRY . if the United States
had not caused such policy to lapse for non-
payment of premiums. No part of the
amount appropriated in this Act in excess of
10 per centum thereof shall be paid or deliv-
ered to or received by any agent or attor-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this claim, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this Act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and wupon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, strike *“$5,000" and insert
“$4,718.44".

Page 2, lines 3 and 4, strike "in excess of
10 per centum thereof”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

IRENE McCAFFERTY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1395)
for the relief of Irene McCafferty.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.
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The SPEAKER. TIs there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?
There was no objection.

M. SGT. RICHARD G. SMITH, U.S. AIR
FORCE, RETIRED

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1892)
for the relief of M. Sgt. Richard G.
Smith, U.S. Air Force, retired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

RALPH S. DESOCIO, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2571)
for the relief of Ralph S. DeSocio, Jr.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to
Ralph 8. DeSocio, Junior, of Pine City, New
York, the sum of 81,500 in full settlement of
all claims of Ralph 8. DeSoclo, Junior, against
the United States for reimbursement of
amounts paid in settlement of judgments
against him obtained in the Supreme Court,
State of New York, county of Chemung, as a
result of a motor vehicle collision on Decem-
ber 22, 1958, in Elmira, New York, between a
privately owned vehicle and a Government
vehicle being operated by him within the
scope of his employment with the United
States Post Office Department. The payment
authorized by this Act shall be made on the
condition that the amount so received shall
be pald in accordance with the settlement
referred to herein in full and final satis-
faction of the judgments obtained against
Ralph 8. DeSocio, Junior: Provided, That no
part of the amount appropriated in this Act
shall be paid or delivered to or received by
any agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim, and
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person
violating the provisions of this Act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

MAJ. ALEXANDER F. BEROL, U.S.
ARMY, RETIRED

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3684)
for the relief of Maj. Alexander F. Berol,
U.S. Army, retired.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE
EMPLOYEES
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3770)
for the relief of certain individuals em-
ployed by the Department of the Navy at
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the Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu,
Calif.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

WILLIAM L. MINTON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4078)
for the relief of William L. Minton.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 4078

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That William
L. Minton, of Tacoma, Washington, Navy
service number [ESESERH, is hereby relieved
of liability to the United States in the
amount of $241, the amount of his llability
to the United States for overpayments of per
diem during the period August 18, 1960, to
April 18, 1961, while he was serving as a
member of the United States Navy. In the
audit and settlement of the accounts of any
certifying or disbursing officer of the United
States, credit shall be given for any amount
for which liability is relleved by this Act.

SeEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
hereby authorized and directed to pay, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to sald Willlam L. Minton, an
amount equal to the aggregate of the
amounts paid by him, or withheld from sums
otherwise due him, in complete or partial
satisfaction of the liability to the United
States specified in the first section. No part
of the amount appropriated in this Act in
excess of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid
or delivered to or received by any agent or
attorney on account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat-
ing the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 10, strike “in excess of 10 per
centum thereof”.

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

amendment was

MYRA KNOWLES SNELLING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R, 4596)
for the relief of Myra Knowles Snelling.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

JAMES P. BRADLEY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5121)
for the relief of James P. Bradley.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice. *
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

WILLIAM C. PAGE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5903)
for the relief of William C. Page.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

MRS. HARLEY BREWER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5915)
for the relief of Mrs. Harley Brewer.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 5915

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized and di-
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Har-
ley Brewer (or, in the event of her death, to
her estate) of San Ildefonso Pueblo, New
Mexico, the widow of Harley Brewer, the sum
of $4,600. The payment of such sum shall
be in full satisfaction of all the claims of the
sald Harley Brewer against the United States
for compensation authorized to be paid to
him by Private Law 88-360, approved Octo-
ber 14, 1964, but which was not so paid to the
sald Harley Brewer by reason of his death
prior to enactment of the said private law:
Provided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per cen-
tum thereof shall be pald or delivered to or
received by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding $1,000.

Amend this title so as to read: "A bill for
the relief of the estate of Harley Brewer,
deceased.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, lines 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 strike *to
Mrs. Harley Brewer (or, in the event of her
death, to her estate) of San Ildefonso
Pueblo, New Mexico, the widow of Harley
Brewer, the sum of $4,500. The payment of
such sum shall be in full satisfaction of all
the claims of the sald Harley Brewer” and
insert “the sum of $4,600 to the estate of
Harley Brewer, deceased, In full satisfaction
of the claims of the decedent”.

Page 2, lines 3 and 4, strike “in excess of
10 per centum thereof”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time and passed.

The title was amended to read: “A bill
for the relief of the estate of Harley
Brewer, deceased".

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

RICHARD D. WALSH

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7282)
for the relief of Richard D. Walsh.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

WALTER K. WILLIS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8218)
for the relief of Walter K. Willis.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF THE FOR-
EIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED
STATES

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8352)
for the relief of certain employees of
the Foreign Service of the United States.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 8352

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to each
of the following employees of the Foreign
Service of the United States, the sum des~
ignated In full satisfaction of their claims
against the United States for compensation
for personal property lost while performing
their officlal duties: Edward H. Brown,
$2,240; Anna J. Bryant, $1,625; Ronald G.
Dixon, $211; John J. MacDougsall, $1,465;
Rene A. Tron, $1,600.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 11, insert:

“No part of the amount appropriated in
this Act shall be paid or delivered to or
received by any agent or attormey on ac-
count of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this Act shall be deemed gulilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding #1,000.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

CHIEF M. SGT. ROBERT J. BECKER,
U.S. AIR FORCE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8640)
for the relief of Chief M. Sgt. Robert J.
Becker, U.S. Air Force.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 8640

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
Ameriea in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Chief
Master Sergeant Robert J. Becker, AP
33597473, United States Air Force, Headquar-
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ters, Tactical Alr Command (DA), Langley
Air Force Base, Virginia, the sum of $702.70
in full satisfaction of his claim against the
United States for relmbursement in addition
to the amount he received under section
2732 of title 10, United States Code, for house-
hold goods and personal effects destroyed as
a result of a fire of undetermined origin on
July 6, 1958, at the Tidewater Storage and
Crating Company warehouse, Hampton, Vir-
ginia, while the property was stored in a
warehouse under a Government contract:
Provided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this Act shall be paid or delivered
to or received by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding. Any person violating the pro-
visions of this Act shall be deemed guilty of
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

COL. EUGENE F. TYREE, U.S. AIR
FORCE (RETIRED)

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8642)
for the relief of Col. Eugene F. Tyree,
U.S. Air Force (retired).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the hill as follows:

HR. 8642

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Colo-
nel Eugene F. Tyree, 33218A, United States
Air Force (retired), Louisville, Kentucky, the
sum of $3,601.24 in full satisfaction of his
claim against the United States for reim-
bursement in addition to the amount he
recelved under section 2732 of title 10, United
States Code, for household goods and per-
sonal effects that were lost or destroyed as
a result of a fire of undetermined origin
on March 26, 1964, at the Lincoln Moving
and Storage Company warehouse located in
Moses Lake, Washington, while the property
was stored in the warehouse under a Gov-
ernment contract. No part of the amount
appropriated in this Act shall be paid or
delivered to or recelved by any agent or attor-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this claim, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this Act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there-
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

LT. (JG.) HAROLD EDWARD
HENNING, U.S. NAVY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4603)
for the relief of Lt. (jg.) Harold Edward
Henning, U.S. Navy.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

August 3, 1965

AUTHORIZING HON. JOSEPH W.
MARTIN, JR., TO ACCEPT AWARD
OF THE MILITARY ORDER OF
CHRIST

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10132)
to authorize the Honorable Josepr W.
MarTIN, JRr., of Massachusetts, a former
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
to accept the award of the Military Or-
dg of Christ with the rank of grand
officer.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 10132

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Honorable Joseph W. Martin, Junior, of
Massachusetts, former Speaker of the House
of Representatives, is authorized to accept
the award of the Military Order of Christ
with the rank of grand officer tendered by
the Government of Fortugal, together with
any decorations and documents evidencing
such award, and the consent of Congress is
hereby expressly granted for this purpose as
required under section 9 of article I of the
Constitution. The Secretary of State is au-
thorized to deliver to the Honorable Joseph
W. Martin, Junior, the decorations and docu-
ments evidencing such award.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE
EMPLOYEES

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
return to Private Calendar No. 162, for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 3770)
for the relief of certain individuals em-
ployed by the Department of the Navy at
the Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu,
Calif.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 3770

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That each
individual named in section 38 of this Act is
relieved of liability to pay to the United
States the amount set forth opposite his
name, which amount represents an errone-
ous payment of compensation received by
him during the period, 1959 through 1964,
as a civilian employee of the Department of
the Navy at the Pacific Missile Range, Point
Mugu, California, and was erroneously paid
to him due to administrative error.

Bec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to each individual named in sec-
tion 3 of this Act, the sum certified to him by
the Secretary of the Navy as the aggregate
of amounts paid by such individual to the
United States, or withheld from amounts
due him from the United States, on account
of the liability for which relief is granted by
the first section of this Act
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Sec. 3. The individuals referred to in the
first section of this Act, and the amount of
the liability of each of them, are as follows:

Amount of

Name overpayment
Baker, Donald M_.___ .o $340. 00
Baldonado, Ernest Cocoooeeaaa o 226. 40
Ballinger, Ben C 168.78
Bell, Lloyd A 115. 20
Blackwood, Adams Geeeeeeceeeeeme 199. 20
Blayney, Walter L., Jlecmceccaaana 138. 40
Brauer, Willlam E_ v ocraeeeeeeeee 207.22
Brewer, Kenneth Ro oo ooeeeaee 168. 00
Brewer, Max R. Saars 81.28
Breyer, Theotdore Jacacccccccacaana 115. 20
Brickley, Cecll B oo 168. 00
Bright, Donald R oo cccmmccemaea o 782. 34
BB B e e e s 91.20
Carter, Norman 8____ . e 340. 00
Chiellon;, Hector J_.ccrccmnmnmannes 739. 20
Clark, Barold A o e 318.73
Cowley, James A. o ccm e 137. 60
Cox, Arthur . Jr- e 19,44
Day, James H B 97. 60
Devine, L1oyd Wo oo 91. 20

Doran, Gerald F______—-- 8. 80
Doran, Lawrence B________.. 28. 00
Dragoo, Norman Roc ool i .o 91.20
Duncan, Robert E___ o ocoooooao--o 36.10

Duryea, Leon K. cceacmsmncccaacaa 66. 40
e, T REdpAr O e
Ellison, 81188 Wococacannacacmccnam=

Ferguson, Francis, Jr--ccococcaeao 85. 60
Fox, J. L “ 234. 40
Fraser, Thomas A__ . comeem- 260. 00
Gallagher, Warren L e cecceceeeee 279. 20
Gustafson, John G_ oo

Hopwood, Arthur B e cmccmccaee
Hutton, Sidney D e

Lee, Robert E
Liennmann, Lee Roy D
Lopert, Robert Coccooeeeeeeee -
Lucier, Robert L
Lukshis, Edward R —cccmeeemeemm
Lundy, John O
McCarty, Michael . oo
McDanlel, Dale & e
McQueen, Russell Oaceeeemeeeem
Magasis, Arthur.
Martin, Alex
Mayo, Van 8
Morris, Paul W.
Norton, Walter T, Il caccceeeeem

Oakley, Gerald E__ . oocnn 3
Pratt, Willlam G., Jlecaccacccacaaa 30. 05
Preciado, Ruben H_ . e 107. 20
RBice, Whlam O e 112. 00
Riley, Merle Hi, Jreccaccncncanancaa 91. 20
Roberts, Bernard L._.____________. 343.83
Rockwell, Duane D___ oo 199. 64

Bteffen, Maynard G.
Thorpe, Carl O -

Tucker, George D. o vccccaccanana 105. 44
Tucker, Gordon L 51.20
Turner, Robert B, Jr o ccccincnaan- 57.60
Valencia, Albert J-ococcmamoeaaeenm 104, 80
Valencia, Robert Rocececcccceee e 212,00
Varela, Alfred -=== 817.60
Villarreal, Philp R oo 144. 52

Vogus, Willlam D__________________ 52.
Walker, Jesse J
Young, Chester b pridnl b S AN
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Sec. 4. No part of the amount appropri-
ated in this Act for the payment of any
claim shall be pald or delivered to or re-
celved by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with such
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
section shall be deemed guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT
ANNUITY ADJUSTMENT

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up the resolution, House Resolution 471,
and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 471

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Un-
ion for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
8469) to provide certain increases in annui-
ties payable from the civil service retirement
and disability fund, and for other purposes,
and all points of order against said bill are
hereby walved. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and continue not
to exceed two hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be in order to consider
without the intervention of any point of or-
der the amendments recommended by the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service
now printed in the bill. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BRown], and pending which I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 471
provides for consideration of H.R. 8469,
a bill to provide certain increases in an-
nuities payable from the civil service re-
tirement and disability fund, and for
other purposes. The resolution provides
an open rule, waiving points of order,
with 2 hours of general debate; also, it
shall be in order to consider without the
intervention of any point of order the
amendments recommended by the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
now printed in the bill. ;

The history of civil service annuity
adjustments to meet exploding costs of
living has been one of too little and too
late. The responsibility rests squarely
on the Congress and there is general
agreement that this problem requires our
most immediate attention.
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The unprecedented expansion of our
economy is a serious problem to active
workers, but in a larger measure has be-
come the mortal enemy of elder citizens
who are caught between rising prices and
fixed incomes. The impact on these sen-
ior citizens is far more critical than it is
on any other segment of our economy.

The purpose of H.R. 8469 is to provide
equitable, moderate, and desperately
needed adjustments in the annuities of
Federal civil service retirees and sur-
vivors currently on the annuity rolls, to
improve the existing cost-of-living ad-
justment principle by gearing it to a more
sensitive monthly price index indicator,
and to increase the survivorship protec-
tion of spouses of employees and future
annuitants.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 471.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG. 1Iyield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman state why points of order are
waived on this bill?

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, the points
of order are waived on the bill because
it involves certain appropriated funds
that are being disbursed under the bill.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, under
this rule the House is not able to work its
will on this legislation to the extent that
points of order are ruled out?

Mr. YOUNG. That is a matier of a
point of view, of course, Mr. Speaker. I
will say to the gentleman, in one sense
waiving points of order permits a broader
exercise of the will of the House.

Mr. GROSS. I cannot conceive that
it does, I will say to the gentleman from
Texas. When points of order are
waived on a bill of this nature, to pro-
vide for the handling of money in a way
that is not in conformance with the rules
of the House, I would think it would be
restricting the ability of the House to
legislate in a normal and regular way.

I thought that when the Rules Com-
mittee was packed we were supposed to
get a different deal from the Rules Com-~
mittee, but apparently not.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. SMITH of California. Actually,
we waived points of order on this be-
cause a certain amount of the money
will be paid from funds in the civil serv-
ice retirement fund. We will be able
to use that money without having to go
through the Appropriations Committee
and appropriating all the money. That
is why there is to be a transfer of money
from that fund, so it can be used with-
out having it all appropriated. I believe
we have in here up to $148.4 million.
That is the reason, I say to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Would the gentleman
specifically say that it is the language
on page 2, lines 3 to 8 of the bill, H.R.
8469, which requires the waiver of all
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points of order? In that paragraph it
says:

And for payment of administrative ex-
penses incurred by the Commission,

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I will de-
fer to the gentlemen of the committee,
since this is a substantive matter.

Mr., DANIELS. The answer is “Yes”
on subsection (b) on page 2. The other
relates to section 3, which provides
that these increases be paid from the
retirement fund notwithstanding the
limitation of the Independent Offices Ap-
propriation Act, 1959.

Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will
yield further, will the distinguished sub-
committee chairman advise me whether
the payment of administrative ex-
penses incurred by the Commission in-
volves the increased annuities to the
civil service retirees, or whether that is
simply the administrative expenses of
the Commission?

Mr. DANIELS. It is my understand-
ing that it is the expense of the Com-
mission and does not involve any in-
crease in the costs for the retirees.

Mr. HALL. That would not involve
the $148 million coming out of the civil
service retirement fund, referred to by
the gentleman from California?

Mr. DANIELS. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG. Iyield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Where is this fund the
gentleman is talking about? I thought
that was $36 to $38 billion in the red.

Mr. DANIELS. I understand that the
fund has $12 billion in cash assets at the
present time.

Mr. GROSS. And it is still $36 billion
in the red?

Mr. DANIELS. If the Government
does not make its annual contribution to
the fund, then there is a deficiency.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

I favor this resolution and the passage
of the bill, which would increase the
compensation paid to civil service an-
nuitants, to those who have retired both
before 1956 and since.

We have seen here in the Congress
throughout the years a steady inflation-
ary trend as result of our Federal Gov-
ernment engaging in deficit financing.
This policy has increased the cost of liv-
ing for all our citizens; it particularly
hurts those people who have been living
on fixed retirement benefits.

We have seen Congress increase the
pay of many Government employees, in-
cluding its own Members. I voted
against the pay increase for myself, be-
cause I did not believe it was a proper
thing to vote to increase my own pay,
but Congress saw fit to increase the pay
of its Members and other executive and
high-ranking officials of Government, as
well as employees of Government both in
the ecivil service branches and in the
Post Office Department.

We have seen the Congress enact leg-
islation to increase by T percent the
benefits paid to social security annui-
tants because it was necessary to give
them that large an increase to meet the
increase in the cost of living.
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They have to eat the same as the rest
of us. We have seen this House pass a
bill to increase the pay not once but three
times for those serving in the Armed
Forces. It is only fair and only right
that the Congress give to these retirees
the same treatment and consideration
that we have given to ourselves and al-
most every other Government employee.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I favor this
bill.

I understand that the cost will be some-
where around $90.4 million a year. If we
include certain increases in benefits for
widows and others who are not covered
under the original bill but who, like the
rest of us, must eat, the cost will be in-
creased by another $58 million.

There were no minority views filed on
the bill; the measure came out of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice with a unanimous vote. It was
cleared by the Committee on Rules by a
unanimous vote, and I hope that the
House will approve the measure in the
same way.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Scraever] for 1 minute for the purpose
of making a unanimous-consent request.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to explain for the
record that, just as I voted against the
motion to recommit the voting rights bill,
I would have voted for approval of the
conferees’ report had I not been called
off the floor on an urgent matter con-
cerning my district. Unfortunately, I
underestimated the dispatch, speed, and
efficiency with which my colleagues can
act on a matter of such high national
priority. I have enthusiastically sup-
ported the bill throughout this session
and would have voted to approve the con-
ferees’ report, had I not missed this vote
by a few moments.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CORRECTION OF SALARY INEQUI-
TIES FOR OVERSEAS TEACHERS

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by Direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules and on
behalf of my colleague, the gentleman
from Mississippi, [WiLriam M. CoLMER],
I call up House Resolution 483 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 6845)
to correct Inequities with respect to the basic
compensation of teachers and teaching posi-
tions under the Defense Department Over-
seas Teachers Pay and Personnel Practices
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Act. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, the bill shall be read
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
At the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except on motion of recommit.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr., MarTiN], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 483
makes in order the bill H.R. 6845, to
correct inequities with respect to the
basic compensation of teachers and
teaching positions under the Defense
Department Overseas Teachers Pay and
Personnel Practices Act. It provides an
open rule with 1 hour of general debate.

Mr. Speaker, the situation has become
such in the teaching profession in the
Department of Defense overseas that it
makes it extremely difficult for the De-
partment to secure teachers for the
teaching of dependents’ children over-
seas. This bill would provide that the
secretaries of the various services in the
Department of Defense have authority
to adjust the overseas salaries of teach-
ers in accordance with the average
teachers' salaries in urban communities
in the United States of 100,000 or more.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 483.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas has just stated to the House the
provisions of House Resolution 483. The
resolution makes in order the considera-
tion of H.R. 6845. The rule is an open
one, calling for 1 hour of debate. I know
of no opposition to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6845 seeks to correct
an inequity in the wage seale which has
had some part in continuing a difficult
problem, that of securing and retaining
qualified teachers for the schools op-
erated by the Department of Defense, in
connection with the overseas military
bases of the United States.

In the hearings before the Rules Com-
mittee, testimony brought out that while
there are indeed other reasons for the
problem, lower wage scales than are
available in the average urban school
system of 100,000 or more population
plays a significant part in our securing
and retention problem. I should add,
Mr. Speaker, that this is true in spite of
the fact that the Department of Defense
has more applications than it has job
openings each year. Many of the schools
are located in desirable areas, giving the
teacher many opportunities not available
in domestic school systems, for trips,
study, and vacationing.

H.R. 6845 will require that the salaries
paid teachers in the DOD overseas
schools be equal to the average of the
minimum, intermediate, and maximum
rates paid teachers holding positions of
comparable responsibility in our urban
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school systems in cities of 100,000 or
more population. The estimated cost of
increasing teachers’ salaries is $3,065,000
over the present budgetary amounts for
such salaries. The average increase for
approximately 6,300 teachers is $785 per
year, or $300 more than the budget
request.

Mr. Speaker, increased pay alone will
not secure and retain qualified teachers
for the children of our servicemen in for-
eign lands. Such positions, as I said,
have other benefits not available to
teachers in domestic school systems. A
full and complete study must be made
if the problem is to be removed. The
Committee on Education and Labor has
looked into this situation. I hope it will
intensify its efforts. I understand it
plans to do so. I hope that we shall
shortly see on the floor of the House leg-
islation directed at this problem.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no opposition
to the rule and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. MiLLs].

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to revise and extend my
remarks and proceed out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL TAX COURT JUDGE RUS-
SELL. TRAIN RESIGNS BENCH TO
HEAD CONSERVATION GROUP

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, just a few
days ago the resignation of the Honor-
able Russell E. Train as a judge of the
U.S. Tax Court was announced by the
White House, and simultaneously an an-
nouncement was issued stating that
Judge Train has accepted the presidency
of the Conservation Foundation effective
August 1.

The resignation of Judge Train from
the Tax Court of the United States will
be a loss to that institution. Judge Train
has participated, since his appointment
to that court by President Eisenhower in
1957, in many hundreds of imporant de-
cisions and in his capacity as a judge
has been an important influence on the
course of the development of tax law
through judicial decisions. I regret that
Judge Train decided to leave the court
because he brought to bear on that in-
stitution a rich background which
peculiarly suited him for service on the
court.

Judge Train, immediately before his
appointment to the Tax Court, served as
assistant to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury for tax legislation. Prior to his serv-
ice in that capacity, he served as the
clerk of the Committee on Ways and
Means during the formulation of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 during
the 83d Congress and, subsequently, he
served as minority adviser from 1954
until 1957. Judge Train also had ex-
perience prior to his service with the
Committee on Ways and Means as a
staff member of the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation. This com-
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bined background enabled Judge Train
to make important contributions to the
public interest through his service as a
judge on the U.S. Tax Court. I know
that his presence there will be missed by
his colleagues and by the members of the
Tax Court bar.

I do want to take this opportunity,
while expressing my regret that he de-
cided to resign from the Tax Court, to
express to him best wishes on the very
important position which he has ac-
cepted as the president of the Conserva-
tion Foundation. I understand that or-
ganization has performed functions of
a very valuable nature in the field of
population growth, water resources, air
and water pollution, recreation plan-
ning, conservation education, and plant
and animal life, and that it is one of the
foremost of many volunteer organiza-
tions which have interested themselves
in the increasingly important problem in
this day and age of preserving our di-
minishing natural resources. I know
that Judge Train will provide a sound
and constructive and imaginative lead-
ership to the work of that organization
and its allied groups. I wish him well
in his new endeavor.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BYRNES].

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I noted with some regret the
resignation of Judge Russell E. Train as
a judge of the Tax Court of the United
States. During the past 9 years, Judge
Train has made a great contribution to
that court. He will be missed. However,
I am glad that he is taking over the
presidency of the Conservation Founda-
tion, and will continue his good work in
the service of the Nation.

Prior to his appointment as a judge of
the Tax Court, Judge Train served as
assistant to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury for tax legislation and with the Ways
and Means Committee. He was clerk of
the committee in the 83d Congress and
minority counsel in the 84th Congress.
In that capacity, he made valuable con-
tributions in the work of the committee.
I am certain that all the members of the
committee join me in wishing him hap-
piness and success as president of the
Conservation Foundation.

CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT
ANNUITY ADJUSTMENT

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Sisk). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

‘Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
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Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8469) to provide certain
increases in annuities payable from the
civil service retirement and disability
fund, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Commitee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill HR. 8469 with
Mr. STraTTON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Dan-
1eLs] will be recognized for 1 hour and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CorBeTT] WwWill be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS].

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H.R.
8469 is to provide equitable, moderate,
and desperately needed adjustments in
the annuities of Federal civil service re-
tirees and survivors currently on the
annuity rolls, to improve the existing
cost-of-living adjustment principle by
gearing it to a more sensitive monthly
price index indicator, and to increase the
survivorship protection of spouses of em-
ployees and future annuitants.

H.R. 8469 was unanimously reported
by the Subcommittee on Retirement, In-
surance, and Health Benefits, and the
full Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service without a dissenting vote.

Mr. Chairman, I have always felt that
the U.S. Government—the largest em-
ployer in the United States—should serve
as a model for all employers in the pri-
vate sphere of our economy. Unhappily,
this has for the most part not been the
case. And in no area has the Congress
been slower to act than in those areas
that deal with the retired civl servant.
Granted that we have made important
steps in the last few years, but we still
have a long way to go.

We are all sharply aware, I am sure,
that the vast expansion of our economy
is a serious problem to active workers.
Are we as well aware, however, of the
extent of its effect upon our own Federal
retirees? Are we as cognizant of its re-
percussion upon widows and children of
retirees and former employees that in-
evitably feel the squeeze of steadily rising
living costs and fixed, meager income?
A serious problem to workers, it has in a
large measure become the mortal enemy
of elder citizens. I submit—without fear
of contradiction—that its impact on
these senior citizens is far more critical
than it is in any other sector of our
modern economy.

In times past, our civil service retirees
have earned fair and decent retirement
incomes for themselves and their de-
pendent survivors. Unfortunately, how-
ever, too often they do not receive such
incomes. They have truly become the
forgotten people in our Great Society,
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and particularly in relation to their
friends and former colleagues who make
up our family of Federal employees.

At a time when $3,000 is deemed to be
the borderline below which a couple is
in the poverty class, the record shows
that more than 75 percent of retired
Federal employees are receiving annui-
ties of less than $3,000. The figures with
respect to survivor annuitants is even
more shocking. Only 1 percent receive
annuities of $3,000 and about 80 percent
receive benefits of less than $1,200.
These conditions are the result of a
decade of neglect of the welfare of older
retirees and survivors.

These are the people of whom I speak
today—nearly 700,000, a vast majority
of whom have been consigned to lives
of marginal survival on the fringes of
poverty—innocent vietims rather than
beneficiaries of this country’s expanding
economy. If any one group in our society
has been denied justice, it is those older
retired persons who reached retirement
age 10 or 20 years ago and whose annui-
ties, based on the smaller salary bases in
effect then, are literal pittances in the
light of present day standards.

A further examination of the records
discloses that 44 percent of these retirees
are receiving less than $1,800 a year.
Even more astounding is the fact that
26 percent are paid less than $1,200, and
that 10 percent are receiving less than
$600 a year. The plight of many of our
retirees is literally at the point of des-
peration, and the record is replete with
authoritative testimony which clearly
points to the urgent need for immediate
remedial action. The committee files
contain thousands of letters from retirees
and survivors who are existing at a mar-
ginal level because the purchasing value
of the dollar is declining. Mr. Chair-
man, these letters cry out for an an-
swer—an answer today.

This legislation is an effort to help
equalize inherent disparities of existing
laws. It is a long overdue attempt to
restore some sense of fairness and basic
justice to thousands of loyal and devoted
public servants whose golden years have,
for too long, bheen tarnished by the
neglect of a busy, growing, and prosper-
ous society. It is my conviction that the
Government has the responsibility to
maintain the annuities of its retirees
and survivors at a level that will give
them a living comparable to what they
had and rightfully expect to have at the
time of retirement.

Mr. Chairman, the reported bill pro-
vides fair, moderate, and desperately
needed adjustments designed to increase
the annuities where the greatest relief
is warranted. It is the product of vo-
luminous testimony received by the sub-
committee during extensive hearings, in
which over 50 Members of the House and
Senate appeared, in addition to repre-
sentatives of every major employee or-
ganization. It provides for an adjust-
ment in benefits of approximately 11
percent to those whose annuities com-
menced on or before October 1, 1956, and
approximately 6 percent to those whose
benefits commenced thereafter, effective
the first day of the third month after
enactment of this bill,
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The increase is in two parts: The first
part is a straight 6% percent increase.
The second part is a cost-of-living in-
crease based upon the rise in the cost
of living as reported by the Consumer
Price Index published monthly by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, over the
average of the price index for 1962. The
price index in June 1965 had risen 4%
percent since 1962.

I might, at this point, anticipate a
question which many Members may
have. On page 3 of the report on this
bill it states that the inereases in an-
nuity total 10.2 percent for those whose
annuities commenced before October 1,
1956, and 5.2 percent for those whose
annuities commenced after that date.
The actual figures now are 11 percent
and 6 percent, respectively. The differ-
ence between the actual current figures
and those printed in the report comes
about because of a rise of eight-tenths
of 1 percent in the cost of living since the
bill was reported by the full committee.
This trend in the rising cost of living is
indicative of the urgent need for enact-
ment of this legislation.

The 6-percent rise for those whose
annuities commenced after October 1,
1956, is arrived at by combining a 135-
percent increase with a 4!%-percent
cost-of-living adjustment.

Mr. Chairman, I might explain at this
time why we have chosen to distinguish
between those who retired before the
1956 date and those who retired later.

The 1956 amendments raised the an-
nuities of those who retired after Sep-
tember 1956 by about 20 percent. These
amendments, however, did nothing for
those who retired before that date.
Since that time, the pre-1956 group have
received about 10 percent more in the
form of increases than those who re-
tired after the 1956 date. Thus, we have
made some progress in closing the gap
between the two groups. This bill nar-
rows the gap even more.

Mr. Chairman, I call your attention to
line 5 of page 3 of the bill. The sentence
which begins at this point grants an
increase of 15 percent or $10, whichever
is least, to the so-called forgotten wid-
ows. These are the widows of employ-
ees or annuitants who passed away at a
time when widows were not entitled to
survivorship benefits.

At present, these annuities which in
law are really gratuities, are, for the
most part, pitifully small, averaging
about $44 per month. No one can deny
that there is a desperate need for us to
do something for these singularly de-
serving individuals.

One of the most salient facts brought
out during hearings was the fact that
the cost-of-living feature for annuities
contained in the 1962 bill is not working
out very well.

This provision provides that when-
ever the Consumer Price Index of the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics shall have risen
by an average of 3 percent or more for
a full calendar year above its average
for the calendar year 1962, annuitants
shall receive a comparable increase ef-
fective April 1 of the next year.

It also projeets into the future with
provision for similar cost-of-living ad-
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justments when a like percentage in-
crease in the Consumer Price Index oc-
curs after any cost-of-living increase in
annuities is placed in effect.

As a practical matter, here is what has
happened since 1962. The rise in the
Consumer Price Index over 1962 reached
3 percent in November 1964, and has
remained at that point or above ever
since. In fact the latest available index
shows a 41 -percent increase as of June
1965. Under the formula in the 1962
retirement amendments, annuitants will
not receive an adjustment until April 1,
1966—3 years and 6 months after the
1962 law was enacted.

For this reason we are seeking to
change this provision. Under the provi-
sions of H.R. 8469, whenever the Con-
sumer Price Index of the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics shall have risen by an
average of 3 percent or more for 3 con-
secutive months, annuities shall be in-
creased by the highest percentage during
such 3 months with the increases begin-
ning the third month which begins after
the end of such 3-month period. This
provision will retain the spirit of the 1962
amendments but will accelerate the ef-
fective application of the cost-of-living
feature.

The language beginning with line 12 on
page 4 and ending with line 15 on page 5
extends the effect of the basic annuity
adjustment provisions proportionately to
surviving widows and children.

Mr. Chairman, the bill proposes to
amend existing law, from the date of en-
actment, to provide that the annuities
of eligible widows of employees who die
while actively employed, or who die after
retirement, be computed at the rate of
60 percent of the earned annuity or of
the survivor base elected by the retiree.
Existing law provides that such com-
putation be at the rate of 55 percent of
the earned annuity or selected base.

By proposing to increase the annuity
of future survivors under our retirement
laws from 55 percent of the annuity to
60 percent, we are making a pitifully
small attempt to maintain some sem-
blance of equity and justice for very de-
serving people.

The Government was late—as late as
1920—in getting around to doing any-
thing at all about a retirement program
for its employees. Almost every private
industry in the country had a retire-
ment program in operation when the
Gct.vemment finally found time to follow
suit.

The treatment of survivors of em-
ployees and retirees has been even more
tardy. Not until 1948 did the Govern-
ment embark upon a program of pro-
viding benefits to widows and children
of its employees. The benefits provided
then, and subsequently, have been par-
simonious in the extreme.

Under the present laws, for instance,
38 percent of all the survivors on the
rolls—and there are more than 200,000
of them—are receiving less than $50 a
month. Seventy-nine percent are re-
ceiving less than $100 a month. Ninety-
three percent are getting less than $150
a month.

With full knowledge of the depressing
history of insensitive treatment of the
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survivors of Federal retirees in the past,
we are, in this bill, trying to avoid some
of the mistakes that have been made.
We can make a start toward doing this
by increasing the annuity rate for sur-
vivors from 55 to 60 percent.

I want to make it clear that although
there are several categories of survivors
in our retirement plan, we are talking
here, for the most part, about widows.
By far, the greatest percentage of our
survivors consists of widows of former
employees.

I do not completely subscribe to the
theory, Mr. Chairman, that two can live
as cheaply as one, but there is a great
deal of solid truth to the saying as far
as it applies to elderly retired couples.
They have certain fixed expenses: rent
or mortgage payments, taxes, and so
forth, and these fixed expenses go on
undiminished after one member of the
couple dies. As a matter of fact, the
income taxes go up after one dies, since
the survivor cannot claim her spouse as
a dependent.

The survivor can save a little on food,
but not much, since it is proportionately
considerably more expensive to shop for
one than it is to shop for two. She
may also find she can save a little
on clothes, but, again, not very much,
since elderly couples in straitened cir-
cumstancese spend very little on self-
adornment.

And that is about all the survivor can
effect in savings.

Meanwhile, a surviving widow often
finds, as she grows older, that there are
other expenses to be met which she did
not experience when her husband was
alive. She finds herself increasingly un-
able to take care of herself properly
without some kind of help. Help costs
money. She finds herself becoming more
and more dependent upon her doctor and
his prescriptions. These, too, cost
money. She finds that she must use
public transportation for distances which
she used to be able to walk. This also
costs money. When you are old, and
alone, and a woman, the simple business
of keeping body and soul together be-
comes increasingly expensive.

Under the present 55-percent provi-
sion, many widows find they cannot
make ends meet, no matter how hard
they try. This has led too many of them
to panic into hasty, ill-advised remar-
riages, solely to have someone share the
crushing burden of poverty with them.
This has caused, in far too many cases,
heartbreak and misery during those sun-
set years when all should be serene and
secure.

Mr. Chairman, just because we have
treated the widows and other survivors
of our Federal employees inadequately
in the past, there is no justification for
accepting this state of affairs as a way
of life and a precedent for our future
course.

Even with the increased pensions pro-
vided for under this bill, the annuities
will not be generous. The value of the
dollar—which has been constantly
changing, and changing downward, ever
since 1895—except for a few years in the
great depression—continues to move
downward. Unless we increase the per-
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centage of the survivor annuities from
55 to 60 percent, we shall be condemning
a whole generation of widows to a life
of penury, misery, and insecurity.

We can avoid this course, to a certain
extent, by increasing the percentage for
the annuities of future widows from 55
to 60. This is a first step. I hope that
future Congresses will continue the good
work and build on this foundation a
pension program for survivors that will
be worthy of the Government of the
greatest and richest Nation on the face
of the earth.

Section 3 of the bill is technical in
nature and authorizes payment of the
annuity increases from the Civil Service
Retirement and Disability Fund. The
benefits would not be payable unless
funds to cover their cost were appro-
priated.

Mr. Chairman, the conclusion is in-
escapable that the vast bulk of annuities
now being paid are inadequate, that alto-
gether too large a proportion of our
annuitants are not receiving amounts
which represent a minimum subsistence
level of living. Meanwhile, these an-
nuitants wait and look to us, the Con-
gress, to act.

It has been said many times, but can
never be said often enough, that Govern-
ment has an absolute obligation to its
retired workers. That obligation rests
squarely, I believe, on the Congress. The
past history of delays and inadequate
adjustments should not be repeated. Let
us start with the simple prineciple that
this Nation has no intention of permit-
ting further deterioration of the relative
position of its annuitants. Let our goal
be that these senior citizens, whose work
laid the foundations of the prosperity
the country now enjoys, should not be
deprived of a just share in that
prosperity.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the full support
of this body for HR. 8469.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the gentleman, who is
chairman of the subcommittee that
spent a great deal of time and effort on
this legislation, and the other members
of the subcommittee. As one of those
who voted to support this legislation in
the full committee. I certainly support
it on the floor of the House today.

I think the gentleman and his com-
mittee have done a very excellent and
outstanding job.

Mr. DANIELS. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. RACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS.
man.

Mr. RACE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the legislation and I also want
to commend the gentleman in the well
who is chairman of the subcommittee on
retirement, insurance, and health bene-
fits for bringing this legislation before
us.

Mr. DANIELS. I thank my col-
league.

I yield to the gentle-
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Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. I wish to
compliment the gentleman from New
Jersey, now in the well, and the sub-
committee on retirement for an excellent
job on this bill and this legislation for
the benefit especially of the survivors of
annuitants of the Federal retirement
system. I subscribe to his remarks and
rise in support of the bill.

I note that especial attention has been
given to the forgotten widows and to re-
tirees who were getting and are getting
a great deal less than a subsistence level
of income.

I am happy to note they are to be given
an increase—at about $10 per month.

Mr. DANIELS. At least that much.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Regardless
of percentage, there has been an in-
crease in the retirement for all retirees
in general, and the gap between bene-
fits has been closed.

I notice in the second section of the
bill—which I believe is justly done—
there is an increase in percentage that
future survivors may receive of a future
retiree’s annuity. It has been increased
to 60 percent.

Mr. DANIELS. The base is increased
from 55 to 60 percent.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. I believe this
is well merited. I would hope that in
the future attention could be given to
increasing the amount that older sur-
vivors of annuitants might receive by,
say, 20 percent.

Mr. Chairman, while the committee
bill would increase the amounts of all
annuities, the bill does not go as far as
I would like. I supported the bill in com-
mittee, but I believe these widows should
be treated a little better than they have
in the past. I sponsored six bills pro-
viding better treatment for these sur-
vivors, all of which are before our Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.
H.R. 2645 would apply the 55-percent
formula to annuities of survivors of a
retired employee who retired prior to
October 11, 1962. This bill would have
required a recomputation of the an-
nuities of these people. The administra-
tion objected to this requirement on the
basis that it would be too difficult to ad-
minister. I hope in the near future your
committee will overcome this difficulty by
not requiring recomputations, but will
provide a straight 20-percent increase in
annuities for these survivors whose an-
nuity is based on service which ter-
minated prior to October 11, 1962.

Another bill I sponsored, H.R. 9, would
increase the 55-percent formula to 75
percent,

I believe additional benefits for these
survivors are fully justified.

Mr. Chairman, my attentions are di-
rected to the extraordinary inequities in
the case of survivors, but more particu-
larly to the “forgotten widows.”

This latter group are surviving widows
of employees or annuitants who passed
away at a time when their widows were
entitled to no survivor benefits,. Con-
gress recognized that special inequities
existed for this class, and under various
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laws about 15,000 widows are receiving
an annuity averaging $44 a month.

1 hope that in the near future we can
provide an increase of 20 percent in
widows’ annuities which are based on
laws in effect prior to October 11, 1962,
and will be in addition to the increases
otherwise provided in this bill. Thus,
the average $44 monthly widow's an-
nuity for the 15,000 widows will be in-
creased 15 percent under this bill, or by
$6.60, and then by 20 percent of the new
total, or a new monthly annuity of about
$61.

Of course, many of the survivors af-
fected by these sections are receiving
amounts in excess of $44. However, I
am sure you will agree that this is a most
modest increase.

Mr. Chairman, as I have indicated, we
have granted only token annuities to
“forgotten widows” of pre-1948 laws. In
addition, employees who retired before
1956 are still suffering annuity reduc-
tions up to 25 percent in order to pro-
vide survivor benefits for their spouses,
while persons retiring more recently may
provide similar benefits by deductions of
only 215 percent.

Survivors of former employees who
retired before October 11, 1962, cannot
receive more than half of the annuities
paid to their spouses, but in the case
of those who retired on or after that date,
survivor annuities are 10 percent higher.

H.R. 8469, the committee bill, proposes
to correct this deficiency, but only for
those who retire after the date of enact-
ment. I believe we should give our
widows equal treatment and not just
provide these benefits for the future, as
is provided by the bill.

My first proposal will do this by pro-
viding an additional 20-percent increase
for those whose annuities are based on
service which terminated prior to
October 11, 1962, and another proposal
which I make covers those whose annuity
is based on service which terminated on
or after October 11, 1962.

Federal civil retirees and their sur-
vivors are truly the forgotten people in
the United States. At a time when $3,000
is deemed to be the borderline below
which a couple is in the poverty class,
the records of the Civil Service Commis-
sion show that more than 75 percent of
the 482,000 retired Federal employees on
the retirement rolls are receiving annui-
ties of less than $3,000.

The figures with respect to survivor
annuitants are even more shocking. Of
205,855 survivor annuitants, only 2,237,
about 1 percent, receive annuities of
$3,000, and 163,274, about 80 percent,
receive annuities less than $1,200, or
under $100 per month.

As I have indicated, the forgotten
widows receive an average of only $44 a
month. Naturally, any increase involv-
ing approximately 200,000 survivors is
bound to cost a substantial sum. The
best estimate I could obtain on the cost
of my first proposal is $31 million for the
first year.

As you no doubt know, the administra-
tion has taken the position on all retire-
ment legislation that we should wait
until they complete their studies some-
time at the end of the year. Also, they
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say there is neither need nor justifica-
tion for any further annuity increase
legislation beyond that already enacted
into law. It is a little hard for me to
understand this position, particularly
when, as I have shown, 15,000 survivors
are receiving an average of $44 a month.
We could also go on to show that over
200,000 annuitants are receiving well
under $3,000 a year, and over 163,000 are
receiving under $1,200 a year.

I am sure you will agree that it is time
we did a little more to help these sur-
vivors, and that the cost is amply justi-
fied.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the membership
today to support this bill and I hope we
can soon take up my additional proposals.

Further, I urge that soon the Commit-
tee and the Congress apply the 60-per-
cent formula proposed by section 2 of the
committee bill to those survivors whose
annuity is based on service which termi-
nated on or after October 11, 1962.

Section 2 of the committee bill applies
the 60-percent formula prospectively
only, and specifically provides that it
shall not apply with respect to employees
retired or separated prior to the date of
enactment.

Existing law provides that such com-
putation be at the rate of 556 percent of
the earned annuity. This percentage
originally was provided by the 1962 act,
Public Law 87-793. I supported a higher
increase at that time, and believe that
the 60-percent formula now proposed by
the committee bill should be applied
from October 11, 1962. As I indicated
earlier, my bill, HR. 9, proposed to in-
crease the 55 to 75 percent.

Mr. Chairman, all the arguments I
have advanced in connection with my
first proposal are equally for application
to this. As in the former case, the ad-
ministration, of course, does not favor
this additional increase, but here again,
I am convinced that any increases or ad-
ditional benefits that we may authorize
for these survivors is amply justified and
this proposal would bring uniformity and
Jjustice.

The cost of this latter proposal is esti-
mated at only $2 million for the first

year.
I urge that you support this
amendment.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I

might say to the distinguished gentle-
man from Montana that the President
has appointed a Commission to study the
entire field of retirement legislation.
That Commission is due to come in with
its report on December 1, 1965. I want
to assure the gentleman from Montana
that when that report is received our
committee will give careful consideration
and study to it and look into this ques-
tion of retirement legislation once again.
I am sure there must be some other in-
equities which exist which we have not
had the opportunity to explore, but I
do give you my assurance that our com-
mittee will look into that proposal once
again.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly appreciate that assur-
ance and know that you share with me
anxiety over these people, because people
who retired many years ago had to pay
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out of their own retirement a consider-
able percentage of the money in order to
obtain the right of benefit for their sur-
vivors. I would like to see those survi-
vors whose retirees paid a large percent-
age of these benefits get substantial in-
creases. I am sure they will, because we
have talked of this matter off the floor
privately ourselves.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr, BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
Texas has nearly 30,000 Federal retirees
and survivors, and we know their plight
in these days of inflation.

H.R. 8469 and its amendments will in
some degree correct conditions for these
folks who carried the workload of our
Government for 30 to 40 years and who
are now plagued by high costs and low
annuities.

Federal civil retirees and their sur-
vivors are truly the forgotten people in
the United States today. At a time the
sum of $3,000 does not go very far when
a retired couple confronts the wusual
health problems, the records of the Civil
Service Commission show that more than
75 percent of the 482,131 retired Federal
employees on the retirement rolls are re-
ceiving annuities of less than $3,000. The
figures with respect to survivor annui-
tants are even more shocking. Of 205,855
survivor annuitants, only 2,237, about 1
percent, receive annuities of $3,000, and
163,274, about 80 percent, receive annui-
ties less than $1,200, or under $100 per
month.

These conditions are the result of ne-
glect of the welfare of older retirees and
survivors. There have been many revi-
sions of the retirement laws since the
system was established in 1920, all be-
cause of experience that demonstrated
that liberalizations were necessary. Ba-
sic retirements benefits were liberalized
in 1926, 1930, 1942, 1948, and 1956. It
was recognized during the early years
that when it was necessary to increase
benefits for those who would retire in the
future, it was equally necessary to in-
crease the annuities of those previously
retired. Those who would retire in the
future would have the opportunity of sal-
ary increases to boost their retirement
annuities while those previously retired
were seriously handicapped financially.
Consequently, we see that in the retire-
ment increase legislation approved in
1926, 1930, 1942, and 1948, comparable
adjustments were not made in the annu-
ities of persons previously retired to
equalize them generally with the new re-
tirees. There was no comparable provi-
sion in the 1956 law.

Furthermore, in the first part of the
decade between 1950 and 1960, annuity
increases were approved to match in-
creases in salaries of employees. The
annuity increase of $36 for each half year
the employee had been on the retirement
rolls in 1952 was roughly equivalent to a
salary increase the previous year. An



August 8, 1965

annuity increase of 12 percent on the first
$1,500, and 8 percent on the excess over
$1,500 in 1955, was directly related to the
salary increase in that year. Since 1955,
there have been no annuity increases to
match salary increases.

A limited annuity inecrease of 10 per-
cent was approved in 1958, only for per-
sons retired before the effective date of
the 1956 retirement liberalization law.
This was not a general annuity increase
because it was restricted to a particular
class of annuitants. It was a partial
compensation to pre-1956 retirees who
did not receive the benefits of the 1956
act. We can judge its sufficiency by the
statement of the Chairman of the Civil
Service Commission on the first day of
the committee hearings in March of this
yvear that the 1956 act increased benefits
for retirees retiring after October 1, 19586,
approximately 25 percent, while the 1958
compensating adjustment was only 10
percent.

In round figures this leaves older re-
tirees 10 percent behind and others pro-
portionately.

H.R. 8469 is a compromise of many bills

introduced in this Congress. I urge pas-
sage of H.R. 8469.
Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-

man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from California [Mr. MILLER]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
support H.R. 8469.

Over the past years, the annuities paid
to our retired civil servants have failed
to provide a comfortable existence for
them. Although we have attempted to
provide salaries for Government em-
ployees which have kept abreast of the
increasing cost of living, we have been
falling behind in keeping the retirement
payments in the same proportion. In
addition, we have failed to make sub-
stantial compensation for those civil
servants whose retirement or survivor
benefits are based on wages earned when
the cost of living was far below what we
enjoy today. As a result, over 75 per-
cent of our retired civil servants are re-
ceiving annual payments of less than
$3,000, thus placing them in the poverty
bracket by our economic standards for
today.

Previous legislation has attempted to
alleviate the effects of inflation on the
annuities of Government employees, but
this only has succeeded in providing
patchwork remedies. Two major
changes occurred in 1948 and 1956.
These have either become ineffective due
to a lapse of time or have not provided
overall improvement of the situation.
There have been no annuity increases to
matech salary increases since 1955. In
1962, legislation was enacted which pro-
vided payment increases based on a
3-percent or more rise in the cost of liv-
ing from the 1962 average. However,
these increases are only calculated on a
yvearly basis. Annuitants would not re-
ceive their first increase provided in the
1962 act until April of 1966.
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The bill before the House is not patch-
work legislation. It is a comprehensive
bill which provides for the future and
compensates those who have received in-
adequate payments in the past. It pro-
vides for the future by increasing every
annuity in equal proportion to the in-
crease in the cost of living, with fluctua-
tions to be calculated quarterly instead
of annually. These increases will oceur
whenever the Consumer Price Index fig-
ures rise to 3 percent or more of the
base period. Three months from the
time of enactment, annuitants or their
survivors would receive their first in-
crease in payments based on a near 4 per-
cent rise in the cost of living since 1962.
The bill also provides for increasing the
survivor annuities from 55 to 60 percent
in the case of future retirees.

The bill compensates for past inade-
quacies in several provisions. First, by
providing an additional 1.5 percent in-
crease for all persons retired after
October 1, 1956. Second, by providing
compensation for those widows whose
husbands passed away before survivor
protection was afforded in 1948, and
who are only receiving an average of $44
per month under present conditions.

But most important, H.R. 8469 recog-
nizes that the greatest inadequacies are
to be found among those who retired be-
fore 1956, Annuities are based on the
average of the 5 highest income years.
The cost of living has increased over 18
percent since that time. Therefore, the
pre-1956 annuities could not possibly be
adequate in today’s living standards. In
addition, these retirees have gained only
minimally from recent legislation. At
the same time, the elderly age of these
people imposes tremendous medical ex-
penses on them. H.R. 8469 alleviates
these lamentable conditions by alloting
an additional 6.5 percent increase to
the 6aa.nnuil;ies of all persons retired before
1956.

The cost of the program would involve
$50 million initial cost and $650 million
in actuarial costs. These figures are
small in comparison to the millions of
dollars which have been denied the ecivil
service retirees and survivors over the
past years. We are asked to wait for
further studies and for time to find jus-
tifications for such expenditures in the
budget. We must not waste time on fur-
ther studies. The facts we have before
us today clearly indicate the inadequacy
of the present conditions. What more
justification is needed than the dire need
of these retired civil servants, many of
whom are classified in the poverty
bracket?

We are debating whether or not to
provide an opportunity for a comfortable
existence in retirement for our fellow
public servants who have dedicated
themselves to the service of our country,
many of them being employed over 40
years. These people are victims of his-
tory and a spiraling cost of living.
Twenty or thirty years ago, it was impos-
sible to plan for the financial demands
that would come with the last half of
the 20th century. And yef, under the
present superannuated retirement plan,
we expect these retirees and their sur-
vivors to pay the current taxes, meet
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the fast-increasing medical expenses,
and compete economically with members
of private industry retirement plans.

Passage of the bill would have a broad
effect in every part of the country. In
my own State of California, there are
over 70,000 people who would be affected.
Its provisions reach both far into the fu-
ture and deeply into the past. At a time
when we are working with the problems
of poverty throughout our Nation and at
a time when we are able to eliminate
taxes on some of our luxury items, we
must not lose sight of these retired civil
servants who are so often referred to as
the forgotten people.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from California [Mr. RoosE-
vELT] may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 8469, a bill which
provides relief from hardship to those
facing the greatest need.

It is my firm conviction that it is the
responsibility of the Government to
maintain the annuities of its retirees and
survivors at a level which will enable
them to enjoy freedom from want and
a measure of economie security through-
out their declining years.

Retirement income should be fairly
and directly related to the level of earn-
ings and length of service and, as a prac-
tical matter, must be calculated to reflect
new standards of living. The real basis
of a merit system in retirement cannot
be measured by the dollar rate received
in a past generation, but must be a rate
deliberately reappraised from time to
time to meet the rising cost of living.

It is a well-known fact that large num-
bers of our senior citizens elect to spend
their years of retirement in my State of
California. In July 1964 the Civil Service
Commission ranked California first as
having the largest geographical distribu-
tion of annuitants. Out of 650,367 an-
nuitants, 70,183 had settled in California.
It is in their behalf that I say to you
that, while the unprecedented expansion
of our economy is a serious problem to
many active workers, it is fast becoming
an insuperable problem to retired citizens
caught between rising prices and fixed
incomes.

At a time when $3,000 is deemed to be
the borderline below which a couple is
in the poverty class, the records of the
Civil Service Commission show that
more than 75 percent of the 482,131 re-
tired Federal employees on the retire-
ment rolls receive annuities of less than
$3,000; and, 80 percent of the survivor
annuitants receive annuities of less than
$1,200 a year, or under $100 per month.
These conditions are the result of a dec-
ade of neglect of the welfare of older re-
tirees and survivors.

The purpose of the legislation before
us is to provide much needed adjustment
in the annuities of Federal civil service
retirees and survivors currently on the
annuity rolls by gearing the cost-of-
living adjustment principle to a more
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sensitive monthly price indicator to meet
the exploding cost of living; and, provide
an increase in the survivorship protec-
tion of spouses of employees and future
annuitants.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. SicKLES]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to rise in support of H.R. 8469.
The purpose of & pension plan is not sim-
ply to pay an employee a set amount of
money monthly, but to provide him with
a certain amount of financial security
after retirement. It isthe obligation and
duty of the Government to assure Federal
employees sufficient retirement income to
allow them to maintain an adequate liv-
ing standard during their retirement
years.

Increases in the cost of living present
a drawback to most workingmen, but
they affect the retired in an even greater
sense, in view of the fact that as the cost
of living goes up, their income remains
stationary. During the hearings on this
bill, spokesmen from groups of retired
Federal employees stressed the need for
immediate passage of legislation increas-
ing retirement pay. Their testimony
clearly pointed out the necessity of help-
ing those who live on small, fixed incomes
in dealing with the problems presented
by the wage and price rises in our econ-
omy.

In view of the fact that a married cou-
ple with an income below $3,000 a year is
considered to be living in poverty, it has
been pointed out that most Federal civil
service retirees are getting annuities of a
considerably smaller amount and are
therefore in the poverty bracket. These
retirees and their survivors are clearly a
neglected segment of our economy, and I
feel that H.R. 8469 would come to their
rescue to some degree by providing the
increases in annuities where they are
most urgently needed.

The bill would also benefit widows of
employees who died before a law con-
cerning survivor protection existed. It
has also been disclosed that the survivor
benefits currently provided are dras-
tically inadequate and accordingly, H.R.
8469 provides for an increase in these
benefits.

The aspect of the 1962 amendments to
the retirement act dealing with the auto-
matic cost-of-living adjustment has
proven inadequate also and H.R. 8469
provides for a percentage increase in
benefits whenever the consumer price
index rises. The acceleration of cost-of-
living increase provisions, along with
other provisions make the bill a much
welcomed, long needed asset to our Fed-
eral civil service retirees. We in the
Congress, out of obligation to our Federal
employees who have served our country
so faithfully, should not let this oppor-
tunity to repay them slip by.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. ScEHMID-
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HAUSER] may extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Chair-
man, I urge support of H.R. 8469, a bill
to increase annuities of retired civil serv-
ants. The time is long past due for a
realistic adjustment upward of the re-
tirement annuities of the many -civil
servants whose dedicated public service
has earned the gratitude of the American
public. The gentleman from New Jersey,
Congressman DAaNIELS, and the members
of the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee are to be commended for their
fine legislative craftsmanship and their
humane understanding of the serious
financial problems of our retired eivil
servants and their survivors.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. MACHEN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, this
bill to increase ecivil service retirement
annuities is of great interest to me as
Representative of the Fifth Congres-
sional District of Maryland. My district,
a neighbor of the District of Columbia,
is heavily populated with Federal em-
ployees. These people have communi-
cated to me their concern for their future
after retirement. I have been pleased to
tell them that this Congress is cognizant
of their needs and is moving along to-
ward enactment of a bill providing sub-
stantial increases in retirement an-
nuities.

This Congress has written legislative
history by enacting a medical care and
social security law that acknowledges the
responsibility of a nation to its senior
citizens. Can we do any less for those
Federal employees who do not have social
security benefits? I think not.

This Nation is engaged in a siege on
poverty with some of the assaults aimed
especially against poverty among the
elderly. Congress has passed bills pro-
viding housing assistance for low income
elderly, for medical care and for a special
administration on aging. However,
when you get right down to it, the most
direct weapon against poverty is in-
creased income.

There is another compelling reason
for passage of this bill. A decent level
of retirement income will improve the
employment situation considerably and
open the way for younger men to ad-
vance themselves. This is true because
the older workers will be more likely to
retire knowing that, instead of having to
eke out a living on an inadequate pen-
sion, they will be able to better enjoy
the fruits of their labor with a feeling of
comfort not previously possible under
present, below-standard benefits. Un-
fortunately, at this time, retirement for
thousands of people means not a rest
from years of labor, but instead the ac-
ceptance of a poorly paying job, unsuited
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to their talents, to supplement a totally
insufficient retirement income.

I am particularly pleased by that fea-
ture of the bill which provides for closing
part of the gap between annuity improve-
ments for pre-1956 retirees and post-1956
retirees. These people are not recipients
of charity. They have earned their re-
tirement by contributions throughout
their working years. It is not their fault
if the cost of living has risen so rapidly.
‘We must recognize that we are not deal-
ing with the same dollar today as before
1956 and those whose incomes were ade-
quate years ago are severely short-
changed today.

I hope that these factors and the rea-
sons set forth so forecefully in the excel-
lent committee report on this bill will
convince the Congress to move swiftly
toward passage of this badly needed
legislation.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia,

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I wish to commend the gen-
tleman from New Jersey for an out-
standing job on this leglisation.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the
civil service retirement annuity adjust-
ments before us today and my only criti-
cism of this legislation is that it does not
go as far as it should to provide for the
needs of our deserving Federal annuit-
ants. Much has been said in recent days
in this Chamber and in the press about
poverty. According to most of the
definitions of poverty that have been
proffered, fully 97 percent of the 200,000
survivors of civil service annuitants are
poverty stricken, if their entire income
is derived from their annuities.

There were a total of about 687,000
civil service annuitants in all categories
at the end of fiscal 1964 and fully 75 per-
cent of these annuitants received less
than $3,000 per year. This, I believe, the
President has cited as the borderline be-
tween barely living and poverty. Shock-
ingly enough, nearly half of these retirees
receive less than $2,400 a year.

One of the main attractions the Fed-
eral service has had over the years has
been its vaunted retirement system. I
submit that this is rapidly becoming a
myth. It is rapidly becoming a myth
because the Congress has failed to keep
faith with those who served our Govern-
ment and yet have had no control over
the cruel inflation that has ensued over
the past several years.

It seems that many of our people still
assume that anyone who has retired
from the Federal service enjoys the best
retirement benefits the world has to offer.
Perhaps at one time this may have been
true. It is certainly a bitter farce today.

I am aware that thc President has
called for special studies on retirement
systems. I am in full accord with this
program and applaud it. However,
nothing ean be done for the civil service
annuitant as a result of that study until

next year. The need for relief by our
retirees is immediate. They need help
now.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to join
me in strong support of this measure.
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Let us begin to fulfill our obligations to
the civil service retiree by enacting this
bill at once.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, if I have lived long enough to speak
for the senior citizens, I would like to say
for them, blessed be the name of DANIELS.
This is good legislation, long overdue.

Mr. DANIELS. I thank you.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the mem-
ber of the committee [Mr. HENDERSON].

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the chairman and
the members of the subcommittee. This
has been somewhat controversial legis-
lation in years past, at least among the
members of our subcommittee. To find
here today that this subcommittee after
many long hours of deliberation brought
out a bill unanimously supported by
every member of the committee is a
tribute to you, Mr. Chairman, and to
the members of your subcommitiee.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
8469.

As a member of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee over the past
415 years, I have seen the Congress adopt
the policy of comparability in establish-
ing compensation for our civil employees
and tie to this principle cost-of-living in-
creases. In the business world we see
cost-of-living escalation clauses written
into employment contracts.

I am and have been most concerned
about the great number of our retirees
who retired 20 or more years ago when
basic compensation was so much lower.
Although these annuitants have had in-
creases in 1948 or 1950, 1952, 1955, 1958,
and 1963, their annuities are still ap-
proximately 80 percent below the an-
nuities being received by today’s retirees
from the same positions.

There are probably today about 30,000
retirees who are receiving only a little
more than half the annuities paid to per-
sons recently retired from the same or
similar positions.

It costs the 1945 retiree just as much
to live as it costs the 1965 retiree.

H.R. 8469 will help to provide the re-
tirees whose service was terminated at a
time when salaries were lower a better
break and I support it strongly for this
Teason.

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Utah.

Mr, KING of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey for the work he has
done in bringing this measure to the floor
of the House. I support H.R. 8469, and
urge the House to approve it. I think it
tragic that the very people who need the
help the most, our retirees and senior
citizens, are the ones who receive it the
least. One of the tragedies of our Fed-
eral retirement annuity system is that
the recipients of annuity payments are
caught in a cost-price squeeze. Their
income is fixed, and their expenses go
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up steadily. The more elderly they be-
come, the less becomes their real income,
but the higher become their expenses.

As their medical expenses mount,
which they almost invariably do during
the declining years, their resources di-
minish,

This bill attempts, in a small way, to
adjust this gross inequity which inflicts
itself upon almost 700,000 Federal re-
tirees and their survivors.

The bill accomplishes a fair and a just
result. I urge its adoption.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr, Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the other members of our committee
and congratulate the chairman of our
subcommittee who led H.R. 8469 to
reality.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in wholehearted
support of this meritorious and badly
needed legislation to help meet the needs
of our civil service retirees who, for the
most part, are struggling to survive on
inadequate pensions.

Now is the time for us to act toward
improving the living standards of those
dedicated civil servants who have given
their best when our Government needed
them most. The least we can do here,
as a grateful employer, is to help raise
our former workers and their survivors
out of the depths of poverty into which
so many have been allowed to remain far
too long.

Since the inception of the retirement
system in 1920, the Congress has enacted
over 200 amendments, the great bulk of
them improving the retirement benefits
of prospective retirees. As desirable as
these improvements have been, they
have been seldom applicable to persons
previously retired. I am fully aware
that Congress has improved conditions,
to some extent, for those already retired,
but I am equally aware that many sad
disparities remained. Let us correct some
of these disparities by giving them some
help now.

In the last several Congresses we made
salary adjustments for Federal employ-
ees and military personnel. At the pres-
ent time we are considering additional
adjustments for these same groups. Are
we now going to overlook the people
who carried the burden of Government
for many years?

Almost a half-million ecivil service
retirees are receiving annuities averag-
ing approximately $2,200 per year. Over
200,000 widows and children of former
Federal employees and retirees are re-
ceiving approximately $800 yearly in sur-
vivor benefits. This pathetic situation
exists with almost three-quarters of a
million beneficiaries of our retirement
program at a time when the badge of
the impoverished has been affixed to
Americans with annual incomes of less
than $3,000. The Government has too
long contributed to the very poverty it
seeks to eliminate by permitting Federal
retirees and survivors to live on inade-
quate incomes.

These victims of our rapidly expand-
ing economy have but one place to look
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to for relief—that is, to us, the Con-
gress. H.R. 8469 is a partial remedy,
modest as it is, but at least an anti-
dote that is readily available and di-
rectly accessible to their needs. I know
that Members of Congress are greatly
concerned over these inadequate pen-
sions. I urge you all to express that
concern by overwhelmingly supporting
this measure.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Con-
NINGHAM], who is the capable ranking
member of the subcommittee.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I find myself to be one among many
Members of Congress who believe that
“justice long delayed is justice denied.”
I further find that I am also but one
among the large majority of Members
who believe that the history of civil
service annuity adjustments to meet ex-
ploding costs of living has been one of
too little and too late.

I am one who fully subscribes to the
definition of a noted actuary—that the
basic purpose of a retirement plan is to
enable each employee to enjoy freedom
from want and a measure of economic
security after he or she is no longer ac-
tively employed, and throughout the de-
clining years. To think of a pension
plan simply as a promise to pay a stated
number of dollars monthly represents
a superficial view.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the
Consumer Price Index fails to fully re-
veal the plight of these elder citizens who
are attempting to maintain themselves
and their dependents after years of ded-
icated public service—years during
which their hopes and expectations were
continuously built around the concept
that they would be able to retire on a
dignified basis, and with enough income
to meet their basic needs. With the
constant introduction of new products,
with the necessity of increasing govern-
ernment at all levels, with the concen-~
tration of population in urban areas, and
with the necessity for more dollars to
maintain our standard of living, the sit-
uation of the declining purchasing power
of the dollar is not likely to change.

The Consumer Price Index covers
prices of everything people buy for liv-
ing—food, clothing, cars, homes, furnish-
ings, household supplies, fuel, drugs,
recreational goods, fees to doctors, law-
yers, beauty shops, rent, repair costs,
transportation, public utilities, and so
forth. It deals with prices actually
charged to consumers, including sales,
excise, and real estate taxes, but it does
not include Federal, State, or municipal
income taxes, nor personal property
taxes.

The various items are given specific
weights, with the total percentage being
100. The health and recreation items
which affect retirees greatly, provide 20
percent, and include but 1 percent for
drugs; 2% percent for professional medi-
cal services; 3 percent for personal care;
6 percent for reading and recreation;
and 5% percent for other goods and serv-
ices. It would appear that, in the case of
retirees, the medical care item would
greatly exceed the allowance made in the
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index, particularly if the retiree had to
spend substantial time in a hospital or
nursing home. It is a well-known fact
that medical costs have risen more than
any other single item in the Consumer
Price Index. Medical studies disclose
that almost one-third of our citizenry
age 65 and older are chronically ill, and
that they have twice as many disabling
illnesses lasting a week or longer as do
persons under age 62. These illnesses
of the aged last twice as long as those of
younger persons.

In recent years hospital charges have
increased over 85 percent, hospital in-
surance rates over 95 percent; medical
services over 40 percent; doctors’ fees
over 35 percent; and drugs and prescrip-
tions over 10 percent. As these elder citi-
zens require more medical attention, with
constantly inereasing medical expenses,
it is quite obvious that these cost items
strike them particularly hard. It is
equally obvious that these people are not
physically able to evade them or adjust
to them, as might a younger person. As
important as cost-of-living figures are,
the Consumer Price Index does not repre-
sent a true reflection of the changes in
the cost of living of retirees. Its official
name is the “Consumer Price Index for
Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Work-
ers,” and it is weighted to reflect the costs
of a wage-earning family, the expenses
of which are not representative of the
expenses of a retired family. Salaries of
active workers have gone up somewhat in
relationship to increased living costs, but
civil service annuities have not main-
tained a comparable increase. Our social
security program has done better, rela-
tively, for elder citizens in the private
segment of our economy during recent
years and, as all Members of this House
are fully aware, in the past week.

Roughly 40 percent of the retirees and
survivors on the annuity rolls are persons
whose benefits are based upon pre-1956
law. Their annuities, on the average,
would be increased about $12 per month.
The remaining 60 percent, constituting
those who enjoy the 1956 retirement im-
provements, would receive increases,
again on the average, of about $8 per
month.

A third category consists of only 6 per-
cent of the entire annuity rolls, and
represents about 43,000 elderly widows of
employees or annuitants who died at a
time when no survivor protection was
provided by law. Congress has recog-
nized the special equities of these for-
gotten widows over the years, and
bestowed upon them minimal, gratuitous
annuities. Because of the very small size
of their annuities, averaging only $44 per
month, the committee recommends a
slightly larger increase than the percent-
ages otherwise provided. In view of
these particular recipients’ monthly
benefits, an average adiustment of 15
percent would increase their annuities to
about $50 per month.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 8469 is a measure
that has been developed after prodi-
giously careful and meticulous resolution
of all of the merits and factors concerned.
It was unanimously reported by the Sub-
committee on Retirement, Insurance,
and Health Benefits, and the full Com-
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mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
without a dissenting vote. It is an in-
escapable fact, Mr. Chairman, that we
cannot remake the past. We cannot
alter the evidence that the vast bulk of
annuities now being paid are inadequate.
However, Mr. Chairman, we propose here
today a partial remedy that is immedi-
ately available, and the access to which
is direct.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I asked the gentleman to
yield simply for the purpose of express-
ing my appreciation to the subcommit-
tee and to the committee for bringing
this legislation to the floor. It has my
full support.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., CUNNINGHAM.
gentleman. .

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, as one
who is not a member of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service I would
like to express my appreciation to the
committee members for bringing this
legislation to the floor. I think it is long
overdue. I certainly support it and in-
tend to vote for it.

I yield to the

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the
gentleman.
Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BUCHANAN].

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the remarks
of Mr. ErLsworTH be inserted in the
Recorp immediately following my own.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
am delighted, as a member of the sub-
committee, to join in this chorus of
praise to our subcominittee chairman
for his outstanding leadership. Itispar-
ticularly a pleasure to be able to agree
with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
O’Haral, the distinguished member with
whom this may be the first and last time
I shall agree, in his beatitude to the sub-
committee chairman, which is well de-
served. This is indeed a needed bill. It
is a bill that reaches out to a group of
people to whom we have a unique re-
sponsibility in the Congress, people who
have given their lives to Government
service and are therefore in a unique
sense our responsibility here.

I will quote a second scriptural state-
ment, and that is simply this:

He that careth not for his own is worse
than an infidel.

It seems to me that there is an appli-
cation here for us to these who have
given s0 many years of service to our
country as civil service employees.

In my own State there were some
10,682 of these retirees as of July 1, 1964.
In the Nation there are close to 700,000.
Many of them are living on incomes piti-
fully low. This is therefore needed leg-
islation and it is good legislaiton. This
bill does not do all that we ought to do
for the retired civil service and postal
employees of this country, but it is a
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significant step in the right direction.
It does increase their annuities. It does
provide a mechanism whereby they can
more closely keep up incomewise with
the cost-of-living index in the future.
It does make greater provision for the
survivors of future retirees.

May I join the gentleman from Mon-
tana and the distinguished subcommittee
chairman and others in expressing my
hope that this shall be the beginning and
not the end of corrective action by this
body to place these, who have given
themselves to Government service
through the years, in a more equitable
position in the future. I specifically hope
that we shall be able to increase the
annuities, in later legislation, of sur-
vivors of civil service retired employees,
not covered by the increase to 60 percent
in this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we shall
be able to continue to work toward plac-
ing these whom we touch here today,
these 700,000 Americans, in a more equi-
table position. Many of them are living
on incomes well below what this Con-
gress has determined to be the poverty
level. At a time when $3,000 is declared
to be the borderline the records of the
Civil Service Commission show that more
than 75 percent of the 482,131 retired
Federal employees on the retirement
rolls are receiving annuities of less than
$3,000. The figures with respect to sur-
vivor annuitants are even more shock-
ing. Of 205,855 survivor annuitants,
only 2,237, about 1 percent, receive an-
nuities of $3,000; and 163,274, or about
80 percent, receive annuities less than
$1,200, or under $100 per month.

Mr. Chairman, in addition there are in-
ternal inequities. People who retired at
different times and did not receive the
same salary levels during their working
period, did not retire at the same per-
centage level and hence we have a group
of retirees who are in the same grade and
class but who are receiving different
benefits because of the differing times
of their retirement.

Those who worked earlier or the older
retirees working on small salaries, are
receiving smaller annuities. Later legis-
lation has worked toward increasing the
percentage of the annuities and toward
increasing salaries for working employ-
ees. Hence, inequities have been created
and perpetuated.

Mr. Chairman, this bill goes a long
way toward correcting such inequity but
it does not fully do the work.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has expired.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to rise and compliment the
gentleman from Alabama upon his com-
ments on this bill. I believe we share the
same views. I want to say especially I
admire his ambition to go further than
this bill in the future, after some fur-
ther study, and I certainly hope that
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that can be done, as the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. DawieLs] pointed out,
after having received recommendations
from the present retirement commission
and that it will be done certainly earlier
next year.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I want tothank the
gentleman from Montana and assure
him that this shall have my personal,
active support and I am sure the active
interest of the full committee. I share
the gentleman’s concern. We shall be
actively working toward that end.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say that the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. BucHANAN] is a new member of our
committee, but he is a member with a
heart, he is a member with a conscience,
he is a member who works diligently in
the important work of our committee.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the gen-
tleman for the very constructive attitude
and the constructive work which he has
g;:l:i!tribut,ed toward the enactment of this

Further, Mr. Chairman, I congratulate
a real leader, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. DanieLs], for taking the ac-
tion to get this bill to the floor of the
House, and I support it.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I thank the gentle-
man from Arizona.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has again ex-
pired.

Mr. CORBETT. Iyieldthe gentleman
1 additional minute.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr, Chairman, may
I read into the Recorp some additional
facts. Insofar as the benefits for sur-
vivors are concerned, one can under-
stand some of the present inequities
when one sees this analysis, all based on
an annuity income of $3,600 per annum:

Those who retired between 1948 and
1949 must pay $360 per annum in order
for the surviving spouse to receive $1,800
annually.

Those who retired between 1949 and
1956 pay only $285 per annum for the
same benefits.

Those retiring between 1956 and 1962
have to pay but $180 per annum for the
$1,800 benefit. Those retiring now pay
only $90 per annum but receive benefits
for their survivors of $1,980 per annum.

This illustrates the kind of inequity
which we only partially correct here, and
which we must more fully eliminate in
the future.

I support the bill, and urge your sup-
port of this much-needed and worthwhile
legislation.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
I wholeheartedly support my colleagues
on the committee in the hopes that this
meritorious and sorely needed legislation
soon can become law. Reasons for en-
actment of HR. 8469 are quite evident
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and have been carefully defined in the
committee report.

Certainly, the increases provided in
H.R. 8469 can be considered fair, mod-
erate, and although not truly corrective,
they will go far to assist the Nation's
civil service retirees who have seen their
purchasing power drained by continuing
increases in the cost of living. I am
pleased to see that some 43,000 widows of
our former Government workers are re-
ceiving increases to assist in their finan-
cial plight.

I would like to direct attention to
section 2 of the bill which makes it pos-
sible for future widows of employees
and/or annuitants to receive 60 percent
of the earned annuity. I believe in the
case of the retiree, we find a true ex-
ample of the age-old adage that “two
can live as cheaply as one”; however,
when that one finds herself alone in
the world, the costs originally borne by
the two end up, generally, being the
burden of the survivor.

Let us consider a typical widow of a
retiree who has enjoyed living with her
spouse for many years in a home which
they were able to call their own. The
widow has suddenly found herself alone
in the world and her expenses started
mounting, despite the fact that under
present law overnight the household in-
come dropped 45 percent. The widow
found after her first month of being
alone that the electric light bill remained
the same, telephone costs were not re-
duced; and when repairs were neces-
sary, she had to pay where previously
her husband was able to handle the
chores.

Then came the annual expenses and
the widow learned that the real estate
taxes and the fire insurance were not
reduced because of the death of her hus-
band; but in fact in some instances were
increased.

All that section 2 of H.R. 8469 does is
to insure future widows that their an-
nuities will be 60 percent of the amount
received by their retiree husbands rather
than 55 percent which is the present law.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BeENNETTI.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this legislation is to provide
equitable, moderate, and desperately
needed adjustments in the annuities of
Federal civil service retirees and sur-
vivors currently on the annuity rolls, to
improve the existing cost-of-living ad-
justment principle by gearing it to a
more sensitive monthly price index in-
dicator, and to increase the survivorship
protection of spouses of employees and
future annuitants.

The history of civil service annuity
adjustments to meet exploding costs of
living has been one of too little and too
late. The responsibility rests squarely
on the Congress and there is general
agreement that this problem requires our
most immediate attention.

To think of a pension plan simply as
a promise to pay a stated number of
dollars monthly represents a superficial
view. Pension plans are long-term
financial operations, and the basic pur-
pose to be served is to enable an employee
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to enjoy freedom from want and a meas-
ure of economic security upon the ex-
piration of active employment and
throughout his declining years. During
the period of employment, the hopes
and expectations of employees are con-
tinuously built around the concept that
they will be able to retire on a dignified
basis and with enough income to meet
their basic needs. It is the responsibil-
ity of the Government to maintain the
annuities of its retirees and survivors at
a level that will give them a living com-
parable to what they had, and rightfully
expected to have, at the time of
retirement.

Representatives of organizations of re-
tired Federal employees have strongly
urged the immediate approval of in-
creases to meet the critical need of those
living on small, fixed incomes to cope
with the continued upward spiral of our
vastly expanded economy. Every major
organization of active Federal employees
lent its support to these proposals. More
than 50 individual Members of Congress
appeared in person or submitted state-
ments recommending immediate in-
creases in benefits. These witnesses pre-
sented testimony and evidence which
clearly established the urgent need for
the early adjustments provided in this
legislation.

At a time when $3,000 yearly income is
the borderline below which a married
couple is deemed to be in the poverty
class, the record shows that the bulk of
the 700,000 civil service retirees and sur-
vivors are receiving annuities of much
less than such amount. It is a well-
known fact that medical costs have risen
more than any other single item in the
Consumer Price Index. Medical studies
disclose that up to one-third of those 65
years of age or older are chronically ill,
and that they have twice as many dis-
abling illnesses lasting a week or longer
as do persons under age 65. Moreover,
the average disabling illness of the aged
lasts twice as long as that of younger
persons. During the past decade the cost
of medical services has inereased over
40 percent; doctors’ fees over 35 percent;
hospital charges over 85 percent; hos-
pital insurance rates over 95 percent;
a»ndt prescriptions and drugs over 10 per-
cent.

As people over age 65 require more
medical care, these cost items hit them
particularly hard. They are confronted
with reduced income, impaired health,
depressed living standards—and, in most
cases, with increased medical expenses.
Federal civil service retirees and their
survivors are truly the forgotten people
in the economic life of the United States
today.

The reported bill provides fair, mod-
erate, and direly needed adjustments de-
signed to increase annuities where the
greatest relief is warranted. This is our
opportunity to do our part and pass this
legislation.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii
[Mr. MATSUNAGA].

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of HR. 8469 and wish at
the outset to commend the chairman
of the subcommittee on his demonstrated
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leadership. This legislation is a step in
the right direction toward a sound and
lasting policy with respect to Federal
employee retirement benefits.

In my studies of retirement theory and
practice, as a new member of the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee, I was
impressed by the definition of an effec-
tive retirement plan, as stated by an
associate of the Society of Actuaries in
America. Thisis what he said:

The basic purpose to be served in estab-
lishing & pension plan is to enable each
employee to enjoy freedom from want and
a measure of economic security after he or
she is no longer actively employed.

L3 - * * -

Pension plans are very long-term financial
operations. To think of a pension plan
simply as a promise to pay a stated number
of dollars monthly, commencing at some
future date, represents a superficial view.
The hopes and expectaftions of employees
are continuously built, during the period of
employment, around the concept that they
will be able to retire under the plan on a
dignified basis and with enough income to
meet their basic needs.

The ideal plan, in my judement, would
provide for the adjustment of annuities,
from time to time, to equate them on the
basis of length of service and level of
responsibility, regardless of when the
service was performed. Sharp dispari-
ties in treatment of former employees
now exist, as evidenced by an example
cited in our hearings. On the one hand,
an employee who retired in 1945 from
a grade GS-9 position after 36 years of
service, whose original annuity was $150
a month, after all subsequent annuity
increases, now receives $257 a month.
His surviving widow would receive an
annuity of $58 a month.

On the other hand, an employee who
retires under today’s law from an iden-
tical position in grade GS-9, with the
same years of service, can provide for
a widow's annuity of $165 a month and
receive a life annuity of $468 a month.

This results from the many pay raises
during the 20-year period, plus the 1956
Retirement Act Amendments. The GS-
9 salary average for the 1945 retiree was
$3,917 per annum, compared to $8,200
for the 1965 retiree, and the 1956 Retire-
ment Act Amendments improved annuity
benefits by more than 20 percent for
those retiring thereafter.

While H.R. 8469 is not by any means
perfect, it is, as I have noted, a step in
the right direction since it gives at least
partial recognition to the relative condi-
tion of salary and benefit provisions at
various times of retirement.

Mr. Chairman, I am the last to believe
that we are not to provide all retirees
with a decent living and security. The
Government attracts well-qualified per-
sonnel for its activities with the promise
of amply designed retirement benefits
which would permit withdrawal from
active service with the knowledge that
they and their dependents will be finan-
cially secure insofar as the necessities
of life are concerned. This expected
security is not an actuality because year
after year the cost for services, utilities,
medical fees, insurance, and staples keeps
increasing while the annuity income re-
mains stationary.
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Just how vital a part these retired
employees have played in shaping our
Government cannot be fully appreciated
until one has observed some of the
lesser-developed countries in this world
where the lack of competent govern-
mental staffing at all levels has put up
the greatest of barriers to effective ad-
ministration of national affairs. For-
tunately, in this country we have no such
problem—and it is because of the dedi-
cated men and women who would be the
beneficiaries of the legislation before us
today, that this is the case.

A retirement annuity, to pass the fair-
est tests, must meet two conditions:
namely, provide an income for the prin-
cipal that is sufficient to maintain dig-
nity and self-respect—and to provide an
adequate annuity for survivors who suffer
the loss of the principal’s salary or an-
nuity income.

Congress has taken cognizance of this,
to a degree, by providing increases for
other retirement programs within its
jurisdiction—social security, veterans’
benefits, and railroad retirement. It
would be a gross inequity were we not to
do the same for our own civil service an-
nuitants. We have supported construc-
tive legislation aiding the senior citizens
of our country with the medicare bill, we
have passed legislation benefiting mil-
lions of children with the elementary
and secondary school bill, and we are
presently involved in writing salary legis-
lation designed to attract and retain
high-quality personnel. Yet, we have
done relatively little to increase the bene-
fits of a retirement program that assists,
in many ways, to maintain a high level
of quality in Federal employees.

Mr. Chairman, a primary concern of
Congress is to legislate towards effectu-
ating equity. The bill now before us will
deliver justice to a long neglected seg-
ment of our population. These are the
ones who have borne too long the burden
of Federal service in years past, and are
now forced to meet an ever-increasing
living cost with a retirement income that
was inadequate by fair standards a dec-
ade ago. Certainly, this Nation has a
primary obligation to its own retired
citizens, many of whom are septuagenar-
ians and octogenarians.

Mr. Chairman, the mechanisms of this
bill will help to guarantee that the great-
est percentage increases will inure to the
emergent need of those who need them
most, with the lesser increases designed
for those who have benefited by salary
increases and improved computation for-
mulas. We cannot, in all good con-
science, deny a degree of comparability
to these deserving citizens over whom
the ever-increasing cost of living has
cast a cloud of poverty during the very
years that they had been promised would,
at least, be uncomplicated and secure,

As a Congress that is well on its way
to bringing about the reality of the Great
Society, it behooves us to act in behalf of
the ones we owe a great obligation, our
own retired Federal workers. I urge a
favorable vote on H.R. 8469.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BucHANAN].
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Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
merely wish to say that the gentleman
from Hawaii has not only eloquently
spoken here on behalf of retired eivil
service and postal employees of this Na-
tion, but he has worked with energy and
dedication on the committee. The gen-
tleman has shown a very active inter-
est in making certain that there shall be
no inequity based on year of retirement
and that present inequities shall be
eliminated. He has demonstrated his
determination that there shall be ade-
quate provision for these folks who have
felt the full brunt of all cost of living
increases without comparative increases
in their annuities. The gentleman has
pursued this with energy and dedication,
and I thank him for his work on the
committee as well as here.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, I thank the
gentleman from Alabama. I join in the
commendation earlier attributed to him
for the great contribution he has made
to the subcommittee.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS].

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this bill would correct
an injustice which has existed far too
long and I support it. The need for
an increase in annuities under the Civil
Service Retirement Act has been appar-
ent for several years, and I am gratified
that the committee has seen fit to re-
gorb such a comprehensive and worthy

ill.

The point which I should like to stress
is that the recipients of civil service re-
tirement annuities, the recipients of the
inereases proposed today, are people who
have devoted their lives to public serv-
ice. They are the manpower behind the
process of implementing and adminis-
tering the laws which this Congress en-
acts. They comprise the work force of
the strongest and most active national
government in the world. As members
of the civil service, they are a very spe-
cial and deserving class.

It is the responsibility of this Gov-
ernment to insure that its employees will
enjoy freedom from hardship and can
sustain economic security during retire-
ment. It is our responsibility to insure
that Federal employees will be able to
retire with dignity and with enough in-
come to meet their basic needs.

Civil service retirement annuities
simply have not kept pace with the
swiftly rising cost of living. However
adequate the schedule of annuities may
have appeared a few years ago, it is
clearly inadequate now. The Civil Serv-
ice Commission’s own records show that
more than 75 percent of the 482,131 re-
tired employees on the retirement rolls
receive annuities which fall below the
“poverty line” of $3,000 per year. The
figures for those receiving survivor an-
nuities are even more disgraceful.

This bill would help raise these an-
nuities to a more satisfactory level. The
bill in part makes up for past neglect
by providing increases consistent with
the rise in the cost of living. It also
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provides for automatic cost-of-living
increases whenever the Consumer Price
Index registers an advance of 3 percent
for 3 consecutive months, and makes
needed adjustments in survivor an-
nuities.

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not re-
store to retired Federal employees the
retirement income which was lost before
Congress responded to the rising cost of
living. But it does reaffirm our intent
to provide our civil servants with ade-
quate and equitable retirement annui-
ties. It does affirm our intent to main-
tain retirement annuities in the future
at their present levels of purchasing
power, and not to let the real value of
an annuity decline as prices rise. Itisa
promise of continuing attention and fur-
ther action.

For several years I have advocated
necessary inereases in civil service re-
tirement annuities. I commend the
committee for the hard work which it
has done in drafting this comprehensive
bill, and I urge its prompt enactment.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Finol.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this very important bill. This
legislation is long overdue. In recent
years, retiree living standards have been
progressively undermined by the creep-
ing inadequacy of pension purchasing
power.

I am glad to see H.R. 8469 come be-
fore this House for consideration. It
constitutes a recognition of our Govern-
ment’s obligation to provide a continuing
and ascertained standard of living for
retired Federal employees. This bill
proves that we have come a long way to-
ward seeing pensions as moral obliga-
tions and not merely dollars-and-cents
contracts. This is only proper and just.

In the first place, this bill includes a
much-needed increase in existing pen-
sions. This increase will lessen the in-
equities which have accumulated over
the years as a result of the fact that
persons retiring today receive far higher
benefits than persons of the same grade
received when they retired years ago.
The increases provided for—which vary
according to whether or not the em-
ployee retired before October 1956—
will make existing pensions correspond
better to those presently being granted.
Unfortunately, the increase provided for
does not relieve older retirees of all of
the relative economic disability that has
been accumulating during recent years
of prosperity. My own feeling is that we
still have not exhausted our backlog of
obligation to our retired workers. We
must remember that the booming econ-
omy we enjoy—which cuts into the
value of fixed incomes—is something our
retirees helped to create, and in which
they should share.

This bill we have before us does not
just aim at correcting the past—it also
seeks to better anticipate and solve future
retiree needs by making the automatic
cost-of-living increase mechanism more
responsive to actual economic change and
consequent retiree needs. At the pres-
ent, automatic cost-of-living increases
are based on changes in the consumer
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price index over a period of a year, and
these cost-of-living increases thus do not
generally become available as quickly as
they are needed. Under H.R. 8469, auto-
matic cost of living will be computed
every 3 months enabling retirees to more
quickly get the increased benefits they
need to cope with the rising costs of
living.

I am also heartened to see the surviv-
ing spouse’s annuity being raised from 55
percent of the earned annuity or survivor
base to 60 percent. This is necessary for
the future, but we must also consider
those who have already come under the
woefully inadequate existing benefit
levels. I therefore support the amend-
ments to be offered which will make this
inecrease retroactive with respect to some
recently granted surviving spouses’ an-
nuities, and provide also for a straight
increase in older surviving spouses’ an-
nuities.

I have long urged increases in Federal
retiree benefits and, I am happy to see
this day arrive. For each Congress, since
the 83d, I have introduced a packet of
legislation designed to improve the status
of Federal employees—present and re-
tired—as they so much deserve. I am
glad to see this legislation on the thresh-
old of passage today, with its promise of
fulfilling at least some of our Nation’s
obligation to its retired civil service
workers.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr.Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HARVEY].

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 8469.
Several months ago I introduced similar
legislation to provide reasonable and
long-overdue adjustments in the annui-
ties of Federal civil service retirees and
surviving spouses of certain former em-
ployees who died in service or after re-
tirement.

The record, I believe, clearly shows
that this legislation not only is overdue
but is fair. As a matter of fact, strong
arguments may be made that perhaps it
does not go far enough even to meet the
swiftly rising cost of living.

As this Congress concentrates and acts
on poverty, it should not and must not
ignore its responsibility to those dedi-
cated public servants who have served so
long and well.

This is a modest bill, providing a 3.8-
percent inerease in every annuity.
There are other provisions, thoroughly
discussed by other Members, which at-
tempt to rectify a situation demanding
our attention and action.

Let us keep in mind that more than
700,000 retirees and survivors are now on
the retirement rolls of the Civil Service
Commission. They should not be for-
gotten, but treated fairly and recognized
for their contributions to our Nation.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. BurTON].

Mr. BURTON of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I am pleased to rise in support of HR.
8469, a bill to provide badly needed ad-
justments in the annuities of Federal
civil service retirees and survivors.

Mr. C an, Federal civil service
retirees are today’s fogotten people in
the United States. The Federal Govern-
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ment is very much concerned about pro-
grams for assistance to families in our
Nation whose income is low. Those
whose income is below $3,000 are being
regarded as being below the borderline
of the poverty class. But at this same
time the records of the Civil Service
Commission show that more than 75
percent of the 482,131 retired Federal
employees on the retirement rolls are
receiving annuities of less than $3,000.
The situation is even more serious with
survivor annuitants. Of 205,855 sur-
vivor annuitants, only about 1 percent
receive annuities of $3,000 or more.

Retirement income should be fairly
and directly related to level of earnings
and length of service, but should be ad-
justed to reflect new standards and cost-
of-living changes. It needs to be recog-
nized that an individual retiring today
likely will receive a much higher retire-
ment benefit—as a result of having
drawn higher salary—than the individ-
ual who retired from a similar job several
years ago. Adjustment should be made
to bring the older retiree’s annuity more
nearly in line with the current annuities.

I urge my colleagues to approve H.R.
8469 to bring a measure of relief to the
older civil service retirees.

Mr. Chairman, these people are people
who have devoted their careers and their
lives to the service of their country and
their countrymen. I am happy today
and thankful to the members of the sub-
committee for allowing us the opportun-
ity on the floor and in our subsequent
vote to show these people that we are
concerned with their welfare and to sup-
port them.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to urge prompt passage of H.R.
8469, providing civil service retirement
annuity adjustments. The range of this
bill covers not only the retirees of our
civil service, their dependents and sur-
vivors, but expands to benefit America
at large, by the protection and preserva-
tion of a capable civil service, a system
which forms the core of our democratic
Federal framework.

The expression “civil servant” in the
true sense connotes selfless service—long
hours, often with little or no recognition.
It is the responsibiliy, and indeed the
moral obligation of those of us in Con-
gress to remedy the present injustice
suffered by our civil service retirees. It
is a travesty of every form of compensa-
tion we hold dear to raise salaries of the
military and present Federal workers,
without also turning to those retirees
of the Government who through no fault
of their own are overwhelmingly bur-
dened by inflation. They, too, are en-
titled to a life of dignity, a life of re-
tirement which shows our appreciation
for the services they performed and
which is in keeping with the contri-
butions made during their working years.
We can no longer neglect to provide this
relief where it is most warranted.
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We are all painfully aware of the ex-
ploding costs of living and the hardships
caused those senior citizens who find
themselves vietims of our expanding
modern economy. In this case, it is not
the fault of the individual, but rather
that of the system which needs long-
overdue correction.

This bill would increase the annuities
of pre-1956 retirees by 10.2 percent, and
that of post-1956 retirees by 5.2 percent.
It would go a long way toward closing
the gap created by different systems, the
gap between those who have benefited
from post-1956 improvements and those
who retired from active service before
that date. Moreover, this measure pro-
vides a flexible standard, with cost-of-
living increases based on the Consumer
Price Index. This flexibility is urgently
needed; until this point, Congress has
never brought the retiree up to par with
the rising cost of living.

I am fully aware of the position and
needs of our more than 700,000 retired
folks and survivors, which include
51,262 from New York State alone. To
remedy the anomaly of their situation,
I have infroduced two bills, HR. 5694
and H.R. 5695, which contain provisions
very similar to those considered here to-
day. It was my privilege to testify
earlier this year before the Subcommit-
tee on Retirement, Insurance and Health
of the House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. I return to the plea
I made at that time to do something
now, and not wait for future studies by
committees appointed to report in the
distant future. This is one of many
cases where actions speak louder than
words; the need for present improve-
ments is the first order of business—it is
not only reasonable and just, but man-
datory. Let these measures go into
effect now, and then, in the future, let
us continue to remember our retired and
active civil service employees. This an-
nuity inerease is only one of many needed
measures affecting the condition of
American workers.

I think all of us sre aware of con-
stituent letters in the files, numerous
cases citing need and inequity. I can
think of no more fitting way of showing
our thanks and pride in the long history
of selfless service and devotion among
this Nation’'s civil employees than by
granting them retirement benefits in
keeping with the fine service they have
demonstrated.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. CoLLIER].

Mr. COLLIER. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

I, too, rise in support of the legislation
before us, as it is quite apparent that
most of the Members of the House do
favor this necessary legislation, How-
ever, in the committee report I notice on
page 8 in a letter from Chairman Macy
to the gentleman from New Jersey Rep-
resentative DanierLs—and I refer you to
the next to the last paragraph thereof—
it says that the Bureau of the Budget ad-
vises that enactment of this bill would
be inconsistent with the program of the
President if it includes the provisions in
section 2 of the bill. I understand that
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these provisions are still in the bill. Does
this mean, therefore, that the adminis-
tration is opposed to the bill as it is being
presented to us today?

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. DANIELS. If the gentleman will
read that letter very carefully, he will
find that the bill which was originally
opposed by the administration now has
its approval except for section 2. We feel
or, rather, it is the feeling of the com-
mittee that section is a much needed pro-
vision. It is reasonable, equitable, and
fair. Most of these people on the rolls
who would be affected by section 2 are
people whom we feel it is necessary to
include in this legislation.

Mr, COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I hap-
pen to agree with the gentleman, but I
do repeat my question, namely, is the ad-
ministration opposed to the bill inas-
much as this provision is still in the bill?

Mr. DANIELS, All I can say in an-
swer to the gentleman is this letter from
Commissioner Macy speaks for itself. He
says that he favors the bill except for
section 2. I think our committee can
stand on its own two feet and do its own
thinking. We put this provision in there.
It was unanimously approved not only by
the subcommittee but by the full Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Mr. COLLIER. I agree with the com-
mittee’s position, and I thank the gentle-
man for his comments.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the able gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PEPPER].

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the able gentleman from New Jersey for
yielding to me.

It is with deep interest that I urge
the Members of this House to recognize
the need for helping our Federal retirees.
H.R. 8469 with its amendments will give
help and encouragement to the thou-
sands of retirees on low meager annu-
ities. The bill is so designed to give
greater help to those who need it the
most—those who retired several years
ago.

My personal concern is for the nearly
35,000 Federal annuitants and survivors
in my State of Florida, as well as the
more than 700,000 retirees and survivors
throughout these United States.

In simple justice to these folks let us
pass this bill and give encouragement
to those who are the last to benefit. It
seems we have taken care of most every-
one but them.

H.R. 8469 would give retirees an im-
mediate increase in every annuity, ef-
fective the first day of the third month
after approval of the bill, of the amount
of the accrued increase in the cost of
living since the year 1962, now 3.7 per-
cent, and perhaps up to as much as 3.8
or 3.9 percent by the time the bill passes.

An additional inerease in the annuities
of all persons retired prior to October 1,
1956, and of the surviving spouses of
such persons as are receiving survivor
annuities, in the amount of 6.5 percent,
making a total increase of more than
10 percent.
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An additional increase in the annuities
of all persons retired since October 1,
1956, and of the surviving spouses of such
persons who are receiving survivor an-
nuities, in the amount of 1.5 percent mak-
ing a total increase of more than 5 per-
cent.

A provision that the minimum increase
in the surviving annuity of a former em-
ployee who died or retired prior to April
1, 1948, shall be 15 percent or $10 per
month, whichever is less. This would
mean a minimum increase of 15 percent
for each of these survivor annuitants
whose present annuity is less than $67 per
month.

Automatic cost-of-living increases in
the future whenever the Consumer Price
Index has registered an advance of 3 per-
cent for 3 consecutive months since
the base average, instead of waiting for
more than a year under the present law.

Increasing the percentage of survivor
annuities for persons retiring in the fu-
ture to 60 percent and the amendments
would give all survivors this needed im-
provement.

There are thousands who get only
meager annuities because when they re-
tired the salaries, and the benefits of re-
tirement laws were then low. Many of
the retiree survivors fare worse. Letters
bring us data on these folks who are re-
ceiving amounts as low as $40 per month,
$50 per month and until recent years,
very, very few received over $200 a month
after a lifetime of work.

Let me read extracts from a letter of
one of the more fortunate ones. Surely
you will agree his lot is a rough one. We,
none of us, would like to be in this pre-
dicament:

It is with deep regret I have to write you
regarding your low pensioned retiree employ-
ees. We need more money and we need it
badly now. Life is short—we don't need it
after we're dead.

I get a check for $185 out of which I have
to pay #101 for rent and electriecity. I cannot
live on $85 a month in this age of high cost
of living. I have to buy secondhand clothes
and my hospital policy I gave up. We need
that increase now. Time is short; so is life.

We have money to throw all around the
world by the millions to nations we can't de-
pend on in times of war. Yet there is noth-
ing to give but a few crumbs to our faithful
servants who gave the best years of their lives
serving their country and are old men—some
sick and can't get a living pension to enjoy
those few years to live. It's time we got ac-
tion now for more money, next year may be
too late.

I know you're doing your best for us retired
men. I would appreciate it if you would

show some of the Congressmen and Senators
this letter.

Yes, we have hundreds upon hundreds
of similar letters, and some are really
pitiful. In Florida we have more than
34,000 of these retirees who need help
and need this help now.

I strongly support this measure. I be-
lieve it does justice, although in some
instances delayed justice, to one of the
most deserving and important segments
of our citizens, the retirees from the Fed-
eral servicee I warmly commend the
able gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Daniers] for the leadership that he has
given us in the presentation of this
meritorious measure to this House.
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Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 5 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. HANLEY].

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
paramount objective of H.R. 8469 is the
granting of the financial relief that our
Federal retirees and survivors so des-
perately need. It has been well sub-
stantiated by the testimony offered in the
hearings, that tens of thousands of our
retired employees are in dire circum-
stances—and that only a comparative
few are in receipt of annuities that per-
mit them to maintain a reasonably
decent standard of living.

The word “poverty” is being bandied
about these days by people who set their
own standards as to what constitutes
impoverishment. Certainly, by any
standards, and particularly those which
the President himself has adopted in
connection with his antipoverty program,
a family income of $200 a month is a
poverty income. Now, since this Con-
gress has seen fit to appropriate massive
sums of money to combat poverty on
every conceivable front, are we not at
least morally obligated to upwardly ad-
just the poverty level incomes of those
people who have so loyally served their
Government? The cold facts of the mat-
ter completely justify the overwhelming
need of this legislation—not next year—
but now.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate, but
nevertheless true, that a survey of our
economic activity over the past decade
shows a significant amount of inflation.
In its simplest definition, inflation means
that a dollar buys less today than it
bought yesterday. I believe it is safe
to say that this burden falls heaviest
upon these persons whose fixed incomes
do not rise with the times. It is these
persons, with this type of income, with
whom we are concerned here today. It
is these persons, many of whom paid for
their annuities with 100-cent dollars,
who are being compensated with 30-
cent dollars in their twilight years. We
are concerned today with the problems
of those retired from public service,
who 20 or 30 years ago were laying plans
for their later years in life, and who
could not foresee the inflationary erosion
of the household budget in the latter
half of the 20th century.

There is much concern, Mr. Chairman,
for the welfare of our elderly citizens,
as is apparent from the legislative rec-
ord of the Congress the past few months.
Is there similar concern for the welfare
of our own former employees? Are we
as concerned over the economic require-
nmients of their widows and children?
These are the people who have been
characterized as the “truly forgotten
people in our Great Society.” These are
the same people who worked to make
life better for all Americans, but whose
dreams of a peaceful and serene retire-
ment have been turned into an inflation-
ary nightmare in our present-day econ-
omy.

Legislation providing increases should
have been enacted in the 88th Congress,
and only the fact that time ran out on
that Congress prevented passage last
year. Meanwhile, these annuitants wait
and look to us, the Congress, to act on
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an increase that is long overdue. How
much longer will the Federal Govern-
ment—the would-be benefactor of a
Great Society—turn away from the ac-
tual and existing needs of its own for-
mer employees? I hope, not long. The
subcommittee has acted, the full com-
mittee has acted, but we must see that
the Congress itself acts—today.

Mr. Chairman, there can be no escap-
ing the fact that this body is dutybound
to ease the burden placed upon these
worthy persons. By taking diligent and
favorable action today we will not con-
demn them to retirement years that will
be unpleasant ones. They are the same
golden years for which we ourselves, I
am sure, are laying plans. They are the
same years upon which we all are con-
tinuously building our own hopes and
expectations—a concept of hopes and
expectations that we may be able to re-
tire from our duties on a dignified basis—
and with sufficient income to meet the
basic needs of our future years.

Mr. Chairman, in further support of
H.R. 8469 which amends the Civil Service
Retirement Act, I say the bill has four
major provisions: percentage increases
in the annuities of Federal retirees, a
cost-of-living increase in annuities,
modification of the procedure to deter-
mine and effectuate cost-of-living in-
creases, and a 5-percent increase in the
percentage of the life annuities of their
husbands to be received by surviving
widows.

It is my belief that H.R. 8469 is a good
bill worthy of the support and approval
of the Congress. It is clearly a com-
promise measure with its provisions
stemming directly from the information
produced in our hearings and discussions
with interested parties, including the
Civil Service Commission.

To my way of thinking the major fea-
ture of the bill is the 6%-percent in-
crease in the annuities of former Fed-
eral employees who retired prior to Oc-
tober of 1956. The bill also includes a
115 -percent increase in the annuities of
post 1956 retirees. Testimony before the
Subcommittee on Retirement and Pen-
sion revealed that 75 percent of the 482,-
131 Federal retirees receive annuities of
less than $3,000 and 80 percent of the
survivor annuitants receive less than
£1,200. These fizgures, shocking as they
may be, do not of themselves necessarily
demand that we amend the Retirement
Act. Again it was testimony before the
subcommittee directing our attention to
the fact that older retirees were concen-
trated on the lower end of the annuity
scale which prompted that 6l%-percent
increase. While it was brought up that
many former Federal employees receive
small pensions because of short periods
of Federal service, it was never suggested
that short Federal service alone was re-
sponsible for negligible annuities. This
615-percent increase cannot be consid-
ered an expedient welfare measure de-
signed to help people who are in need
merely because they are in need. Testi-
mony disclosed that a portion of the
blame for the plight of Federal retirees
stems from the departure by the Con-
gress from a principle of long standing.
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That principle was expounded by
Clarence Tarr, president of the National
Association of Retired Civil Employees,
during the hearings. He said:

It was recognized during the early years
that when it was necessary to increase
benefits for those who retire in the future,
it was equally necessary to increase an-
nuities of those previously retired. Those
who would retire in the future would have
the opportunity of salary increases to boost
their retirement annuities, while those pre-
viously retired were helpless,

The reason H.R. 8469 is before us to-
day is that this principle was not ad-
hered to in the major amendments to the
Retirement Act enacted in 1956. Un-
fortunately 1956 became a watershed
dividing Federa] retirees. Chairman Ma-
cy alluded to this division during the
hearings when he said:

The other half of the annuity roll was
made up of annuitants with benefits based
on service which ended on or after October
1, 1956. These annuities had been com-
puted under the liberalized annuity formula
installed by the 1956 Retirement Act amend-
ments which afforded benefits average some
256 percent higher than previous levels.

That the Congress recognized the un-
fairness of this gap was evident in 1958
when a 10-percent increase in the an-
nuities of pre-1956 retirees was enacted
into law. The gap was not closed in 1958
nor will it be closed upon the enactment
of 8469. As Congressman DaNIELS has
stated, however, this bill will produce a
much more reasonable relationship than
presently exists between the two groups.

The second major feature of this bill
is the cost-of-living adjustment increase
to be granted in the third month follow-
ing enactment. In 1962 legislation called
for automatic cost-of-living increases,
and the time has come for one. Our
subcommittee chairman, Congressman
DanieLs, pointed out in the report on
H.R. 8469 that there is need for modifica-
tion of the procedures set up in 1962 to
handle the principle of cost-of-living in-
creases in annuities. The purpose of the
changes the committee suggests is to
bring the cost-of-living adjustments
somewhat closer in terms of time to the
actual changes in cost of living. In-
stead of employing a yearly average
showing a 3 percent or more increase in
the cost of living, the annuity increase
to become effective in the fourth month
following that year, H.R. 8469 would
institute a procedure whereby an in-
crease will be granted in the third month
following a 3-month period showing a
consecutive 3 percent or more increase
in the Consumer Price Index. I feel that
since the Congress established automatic
cost-of-living adjustments in annuities
in 1962, it is important that we amend the
law to make the application of the prin-
ciple more effective. .

The fourth provision of the bill, the
5-percent increase the percentage of full
annuity provided survivors, will apply
to the survivor of an employee who re-
tires or is otherwise separated after the
enactment of this bill.

I believe that H.R. 8469 is the best pos-
sible bill the committee could produce
at this time, and I earnestly urge all of
my colleagues to support its passage.
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Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Rosison] such time as he may con-
sume.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 8469, a bill designed
to give some measure of relief to the
more than 700,000 retired civil servants
of this Nation whose needs have largely
been overlooked in our recent efforts to
provide necessary increased benefits for
those in the military and for those other
citizens covered by social security.

On April 29 of this year I introduced
my own bill—H.R. 7753—dealing with
this problem, and, though the bill as re-
ported by the committee and now before
us does represent a compromise from the
position I have previously taken as set
forth in H.R. 7753, I do support the com-
mittee bill and urge my colleagues to do
likewise.

As the committee report on H.R. 8469
states:

The history of civil service annuity adjust-
ments to meet exploding costs of living has
been one of too little and too late.

This has resulted, as much as any-
thing else, from the unfortunate fact
that these deserving, retired Federal em-
ployees have not the organized voice to
speak with strength comparable to us, in
behalf of equitable treatment, as do the
many more thousands of others now
presently employed by our Government.
So, I think it is accurate to say that these
people have found themselves too often
forgotten.

H.R. 8469 takes a substantial step for-
ward correcting this oversight, and I be-
lieve it is our responsibility to see that
that step is taken in behalf of—to again
quote from the report—these “elder citi-
zens that are caught between rising
prices and fixed incomes.”

The Congress also, long ago, accepted
the premise that the benefits of those
who retired some years ago should not
be permitted to lag too far behind the
benefits being granted those who retire
currently—and H.R. 8469 addresses itself
specifically to this problem in a helpful
manner.

It seems to me, therefore, Mr. Chair-
man, that HR. 8469 should be passed,
and that the additional expenditure
which its enactment will entail can well
be justified not only on the basis of do-
ing equity to those to be benefited
thereby—with whom we must keep
faith—but also on the added ground that
we should not expect to be able to attract
to the Federal service the type of dedi-
cated talent and skills it needs unless
we also provide the adequate financial
incentives that such employees should
have to look forward to in their retire-
ment years.

One more word—perhaps of gratui-
tous advice: This whole situation also
serves to point up, once again, at least
the indirect relationship between the
fiscal and budgetary policies followed by
the Federal Government, which policies
are supposedly partly within our control,
and the gradual increase we have been
witnessing in the general cost of living
which affects all our citizens. It ought,
Mr. Chairman, to encourage us to be
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more watchful than we have of the re-
sults of our other actions in other legis-
lative fields to the end that we are able
to maintain some degree of control over
the inflationary tendencies that are in-
herent, today, in our economy, and so
that we do not place further financial
burdens on those of our fellow citizens
who do have to live on fixed incomes and
who therefore have to bear the brunt of
inflation, which has aptly been called the
cruelest tax of all.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FurLTonl.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I strongly support H.R. 8469
and I urge its immediate passage.

H.R. 8469 is a bill which deals with
retirement and annuities, one of the
complex and difficult functions of our
U.S. Government. This is an area of
human interest, personal needs, and hu-
man living requirements and necessities,
which requires constant vigilance by
Congress. This retirement legislation
must be reevaluated and reexamined
constantly by the committees of the
House of Representatives.

The purpose of this legislation is to pro-
vide long overdue and exceedingly nec-
essary adjustment in the annuities of re-
tired U.S. Federal employees and sur-
vivors presently on the annuity rolls.
The present cost-of-living adjustment
will be vastly improved by keeping it to
the more sensitive and realistic monthly
price index indicator.

It is imperative that Congress recog-
nize the present hardship plight of the
U.S. civil service retirees and survivors.
In our age of ever increasing food costs
and clothing and rent prices we must pro-
vide adequate means for the good and
worthy people on our retirement rolls.
Congress should not cast them aside, nor
should Congress force our retirees to
exist on a substandard basis.

It is the duty and the responsibility of
the U.S. Government to assure adequate
financial means so that U.S. retirees may
maintain a living standard comparable
to what they had while working, and
which they rightfully deserve in retire-
ment. Retirement should be a pleasure
and a period of well-deserved good living
earned through our good service during
our working years. Retirement should
not be a punishment, a period of lower
living standards, and real suffering time
of need.

The administration has accepted the
standard that an income of $3,000 a year
is the borderline below which a married
couple is classified as being in the poverty
class. Yet most of the good U.S. civil
service retirees and survivors are receiv-
ing amounts which are well below this
ficure. For the Government to permit
this injustice to happen is to me not only
wrong morally, it is an unhappy and un-
healthy situation for our U.S. economy.
This is really hardship to our older peo-
ple who have given efficient, loyal, and
devoted service to the U.S. Government
and the American people.

We must not forget that in most in-
stances the cost of living for the elderly
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is higher than for the general popula-
tion.

It is well known that our senior citi-
zens have special food, special housing
needs, medical requirements, and longer
hospital stays, than any other age group
in our society. We must see that our
older people can meet their present needs
adequately, and can face the future with
confidence.

The retirees of this Nation must not
face impaired health, increased medical
expenses, and a reduced income, We in
Congress have the responsibility to act
now.

This bill will provide reasonable and
urgently needed increases and adjust-
ments. It will provide a 10.2-percent
increase for those who retired on or be-
fore October 1, 1956, and a 5.2-percent
increase for those who retired after this
date. This is a good increase, but we
should in Congress examine these U.S.
retirement pensions and annuities soon,
to make sure these retirees have ade-
quate purchasing power for decent and
comfortable living and they are able to
keep this purchasing power in spite of
inflation and rising costs of living.

The initial cost of the first section of
H.R. 8469, covering U.S. retirees, will be
$90.4 million, as estimated by the Civil
Service Commission. The second sec-
tion covering annuities of widows and
widowers of employees who die in U.S.
service, would increase the cost approxi-
mately $58 million, or 0.18 percent of the
payroll. This expenditure is reasonable
and worthwhile,

I recommend to the Members of this
House that we act and vote today to pro-
vide the U.S. civil service retirees and
survivors with the increase they so des-
perately need, and certainly deserve.
This legislation will permit our U.S. re-
tirees to be our gratefully remembered
retirees, rather than to become the “for-
gotten people” of the United States, the
tragic term by which they are now so
often designated.

I am confident this Congress will
promptly authorize this legislation. I
hope all the Members of Congress recog-
nize the necessity and desirability of this
bill, and will act favorably on this legis-
lation by voting for final passage.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port this measure.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I just simply want to
point out to the Committee that this has
been a year of tax decreases. As you
know, we have decreased the income tax
rate, we have decreased the excise taxes,
but up until right now we have left intact
the most cruel tax that we have in this
or any other country which is inflation.

Mr. Chairman, this effort represents
really the first onslaught which we have
made against inflation by this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize that
people who are living on fixed incomes
wherever they may be in the world or
in the Nation are the real victims of
rising prices. They are the ones who
see their standards of living falling as
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perhaps the standards of living may be
going up for other people because of easy
money, easy credit, and increased sal-
aries.

Now, Mr. Chairman, for most of these
retirees there is no place they can turn
except to their Representatives in the
Congress for any help in a situation that
has found them going backward instead
of forward.

Mr. Chairman, if there is anything at
all to this war on poverty, if there is
anything at all to the business that we
ought to make this a better place in
which to live in these United States, it
seems to me that we are attacking at
exactly the right point today.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this
House will be doing the Nation a service
and our elderly employees a service if
we pass this bill unanimously. Mr.
Chairman, I hope that that will be the
result of our actions here this afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of our time on this side.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Mc-
VICKER].

Mr. McVICKER. Mr. Chairman, the
Congress has just enacted a retirement
increase on behalf of some 20 million
Americans in adopting the Social Secu-
rity Amendments of 1965—a measure
which has been ealled the greatest single
social enactment of this century. I
applaud this action, and I supported it.
But I appear today on behalf of a for-
gotten segment in this momentous leg-
islation—namely the some 700,000 re-
tirees of Federal service in our Govern-
ment whose retirement income is largely
unaffected by this legislation. I support
passage of the bill, H.R. 8469, which
would make an appropriate adjustment
on their behalf.

The bill reported by the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service would help
to rectify this situation. I am happy to
say that it incorporates a principle con-
tained in my bill, HR. 8709, introduced
on June 2 of this year, in that it triggers
the effect of the adjustment to the auto-
matic increased cost-of-living principle
incorporated in 1962 legislation, by tying
it to a monthly rather than an annual
measure. The earlier legislation had
provided that whenever the Consumer
Price Index of the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics shall have risen by an average of
3 percent or more for a full calendar year
above its average for 1962, a comparable
percentage increase will become effective
on April 1 of the following year.

But, during hearings conducted this
spring it became abundantly clear that
the automatic ‘“cost-of-living adjust-
ment” feature contained in the 1962
amendments has not operated as effec-
tively as was anticipated. The rise in
the Consumer Price Index over 1962, al-
though averaging 2.6 in 1964, reached 3
percent in November 1964 and has
steadily risen to around 3.7 percent.
However, under the existing formula,
annuitants will receive no adjustment
until April 1, 1966. The need for a
better measuring rod is thus apparent.

The present inequity suffered by older
retired Federal employees is compounded
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by the fact that their annuities are based
on the low salaries for which they
worked for their Government. This re-
sult is illustrated by the following ex-
amples which were presented to the
committee:

A man who retired in 1949, for exam-
ple, after 30 years of service as a postal
clerk is entitled to an annuity of $2,328,
while in the event of his death his wife’s
survivor annuity would be $1,020.

A present postal clerk, with the same
years of service, would be eligible for an
annuity of $3,624 a year—or 39 percent
more—while his wife would be entitled
to $2,052 or more than twice of the older
wife's benefit.

As I pointed out when I introduced my
bill in early June, a person who retired
10 or 12 years ago receives from 30 to 50
percent less than one who has retired
recently from the same kind of a posi-
tion. Moreover, the 5 percent increase
enacted in 1962 was meant to cover in-
creases in the cost of living only since
1958 because another adjustment had
been made at that time for persons who
retired before October 1, 1956.

Present law, therefore, largely disre-
gards the steep increases in the cost of
living since 1956 for many annuitants.
And for older workers it fails to re-
flect changes in living standards since
their working years when they were pay-
ing for their annuities with 100-cent dol-
lars but are now receiving 30-cent dol-
lars, comparatively.

Most of all I am concerned with the
fact that a good principle incorporated
into present law—the principle of an
automatic adjustment of retirement in-
come to increases in the cost of living—
has proven itself to be unworkable. It
is a mechanical weakness, rather than
a weakness of principle, and it can easily
be fixed.

Under the bill all annuities would be
increased by the same percentage as the
rise in the Consumer Price Index from
the annual average of calendar year 1962
to the month latest published on the date
of enactment. Moreover, annuities
which began, or survivor annuities de-
riving from annuities which began, on
or before October 1, 1956, would be
further increased by 6! percent while
annuities which began after October 1,
1956 would be further increased by 112
percent.

I know that there has been some argu-
ment that such action should be delayed
because, on February 1, 1965, the Presi-
dent created the Cabinet Committee on
Federal Staff Retirement Systems under
the chairmanship of the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget. However, the
Civil Service Comimission itself, while
holding that major changes should await
the report of this Committee, scheduled
for December 1, 1965, acknowledged that
experience to date has shown that the
1962 formula can be improved by short-
ening the time element from years to
months. Accordingly, the Commission
does not object to this feature since it
makes workable a principle adopted in
the 1962 legislation.

Mr. Chairman, in introducing my bill
on June 21, I said:

If we want to attract and retain high cal-
iber career Federal employees we must offer
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them an equitable and adequate guarantee
that retirement benefits will keep pace with
increasing living costs.

That is good personnel practice and it
is good business.

By enacting the bill, which does jus-
tice and preserves equity for our cur-
rently retired civil servants we will not
only be benefiting them, but we will be
providing assurance to all present em-
ployees of the Federal Government that
they will not be forgotten when they
have retired from years of faithful and
dedicated service.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. KrReBs].

Mr. KEREBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 8469. I want to say,
also, that I feel our subcommittee chair-
man, my distinguished colleague from
the State of New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS]
deserves the plaudits which he has re-
ceived, because the gentleman has done
an excellent job. I want to say, too, that
I am extremely happy that this bill went
through the full committee with its
unanimous support. After listening to
the expressions of concern for the 19
million elderly citizens in this country
today and for the tens of thousands who
are dependent upon their meager annui-
ties or pensions, I eagerly look forward
to the day when the Members on the
Republican side of the aisle join again
with the Members of the Democratic side
of the aisle to make the next bill unani-
mous in raising a bit closer the benefits
as compared to the needs of the elderly
citizens today.

Although much of its purpose has been
amply explained by my colleagues, I
should like to emphasize the importance
of this bill in our overall legislative
program.

We have heard much about the Great
Society and the war against poverty.
But where should this Great Society be-
gin, if not with those who have given the
productive years of their lives in the
service of their Nation? Can there be a
war against poverty if we ignore the vet-
erans who served unheralded in the do-
mestic battlefields of the past?

The men and women whom we seek to
aid today worked unselfishly in an orga-
nization which did not keep pace with
the salaries of private industry, which
did not keep its salary structure abreast
of the rising cost of living, and which has
provided an inadequate retirement pro-
gram.

When many of our retirees first en-
tered into Government service, I am
sure they anticipated monetary benefits
approximating those of private industry.
A below-comparable pay scale has in-
creased the burden of a low retirement
annuity. The lower salary made week-
to-week savings difficult, and there was
no prospect that future income would be
supplemented by generous retirement
benefits.

Could our retirees have left the Gov-
ernment for better-paying jobs? This
question can best be answered rhetorical-
ly—should this have been necessary? We
certainly did not want to encourage our
qualified civil servants to find positions
elsewhere.
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With the growing need for Govern-
ment activity produced by the increas-
ing pressures of our fast-paced industrial
society, there has been a corresponding
need for qualified personnel to admin-
ister new Government programs. It
would indeed be a sad commentary on
our way of life if we removed from
the Great Society of the future those
individuals who unselfishly laid its foun-
dations in the past.

H.R. 8469 is not a panacea, but it is
an aid. Most of our 700,000 civil serv-
ice retirees are receiving less than $3,000
in annuities. That is borderline income,
below which a married couple is consid-
ered to be living in poverty. An increase
in benefits by 5% or 10! percent is not
going to provide a substantial income.
But it will help to supplement past sav-
ngs.,

H.R. 8469 remembers the *“forgotten
widows.”” These 43,000 widows whose
husbands died when there was no retire-
ment annuity provision will receive a 15-
percent increase, with the maximum set
at $10.

One very important aspect of this leg-
islation is the alteration of the cost-of-
living adjustment feature contained in
the 1962 amendments to the Retirement
Act. This feature, which has not as yet
become operable, provided that whenever
the Consumer Price Index of the Bureau
of Labor Statistics shall have risen by
an average of 3 percent or more for a
full calendar year above its average for
1962, a comparable percentage increase
shall become effective on April 1 of the
following year. It further provided sim-
ilar increases when a like increase in the
Consumer Price Index occurs after any
increase predicated upon such feature.

The rise in the Consumer Price Index
over 1962, although averaging 2.6 in 1964,
reached 3 percent in November 1964, and
has steadily risen to 3.7 percent at pres-
ent. However, under this formula an-
nuitants will receive no adjustment until
April 1, 1966.

It should be obvious that retirees are
least able to wait for cost-of-living ad-
justments. With the productive years
spent in serving their Nation, they are
often unable to supplement their income
to meet the rising cost of living. These
people did not wait to serve when it was
convenient; they should not be made to
wait unnecessarily for an annuity that
reflects the cost of living. H.R. 8469 does
not change the substantive policy that
the annuity should reflect the cost of
living. It does allow for faster reflec-
tions by providing for increases in annui-
ties whenever the Consumer Price Index
rises by 3 percent or more for 3 con-
secutive months after any previous in-
crease.

Thus, I am glad that I have had the
opportunity to speak on behalf of H.R.
8469. It is needed legislation; it is
equitable legislation. I am happy that
I can lend my support to make the
future a bit brighter for those who did so
much for all of us in the past. AndIam
proud that the Great Society will benefit
some of its greatest workers and that the
war on poverty will not neglect the de-
serving domestic veterans.
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Mr. RANDALL.. Mr. Chairman, it is
a long past due privilege to raise a voice
in support of H.R. 8469.

This bill to provide increases in an-
nuities payable from the Civil Service
Retirement and Disability Fund is an
action which should have been taken a
long time ago. Even the wording of the
bill itself, when it refers to these in-
creases as adjustments, is perhaps too
moderate. For, the truth of the matter
is that the increases are equitable and
are desperately needed. No longer is it
realistic to look at a pension which states
its extent in terms of a stated number of
dollars payable monthly. In this day
and age that just does not make good
sense. If a pension plan has any real
usefulness it cannot remain static be-
cause the basic purpose and the under-
lying philosophy of any pension proposal
is that the pensioners enjoy some
measure of comfort and convenience in
their declining years. Not only is it im-
portant that an annuitant be free from
want but that they have a feeling of
economic security after the expiration of
their active employment.

The reason the enactment of this
measure is so important is that our re-
tirees and their survivors thought or ex-
pected at the time of their retirement
that they would have a measure of in-
come proportionately comparable to what
they had received during their active
employment.

We all prefer times of prosperity and we
all hail these 52 uninterrupted months of
continued expansion in our economy.
Yet who can deny that the present tempo
has posed serious problems for elder citi-
zens caught in the squeeze between rising
prices and their fixed incomes in the
form of an annuity that remains the
same number of dollars they had received
before the expansion of our economy.
Yes, prosperity is good for most of us but
the fact is its impact on a large group of
our senior citizens has been very critical.

There has been a lot of talk about
what measure of income puts a person
in the poverty class. We hear that if one
receives less than $3,000 a year he is a
borderline case. Yet, the bulk of our
700,000 civil service retirees are receiving
annuities in an amount much less than
$3,000.

Mr. Chairman, every time in recent
months when I have visited my congres-
sional district I have been reminded by
these retirees of their plight. For a long
time now I have assured them that they
would soon be given consideration. H.R.
8469 is fair. Maybe it does not go far
enough but it does provide a direly needed
adjustment and after the action of the
House on this bill, we may be able to say
to these retirees with reduced income,
impaired health along with increased
medical expenses who are existing upon
a depressed living standard that they
will no longer be the truly forgotten
people in this present era of economic
prosperity. H.R. 8469 will also give as-
surance to these annuitants that, in the
future, they will receive more frequent
and hence more flexible and more re-
sponsive adjustments in annuities to re-
flect the increased costs of living. Our
enactment in 1962 providing for an ad-
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justment on an annual basis has been
shown to be a too-infrequent adjustment.
The bill under consideration now will as-
sure an increase in annuities to be re-
flected immediately upon a change in the
cost of living. This should be some as-
surance that those who have been so
badly neglected in the past will not be
forgotten in the future.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 8469, a bill which
makes long-overdue adjustments in the
annuities that our civil servants must
live on in retirement.

H.R. 8469 is a simple, straightforward,
proposal to help better the lot of the
Federal civil service retiree. Because
of our ever-expanding economy, ecivil
service retirees are caught in the eco-
nomic straightjacket of fixed incomes
and increasing prices. It is shocking to
learn that most of the 700,000 Federal
retirees and survivors are receiving an-
nuities of much less than $3,000 yearly,
the income below which a married cou-
ple is considered in the poverty class.
This bill would increase by about 10 per-
cent the annuities which commenced be-
fore October 1, 1956, and by approxi-
mately 5 percent those which com-
menced thereafter. The reason for this
difference is quite evident: The 1956 re-
tirement liberalization law improved the
annuities of those who retired after that
date, but neglected to adjust the annui-
ties of those who retired before.

Mr. Chairman, we have been told that
Federal civil service retirees are the
forgotten people in the affluent society of
the United States today. Well, that is
why we are considering this legislation.
Let the Congress and the people of the
United States not forget these civil serv-
ants who spent their lifetimes in the
service of their Nation. These men and
women have toiled for the Government
of the United States; they and their
survivors, deserve retirement annuities
at least comparable to those who retire
from employment in the private sector of
our economy.

H.R. 8469 also provides a higher in-
crease in annuities for approximately
43,000 elderly widows of employees who
passed away when no survivor protection
was afforded by law. Moreover, this bill
would increase from 55 to 60 percent of
the annuity or of the survivor base, the
annuities of eligible spouses of those who
retire or who die in service.

Finally, HR. 8469 would correct the
presently slow-moving adjustment prin-
ciple, based on the fluctuations in the
cost of living, to be more sensitive to
changes. Under this bill, whenever the
Consumer Price Index, rises by 3 percent
or more for 3 consecutive months the
annuities would be increased to the same
amount.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 8469 is an im-
portant step forward in realizing the goal
of providing our Federal civil service re-
tirees with an adequate retirement in-
come. I strongly urge my colleagues to
give it their support, so that this House
may keep faith with those men and
women who dedicated their working years
to the service of the U.S. Government.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of H.R. 8469, to provide certain
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increases in annuities payable from the
civil service retirement and disability
fund. This legislation will provide equi-
table and desperately needed adjust-
ments in the annuities of Federal civil
service retirees and survivors currently
on the annuity rolls, to improve the ex-
isting cost-of-living adjustment prineci-
ple by gearing it to a more sensitive
monthly price index indicator, and to in-
crease the survivorship protection of
spouses of employees and future an-
nuitants.

The only general annuity increase
legislation that has been enacted since
1955 was the b5-percent increase en-
acted in 1962. Yet the cost of living rose
by 14 percent between 1955 and January
1, 1963, the effective date of the 1962 in-
crease. I think that we should make this
effort to allow retired Federal employ-
ees benefit from our expanding national
economy. American workers today are
enjoying unprecedented increases in real
wages, and this is particularly true of
Federal employees who have benefited
from several substantial salary increases
in recent years. Retired Federal work-
ers have not been treated nearly as gen-
erously as have active employees in this
regard. I urge my colleagues to vote for
this much needed legislation for retired
civil service employees.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, most Americans, I am happy to say,
make allowances for their retirement
years and most Americans by the time
they reach retirement age have a pretty
good equity in their homes. Many have
life insurance policies.

The one thing that most senior citizens
cannot predict is the rising cost of living
and inflation. For this reason I am
pleased to add my support to HR. 8469
and I would like to commend the House
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
for reporting out this legislation because
it is, in my opinion, a good bill.

It has been reported that, since 1900,
the number of persons in the United
States, aged 656 and over, has increased
from 3.1 million to well over 15 million.
It also has been reported that over 10 mil-
lion are receiving or participating in
compensation retirement programs.
This is a good bill because it will enable
the recipients to take care of what they
have in a dignified and deserving fashion.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, the
main reason for a retirement plan is to
enable an employee to live in dignity and
enjoy economic security upon his retire-
ment and through his declining years.
It is the responsibility of Congress to
maintain the annuities of our retired
Federal workers and their survivors at a
level that gives them a living comparable
to what they had looked forward to and
expected upon their retirement.

Our elderly ecitizens living on fixed in-
comes have suffered more than any other
segment of our population due to the
spiraling cost of living. Retirees and
survivors are being forced to get by on
very low annuities; nearly 300,000 of
them receive less than $100 a month. We
consider $3,000 the minimum income for
a couple for a decent living and less than
that is considered in the poverty class,
and yet the records of the Civil Service
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Commission show that more than 75 per-
cent of the 482,131 retired Federal em-
ployees are receiving annuities of less
than $3,000. Only about 1 percent of the
205,855 survivor annuitants receive as
much as $3,000; and about 80 percent
receive less than $1,200 a year—or under
$100 a month.

We must bring the annuities of persons
who retired 15 and 20 years ago up to a
fair comparison with the annuities of
current retirees. We must improve the
existing cost-of-living adjustment prin-
ciple and increase the survivorship pro-
tection of spouses of employes and future
annuitants.

Mr. Chairman, the House Post Office
and Civil Service Committee held exten-
sive hearings on annuity-increase pro-
posals, and the committee has recognized
the urgent need of retirees living on fixed
incomes. The committee is to be com-
mended for reporting out H.R. 8469. I
believe it is a fair bill and I supportit. I
believe it will benefit annuitants and
survivors who are most in need,

H.R. 8469 will provide increases total-
ing about 5.2 percent in all annuities
based on service which terminated after
October 1, 1956, and it will provide a 10.2-
percent increase in all annuities based
on service which terminated prior to
October 1, 1956. The bill also provides
up to 15-percent increase in the annuities
of widows of persons who retired or who
died prior to April 1, 1948. It will change
the plan for automatic annuity increases
to match increases in the cost of living,
and will liberalize survivor annuities for
persons who retire in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I voice my support of
H.R. 8469. The increased cost of living
in recent years makes this adjustment in
annuities imperative, and I call upon my
colleagues in the House to join me in
supporting this bill.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support H.R. 8469 which pro-
vides increases in annuities payahle from
the civil service retirement and disability
fund.

The adjustments proposed in this leg-
islation will appreciably relieve the eco-
nomic burdens of Federal civil service re-
tirees and survivors presently on the
annuity rolls. The record shows that
the bulk of the 700,000 civil service re-
tirees and survivors are receiving annui-
ties of much less than $3,000 yearly—the
borderline below which a married couple
is included in the poverty class. Com-
pounding the effect of the reduced in-
come, these civil service retirees and sur-
vivors generally face higher medical
expenses and a mounting cost of living.
Benefits for those who have served their
country have lagged far behind rising
prices.

H.R. 8469 provides fair and reasonable
adjustments to benefit these annuitants
and survivors. It provides approxi-
mately a 10.2 percent adjustment in
those annuities which commenced on or
before October 1, 1956, and 5.2 percent in
those which commenced thereafter. The
difference in relief is aimed at closing ap-
proximately one-half of the gap in
annuity improvements for the pre-1956
retirees as compared to improvements
which benefited the post-1956 retirees.
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The bill also fulfills a moral obligation
on _the part of the Government in pro-
viding for a 5-percent increase in the
slgare of annuities for some 43,000 elderly
widows of employees of annuitants who
passed away at a time prior to the enact-
ment of survivor protection. In addi-
tion, the bill would remedy a serious
defect in application of the cost-of-living
prineiple in the 1962 amendments to the
Retirement Act. While the bill will not
alter the substantive policy of the Re-
tirement Act, the revision provides for
reflecting rises in the Consumer Price
Index on a current basis. That is, when-
ever the index increases by 3 percent or
more for 3 consecutive months after any
previous increase resulting from this
feature, the level of annuities will be

I hope and trust that passage of the
bill will not jeopardize the chances for
improvements in the health benefits pro-
gram for retired Federal employees. This
is a commitment contained in the Con-
ferenc_:e Report on Social Security Act
Revisions—one we must redeem.

In passing H.R. 8469 Congress will
demonstrate its ability to meet respon-
sibilities to our senior citizens who de-
voted their most productive years to the
service of our Government.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Chairman, I hope
that t:he House will give prompt approval
to this long overdue legislation. While
more and more groups in our society
have moved forward to full participa-
tion in our economy and our national
growth, the men and women who have
served our Government faithfully over
the years have been left behind.

We should never have permitted the
income of the majority of the 700,000
annuitants and their survivors to fall be-
low the $3,000 poverty level. Now we
have an opportunit; to right this wrong
and guard against such developments in
the future.

This bill will increase the annuities
of those who retired on or before October
1, 1956, by approximately 10.2 percent
and the annuities of those who retired
after that date by approximately 5.2
percent. This difference is necessary to
close the gap in the pensions now avail-
able to those early retirees. The 1956
amendments were of great benefit to
those who retired after that date, but
did nothing for those already retired.
This legislation will not right the bal-
ance completely, but it goes a long way
toward that goal.

The other significant amendment
would change the formula for the de-
termination of the cost-of-living in-
creases. According to the findings of
the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee, this automatic provision has not
worked successfully because of the lag
between the increase in the cost of liv-
ing and its reflection in the annuity
checks. This measure, by providing for
immediate reflection in the annuities
after a 3-month period of 3-month in-
creases in the index, should give those on
fixed incomes immediate relief from in-
flation. I urge the passage of H.R. 8469.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 8469, legislation which
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it is imperative that we enact and which
is long overdue.

We all know from our own experience
how rising costs hit each of us. However,
I am sure that no one feels the effects of
the rising cost of living more than an-
nuitants living on fixed incomes. The
bill before us provides for a much-needed
increase for the primary beneficiaries,
and, furthermore, it provides increases to
bring more closely together the annui-
ties of those who retired prior to October
1, 1956, and those who retired after that
date and who have thus far fared better
than the “prior to October 1, 1956,
group.”

It is to the credit of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service that it has
seen the need to provide higher percent-
age increases for the approximately 43,-
000 elderly widows of employees who
passed away before survivor protection
was enacted into law. The gratuity pay-
ment they receive under existing law
averages only $44 per month, absolutely
inadequate.

Our Federal retirees are at the age
where many are chronically ill or can ex-
pect more disabling illnesses than the
general population—we all know the costs
of medical care, medicines, and hospital-
ization. This group can least afford it.
The bill before us today will not solve all
the problems of our annuitants, but it will
be a big help.

Mr. Chairman, I was a member of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice in 1962 when we enacted legislation
to provide for an automatic increase in
annuities, based upon the consumer price
index. Unfortunately, the cost-of-living
adjustment provision has not worked out
as well as we had anticipated. The bill
before us today seeks to correct this, and
future increases in the consumer price
index will be more quickly reflected in an-
nuity benefits.

Mr. Chairman, I can recall no legisla-
tion which has evoked such support since
I have been in Congress. I have received
a great deal of mail on this subject and
not one letter or postal card has been
against this legislation.

As I have stated, this legislation is
overdue, I support it wholeheartedly, and
I urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
support H.R. 8469 and urge its approval.

This bill is urgently needed to meet
the problem of rising living costs for our
civil service retirees and survivors. For
many, the need is desperate and this
action is already in the category of “too
little and too late.”

Certainly this great Government,
which commands our common allegiance,
should not delay any longer in assuring
at least a minimum opportunity for a
dignified and decent retirement to mil-
lions who have served America honor-
ably and well.

This bill should be approved without
a dissenting vote in the Congress, and
speedily sent to the President.

Mr. DYAL. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support the passage of H.R.
8469. I think we all recognize the dire
need of all the older retirees of our Fed-
eral Government. Of the more than
650,000 Federal retirees and survivors in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the United States, more than 10 percent
reside in the State of California.

Inflation has hurt our Federal retirees
with fixed incomes. Thousands upon
thousands of our retirees have very low
incomes. This is due to two causes, the
first being inflation and the other being
low salaries at the time of retirement.

The National Association of Retired
Civil Employees is the champion of these
former Federal workers. This associa-
tion has asked the Congress through the
yvears to introduce bills in their behalf
and is just as much interested in being
fair to the Federal Government as to the
Federal retiree. H.R. 8469 was proposed
by the House Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee and is a fair bill, although
it does not give all that these folks de-
serve. However, it gives encouragement
and will aid retirees who find themselves
in most difficult situations because of the
inroads of inflation.

An analysis of cost-of-living figures
from July 1956 through December 1964
will disclose there was an increase of ap-
proximately 15 percent. Only a part of
this gap was covered by the increase of
1962 which became effective January 1,
1963. This bill will correct this defi-
Clency.

Again, let me tell you the reason for
my deep concern. In California we have
over 70,000 Federal retirees, so you can
easily see the reason for my great con-
cern and interest in these deserving
folks. Because of its climate and en-
vironment, California, with the many
friendly and desirable locations, such as
Apple Valley, Twentynine Palms, Desert
Hot Springs, Sun Valley, Escondido, San
Diego, and others, is the goal of retirees.
I shall continue my interest in their wel-
fare.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Chairman, an
article on the front page of last Friday’'s
Washington Post announced that the
cost of living last month set a 23-month
high—the biggest jump in nearly 2 years
of steady increase.

The consumer price index is over 10
percent higher now than it was from
1957 to 1959. The recent increase is
blamed on the 6-percent rise in the cost
of meat and the 10-percent rise in
potato prices, both staple foods.

This inerease in the cost of living was
no news to me. It was no news to the
housewife who shops for her family’s
food every week. And it was no news to
the retiree on the fixed income. To him
it has become a sad and expected fact of
life. For in the past few years he has
become resigned to this trend and each
new rise just means that he tightens his
belt a little tighter and does without a
few more things. But the time is rapidly
approaching for some, and already here
for others, when the belt will not tighten
any farther.

Food is not the only necessity whose
cost has risen. The rest of the economy
has done its part in keeping up. And
right at the top of the list is the one thing
that older people need in greater
amounts than those below retirement
age—medical care.

One-third of those people who are over
65 are chronically ill. They have twice
as many disabling diseases lasting a week
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or longer as their younger friends. The
average disabling illness of the older per-
son lasts twice as long. But despite their
increased need for medical care at this
time of their lives, older citizens must
live on sharply decreased incomes. And
to top off the already difficult situation,
in the past 10 years the cost of medical
services have risen 40 percent, doctors
fees have increased over 35 percent and
hospital charges have jumped a whop-
ping 85 percent. At the same time all
this was happening, the cost of mediecal
insurance has almost doubled. These in-
creases have hit us all, but to the older
American the squeeze has been its most
severe.

They are confronted, at just the time
of their life when they need to slow down
and deserve a restful retirement, with
the added burdens of reduced income,
impaired health, depressed living stand-
ards, and increased medical expenses.

What has happened to the program
set up to provide annuities for our civil
servants? Retirement benefits were set
up on the basis of the highest 5 years
of salary. In 1956, the benefits of those
who retired after that were improved
by over 20 percent, but those who were
already on the rolls were not affected
by the increase. Since then they have
received 10 percent more in increases
than the post-1956 retirees, but there is
still a gap of about 10 percent.

What does this mean in dollars and
cents to the retirees? A man who re-
tired in 1949 after 30 years as a postal
clerk gets $2,328 a year. In case of his
death, his wife gets $1,020. A present
postal clerk with the same years of serv-
ice would get $3,624 and his wife $2,052,
more than twice that of the earlier re-
tiree's wife. Yet the two families must
pay the same prices for food, clothes,
housing, and medical care. Certainly
the more recent retiree’s income is not a
princely one—it is barely above the lim-
its this Congress has set in its definition
of poverty. But the man who retired in
1949 is far below these limits.

The retiree of the 1940's or 1950's is
not buying food at 1950 prices, yet he is
paid 1950 wages. What would have
happened to our civil service employees
if we had not raised their salaries in the
past 15 or 20 years? We would have
mighty few civil servants—they would
have left for other jobs where the pay
scale kept up with the economy. But
we have done just this for our retirees,
:jml;i they cannot go out and get another

ob.

I think it is about time we asked our-
selves what our responsibilities are in
this area—our responsibilities to the re-
tirees who have served their Government
even when they could have made more
money in private enterprise, and our ob-
ligation to the whole country. A pen-
sion plan is not merely a promise to pay
a man a certain number of dollars every
yvear as long as he lives. It is a financial
obligation to provide retirees with
enough money to assure them freedom
from want and a small measure of finan-
cial security. It is our unquestionable
responsibility to assure these men and
women a living comparable to that which
they had at the time they retired and
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were led to expect that they would al-
ways have.

The impact of the squeeze between
fixed income and the rising cost of living
is the greatest upon our senior citizens
and we have not accepted our respon-
sibility to help them.

We have a national responsibility too,
to set the pace for employee relations and
benefits. Yet in retirement annuities we
have lagged far behind other employers.

What can these people think of their
Government when we pass legislation
here to aid the poverty stricken with in-
comes bhelow $3,000 and ask our older
citizens to live on less?

My mail is full of letters from older
people trying to maintain a decent home
and live in dignity on unbelievably low
incomes. I hear from men who are try-
ing to save enough from this pitiful
amount so that their wives will have a
more decent income than the pittance
we will allot them when their husbands
die. Some of the cases are heartbreak-
ing.

What are these people asking for?
Not for luxuries—they are people with
simple tastes who ask only for clothes
and a roof over their heads and food
on the table. It amazes me that some
of them are able to provide even a sem-
biance of these necessities from the
amounts we give them.

These are not people asking for hand-
outs, they are loyal citizens who have
spent their lives working for us, and who
were assured that when they retired,
they would not be forgotten to live on the
charity of their relatives.

Our treatment of them is one economy
of which the Congress cannot be proud.

H.R. 8469, civil service retirement an-
nuity adjustments, has my complete,
unqualified support.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this legislation.
As a sponsor of legislation to increase
annuities for retired Federal employees
I am pleased that the Committee has
taken action on this matter.

My bill, H.R. 6633, would have allowed
annuities increases for the 482,000 re-
tiree annuitants in the Nation today.
Approximately 75 percent of those an-
nuitants were receiving annuities of less
than $3,000 per year at the end of the
last fiscal year. At a time when there
is growing national concern about pov-
erty, and the poverty label has been ap-
plied to those Americans with annual
incomes of less than $3,000 per year, I
feel that strong action is needed by the
Congress.

The bill recommended by the Com-
mittee would have a total effect of giving
a combined increase of at least 10.2 per-
cent to those whose annuities were in
effect on or before October 1, 1956, and
not less than 5.2 percent to those whose
annuities went into effect after that date.

Mr. Chairman, the elder annuitants
are those who are feeling the greatest
hardships today as they were Federal
employees when Federal service salaries
were generally less than they are now.
This measure will do much to alleviate
the inequities presently imposed on those
whose service to the United States con-
tributed to our present well-being,
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I urge that this Congress give speedy
enactment to this legislation.

Mr. SCHISLER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support the passage of H.R.
8469, a bill which will provide equitable
adjustments in the annuities of Federal
civil service retirees and survivors. I
introduced a measure similar to H.R.
8469 into the House of Representatives,
and I was happy to lend my support to
the final piece of legislation which was
reported by the House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee.

The history of civil service annuity
adjustments to meet the rising costs of
living has been one of too little and too
late. At a time when $3,000 yearly in-
come is the borderline below which a
married couple is deemed to be in the
poverty class, the record shows that the
bulk of our 700,000 civil service retirees
and survivors are receiving annuities of
much less than such amount.

During the period of employment, the
hopes and expectations of employees are
built around the concept that they will
be able to retire in a dignified manner
and with enough income to meet their
basic needs. But as people reach age
65, they require more medical care and
the costs of living in retirement are con-
tinually rising. I feel it is the responsi-
bility of the Government to mainfain
the annuities of its retirees and sur-
vivors at a level that will give them a
living comparable to what they had, and
rightfully expected to have, at the time
of retirement.

This bill provides fair, moderate, and
directly needed adjustments designed to
increase annuities where the greatest
relief is warranted. It provides an ad-
justment in benefits of approximately 11
percent in those annuities which com-
menced on or before October 1, 1956, and
approximately 6 percent in those which
commenced thereafter. The increase is
designed to compensate for the lag in
annuity improvements in past years.

This legislation will also provide a
higher percentage increase for approxi-
mately 43,000 elderly widows of em-
ployees of annuitants who passed away
at a time when no survivor protection
was afforded by law.

The Civil Service Commission esti-
mates the initial increase in annuities
to be about $90.4 million. No longer will
civil service retirees be the forgotten
people in the economic life of the Unit-
ed States. The passage of this legisla-
tion means that our retired -citizens,
whose work laid the foundation of the
prosperity our country now enjoys, will
not be deprived of a just share in that
prosperity.

The CHATIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 8469

A bill to provide certain increases in annui-
tles payable from the civil service retire-
ment and disability fund, and for other
purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a)

section 1(t) of the Civil Service Retirement
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Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2251(t)), is
amended to read as follows:

*“(t) The term °‘price index’ shall mean the
Consumer Price Index (all items—United
States city average) published monthly by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The term
‘base month’ shall mean the month for which
the price index showed a per centum rise
forming the basis for a cost-of-living annuity
increase.”

(b) Section 17(a) of such Act, as amended
(b US.C. 2267(a) ), is amended by inserting
immediately before the period at the end
thereof the following: *, and for payment of
administrative expenses incurred by the
Commission in placing in effect such an-
nuity adjustment granted under section 18
of this Act”.

(c) Section 18 of such Act, as amended
(5 U.S.C. 2268), is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec. 18. (a) Effective the first day of the
third month which begins after the date of
enactment of this amendment each annuity
payable from the fund which has a com-
mencing date not later than such effective
date shall be increased by (1) the per centum
rise in the price index, adjusted to the near-
est one-tenth of 1 per centum, determined
by the Commission on the basis of the annual
average price index for calendar year 1962
and the price index for the month latest pub-
lished on date of enactment of this amend-
ment, plus (2) 6% per centum if the com-
mencing date (or in the case of the survivor
of a deceased annuitant the commencing date
of the annulty of the retired employee) oc-
curred on or before October 1, 19566, or 114
per centum if the commencing date (or in
the case of the survivor of a deceased an-
nuitant the commencing date of the annuity
of the retired employee) occurred after Octo-
ber 1, 1956, The month used in deter-
mining the increase based on the per cen-
tum rise in the price index under this sub-
section shall be the base month for deter-
mining the per centum change in the price
index until the next succeeding increase oc-
curs. Each survivor annuity authorized (1)
by section 8 of the Act of May 29, 1930,
as amended to September 1, 19850, or
(2) by section 2 of Public Law 85-465,
shall be increased by any additional amount
which may be required to make the total
increase under this subsection equal to 15
per centum or $10 per month, whichever
is the lesser.

“(b) Each month after the first increase
under this section, the Commission shall
determine the per centum change in the
price index. When the Commission deter-
mines that the price index has for three
consecutive months shown a rise of at least
3 per centum over the price index for the
base month, the following adjustment shall
be made:

“(1) Effective the first day of the third
month which begins after the price index
shall have equaled a rise of at least 3 per
centum for three consecutive months, each
annuity payable from the funds which has
a commencing date not later than such effec-
tive date shall be increased by the per cen-
tum rise in the price index (calculated on the
highest level of the price index during the
three consecutive months) adjusted to the
nearest one-tenth of 1 per centum.

“(c) Eligibility for an annuity increase
under this section shall be governed by the
commencing date of each annuity payable
from the fund as of the effective date of an
increase, except as follows:

“(1) Effective from its commencing date,
an annuity payable from the fund to an an-
nuitant's survivor (other than a child en-
titled under section 10(d)), which annuity
commences the day after annuiltant’s death
and after the effective date of the first in-
crease under this section, shall be increased
by the total per centum Iincrease the an-
nuitant was receiving under this section at
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death, except that the increase in a sur-
vivor annuity authorized by section 8 of the
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended to Septem-
ber 1, 1850, shall be computed as if the
annuity commencing date had been prior
to the effective date of the first increase
under this section.

“(2) For purposes of computing an an-
nuity which commences after the effective
date of the first increase under this section
to a child under section 10(d), the items
$600, 8720, $1,800, and $2,160 appearing in
section 10(d) shall be increased by the total
per centum increase allowed and in force
under this section and, in case of a deceased
annuitant, the items 40 per centum and 50
per centum appearing in section 10(d) shall
be increased by the total per centum increase
allowed and in force under this section to
the annuitant at death.

“(d) No increase in annuity provided by
this section shall be computed on any addi-
tional annuity purchased at retirement by
voluntary contributions.

“{e) The monthly installment of annuity
after adjustment under this section shall be
fixed at the nearest dollar, except that such
installment shall after adjustment reflect an
increase of at least $1.”

SEc. 2. SBection 10 of the Civil Service Re-
tirement Act, as amended (5 U.S8.C. 2260), is
amended by striking out “55"” wherever it ap-
pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
“g0". This amendment shall not apply with
respect to employees or Members retired or
otherwise separated prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Sec. 3. The provisions under the heading
“CIVIL. SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY
FUND” in title I of the Independent Offices
Appropriation Act, 1859 (72 Stat. 1064; Pub-
lic Law 85-844), shall not apply with respect
to benefits resulting from the enactment of
this Act.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendments.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: (1) Page 2, line
7, strike out “such” and insert in lieu thereof
l!each"'

(2) Page 3, line 7, strike out “September
1, 1850,” and insert in lieu thereof "“July 6,
1950,”.

(3) Page 38, line 14, strike out all matter
after the period in such line and all that fol-
lows down through the period in line 2 on
page 4 and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:
EE.‘:!I!em;hre the first day of the third month
which begins after the price index shall have
equaled a rise of at least 3 per centum for
three consecutive months over the price in-
dex for the base month, each annuity pay-
able from the fund which has a commencing
date not later than such effective date shall
be increased by the per centum rise in the
price index (calculated on the highest level
of the price index during the three consecu-
tive months) adjusted to the nearest one-
tenth of 1 per centum:”,

(4) Page 4, line 16, strike out “September
1, 1950," and insert in lieu thereof “July 6,
1960,”.

(5) Page 4, lines 17 and 18, strike out the
words “prior to”.

(6) Page 4, line 25, immediately before the
comma insert “for employee annuities which
commenced after October 1, 1956".

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. StraTTON, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
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bill (H.R. 8469) to provide certain in-
creases in annuities payable from the
civil service retirement and disability
fund, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 471, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced the ayes had it.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present, and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken:; and there
were—yeas 397, nays 0, not voting 37,
as follows:

[Roll No. 220]
YEAS—397

Abbitt Callaway Ellsworth
Abernethy Cameron Erlenborn
Adalr Carter Evans, Colo.
Adams Casey Everett
Addabbo Cederberg Evins, Tenn.
Albert Celler Fallon
Anderson, I1l. Chamberlain Farbstein
Anderson, Chelf Farnsley

Tenn. Clancy Farnum
Andrews, k Pascell

George W. Clausen Feighan
Andrews, Don H. Findley

Glenn Clawson, Del  Fino
Andrews, Cleveland Fisher

N. Dak. Clevenger Flood
Annunzio Cohelan Flynt
Arends Collier Fogarty
Ashbrook Conable Foley
Ashley Conte Ford, Gerald R.
Ashmore Conyers rd,
Aspinall Cooley William D,
Ayres Corbett Fountain
Baldwin Corman Fraser
Bandstra Craley Frelinghuysen
Baring Cramer Friedel
Barrett Culver Fulton, Pa.
Bates Cunningham Fulton, Tenn.
Beckworth Curtin Fuqua
Belcher Curtis Gallagher
Bell Daddario Garmatz
Bennett Dague Gathings
Betts Daniels Gettys
Blatnik Davis, Ga. Giaimo
Boggs Davis, Wis Gibbons
Boland Dawson Gilbert
Bolton de la Garza Gllligan
Bow Delaney Gonzalez
Brademas Denton Goodell
Bray Devine Grabowski
Brock Dickinson Gray
Brooks Diggs Green, Pa.
Broomfield Dingell
Brown, Calif. Dole Grider
Brown, Ohio Donohue Griffin
Broyhill, N.C. Dorn Griffiths
Broyhill, Va. Dow Gross
Buchanan Dowdy Grover
Burke Downing Gubser
Burleson Duilski Gurney
Burton, Calif. Duncan, Tenn. Hagan, Ga.
Burton, Utah Dwyer Hagen, Calif,
Byrne, Pa. Dyal Haley
Byrnes, Wis. Edmondson Hall
Cabell Edwards, Ala. Halleck
Callan Edwards, Calif. Halpern
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Hamilton Matsunaga Roush
Hanley Matthews Rumsfeld
Hanna May Ryan
Hansen, Idaho Meeds Batterfield
Hansen, Iowa Michel St Germain
Hansen, Wash. Miller St. Onge
Hardy Mills Saylor
Harris Minish Scheuer
Harsha Mink BSchisler
Harvey, Ind Minshall Schmidhauser
Harvey, Mich. Mize Schneebell
Hathaway Moeller Schweiker
Hawkins Monagan Scott
Hébert, Moore Becrest
Hechler Moorhead Selden
Helstoski Morgan Senner
Henderson Morrils Shipley
Herlong Morrison Shriver
Hicks Morse Sickles
Horton Mosher Sikes
Howard Moss Bkubitz
Hull Multer Slack
Hungate Murphy, Il Smith, Calif
Huot Murphy, N.¥. Smith, Iowa
Hutchinson Murray Smith, N.Y
Ichord Natcher Smith, Va.
Irwin Nedzl Springer
Jacobs Nix Stafford
Jarman O'Brien Staggers
Jennings O'Hara, Ill Stalbaum
Joelson O'Hara, Mich. Stanton
Johnson, Calif, O'Konski Steed
Johnson, Okla. Olsen, Mont. Stephens
Johnson, Pa. Olson, Minn. Stratton
Jonas O'Neal, Ga. Stubblefield
Jones, Ala. O'Neill, Mass. Sullivan
Karsten Ottinger Sweeney
Karth Passman Talcott
Kastenmeler Patman Teague, Calif.
Kee Patten Teague, Tex.
EKeith Pelly Tenzer
Kelly Pepper Thompson, N.J.
Eing, Calif. Perkins Thompson, Tex.
King, N.Y. Philbin Thomson, Wis,
King, Utah Pickle Todd
Kirwan Pike Trimble
Klueczynskl Pirnie Tuck
Kornegay Poage Tunney
Krebs Poff Tupper
Kunkel Pool Tuten
Landrum Price Udall
Langen Pucinski Utt
Latta Purcell Van Deerlin
Leggett Quie Vanik
Lennon Quillen Vigorito
Lipscomb Race Waggonner
Long, La Randall Walker, N. Mex.
Long, Md. Redlin Watkins
Love Reld, 111 Watson
McCarthy Reid, N.Y, Weltner
MeClory Reifel Whalley
McCulloch Reinecke White, Idaho
MeDade Resnick ‘White, Tex.
McDowell ‘Whitener
McEwen Rhodes, Ariz Whitten
McFall Rhodes, Pa. Widnall
McGrath Rivers, 8.C. Williams
McVicker Roberts Willis
Macdonald Robison Wilson, Bob
MacGregor Rodino Wilson,
Machen Rogers, Colo. Charles H.
Mackay Rogers, Fla. ‘Wolft
Mackie Rogers, Tex. Wyatt
Madden Ronan Wydler
Mahon Rooney, N.Y. Yates
Mailliard Rooney, Pa. Young
Marsh Roosevelt Younger
Martin, Ala. Rosenthal Zablocki
Martin, Nebr. Rostenkowski
Mathias Roudebush
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—3T7
Battin Holifield Rivers, Alaska
Berry Holland Roncalio
Bingham Hosmer Roybal
Bolling Jones, Mo. Sisk
Bonner EKeogh Taylor
Cahill Laird Thomas
Carey Lindsay Toll
Colmer McMillan Ullman
Dent Martin, Mass. Vivian
Derwinski Morton Walker, Miss
Duncan, Oreg. Nelsen Watts
Green, Oreg. Powell Wright
Hays
So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Keogh with Mr. Laird.

Mr. Thomas with Mr. Battin,

Mr. Toll with Mr. Morton.
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Mr. Taylor with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Bonner with Mr. Hosmer.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Martin of
Massachusetts.

Mr, Rivers of Alaska with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Nelsen.

Mr, Holifleld with Mr. Walker of Missis-
sippi.

Mr. Colmer with Mr. Vivian.

Mr. Roncalio with Mr. Carey.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Duncan of Oregon.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Roybal.

Mr. 8isk with Mr, Holland.

Mr. Watts with Mr. Ullman,

Mr. Wright with Mr. McMillan,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. DANIELS., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

MRS. HARLEY BREWER

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (S. 1198) for the
relief of Mrs. Harley Brewer, a bill simi-
lar to House bill H.R. 5915, as passed by
the House today on the call of the Private
Calendar.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Mrs.
Harley Brewer (or, in the event of her death,
to her estate) of San Ildefonso Pueblo, New
Mexico, the widow of Harley Brewer, the sum
of $4,600, The payment of such sum shall
be in full satisfaction of all the claims of the
said Harley Brewer against the United States
for compensation authorized to be paid to
him by Private Law 88-360, approved Octo-
ber 14, 1964, but which was not so paid to
the sald Harley Brewer by reason of his death
prior to enactment of the sald private law:
Provided, That no part of the amount ap-
propriated in this Act shall be pald or de-
livered to or received by any agent or attor-
ney on account of services rendered in con-
nection with this clalm, and the same shall
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary
notwithstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this Act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there-
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. AsSHMORE:
Strike out all after the enacting clause of the
bill 8. 1198, and insert the provisions of H.R.
5915 as passed today.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, and was read the third time and
passed.

A similar House bill (H.R. 5915) was
laid on the table.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CORRECTION OF SALARY INEQUI-
TIES FOR OVERSEAS TEACHERS

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the resclution, House Resolution 483,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 6845) to correct in-
equities with respect to the basic com-
pensation of teachers and teaching posi-
tions under the Defense Department
Overseas Teachers Pay and Personnel
Practices Act.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 6845, with Mr.
STRATTON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UbaLLnl
will be recognized for 30 minutes and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Corserr] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself T minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that I am
advised this is the last legislative busi-
ness scheduled for today. I have dis-
cussed this with the managers on the
minority side, and we believe, with the
cooperation of the House, we can dis-
pose of the general debate in perhaps
20 minutes.

There are no controversial amend-
ments of which I know except one. I
intend to urge the House to accept one
amendment which will be offered by my
friend from North Carolina [Mr. BroyY-
HILL].

I would urge those Members who
might be inclined to vote with me on
this amendment to stay seated in these
comfortable chairs. I know you have
had a busy day. You will not wish to
wander. On the other hand, I would
understand that those who might want
to vote against me on an amendment
do have business back in their offices.
We will let them know if we should have
a rollcall vote.

I have prepared a very learned and
eloquent statement on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the real issue presented
in the bill before us is whether or not
the children of our military and ecivilian
personnel assigned to overseas posts are
to be denied educational opportunities
equal to those they would have were they
in the United States.

To provide these children educations
of American caliber requires, first of all,
that they have not only teachers in suffi-
cient numbers but, especially, teachers
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of sufficient quality. Omne thing is cer-
tain; we get only what we pay for. If
our budgets for goods or services are
miserly and below the going market rate
for sound goods and services, then we
can expect to receive only shoddy goods
and inferior services. I hardly think
anyone can quarrel with this basic eco-
nomie prineciple.

Most regrettably—and I believe
through honest misunderstanding—we
have forced our overseas dependents
school system into the untenable position
of paying cutrate salaries to teachers
while at the same time demanding the
first-class qualities to which American
children are entitled although they are
in foreign areas because their parents
are there looking to the worldwide inter-
ests of the United States.

The purpose of HR. 6845—to provide
an adequate salary structure for overseas
dependents schools—was also one of the
major purposes of Public Law 86-91.
This is the one important purpose of that
law in which the Department of Defense
has failed completely.

Our Subcommittee on Compensation
this year conducted an exhaustive re-
view of events leading up to enactment of
Public Law 86-91, as well as all perti-
nent new information and evidence pre-
sented in our extensive public hearings.
We consulted in detail with representa-
tives of the Department of Defense, the
military departments, the overseas teach-
ers, the National Education Association,
the American Legion, and other authori-
ties—and with senior members of our
committee who developed and drafted the
legislation that became Public Law 86—
91. They all support the principles of
H.R. 6845.

The chief misunderstanding that has
clouded perspective in the matter of
overseas teachers’ salaries relates to the
frame of reference in which the bill that
became Public Law 86-91 was written.
Before our committee reported the bill
the Department of Defense had prepared
draft regulations which it assured the
committee would be placed in effect upon
enactment. Therefore, it was, in direct
consideration of those proposed regula-
tions that the language of the law was
carefully prepared to coincide. The key
operating principle of the regulations
was that salaries of overseas teachers
should be fixed in relation to salary rates
for urban school jurisdictions of 100,000
or more population in the United States.

Accordingly, so as to authorize the is-
suance and implementation of such reg-
ulations, Public Law 86-91 explicitly
spelled out that the secretary of each
military department shall fix salary rates
of teachers in his department in rela-
tion to the going salary rates “for similar
positions” in the United States. The
Secretary of Defense, in turn, was re-
quired to issue regulations governing the
fixing of salary rates for overseas teach-
ers in relation to salary rates ‘“for similar
positions” in the United States.

The words “similar positions” were
very carefully selected to make certain
that appropriate bases would be used for
comparison of domestic teachers’ salaries
with overseas teachers’ salaries. One of
the most important of such bases was
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understood and agreed to be the size and
complexity of the overseas dependents
school system as compared to school sys-
tems of various sizes and complexities in
the United States. In other words, the
necessity of making salary comparisons
in consideration of size and complexity
was fully recognized during the delibera-
tions on the legislation and the writing
of the law.

Today there are some 160,000 Ameri-
can children who look to the Department
of Defense dependents school system and
its 6,200 teachers for the kind of educa-
tion they could receive were they in the
United States. Any diminution in the
quality of instruction—whatever the
cause—makes these children the inno-
cent victims.

Both the numbers of students and
teachers and their diverse geographical
locations in fact constitute the overseas
dependents school system one of the
larger and most complex school systems
operated anywhere for American chil-
dren. It is the ninth largest in point of
numbers alone.

According to the National Education
Association, a school student population
of only about 25,000 is representative of
an urban school jurisdiction with 100,000
population in the United States. Against
this test, therefore, a fair comparison of
the 160,000-student overseas dependents
school system properly could be made
with an urban school jurisdiction in the
United States having several times more
population than the 100,000 level pre-
scribed by administrative regulation un-
der Public Law 86-91 and provided for
in H.R. 6845. I cannot too strongly em-
phasize this point, in view of certain sug-
gestions that have been made for reduc-
ing the 100,000 population standard to a
ridiculously low level—and other pro-
posals I anticipate here today which
would have a similar damaging effect.

Incidentally, let me remind my col-
leagues that in writing Public Law 86-91
we removed the overseas teachers from
the Classification Act because it was
clearly inappropriate in terms of both
salary levels and school personnel prac-
ticess. Now we find that had these
teachers been left under the Classifica-
tion Act their salaries today would be
higher even than those that will be pro-
vided with the enactment of H.R. 6845.
But, however that may be, the salaries
of these overseas teachers now average
$785 below the levels authorized by De-
partment of Defense regulations issued
in accordance with Public Law 86-91.
H.R. 6845 will merely bring them up to
the level authorized by the regulations.

Should the 100,000 population stand-
ard of comparison provided in this bill
and the administrative regulations be
revised downward to 50,000, for exam-
ple, it would mean a reduction of $150
in the average salaries authorized by the
bill. Make no mistake about it, the
burden and the damage in such a change
would fall squarely on the students. The
already serious difficulty in recruiting
and retaining teachers of the required
professional standard would be further
aggravated. Numbers of applicants
alone are misleading and meaningless.
One hundred or more applicants for
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physical education positions can do
nothing to meet the need for capable
teachers of mathematics and science and
American history. High-quality teach-
ing skills cannot be purchased at cut-
rate prices.

H.R. 6845 as introduced would have
tied the teachers’ salary rates directly to
those of teachers with similar levels of
responsibility in the Distriet of Colum-
bia school system. This standard was
opposed by the administration and the
Department of Defense, in particular,
recommended substitution of the stand-
ard already authorized by administra-
tive regulations—that is, equating of
overseas teaching salary rates to salary
rates for teaching positions with similar
levels of responsibility in urban school
jurisdictions in the United States hav-
ing 100,000 or more population.

The committee amendments carry out
this Department of Defense recommen-
dation and, in addiiion, require that the
full range of rates, including minimum
and maximum rates, be recognized in
making salary comparisons. It is to be
noted, in passing, that one of the mili-
tary departments already is paying
teachers in its dependents schools in
Puerto Rico salaries equal to teachers’
salaries in the District of Columbia
school system.

The salary-determination procedures
of HR. 6845 are intended to require that
the salary scheduled for a particular
school year will be set in consideration
of rates paid in school jurisdictions in
the United States for the preceding
school year. This is necessary because
the Department of Defense budget must
be prepared during the preceding year
when salary schedules in the United
States for the coming school year cannot
be determined. Under Bureau of the
Budget regulations, departments may
not budget for anticipated increases in
wages or salaries based on prevailing
rates outside of the Federal Government.
Only wage or salary schedules based on
wages or salaries actually being paid
can be considered.

To sum up, Mr, Chairman, HR. 6845
will reaffirm the policy laid down by the
Congress in Public Law 86-91 and, at long
last, make it fully effective as originally
intended. It will help restore to chil-
dren of our overseas military and civil-
ian personnel access to the kind of Amer-
ican education which is their right. It
will halt the gradual erosion in teach-
ers’ morale and overall level of profes-
sional competence that has reached a
critical point—an erosion far more dam-
aging to the 160,000 students than to
the teachers.

I earnestly hope that our committee
bill will receive the same overwhelming
approval of the House which was given in
1959 to our bhill which became Public
Law 86-91.

Mr. Chairman, if I may have the at-
tention of my colleagues, I believe I can
state what this bill is about in 3 or 4
minutes.

We have a very serious problem. It
involves one of the largest American
school systems in the country. There are
150,000 American children who go to
school in American schools overseas.
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These are dependents and children of
military people stationed in Germany,
in Japan, and some 28 other countries.
They are located in some 200 different
locations.

There are about 6,000 American citi-
zens who are teachers in these schools.
These are professional people. They
have B.A.'s. They have M.A.’s. Many of
them have teaching experience in this
country.

The shocking fact is that these people
are now paid an average of $750 a year
less than is paid to comparable teachers
in this country.

This bill would do something about it.
I am concerned about an injustice to the
teachers, but I am also concerned about
an injustice to the students. These are
American children who, through no fault
of their own, are forced to live abroad
because their parents are serving our
country in the Defense Establishment,
in the State Department, in the foreign
aid program, and in the other vast opera-
tions overseas.

These children are not getting the kind
of education they deserve because we
have not provided the quality of teach-
ing they need, because the Defense De-
partment cannot recruit good teachers
as a result of the salaries which are paid.

Let me give the cold statistics quickly.
The turnover is reflected by the fact that
in a recent study made, 58 percent of
the teachers were there in the first year.
Eighty-one percent of them had been
there for 1 year or 2 years. How in the
world can we provide a high school or
grammar school with proper teachers
when they lack experienced teachers to
carry the work along from year to year
and to provide continuity? That is the
kind of turnover we have had under the
present salary schedule.

Another plain fact is that a G54, a
secretary-typist in the base adjutant’s
office at one of these air bases, who per-
haps has had 2 years of high school and
a little business school education, is paid
more than a professional teacher, be-
cause she is under the Classification Act.

There are all sorts of inequities.

In the United States the teachers in
the Bureau of Indian Affairs are mostly
rated GS-T, yet we are providing less
than GS-4's for these overseas teachers.

One of the really ironic things is that
the Defense Department operates a
school in Puerto Rico under a different
law and pays its teachers the same sal-
aries paid to District of Columbia
teachers.

I could outline the inequities in other
ways, but this is the heart of the problem.

What will this bill do? How will the
bill solve the problem?

This bill will solve the problem by
fixing mandatory standards for teachers’
pay at overseas dependent school sys-
tems equal to the average salary rates
paid in U.S. school jurisdictions of
100,000 or more population. This is a
well-recognized standard used in educa-
tional statistics all over the country.

It is recognized as the medium grade
of teachers’ salaries in this country.
This bill would pin the oversea teachers
effective in this next school year to the
salary level paid in jurisdictions in this
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country of over 100,000 people. It sim-
ply puts in statutory form what the De-
partment of Defense always tries to do,
because their regulations under existing
law fix teachers’ pay at the level of 100,-
000 population or more and which we
have been unable to do.

The cost of this bill will be $3 million
a year. This will be $3 million invested
in better salaries and in better schools
for these 160,000 students overseas. This
bill is supported by the National Educa-
tion Association, the Overseas Teachers
Association, the AFL-CIO teachers
group, and the American Legion. It was
voted out of our committee without a
single vote being cast against it. It has
broad bipartisan support. The distin-
guished gentleman from Washington
[Mr. PELLy] has a companion bill. The
distinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. StraTTOoN] who will be unable to
participate in this debate with us, has
a companion bill. The gentleman from
Hawaii [Mr. MaTsunacal also has a com-
panion bill. This bill has broad biparti-
san support in the committee and I hope
without a great deal of argument or dis-
cussion here that we can pass this badly
needed legislation.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to commend the gentleman
in the well and his committee for bring-
ing this very much needed legislation to
the floor of the House. I rise in support
of the legislation.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I had
hoped for some support in this debate
from the gentleman from New York
[Mr. STraTTON] but because I am unable
to see him here, I ask unanimous con-
sent that he have leave to revise and ex-
tz;lrlld his remarks in connection with this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. STRATTON). Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 6845 which would
correct the salary inequities of our over-
seas teachers and I wish to commend
the distinguished gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. UparLr] for his effective leader-
ship in guiding this legislation through
committee and here on the floor.

I joined in the fight to correct this
inequity by introducing a companion bill
because both as a former schoolteacher
and as a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I have long been concerned
with the problem of pay for our Defense
Department’s schoolteachers overseas.
Legislation was passed by Congress in
1959 which took teachers in these de-
pendent schools overseas out of the regu-
lar classified civil service structure. The
reason for this action was that their po-
sitions were professional, and therefore
somewhat more difficult to evaluate and
grade than would be the case of regu-
lar civil service personnel. Needless to
say, had these teachers remained in the
classified civil service they would have
been eligible for all the regular pay in-
creases which have come to civil serv-
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ice employees since 1959. In order to
assure these teachers that they would
not suffer financially from this change,
however, the understanding and assur-
ance was given that periodic adjustments
in the pay of these teachers would be
made by the Defense Department so as
to keep their pay scales comparable to
those of teachers in the continental
United States confronting similar re-
sponsibilities.

Unfortunately, since that time nothing
has been done to provide this upward
adjustment of pay for these over-
seas teachers, while teachers' pay under
civil service has moved steadily upward
Last year the Defense Department final-
ly did provide an across-the-board in-
crease of $100 per year for these teach-
ers, and the Defense budget for this fis-
cal year includes a proposal for another
$300 increase, also across-the-board.

This boost too, although more gen-
erous, would not really begin to meet
the comparability status which the
teachers were assured in 1959 would be
the basic objective of the Defense De-
partment in its dealings with them.

Consequently, Mr. Chairman, what-
ever appropriations may finally be made
this year, I believe we should not fur-
ther delay taking the necessary action
to put this informal 1959 commitment
into hard legislative language. This is
the purpose of the bill before us today,
and of my companion measure, H.R.
7921, and I wholeheartedly endorse it.

I had the occasion this past fall to
visit a number of our bases overseas and
to consult with the dependent school-
teachers themselves at that time on this
problem. Iam convinced that their case
is a sound and a just one. The serv-
ices have long prided themselves on their
ability to provide conditions overseas for
families of career personnel adequate
enough to persuade these people to make
the armed services a permanent career.
In this connection, certainly the educa-
tion of the children of career personnel
is an absolutely vital element, just as
valuable and perhaps even more so, than
commissaries, say, or housing, and so
forth.

If the Department of Defense and its
individual services are going to provide
this kind of education, obviously it must
not be provided at cut rates. The re-
sponsibilities of teaching the children of
service personnel are certainly compara-
ble to the responsibility of teaching chil-
dren elsewhere. In the long run, if the
salaries of teachers in our dependent
schools overseas are neglected and kept
below those paid to teachers in com-
parable positions elsewhere, the educa-
tion of our service dependents will in-
evitably suffer, and thus our ability to
attract and keep qualified individuals
in the career service will also suffer. It
is as simple as that.

Mr. Chairman, perhaps the most im-
pressive argument of all, however, is the
fact that while every other employee in
Government has received some kind of a
pay increase since 1959, even Members
of Congress themselves, the overseas
teachers have been forgotten. We can
no longer wait, it seems to me, upon the
generosity of the Defense Department
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or of the committees on defense appro-
priations. The requirement of equity
must be incorporated into the law itself.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I whole-
heartedly support this bill and urge its
adoption today.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. Yes. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
take this time to ask a question in order
to get it on the record. I was some-
what surprised this summer when one of
these teachers in transit from one area—
from the Philippines in this instance—
to a European destination came to my
office with a Secretary of Defense card
showing she was unemployed and there-
fore entitled to draw unemployment
compensation. I was somewhat sur-
prised to find this is the general situation
with reference to those teachers. They
teach 9 months and draw unemployment
compensation for 3 months. I hope that
the committee has done something about
this, because certainly it is unfair to our
American teachers the way we do busi-
ness.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. The gentleman said a
little while ago one of the authors of the
bill would not be able to participate. I
would like to say for his benefit to the
gentleman from Arizona that the gentle-
man from New York cannot participate
because he is presiding over the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman
for that information, of which I was
aware. I had intended to revise my re-
marks to take out what I thought was
a humorous reference here.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
certainly want to commend the gentle-
man who was the chairman of the sub-
committee which handled this bill. I
think he did an excellent job along with
the other members of the subcommittee.
He worked long and hard on this meas-
ure. I certainly want to join with him
Ln support of this very important legisla-

ion.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his support.

Mr. EREBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. EREBS. I, too, as a member of
the subcommittee, want to commend the
gentleman for his hard and diligent work
in bringing this bill to the floor today,
and I want to say further that I am
happy to associate myself with all of the
purposes of this bill.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman and thank him for the
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confribution that he made to this legis-
lation as a member of the committee.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to yield 5 minutes now to the
ranking minority member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BROYHILL].

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I strongly feel that there
are serious inequities in the compensa-
tion of our teachers in the overseas
teaching establishment. I certainly feel
that this legislation is a sincere attempt
to correct these inequities. I believe that
we should provide a basic formula under
which these teachers are paid and on
which the compensation is based.

The chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UparL] has
explained this legislation to you. Cer-
tainly he has given you an adequate pic-
ture of what we are trying to do in this
particular bill. I do not want to take a
lot of time. He has mentioned the fact
that there will be amendments offered.
I do intend to offer, when we are under
the b5-minute rule, two amendments
which I feel are very important. One of
them relates to the salary formula itself.
Under the bill the teachers' salaries are

 fixed at those levels or averages for
teachers in cities of 100,000 population or
more.

One amendment that I shall offer is to
the effect that these teachers’ salaries
will be fixed to school systems with a stu-
dent population of 12,000 or more rather
than a total population of 100,000 in the
city, but not necessarily students.

The other amendment will be an
amendment limiting to 5 consecutive
years the appointments of these teachers
to the overseas school system. The
teachers then would return to this coun-
try for 1 year and then would be eligible
for another 5-year appointment.

Mr. Chairman, in just a very few mo-
ments, that is my explanation. I shall
explain in greater detail these amend-
m?nts when we come under the 5-minute
rule.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
am delighted to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MICHEL. Can the gentleman tell
us how much of a backlog we have in ap-
plications of teachers for overseas ap-
pointments? Is that information avail-
able at all?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
do not have that information available to
me on the spot. I understand there are
a number of people who are applying for
these positions. They do have a con-
siderable turnover in these teaching po-
sitions and continually they have to go
out and get new people to fill the vacan-
cies that do exist every year.

Mr. MICHEL. I gather the justifica-
tion then would be more on the strength
of the turnover rather than a lack of
applicants because, as I am informed—
and as a matter of fact, we have in our
own office a number of requests by teach-
ers in this country who want to go over-
seas to teach; which raises the question,
if these jobs are so attractive why do we
have to raise the salary, if there are
sufficient teachers who are applying?
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Mr, BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I should like to yield to
the gentleman from Arizona to answer
that question specifically. Before I do,
however, I should like to say that one of
the problems is that so many of th-se
people who are applying for these over-
seas teachers positions I feel are not
really sincere in their expression of want-
ing to go over to teach. They rather
want to go over there as tourists, run
around the country, for the fun of it.
I think one of the things we need to do,
and one of the things we are frying to
do in this legislation, is to raise the pro-
fessional status of these overseas
teachers.

There is one other thing I might add
in response fo the gentleman from Illi-
nois and that is that our committee has
specifically stated that we are going to
look into this whole question in con-
siderable detail in the future. I think
you will find such an intent in the com-
mittee report.

Now I yield to the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. UpaLrl.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, there
are two answers to the gentleman’s ques-
tion. One of them the gentleman from
North Carolina has just made better than
I could make it. That is the quality
problem. The second is that it does not
help us at all to have a backlog of 1,000
physical education instructors, if we do
not have enough good chemistry teach-
ers, science teachers, history teachers, et
cetera. The fact that we do have a back-
log—and I concede we have—does not
mean that we have a backlog of the
quality and the specific kinds of in-
structors that we need.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii
[Mr. MATSUNAGA].

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman,
as a new member of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee this year I was
greatly disturbed by two matters dis-
closed during our public hearings on
H.R. 6845.

The first is the glaring failure to carry
out the clear policy laid down by the
Congress when Public Law 86-91 was
placed on the statute books. The sec-
ond is the seemingly total disregard of
the Government’s high moral obligation
to provide, for the children of our mili-
tary and civilian personnel assigned to
overseas posts, educational opportuni-
ties substantially equal to those afforded
children in the United States.

As the distinguished chairman of our
Subcommittee on Compensation, the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UpaLLrl,
has so ably stated, our chief concern is
with the impact of an inferior school
program on 160,000 dependent students,
who are in overseas areas through no
fault of their own. Already we find dif-
ficulty in accreditation of some of the
overseas schools and the placement of
students when they return to their home-
land. There is no question but that in-
attention to overseas school facilities,
and particularly to the need for high-
caliber teachers, has taken its toll and
threatens irreparable future harm if we
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do not approve the corrective measures
provided for by H.R. 6845.

With respect to salaries, the record
shows that one of the key objectives of
Public Law 86-91 was removal of our
overseas teachers from the Classification
Act of 1949 because its salary provisions
were completely inappropriate for teach-
ing positions. Our committee, which de-
veloped Public Law 86-91, was informed
at that time that overseas teachers
would be placed in the proposed new sal-
ary system on the basis of a conversion
formula of 87% percent of Classification
Act salaries. Under 1959 salary rates
this was agreed to provide a range of
from $5,294 to $6,869 for teachers who
had been classified at grade GS-7. For
those who had been classified at grade
GS-9, the salary range was to have been
from $6,318 to $8,247. I repeat, these
were 1959 salary rates.

Since Public Law 86-91 was passed, the
entrance or base rate for grade GS-T
has been raised nearly $1,100, while the
base rate for overseas teachers has been
increased by only $185. The disparity
is even greater at the maximum rates.

For certain Government-operated
schools in the United States, such as
schools run by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs on Indian reservations, grade GS-T
salaries are paid for what is considered
to be the “journeyman” teacher's rate.
Presently, the entrance rate is $6,050, the
top rate is $7,850, and the fourth step,
which tends to be the average rate, is
$6,650.

The average overseas teacher’s salary
in the fiscal year 1965, according to
testimony by the Chairman of the Civil
Service Commission, is only $5,030, or
$1,620 a year less than the average paid
a teacher on an Indian reservation. If
we were to apply the 871.-percent con-
version formula of Public Law 86-91,
the average should be 87.5 percent of
$6,650, or $5,819. Based on official Civil
Service Commission testimony, then, the
overseas teachers on an average have
been shortchanged by approximately
$789 a year. Under the circumstances,
how can we blame the teachers for feel-
ing there has been a breach of trust?

It should be noted, too, that this $789
salary shortage is calculated on figures
before enactment of the liberal new
salary increases now awaiting approval
for the Classification Act and other
statutory salary systems enjoyed by 1.8
million other Federal employees.

But this overly frugal treatment of
overseas teachers’ salaries is only the
outward evidence of the far more dan-
grrous internal condition. Plainly, the
intent of the Congress in enacting Pub-
lic Law 86-91 has not been carried out—
a circumstance warranting very thought-
ful examination in and of itself. The
overruling question of the moment,
however, is simply this: What is the ulti-
mate result—the real injury—of this
serious act of omission?

Without in any way minimizing the
failure of responsible officials to imple-
ment fully Public Law 86-91, or the
harsh inequity visited upon the teach-
ers, I concur heartily in our subcom-
mittee chairman’s view that the greatest
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mischief is being imposed on the in-
nocent students.

Our Federal Government has been
penny wise and pound foolish in forcing
cutrate salaries on these teachers. The
meat-ax approach which has kept the
teachers’ pay so far in arrears has done
nothing but weaken and cheapen edu-
cational opportunities for the children
of our military and civilian personnel
assigned to carry out our critical over-
seas commitments.

Enactment of our committee bill, H.R.
6845, is essential to carry out—finally—
the congressional policy intended in
Public Law 86-91. The bill provides a
mandate for this purpose—an obvious
need to replace the authorization in
present law which has not been imple-
mented.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my
colleagues to give this worthy measure
overwhelming support.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. PeLLy], the author of
a similar bill.

Mr. PELLY., Mr. Chairman, I intro-
duced an identical bill to H.R. 6845,
This legislation is badly needed to cor-
rect inequities in the basic compensa-
tion of our overseas teachers.

Mr. Chairman, there is a very serious
situation affecting approximately 160,-
000 children attending overseas schools
of our military abroad. At this time
there are employed about 7,000 over-
seas teachers who are grossly under-
paid. Needless to say, if we wish to give
these children the type of education that
they deserve, then we must be willing to
pay the price, and the most important
thing in a classroom, outside of the child,
is the caliber of the teacher. Constant
low pay breeds constant low-caliber
teachers.

Favorable action today on this legis-
lation will go a long way in upgrading
our overseas schools to the position that
they so rightly belong. Therefore, I
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 6845.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to our distinguished mi-
nority leader, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GeEraLD R. Forpl.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, let me say at the outset, I speak
as a former member of the Committee
on Appropriations that for the last few
years has had the responsibility of fund-
ing the overseas dependents school sys-
tem. For 12 years I served on a sub-
committee under the chairmanship of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MaHON].
This subcommittee has the responsibil-
ity of looking into the overseas depend-
ents school system, of approving or mod-
ifying the recommendations of the ex-
ecutive branch of the government for
this school system.

In the course of a number of trips
overseas during the 12 years I served on
the committee, I did visit and examine
the school systems in a number of areas
that the Department of Defense has
operated.

I have a somewhat different view, per-
haps, than those expressed here a few
minutes ago. I believe we have a good
dependents school system. I think the
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quality of the teachers in that school
system is very good with few exceptions.
On the other hand, I have some reserva-
tions about a very small minority in the
teaching group in the dependents school
system. Unfortunately, whenever the
pay demands that this limited group had
asked for were not granted by the Sec-
retary of Defense or the subcommittee,
or the Congress, it brought a few vitri-
olic, bitter letters to Members of the
House, and I assume Members of the
Senate, condemning the attitude of the
executive branch of the Government and
of the Congress.

I would not put in the Recorp of the
House of Representatives some of the
letters that were received by me and
others which letters were from a very
limited number of those teaching in the
overseas dependent school system. These
letters I might say were a disgrace. The
public would be shocked by intemperate
letters written and sent by these few
teachers in the overseas dependent school
system.

I concede that the group in this school
system do need a pay increase. But the
poorest way to get it was by the kind of
letters that were sent to the Members of
Congress from this limited percentage
of the teaching staff in the overseas de-
pendent school system.

I said earlier that the teachers in the
overseas school system were a good group.
I believe the teachers who come from my
district who teach in the system for 2
years are in the top layer of the teachers
in my particular congressional district.
We have more applicants for the pro-
gram among the best teachers than they
can accept.

I would like to add this: These teach-
ers who go overseas help to improve
that system. I think they infuse new
experience, new ideas, and new energy
in the system and in addition when these
teachers from my part of Michigan come
back home to teach again in their local
school system, they are better teachers.

I happen to feel very strongly that the
amendments to be offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina are necessary.
Particularly is it necessary to have the
amendment on mandatory rotation.
There are teachers in this system, some
of them in administrative capacities, who
have been overseas far too long. They
ought to come back home and live in
America again. They would be better
teachers. So this amendment to be of=-
fered by the gentleman from North Caro-
line is sound and desirable. I understand
that the gentleman from Arizona is
willing to accept it and I compliment
him for his fine and responsible attitude.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. UDALL. I do intend to urge the
adoption of the amendment. I think it
is is a constructive suggestion. I want
to say, if the gentieman will yield fur-
ther, the gentleman from Michigan has
an intense interest in the schools and
I know he believes in good schools. I
regret the controversy that has developed
between him and some misinformed
people in this school system and some of
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the intemperate things that they have
said about him.

I want to say here and now, I appre-
ciate his constructive attitude toward this
legislation. I hope we can put this
smoldering controversy to bed once and
for all by the passage of this bill. It will
lay out a statutory salary and we will
know what it is and the gentleman from
Michigan wil not have to be troubled by
the criticism that he has had.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I deeply ap-
preciate the comments of the gentleman
from Arizona. I do intend to support the
legislation, but I do think these two
amendments are desirable. I am very
happy that the gentleman from Arizona
is accepting the amendment on manda-
tory rotation. I will support the bill
whether the other amendment is ac-
cepted or not by the Committee of the
Whole. I think it is good that these
salary scales are being set in the manner
in which this legislation proposes rather
than to leave it up to the executive
branch of the Government to establish
it according to the method that has been
used in the past, with the subsequent
approval or disapproval of the Congress.

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman
for that statement. I think this is a
very happy day for me and I think for
the overseas teachers because we will
spell this out in a fashion that reasserts
the authority of the Congress and we will
be fixing the salaries and it will no longer
be done by the Department of Defense.
I commend the gentleman for his con-
structive and statesmanlike attitude with
reference to this problem.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I do want to say in conclusion, this
is good legislation. It can be improved
in two instances. I am delighted that
the gentleman from Arizona has agreed
to accept the one amendment. The
other amendment I believe is desirable
and I hope it will be approved, but if it
is not, I will support the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Hawail
[Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to take this opportunity to commend
the chairman, the distinguished gentle-
man from Arizona, for the wonderful
work he has done and the leadership he
has provided on this measure. I wish
to associate myself with the remarks he
has entered in support of this bill. I
also wish to join my own colleague from
the State of Hawaii in his great efforts to
see that our teachers overseas receive
recognition in the pay bill we are now
considering.

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of a
similar measure I rise in support of H.R.
6845. This bill is designed to correct—
at least in part—a gross inequity that
has developed in the methods of paying
teachers in schools at Defense Depart-
ment overseas installations.

In brief, the bill will require that these
teachers be paid on a level equal to the
average of the range of rates paid teach-
ers having comparable positions in urban
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school distriets with populations of 100,-
000 or more within the United States.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will put into
effect a pay policy that the Congress had
thought was established by passage of
Public Law 86-91. Unfortunately, the
intent of Congress at that time never was
translated into practice.

As a result, the pay of teachers in the
overseas school has lagged badly, result-
ing in a gross injustice to those teachers
who entered the overseas teaching sys-
tem expecting compensation equal to
their peers in the United States.

This injustice is graphically illustrated
by a comparison of pay rates now sched-
uled by the Department of Defense and
those in urban school districts of 100,000
or more population.

The DOD schedule for beginning
teachers with a bachelor's degree re-
mained at $4,0656 from 1960-61 to last
year, and now stands at $4,165. In the
U.S. districts of 100,000 or more compar-
able salaries have risen from $4,294 to
$4 850. The DOD gave the same mag-
nificent $100 a year raise to beginning
teachers with a master's degree in 1962-
63, raising their salary to $4,365. Mean-
while, the comparable figure in the
United States has reached $5,225. For
those with 6 years of college training, the
starting salary since 1962-63 has been
$4,465, compared to the comparable
figure of $5,822.

The same discriminatory story can be
told of annual increments awarded these
teachers and of the maximum salaries
they can attain in the overseas system.

And this is so even though there are
many who maintain, with some justice,
that even these large U.S. school districts
do not pay enough for good teachers.

The obvious failure of the administra-
tors of this program to follow the intent
of Congress cries for correction, and this
bill would provide it—at least to the ex-
tent of putting our overseas teachers on
the salary basis that Congress had in-
tended in the first place. It would pro-
vide these teachers with average in-
creases of $785 a year, or $485 more than
requested by the Department of Defense.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a positive
step in the direction of providing the chil-
dren of our military personnel and others
serving their country overseas with the
same high-quality education that we en-
deavor to provide for citizens within our
borders. If is a step toward equality in
pay for those teachers who leave their
homeland to serve their country.

I strongly support the passage of HR.
6845 and urge my colleagues to do so also.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the distinguished gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. UparL] for his efforts
in bringing this bill before the House
today.

The simple fact of the matter is that a
rank injustice exists today. The present
law has not accomplished one of its prin-
cipal objectives and that is to provide
reasonable and adequate salaries to many
of the teachers serving in the overseas
dependents schools of the Department of
Defense.

As the committee’s report makes very
clear, the median range of annual sal-
aries for overseas teachers is presently
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several hundred dollars per year below
the median range authorized by the
existing regulations.

Certainly American children who
must attend school outside of the United
States because of their father's military
assignment should not be short-changed
in their educational pursuits by a lack
of well-qualified teachers, which only
adequate pay can guarantee.

Certainly American teachers serving
overseas should not be subjected to
standards of pay that are grossly inferior
to what they would receive at home.

Unfortunately, I have received a num-
ber of letters which indicate that both
of these circumstances do in fact exist.

This bill, by calling for a formula
which is variable although positive, be-
cause precise dollar amounts are readily
ascertainable, is both an important and
a long overdue step in the right direction.

I intend to vote for it as a matter of
equity and good educational insurance
and I call on my colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. SCHISLER. Mr. Chairman, I
support the passage of H.R. 6845, a hill
which will correct the inequities in the
basic compensation for our overseas
teachers.

I recall President Johnson’s words on
May 28, 1964, at a rally in Madison
Square Garden when he said:

I ask you to march with me along the road
to the future—where no youngster will go
unschooled, where every child has a good
teacher and every teacher has good pay, and
both have good classrooms.

The President was including American
teachers who are teaching overseas in
his Great Society. But until the passage
of this bill some 6,000 American citizens
who are teaching in schools overseas—
professional people with B.A. and M.A.
degrees—were being paid an average of
$750 a year less than comparable teach-
ers in this country.

As I have said before, I believe the
quality of education is dependent upon
the quality of instruction offered by our
teachers. There are 150,000 American
children who go to school in American
schools overseas. These are dependents
and children of military people stationed
in Germany, in Japan, and some 28
other countries. They are located in
some 200 different locations.

While educational standards and
teachers’ salaries have shown some im-
provement in schools in the United
States, this unfortunately has not been
true of our overseas Defense Department
schools. In order to remain open, the
overseas schools have found it necessary
to cut corners, to economize, and to find
other means to finance an inadequate
program.

I will vote for H.R. 6845 because this
legislation will help restore to children of
our overseas military and civilian per-
sonnel access to the kind of American
education which is their right. Every
other employee in Government has re-
ceived some kind of pay increase since
1959. It is my belief that these addi-
tional funds will halt the gradual decline
of teachers’ morales and thus strengthen
their capacity to teach our American
youth.
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This legislation will, I believe, go a long
way in upgrading our overseas schools to
the position where they rightly belong.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, we seem
to be fresh out of speakers on this side.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, we
vield back the remainder of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 6845

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 4(a)(2) of the Defense Department
Overseas Teachers Pay and Personnel Prac-
tices Act (73 Stat. 214; Public Law 86-91; 5
U.S.C. 2362(a)(2)) is amended to read as
follows:

*{2) the fixing of the rates of basic com-
pensation for teaching positions at the rates
of basic compensation for similar positions
of a comparable level of duties and responsi-
bilities under the municipal government of
the District of Columbia;”.

(b) Section 5(c) of such Act (73 Stat. 214;
Public Law 86-91; 5 U.S.C. 23b3(c)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(c) The BSecretary of each military de-
partment shall fix the rates of basic com-
pensation of teachers and teaching positions
in his military department at the rates of
basic compensation for similar positions of
a comparable level of duties and responsibili-
ties under the municipal government of the
Distriet of Columbia.”.

Bec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall become effective at the beginning of the
first school year which begins after the date
of enactment of this Act.

Mr. UDALL (interrupting the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the bill
be dispensed with, that it be printed in
the Recorp and be considered as open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment:

On the first page strike out line 7 and all
that follows down to and including line 2
on page 2, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“(2) the fixing of basic compensation for
teachers and teaching positions at rates equal
to the average of the range of rates of basic
compensation for similar positions of a com-
parable level of duties and responsibilities in
urban school jurisdictions in the United
States of 100,000 or more population;”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROYHILL OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to
the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BroYHILL of
North Carolina to the committee amend-
ment:

In that part of the committee amend-
ment in lines 3 to 8, inclusive, on page 2,
strike out “urban school jurisdictions in the
United States of 100,000 or more population™
and insert in lieu thereof “public school sys-
tems in the United States with enrollments
of 12,000 or more students”,

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, all of us on the Compen-
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sation Subcommittee and, I know, all
Members of Congress are very much in-
terested in assuring that the teachers in
our dependents schools overseas are
properly and fairly compensated and I
believe this bill will do much to alleviate
the confusion and dissatisfaction that
has arisen over this question. Certainly,
I know that is the purpose that has
guided the House Post Office and Civil
Service Committee in its recommenda-
tion of legislation. That is the purpose
of my friend, the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. UpaLLl, whose interest, under-
standing, and sincere effort has been so
largely responsible for bringing this bill
to the floor.

While I am in full accord with the
principles of the bill, I offer the amend-
ment today to perfect it. The amend-
ment is offered in the same spirit of fair-
ness that has gone into the writing of
the bill.

As things stand, the present bill calls
for the fixing of basic compensation for
teachers in our schools overseas at rates
equal to those being paid in school juris-
dictions in the United States of 100,000
or more population. My amendment
would substitute for the last phrase the
words “public school systems in the
United States with enrollments of 12,000
or more students.”

Mr. Chairman, the 1962 Federal Salary
Reform Act adopted the principle of
comparability in establishing rates of
pay for Federal employees. This is a
sound and just principle which protects
the interests of the Government, the tax-
payer and the Federal employee, as well.
In a sense, we have sought to reach some
formula for comparability in this bill
and I believe that is entirely proper.

As the bill was first discussed, the
overseas teachers pay would have been
computed at the same rates as those paid
in the Distriet of Columbia. The com-
mittee recognized, however, that al-
though the Distriet is a Federal jurisdic-
tion, it is, after all, only one jurisdiction
with its own special problems and does
not reflect any cross-section of American
school systems. For that reason the bill
was amended to base salary rates on
those paid in urban school jurisdictions
of cities of 100,000 or more.

I believe that if we wish to apply the
principles of comparability more fairly
for overseas teachers, we need to use a
somewhat broader base.

Most American students are in school
districts where there are fewer than 25,-
000 students. Nevertheless, using the
12,500 base would come closer to a na-
tional average for pay rates than the
terms of the present bill.

I would point out, Mr. Chairman, that
I have discussed this amendment with
the chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission, Mr. John W. Macy. Mr. Macy
concurs with its purposes and finds the
purposes of this amendment preferable
to the provisions of the legislation as
proposed in this bill.

In testimony to our committee, the
Honorable Norman S. Paul, Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Manpower, said:

The some 6,000 teachers in the dependents
schools are recruited throughout the United
States from all geogra.phlcal areas and from
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low, medium, and high pay areas. Accord-
ingly, the salary formula should be essen-
tially a national average.

Mr. Chairman, this is precisely what
my amendment is intended to accom-
plish.

A school district of 12,000 student en-
rollment is, according to the figures com-
piled by the National Education Associa-
tion, roughly comparable to a census
population of 50,000 or more. According
to the same source, the difference be-
tween average salaries of teachers in
school districts with enrollment of 12,000
or more and average salaries of teachers
in school jurisdictions of over 100,000
population is slight.

However, there is a distinct advantage
in using the formula I am proposing as
a basis of comparison. There are an
estimated 441 districts with enrollments
of 12,000 or more. All information
needed for the purposes of this amend-
ment is available for 407 of them.,
Therefore, we can effectively utilize this
information to provide the broader base
we are seeking.

The use of school districts of 12,000
students or more obviously offers a het-
ter cross section of teachers’ salaries and
levels of responsibility, and so would be
a more accurate reflection of school sys-
tems in the United States.

In addition to this, by designating
school districts with a specific enroll-
ment as a comparison base, we eliminate
distortion that would enter into the gen-
eralized selection of population areas.
By this I mean that a school district of
12,000 students or more is exactly what
it says and we can pinpoint duties and
levels of responsibility. On the other
hand, a population area of a certain size
may not necessarily represent a specific
school system. We now have many re-
tirement communities where urban pop-
ulation statistics do not reflect propor-
tional school enrollment figures at all.

Enrollment figures of school districts
are readily available so as to present no
problem in defining them as a point of
reference in salary comparability studies.

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that my
amendment more accurately establishes
a basis for comparison and at the same
time, the broadest reasonable base of
school systems throughout the country
upon which to compute these salaries.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as far as I know, this
is the only amendment about which there
is any controversy, and as soon as we
have settled this I think we can complete
the business of the day.

I think the gentleman’s amendment
ought to be defeated, and let me tell you
briefly why.

I have come to a great respect and
affection for the gentleman from North
Carolina. He is a very able member of
our committee.

The overseas teachers are now $1,000
behind per year in pay compared to
teachers in the big cities such as the Dis-
triect of Columbia, Cleveland, and St.
ILouis. If you take the middle-size cities,
they are $785 a year behind. They have
been behind for 6 years. They have had
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two $100 pay raises in 6 years. If we
adopt this amendment, you cut it back
$150 more. When they have been be-
hind this long and when we are picking
the middle level—not the lowest level or
the highest level but the middle level—I
think we have achieved a balance that
should be supported by the committee.
This level of 100,000 was adopted in the
committee on the motion of the gentle-
man from North Carolina. The original
bill had the District of Columbia salary,
and they said that is too much. We
agreed with them and said that we will
cut it down to cities over 100,000 to get a
better cross section. Now they want us
to back off to an even smaller level. I
think we have a moderate middle ground
compromise position under the commit-
tee amendment which we can stick with.
You know, the hard fact of the matter is
that the overseas schoolteachers between
1959 and 19656 have had pay raises
amounting to 4 percent. That is all.
Teachers in this country have averaged
18 percent. Other Federal employees
have averaged 21 percent.

Now, as I say, it is a friendly disagree-
ment on this amendment. You can vote
with the gentleman from North Carolina
or you can vote with the majority mem-
bers of the committee. I was pleased that
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp]
says he will support the bill whichever
way it goes, but I hope you will vote
down the amendment to the committee
amendment and will support the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
the gentleman from Arizona about the
fringe benefits accruing to these over-
seas teachers. Do they not in some
places get cost-of-living allowances that
are rather substantial?

Mr. UDALL. Yes, they get them
whenever the other Federal employees
get them, such as the military; when the
technicians and people in the Classified
Service get them, they get them, too.

Mr. GROSS. But they do get cost-of-
living allowances?

Mr. UDALL. Oh, yes.

Mr. GROSS. And they also have the
privileges of the PX; is that not true?

Mr. UDALL. In the same way that
the military and every Federal civil em-
ployee gets the use of the PX, they have
the privileges of the PX.

Mr. GROSS. So that when Congress
makes their pay comparable to the high-
est levels of teacher pay in this country
they are getting what amounts to addi-
tional compensation, are they not?

Mr. UDALL. In one sense they are,
ves. But if you accept the gentleman's
argument you have to say, if you are go-
ing to throw these people out of the PX
or cut their pay down——

Mr. GROSS. I am not advocating
that.

Mr. UDALL. You would also, in con-
sistency, have to cut down the GS—4's
and the GS-5’s, and cut their pay over-
seas, or refuse them the privileges of the
PX

lf&r. GROSS. I am not advocating
that. I am simply trying to point out
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that there would be, I assume, some sav-
ing as between the formula which is
presently in the bill and that under the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina. I assume there
would be some saving to the taxpayers of
this country. I am trying to point out
that using the 12,000 formula instead of
the 100,000 formula, plus the fringe
benefits, overseas teachers would still be
well compensated.

I would like to say something else to
the gentleman and Members of the
House. The only way we are really go-
ing to be able to cut down bills of ex-
pense such as these is to see to it that
those so-called friends of ours in Eu-
rope and elsewhere start providing troops
to take care of the policing and defense
of their own countries, and withdraw
American troops. They are not putting
their troops into Vietnam or anywhere
else where we are having difficulty.

It is long past the time when they
should take over the defense of their
own countries and relieve American tax-
payers of some of the bills of expense of
this nature. Let the foreign govern-
ments take over and let us bring our
troops and teachers back home. This is
what we ought to do more of instead of
continuing to supply troops and police
forces for countries that are well able to
take care of themselves.

Mr. UDALL. I would observe that
there is much in what the gentleman has
said. I hope we can bring our troops
home. But our committee has not yet
been given jurisdiction over that subject.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that. But
I say that we are continuing to pour out
money for this purpose and many other
purposes that we ought to be saving our
own taxpayers.

Mr. UDALL. I should hope that we
could. The gentleman has a point.

Mr. BROYHILIL, of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has asked
whether or not there would be a saving
under the amendment I have offered.
I would say that certainly there would
be an average, I have been informed by
my staff—an average saving to the tax-
payers of over $800,000. I would add very
quickly, for the benefit of the Members
that with my amendment, under the
maximum the teachers in the Overseas
School System are going to receive a
$1,200 increase above what they are
presently receiving. Under the maxi-
mum the teachers with a bachelor's
degree receive at present $6,015, and
under my amendment they would re-
ceive under the maximum $7,200.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee
realizes that the standards of com-
petence of these teachers overseas are
set by the Department of Defense and
are in no way set by any standards nor-
mally set by anyone having anything to
do with an educational agency. I hope
very much that the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor will undertake very
shortly to see that, as we are now going
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to raise the remuneration of these
teachers, proper educational competence
be established not by the Department of
Defense but by the proper educational
agency.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment to the committee amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 2, strike out lines 6 to 11, inclu-
sive, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

(e) The Secretary of each mmtary depart-
ment shall fix the basic compensation for
teachers and teaching positions in his mili-
tary department at rates equal to the aver-
age of the range of rates of basic compensa-
tion for similar positions of a comparable
level of duties and responsibilities in urban
school jurisdictions in the United States of
one hundred thousand or more population,

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROYHILL OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. BROYHILL of North Caro-
lina. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BroYHILL of
North Carolina: Page 8, strike out lines 1
to 8, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

(e) (1) Section 5 of such Act (73 Stat. 214;
Public Law 86-91; b U.8.C. 2353) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(e) A teacher shall not be eligible to hold
any teaching position or positions for a period
in excess of five consecutive years, except
that—

“(1) a teacher who has performed service
in any teaching position or positions and has
returned to the United States for a perlod
of not less than one year shall be eligible to
hold a teaching position or positions for an
additional period of not to exceed five con-
secutive years, and

*{2) The Secretary of each military depart-
ment is authorized, when he deems it neces-
sary in the public interest in individual cases,
to provide, in accordance with regulations
which shall be prescribed and issued by the
Secretary of Defense, for the extension of any
such period of five consecutive years to not
more than eight consecutive years.”

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall apply only to
teachers appointed after the date of enact-
ment of this subsection to teaching positions
for any school year but shall not apply to
teachers holding a teaching position on the
date of enactment of this subsection who are
transferred without a break in service after
such date.

Sec. 2. The amendments made by subsec-
tions (a) and (b) of the first section of this
Act shall become effective as of the beginning
of the first school year which begins after
the date of enactment of this Act or which
is in progress on the date of enactment of
this Act, whichever first occurs.

Mr. UDALL (interrupting reading of
amendment). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of the gentleman’s amendment
be dispensed with.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my amend-
ment is to fix a limit on the tour of over-
seas employment of those teachers who
come into this program in the future.

The amendment would limit to 5 con-
secutive years, appointments made to
overseas dependents school positions,
with the exception that in certain cases
necessary in the public interest, an ap-
pointment may be extended no more than
an additional 3 years. A teacher who re-
turns to the United States for at least 1
year would then become eligible for an-
other 5-year appointment overseas.

Testimony from Department of De-
fense and Civil Service Commission wit-
nesses fully supports this proposal and
they have strongly recommended that it
be made a part of this bill. Also many
of my colleagues have expressed inter-
est in fixing such a time limitation on
these overseas teaching appointments.
I believe such a system of rotation would
help improve the quality of these schools
and would keep both teachers and stu-
dents in closer touch with current events
in the United States.

Despite the fact that the Department
of Defense does not have a career pro-
gram for dependent school teachers, there
are some who make a career of it. Some
777, or about 13 percent, of the 5,850
teachers in the program have held over-
seas appointments for more than 5 years.
There are a few who have held these posi-
tions for 15, 16, 17, and more years.

I feel that such extended service over-
seas puts these teachers out of touch
with the realities of day-to-day happen-
ings in the United States. I suggest that
a system whereby they return to the
United States would be in order so that
they will be able to keep abreast with
trends in American life as well as new
trends in teaching methods and proce-
dures.

Chairman Macy of the Civil Service
Commission supports this idea. He told
our Subcommittee on Compensation:

I would like to suggest that Congress,
elther in legislation or in legislative history,
go on record as supporting the rotation of
overseas teachers at least every five years.
This is particularly desirable to keep these
teaching staffs from becoming “provincial” or
too far removed from American customs, be-
liefs, and way of life.

The Honorable Norman S. Paul, As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Man-
power expressed a similar opinion. Said
Mr, Paul:

“We are concerned that this continued and
indefinite overseas employment is not gen-
erally in the best interest of the Government
for essentially the same reasons that the
Foreign Service finds it desirable to provide
periodic rotation to the United States for its
personnel.

Mr. Chairman, I am informed that
this amendment would not present any
administrative problem and that, in fact,
the Department of Defense would wel-
come such instruction from Congress.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
would be delighted to yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I wanted
to simply repeat what I said earlier, that
I believe this is an amendment which I
can accept and support. I congratulate
both the gentleman from North Caro-
lina and the distinguished minority
member, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. GerarLp R. Forpl, for making this
suggestion that we proceed in this
fashion. There is a good argument
for rotating the teachers and gefting
them home, bringing them back to
this country. Yet the amendment
places a b5-year limit, with some
flexibility so that if in the national in-
terest for the really outstanding teacher
or a situation where teachers are not
readily available in an isolated area, an
island or a Far Eastern place, they could
make exceptions.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this strength-
ens the situation and I am happy to ac-
cept the amendment,

Mrs. MINK., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
am delighted to yield to the gentlewom-
an from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK. I would like to ask the
gentleman this question. Under the
gentleman’s amendment what provision
would be made for the jobseeker, for
these teachers who must come back
every 5 years? Where would they find
a job which they could enter after hav-
ing been away overseas for a period of 5
years? I would assume that they would
have lost their tenure in the system out
of which they came.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
would like to say that there are school
systems in the United States operated by
the Department of Defense. They could
be transferred to those systems. I fur-
ther understand that there are school
systems operated under the Department
of the Interior and operated by other
agencies of the U.S. Government other
than the Department of Defense.

Of course, I feel very strongly that
these overseas teachers would be very
welcome and would be in demand for
publie school systems all over the coun-
try, because they would have the ex-
perience of travel overseas, of contact
with our friends in foreign countries,
and would have had this experience of
the foreign scene and thus would be
valuable assets to public school systems
over the United States.

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. KREBS. I wonder if the gentle-
man would be prepared to write into law
a guaranty whether or not there are
jobs for them we would be responsible
for paying their salaries?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
May I say that I think that suggestion
is a little premature. We have stated
very explicitly not only in the commit-
tee report but the chairman has stated,
and certainly other Members have stated
that the committee strongly intends to
hold further hearings on this subject.
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We intend to look into i, and continue
to have our eyes on this whole program.
We are not only interested in it now, but
we intend to follow it up.

Mr. KREBS. But the fact remains
these people come back with no assur-
ance there will be work available for
them. I think it is incumbent upon us
if we are insisting that they return to
the United States periodically we should
assume the responsibility of providing
for them.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
may say to the gentleman that I respect
his opinion, and I thank him for the
statement he has made. If these teach-
ers are valuable to the oversea depart-
ment in the 5, 6, 7, or 8 years they have
been associated with the oversea school
system, if they have been capable of
holding down that job, certainly their
qualifications would be acceptable in any
public school system in the United States.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
vield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. GUBSER. It is an established
fact that the State of New York and the
State of California pay the highest
teachers’ salaries in the United States,
yet we are not able to get enough qual-
ified teachers. I think it is safe to as-
sume any qualified teacher in the over-
seas system can readily find employment
here in the States.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr, MATSUNAGA. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the pending amendment for this sim-
ple reason, and I will put it in the form
of a question:

Where will the overseas teachers rotate
to? I would like to quote from a state-
ment by Dr. Lynn M. Bartlett, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense—Educa-
tion—in testifying before the Committee
on the Post Office and Civil Service of
the Senate, and this was his testimony on
a similar bill, now before the Senate,
S.2228:

All dependent schools are in forelgn coun-
tries and we do not have comparable posi-
tions in the United States to which we could
rotate teachers after they have served several
years overseas as we do with other employees.

For this reason, if for no other, the
amendment should be defeated.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr,. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Let me point out
also they cannot go into the public
school systems, or many of them cannot,
because they have been in their present
jobs without qualifications which would
guarantee them a job in the publie school
systems of the United States. If they
get a job they would have to start at
the bottom, therefore they would be
starting all over again. I really do not
think this is a sound amendment.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I agree with the
gentleman from California. Let us de-
feat this unsound amendment.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, if the assumption is
correct that these teachers in this pro-
gram are of a superior quality and have
had a unique experience, certainly they
will be in demand in any school system.
So there will not be any problem about
them getting a job in any good school
system in the United States.

From the point of view of the overseas
dependent school system, I think it is
very important that these teachers come
back home occasionally and teach in an
American school system in the United
States. I think they could contribute to
the local school systems in the United
States, and I think it would be whole-
some for them to get reacquainted with
the United States after a 5-year period.

The distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Froon] and the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Anorews] and perhaps others who
have been on the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for a long, long time know
that the school system that we have is a
good one and that the teachers with few
exceptions are above average, and that
when they come back home they will
have no trouble getting a job. In fact,
they will probably be placed in jobs bet-
ter than the ones they have had overseas.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HOWARD. Is it not true how=-
ever that several States have State laws
concerning certification of teachers and
that teachers may be hired for overseas
by the Department of Defense who may
not have the educational courses required
by the various States back home. There-
fore, no matter how qualified they might
be, and I agree that as to teachers teach-
ing overseas it would be very desirable to
have them in any school system in the
United States, a local board of education
no matter how much they might want to
hire this particular teacher may not do
s0 by law because the teacher may not at
the time he or she comes back from over-
seas be eligible for a teaching certificate
in an individual State and this would put
them at a disadvantage.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. It is my rec-
ollection that most, if not all States,
make exceptions. They give temporary
permits for teachers who come under
these unusual circumstances. In addi-
tion, let me say this. If a teacher has
been overseas for 5 years and has not
earned the necessary qualifications to
qualify him or her to teach in a good
school system, then that person I think
is lacking in the necessary initiative to
qualify to teach overseas.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Iyield tothe
gentleman.

Mr. HOWARD. In the State of Penn-
sylvania for example, one must have
taken a course entitled “The History of
Pennsylvania.” Such a course might not
be available to the teacher who may be
trying to improve his or her professional
standing overseas and, therefore, that
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teacher might not meet the standards

of a particular State.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Ivyield tothe
gentleman.

Mr, UDALL. I want to say, I do not

very often find myself supporting the
gentleman from Michigan against my
good friend, the gentleman from Hawaii
and the gentleman from California. But
the Chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission testified that he was in favor of
some kind of rotation plan such as this
plan and the Defense Department said
that they were trying to work out some
kind of plan with a 5-year limit. I
thought that information might be of
some help to our colleagues.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it not also
true there is a provision that gives some
flexibility in cases of unusual circum-
stances where a person is needed for an
additional year or two?

Mr. UDALL. Oh, yes, the amendment
gives flexibility up to 8 years in particu-
lar cases where the Department of De-
fense thinks that retaining any particu-
lar person for longer than 5 years would
be helpful.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. CORBETT. I just wanted to
point out that right now with the short-
age of teachers, it is mighty easy to get
a temporary permit to teach. It is prob-
ably true in every State and we have
situations here in the District of Colum-
bia right now where I understand teach-
ers have been operating on a temporary
permit for over 20 years.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment, and all amend-
ments thereto, and that all debate on
the bill cease in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I have been
on my feet and intended to obtain time
to address the Committee.

Mr, UDALL. I do not see anyone else
seeking time so I suspect that the gentle-
man will get the entire 5 minutes.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, if I may
put a question to the gentleman from
Arizona. Does his request pertain to all
other amendments to the bill as well?

Mr. UDALL. That is correct.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Ihave anamend-
ment that I intend to offer.

Mr. UDALL. I did not understand
the gentleman had an amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would change my re-
quest and ask unanimous consent that
all debate on the pending amendment,
and all amendments thereto, and that
all debate on the bill and all amendments
thereto, cease at 6 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PuUcCINSKI].

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the collogquy on this amendment has
clearly demonstrated the lack of wisdom
of adopting it at this time.

The gentleman from Hawaii read ex-
cerpts from the testimony indicating the
difficulty these teachers would have in
gaining employment in the States, be-
cause they were hired by the Defense
Department, in the first instance without
the certificates which are normally re-
quired of teachers in the States.

The gentleman from New Mexico
pointed out that the Secretary has indi-
cated they are working on some form
of voluntary rotation plan to get these
teachers back to the States for refresher
courses for some time.

To add to all this, I should like to ad-
vise the House that the very distinguished
chairman of the Select Committee on Ed-
ucation, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. DENT] who is a ranking mem-
ber on the House Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor, has already announced
previously that his committee is under-
taking a full study of this whole program
of American schools at overseas military
installations.

It would appear to me, in light of all
these activities, that no purpose would be
served by accepting this amendment to-
day, to force the rotation of these teach-
ers, when I feel reasonably confident
within a very short time we are going to
have a proposal made to Congress to
deal with this subject from the House
Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. So that the other
Members may understand this particular
issue and get it in perspective, can any-
one on the committee tell us the number
of overseas teachers teaching at mili-
tary installations, and the percentage
who have certificates which would qual-
ify them to teach in the school systems
here and the percentage who do not?
What percentages are we talking about
in respect to this problem?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PUCINSKI.
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. The staff advises me
this was not covered. The rotation bus-
iness came up after the bill was reported.
I had negotiations with the people on
the other side of the aisle about the par-
ticular problem. We had no ocecasion to
take testimony on this particular ques-
tion.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I should like to call
the attention of my colleagues to the
testimony read by the gentleman from
Hawail [Mr. Marsunacal in which he
clearly quoted the professional opinion
expressed by those learned on this sub-
ject with regard to bringing these teach-
ers back, in many instances.

This does not mean we are condoning
inferior education at overseas bases. I
heard someone say that if they cannot
get jobs in this country they do not be-

I yield to the gentle-
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long there. That is not the case. These
teachers have been certificated by the
Defense Department and they meet the
qualifications and standards applied, but
unfortunately do not meet the standards
established by various States.

Mr. COLLIER. I understand that
thoroughly. I go back to my original
question. I am trying to determine,
when we speak of “these teachers,” what
percentage we are talking about.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I cannot help the
gentleman. Perhaps the committee can.

Mr. COLLIER. How can we vote in-
telligently on this unless we know what
we are talking about? What is in-
volved?

Mr. UDALL. Let me put this in focus.
I hope we can vote on the amendment
one way or the other.

The cold plain fact is that in the
testimony before the committee it was
indicated that 98 percent of the teachers
come back before 5 years, anyway. As
to the other 2 percent, the amendment
which is before us would give the Defense
Department discretion to extend that up
to 8 years. This does not really deal
with the vitals of overseas education.

Mr. COLLIER. 98 percent come back,
and 2 percent do not?

Mr. UDALL. That is correct.

Mr. COLLIER. That is not exactly an
answer to the question I asked. What
percentage are qualified to teach in the
school systems here, and what percent-
age are not?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, the gentleman
does not have the answer.

Mr. COLLIER. I am happy to have
the answer that there is no answer.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BROYHILL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 74,
noes 38.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
further amendments, under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. StraTrTON, Chairman of the Commit~
tee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 6845) to correct inequi-
ties with respect to the basic compensa-
tion of teachers and teaching positions
under the Defense Department Overseas
Teachers Pay and Personnel Practices
Act, pursuant to House Resolution 483,
he reported the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any amend-
ment? If not, the Chair will put them
€N ETO0Ss.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to advise the House that the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. Frieper], has
said that he may call up certain privi-
leged resolutions from the Committee on
House Administration tomorrow.

SECTION 14(b) OF the TAFT-
HARTLEY ACT

Mr. GRIDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIDER. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, July 28, I offered an amend-
ment to HR. 77. It was ruled out of
order as not germane. I have no quarrel
with the ruling, nor with H.R. 77 which
I supported. I think repeal of section
14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act is a step
forward. At the same time, I do not
think that any worker should be required
to support a union unless that union won
recognition as the result of a free, secret
election. Such was the purpose of my
amendment. Today I am introducing
a bill that would have the same effect. I
urge its prompt consideration.

USDA—CONSUMER FRIEND FOOD
INSPECTION PROTECTS CON-
SUMERS

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, no pro-
gram of government touches more peo-
ple every day than the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s meat and poultry
inspection service.

When we buy a hot dog at the ball
park we eat it without a second thought.
But do we realize that there are few
other countries in the world where it
would be safe to do that?

The Meat and Poultry Inspection Acts
passed by Congress require that every
meat animal and every bird slaughtered
in plants which sell across State lines
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must pass the rigid examination of
USDA inspectors. This is why we can
buy meat and poultry almost anywhere
in this country with perfect assurance
that it is clean, safe, and wholesome.

But the USDA inspection service does
more than examine the poultry and the
meat. It supervises the whole slaugh-
tering and processing operation to make
sure that strict sanitary controls are ex-
ercised. Everything that touches the
meat or poultry—every ingredient that
goes into preparing a product—even in
labeling—must be approved by the in-
spection service to make sure that the
consumer is protected from anything
that might in any way be unsafe.

Because this is a growing country, and
our increasing population is also in-
creasing its purchases of meat and poul-
try, the inspection service must grow to
keep pace with the job. It now takes
some 5,700 inspectors to safeguard our
national supply of meat and poultry.

The USDA also conducts voluntary in-
spection programs—for which a fee is
charged the user. These programs,
which provide sanitary controls and
make sure that only wholesome products
are used, are available for fruit and vege-
table products, dairy products, and egg
products. They are widely used by the
food industry—another reason that our
consumers are among the best protected
in the world.

I submit that these and other con-
sumer protection services of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture make an im-
mense contribution to the well-being of
every person in this country. They are
important to farmers and the food trade,
as well as consumers, because only with
services like these could the kind of
modern food industry we now have be
operated—and this is a $70 billion-a-year
business.

NEGROES URGED TO AVOID DRAFT,
REFUSE TO FIGHT

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I
could hardly believe my eyes on reading
in the press a few days ago of a command
to young Negroes in my State to avoid
the draft and refuse to fight in Vietnam
if called upon to do so by the President
of the United States. This command has
come from a group who have banded
together in what they call the Freedom
Democrat Party. This organization is
made up almost entirely of Negroes but
the greater part of their leadership comes
from without the State and particularly
from the northeastern section of the
United States. Actually, very few of the
Negro people of my State are affiliated
with the movement. The responsible
leadership among Mississippi Negroes
refuse to have anything to do with the
so-called party or its leaders.

Suggesting to the young colored peo-
ple of my State, as well as other South-
ern States, that they decline to honor
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their draft calls, that they go on a hunger

strike and tear up their draft cards has

a very familiar ring. Similar conduct

was reported from another section of the

country a few days ago by an irrespon-
sible group who admit their disloyalty to
our country at a time when our sons are
dying in Vietnam for the preservation of
our way of life and to prevent the spread
of communism. I regret that anyone in
my State, even those associated with the
so-called Freedom Democrat Party
movement, have affiliated themselves
with the enemies of this Nation. But,

Mr. Speaker, as for the leaders of the so-

called Freedom Democrat Party, I am not

at all surprised.

We have known all along that this
movement has had the backing and sup-
port of the Communist Party of America.
Surely no one doubts it now.

Mr. Speaker, I am today communicat-
ing the disloyal act of these people to the
President of the United States and also
to Gen. Lewis B. Hershey, head of our
selective service. I sincerely hope the
disloyal acts of those who espouse such
irresponsible conduct on the part of our
draftees will have the appropriate atten-
tion of our President, the head of Selec-
tive Service and the U.S. Department of
Justice.

In connection with these remarks I
include in the Recorp copies of press re-
ports on the matter, an editorial from
the Vicksburg Sunday Post, Vicksburg,
Miss., and also copies of my telegrams to
the President and General Hershey, as
follows:

FrReepoM DEMOCRATIC PARTY URGES STATE'S
NecroEs To IGNORE THEIR UNCLE SamM—
REFUSE VIETNAM DRAFT

(By James E. Bonney)

The Mississippl Freedom Democratic Party
circulated an appeal Friday urging Negro
mothers to keep their sons from honoring
the draft and for Negroes in the armed serv-
ices to stage hunger strikes.

The Freedom Democratic Party, a civil
rights group that led recent racial demon-
strations in this capital city, printed the
plea in a leaflet distributed in Negro com-
munities throughout the State.

The appeal also appeared in a monthly
newsletter of the party and coples were

on a bulletin board in the head-
quarters building in Jackson.

Charles Horwitz, a spokesman for the Free-
dom Democrats, sald “the McComb Free-
dom Democratic Party initially published the
letter and although the executive committee
of the Freedom Democratic Party hadn’t
taken any action in it, we decided to reprint
it In the officlal newsletter for distribution
across the State.”

CHALLENGING

The Freedom Democrats are challenging
the seating of Mississippi’s five Congressmen
on grounds Negroes were not allowed to vote
in the elections.

An editor’s note in the newsletter sald the
appeal was authorized by Joe Martin of Mc-
Comb, and Clint Hopson, a law student from
New Jersey.

“No Mississippl Negroes should be fighting
in Vietnam until all the Negro people are
free in Mississippi,” the newsletter sald.

“Negro boys should not honor the draft
here in Mississippi. Mothers should en-
courage their sons not to BO.

RESPECT

*We will gain respect and dignity as a race
only by forcing the U.S. Government and the
Mississippl government to come with guns,
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dogs, and trucks to take our sons away %o
fight and be killed protecting Mississippl,
Alabama, Georgia, and Louisiana.

“No one has a right to ask us to risk our
lives and kill other colored people in Santo
Domingo and Vietnam, so that the white
American can get richer. We will be looked
upon as traltors by all the colored people of
the world if the Negro people continue to
fight and die without a cause.

“Last week a white soldier from New Jersey
was discharged from the Army because he re-
fused to fight in Vietnam; he went on a
hunger strike. Negro boys can do the same
thing. We can write and ask our sons if
they know what they are fighting for. If he
answers freedom, tell him that's what we are
fighting for here in Mississippi.

“And if he says democracy, tell him the
truth—we don't know anything about com-
munism, socialism, and all that, but we do
know that Negroes have caught hell right
here under the American democracy.”

But a Congressman who has supported the
Freedom Democrats labeled the latest appeal
as “ridiculous and completely irresponsible.”

Representative CuaarLEs Dices, Democrat,
of Michigan, told a newsman, “I think that
our domestic problem is separate from any
conflict that this country has with any other
country. There has never in the history of
the American Negro been any such lack of
patriotism. Negroes have always been proud
to have fought and died despite imperfec-
tlons of this country.”

Dices is a Negro who, as a member of the
credentials committee of the last Democratic
National Convention, supported seating of
Mississippl Freedom Democratic Party dele-
gates at the convention.

“In event of any confrontation or con-
flict with outside groups,” he said, referring
to the urgings for a Negro draft protest, “any
bombs sent over here will not be labeled for
any particular segment of society: They will
be labeled for all of us.”

NeGroEs UrGEp To Avoip DrAFT, REFUSE To

FicHT—FREEDOM DEMOCRATS ASK MOTHERS

To ENCOURAGE SBoNs To BALK

Jackson, Miss., July 30—Negro mothers
are being urged by a largely Negro political
organization to keep their sons from honor-
ing the draft and Negroes in the armed serv-
ices were asked to stage hunger strikes,

The Freedom Democratic Party, composed
of some civil rights groups, made the plea in
a leaflet distributed in Negro communities
throughout the State.

Asked about the appeal, Charles Horwitz,
a spokesman for the Freedom Democrats,
sald, “The McComb Freedom Democratic
Party initially published the letter and al-
though the executive committee of the FDP
hadn't taken any action on 1it, we decided
to reprint it in the official newsletter for dis-
tribution across the State.”

An editor's note in the newsletter sald the
appeal was authored by Joe Martin of Mec-
Comb and Clint Hopson, a law student from
New Jersey.

The Freedom Democrats are challenging
the seating of Mississippi's five Representa-
tives on grounds they were illegally elected
because Negroes aren’t registered in sufficient
numbers in Mississippi.

The newsletter sald:

“No Mississippi Negroes should be fighting
in Vietnam for the white man's freedom un-
til all the Negro people are free in Mississippi.

“Negro boys should not honor the draft
here in Mississippl. Mothers should encour-
age their sons not to go.

“We will gain respect and dignity as a
race only by forcing the U.S. Government
and the Mississippl government to come
with guns, dogs and trucks to take our sons
away to fight and be killed protecting the
whites in Mississippi and Alabama.

“No one has a right to ask us to risk our
lives and kill other colored people in Santo
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Domingo and Vietnam, so that the white
American can get richer. We will be looked
upon as.traltors by all the colored people
of the world if the Negro people continue to
fight and die without a cause.

“Last week a white soldier from New Jer-
sey was discharged from the Army because
he refused to fight in Vietnam; he went on a
hunger strike. Negro boys can do the same
thing. We can write and ask our sons If
they know what they are fighting for. If
he answers freedom, tell him that's what we
are fighting for here in Mississippl.

“And if he says democracy, tell him the
truth—we don’t know anything about com-
munism, socialism, and all that, but we do
know that Negroes have caught hell right
here under this American democracy.”

[From the Vicksburg (Miss.) Sunday Post,
Aug. 1, 1965]

A DEFIANT ATTITUDE

Seldom have we seen a published plea for
deflance as that which came from the Free-
dom Democratic Party. This was an out-
right attack upon the laws of the United
States even though it rather crudely endeav-
ored to shift the blame for the action to
Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, and Georgia.

Calling upon Negroes not to honor the
draft, and suggesting to mothers of sons in
the Armed Forces that they urge their sons
to go on hunger strikes, certainly does not
come under the category of responsible citi-
zenship.

There is something familiar about this.
There have been instances of young men
tearing up their draft cards, supposedly in
protest against the Government’s action in
Vietnam, and the hunger strike has already
shown up as a means of protesting also.
This is no new idea of the Freedom Demo-
cratic Party, and the question rather quickly
arises, where, indeed, did it originate?

The Freedom Democratic Party, which
thus published open deflance of our Govern-
ment, is attempting to unseat the Missis-
sippl delegation in Congress. The same
Freedom Democratic Party was successful,
to a degree, in galning some recognition at
the Democratic Convention in Atlantlc City
last year, and now has visions of being the
arm of the National Party in Mississippi.

Let every official of the national Demo-
cratic Party, including President Johnson,
take cognizance of this act of defiance. Let
the Congress of the United States recogmize
this act as coming from a leadership and a
membership, so devoid of responsibility, its
protest against the State’s delegation should
immediately be thrown out. Let every Amer-
ican who has been brainwashed into believ-
ing this type of leadership should prevail,
be numbed by the audacity of those who wiil
go to any end to further their cause, even
to acts of disloyalty toward the Nation
which has leaned over so much to meet its
increasing demands.

The audacity, the impudence, and the
downright published disloyalty to the United
States, as evidenced by the Mississippi
Freedom Democratic Party, should receive
the widest publicity possible, so that the
people of this Nation will realize the type of
thinking that prevails in the organization
which seeks to oust people who were duly
elected and who have served both our State
and our Nation well. Our own JOHN BELL
WirLiams lost an arm in the service of his
country, and he is proud of his sacrifice,
which, joined with others, guaranteed free-
dom for all of our people. He did not fail
to honor his draft call—In fact he volun-
teered. He would have shuddered at the very
thought of golng on a hunger strike in pro-
test against our Government. Yet he is one
of the five Mississippi Congressmen this lrre-
sponsible group would unseat in the Congress
of the United States.

Even under the present situation of emo-
tion and passion, there must be enough com-
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monsense in the Nation and in the Congress
to evaluate the Mississippi Freedom Demo-
cratic Party as inimical to the very best in-
terests of the Nation and of Mississippi.

AvcusT 3, 1965.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House:

Assoclated Press storles from Jackson,
Miss., report that so-called Freedom Dem-
ocrat Party in Mississippl is urging Negro
draftees not to honor their draft calls, to go
on a hunger strike, and to force the Gov-
ernment to come with guns, dogs, and trucks
to take them to their draft stations. Such
conduct is not only treasonable but is noth-
ing short of an insult to the President, the
Commander in Chief of our Armed Forces,
and to the people of the United States.
Am sure such conduct was cheered in Mos-
cow, Peiping, and Hanol. Sincerely hope
the responsible parties will have appropri-
ate attention of your good offices and the
U.S. Department of Justice.

THOS. G. ABERNETHY,
Member of Congress.
AvgusTt 3, 1965.
Lt. Gen. LEwis B. HERSHEY,
Director, Selective Service System:

Assoclated Press storles from Jackson,
Miss,, report that so-called Freedom Demo-
crat Party in Mississippi is urging Negro
draftees not to honor their draft calls, to
go on a hunger strike, and to force the
Government to come with guns, dogs, and
trucks to take them to their draft stations.
Such conduct is not only treasonable but is
nothing short of an insult to the President,
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces, and to the people of the United
States. Am sure such conduct was cheered
in Moscow, Peiping, and Hanol. Sincerely
hope the irresponsible parties will have ap-
propriate attention of your good offices and
the U.S. Department of Justice.

THosS. G. ABERNETHY,
Member of Congress.

LEGISLATIVE REAPPORTIONMENT

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
madtter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, Sub-
committee No. 5 of the House Committee
on the Judiciary resumes hearings to-
morrow on the most important issue to be
considered by the Congress during this
session. As a matter of fact, in its im-
plications for our Federal system of gov-
ernment—as we have known it up until
June 15, 1964—the most important issue
to come before the Congress in a num-
ber of sessions is this issue of legislative
reapportionment.

June 15, 1964 will go down in history
as the day the people of the United
States arrived at a crossroad in the
progress of their Nation as a representa-
tive republic. In Reynolds v. Sims, 377
U.S. 533, as every Member of this body
knows, the Supreme Court announced
that from thenceforth, both houses of
State legislatures would be required to
be apportioned on a strict population
basis to conform with the equal protec-
tion clause of the 14th amendment of
the U.S. Constitution.

In the last session of the Congress and
again in this session, many Members of
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this body, including the Representative
of the Fourth District of Ohio, intro-
duced proposals for constitutional
amendments designed to adjust what
they felt was an overreaching decision
of the Supreme Court. Many of those
proposals—some 106 in number—are
presently the subject of hearings in Sub-
committee No. 5. Three days of hear-
ings were conducted from June 23 to
June 25. During this same period, hear-
ings have been conducted in the other
body. And, of course, the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp of this session almost daily in-
cludes excerpts from the continuing de-
bate in the press on this most important
subject.

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing to-
day House Joint Resolution 600 which
represents a refinement of House Joint
Resolution 69, the resolution I introduced
at the start of this session. I believe it
more accurately reflects and technically
defines the proper and desirable flexi-
bility the several States must be allowed
in selecting—as article IV, section 4 of
the Constitution allows—a republican
form of Government suited to their
several needs and their widely differing
requirements. I claim no pride of au-
thorship—the language of this resolution
comports with the language introduced
by the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirgsen] in the other body. I will claim
confidence in its sponsorship, however,
and I am anxious to submit it for the
scrutiny of the very able and distin-
guished members of the subcommittee,
and for analysis by the many witnesses
who have accepted invitations to present
their views.

Mr, Speaker, it is not premature to
read into the Recorp the thoughtful
words of the distinguished Chairman of
the Judiciary Committee as he opened
the subcommittee hearings on the pro-
posed constitutional amendments:

It * * * is my purpose now, not only to
hear the sponsors of this legislation, but also
all interested parties, so that this committee
and the Congress may have a clear, objective
understanding of the problem, of its rami-
ficatlons and the responsibility of all con-
cerned in order to bring about the best solu-
tion to a very difficult problem.

It is my sincere hope that the Congress
will study to achieve a clear objective
understanding of this problem. To that
end, I ask unanimous consent to place
in the REcorp a selected series of articles,
editorials and statements, selected to
outline the scope of the problem, to sug-
gest some of its serious ramifications,
and to present some of the considerations
which are essential to the most practical
solution consistent with the needs of our
people, our Federal system and our Con-
stitution. As a preface, I submit a sum-
mary compiled by the American Law
Division of the Library of Congress which
describes the sweeping impact of the
first reapportionment case of Baker
against Carr. This summary is dated
July 17, 1965.

LEGISLATIVE REAPPORTIONMENT SINCE
REYNOLDS AGAINST SIiMs
THE PRESENT STATUS OF AFPORTIONMENT
Since the decision in Baker v. Carr, on
March 26, 1962, court cases have been filed
in 44 States, seeking declarations of invalid-
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ity of the apportionment of one or both
houses of those State legislatures. The States
were Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Hawali, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, EKansas, Eentucky, Louisiana, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippl, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Ne-
vada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mex-
ico, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Okla-
homa, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennes-
see, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Wash-
ington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.

In it June 15, 1964, decisions,* the United
States Supreme Court invalidated apportion-
ments in six States—Alabama, Colorado,
Delaware, Maryland, New York, and Virginia.
On June 22, 1964, in a series of per curiam
decisions, it invalidated the apportionment
of eight additional States—Ilinois (the sen-
ate), Washington, Florida, Idaho, Connecti-
cut, Michigan, Oklahoma, and Ohio (the
house).

Twenty-four States began in 1965 under
court orders to reapportion. They were Ala-
bamsa, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Georgia, Hawall, Idaho, Illinois, In-
diana, Towa, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska,
Nevada, New Jersey, North Dakota, Pennsyl-
vania, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, and Wyoming., Arkansas, Kan-
sas, Missourl, and New Mexico have since
jolned the list.

Suits are presently pending involving vari-
ous aspects of apportionments in Arizona,
Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, Louisiana, Michi-
gan, Nevada, and Ohio.

A number of States have reapportioned in
1965 to date. Those presently known to us
are Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia
(house), Hawail, Idaho, Indiana, Missouri
(house), Nebraska, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Da-
kota, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Vermont, Virginia, and Washington. The
action in Georgia, Hawaii, and Nebraska has
been found wanting by Federal courts, while
the action in Connecticut, New Jersey, New
York, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington
has been upheld.

The following article presents a clear,
layman’s analysis suggesting some of the
philosophical and historical drawbacks
to the principle of one-man, one-vote
enunciated by the Supreme Court in
Reynolds against Sims:

[From Fortune magazine, August 1964]
THE SUPREME COURT AND THE REPUBLIC
(By Felix Morley)

(This is a layman’s, not a lawyer's, dissent
from the recent Supreme Court decisions on
reapportionment. Mr. Morley is a journalist
and educator, onetime editor of the Wash-
ington Post, and subsequently president of
Haverford College. He is also an authority
on constitutional history and the author of
The Power in the People and Freedom and
Federalism, His views, considered alongside
the Court's, point up the profound difficulties
of maintaining our system of republican
government.)

In his final opinion as a Supreme Court
Justice, delivered from that bench on March
26, 1962, Felix Frankfurter quietly observed
that: “What is actually asked of the Court
in this case is to choose * * * among compet-
ing theories of political philosophy."

The case was Baker v. Carr, establishing
jurisdiction for Federal courts over the sys-
tem of representation in the General Assem-
bly of Tennessee, and, in effect, ordering that
representation in the lower house be made
proportionate to the geographic spread of

1 Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.8. 533 (and com-
panion cases).
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population. Justice Frankfurter, in his
monumental dissent, pointed out that
arithmetical equality in voting “was not the
system chosen by the Constitution” and “is
not predominantly practiced by the States
today.” The case, he concluded, “is of that
class of political controversy which, by the
nature of its subject, is unfit for Federal
judicial action.”

That, however, was not the majority opin-
ion. And the theory of judielal control over
legislative composition has now been carried
much further by the Supreme Court's judg-
ment of June 15, on six similar cases appealed
from Alabama, Colorado, Delaware, Mary-
land, New York, and Virginia, In all of these
Justice Harlan, assoclated with Frankfurter
in the Tennessee dissent, again denies valid-
ity to the argument that the legislatures of
these States “are apportioned in ways that
violate the Federal Constitution.”

The progression to the current cases from
that of 1962 is noteworthy. In the Tennessee
ruling the Court established its right to Inter-
vene, justifying this by the “invidious dis-
crimination” among electoral districts of the
lower house with very unequal population.
In the current cases the right of interven-
tlon is assumed. Local eflorts to rectify
imbalance without profound disturbance of
traditional patterns are found inadequate.
And not just one but both houses of the af-
fected State legislatures are told that they
must reapportion on the principle of one-
person, one-vote.

With this decision, which demands reorga-
nization of legislative arrangements in
almost every State, the import of Justice
Frankfurter’s prescient observation becomes
more clear. What the Court is doing is to
impose on the States a new conception of
representative government, far more egali-
tarian than that established by the founding
fathers. The effect is no less revolutionary
because ordained by an agency—the Federal
judiciary—not customarily associated with
profound political upheavals.

Nor is it to be expected that the resultant
tremors will be confined to State capitols
and local political organization. In Wes-
berry v. Sanders the Supreme Court decided,
some months ago, that "“our Constitution’s
plain objective” 1s to provide “equal repre-
sentation for equal numbers of people.”
This goes for the Federal House of Repre-
sentatives as clearly as for the State legisla-
tures. And if the U.S. Senate is safeguarded
by very specific constitutional guarantees the
current decisions nonetheless imply that its
system of representation—two Senators alike
from sparsely and heavily populated States—
is somehow un-American and undesirable.

THE CHOICE

The “competing theories of political phi-
losophy” to which Justice Frankfurter re-
ferred are that of a federal republic, on the
one hand, and that of a unitary democracy
on the other. “Totalitarian™ would be a
more descriptive fdjective than unitary, ex-
cept that it has acquired a strongly deroga-
tory flavor. The point is that the opposite
to the division of governmental power essen-
tial for a federal republic is the concentra-
tion of governmental power necessary to
make a democracy operative.

Democracy, in its political sense of unqual-
ified majority rule, upholds the principle of
“winner takes all,”” Carried to a logical con-
clusion it means that minorities have no
rights which “the will of the people” may
not override. Vox populi, vox del, as the old
Romans said. The trouble there was that
ambitious generals soon saw themselves as
spokesmen of all the people and therefore
as godlike rulers. Thus representative gov-
ernment, lacking careful institutional re-
straint, soon ceased to be democratic even
as it claimed that objective. We see the
same phenomenon operating in Communist
countries today, called “democratic people's



19246

republics” by their dictators on the assump-
tion that they are the only legitimate inter-
preters of the popular will.

The Greeks, for a brief but glorious period,
were able to avoid this political degeneration,
simply by stressing the excellence for which
they were taught to strive in every aspect of
life. Government should be representative,
serving the interests of all, impartially. But
those who conduct it should be, in every
sense, an “elect” group, chosen by a very lim-
ited suffrage.

The authors of the Constitution, for the
most part good classical scholars, pald close
attention to the Greek and Roman prece-
dents, While firm believers in representative
government, they found democracy, in its
political as contrasted with its social sense,
abhorrent. The word is not mentioned in
the Constitution and became especially mis-
trusted when the doctrine of absolute equali-
ty led to the Reign of Terror in France. This
prompted the famous aphorism of John
Adams, our second President: “There never
was a democracy that did not commit sui-
cide.”

THE MEANING OF FEDERALISM

In fact, it was impossible for the Govern-
ment of the United States, in origin, to be
really democratiec, It had to take Federal
form to achieve the union of the thirteen
originally independent States. The essence
of federalism is the reservation to its com-
ponent parts of certain defined powers, which
of itself involves a limitation of the powers
of the general government. No matter what
their collective desires, the people of a fed-
eration are not entitled to decide matters
reserved to the authority of the constituent
States. In a federation, majority opinion is
therefore sometimes ineffective, unless it
coincides with the public opinion of auton-
omous localities.

That much is frue of any federation, but
in our own the curbing of democracy was
originally carried further. Some of these
curbs on popular control have been removed,
but others of great significance remain.
Congress, for instance, “shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” Here
is a clear contraction of democracy but not
of representative government, which serves
to protect those very minorities that democ-
racy is disposed to crush. Under our system
an opinionated religious sect, like the Amish,
is safeguarded not by sending representatives
to Congress but simply because the conven-
tional majority there is denied the demo-
cratic power to suppress.

While deeply interested in political per-
sonalities and detall, most contemporary
Americans are far more ignorant of political
theory than were their forefathers. This pre-
sumably explains why the present Supreme
Court can effectively suggest that represent-
ative government 1s necessarily democratic,
and that democracy s necessary representa-
tive. Yet illustrations of the important dif-
ference between the two are all around us.
As the electoral system has developed 1t will
be the rule, not the exception, in Novem-
ber for a simple majority, or even a plurality,
of the voters in each State to decide the en-
tire electoral vote of that State. This accords
with the democratic principle of “winner
takes all.” But it is difficult to find anything
representative in the procedure.

There are many indications that the ob-
jective of some Americans today is to sub-
stitute pure democracy for our traditional
system of representative government. One
way to accomplish this is to take all intelli-
gent content out of the technical political
term “democracy,” and to make It a “good”
word surrounded with a mystique calculated
to make people react with spontaneous fa-
vor to its utterance. Over the years this
has been done. Today it is almost embar-
rassing to recall that James Madison consid-
ered political democracy “incompatible with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

personal security or the rights of proper-
ty.”

The second way to weaken representative
government is to erode the Federal structure
by a continuous and progressive centraliza-
tion of governmental functions. This proc-
ess, too, was under way long before the day
of F.D.R., who probably deserves less cred-
it, or discredit, than he generally receives
for the concentration of power in Washing-
ton.

But the movement to eliminate the States
as sovereign entitles is greatly impeded by
the fact that local self-government, though
often inefficient and not infrenquently cor-
rupt, is still generally regarded as preferable
to dictation by distant bureaucrats. At
many points along the road to socialism the
Congress has dug in its heels, showing
strong skepticism toward the provision of
“bread and circuses,” as the old Romans
characterized the various new and fair deals
by which the unconquerable empire was un-
dermined from within.

A DANGEROUS PRECEDENT

There is, however, an infrequently used
device by which the executive may over-
come the obstruction of a recalcitrant leg-
islature. It can summon the third arm of
Government, which is the judiciary, to its
aid, and if the judges are compliant, giving
fluid Interpretation to the laws, representa-
tive government may in effect be frustrated.
Such a policy 1s dangerous and a great deal
depends on the manner in which it is un-
dertaken. King Charles I of England called
on the judiciary to support the divine right
of Kings, as did Louis XVI a century and
a half later in France. In both cases the
monarchs were decapitated for their pains.

It is a more subtle and promising tactic
to have the judges find legislative obstruc-
tion “undemocratic” since the charisma of
democracy protects the executive against any
charge of arrogance, seems favorable to
everybody, and saccords with the general
sense of justice, in which the judicial pro-
fession is assumed to be expert. And though
the Supreme Court is, ironiecally, the most
undemocratic of our institutions, it is work-
ing assiduously in favor of more democratic
representation.

“The right to vote freely for the candidate
of one's choice is of the essence of a demo-
cratic society, and any restrictions on that
right strike at the heart of representative
government.” So says Chief Justice Warren
in his controlling opinion on the latest re-
apportionment cases. But the right to vote
freely is not at issue in any of these cases.
The issue is merely whether there 1z im-
proper discrimination when all votes are not
equally weighted on a nose count basis,
And that question does not affect “the heart”
of representative government. Its major
concern is guallty of representation while
that of democratic government is quantity
in election. New York was not under-
represented at the Philadelphia Convention
of 1787 because it had only one delegate—
Alexander Hamilton—to sign the Constitu-
tion, whereas Delaware had five, whose names
would today be recognized by very few.

NOT TREES OR ACRES

Confusion of qualitative and quantitative
values, in Chief Justice Warren’s opinion of
June 15, leads to a tortured reasoning not
likely to become more impressive as it is
subjected to the test of time. The opinion
relies, in large part, on that clause of the
14th amendment which says that no State
shall “deny to any person within its juris-
diction the equal protection of the laws.”

Taking this clause out of context it is
laboriously argued that equal protection is
denied unless representatives speak for an
arithmetically equal number of people.
“Legislators,” says the current judgment,
“represent people, not trees or acres.” That
is the theory of pure democracy, which re-
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duces Individuals to so many faceless in-
tegers, to be elecironleally numbered and
herded about like sheep. The theory of rep-
resentative government is that those who
make the laws should consider their con-
stituents not merely in quantity but also in
quality. Their interests, too, merit consid-
eration and these include trees, acres, and
countless other properties, tangible and in-
tangible. To ignore these manifold inter-
ests is to debase human nature.

That is what happens when representative
government concentrates wholly on demo-
cratic principles, But if it ignores these
prineiples entirely it also ceases to be repre-
sentative. By the latter mistake the States
collectively have invited the further blow to
their sovereignty that the Court has now
delivered. In many of the local legislatures
there has been no redistricting for decades.
g0 that rural areas continue to dominate the
State capitols in a manner palpably unfair
to the swollen metropolitan ganglia. Chiet
Justice Warren points out that “the last ap-
portionment of the Alabama Legislature was
based on the 1900 Federal census, despite
the requirement of the State constitution
that the legislature be reapportioned decen-
nially.” Few would deny that the Supreme
Court has both the authority and the duty
to request a State to observe its own consti-
tutional provisions.

Unfortunately, the decision in regard to
Alabama and the five others goes far beyond
any such timely admonition. It rules that
both houses must be apportioned strictly on
the basis of population, asserting that “the
fundamental principle of representative gov-
ernment in this country is one of equal rep-
resentation for equal numbers of people.”
If the U.S. Senate seems to refute this dictum
it is because that bodyv is a case apart, con-
stituted not on the basls of logic but of com-
promise at the Constitutional Convention of
1787.

MORE THAN A CONVENIENCE

Compromise between the large and small
States certainly played a part in the deci-
sion to make representation in the Benate
equal for all, while adjusting it to a popu-
lation ratio in the lower House. But the
suggestion that this arrangement was
merely a matter of convenience is not sus-
tainable. When the Constitution was
drafted many of the State legislatures already
had senates formed on a geographical basis,
regardless of population. And it was this
arrangement that made the eventual equiv-
alence of two Senators from each State in
the Union not merely plausible but also
logical. As Madison wrote, in No. 62 of
the Federalist, “in a compound republie,
partaking both of the National and Federal
character, the Government ought to be
founded on a mixture of the principles of
proportional and equal representation.”

Nor is it convincing for the Court to say
that there is no analogy between the Fed-
eral and State Governments, and therefore
a State senate based on geographic consid-
erations *is impermissible.” The Constitu-
tion does not concern itself with the orga-
nization of State government, except to
guarantee that In each case the form shall
be “republican.” But the record shows that
the counties were generally regarded as
having the same relation to the States as
these would have to the general govern-
ment, with senates in both sovereignties
serving as “an anchor against popular fluc-
tuations.” This is particularly emphasized
in No. 63 of the Federallst, where Madison
closes six arguments for a distinctive second
chamber by saying: “It adds no small weight
to all these considerations to recollect that
history informs us of no long-lived republic
which had not a Senate.”

UNHEEDED ADVICE

Madison is discussing all legislative bodies,
not just the U.S. Congress, when he argues
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for an upper house “distinet” and “dis-
similar in genius” from the more numerically
representative legislative chamber. Then
comes a passage that is poignant reading in
connection with the Supreme Court's deci-
slon of June 15. “This (distinctive senate)
is a precaution founded on such clear prin-
ciples, and now so well understood in the
United States, that it would be more than
superfluous to enlarge on it.”

Bince the Founding Fathers are practically
ignored, it is scarcely surprising that the
Warren opinion pays no attention to the
arguments of John Stuart Mill, in his classic
essay on “Representative Government.” In
this, first published in 1861, the reasons for
bicameral legislatures based on differing
principles are set forth in universal terms.
In a passage that might have been written
for the Warren court, Mills says: "It is im-
portant that no set of persons should, in
great affairs, be able even temporarily to
make their sic volo [thus I wish] prevail
without asking anyone else for his consent.”
He then argues that the most effective check
on legislative blundering is provided when
the second chamber is organized on a wholly
different principle from that of its opposite
number. *“One being supposed democratic,
the other will naturally be constituted with
a view to its being some restraint upon the
democracy.”

That, of course, is the principle of check
and balance underlying bicameralism in the
State legislatures as well as In Congress. To
strike at that principle in the case of the
States Is to injure it for the Nation as a
whole. With tiresome statistical detail Chief
Justice Warren emphasizes that in the Ala-
bama State Senate “members representing
25.1 percent of the people of Alabama” can
theoretically control that body. This the
Court calls “invidious discrimination.” But
it is also true that Senators representing only
16.4 percent of the people of the United States
form a majority of that body. What is in-
vidious for 50 Capitoline gees can scarcely be
admirable for the more august gander who
cackles across the park from the Supreme
Court's majestic home.

A final flaw in the reapportionment policy
that has been ordered is that it can never
be accurate. In its 1964 opinion the Court
takes statistics from the 1960 census to
show dlisparities. But population changes
daily. The most meticulous reapportion-
ment during the next few months would be
outdated when made, and continuously more
80 until replaced after the 1970 census.

Bo the assumption that “dilution’ of a vote
is unconstitutional leads on to the unanswer-
able question: How much dilution? As pop-
ulaton mounts it would appear that the
condition of the country steadily deterio-
rates. In the First Congress no Member of
the House represented more than 30,000 peo-
ple. Currently, with many more Represent-
atives, the average is 1 for approximately
425,000. The only way to stop this progres-
sive “debasement” would be to cut off all
immigration and then exactly equalize the
numbers of births and deaths.

NOT A RIGHT BUT A FRIVILEGE

Reluctantly the Court concedes that “it
may not be possible to draw congressional
districts with mathematical precision.” And
this is fortunate, since if it were possible the
most dangerous flaw in the argument might
be concealed by feasibility. Representative
government, as Mill so cogently argued a
century ago, 15 not a right but a privilege,
successful only when voters are “willing and
able to fulfill the duties and discharge the
functions which it imposes upon them.” To
emphasize his point Mill was intentionally
provocative. He would exclude from the
franchise not only the illiterate and in-
competent, but also all who receive any form
of relief from public funds. He also advo-
cated multiple voting by university gradu-
ates, on the dubious assumption that higher
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education would have improved their minds.
“It is not useful, but hurtful, that the Con-
stitution of the country should declare ig-
norance to be entitled td as much political
power as knowledge.”

A BUPERFLUOUS COURT?

Yet this, swinging to the opposite extreme,
is precisely what the Supreme Court declares
in its strongly egalltarian ruling. Equality
means, literally, deficient in quality and to
eliminate quality has never been a dominant
American objective, in the choosing of legis-
lative bodies or in any other funection.
Though *all men are created equal,” in the
sense of being entitled to equal social con-
sideration and legal protection, they do not
remain equal in their abilities and accom-
plishment. Equal opportunity has never
implied that competition is wundesirable.
The customs and laws of the country have
always encouraged individuals to “get
ahead”—which means to become unequal.

Justice Harlan has the importance of ex-
cellence in mind when he warns that the re-
apportionment edicts have “portents for our
society and the Court itself which should be
recognized.” We shall have a very different
society if a dead level of medlocrity is suc-
cessfully established as the national image.
If the Federal structure is destroyed to gain
this objective, there will no longer be any
function for the Supreme Court. Its only
constitutional purpose is to maintain the
delicate balance between the National and
State Governments. If the latter lose their
autonomy the Court becomes superfluous.

There is no similar organ in the Soviet
Union, where totalitarian democracy is tri-
umphant, at the cost of representative gov-
ernment,

Implementing the one-man, one-vote
thesis of the Supreme Court into work-
able plans of reapportionment has proved
more than simply complex, as the fol-
lowing editorials indicate.

[From the New York Times, June 3, 1965]
I THE NaTiON: THE GROWING REAPPORTION-
MENT “THICKET"

(By Arthur Krock)

WasHINGTON, June 2.—The prophecy of
the late Justice Frankfurter that the
Supreme Court would find itself deeply en-
tangled in a "political thicket” when it as-
serted jurisdiction over apportionment of
State voting districts was emphatically veri-
fled in this week's related decisions. Ex-
pressing a varlety of attitudes toward the
confusion the Court itself has created among
the lower judiciary and State legislatures,
it—

Reproved one Federal tribunal and peremp-

torily sustained another.
VARIED ATTITUDES

Reversed the highest court of one State
and admonished a Federal judge for super-
vening another.

Complained of the widespread resort to the
Supreme Court, which its own preemption
had made inevitable, of litigants in reap-
portionment disputes.

Denied an allocation of seats in the Cali-
fornia State Senate that had been approved
four times by a majority of the voters of
that State.

The Supreme Court’s reproof was addressed
to a Federal district judge in Illinois who
refused to stay his reapportionment order
until due process had been completed in
“appropriate agencles of the State,” includ-
ing its highest tribunal. The Court’s sweep-
ing endorsement was conferred on the Cali-
fornia Federal judge who held that, despite
the repeated popular endorsement of the
reapportionment of the State senate, the
plan was “invalid” under the key Supreme
Court ruling. The highest State tribunal
whose decision was reversed was the New
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York Court of Appeals, which ruled that the
legislative reapportionment (plan A) enact-
ed at the special session of the New York
Legislature violated the State constitution.
The Supreme Court's complaint against be-
ing showered with requests to take jurisdic-
tion in disputes for which it said there is
ample intrastate authority was stated in the
Illinois ruling as follows:

The power of the judiciary of a State to
require valid reapportionment, or to for-
mulate a valid redistricting plan, has not
only been recognized by this Court, but ap-
propriate actions by the States in such cases
has been specifically encouraged.

EXEMPLARY ANOMALY

There can be few better examples of an
anomaly where the source of confusion ad-
monishes its victims. But until or unless
Congress submits—and three-fourths of the
States approve—a constitutional amendment
curbing the powers over reapportionment
which the Supreme Court has asserted, there
is nothing the innocent victims can do about
it. Yet such an amendment, now being
pressed in Congress by Senate Majority Lead-
er DIRksEN, Is being hotly opposed by the
bipartisan liberal groups in the House and
the Senate, and the biggest surprise of this
political year would be even indirect endorse-
ment of the proposal by President Johnson.

Some of the liberal opposition is based on
the conviction that the Supreme Court’s
assumption of jurisdiction over State reap-
portionment established a basic principle of
the American democratic system, however
much it may lack the authority of the Con-
stitution. Others are prepared for a last-
ditch fight against the Dirksen proposal be-
cause they believe that the Supreme Court's
action enhances their personal political
prospects.

As for the Supreme Court’s latest con-
tributions to the confusion and inconsist-
ency over reapportionment it has initiated,
Justice Harlan stood alone in noting these
growths in the political thicket which he
and Justice Frankfurter prophesied with re-
markable clairvoyance at its original seeding
by the ruling of March 26, 1962, in Baker v.
Carr. In dissenting, Justice Frankfurter
wrote: “Disregard of inherent limits in the
effective exercise of the Court's ‘judicial
power’ * * * presages the futility of judicial
intervention in the essentially political con-
flict of forces by which the relation between
population and representation has time out
of mind been determined (as recently as 5
years previous).”

HARLAN'S DISSENT

In commenting on yesterday’'s ruling con-
cerning New York State reapportionment,
Justice Harlan wrote: “I am wholly at a loss
to understand the Court's casual way of dis-
posing * * * of matter [which] bristle with
difficult and important questions that touch
the nerve centers of the sound operation of
our Federal and State judicial and political
systems * * * [and] surely * * * are de-
serving of plenary consideration and rea-
soned explication.”

To *“casual” he might truthfully have
added “contradictory and confusing'; and
also noted the curious blindness of the Court
to its sole accountability for the whole mess.

[From the New York Times, July 11, 1965]
Law: ConrusioN OvVER DISTRICTING

John P. Lomenzo has a problem. He is
the Secretary of State of New York and he
is under a Federal court order to prepare a
special legislative election for November 2.
Ordinarily this would be an easy thing to
arrange, an administrative matter that Mr.
Lomenzo's staff could handle in due course.

But on Friday the Court of Appeals, New
York's highest State court, told Mr. Lomen-
zo to disregard that Federal court order be-
cause there would be no election this fall,
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And then yesterday a Federal judge signed
an order requiring those who oppose the elec-
tion to explain in Federal court on Tuesday
why they should not be stopped from im-
peding a fall election.

If you were Mr. Lomenzo would you be
confused? For that matter aren't you
confused anyway?

The fact is that all New Yorkers are today
caught in a Federal-State judicial crossfire
over reapportionment that could turn out
to be as serious as it i1s now muddled.

Ever since the U.S. Supreme Court ar-
ranged for the political restructuring of the
Nation by its "“one-man, one-vote” ruling of
June 1964, legislatures and courts over the
country have been grappling with its impli-
cation,

But as in all other things, New York's
troubles come in spades. After Barry Gold-
water's overwhelming defeat in the State
last fall, which wiped out Republican major-
ities in both houses of the legislature, the
GOP proceeded in “lameduck” session to pass
a series of alternative reapportionment plans.

The Democrats cried foul and promised
to come up with a plan of their own as soon
as they took office. In the meantime Federal
and State courts were taking up the Repub-
lican plans. After a series of decisions, what
finally evolved was that the Federal court
gave its less-than-happy blessing to a formula
called plan A, doing so only when the Demo-
crats failed to come up with an alternative.

Under plan A a substantial part of the
voting power now concentrated in upstate
rural areas would be shifted to more popu-
lous cities and suburbs. It was designed to
help the Republicans recapture the legis-
lature.

The legal trouble with plan A, as both
Federal and State courts agree, is that it
violates the New York constitution, mainly
by increasing the membership of the assem-
bly from 150 to 165. On the other hand, the
trouble with the legislature as it is presently
constituted, is that it violates the U.S, Con-
stitution’s “one-man, one-vote” requirement.

The difference between the State and Fed-
eral courts' approach to the problem is that
the Federal courts are unwilling to permit
the present legislature to sit for another
year in violation of the U.S. Constitution,
while the State courts are unwilling to order
an election that would violate State con-
stitutional standards.

But on this point most lawyers agree that
the supremacy clause of the Federal Con-
stitution requires the conflict to be resolved
in favor of the Federal Government. Indeed,
the majority opinion in the court of appeals
recognized this.

Then what is the problem? What went
on in Albany on Friday?

In his 4-3 majority decision, Chief Judge
Charles S. Desmond seemed to say that his
court would order a fall election if there
were “final and binding" Federal court orders
requiring it.

But if this were all there was to it the
issue could be settled by a new order, a rel-
atively simple matter. Moreover, the at-
torney general’s office insists that there was
a “final and binding” Federal order.

There were indications that Judge Des-
mond meant more than this, however. For
one thing, the three dissenters, led by Judge
Stanley J. Fuld, cleary considered the de-
cision a “‘direct conflict'"” with Federal author-
ity. For another, there were passages in the
majority opinion which could be read to
mean that Judge Desmond would accept only
a U.8. Supreme Court ruling as binding,

If that is the case, the matter could be
settled by Justice John M. Harlan at his
summer home in Connecticut. He could
sign an order staying the effects of Friday's
ruling until the Supreme Court can take up
the matter in the fall, which would be too
late to affect the election.
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But if Justice Harlan refuses to stay the
court of appeals ruling, then things could
get rough. For example, if next week the
Federal District Court reaffirms its order for
an election, and the court of appeals does
not then reverse its decision, what nobody
wanted will have happened: a head-on col-
lision between Federal and State courts.

If the New York situation on our east-
ern coast produced a knot of gordian
description, a situation on our opposite
coast brought similar upheaval. Despite
the fact that the people of the State had
long since agreed what form of legisla-
ture was best for them and their State,
the High Courf decisions denied their
r}tfht to choose, and produced legislative
chaos. :

[From the New York Times, Oct. 9, 1964]

IN THE NATION—EFFECTS IN CALIFORNIA OF
ONE PersonN, ONE VOTE
{By Arthur Krock)

WasHINGTON, October 8.—Congress ad-
Jjourned without taking any legislative notice
at all of the Supreme Court’s requirement
that henceforth the populations of the dis-
tricts which elect members of each branch
of State legislatures must be as “nearly equal
as practicable.,” After many weeks of debate
as to whether Congress should address the
Court on the new apportionment rule of one
person, one vote, and, if so, what the repre-
sentation should be, the issue died In a Sen-
ate-House conference.

But it died because the House, which had
legislated intrastate reapportionment out of
the Supreme Court’s jurisdiction, rejected a
Senate resolution in which acceptance of the
Court’s assertion of this jurisdiction was im-
plicit. And it seems certain that a strong
effort will be made in the next Congress to
submit the issue to the States in the form of
a constitutional amendment embodying the
principle of the House bill.

In promoting this effort a current study of
the effects the execution of the Supreme
Court's decree would have in California un-
doubtedly will be prominently cited. The
study, endorsed by Chairman Edwin J. Re-
gan and other members of the judiciary com-
mittee of the California State Senate, arrived
in Washington too late for consideration be-
fore Congress adjourned. But meanwhile it
will be widely circulated among those elected
to Congress on November 3.

The limitations of this space prescribe the
brevity of the following summary of the
highlights of the document:

1. Beginning in 1926, the voters of Califor-
nia have three times approved the “Federal
plan” (by which Members of Congress are
chosen) in apportioning the districts which
elect members of the State legislature: Those
for the house based on population; for the
senate, on geographic and county lines. The
result has been that “a majority of the sen-
ate, no matter from which counties or dis-
tricts, represents a major part of the State's
area and, accordingly, a major part of its re-
sources and interests. No legislative meas-
ure, unduly favoring a small part of the State
or a few limited interests, and conversely no
measure affecting the larger part, is likely to
win a majority vote in the senate.”

2. Problems of “serlous magnitude” that
could arise if equal population is the base
of apportionment of the State senate seats
include water development, taxation and ed-
ucation—"in all of which California long
has been recognized as a national leader.”

THREATS TO EQUITAELE GOVERNMENT

3. (Water). “A metropolitan population
controlling all government power * * * and
driven to desperate or short-sighted measures
by pressing immediate needs,” could grab all
or most of the Immediate water supply that
originates in the northern counties. This is
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potential in the facts that the 4 southern
counties which are the largest water-users,
and cover only 214 percent of the State’s
land area, contain 52 percent of the State
population of 18 million.

4. (Education). Through action of State
legislatures elected under the “Federal plan,”
the Unlversity of California has created “an
educational system of balanced financial sup-
port and distinctive achievement in all parts
of the State, not only at the university, but
also at the State and junior college levels.”
Abolishment of the Federal plan could, as
has happened In other States, destroy “those
institutions sltuated outside the areas of
concentrated population, or reduce them to
mediocrity.,” And without the Federal plan
“perhaps they would never even have been
established.”

5. (Taxation). Basing State senate elec-
tion districts on population could make law
of the theory, "often voiced” in the concen-
trated population centers, “that tax expendi-
tures in a given area should equal the tax
revenues from it.” This would end the
present legislative policy of collecting tax
revenues on a uniform statewide basis and
using them “in the interests of the State as
a whole,” This policy has made possible
“the extensive * * * freeway systems in Los
Angeles and San Franeisco to ease thelr traf-
fic problems—while at the same time avoid-
ing neglect of rural needs.”

The study is sure to appeal to Members
of Congress from States of llke diversity, es-
pecially since it approves whatever Federal
action is required to compel decennlal legis-
lative reapportionment in States which have
falled to do that.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Jan.
21, 1965]

SpPLIT CALIFORNIA?

California is the only State in the Union
which appears to have given any serious
thought to bifurcation as a means of meeting
its reapportionment dilemma. The Statc has
a precarious balance of power between its
southern and northern portions for many
years. Because of its dense population, Los
Angeles County dominates the assembly.
The senate has served as a check on the
assembly because none of the 568 counties
has more than one senator, This arrange-
ment has led to fantastic inequalities of
representation in the senate, but to eliminate
the phiecal basis for representation en-
tirely, as the Supreme Court's decisions seem
to require, would bring the State under the
general domination of Los Angeles.

To many people in northern California
this seems to be intolerable. If reappor-
tionment of the seats in the senate is to wipe
out the bargaining power they have in State
affairs, they would rather see the State split
in two. A substantial majority in the present
senate has lined up behind measures to bring
this about.

It seems highly improbable that the as-
sembly will consent to this proposed political
surgery. Even if it should do so, Congress
would probably reject such a solution, and
no State can be carved out of the territory
of another State without the consent of
Congress as well as the State legislature.
Only one State—Virginia—has been thus
divided, and that was under the pressures
of the Civil War. Texas in coming into the
Union reserved to itself the right of dividing
into five States, but under the Constitution
the consent of Congress would doubtless be
essential to make 1t effective.

California is undoubtedly big enough for
two States. In area it is more than three
times the size of New York, the second most
populous State. The proposed State of
southern California would have more than
10 million inhabitants in seven counties;
the northern State nearly 8 million in 51
countles. Each of the proposed States would
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have more population than North and South
Carolina combined and several times the
population of North and South Dakota com-
bined.

Nevertheless, the splitting of a State be-
cause of antagonism and conflicting interests
between its different segments would be a
most unfortunate precedent. Despite the
steam that has been built up behind the
idea in the San Francisco-Sacramento areas,
it does not afford a practical solution, But
the predicament of California may serve to
dramatize the case in Congress for some de-
gree of flexibility in the distribution of seats
in senates that serve large States of many
diverse interests.

The requirements of fair representa-
tion of a large State containing areas
of divergent and conflicting interests was
well summed up by Colorado Governor
John A, Love, in his statement before the
Subcommittee on Constitutional Amend-
ments of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee:

STATEMENT OF HoN, JOHN A. Love, GOVERNOR
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

Governor Love. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
members of the subcommittee. I appre-
ciate this opportunity to appear before the
subcommittee and bring you some of my
thoughts, but also, I think, perhaps more
important, to talk to you a little bit about
Colorado's reapportionment history, which
I think points up the problem more clearly
than perhaps any other State. I also think
it is true that many of the things that prior
witnesses have been talking about are dem-
onstrated very clearly in the population dis-
tribution and in the geography of the State
of Colorado.

First as to the reapportionment history,
on June 15 of last year, in a companion case
to Baker v. Carr, the Supreme Court decided
the case of Lucas v. Forty-Fourth General
Assembly, et al., a case In which, as Governor
of the State of Colorado, I was a party de-
fendant. As you know, that case held un-
constitutional and vold a plan of legislative
apportionment adopted by an overwhelming
majority of the Colorado electorate less than
2 years earlier, and embodied in our State
constitution., The voters of Colorado, in
adopting the constitutional amendment
which was overturned by the Supreme Court
evinced, in my opinion, an appreciation of
the diversity of our State and of the neces-
sity of fair representation of the rural mi-
nority in our legislature. Our voters had
a clear cholce between a plan which appor-
tioned seats for both houses of the legislature
on a population basis only, and & plan which
so apportioned the lower house, but took
other factors into consideration in the upper
house, the so-called Federal plan. In the
election which was held in 1962, the voters
in every county without exception, and by
about a 2-to-1 majority on the statewide
biaais. adopted the second plan, the Federal
plan.

Nevertheless, this plan was, as I said, de-
clared to be violative of the Federal Consti-
tution by the Supreme Court and we lost
no time in complying with the Court’s
opinion. Pursuant to my call, on July 1,
the forty-fourth general assembly of Colo-
rado convened in its second extraordinary
session of 1964. The first extraordinary ses-
sion, held in April of last year, had seen the
general assembly redistrict Colorado's con-
gressional districts in obedience to the Su-
preme Court’s mandate in Wesberry v.
Sanders, 376 U.S. 1. The legislature thereby
reluctantly destroyed the homogeneity of
Colorado’s unique western slope as a con-
gressional district, represented by Congress-
man AsPINALL. The second session passed a
plan of reapportionment for the State legis-
lature which was approved by the three-
Judge U.B. district court panel for the district
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of Colorado, and which I signed into law
on July 8, 1964, We subsequently held an
election in accordance with this plan. I
think Colorado was the first State to comply
with the Supreme Court’s mandate.

Nevertheless, I appear here today to lend
my support to the efforts of this committee
to consider a means of allowing States to ap-
portion at least one house of their legisla-
tures by taking into account factors other
than population alone. In this respect, I
disagree with the philosophy of equal pro-
tection expressed by the majority of the Su-
preme Court, as well as with its reading of the
legislative history of the 14th amendment.

I must disagree with this philosophy be-
cause it caused the majority of the Court to
disregard the will of the Colorado electorate,
which approved the plan of apportionment
by a majority in every county of the State,
in an election where all votes were given the
equal welght now required by the Court's
opinion. In effect, this opinion held that
the majority of the voters in the urban areas
discriminated against themselves in adopt-
ing this plan rather than one which appor-
tioned both houses on a strictly per capita
basis, In the words of Circuit Judge Breiten-
stein, writing for the majority of the court
below in the Lucas case:

“The contention that the voters have dis-
criminated against themselves appalls rather
than convinces."

It is my firm belief that the Colorado elec-
torate knew exactly what it was doing when
it went to the polls in 1962, and I firmly be-
lleve that its decision thus to amend the
constitution of the Sovereign State of Colo-
rado should have stood unaltered, except by
another vote of the people.

Gentlemen, I am a firm believer in the
protection given to the citizens of the several
States by the 14th amendment to the Con-
stitution, and I would not favor any attempt
to shrink its protection in any of the im-
portant areas of human liberty. But I do
not believe that the framers of that amend-
ment ever dreamed that it might be used to
accomplish the results which the Supreme
Court has reached in the past term. Mr.
Justice Harlan's dissent traces the leglsla-
tive history of the 14th amendment quite
carefully, and proves beyond a doubt that it
was not intended to deny to the States con-
trol over the franchise. Indeed, Mr. Justice
Harlan's opinion quotes from speeches which
state that while the speakers might per-
sonally prefer that the amendment give more
protection to the franchise, that it would be
impossible to obtaln ratification by the re-
quired number of States of such an inter-
ference with their sovereignty.

But a majority of the Supreme Court hav-
ing taken an opposite view, I am not here
today to engage in a legal debate over lssues
which are now decided. Rather, it is my
purpose to urge upon you the adoption of
some form of relief which will return this
Nation to the state of law which it thought
existed for over 90 years, until this past June
15. As Mr. Justice Stewart stated in his
dissent, over four-fifths of the States give
effect to nonpopulation factors in apportion-
ing seats in at least one house of their leg-
islatures, indicating that there must be some
very compelling and convinecing reasons for
a departure from the rule now declared by
the Court. While I cannot claim to be an
expert political scientist, or to be able to give
you all the reasons for such a departure, I
can, based on our own experience in Colo-
rado, glve you some of the reasons which a
majority of the voters in every county in my
State found decisive in 1962.

Mr. Justice Stewart's dissent glves an ex-
cellent one-paragraph description of the di-
verse nature of the State of Colorado, which
I quote:

“The State of Colorado is not an economi-
cally or geographically homogeneous unit.
The Continental Divide crosses the State in
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& meandering line from north to south, and
Colorado’s 104,247 square miles of area are
almost equally divided between high plains
in the east and rugged mountains in the
west. The State's population is highly con-
centrated in the urbanized eastern edge of
the foothills, while farther to the east lies
that agricultural area of Colorado which is a
part of the Great Plains. The area lying to
the west of the Continental Divide is largely
mountainous, with two-thirds of the popu-
lation living In communities of less than
2,500 inhabitants or on farms. Livestock
ralsing, mining, and tourism are the domi-
nant occupations. This area is further sub-
divided by a series of mountain ranges con-
taining some of the highest peaks in the
United States, isolating communities and
making transportation from point to point
difficult, and in some places during the win-
ter months almost impossible. The fourth
distinct reglon of the State is the south-cen-
tral region, in which is located the most
economically depressed area in the State. A
scarcity of water makes a statewide water
policy a necessity, with each region affected
differently by the problem.”

Add to this diversity the fact, according
to the 1960 census, the Denver metropolitan
area contained more than one-half of the
State's population and in listening to Gov-
ernor Sawyer and considering other States,
this is not too unusual across the United
States, now—in addition to this, the three
major metropolitan areas of Denver, Colorado
Springs, and Pueblo contained two-thirds of
the State’s total, and you realize that if both
houses of the Colorado General Assembly
Wwere apportioned solely on a population
basis, that urban domination of the legis-
lature can be so strong that the remainder
of the legislators, representing one-third of
the State’s population, would barely be
heard. Thus, serious problems confronting
citizens in rural areas would, in all prob-
ability, not be given the time, study, and
deliberation given to problems of more im-
mediate Interest to urban legislators and
their constituents. In this respect, Colo-
rado’s problems are not unlike those of New
York or Illinois, or even Arizona, where it is
probable that one metropolitan area will
now dominate both houses of the State
legislature.

It is my feeling that the Legislature of the
State of Colorado can best represent its citi-
Zens as a whole if the legislators individually
represent homogeneous, identifiable groups
of voters. This was also the conclusion of
the majority of the Colorado electorate in
1962, including a majority in the so-called
underrepresented Denver metropolitan area,
which voted to give somewhat greater repre-
sentation to many areas of the State than
mere numbers would require. They did not
intend to have legislators represent trees or
acres, but people with distinct problems,
backgrounds, and aspirations. These voters
recognized that Colorado is made of many
groups of citizens with diverse and often con-
flicting interests, and that these Interests
sometimes would be without any volce in our
legislative councils if measured on a purely
numerical basis.

Another reason which justifies departures
from strict per capita representation in both
houses is recognition of the fact that there
may be times of stress and crisis when public
feeling runs against a minority, when that
minority needs the protection of the legisla-
ture. That protection 1s much more likely
to be forthcoming when at least one member
of the legislature has a significant number of
such a minority among his constituents, than
when the minority constitutes only a small
fraction of a large, heterogeneous district.

I think it is true that in our history of
government in this Nation, we have always
expressed a concern that we be protected
from what has been called at times the
tyranny of the majority.
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In Colorado, at least, there is always a pos-
sibility that in some areas of legislation the
majority of the population may treat the mi-
nority unfairly. This can be illustrated in
the crucial area of transmountain diversion
of our most vital natural resource, water. If
the populous portion of the State east of the
Continental Divide were to use its heavy rep-
resentation solely in its own interest, it might
divert so much water from the less heavily
populated western slope of the mountains
that this area’s full economic growth and the
development of its vast natural resources
might be frustrated, thus preventing it from
making its full contribution to the growth
and welfare of the entire State of Colorado.
Such a result can best be avoided by effective
representation of western slope water in-
terests. This calls for a departure from pure
per capita representation.

The western slope, as I say, representing
approximately half of the area of Colorado,
contains only about 10 percent of its popu-
lation. It contains most of the water. It
contains great stores of natural resources,
including oil shale. It has a great future
which could be frustrated, theoretically and
perhaps practically, under the apportion-
ment plan which we have been forced to
follow.

While each area of the State tends to have
its own problems, the welfare and prosperity
of each section affects the welfare and pros-
perity of the State as a whole. It is there-
fore, in the long-term interest of Denver's
voters to have a strong and vigorous rural
delegation in the Colorado Senate, despite
possible temporary conflicts over water or
other problems. Denver's voters recognized
that fact when they went to the polls in
1962 to reject a plan which was based solely
on population (and approved one taking
other factors into consideration in appor-
tioning the Colorado Senate).

As I stated earlier, Colorado has, since
June 15, enacted into law a plan of appor-
tionment complying with the Supreme
Court's ruling in the Lucas case. The con-
trast between the senate, as apportioned
‘under the new bill, and as apportioned under
the plan adopted by the people in 1962,
dramatizes the disadvantages of the rigid,
nearly mathematical approach now required.
An example of the problems created is in
new senate district 85, covering the north-
west part of the State. The district measures
approximately 175 miles from east to west,
and 140 miles from north to south, over
rugged mountainous terrain. It contains 10
counties covering 20,5614 square miles, an area
larger than that of nine of our States. For
example, this district is 10 times the size
of Delaware, 4 times the size of Connecticut,
and over twice as large as Massachusetts,
Hawail, New Hampshire, New Jersey, or Ver-
mont. The district includes three major
river basins, one to the east of the Conti-
nental Divide and two to the west. And yet,
States smaller in area each have two Senators
in the U.S. Senate, while the district in ques-
tion has only one senator in the Colorado
Senate.

Another example of the problems created
by this new plan of apportionment is the
treatment now accorded the San Luis Valley,
in the south-central reglon of Colorado. The
six counties in this valley are in the Rio
Grande Basin, and are vitally concerned with
water rights on the Rio Grande, and with
Colorado’s relationship with New Mexico,
Texas, and Mexico, with respect to the Rio
Grande. The rest of Colorado has no direct
interest in this great river, whose waters are
the economiec foundation of the San Luils
Valley. This area is also one of the most
economically depressed of the State, and con-
tains a high percentage of residents of Span-
ish-American heritage, with a relatively low
educational level, and a relatively high State
welfare load. This area, containing 38,000
persons according to the 1960 census, was
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formerly able to elect a senator to bring to
the attention of the legislature its unigue
problems. But under the new per capita
based apportionment, the legislature was
forced to place the counties of the San Luis
Valley in three separate senatorial districts,
and the residents of this valley are in the
minority in each district. This is a clear
case of denylng a minority any representa-
tion at all in one branch of the legislature;
it hardly fits our traditional concept of rep-
resentative government.

One of the districts into which part of the
San Luls Valley, Saguache County, had to be
placed, illustrates problems of another Kind
caused by per capita apportionment. Dis-
trict 30 consists of 9 counties, and extends
over 150 miles from north to south, from Gil-
pin and Clear Creek Counties, former gold
and silver mining areas now rapidly becom-
ing part of suburban Denver, to Saguache
County in the San Luils Valley, which is pri-
marily dependent on agriculture, This dis-
trict straddles the Continental Divide, and it
contains approximately 33 peaks over 14,000
feet in helght. It is dralned by four river
basins, the Bouth Platte, the Arkansas, the
Rio Grande, and the Gunnison, These areas
have sharply conflicting interests, and no
one senator can adequately represent all of
them.

I hope that these examples of the prob-
lems we now face in Colorado make clear
what the Colorado electorate recognized in
1862, and what most of our States have be-
lieved; that effective representation of the
diverse interests of the people of the States,
and of the States as a whole, is best achieved
by representation of these separate interests,
and not by overwhelming them in leglsla-
tures where their voice is so small as to go
unheeded.

It has long been part of the American
tradition to allow the several States to en-
gage in experiments within the framework
of our Constitution, such as Nebraska's adop-
tion of a unicameral legislature. It is my
bellef that the framers of the 14th amend-
ment, and certainly the States which ratified
it, had no intention to disturb this freedom.
Over the years, the systems of apportion-
ment have varied from State to State in
accordance with the particular needs and
development of the varlous States. I be-
lieve it would be appropriate to restore that
freedom of State action now.

There are a number of possible means of
achieving this goal. I personally believe that
at least one house of a bicameral legislature
should be apportioned purely on a popula-
tion basis, so that growing ubran areas will
always be assured of sufficient representa-
tion to protect their own Iinterests. This,
coupled with the growing ability of urban
areas to control the election of Governors
in many States should provide ample pro-
tection against “minority rule.”

My own preference for a remedy is a sub-
stantive amendment to the Constitution
which would allow the States having bi-
cameral legislatures, by this, I do not mean
tc limit it to that Senator Hruska—to give
reasonable consideration to factors other
than population in apportioning seats for
one house. I would emphasize that I prefer
the phrase ‘reasonable consideration” be-
cause I believe that such language would do
no more than restore to the Constitution
what most people thought to be its meaning
ever since the adoption of the 14th amend-
ment. “Reasonable consideration” would, as
I understand it, allow the States to give rea-
sonable weight to factors such as history,
geography, economic interests, and effective
representation of minority groups, without
permitting arbitrary or “crazy quilt” ap-
portionment. Such a standard would strike
down any invidious discrimination against
the majority, while accepting more variation
from per capita representation than the
Supreme Court would now allow.
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The reason why I advocate such a modest
amendment is that it would, I hope, allow
the courts to protect the citizens of the
States from any gross malapportionment of
one house, of their legislatures, while still
allowing the States maximum freedom to en-
gage in' the development of a varlety of
governmental machinery within the frame-
work of representative government. Such
an amendment would, I hope, incorporate
the well-established standards which most
of us thought governed “equal protection’;
namely, that any deviation from absolute
equality should have a rational basis in per-
missible objectives and not be simply
arbitrary, or related to an invidious dis-
crimination against any group.

It is not only the interests of individual
voters who are affected by the new consti-
tutional doctrine. The following article
from Nation’s Business presents a bal-
anced analysis of some of the probable
and demonstrated effects of the decision,
in urging that final decision on their
form of government be returned to the
people of the several States.

[From the Nation's Business, December 1064 ]
How REAPPORTIONMENT THREATENS BUSINESS

“We're scared stiff of the damn thing and
make no bones about it.”

That's a blunt description of the reappor-
tlonment issue by Gwyn Thomas, Govern-
ment affairs director for Assoclated Industries
of New York, Inc. It reflects the concern of
business across the country over the political
revolution caused by the Supreme Court's
mandate that State legislatures must be set
up on a one-man, one-vote basis.

“No manager in New York State could plan
with any reasonable certainty for future cost
and future business expectations,” the in-
dustry group’s board of directors declared.
“Such expectations would be subject to the
political expediency of the metropolitan New
York area and entrenched political majori-
ties in all bigger cities.”

Many businessmen elsewhere agree that
court-ordered representation based purely on
population threatens to wipe out traditional
checks and balances which protect minority
interests—business included.

Thus many businessmen are expected to
support Senator EVeErerT M. DIRKSEN’S cam-
paign next year to present the apportionment
issue to the voters through a constitutional
amendment.

If Congress passes legislation providing for
such an amendment, the people can decide
whether State governments can be appor-
tioned as are the House and Senate in Con-
gress.

Passage of the amendment would allow
State voters to choose periodically whether
to apportion one house on the basis of popu-
lation and the other on additional factors
such geography, economic interest, and tradi-
tion.

The issue is not minority versus mafjority
rule, but effective representation of minority
interests versus “winner-take-all” domina-
tion by highly concentrated urban voting
majorities,

Reapportionment expert Willlam J. D.
Boyd, a senior associate with the National
Municipal League, foresees a political battle
involving more money than you've seen in a
long time."” Business and unions, especially
in New York and Illinois are likely to line up
on opposite sides.

A CASE OF POLITICS

Reapportionment, though decided in the
courts, is pure politics. Robert G, Dixon, Jr.,
professor of constitutional law at George
Washington University, remarks that “The
political thicket has become no less political
because the courts have entered * * * and
in politics no one is neutral.”
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A Supreme Court ruling in 1962, widely
interpreted as requiring one house of each
legislature to be based on one man, one vote,
raised little uproar. Many concede the rul-
ing corrected glaring inequities of years’
standing.

Sharper criticism, however, followed a rul-
ing last summer that the voters of Colorado
were flat wrong when they chose, in a refer-
endum conducted on a one-man, one-vote
basis, to apportion one house on population
while giving weight to additional factors in
the other.

Said Senator JacoB Javirs of New York:
“Many citizens find it difficult to understand
why the U.S. Senate can be organized on a
basis not of population and the other House
on the basis of population, but the individual
States, even if their people so elect—which
I emphasize—cannot have the same priv-
ilege.”

Many businessmen have been living with
reapportionment campaigns long enough
to assess the implications realistically in
concrete business terms.

Observers have found, however, that many
with a stake in the issue are unaware of it
or regard the Supreme Court’s ruling as be-
yond challenge. One political expert, who
has discussed it privately with some business
groups, shocks them with warnings of what
could happen to leaders of legislative com-
mittees: “Some of these boys you've been
giving boxes of cigars to for years are going
to disappear.”

The goals of organized labor pushing for
reapportionment in industrial States glve
some indication of what’s at stake.

This is clearly the case in Michigan, where
the one-man, one-vote battle is familiarly
known as the Gus Scholle suit, after August
Scholle, head of the State AFL-CIO. Busi-
ness expects an apportionment plan ordered
into effect by the union-backed Michigan
supreme court to give impetus to:

More legislation increasing control over
business—regulatory activity giving a State
agency, possibly an expanded department of
labor, a fishing license to cast about in cor-
porate files.

The unions’ long-time goal of a corporate
income tax and an individual income tax
with high exemptions—in the $6,000 range—
having the eflect of a progressive State tax.

Expansion of unemployment and work-
men’s compensation, with increased cover-
age, higher benefits and lower eligibility
standards.

Business in other States could feel the
effects of another union drive—toward estab-
lishment of State-operated workmen’s com-
pensation funds.

The United Auto Workers, for example,
have urged “establishment of an exclusive
State fund in each State and elimination of
private insurance companies in this field to
stop their profiteering and the negative ef-
fects they exert on legislation.”

Both of Michigan's Senators, PHILIP A.
HarT, who was up for reelection, and PaT-
ricK V. McNamara, who wws not, led the suc-
cessful filibuster against efforts in the last
Congress to give States a breathing period
to adjust to the reapportionment rulings or
press for a constitutional amendment.

In New York State, issues likely to be af-
fected by reapportionment include unem-
ployment and workmen’s compensation, edu-
catlon, utility rates, regulation of utilities,
banks and insurance companies, minimum
wage and taxes, plus a long string of social
and economic measures focused on urban
problems,

New York City, for example, has been con-
sidering adoption of a payroll tax, which
could not be imposed without State action.
Some observers expect that greater urban
strength in Albany would lead to income tax
increases In the higher brackets.

Manufacturers fear that the same forces
that twice won increases in the New York
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City minimum wage above the statewide
level—both actions were ruled unconstitu-
tional—would raise the State minimum if
in control in Albany.

This would hurt, for example, the upstate
textile manufacturer who has large numbers
of apprentices and is already hard up to meet
competition from imports.

HUGE URBAN ADVANTAGE

Thomas F. Moore, Jr., counsel to the New
York Power Authority, has made estimates
indicating that reapportionment on a strict
population basis would give the city and sub-
urban area of 2,100 square miles 95 assem-
blymen and 81 senators, compared with 55
assemblymen and 19 senators for the remain-
ing 47,000 square miles in the State.

A major force in the New York reappor-
tlonment fight has been the International
Ladies Garment Workers Union. David I.
Wells, assistant director of its political de-
partment, estimates he has spent half his
time and efforts on this issue for the past
3 years.

The union’s interest is clear. For example,
ILGWU Vice President Gus Tyler contends
that the unemployment insurance tax, based
on a firm's experience with layoffs, is a bur-
den on small, unstable, seasonally fluctuat-
ing companies in the garment industry. They
are hit with the highest taxes which they
are least able to pay, he argues, in contrast
to banks, utilities and insurance companies.
Spokesmen for more stable industries coun-
ter that they already are subsidizing bene-
fits for employees of high layoff operations.

Mr. Wells, who has written and lectured
widely on reapportionment, notes that an
unemployment insurance bill opposed by or-
ganized labor once passed the New York
State Assembly by a vote of 81, representing
6.6 million citizens, to 64, representing more
than 7 million.

“This means that the assemblymen who
opposed the bill were actually speaking for
almost a half million more people than the
assemblymen who voted for it,” Mr, Wells
charges. “Yet the bill passed by 17 votes.”

Much legislation never gets out of the
labor committee in the Connecticut Assem-
bly, according to Joseph M. Rourke, deputy
director of the AFL-CIO's committee on
political education and a member of the
Connecticut Legislature. He speculates that
a reapportioned legislature would pass the
labor planks in the State Democratic plat-
form.

Opposition to the latest batch of Supreme
Court reapportionment rulings is not limited
to advocates of the status quo or do-nothing
State government.

One vigorous opponent is Robert Moses,
head of the New York World’'s Fair, who has
been associated with many major public re-
source development projects in his State for
decades.

A key factor involves the characteristics of
State legislators. Mr. Boyd observes that city
types often have been mere political hacks,
that urban seats in a legislature have been
regarded not as steppingstones to political
advancement but dead ends—a payoff for old
Joe. But he contends that the corrupt city
machines have been cleaned up since World
War II and that the callber of urban legis-
lators is improving.

Senator FRANK LavUscHE, of Ohio, puts it
more bluntly: “I was mayor of Cleveland. If
the city bosses were to get control of the leg-
islature, I would fear it greatly.”

Voters have rejected all-out one man, one
vote in repeated referendums, observes Prof.
Karl A. Lamb of the University of Michigan's
political science department and a co-
author of “Apportionment and Representa-
tive Institutions: The Michigan Experience.”

Professor Lamb tells Nation’s Business that
urban voters who oppose greater representa-
tion for their own areas seem dissatisfied with
what they already have and don't want a
whole lot more of the same.
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Professor Dixon, who has a foundation
grant to study reapportionment, offers an-
other reason. A party with, say, 40 percent
of the vote in a given district may become a
“perpetually submerged minority" as the
majority party with 60 percent of the vote
repeatedly sweeps the field.

Such a minority might well wish to main-
tain reduced representation for its own dis-
trict if its interests are better protected by
members of the same party elsewhere in the
State. These considerations were ignored by
the Supreme Court in what Professor Lamb
calls “a shocking assertion of judiclal com-
petence in redesigning democratic represen-
tational institutions.”

Another view of the wurban legislator is
offered by John A. Skipton, public affairs
manager for the Marathon Oil Co., Findlay,
Ohio. He formerly served as State finance
director and as director of the Ohlo Legisla-
tive Service Commission, the research arm
of the Ohio General Assembly.

Mr. Skipton says of one-man, one-vote re-
apportionment: “It changes the locale of
power and how you acquire it.

“The man who has to appeal to an unrecog-
nizable mass of voters will usually use the
quick solution, the dramatic approach, the
pass-a-law approach. From the legislative
point of view, these people will be using
legislation or government regulation as solu-
tions to problems because this is a result they
can ascribe to themselves rather than seeking
solutions to problems outside the legislative
area.”

Government spending, mammoth public
works, corporate income versus sales taxes—
these are devices legislators use to keep in
the public eye in urban areas were nobody
knows anyone else, Mr. Skipton adds.

“This is not philosophical; this is the nuts
and bolts of how a man gets elected in a
metropolitan area.”

These factors serve to strengthen the hand
of the metropolitan news media, he adds,
and that of organized pressure groups with
pocketbook interests in specific legislative
measures—groups needed to turn out the
money and manpower to get a man elected
in a city constituency.

Others argue that the statehouse attracts
a higher caliber of legislator from the rural
area, where a man gains more prestige from
sitting in the legislature. A great fund of
know-how among many long-term rural leg-
islators would go down the drain if they
were redistricted out of office.

Rural legislators are closer to thelr con-
stituents, Mr. Boyd notes. “This is some-
thing that's going to pass and this is lam-
entable,” he says.

Mr. Skipton says, however, that many
members of the so-called cornstalk brigade
in highly urbanized Ohio actually come from
metropolitan areas.

Studies show that in Illinois and Missouri
the failure of urban delegations to agree
among themselves, rather than rural ob-
structionism, has blocked urban programs.
This has led the rural forces to throw up
their hands and say: If you boys ever fig-
ure out what you want we'll vote for it.

Unions argue that too many rural repre-
sentatives are not farmers but smalltown
lawyers on retainers from major industries
in the States. In the same vein, Mr. Boyd
observes that some United Auto Workers
shop stewards sit in the Michigan legislature.

Some conservatives look to reapportion-
ment as the route to revitalized State gov-
ernment, reversing or at least retarding the
trend toward dependence on the Federal
Government.

“Anyone who thinks this is going to stop
the trend to Washington is out of his mind,”
Mr. Boyd declares. But he feels that more
actlve State legislatures could slow the
process and, by the example of successful
State programs, influence the output of
Congress. Other authorities add that many
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urban liberals would prefer to see things
done in Washington on a philosophical
rather than pragmatic basis,

Mr. Boyd says that reapportioned legisla-
tures will not be hostile to business—with
the possible exception of Michigan—and
will be more sympathetic to business prob-
lems than is Congress.

In the South, generally speaking, pro-
national and governmental-activist factions
will probably gain strength in both parties,
according to Prof. Alfred de Grazla, of New
York University. If this happened, it could
lessen the region’s attractiveness to business.

Professor Dixon warns that anyone with
a stake in the issue should analyze census
tracts and voting patterns to determine how
any reapportionment scheme based strictly
on population would affect the political bal-
ance of power in his locality.

He says gerrymandering is already in evi-
dence, whereby areas heavily representing
one party have been arranged to dilute mi-
nority strength.

For all these reasons many businessmen
are supporting a constitutional amendment
designed to supplant a Supreme Court ruling
which Justice Stewart described as being
without regard and without respect for the
many individualized and differentiated char-
acteristics of each State, characteristics stem-
ming from each State’s distinct history, dis-
tinet geography, distinet distribution of pop-
ulation, and distinct political heritage.

Adds a businessman from a major Califor-
nia firm: The voter has rights to be repre-
sented not only as a voter but as a member
of three groups—stockholders, employees,
and customers. Any curves tossed at busi-
ness hurt all three.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I will place
in the Recorp one of the most objective
and thoughtful statements I have seen.
It was prepared for presentation to the
subcommittee by Prof. Karl A. Lamb of
the University of California. I am look-
ing forward to hearing his testimony in
subcommittee, but I feel every Member
of this body will want to read and digest
his views on this important subject.

I am an assistant professor of Govern-
ment in Cowell College at the Santa Cruz
campus of the University of California.

I speak as an individual citizen of Cali-
fornia, However, State legislative apportion-
ment has been my main research interest
since 1960, when I was on the faculty of the
University of Michigan, and I claim famili-
arity with the recent work on political
sclentists in this fleld. I contributed the
chapter on Michigan to the book edited by
Prof. Malcolm Jewell, whose testimony you
heard previously.! I coauthored a book on
legislative apportionment in Michigan.2

I will argue that those opposing and those
favoring the Dirksen amendment are ap-
pealing to two of the main symbols which
support the legitimacy of American govern-
ment. Those symbols are, on one hand, the
sanctity of the Constitution and the Supreme
Court as guarantors of individual liberties:
on the other, popular sovereignty within the
various States. When applied to this issue,
those symbols are in direct conflict. Until
the basic nature of this conflict is recognized,
the issue cannot be resolved on its merits.
And the continued evocation of these power-
ful symbols may lead to at least a minor
crisis in the legitimacy of American govern-
ment.

I am convinced that those on both sides
of the issue would agree on a single goal: to

1“The Polities of Reapportionment” (New
York, 1961).

2Karl A. Lamb, William J. Pierce and John
P. White, “Apportionment and Representa-
tive Institutions: The Michigan Experience”
(Washington, 1968).
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make representation within our State legis-
latures effective and responsive to the needs
of a changing America.

They would further agree that the most
pressing change is the rapid urbanization of
the American population. State legislatures
must win the consent of the people to diffi-
cult decisions with aims as diverse as the
control of urban blight and the preservation
of vanishing natural areas.

How can that consent be won? What con-
stitutes fair representation in the mind of
the individual citizen? The citizen, above
all, wants to feel that his own voice can be
heard. If he has some gquestion to ask, some
request to make, he wants a representative
who must at least listen, or see that his letter
gets answered. Beyond this, he may expect
that his representative give due considera-
tion to the claims of varlous organized
groups to which, in our pluralist soclety, he
gives his own allegiance. He may expect
that his representative indicate famillarity
with the problems of the district and com-
munity in which he resides. He may wish
to “own"” his own man, feeling that his own
voice—or that of his race or his political
party—is swallowed up in a large, hetero-
geneous district represented by several legis-
lators.?

All of these attitudes are but aspects of the
broader question of legitimacy. This con-
cept is at least a thousand years old. Omne
of its expressions was a slogan of the Ameri-
can Revolution, “taxation without repre-
sentation is tyranny.” A citizen owes his
alleglance to a legitimate government. That
government is legitimate when he is assured
that its nature and procedures are deter-
mined by a higher law.

What are the sources of the legitimacy of
American Government? Legitimacy is at
heart a psychological assurance. A primary
source of this assurance is the U.S. Con-
stitution, a symbol of enduring majesty, in-
terpreted by the Supreme Court, so that the
rights of the individual may never be con-
travened by his Government.

State constitutions do not share in this
mystiqgue. They tend to be long, compli-
cated, and burdened with statutory material.
Most of them, however, were adopted by
direct popular vote, and all but 14 of them
can be changed by direct popular vote,
through the initiative, the referendum, or
both. Their constitutions are treated as
quite malleable instruments by the people
of the States. That of California has been
amended 350 times since 1879. New Yorkers
have changed their fundamental law on 133
occaslons since 1894; Ohlo, 88 times since
1851; and Colorado, 64 times since 1876.%
The people of 19 States are granted direct
influence upon the apportionment of State
legislatures by their State constitutions®

These 18 States provide specific applica-
tlons of a more general symbol buttressing
the legitimacy of American government. As
citizens, we give allegiance to both Federal
and State Governments because of our feel-
ing that there are certain matters reserved
to the States or the people in which the
National Government, or any of its three
branches, will not intervene. We know that
the symbol of “States rights” is often in-
voked for unwholesome purposes by scoun-
drels. We know that many of the conditions

3 Malcolm Jewell finds that, when south-
ern legislators are chosen in large, plural-
member districts, Negroes and Republicans
are swamped despite their substantial num-
bers. See “State Legislatures in Southern
Politics,” 26 Journal of Politles 177 (1964).

{Council on State Governments, “The
Book of the States, 1964-1965," p. 12.

s Library of Congress, Legislative Reference
Service, “State Constitutional and Statutory
Provisions for Popular Initiative and Refer-
endum With Particular Reference to Legisla-
tive Apportionment” (1964) p. 2.
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which compelled the formation of a Federal
Union are no longer operative. We also know
that federalism is interlaced with American
history and that its principles are taught in
every classroom,

In this review of the symbols of legitimacy,
we have yet to mention the notion that fair
representation depends wupon population
equality in each legislative district. Yet this
concept is now the law of the land. By con-
sidering the intellectual history of the con-
cept, we may discover the unplanned manner
in which these powerful prineciples of legiti-
macy came into conflict.

As America’s people moved to the cities
in the first half of this century, and then
into the suburbs, the apportionment of
legislatures was not adjusted to reflect the
new distribution of population. The con-
stitutions of most States stipulated that at
least one house of the legislature should
reapportion itself; in Tennessee, this stipu-
lation was lgnored for over 50 years.

Political scientists, journalists, and urban
based interest groups such as the Natlonal
Municipal League, discussed “rural domina-
tion"” of our State leglslatures. This mo-
tion became a prime tenet of the conven-
tional wisdom concerning State government.
It was based on fact, since many legislatures
had failed to reapportion. But the con-
ventional wisdom made the further assump-
tion that this failure to reapportion was a
principal cause of the multiplying problems
and frustrations of our major cities. The
most recent work of political science in this
fleld indicates that this assumption of &
casual relationship had little foundation in
fact.®

The decision in Baker v. Carr? proved
to be among the seminal of the decade. In
terms of judiclal business generated, Its
impact was astonishing, Baker was handed
down on March 26, 1962; by October of that
year, T0 cases were underway in 33 States;
39 in State courts and 31 in Federal courts.®

The Court was confronted with a dilemma.
Baker had made apportionment a justiciable
matter; it had not established standards
by which lower courts could judge existing
apportionments. The Court could offer
some vague rule, such as a “rational pat-
tern” or “without invidious discrimination.”
But this could lead only to the spinning
of judicial wheels: the promise of rellef
implied in Baker would be withheld. A
more certain standard was required.

The judges were being asked to value
total systems of apportionment. Typically,
plaintiffs filed complaints “in their own
behalf and on behalf of all similarly situ-

¢ David A. Derge, “Metropolitan and Out-
state Alignments in Illinois and Missourl
Legislative Delegations,” 52 “American Po-
litical Science Review,” 1051 (1958); John
C. Wahlke, Heinz Eulau, William Buchanan
and Leroy C. Ferguson, “The Legislative Sys-
tem” (New York, 1962); John C, Wahlke and
Heinz Eulau (ed.), “Legislative Behavior”
(New York, 1959); Gilbert Steiner and Sam-
uel Gove, “Legislative Politics in Illinois”
(Urbana, 1960); Murray C. Havens, “City
vs. Farm” (University, Alabama, 1957);
Thomas A. Flinn, “The Outline of Ohio
Politics,” 13 “Western Political Quarterly,”
702 (1960); Robert S. Friedman, ‘“Reappor-
tionment Myth,” MNational Civie Review,
April 1960; and “The Urban-Rural Conflict
Revisited,” 14 Western Political Quarterly,
481 (1961); Robert H. Salisbury, “Missouri
Politics and State Political Systems,” In
Missouri Political Sclence Associations Re-
search Papers 1958 (Columbia, 1959); Al-
fred de Grazia, “Essay on Apportionment
and Representative Government” (Washing-
ton, 1963), 96-128.

7369 U.S. 186 (1962).

8 New York Times, Oct. 21, 1962. Cited
in Lamb, Pierce, and White, op. cit. p. 88.
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ated * * * voters.”® In effect, the Court
was being asked to find that the residents
of cities, as a group, are being denied con-
stitutional rights. In his Baker dissent,
Justice Frankfurter held that this claim
could only come under the purview of that
clause guaranteeing to each State a "Republi-
can Form of Government.”

Without presuming to read the minds of
the Court majority, we must assume that
they found the guarantee clause inadequate
to this task. It has had little judicial exer-
cise; the Court declined to define a “Re-
publican Form of Government” In 18491
and 1t has not taken on that task in the 116
years following. Such a determination would
have brought the symbol of judicial review
into direct conflict with the symbol of pop-
ular State sovereignty.

But another device was at hand. In a
progression of cases, the Court had expanded
the meaning and application of the 14th
amendment, which provides that no State
may “deny to any person within its jurisdic-
tion the equal protection of the laws.” This
amendment clearly protects the rights of
individual citizens vis-a-vis the power of
their State governments, Application of the
14th amendment to the question of legisla-
tive apportionment required the statement
of the eventual rule as a personal civil right.
Although the Court cautiously decides no
more than it has to, the logic of the course
begun in Baker brought the Court to the
declaration in Reynolds that “petitioners
right to vote has been Invidiously ‘debased’
or ‘diluted’ by systems of apportionment
which entitle them to vote for fewer legls-
lators than other voters.” 12

In order to predict the results of imple-
menting this decision, political scientists
must ask two questions:

1. What evidence supports the contention
that districts of unequal population cause
unfair and unjust representation—particu-
larly an unfair representation of urban-
based interests; and

2. What evidence supports the expectation
that adjusting district boundaries to con-
taln equal populations will ensure fair and
effective representation?

Here we must confess to a major failing of
political sclence. As recently as 10 years ago,
writers in this field accepted at face value
the conventional wisdom regarding the
“rural domination” of State legislatures and
selected glaring—but often atypical—exam-
ples to fllustrate it.1*

The result was that political scientists had
simply not applied their growing methodo-
logical sophistication to the complex prob-
lems of legislative representation. This error
is being corrected in response to the Baker
decision, but the time-lag between the ap-
pearance of social sclence data and its ac-
ceptance by the legal fraternity is often very
lengthy.

The Courts have widely accepted two par-
ticular measuring devices as evidence sup-
porting the claims of plaintiffs for relief from
unjust apportionments. These are (1) the
range in population size between the smallest
and the largest districts and (2) the “"ma-
jority to elect” or Dauer-Kelsay scale’t

® Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 537 (1964).

1 U.8. Constitution, art, IV, sec. 4. Frank-
furter’'s statement is at 369 U.S. 297.

1 Luther v. Borden, 48 U.S. 1.

12 As described in the dissenting opinion of
Justice Harlan, Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S.
533, 690 (1964).

1 See Gordon E. Baker, “Rural Versus
Urban Political Power” (Garden City, New
York, 1955).

14 Manning J. Dauer and Robert G. Kelsey,
“Unrepresentative States,” National Munieci-
pal Review (December 1955) pp. 571-575, 587,
as corrected in National Municipal Review
(April 19566), p. 198. This work also belongs
to the period before political scientists real-
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The first of these devices is hopelessly in-
adequate as an indicator of the effectiveness
of an entire system of representation. Com-
paring the most populous distriet with the
least populous district tells us nothing at
all about the districts in between. In the
language of the statistician, this is a misuse
of the range to measure dispersion.’® A study
produced by the Legislative Reference Service
of the Library of Congress warns that *[this]
measurement is quite descriptive of extreme
cases, [but] it indicates nothing about the
other constituencies between the extremes.”

We can only be grateful that the U.8. Su-
preme Court has so far refused to state a
standard of fair apportionment based on this
measure.'

The majority-to-elect, or Dauer-EKelsey
scale, is figured by adding the populations of
all the smallest districts until a majority of
the legislature is reached, to determine the
smallest population that could, in theory,
control the legislative business of a State.
The words in theory are very important, for
the Dauer-Kelsey measurement tells us some-
thing about the fairness of an entire system
of representation only if the legislators from
small districts habitually conspire to thwart
the desires of the overpopulated districts.
Professors Schubert and Press state that this
assumption “is contradicted by all of the
recent empirical research in legislative voting
behavior with which we are familiar.” 1

The U.S. Supreme Court has not specified a
mathematical standard defining fair appor-
tionment. Yet the plaintiffs in nearly every
case have relied upon these two highly ques-
tionable measuring devices. If some rule of
thumb has guided the Court, its dimensions
are as yet unrevealed.’®

Reallzing the inadequacy of all previous de-
vices for establishing a standard which would
facilitate the comparison of the legislature of
one State with that of another, Professors
Schubert and Press have devised a highly
sophisticated measurement—so sophisticated
that its application requires a year of work
and three minutes of computer time. Their
measurement takes into account such vari-
ables as the usually greater influence of the
upper house in legislative business; the num-
ber of districts that contain very nearly their
falr share of people as well as the range be-
tween largest and smallest; whether single-
or multi-member districts are utilized; and
the pattern of distribution of population cen-
ters. After correcting a coding error in the

ized that the factual basis of the myth of
rural domination required further examina-
tion.

15 The wide use of this measurement by the
courts, and its inadequacy for their pur-
poses, is discussed in John P. White and
Norman C. Thomas, “Urban and Rural Rep-
resentation and State Legislative Apportion-
ment,” 17T Western Political Quarterly 724 n.
3. (1964).

#Tibrary of Congress. Legislative Refer-
ence Service, “Methods for the Measurement
of Legislative Apportionment Systems,” Mar.
3, 1965, p. 4.

17 In Roman v. Sincock, 8377 U.S. 695, 710
(1964) the Court disapproved the suggestion
of the lower Federal court that the most
populous district should contain no more
than one and one-half times the population
of the least populous district.

5 Glendon Schubert and Charles Press,
“Measuring Malapportionment,” 58 Ameri-
can Political Sclence Review 302, 305. The
authors cite at this point the first six sources
cited in note 6, supra.

¥ In Lucas v. Forty-fourth General Assem-
bly of Colorado, 377 U.S. 713, 730 (1964) the
Court noted that the Colorado House “is at
least arguably apportioned substantially on
& population basis” (with a population range
of 1.7:1) but, at 734, declined to rule on the
guestion. See also action in Roman v. Sin-
cock, note 17 supra.
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computation, Professors Schubert and Press
were able to aunounce that, as of March 26,
1962, the State of Ohio enjoyed the services
of the best-apportioned legislature in the
United States, when judged by the ‘‘one man-
one vote” standard applied to the 1960 dis-
tribution of population.®

This result was not necessarily intended
by the Ohio constitution then in force; which
guaranteed representation to each county.
But it is interesting to note that this result
was obtained in spite of the 16-to-1 range be-
tween the least and most populous districts.
This can only be bitter news to Ohioans,
whose legislature was upheld by Federal
district court on the basis of the 'Federal
analogy.” The Supreme Court found that
analogy irrelevant.®* The vofers of Ohio
have since rejected a new apportionment
which meets more closely the standard of
the Court. Opponents of this apportion-
ment claimed that it was drawn in a manner
favorable to candidates of the Republican
Party.

This controversy would indicate that Ohio
voters are aware that population equality
among districts provides no guarantee what-
ever of fair representation of groups within
the population—whether they be political
parties, economic interest groups, or racial
minorities. Schubert and Press concur.=

In order to consider the effects of “one-
man one-vote" apportionment upon the
perceived legitimacy of legislative repre-
sentation, let us consider the example of
Colorado. Although statehood did not come
until 1876, the boundaries of Colorado were
determined by exigencles of national politics
as the L.S. Congress strove to prevent civil
conflict by balancing a new slave Territory
or State against a free area. Colorado’s
boundaries are completely artificial. No
rivers or mountain ranges define the geo-
graphical integrity that is often considered
necessary to the formation of a successful
political system. On the contrary, the State
is split down the middle by the massive
peaks of the Continental Divide. Formerly
impassable in wintertime, and difficult of
passage in any season, this great mountain
range divided Colorado into two halves.
Commerce and communication of the east-
ern slope centered on Denver. The attention
of the western slope turned elsewhere, often
to Salt Lake Clty. Created for its own pur-
poses by the National Government, Colorado
was left alone to evolve its own political
institutions. Popular participation has been
lively; as noted above, Coloradans have
amended their constitution 74 times since
1879.

Most recently, the people of Colorado—
including a majority in every county—
adopted the so-called Federal plan of leg-
islative apportionment. The Supreme Court
of the United States ruled that the people

"of Denver are constitutionally prohibited

from voting against their own fair repre-
sentation.®

This was a direct confrontation of the two
symbols: the Federal Supreme Court versus
the popular will of the State. Anger and
frustration are the inevitable result of such
a conflict. Gov. John A. Love, a Repub-
lican, and former Governor and U.S. Senator
Edwin C. Johnson, a Democrat, both offered
anguished testimony to the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Constitutional Amendments. But
Colorado lost no time in choosing the higher
value: the legislature complied with the
Court’s order; it then memorialized Con-
gress for the adoption of a constitutional
amendment.

= Schubert and Press, corrected figures, 58
American Political Science Review 966 (1964).

N Nelson v. Rhodes, 378 U.S. 5566 (1064),
found the Ohio Legislature unconstitutional.

2 Op. cit., p. 303.

= Lucas v. Forty-fourth General Assembly
of Colorado.
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Governor Love has described some of the
results of that compliance: Senate district
35, in the northwest Colorado mountains, is
a single district containing 10 times the
area of the State of Delaware, twice as large
as Massachusetts or New Jersey. Or con-
sider the San Luis Valley, economically de-
pressed, containing many Spanish-American
citizens, and bearing a high State welfare
load. The 38,000 citizens of this geographi-
cally and economically homogeneous area
formerly elected a single Senator. Now they
are divided between three separate senatorial
districts and are a minority in each.

This, I submit, is not the best way to
maintain the symbol of the popular will as
a pillar of the legitimacy of government.

The Supreme Court has decreed that those
38,000 persons in the San Luis Valley ought
not to enjoy an advantage over the million-
plus residents of Denver. This fact con-
fronts us with a mystery: how can the voters
of Denver County, or those of Los Angeles
County, vote—as they have done—against
increasing their own influence in their re-
spective legislatures?

A solution to this puzzle is suggested in
the work of Professors John White and Nor-
man C. Thomas. They begin by pointing
out that “popular analysis [of the Reynolds
decision] stressed a major political victory of
urban majorities over entrenched rural
minorities,” * Reminding us that the two
devices used by the Court do not measure
the representation of rural or urban popula-
tions as such, nor can they “help us to eval-
uate the decision of the Court in terms of
the ‘gravity of the evil’ of rural overrepre-
sentation,” * the authors analyze every
county in the United States and develop a
device for measuring the extent to which
counties classified by the Census Bureau as
“rural” and “urban' are represented in the
legislatures of their States. They discover
that the effect of rural overrepresentation
is greatest in those States which have very
few urban counties. In 11 States, the ap-
portionment in existence before 1962
strengthened the legislative power of an ex-
tant rural majority; in 13 States, an urban
majority was transmuted into an artificial
rural majority in both houses of the legis-
lature; and an artificial rural majority was
created in one house in six States. Since
many of these States in which a good case can
be made for “rural domination” are found in
the South, a consideration of their nature is
relevant to the clalm advanced before this
committee that ending “rural domination”
through the application of the Court’s equal
populations standard may significantly in-
crease the political influence of the Negro.*

Of more relevance to the rhetoric of ur-
ban-rural conflict, however, is the fact that
in the remaining 20 States, an urban popu-
lation majority yielded an urban legislative
majority.

All of the larger States are in this last
category. These States are “more able to
absorb rural over-representation without dis-
astrous dilution of the wurban majority.
California is the best example. In the Call-
fornia Senate, the rural population enjoys
the greatest overrepresentation in the
United States * * * yet because California
is less than 14 percent rural,” only 39 percent
of the California Senators may be said to
represent rural interests. Similarly, in Colo-
rado, & 26-percent rural minority won but 39
percent representation in the Senate. In
Ohio, a 27-percent rural minority was ac-
corded a 38-percent representation in the

# John P. White and Norman C. Thomas,
“Urban and Rural Representation and State
Legislative Apportionment,” 17 Western
Political Quarterly 724 (1964).

= Id., 725.

= See attached Appendix.
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upper house. The comparable figures for
New York are 15 and 22 percent.”

We now have a plausible explanation for
the actions of the voters in Denver and Los
Angeles. It seems reasonable to assume that
they voted against increasing their own rep-
resentation because they did not perceive
themselves as being disadvantaged by the
existing arrangements.® And they were
probably correct. But residents of the areas
outside the principal urban area—as in
northern California or western Colorado—
are likely to resent bitterly the granting to
the urban residents of their constitutional
entitlement of representation.

Gentlemen, the best evidence that con-
temporary political science can offer supports
the following contentions:

1. Apportionment in districts of equal
population does not by itself guarantee fair
representation.

2. The conventional wisdom regarding
rural domination of State legislatures rests
on shaky foundations.

The rhetoric of urban-rural conflict may
be loudest in the most populous States, such
as Michigan, California, New York, and Ohio.
But these States will see the least shift in
real political influence as a result of equal
population apportionment.

Those who oppose the Dirksen amendment
appeal to the symbol of the Constitution and
the Supreme Court as the guarantors of per-
sonal liberties. Those who support the Dirk-
sen amendment appeal to the sovereignty of
State populations within the Federal system.
The application of those two great symbols
to this issue results in a direct conflict. That
conflict creates a potential crisis In the
legitimacy of American government.

The Constitution is what the Court says It
is. When the judgment of the Court does not
result in wise public policy, the Constitution
may be amended, provided there is an over-

The representation of rural nonwhite
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whelming consensus in Congress and among
the States that it be so amended.

I urge this subcommittee to report out a
resolution, so that, in the vast arena of pub-
lic discussion, such a consensus may be
formed. But the responsibility of Congress
extends much further. I suggest that any
proposed constitutional amendment must 1t-
self serve to resolve the conflict between
these two great symbols of legitimacy. Such
an amendment should make clear that one
house of a State leglslature may be appor-
tioned on the basis of factors in addition to
population, if approved by vote of the peo-
ple. But the question should be resubmitted
to the voters at regular intervals so that no
system of representation becomes frozen and
unable to reflect population movements,
Furthermore, the effects of all systems of
apportionment should be specified as sub-
ject to judicial review, thus insuring the ap-
plicabllity in matters of representation of
the 14th, 15th, 19th, or any subsequent
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States.

Thank you for permitting me to submit
these views.

APPENDIX

On June 25, 19656, Mr, James Farmer, na-
tional director of the Congress on Racial
Equality, testified before this subcommittee.
He stated categorically that “the denial of
equal representation to urban dwellers is
most directly a denial of full citizenship to
the Negro.”® Mr. Farmer stated that this
principle applies directly to the American
South; and he cites percentage increases in
the nonwhite wurban population of five
States: Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Missis-
sippi, and North Carolina.

It is instructive to compare the 1950 and
1960 percentages of nonwhite rural popula-
tion in those five States with the results ob-
talned by Professors White and Thomas:

populations in 5 southern legislatures

Rural percentage of legis- | Nonwhite percentage of

Rural per- lative representation— rural population—

centage of |

total popu-

lation In lower In upggr In 1950 In 1960
chamber chamber
I (II) (I1T) (Iv) (V)

o 1
Alabama.. .-.... AL 145,15 1 60, 41 160, 09 30. 68 28,96
§ g b PR AT S SRR R L 124, O 151.94 1 50, 54 21,78 16. 31
Louisiana. - 136.73 144,77 143. 67 36. 15 33. 46
Mississippi. - - 162,31 168,04 * 75. 89 48.19 48, 09
North Carolin 2 60, 270,30 266,25 26, 60 25,40

1 Artificial rural majorities in both houses.
2 Rural majority is strengthened in both houses.

Several facts emerge. First, rural inter-
ests did hold a commanding position in the
legislatures of those five States in 1962,
Second, the non-white portion of the rural
population is substantial in those five States
and is not declining very rapidly. Third,
rural Negroes could in theory have domi-
nated the upper chamber of the Mississippi
Legislature—with no help from city Ne-
groes—under the apportionment in force be-
fore the Baker decision.

These figures suggest that, if the 1965
Civil Rights Act should magically destroy all
barriers to Negro political participation, and
if Negroes participated at the same level as
whites, and were as effective In the country
as in the cities, then the immediate political
influence of Negroes would be greater under

7 White and Thomas, op. cit., p. 729.

= Technically, California voters retained the
system initlated in 1926, while Coloradans
chose between two new apportionments: A
Federal plan and a straight-population plan.
A further element of complexity was the use
of multimember districts in the population-
only scheme.

the apportionments preceding the Baker de-
cision than under “one man, one vote.”
This would be true only if district bound-
aries were not recast to divide groups of
newly participating Negroes between several
districts.

Apportionment with distriets of equal
population does not by itself guarantee fair
representation to any group or its individual
members,

VOTING RECORD ON MAJOR
LEGISLATION

Mr. McVICKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

® James Farmer, “Testimony on Reappor-
tionment Before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee,” p. 3,

# Columns I, II, and IIT from White and
Thomas, op. cit., table III, p. 729. Columns
IV and V calculated from U.S. Bureau of the
C:;;us. Census of Populations, for 1850 and
1 i
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. McVICKER. Mr. Speaker, un-
fortunately, because of serious illness in
my family I could not be here last week.

I wish to place in the REcorp my posi-
tion on the votes that were taken on
major legislation.

Had I been here I would have voted
as follows:

The conference report on H.R. 6675,
medicare and other social security
amendments, was agreed to in the House
July 27. Had I been here I would have
Wt&d “aye.”

The conference report on H.R. 7984,
Housing and Urban Development Act of
1965, was agreed to in the House on
July 27. Had I been here I would have
voted “aye.”

H.R. 77, repealing the right-to-work
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act,
passed the House July 28. Had I been
here July 26, I would have voted “aye”
on the rule. On July 28 I would have
voted “nay” on recommital, and on final
passage I would have voted “aye.”

The conference reports on three health
bills, S. 510—health program extensions;
H.R. 2984—health research facilities;
and H.R. 2095—mental health staffing,
were agreed to in the House July 27. All
actions were by voice vote except H.R.
2985—mental health staffing. Had I been
here I would have voted “aye” in sup-
portof all three measures.

H.R. 8283, the Economic Opportunity
Amendments Act of 1965, expanding the
poverty program, passed the House
July 22. Had I been here I would have
voted “aye’ on final passage.

H.R. 8856, amending section 271 of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, passed
the House July 29, 1965. Had I been
here I would have voted “‘aye.”

H.R. 9026, amending the Peace Corps
Act, passed the House by a voice vote
July 29. Had I been here I would have
voted in support of its passage.

H.R. 8310, amending the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act, passed the House
July 29 by a voice vote. Had I been here
I would have voted in support of its
passage.

HONORABLE JOSEPH CAMPBELL

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
inelude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Hon-
orable Joseph Campbell, Comptroller
General of the United States since De-
cember 14, 1954, tendered his resignation
to the President of the United States on
June 30, 1965, to be effective July 31, 1965.
His health has been poor for several
months and the advice of physicians
prompted his decision. With his resigna-
tion the American people have lost a
loyal and most capable servant, a servant
who worked unceasingly to bring to our
attention those activities in the Govern-
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ment which indicated a need for congres-
sional review, correction, or change.

He has truly given substance to the
needs of the Congress as contemplated
in the Budget and Accounting Act of
1921. This act called for:

The creation of an independent auditing
department will produce a wonderful change.
The officers and employees of this depart-
ment will at all times be going into the
separate departments in the examinations of
their accounts. They will discover the very
facts that Congress ought to be in possession
of and can fearlessly and without fear of
removal present these facts to Congress and
its committees. The independent audit will,
therefore, * * * serve to inform Congress at
all times as to the actual conditions sur-
rounding the expenditure of public funds in
every department of the Government.

It has been well established that Con-
gress intended that the Comptroller Gen-
eral should be a constructive eritie, in his
area of responsibility and something
more than a bookkeeper or accountant.
No matter which political party controls
the Congress or the Executive, it is his
responsibility to point to inefficiency so
that it may be corrected.

The intent of Congress did not become
a part of the law until 1945 when the
Comptroller General and the General
Accounting Office were declared to be
part of the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment. Later the Accounting and
Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 65) spe-
cifically designated the Comptroller
General an agent of Congress. Prior
to 1946, the audit concept was relatively
simple as compared with the current ac-
tivities of the General Accounting Office.
During fiscal year 1946, 43,672,262
vouchers were examined; and at June
30, 1946, 14,219 employees were on the
payroll. This compares with a payroll
of 4,350 on June 30, 1964.

The changed concept of how the
Comptroller General and the General
Accounting Office would best serve Con-
gress was started under Lindsay C. War-
ren, Comptroller General of the United
States from November 1, 1940, through
April 30, 1954. He initiated a new ap-
proach and methods with emphasis on
furnishing information and assistance
to Congress.

Comptroller General Campbell
brought to his position a wealth of ex-
perience. From 1924 to 1941 he held
various responsible financial positions in
private businesses and the public ac-
counting profession. He became associ-
ated with Columbia University in New
York City in 1941 in an administrative
capacity. He resigned as vice president
and treasurer of Columbia University
when he responded to President Eisen-
hower’s appointment to the Atomic
Energy Commission in July 1953. Then
following his loyal and commendable
service, he was called upon again and
became Comptroller General of the
United States on December 14, 1954.

During his period in office, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office has changed, with
emphasis on serving Congress promptly
and efficiently with the use of profes-
sional personnel. The following com-
parisons will show the change in qualifi-
cations of persons employed as of June
30, 1956, and June 30, 1964: Certified
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public accountants increased from 288
to 393; other professional accountants
from 1,019 to 1,701. During the same
period, fiscal auditors, transportation
auditors, and investigators were reduced
from a total of 1,513 to 800 and the legal
staff from 596 to 294. Other employees,
mostly in supporting and clerical posi-
tions, were reduced in number from 2,136
to 1,162. In total, there were 5,552 em-
ployees on the payroll in 1956 and 4,350
in 1964.

The scope of the work performed by the
General Accounting Office under the di-
rection of Comptroller General Camp-
bell during fiscal year 1964 is described
in the introduction to his annual report
for that year. His staff reviewed U.S.
Government disbursements at 340 loca-
tions in 41 foreign countries and about
2,400 locations in the United States.
Estimated financial benefits to the tax-
ﬁayers amounted to more than $300 mil-

on.

The Transportation Division audited
almost 5 million bills of lading and issued
claims against the carriers for over-
charges of more than $11 million.

The General Counsel’s office handled
5,330 decisions and related matters.
Among these were 788 legislative or legal
reports to committees or Members of
Congress.

The Auditing Division issued more
than 1,000 audit reports to Congress.
Roughly, half of these reports were in
response to requests by congressional
committees, officers of Congress, or in-
dividual Members of Congress. In addi-
tion, over 9,000 man-days of technical
assistance were provided to congressional
committees.

A few months ago a leading newspaper
columnist noted that Comptroller Gen-
eral Campbell has done a fearless job re-
gardless of whether his reports criticize
Democrats or Republicans. His leader-
ship has been extremely demanding for
him, his integrity and courage have been
an example to all. We all salute him on
his retirement and hope for his prompt
recovery. We hope further that his
health will permit us to call upon his
experience and wisdom for advice in the
future.

VOTING RIGHTS

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to my discussion on the floor of the
House of a letter which was before the
conferees, I sent the following wire to
the Honorable Nicholas deB. Katzenbach,
Attorney General of the United States:

AUGUST 3, 1965.
Hon. NicHOLAS DEB. EATZENBACH,
Attorney General of the United States, De-
partment of Justice, Washington, D.C.:

As I stated on the floor of the House, and
I understand you were present in the gallery,
I was going to demand of the writer of the
letter which I referred to, dated July 29, 1965,
and which was quoted in the conference on
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the voting rights bill in toto last Thursday
relating to a major matter before the con-
ference and quoting one of the civil rights
leaders, be made public. Since that time,
the press has acquired some information con-
cerning the letter, including who the writer
was; namely, yourself, and I am, therefore,
addressing this telegram to you asking that
the entire letter be made public immediately.
I consider this matter within the public
domain, but in keeping with your request
in the letter that it not be made public, I
am willing to give you a reasonable opportu-
nity to do so yourself. If this ils not done,
then, of course, I will feel free to make the
letter public myself in that I belleve it to
be in the public domain and a matter con-
cerning which the House should be fully
advised. The press apparently has acquired
from other sources certain selected quotes
from the letter and I think it is imperative
that the entire letter be made public.
WirLLiam C. CRAMER,
Member of Congress, Florida.

MINIMUM WAGE BILL

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, the
House General Labor Subcommittee will
report tomorrow morning a minimum
wage bill which I feel will probably affect
nearly every Member in one way or an-
other. I would, therefore, like to make
the suggestion that if you have any ques-
tions from constitutents or questions of
your own, if you wish to get our explana-
tion of the bill, we will be happy to give
you such explanation directly and if
enough of you wish to do so following
consideration of the bill by the full com-
mittee, I would be delighted to obtain
a special order for the purpose of an-
swering as many questions as possible at
that time if you would be good enough
to let me know.

A BILL FOR THE RELIEF OF MR.
JUAN A. DEL REAL

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Tlinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day introducing a bill in behalf of Mr.
Juan A. del Real, a Cuban refugee who
is graduating from St. Louis University
Law School in February of 1966. Be-
cause of the dilemma of the require-
ments for admission to the Missouri Bar
Association and their interrelationship
with the naturalization laws, Mr. del
Real finds that he could not practice law
for a period of approximately 8 to 9
months.

Mr. del Real’s case is one that has its
counterpart in most of the States of our
country. The bar associations of States
like Missouri require that a person must
be a citizen of the United States before
he is admitted for membership.
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After leaving Cuba in November of
1960 because of the existing political
situation there, Mr. del Real declared
himself a political refugee. He married
an American girl and lived in St. Louis
until November of 1963. When he made
inquiries about becoming an American
citizen, he was told that the time he had
spent in this country as a refugee would
not count toward the 3-year period of
time necessary for the spouse of an
American citizen to become naturalized.
Due to this fact, he left the United States
and went to the Dominican Republic
where he applied for and was granted a
residence visa. He reentered the United
States on November 7, 1963, as a per-
manent resident.

Although Mr. del Real has already
spent over 3 years in the United States,
most of the time did not count toward
citizenship since he was a refugee; and
he will not be entitled to U.S. citizenship
and membership in the Missouri Bar
Association until November 7, 1966,
about 9 months after his graduation
from St. Louis University Law School.
It is for this reason I am introducing
a bill which would have the effect of
holding that the time he spent in this
country as a refugee will be considered
in compliance with section 316 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act as it
relates to residence and physical pres-
ence. Of course, the bill would have to
be approved before or soon after Febru-
ary of 1966 in order to prove beneficial.
If it were not approved, Mr. del Real
could not practice law for about 9 months
between the time he graduates in Febru-
ary of 1966 and the time he would nor-
mally become a citizen of the United
States in November of 1966.

THE 175TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
U.S. COAST GUARD

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. BaTes]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
madtter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow,
August 4, 1965, will be the 175th anni-
versary of the founding of the U.S. Coast
Guard at Newburyport, Mass., in my con-
gressional district. I intend to partici-
pate in the ceremonies there, which will
be highlighted by the Post Office Depart-
ment’s first day of issuance of a 4-cent
commemorative postal card honoring
this milestone in the annals of our great
principal agency for maritime safety and
marine law enforcement.

Last week, the Congress enacted a
joint resolution (8.J. Res. 83) which it
was my privilege to cosponsor, authoriz-
ing the President to issue a proclamation
calling for nationwide recognition of the
first century and three-quarters of the
Coast Guard’s dedication to humanity
through the saving of life and property
at sea. In Massachusetts, by proclama-
tion of Governor John A. Volpe, tomor-

August 3, 1965

row is being observed as U.S. Coast
Guard Day.

Inasmuch as circumstances prevented
President Johnson from issuing his proc-
lamation until today, I not only plan to
quote it at Newburyport tomorrow, but
I believe that inclusion of its text in the
Recorp will help to emphasize the im-
portance of its message on the eve of the
occasion we are celebrating. Therefore,
I am at this point inserting the Presi-
dent’s proclamation, together with the
Massachusetts Governor's proclamation,
as follows:

PrOCLAMATION COMMEMORATING THE FouwND-
ING OF THE COAST GUARD BY THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
‘Whereas each year, the lives and property

of thousands of people are protected or saved

by the vigilance and alertness of the Coast

Guard; and
Whereas the enforcement of U.S. law afloat

and the protection of the integrity of U.S.

shores are key responsibilities of the Coast

Guard; and
Whereas the safety of the U.S. merchant

marine and numerous pleasure craft operat-
ing in our waters and on the high seas is of
primary concern to the Coast Guard through
the establishment and maintenance of re-
quirements for seaworthiness, proper equip-
ment, qualified personnel, and the system of
aids to navigation; and

Whereas the Coast Guard malntains a
state of readiness as a branch of the Armed
Forces; and

Whereas August 4, 1965, marks the 175th
anniversary of the founding of the Coast
Guard, the Nation’s oldest, continuous, sea-
going service; and

Whereas it is fitting that the Coast Guard
receive the recognition and support of all
citizens in the accomplishment of its many
tasks;

Whereas the men of the Coast Guard who
are called upon to act in situations of stress
and danger draw a great part of their
strength and courage from this recognition
and support; and

Whereas the Congress, by a joint resolution
approved August 3, 1965, has requested the
President to issue a proclamation commem-
orating the 175th anniversary, on August 4,
1965, of the founding of the U.8. Coast Guard
at Newburyport, Mass: Now, therefore,

I, Lyndon B. Johnson, President of the
United States of America, do hereby call upon
the people of the United Stats to observe the
176th anniversary of the Coast Guard on
August 4, 1966, with appropriate ceremonies
and activities.

I also urge appropriate State and local
officials, as well as public and private orga-
nizations, to join the observance of this
milestone in the history of the Coast Guard.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the seal of the United
States of America to be affixed.

Lynpon B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE HOUSE.

A ProCLAMATION BY His EXCELLENCY, JOHN

A. VorLpE, GOVERNOR, 19656

Whereas the U.S. Coast Guard, our oldest
continuous seagoing armed service, by its
vigilance and alertness each year saves
hundreds of lives and millions of dollars in
property; and

Whereas the Coast Guard is our principal
agency for promoting marine safety and law
enforcement in all its phases, including the
merchant marine as well as the hundreds
of thousands of recreational boatmen who
annually throng our waterways; and

Whereas the Coast Guard, as a member of
the U.S. Armed Forces, maintains itself in
a state of constant military readiness to as-
sist in the defense of our country; and
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Whereas August 4, 19656 marks the 175th
anniversary of the founding of the Coast
Guard at Newburyport, Mass.; and

Whereas the U.S., Coast Guard depends
upon the wholehearted support of all our
people fur the successful discharge of Its
many duties: Now, therefore,

I, Joun A, VorLPE, Governor of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, do hereby pro-
claim the day of August 4, 1965, as U.S. Coast
Guard Day and urge all citizens of the Com-
monwealth to take cognizance of this event,
in commemoration of the 1756th anniversary
of the U.S. Coast Guard, and to appropri-
ately participate in its observance.

By His Excellency the Governor,

JoHN A. VOLPE.
EeviN H. WHITE,
Secretary of the Commonwealth.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Idaho [Mr. HANSEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Tllinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday during the consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 81 to increase
the amount authorized for the Interstate
Highway System for fiscal year 1967, I
was called off the floor by a constituent
and missed the rolleall vote. Had I been
present I would have voted against the
resolution. I favor the additional funds
to continue the program and I favor
safety on the highways. However, I ob-
ject to that section which gives the Sec-
retary of Commerce final authority in
this matter.

A SPECIAL BIRTHDAY

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr, ConNTE]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the REecorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr, CONTE. Mr, Speaker, it is a great
pleasure for me to inform my colleagues
of a very special birthday celebration this
weekend. It will take place in a pictur-
esque community in the northwest corner
of Franklin County, Mass. It will be
large—everyone in the town has been in-
vited. It will be long—it begins on Fri-
day and does not end until Sunday night.
And, it will be significant—it marks the
200th anniversary of the incorporation
of Charlemont, Mass.

I had hoped, Mr. Speaker, to share this
historic occasion with my neighbors in
Charlemont. However, legislative duties
will take me elsewhere, and so I want to
spend a few minutes today taking note
of some of the outstanding events in
Charlemont’s early history.

The story begins on June 27, 1735,
when the House of Representatives of
the Massachusetts Colony granted to the
town of Boston three tracts of land in
western Massachusetts, one of which,
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Boston Township No. 1, later became
Checkley’s Town and finally Charlemont.
The grant stipulated that within 5 years
the city of Boston should settle at least
60 families in the township, build a meet-
ing house and a school, and secure a
minister to preach the Gospel. The land
was surveyed in 1736, but no attempts at
settlement were made. Instead, the
selectmen sold the town the following
year to John Read, Esq., for £1,020.

Read sold it to John Checkley and
Gersholm Keyes, who in turn divided it
up and sold parcels of it to others, and
so the story went. The purchasers were
interested in speculation rather than in
settlement, and so the greenhills of
Charlemont remained untouched for 8
years after the township was established.

A “Historical Discourse” delivered by
Joseph White of Charlemont in 1858,
now in the Library of Congress, describes
well the first settlement of Charlemont.
White says:

This quiet valley, now so beautiful with
its garniture of green, and these guardian
hills, still bore up the ancient forest. But
the time appointed for a wonderful change
was at hand. The ax was now to be laid
at the root of the giant trees; the blue smoke
was now to curl from the low cabin of the
pioneer; and the voice of industry, and the
notes of prayer and praise, were now to
arise; and the long, dark reign of wild beast,
and wilder man, not without a bitter
struggle, was soon to cease forever. The
first settler—the patriarch of the valley—
was on his way. In the spring of 1743, if not,
indeed, in the previous autumn, Moses Rice,
of Rutland, in the County of Worcester, re-
moved with his family to the town and settled
upon the tract which he had previously
purchased.

It is quite probable that Captain Rice and
his sons had visited the place during the
previous summer, and begun the work of
preparation; had cleared portions of the
meadow and prepared them for cultivation;
had hewn the timber, and, perhaps, erected
the house which was to be his future home.
This supposition receives some support from
the statement of his son, Sylvanus Rice,
handed down to us by his daughter, the late
Mrs. Fuller, that “he had slept under the
buttonwood tree,” still standing by the road-
side, near the dwelling of Mr. William Patch,
“when there was no other white person in
town."”

Feebly, indeed, can we of the present gen-
eration conceive of, and, much less, ade-
quately appreciate the difficult and exhaust-
ing labors, the privations and hardships ex-
perienced by the little band of hardy adven-
turers who leveled the primeval forests and
turned the first furrow in these peaceful
fields, which now smile, in quiet beauty, be-
neath our eyes. Yet, with strong hands and
resolute hearts, the father and his youthful
sons went to their work. The forests re-
treated before them; the harvest was
gathered; comforts were multiplied; the signs
of plenty increased; and a prosperous and
smiling future seemed before them.

But in 1744 hostilities broke out be-
tween Great Britain and France, and
savage Indians were incited by the
French against the English colonists.
They came down Lake Champlain to
Crown Point, followed Otter Creek to the
highlands of Vermont, whence they split
up into small parties and proceeded
along the Hoosic, Deerfield, and Con-
necticut River valleys until they reached
the infant English settlements. The
English defense consisted of a chain of
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forts along the northern border of Mas-
sachusetts, garrisoned by small parties
of soldiers from the colony. The most
important post, Fort Massachusetts, lo-
cated at the northern base of Saddle
Mountain in the Hoosic Valley, was
under the command of Col. Ephraim
Williams, benefactor of the college in
Williamstown which bears his name.

Despite the threat of danger from the
north, Rice continued to cultivate his
fields. Since his home was on the route
from Deerfield to Fort Massachusetts, it
was a frequent stopping place for colo-
nial soldiers, and a welcome refuge for
small parties of scouts engaged in their
dangerous marches.

Fort Massachusetts fell on August 20,
1746. The small garrison of 22 men
fought bravely for 28 hours, after which
they were forced to surrender from lack
of ammunition. During the same week,
Moses Rice moved his family to Deer-
field. This prudent retreat saved their
lives, for when Rice returned a few days
later, he found his home burned to the
ground. His provisions were gone, his
cattle slaughtered, his hay, grain, and
farming tools destroyed. With a broken
heart he took his wife and children home
to Rutland, where they remained for the
duration of the war.

But such was the courage and resolve
of that sturdy pioneer that he eventually
returned to his desolate homestead. A
new house erected on the site of the
old one, and a separate dwelling was
built nearby for his son Samuel, who by
now had three sons—Moses, Asa, and
Martin. This time two other families
joined the Rices. Othniel Taylor and
his brother Jonathan arrived about 1749;
Gershom, Joshua, and Seth Hawks, prob-
ably with their father Eleazer, came in
1750.

In the summer of 1752, the three fami-
lies sent Captain Rice to Boston to peti-
tion the general court for relief. Rice’s
petition stated in part:

He and several others, knowing the condi-
tions of the grant, and expecting it would be
complied with, purchased a part of said town-
ship and became obliged to settle the same
agreeable to the conditions of the grant, and
have made conslderable improvements; but,
by reason of the negligence of the other pro-
prietors, are brought under great and insup-
portable difficulties and hardships, not being
able to support the ministry, build mills, or
even mend the roads and make sultable
bridges (the nearest mill being 20 miles dis-
tant). Your petitioner, therefore, in behalf
of the inhabitants of said township, humbly
pray that your honor and honors would take
thelr case into your wise and compassionate
consideration, and grant a tax on the lands
of the nonresident proprietors, in order to
carry on the settlement; or relieve the said
inhabitants in such way as your honor and
honors shall think reasonable. And as in
duty bound will ever pray.

The general court hastened to assist
the settlers. A tax of 1 penny per acre
was levied, the proceeds of which would
build a meeting house, support preach-
ing, and encourage the construction of
roads and mills. Moses Rice was desig-
nated to call a town meeting, at which a
clerk, treasurer, assessors, and other nec-
essary officers would be chosen. Rice
was also granted 100 acres of land at
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the south end of the township “in con-
sideration of his services for the Gov-
ernment, and the losses he sustained.”

Rice’s new land was surveyed by Mr.
Joseph Wilder, who had recently pur-
chased all of the unsold land in the
township. He moved to Charlemont
from Lancaster, and settled in the north-
ern section of the town. Around him
grew up a group of men mostly from
Lancaster and Leominister, and Mr.
White's narrative reports that “in the
proprietary and town meetings of sub-
sequent years—they—were designated by
the river men as the Lancaster party.”

Mr. White goes on to tell of the early
town meetings, at which Captain Rice
presided as moderator. Committees were
formed to collect taxes, lay out roads,
and secure a preacher. At one meeting
it was voted to pay “Mr. Aaron Rice, who
hath built a corn mill in said town, which
is allowed by the proprietors to be of
public use for the town, £170 old tenor,
in part satisfaction for building said mill
provided the said Aaron Rice will give
a sufficient obligation to the propriety to
keep said mill in repair, and grind at all
convenient times for the proprietors, tak-
ing one-sixteenth part for toll, and no
more; and to keep said mill in repair for
the space of 10 years from this day.”

Thus the little settlement, so long in
getting its start, began to prosper under
its organization as a propriety or planta-
tion. But it was destined to receive one
more serious blow before its success
could be firmly established. In 1754, the
smoldering conflict between the French
and English burst into flames again. It
was the final struggle for possession of
a rich new land, made more intense by
the conflict between Catholic and Prot-
estant religious backgrounds and op-
posing nationalities. The French ce-
mented their relations with the Indians
of the Northeast in preparation for a
massive and deadily assault, while the
English settlers repaired their old de-
fenses and stood ready for war.

Charlemont took measures to protect
herself. Captain Rice and his sons forti-
fied their homes, and other residents
moved their dwellings together and en-
closed them with pickets. The defenses
were made at the settlers’ own cost, and
no soldiers were furnished to provide
additional protection. The settlers kept
a constant vigil, and worked with mus-
kets in hand, while women and children
never left their homes unguarded. One
day, tragedy struck, Mr. White's narra-
tive provides a vivid description:

On Wednesday morning the 11th day of
June 1755, Captain Rice, his son Artemas
Rice, his grandson Asa Rice—a boy 9 years
of age—Titus King Phineas Arms, and oth-
ers, went into the meadow which lies south
of the present village road, having Millbrook
on the east and Rice's broock on the west,
for the purpose of hoeing corn. Captain
Rice was plowing and the boy riding the
horse; the others were engaged in hoeing,
except one who acted as sentinel—passing
through the field, from brook to brook, with
musket in hand, while the firearms of the
others were placed against a pile of logs
near the western brook. This, instead of
flowing in a direct line to the river, as at
present, entered the field at some distance
below where the road now runs, and passed
in a southeasterly direction nearly to the
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mouth of Millbrook. Meanwhile a party of
six Indians, as tradition informs us, having
carefully observed their victims from the
neighboring hill, stole cautiously down the
western brook; and, concealed by the thick
brushwood upon its banks, watched till the
working party were near to Millbrook and
farthest from their firearms, when they sud-
denly fired and rushed upon the defenseless
arty.

2 Arsi;as fell dead in the cornfield; Captain
Rice received a severe wound in the thigh
and was taken prisoner, together with the
lad Asa upon the horse, and Titus King, a
young man, and a relation of Captain Rice.
Artemas Rice escaped after a hot pursuit,
and reached Taylor’'s Fort at noon. The in-
mates of the house in the adjoining field,
hearing the firing, fled to the fort.

The Indians, however, made no further at-
tack, but withdrew with their three captives
to the high plain in the rear of the present
public house. Here the aged and wounded
man was left alone with a single savage, to
meet his fate. After a fearful struggle, he
fell beneath the tomahawk, and was left,
scalped and bleeding, to die. Late in the
day he was found yet alive, and brought to
his son’s house, where he expired in the
evening.

The other prisoners were led to Crown
Point, and thence to Canada. The lad was
ransomed after a captivity of 6 years.

King was carried to France, thence to Eng-
land, whence he, at length, returned to
Northampton his native place.

On receiving the alarm, Mr. Taylor has-
tened to Deerfleld for succor, and returned
the same night with 256 men. They proceed-
ed up the river in the morning to Rice’s fort,
but only to witness the desolations of the
preceding day, and to render their kind of-
fices to the stricken family in the burial of
the dead. Sad, indeed, was this the first
burial day in Charlemont; sad, when sons and
daughters, and their little ones, looked for
the last time into the mangled face of the
aged sire, and buried him in silence and
gloom beneath his own soil. His grave was
made upon the slope of the hill near his
dwelling; and here also, by his side, they
buried the young man, Phineas Arms, who
had fallen with him in the field.

Fortunately, this was the last time that
Charlemont was exposed to the horrors
of Indian depredation. The tide was
turning and the French and Indians were
forced to hasten back to defend their own
territories on Lake Champlain and in
Canada. In September 1759, Quebec
was taken, foreshadowing the ultimate
defeat of the French. In 1763, by the
Treaty of Paris, France lost forever her
foothold on American soil.

For the next 3 years Charlemont grew
and began to prosper. There were new
town meetings, and the projects begun
before the war were resumed and com-
pleted. On June 21, 1765, in response to
the petitions of the settlers, Charlemont
was incorporated as an independent
township.

So, Mr. Speaker, that is the story be-
hind the birthday celebration this week-
end. It is a fine story, and I think you
will agree that there is much to celebrate.
I hope that my colleagues in Congress
will join with me in sending our warmest
best wishes to Charlemont on this, her
proud and historic 200th birthday.

EMPLOYEE PENSION AND WELFARE
FUNDS

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-

man from New York [Mr. Remm] may
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extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. REID of New York. MTr. Speaker,
today I am introducing a bill along with
the distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. HALPERN] to provide for more
effective regulation of employee pension
and welfare funds. A similar bill has
been introduced in the other body by
Senator Jacoe K. JAVITS.

This bill will not affect those unions
and/or companies which are administer-
ing welfare and pension funds in accord-
ance with customary fiduciary stand-
ards—it is aimed solely at those unscrup-
ulous persons who would deprive em-
ployees and union members of the bene-
fits earned by long years of service.

The bill would amend the Taft-Hartley
Act to:

First. Prohibit any officer of a firm or
a union from receiving, directly or in-
directly, any money other than normal
pension benefits from an employee bene-
fit fund.

Second. Insure that all fund assets
will ultimately be distributed to the
beneficiaries of the fund and not diverted
for any other purpose, or to the personal
use of those in control of the fund and
prohibit the transfer of fund assets out-
side the United States.

Third. Extend existing Federal law
and regulations so that they cover all
employee benefit funds, whether or not
they are established jointly by labor and
management.

Fourth. Authorize the Secretary of
Labor to sue in Federal court to regain
illegally diverted assets for the fund, to
restrain such diversions or to compel
payment of benefits, and to put the fund
into receivership if necessary.

Fifth. Allow individual beneficiaries to
sue in Federal court to recover benefits or
to protect or recover the fund’s assets.

It is shocking that there are loopholes
in existing law which would allow the
misappropriations of employee benefit
fund assets. Yet, such appears to be the
case. During hearings recently held by
the Senate Permanent Investigations
Subcommittee on the administration of
welfare and pension funds, it was re-
vealed that a “union officer transferred
several million dollars in trust fund as-
sets arising out of a union welfare fund
to a dummy corporation organized in
Liberia and completely controlled by
union officers who have the power to
dissolve that corporation at any time
and to distribute the assets to them-
selves.” According to the Department
of Justice and the Labor Department,
this is probably within the law. It
should be corrected.

The bill, I propose, would close these
loopholes and in addition would provide
a battery of procedural avenues of en-
forcement.

First, an individual beneficiary could
sue in Federal district court to recover
any benefit denied him in violation of the
statute.

Second. Any beneficiary could sue on
behalf of the fund to compel any person
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to return to the fund or on behalf of a
beneficiary to recover benefits, compel re-
turn of misappropriated funds, or re-
strain violations of the statute. And if
the Secretary requests it and the court
finds it appropriate, the district court
could appoint a receiver to take posses-
sion of the assets and conserve and ad-
minister the fund until the violations of
the statute have been remedied.

THE HONORABLE JAMES D.
WEAVER OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. GeraLp R.
Forn]l may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extra-
neous madtter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
it is fitting that from time to time we
take note of the efforts of those who by
their service in past Congresses have
made a lasting contribution to the wel-
fare of our counfry and its people. In
this regard, I would like at this time to
give recognition to the work of our
former colleague, the Honorable James
D. Weaver, of Pennsylvania, during his
tenure in the House of Representatives.

During the past 88th Congress, Jim
Weaver, who in private life had been a
physician in Erie, Pa., until 1948, served
as a member of the House Committee on
Science and Astronautics, which consid-
ers the budget for the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration. He was
active in the work of the Subcommittees
on Research and Development and Space
Sciences and Applications. In this ca-
pacity, Congressman Weaver was a zeal-
ous guardian of the interest of the Amer-
ican taxpayer. At the same time he
recognized the paramount importance of
maintaining U.S. superiority in the vital
area of science and technology. Along
with other House Members, he strongly
urged formation of a special congres-
sional group to help shift emphasis of
the U.S. space program toward meeting
the Soviet thrust for military domination
of inner space.

Along with his concern for our coun-
try's defensive posture in space, Con-
gressman Weaver was a strong advocate
of a firm U.S. foreign policy in dealing
with the Communist threat in Latin
America and other areas of the world.
Under his guidance a bipartisan group
of Congressmen was formed to explore
and consider the complex problems in-
volved. He was among the foremost in
understanding the continuing need for
policies and programs to protect the free
world’s vital interests against the aggres-
sive designs of international communism.

Jim Weaver served the 24th Congres-
sional District of Pennsylvania faith-
fully and well. During his term of office
the three counties which comprise the
northwestern corner of the Keystone
State reaped the benefits of his efforts.
As an example, the employment picture
improved to the extent that the Iabel of
“distressed area" has finally been re-
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moved and unemployment has fallen be-
low the national average. Through Con-
gressman Weaver's efforts, progress was
made in securing funds for both continu-
ing useful projects and initiating new
projects of importance to his distriet.
Moreover, he was always attentive to the
needs of his constituents and conscien-
tious in his efforts to secure prompt
action.

During the second session of the 88th
Congress, Jim Weaver was appointed to
the important and powerful House Com-
mittee on Appropriations, a signal honor
for a freshman Member of Congress. As
a member of this important committee
for 14 years I was pleased to have a per-
son of Jim's outstanding ability and dedi-
cation assigned to this group that has
the responsibility to critically scrutinize
the Federal budget.

Jim Weaver’s concern for his district
includes his longstanding opposition to
the proposed Lake Erie-Ohio River
Canal. As a member of the House Ap-
propriations Committee, he would have
been in a strong position to exert his
influence against the appropriations of
funds for this billion-dollar boondoggle.

I am proud to have served with a man
of Jim Weaver’s stature and high sense
of duty to country. Hisrecord as a Mem-
ber of the 88th Congress stands as a trib-
ute to his dedication and diligent efforts
on behalf of those prineiples which make
America a great republic.

UNIFORM DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. Fraserl, is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have permission to extend their remarks
on the subject on which I am to speak
following my own today; and further
that all Members have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks in the
REecorp on this subject.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PEp-
PER). Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I have
been concerned with the problem of time
uniformity for several years. Time prob-
lems plagued our State during the years I
was a member of our Minnesota Senate,
but these problems were not seftled then
and I continue to be concerned about
them as a Member of Congress.

I believe we need Federal legislation
to resolve the confusion arising from the
use of daylight saving time, and for that
reason I have introduced bills in the 88th
and 89th Congress to provide a uniform
period for the use of daylight saving
time.

Mr. Speaker, I fully realize the com-
plexities of the time issue. Although the
bill which I have introduced, H.R. 6134,
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is a short, straightforward measure, it
does not belie the fact that time prob-
lems are knotty.

Before 1883 we had no regular time
zones, and it was in that year that the
railroad industry created four time zones.
This eliminated much of the confusion
that had arisen, and this system was in
effect until the Standard Time Act of
1918 was adopted by the Congress.

This bit of history shatters the myth
of “God’s time” of which we hear so
much from opponents of daylight saving
time. The plain truth is that standard
time is really railroad time and not God’s
time. The standard time law which
went into effect in 1918 has not been
changed since its original enactment.
During World War I and World War II
Congress adopted nationwide daylight
saving time. Except for the war years,
the question of the use of daylight sav-
ing time has been left to local authorities
causing what the New York Times de-
scribes as “‘time schizophrenia.”

The latest information available to me
indicates that 36 States observe daylight
saving time. Eighteen of these States
have daylight saving time on a statewide
basis and 18 States allow their loecal
communities to decide the issue. I will
insert at the conclusion of my remarks
a list of those States observing daylight
saving time. The combined population
of these 32 States is almost 110 million
or over half of all Americans.

One of the most perplexing causes of
time confusion is the widespread varia-
tion in the dates on which daylight sav-
ing time begins and ends.

The variation in dates on which day-
light saving time begins has been reduced
but there still are important exceptions
to the general starting date of the last
Sunday in April. Ten States begin day-
light saving time on dates other than the
last Sunday in April. Of these, two
States begin on Memorial Day, one
State on the Monday after Memorial
Day, one State on May 5, and several
States have varying dates because they
leave it up to local officials.

My own State of Minnesota begins
daylight saving time on the fourth Sun-
day in May.

Of the 18 States having statewide day-
light saving time, all but 3 will return
to standard time on the last Sunday in
October. The communities of one of
these States switch instead on the last
Sundays of September and October. One
State returns to standard time on Labor
Day but has unofficial “summer hours”
continuing in some areas as long as the
fourth Sunday in October. The other
State will return to standard time on
the last Sunday in October, except for
two counties which remain on daylight
saving time year around.

Of the 18 States having nonstatewide
daylight saving time only 1 will end
daylight saving time on the last Sunday
in October.

To complicate matters even more,
some communities in two States have
daylight saving time on a year-round
basis. Some other States, I understand,
are now considering the use of daylight
saving time in excess of the usual 6-
month period.



19260

Mr. Speaker, I now turn to the situa-
tion in my own State of Minnesota. The
situation there, which has been called
“confusion compounded with chaos,”
typifies in many ways the problem we are
trying to correct.

Minnesota observes daylight saving
time on a nonstatewide basis from the
fourth Sunday in May to Labor Day.

This year several cities in the eastern
part of the State jumped the gun and
began daylight saving time on the same
date that Wisconsin, our eastern neigh-
bor, started daylight saving time. This
prompted one Minnesota paper to write:

Convicts do time. Soldiers do double
time. Minnesotans do triple time.

For a while we had central standard
time, daylight saving time, and extended
daylight saving time.

Some examples of this situation show
the humor and the confusion:

Students at the University of Minne-
sota-Duluth went to class on standard
time but ate and slept at home on day-
light saving time.

A person could lose an entire hour by
walking the 120 feet from the Duluth
City Hall to the St. Louis County Court-
house but get it back by walking another
100 feet to the Federal building.

On April 30, the town council of Hib-
bing, Minn., voted to go on daylight sav-
ing time on May 2. On May 1, they
voted to stay on central standard time,
and later on the same day voted to begin
daylight saving time on May 10.

I now would like to recall for my col-
leagues our worst experience with time
confusion—a real “tale of two cities” to
quote Charles Dickens. On May 9 of
this year our capital city of St. Paul de-
cided to go on daylight saving time 2
weeks ahead of the statewide changeover
date. The confusion that resulted is al-
most indescribable.

All the State offices located in St. Paul
remained on central standard time.

The St. Paul police were writing out
parking tickets on standard time while
the firemen were fighting fires on day-
light saving time.

The city council which had voted day-
light saving time convened for its regular
meeting under a clock that was on stand-
ard time because all the courthouse
clocks remained on central standard
time.

This confusion was compounded by
the fact that the Twin City of Minne-
apolis which I represent remained on
standard time. For a while you eould
lose an hour just going across the bridge.
Or if you were not careful, you could get
caught in two 5 o’clock rush hour traffic
jams instead of the usual one.

All this was made worse by the fact
that some of the suburbs went on day-
light saving time with St. Paul while
some remained on standard time.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent
I insert several articles reporting this
confusion at this point in the RECORD:

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Star,
May 10, 1965]
CoNFUSION REIGNS AS ST. PAUL GoOES oON
DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

St. Paul was on “wrlst watch time" today.

That was really the only way you could
be sure of the time in this city, which went
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on daylight saving time (d.s.t.) BSunday
morning, 2 weeks ahead of Minneapolis and
much of the rest of Minnesota.

Most business places moved their clocks
ahead 1 hour, but some remained on stand-
ard time and moved the starting times of
their employees ahead 1 hour.

All State and Federal offices, however, were
on standard time. The Ramsey County
board opened its regular weekly meeting at
10 a.m. standard time,

The telephone company was still glving
out standard time in its recorded time-of-
day message.

Sewage rolled into the Minneapolis-St.
Paul Sanitary District plant from St. Paul
on daylight time, but left on standard time.

If you called a cop, he arrived to take care
of your problem on standard time. But if
you needed a fireman, he showed up on day-
light time.

Two St. Paul policemen arrived for work
wearing a wrist watch on each arm, one for
standard time and one for daylight time.

Mail arrived an hour earlier at St. Paul
homes because the post office i1s on standard
time.

STAGGERED SHIFTS

All city and county offices in which records
with deadline times are filed, staggered the
shifts of some employees to remain open from
T7:20 am. standard time to 4:30 p.m, day-
light time.

Most St. Paul business firms reported little
confusion with employees arriving late—or
early—for work,

Two clocks were set up at the Northwest
Orient Airlines registration desk to aid em-
ployees in informing passengers about flight
times. Warren Philllps of the United
Alrlines desk said "“We just ask people
what time it shows on thelr watch and
give them directions according to that.”

Al Olson, St. Paul City Council recorder,
probably had the best solution. “I don’t
have any watch,” he sald. “I'm going to
lunch when I'm hungry.”

[From the St. Paul, Minn. Pioneer Press,
May 10, 1865]
TiME TROUBLES: CLOCK CONFUSION
CoNFounDs CITIES

Mother had time on her hands—or at least
on her mind—Sunday as the Twin Citles
area’s fast and slow clock situation became
more and more confusing.

St. Paulites had been instructed to set
their clocks ahead one hour at 2 a.m. Sunday.
But some forgot.

Many families arrived for church services
just as the rest of the congregation was leav-
ing. Here and there Sunday school pupils
were minus a teacher who still was operating
on central standard time.

Of calls received in the St. Paul Pioneer
Press newsroom, some were irate. All were
confused.

One man complalned that he had missed
his favorite television program. It seems he
tuned in an hour too early and then forgot
to tune back an hour later. Confusing?

Just to keep the record straight, all Twin
Citles television stations are on central stand-
ard time. To create as little additional con-
fusion as possible, this newspaper's television
and radio logs will be listed in standard time
as will television highlights. If you live in
a daylight saving time community, just re-
member 7 p.m. shows will be on at 8 p.m. on
your radlo or television.

The clock-switching also has caused some
headaches for local on-sale and off-sale
liquor establishments. It seems off-sale
liquor store owners will have to decide for
themselves whether or not they will operate
according to daylight time.

8t. Paul on-sale bars will operate on day-
light saving time starting today.

“We have moved our clocks ahead to com-
ply with the decision of our city council, the
local governing body,” sald Frank J. Einck,
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executive secretary of the St. Paul On-Sale
Liguor Dealers Assoclation. “Daylight saving
time hours will be from 9 a.m. until 2 am.,
effective until May 23.”

All of Minnesota goes on daylight saving
time May 23.

For those still confused about what time
it is in various suburbs, here’s a list of com-
munities on daylight saving time: Bayport,
Birchwood, East Oakdale township, Gem
Lake, Lake Elmo, Lakeland Shores, Landfall,
Lauderdale, Lincoln township, Mahtomedi,
Newport (unofficially), Roseville, St. Croix
Beach, Shoreview, Stillwater, Sunnsn yLage,
Vadnais Heights, West St. Paul and White
Bear township.

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Star, May

, 1965]

BicGEST PROBLEM: STATE 3 WEEKS BEHIND
OTHERS IN DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME START

(By Dick Caldwell)

In the uproar over an hour's time differ-
ential that is to come to the Twin Cities
Sunday, the problems of business and in-
dustry apparently will be merely nuisances.

The really big problem Is Minnesota's 3-
week lag behind the Nation’s major metro-
politan centers in starting daylight saving
time (ds.t.).

An hour’s time difference between St. Paul
and Minneapolis will affect most businesses
only to the extent it will affect their em-
ployees and the man in the street.

Northwestern Bell Telephone Co., for in-
stance, will keep Minneapolis time In its
Minneapolis business office and change the
clock to daylight saving time in the St. Paul
business office.

Honeywell, Inc., will keep its Roseville
plant on standard time, even though Rose-
ville is following the lead of St. Paul by
going to daylight saving time Sunday.

Northern States Power Co. will operate
its St. Paul and Minneapolis divisions ac-
cording to the prevailing time in each city.

Most of the juggling will be done by trans-
portation companies, especially Twin City
Lines.

John L. Dahill, assistant to the executive
vice president of that firm, said bus sched-
ules will be set ahead 1 hour in St. Paul
and suburbs.
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“This will mean that people in areas adja-
cent to St. Paul who use our service must
reckon with St. Paul time,” said Dahill.

“In Minneapolis and the communities
adjacent thereto, there will be no change in
the schedules. On trips between St. Paul
and Minneapolis at the peak hours of travel,
adjustment in the service will be made at
the city limits to provide the least incon-
venience to the traveling publie.”

Greyhound Bus Lines still operates on
standard time throughout Minnesota, even
though Duluth and some other communities
already are on daylight saving time.

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune,
May 9, 1865]

Now Is THE Hour—Pick ONE

8t. Paul residents lost 1 hour's sleep
Saturday night and may lose a few more
in the confusion of the next few days, thanks
to daylight saving time (ds.t.).

Ds.t. (wherein you set your clock ahead
1 hour) began in St. Paul and several
suburbs at 2 am. today—that is, it began
in most of St. Paul.

The municipal court has announced that
it will remain on central standard time
(cs.t.) until May 23, and since the courts
are on c.s.t., the St. Paul police have decided
to stay on slow time, too.

Then there are the Minnesota legislature
and State office bulldings. Naturally, they'll
abide by State law that provides for Min-
nesota to go on d.s.t. officlally at 2 a.m.
May 23.
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A spokesman for Gov. EKarl Rolvaag sald
the legislature has “torn up its work sched-
ule and will be working around the clock
anyway.”

Minneapolis and most of its suburbs also
will wait 2 weeks before starting d.s.t.
as will both campuses of the University of
Minnesota,

Attempts by Minneapolis Mayor Arthur
Naftaliln and others to effect a change in
State law have been futile, at least so far
in the Minnesota legislative session.

Meanwhile, those who divide their time
between the Twin Cities are in something of
a bind. To accommodate 50 to 75 part-time
school bus drivers who live or work in ds.t.
areas, the Mounds View Independent School
District 621 (primarily non-d.s.t.) will start
all activities 1 hour early Monday.

Parents who are still on CST will have to
get their youngsters golng on d.s.t. School
board member George Hanzalik admitted
that this might be a hardship, but he said
the decision was a “compelling one.”

The St. Paul area communities now on fast
time include Roseville, Lauderdale, Shore-
view, Vadnais Heights, Birchwood, Mah-
tomedi, Sunfish Lake, Lake Elmo, Bayport,
West St. Paul, East Oakdale Township, Still-
water, and Newport. In the later's case the
move is unofficial, through communitywide
agreement,

Hibbing and Rochester also began d.s.t. to-
day. Many other communities, most of them
near the Wisconsin border, went on d.s.t. a
week ago.

North St. Paul will try to stand divided.
The village council voted to remain on c.s.t.
until next Sunday, but the North St. Paul
Businessmen’'s Assoclation declded to start
d.s.t. Monday.

District courts in 8t. Paul will stick to ¢.s.t.,
but will start 1 hour earlier, as will most
offices in the St. Paul City Hall-Courthouse.

Twin City Lines buses will operate in St.
Paul on daylight time and all bus patrons
in areas adjacent to St. Paul will be on con-
forming schedules,

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Dispatch,
May 11, 1965]
Two Times Cur Crty MEET TO 6 MINUTES

St. Paul's private daylight saving program
ran along smoothly in the city hall today,
with the council session lasting only 6 min-
utes—if you look at it that way.

The council had a good measure of work
and some public hearings, but it wound up
and adjourned at 10:06. However, that was
central standard time and since it had
started at 10 a.m. St. Paul daylight time,
which was 9 a.m. central standard time, the
session lasted an hour and 6 minutes under
one calculation and 6 minutes under
another,

There was not the slightest move to re-
scind the daylight rule.

Nor was there much comment about the
situation, although a television team from
Chicago, working on the NBC circuit for the
Huntley-Brinkley television show, attended
the council session with cameras and lights,
hoping to get some usable data on the situa-
tion.

Four members of the crew, directed by
Neil Boggs, Midwest correspondent for the
show, came in with equipment and took a
few shots of the council in action, but there
was little said about daylight saving.

Afterward, they interviewed Mayor George
Vavoulis on tape, and were scheduled to
hurry back to Chicago by plane so the tape
could be used tonight.

The council received an officlal notice from
the Shoreview village council confirming its
changeover to daylight saving time, and a
couple of communications from citizens, one
& Minneapolis housewife protesting.

Daniel A. Mitchell, 139 Amherst Street,
wrote that he works at Wold-Chamberlain
Alrport, on standard time; his wife attends
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University of Minnesota evening classes,
standard time, and their five children at-
tend St. Paul schools, daylight time, and
that creates problems.

Such communications were all placed in
the city clerk's files.

Most persons who discussed the situation
today and found fault with it consoled
themselves with the fact that it will last for
only 2 weeks because the entire State will
then go on daylight saving time.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there has been great
concern in my State that this same time
smorgasbord might take place all over
again this fall when we return to stand-
ard time ahead of our neighbor, Wiscon-
sin. This would have produced an even
worse situation because that would have
meant that St. Paul would have been on
daylicht saving time almost 2 months
longer than the rest of the State.

However, recent events have indicated
that we will be spared this confusion.
The mayors of St. Paul and Minneapolis
each appointed a committee to meet
jointly to see if the daylight saving time
problems could be resolved. After sev-
eral meetings the committee agreed that
daylight saving time in the metropoli-
tan area ‘“could not be voluntarily
achieved.” As a result of this finding,
the mayor of St. Paul has announced that
his city will not remain on daylight sav-
ing time after the date specified by State
law.

Mr. Speaker, through this entire epi-
sode our State legislature was unable to
approve a bill which would have resolved
these problems. I am told by some of
my colleagues that they have had the
same experience in their States. It is
for this reason that I strongly believe
that we need Federal legislation to pro-
vide a uniform period for daylight sav-
ing time.

H.R. 6134 which I introduced on May
11, 1965 after I saw that our legislature
would not act, provides that daylight sav-
ing time begin on the last Sunday in
April and end on the last Sunday in
October. As I pointed out earlier, these
are the dates that are in most common
use for daylight saving time at the pres-
ent time.

It is very important to note that my
bill would not impose any unwanted
change to daylight saving time on those
sections of our country which prefer
standard time. It would only amend the
existing Standard Time Act of 1918 to
provide for a uniform period for those
areas that use daylight saving time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to emphasize
that my interest is in uniformity. I do
not want to force any State to go on day-
light saving time if it does not choose to
do so at this time. The beginning and
ending dates proposed by me reflect the
practices of the majority of the States.

I think the proposals that have been
made by myself and others are not an
undue intrusion on local autonomy. The
virtues of local autonomy are many, but
to the businessman or the tourist, the
varying dates of time changeover must
seem to be mere idle caprice. There
seems to be no good reason for all this
variance. Undoubtedly many States and
communities set their dates without any
real awareness of the need for uni-
formity.
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In my own State of Minnesota, a state-
wide poll last year showed that a ma-
jority of Minnesotans favor congres-
sional action to decide dates for daylight
saving time. Twenty years ago Min-
nesotans favored the retention of stand-
ard time throughout the year. Only 8
years ago, in 1957, did majority support
for daylight saving time emerge. The
subsequent confusion over the dates for
daylight saving time resulted in a spe-
cial session of the legislature.

To this internal confusion has now
been added the inconvenience and unau-
thorized practices of local communities
in choosing their own dates for daylight
saving time.

As a result, Minnesota residents are
asking the Federal Government to set a
uniform time period for daylight sav-
ing time. This is true for both those
who support and those who oppose day-
light saying time in Minnesota.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent
I place in the REcorp the results of a
poll published in the Minneapolis Trib-
une on June 14, 1964:

FIFTY-EIGHT PERCENT SAY CONGRESS SHOULD
Decipe DATES FOR DAYLIGHT SAVING

Minnesotans are divided on whether to
start daylight saving time (d.s.t.) in late
April or in late May, but a majority of State
residents think it would be better if Con-
gress set uniform limits for all States who
use it,

In a statewide survey by the Minneapolis
Tribune's Minnesota Poll, 58 percent of the
people interviewed favor having Congress
establish uniform dates for daylight time.

The switchover to d.s.t. in Minnesota was
complicated this year because some commu-
nities like Duluth and Winona started 4
weeks ahead of the official date.

That development led Representative
Dowarp Fraser, of Minneapolis, to introduce
a bill in the U.S. House of Representatives
calling for daylight time to begin each year
on the last Sunday in April and continue
until the last Sunday in October. His bill
would apply just to d.s.t. States.

The final question in the serles was:
“Which do you think is better—that Con-
gress decide when daylight time should start
and end for all States that use it, or that
each State decide that for itself?’

The responses of different types of State
residents:

[In percent)
Let Let each | Other
Con Btate |andno
decide decide |opinion
58 35 7
58 34 8
59 35 6
61 34 ]
61 36 3
2 # B
1
Peog‘le who—
ike daylight saving
me. 60 36 4
Dislike daylight sav-
ing time. ... 53 35 -]

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-
sent I will have printed at the coneclusion
of my remarks several editorials from
Minnesota papers indicating support for
a Federal law to establish uniform dates
for daylight saving time.

Mr. Speaker, when the committee of
the other body concerned with time leg-
islation held hearings on a time bill, Mr.
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Lloyd Brandt, manager of the legislative
department, Minneapolis Chamber of
Commerce, appeared as a witness. Un-
der unanimous consent I insert Mr.
Brandt’s statement at this point in my
remarks:

STATEMENT OF LLOYD BRANDT, MANAGER, LEGIS-
LATIVE DEPARTMENT, MINNEAPOLIS CHAMEER
oF COMMERCE, BEFORE HEARING BEFORE THE
CoMMITTEE oN COMMERCE, U.S. SENATE, ON
S. 1404, AprIL 26, 1965
Mr. Chairman, we are happy to have the

opportunity to read a short statement from

our organization.

The Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce by
resolution of its board of directors, supports
5. 1404,

After years of experience in our State legis-
lature, it is our conclusion that a national
bill is the only way to bring order out of
chaos. This bill has definite limitations, but
it is a step in the right direction.

This is the situation in Minnesota. The
time statute in Minnesota orders daylight
saving time from the fourth Sunday in May
to Labor Day. However, communities along
the Wisconsin border such as Duluth, Wi-
nona, and a host of smaller towns move their
clocks forward the last Sunday in April to
conform to daylight saving time being ob-
served in Wisconsin. On the fourth Sunday
in May, the rest of the State will go on fast
time except certain communities along the
Dakota border. The same procedure will be
followed in the fall—some cities remaining on
daylight saving time while the State goes
back to central standard time.

As a result of this confusion, for 6 months
all Minnesota clocks are the same, During
the remaining 6 months various combina-
tions of time can be found in the State, de-
pending on what month or day it happens to
be.

I don’t need to tell you what kind of prob-
lems are presented to the transportation com-
panies, radio and television, and others by
this confusion. These are isolated industries,
however, and if only they were affected, it
might be a tolerable situation.

Such is not the case; the efficiency of every
major company is affected. We are a grain,
finance, and electronics center and for the
most part, our community of interest is with
the East. The great majority, 80 percent of
long-distance telephone calls originated in
the Minneapolls area, are with the eastern
connections. During the period that we are
on central standard time and the East is on
daylight saving time, our time for telephone
contact with the eastern offices is reduced to
less than 2 hours per day.

Gentlemen, we are traditionally a conserva-
tive organization. We don't usually look too
favorably upon Pederal solutions to local
problems. In this case, however, we feel jus-
tified In requesting your intervention in
what has heretofore been a local matter.
This does involve commerce across State lines
and it is a problem that cannot or will not be
satisfactorily resolved by the States,

In 1962 an ad hoc association was
formed to support efforts to promote
time uniformity. This group, known as
the Committee for Time Uniformity, is
made up of transportation, communica-
tion, finance, travel, farm, labor, and
other interests.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to have in-
cluded in the Recorb the list of the orga-
nizations associated with the Committee
for Time Uniformity:

List oF COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
WHicH HAVE ASSOCIATED WITH COMMITTEE
FOorR TIME UNIFORMITY IN SUPPORT OF
GRrREATER TIME UNIFORMITY
Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association.

Alr Line Pilots Association.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Alr Transport Association.

Amalgamated Transit Union.

American Bankers Association.

Amerlcan Farm Bureau Federation.

American Hotel & Motel Assoclatlon.

American Mutual Insurance Alliance.

American Short Line Rallroad Assoclation.

American Society of Travel Agents.

American Telephone & Telegraph Co.

American Trucking Associations.

Amerlcan Waterways Operators, Inc.

Association of American Rallroads.

Association of Local Transport Airlines.

Association of Oil Pipe Lines.

Association of Stock Exchange Firms.

Councll of State Chambers of Commerce.

Freight Forwarders Institute.

Insurance Institute of Highway Safety.

Investment Bankers Assoclation of Amer-
ica.

Manufacturers Hanover Trust Co.

Metropolitan Washington Board of Trade.

National Association of Broadcasters.

National Association of Manufacturers.

National Association of Motor Bus Owners.

National Association of Securities Dealers,
Ine.

National Association of Travel Organiza-
tions.

National Bus Traffic Association,

National Business Aircraft Association.

National Council of Farm Cooperatives.

National Grange.

National Industrial Recreation Assocla-
tion.

Natlonal Industrial Traffic League.

Pacific American Steamship Association.

Pacific Coast Stock Exchange.

REA Express.

Railway Labor Executives Association.

Transportation Assoclation of America.

United States Independent Telephone As-
soclation.

Western Union Telegraph Co.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude
my remarks today by referring to the
results of a Minnesota poll which just
arrived in my office today.

That poll conducted by the highly re-
spected Minneapolis Tribune shows that
63 percent of people polled feel strongly
about the extension of daylight saving
time, 36 percent do not feel strongly and
only 1 percent had no opinion.

The poll also showed that 58 percent
of the people like daylight saving time
while only 35 percent disliked it.

These figures are very significant, I
believe, and point out the importance
the citizens of Minnesota attach to the
daylight saving time issue.

I hope the 89th Congress will be able
to resolve this problem by enacting a law
to provide uniform dates for daylight
saving time.

EXTENT OF OBSERVANCE IN 1965 oF DAYLIGHT
SavinGg TiME IN THE UNITED STATES
STATES OBSERVING DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

Statewide: California, Colorado, Connecti-
cut, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Massa-
chusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jer-
sey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin.

Not statewide: Alabama, Idaho, Indiana,
Kansas, Eentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Min-
nesota, Missourl, Montana, Nebraska, New
Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, South Dakota, Ten-
nessee, Utah, and Virginia.

STATES NOT OESERVING DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Geor-
gia, Hawalil, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South
Carolina, Texas, and Wyoming.
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[From the Grand Rapids (Minn), Herald-
Review, Apr. 28, 1965]
DAYLIGHT TIME CONFUSION GETS FEDERAL
ATTENTION

Daylight saving time started on Sunday
in 16 States. Another nine States will make
the switch during the next month or so.
States in the South and in the Farm Belt
will for the most part stick with standard
time. The situation is shown in the map
below which appeared in the Minneapolis
Star (not printed in the RECORD).

But the proposition isn't quite as slmple
as it looks on the map. A number of Min-
nesota communities have switched to day-
light time in spite of a State law which
forbids the change until the whole State
makes the change on May 23.

Among the Minnesota maverick cities are
Duluth, Two Harbors, Winona and a num-
ber of smaller towns. Any law-ablding
Minnesotan who keeps his watch set on
standard time, must remember that events
start and stop an hour earlier these days In
Duluth.

Daylight saving time is a popular move
throughout most of the Nation. The hour
more of daylight after regular working hours
is appreciated by most people.

Eventually, however, some means must
be found of making the switch uniformly
throughout the country. There is no sense
in having Wisconsin on one time and Min-
nesota on another, even for a month or two
in spring and fall.

Some people would argue that the Min-
nesota Legislature should get into the ques-
tion of daylight time and change our law
to conform to that of the Eastern States.
But it was exceedingly difficult to obtain
agreement even on the present compromise.
The legislature could spend days in debating
daylight saving and still end up without a
satisfactory arrangement. The legislature
has much more important business to attend
to and it can afford to spend little time on
daylight saving.

Congress is finally taking up the question
of daylight saving time seriously. It will
consider laws to establish daylight time uni-
formly throughout the Nation. There is a
natural reluctance for Congress to move into
the field because some States are strongly
for it and some are bitterly opposed. But
there is no other reasonable answer. The
costs, uncertainties and inconvenience pro-
duced by lack of uniformity in time should
not be allowed to continue longer than nec-
essary.

[From Rochester (Minn.) Post Bulletin,
May 1, 1965]
UniForM DAYLIGHT SaviNe TiME BILL MERITS
SUPPORT
(By Charles Withers)

America's annual “time pomb" has ex-
ploded again, spreading prescheduled con-
fusion throughout the land. Something like
100 million cltizens advanced their clocks
1 hour last Sunday, leaving 85 million fellow
Americans out of step, clockwise.

Only 15 States now schedule daylight sav-
ing time slmultaneously. In the 16 others
that observe this summertime pleasantry, the
whole business is mighty confused. In our
own Minnesota, for example, there are three
sets of d.s.t. periods—one for Wisconsin bor-
der communities, one for communities bor-
dering the Dakotas, and one for all the rest
of the State. It is just plain silly.

It's just as bad or worse elsewhere. A
driver traveling 35 miles from Steubenville,
Ohio, to Moundsville, W. Va, now passes
through seven time zone switches. Penn-
sylvania is conducting State business on
standard time but resident of more than 600
communities in that State are on daylight
time. In neighboring Iowa there are 23 dif-
ferent combinations of dates when commu-
nities begin and end d.s.t.
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In the 16 States, including Minnesota, that
observe some daylight time but not on the
April-October regular schedule, there are 11
different starting times and terminal dates.
And in States where d.s.t. is permitted on a
local-option basis the situation is completely
snafu.

FEDERAL, NOT STATE MATTER

Although this newspaper favors extension
of daylight saving time in Minnesota from
the last Sunday in April to last Sunday in
October, as observed 1n the East and in the
more populous States, we have cautioned
against a full-scale battle over this con-
troversial proposal in the current session of
the Minnesota Legislature. Although it
seems to be a dead issue there anyway, we
still feel that our legislators have more than
enough pressing business to handle, what
with reapportionment, big new spending pro-
posals and the necessity to raise millions
of new revenue dollars, so that they shouldn’t
be tied up arguing about daylight time.

We've said before, and repeat, that exten-
sion of d.s.t. can wait a year or two, while re-
apportionment and tax reform can't.

‘What needs to be done now, in this writer’s
opinion, is for Minnesotans to urge their
Senators and Congressmen to support the bill,
now before the Senate Commerce Commit-
tee, to create uniform nationwide starting
and ending dates for daylight saving time,

This bill would not impose ds.t. on any
State. But it provides that any States, coun-
ties or cities that do want to go on daylight
time must start on the 4th Sunday of April
and end on the 4th Sunday in October.

Surely this proposal to unsnarl the crazy-
quilt now in effect makes good sense—not
only for every industry and business but for
the man in the street also. It is scarcely an
invasion of a State's rights or a community’'s
rights, to have it observe a standardized time
rule. And, incldentally both the American
Farm Bureau Fedaration and the National
Grange have gone on record supporting the
uniform d.s.t. proposal.

Congress has made several unsuccessful
attempts in the past to bring order to this
patchwork. Let's inform Congressman AL
Quie and Senators EvGENE McCArRTHY and
‘WaLzER MoNDALE that this uniform time bill
should be approved.

TALK OF “GOD’S TIME" IS NONSENSE

While we're on the subject of daylight
saving time, let's explode a myth always used
by the opposition. Whenever the d.s.t. con-
troversy comes up the opposing speakers,
and letterwriters, invariably say man has no
right to tinker with “God's time.”

This is the second phoniest use of religion
that we can think of. (The first is the drag-
ging of religion into the Sunday-closing de-
bate by businessmen who are motivated 100
percent by economic considerations,)

At any rate it is just plain ridiculous, and
in fact an untruth, to refer to standard time
as “God's time.”” The truth is that standard
time is raflroad time. The four standard time
zones in America were created in 1883 to
eliminate the mass confusion that existed
with each railroad running on its own
“standard time.” There were more than 100
railroad “standard times” in existence, eight
different ones in Pittsburgh alone.

OfMcially, standard time went into effect in
11 B Tafd ta o adwir v hderr cmingea fince
except by State or local option. So, please,
let’s not have any more of this “God’s time”
nonsense,

Let's have daylight saving time from the
end of April to the end of October, and let's
have those dates uniform In every State and
locality that wants d.s.t.

[From the Hopkins (Minn.) Suburban Life,
May 9, 1965]
TiMeEs A DEMOCRATIC ELEMENT

Time is the most democratic element in

existence—everyone from: the mighty to the
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humble have 24 hours in a day, no more, no
less. It's the division of the hours that's
causing all the consternation in our State
today.

Contrary to popular bellef the Lord did
not establish time zones. There's no such
thing as “natural times.,” There are many
schools of thought of how time zones were
established. . The railroads, some assert, es-
tablished divisions of time in this country
to regulate schedules more sensibly,

Credit for the original idea of daylight
saving time goes to Benjamin Franklin. Al-
ways a careful man with his pennies, Mr.
Franklin awoke one morning at 6 am. in
Paris in 1784 and was amazed to find light
streaming into his room while most of the
city still slept. Being a logical man he fig-
ured Parisians would not have to light their
candles so early at night if they started their
day an hour earlier to take advantage of
early sunrise. Being the son of a candle-
maker he figured Parisians could save 96
million livre in candle overhead by just mov-
ing their clocks ahead 1 hour.

Minnesota is one of the 31 States observ-
ing daylight saving. Of this number 20
move their clocks ahead on May 1, the oth-
ers, including our State, move ahead later
in the month. Dates for turning clocks back
are equally as varied—only 15 States do so
on the last Sunday in October.

Before Minnesota’s present predicament is
resolved, it appears that a bill now being
considered in Congress will have to be en-
acted. This legislation carries no hope of
getting the entire Nation to use one system
or another. It's a compromise, whereby all
areas using daylight time will be required to
start on the same day in the spring and
end it on the same date in the fall. If the
legislation is passed it will mark the first
time general agreement on the controversial
subject other than in wartime. Better write
your Congressman and tell him to vote favor-
ably on this proposal.

[From the Virginia (Minn.) Mesabi News,
May 12, 1965]
ConFusioN IN TiME

Monday, we will start saving time, but it
appears that we will lose most of it again
trying to figure out what time 1t is.

This confusion has it roots in a lack of
patience—of a willingness to sit down and
work out differences of interest and opinion.
For instance if the communities of Hibbing
and Virginia felt that the change to day-
light time 2 weeks ahead of the State man-
date was necessary, they had a place to work
the problem out—the range municipalities
and civic association.

Rural area legislators have the law on
their side, but they are not without blame
as they apparently have vetoed the will of
the majority of the people of the State.

This time confusion has proven again that
we as a people are not law abiding enough
to obey a law without penalties. But those
who have voted to ignore the State law on
time are not yet in the clear. There is still
the possibility of civil actlons to recover
damages resulting from the change in time.

On a larger scale the time confusion is an
illustration of the reason the role of the
Federal Government is constantly being ex-
panded. When the States cannot agrge. nen-_

" ple, perhaps including some States righters,

say “Congress ought to pass a law."

Meanwhile, we will have to wailt 2 weeks
before we can sing, “My time is your time;
your time is my time.”
[From the Ortonville (Minn.) Independent,

April 8, 1965]
Ir's TiME To UNSCRAMBLE TIME

The uniform time legislation introduced
in both Houses of Congress to end clock con-
fusion is long overdue.

On Sunday, April 25, America will again
live on “scrambled time.” More than 100
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million Americans will advance their clocks
to daylight saving time, while 90 million peo-
ple will not change.

“This annual time scramble complicates
the operations and scheduling of the trans-
portation industry. It confounds the tele-
vision viewer, bewilders the vacationing
traveler and aggravates the businessman,”
Senator Norris CorToN, Republican, of New
Hampshire, said.. “A flood of missed ap-
pointments, and late arrivals will plague
many Americans,” he continued.

Let's see what happens:

Fifteen States start daylight saving time
the last Sunday in April and end the last
Sunday in Oectober.

Sixteen other States either start or end
g.ayllght. saving time—or both on different

ates;

Of the 31 States, 15 observe it on a state-
wide basis, while others have local option.

And across the country isolated areas ob-
serve “wildeat” ds.t. without officlal sanc-
tion. Some States do not observe it at all.

This legislation to have time and date
uniformity, wherever daylight saving time
is adopted should be encouraged.

[From the Cambridge (Minn.) Star, April
, 19656] i
Any change in Minnesota's daylight saving
time schedule seems to be a dead issue inso-
far as the present legislative session is con-
cerned.. However, a resolution has been in-
troduced in both houses of Congress to pro-
vide a uniform system throughout the coun-
try. Here are some examples of the con-
fusion which exists today: Fifteen States
start daylight saving time the last Sunday
in April and end the last Sunday in October.
Sixteen other States elther start or end day-
light saving time—or both—on different
dates. Of the 81 States, 15 observe it on a
statewide basis, while the others provide for
local option. Areas in other States observe
it without official sanction, and other States
do not observe it at all. A uniform system

is badly needed. ;

[From the Stillwater (Minn.) Gazette,
Apr. 29, 1965]
TIMELY CONFUSION

In the wee hours of Monday, the 26th of
April, 20 States and a scattering of adjacent
communities went on daylight saving time.
Later in the day, hearings on proposed legis-
lation to bring some order out of the day-
light saving time chaos were started by com-
mittees in both Houses of Congress,

The situation Congress proposes to wres-
tle with will take some rather fancy wres-
tling. Not all the 20 States that so unani-
mously changed their clocks on April 26 will
revert to ordinary time on the same day; the
switch back will be made on various days,
ranging from sometime in August to the last
Sunday in October. Furthermore, 11 other
States will go on and off of daylight time on
a varlety of dates. Nor is the fast time
spread over entire States in all cases; some
areas go their own way.

Oh, and one more thing: The other 19
States pay no attention to daylight time.
All of which makes life more confusing than
usual in summer. So hurry up, Congress,
and do something sensible, even if the prob-
1elA™Ralr T L ST VI AT By Ourcs ~

[From the Owatonna (Minn.) Photo News,
Apr. 29, 1965
IT's Tome To UNSCRAMBLE TIME

As the accompanying editorial eartoon in-
dicates, the Nation is now living on “scram-
bled time.”

More than 100 million Americans will ad-
vance their clocks to daylight saving time,
Minnesotans still having another month to
walt, while 90 million people will not change.
Fifteen States start daylight saving time the
last Sunday in April and end the last Sunday



19264

in October. Sixteen other States either start
or end daylight saving time—or hoth—on
different dates. Of these 31 States, 15 obh-
serve it on a statewlde basis, while the oth-
ers have local option. And across the coun-
iry isolated areas observe “wildcat’ daylight
saving time without official sanction. Some
States do not observe it all.

Uniform time legislation designed to end
clock confusion has been introduced in both
Houses of Congress, and I'm all for it. How
about you?

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleague and good friend, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. Frasgr], in an
effort to better call to the attention of
the House the need for early action
on any one of a number of daylight sav-
ing time bills pending before the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee. I have on several occasions talked
with the chairman of that committee—
the distinguished gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Harris]. I mightsayIam
happy to report that he is most receptive
to hearings, and in faet favors action
on this subject. The Senate has already
acted upon daylight saving time and
I am hopeful that adequate time can be
found within the House establishment
to act likewise.

Let me cite some of the reasons for
needed Federal action. I am one of those
who always remains hopeful that the
several States can resolve their own
problems. However, when it is proven
beyond any reasonable doubt that some
of them cannot, will not, or do not act
in needed areas, then we ought to
act here in a helpful manner. One of
those areas of needed Federal action is
that of daylight saving time.

Anyone who has the occasion in this
modern day to travel or communicate
cross country is ever mindful of the dif-
ferences in time zones. This, in itself,
is a troublesome matter at best, but when
it is compounded by the confusing pat-
terns of daylight saving time throughout
the United States, the situation becomes
sheer chaos.

The metropolitan areas in many sec-
tions of our country want a uniform
period for daylight saving time to facili-
tate interstate business and communica-
tions.

Many cities are hampered by State laws
setting forth daylight saving time pe-
riods which are not uniform. It is no
answer, in my opinion, to tell the city
governments that they should go to the
State legislatures for help. The facts of
life are that legislative apportionments
in many States have shortchanged urban
areas of fair representation, so that the
needs of the cities, when they conflict
with those of rural areas are, more often
than not, subordinated to farm interests.

Daylight time, frankly, is a subject
which often stirs many rural area legis-
lators to a high pitch of emotion.
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The enactment of my bill and/or simi-
lar legislation would not disturb the
rights of the States to impose or not im-
pose daylight saving time but would only
set forth a uniform period when daylight
saving time would be in effect; namely,
from the last Sunday in April to the last
Sunday in October of each year.

I believe that Congress, which has the
power to regulate commerce among the
several States, has the duty to make bet-
ter sense between the time zones than
currently exists when daylight saving
time is imposed for varying periods in the
United States.

I am pleased to sponsor legislation of
this kind, especially since the City Coun-
¢il of St. Paul, Minn., and a number of
business, civic, and labor organizations
favor the passage of a uniform daylight
saving time law.

|From the Minneapolis Star, July 27, 1965]

St. PauL To CoNcur WITH DAYLIGHT SAVING
TIME STATUTE
(By Jim Shoop)

St. Paul Mayor George Vavoulis announced
today that St. Paul will not remain on day-
light saving time this fall beyond the date
specified by State law.

Bt. Paul was on daylight time for 2 weeks
ahead of most of the rest of the State in
May and planned to continue this fall until
October 31, nearly 2 months after the date
specified by State law.

At Vavoulis’ urging, the St. Paul City
Council passed a resolution May 6 placing
the city on daylight time May 8 until the
last Sunday in October.

State law limits fast time to the period
between the fourth Sunday in May (May 23
this year) to the Tuesday after Labor Day
(September 7).

At the time, Vavoulis contended that Min-
nesota time dates conflicted with those in
the East and made it difficult for business-
men to conduct their operations.

ACTING ON ADVICE

A statement issued by the mayor's office
today saild Vavoulis was acting on the advice
of a committee appointed to study whether
daylight time could be operated successfully
on & metropolitan area basis.

(Vavoulis is attending the National League
of Cities convention this week in Detroit,
Mich., and could not be reached for com-
ment.)

The committee was composed of Robert
0. Eckhardt, chamber of commerce; Priscilla
Rugg, St. Paul public schools; Russell Hun-
singer, Downtown Retailers; and Richard
Radman, Trades and Labor Assembly. They
said daylight time in the metropolitan area
“cannot be voluntarily achieved.”

The committee report said the St. Paul
action this spring “has been instrumental
in making the Congress of the United States
aware” of the necessity of a national daylight
saving time law.

The mayor's statement sald he is hopeful
Congress will pass a bill introduced by rep-
resentatives Joseph Karth, St. Paul, and
Donald Fraser, Minneapolis, both DFL’ers
which would create a national daylight time
period of 6 months.

Minneapolis Mayor Arthur Naftalin vigor-
ously opposed the St. Paul action this spring,
which placed Minneapolis and St. Paul an
hour apart for 2 weeks. He appeared before
the St. Paul City Council to urge it to drop
the idea, and argued publicly with Vavoulis
for a week over the wisdom of the move.

Naftalin maintained it was a direct viola-
tion of State law and Vavoulis argued it was
necessary to dramatize the need for a longer
fast-time period and to pressure State legis-
latures into doing something about it.
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The legislature took no action on daylight
time.
[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Dispatch, July
28, 1965]

GVT MissioN ACCOMPLISHED

Mayor George Vavoulis has asked the city
council to rescind a resolution that put St.
Paul on extended daylight saving time. It is
assumed that the council will go along with
the mayor, at whose urging the resolution
was passed this spring. It put St. Paul on
fast time 2 weeks ahead of Minneapolis
and it would extend this city's daylight time
8 more weeks this fall.

Vavoulis now feels that the mission has
been accomplished. There is no doubt that
the action did focus attention on this State’s
asinine fast time law and those in other
States. He is hoping now for passage of
legislation introduced again this session by
Representative Josepr KarTH, of St. Paul,
which would require uniformity. The Karth
bill doesn’t force daylight time on anyone,
but it does set forth that States which go
on it would have to start and stop together.

We felt the mayor was somewhat impulsive
when he put St. Paul on an independent time
base. There was confusion and it would
have been compounded this fall. But he
emerges now a somewhat herolc champion
of the city folk over the cow, with all her
fussiness at changes in working hours, and
her stanch champions in the legislature.

This city's head start on fast time, oc-
casionally referred to as George A. Vavoulis
Time, or GAVT, or merely GVT, was good for
a few laughs, more than a few headaches
(the police, for example, spent a few days
on standard time to the regret of motorists
parking in timed no-parking zones) and lots
of heated debate in regard to lawbreaking
by public officials.

There was, however, less confusion than
had been predicted and there was the
therapeutic benefit of cocking the city's
snoot at the chaps on our Capitol Hill.

We can hope the cause has been dram-
atized enough at this point to help pas-
sage of the Earth bill. There has been
enough insanity on the issue and apparently
the cure is beyond the capabilities of many
State legislatures, including our own.

[From the St. Paul Dispatch, July 27, 1965]
Mavor AsEs REPEAL OF FasT-TiME DECREE
(By Carl G. Langland)

St. Paul is expected to rejoin the rest of
Minnesota on Labor Day in respect to day-
light saving and standard time.

Mayor George Vavoulis announced today,
through his secretary, Duane Gratz, that
he will ask the city council to rescind a res-
olution, adopted last May 4, at his urging,
which put 8t. Paul on its own independent
daylight saving time.

Vavoulis, attending a municipal confer-
ence in Detroit, sent word back that he is
taking this action in great measure because
he hopes the Earth-Fraser bill, now in Con-
gress, will pass. If it does, it will require
that any State adopting daylight saving
must start and end such time change on
specific dates that will encompass a 6-month
period.

If the mayor's request for cancellation of
the council resolution is adopted—and that
is expected—St. Paul will drop daylight sav-
Ing time at 2 am. Tuesday, September 7, the
day after Labor Day.

If the council refuses to go along, St.
Paul would continue on daylight time until
Sunday, October 31, and thus provide nearly
8 more weeks of the double time standard
that prevailed here from May 9 to May 23.

The change would put St. Paul in line
with the State, which will revert to central
standard time the day after Labor Day.

Mayor Vavoulis and Mayor Arthur Naf-
talin of Minneapolis, who had set up joint
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efforts to win a metropolitan time schedule
for the Twin Cities, were reportedly submit-
ting a resolution to the National League of
Cities, at its Detroit session, urging Congress
to adopt the Earth-Fraser bill.

Also helping the mayor make up his mind
to drop the original longer daylight time
period was a special report given him by
a four-citizen committee which made a
special study of the situation.

It reported that St. Paul's early start on
daylight saving served a good purpose by
helping make Congress aware of the neces-
sity for a uniform, nationwide program as
to starting and ending times. It also said
that establishment of a uniform daylight
saving time cannot be voluntarily achieved
in the metropolitan area.

Members of the committee were Robert O.
Eckhardt of the St. Paul Area Chamber of
Commerce; Miss Priscilla Rugg, St. Paul
public schools; Russell Hunsinger, down-
town retailers, and Richard Radman, Jr.,
trades and labor assembly.

RAMSEY COUNTY LEAGUE
OF MUNICIPALITIES,
June 24, 1965.
Representative JosepH E. KARTH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR REPRESENTATIVE EARTH: The problem
of setting the beginning and ending dates for
daylight saving time has caused a good deal
of confusion in Minnesota and in other
States. As you know, the situation this
spring in Minnesota was especlally confused
and it promises to be even worse this fall.
As an ation of municipal officials, we
feel that the only sensible solution to the
problem is a nationwide daylight saving time
act which would set a uniform beginning
and ending date.

The enclosed resolution was adopted by
the Ramsey County League of Municipalities
as an expression of our desire to see this kind
of legislation passed by the Congress. We
ask your support for a national daylight sav-
ing time act. We realize the problems of
securing passage of such a bill in the Con-
gress are as difficult as they are of securing
passage of a daylight saving bill in the
Minnesota Legislature. Nevertheless, this is
a natlonal problem, affecting interstate com~
merce and we feel a nationwide solution is
the only reasonable answer to the problem.

Sincerely yours,
ByYroN HoLwm, President.

RAMSEY COUNTY LEAGUE OF MUNICIPALITIES
DrAFT OF RESOLUTION ON DAYLIGHT SAVING
TIME
‘Whereas the different beginning and end-

ing dates for daylight saving time in the

several States of the United States create
confusion among neighboring States and
municipalities; and

Whereas the Minnesota Legislature has re-
peatedly failed to pass legislation which
would make the beginning and ending date
for daylight saving time in Minnesota con-
form with that of the majority of other

States of the Nation: and
Whereas the problem of uniform time

zones is one which the Congress has dealt

with on several occasions and is a nation-
wide problem affecting the commerce among
the 50 States; be it therefore
Resolved, That the Ramsey County League
of Municipalities does hereby go on record in
support of Federal Legislation for a uniform
daylight saving time act; and be it further
Resolved, That the members of the Min-
nesota congressional delegation be so notified
and urged to support such legislation.
Byrow HoLm,
President.
RESOLUTION BY CITY OF ST. PAUL
Resolved, That the council of the city of
St. Paul hereby commends Congressman
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JoseEPH E. KARTH on his submission of a bill
in the Congress of the United States aimed
at standardizing the dates on which States
will observe daylight saving time; our sup-
port is given wholeheartedly to Congressman
KArTH in his efforts, through such proposed
legislation, to solve the confusion and prob-
lems which arise when States which adopt
daylight saving time do not do so uniformly
and for the same periods of time; be it

Further resolved, That the city clerk be
and he is hereby directed to forward to Con-
gressman KARTH a copy of this resolution.

STEPHEN L. MAXWELL,
Corporation Counsel.
VILLAGE OF NEWPORT, MINN.,
May 19, 1965.
Hon. JOSEPH KARTH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: The village council urges you,
as our representative, to enact some nation-
wide legislation that will put all of the States
on daylight saving time at the same time.

We are sure that you appreciate the im-

ce of such a law, as you must cer-
tainly be aware of the immeasurable amount
of confusion among the citizens of Minne-
sota as the situation now stands.
Respectfully yours,
BasiL L, LOVELAND,
Mayor.
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN,
Congressman JosePH E. KARTH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Chaotic business conditions are now exist-
ing in Minnesota and in its relationships
with the rest of the country due to daylight
saving time disagreement. State and loecal
offices unable to agree. We feel that only
through congressional action will this situ-
ation be alleviated. We urge your immediate
attention.

General E. W. RAWLINGS,
President, General Mills, Inc.

STRINGER, DONNELLY & SHAROOD,
Saint Paul, Minn., July 7, 1965.
Hon. JoserpH KARTH,
Representative in Congress,
House of Representatives Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: A few days ago the St.
Paul Charter Commission, of which I am
the chairman, met for consideration among
other things of a proposal to amend the St.
Paul City Charter so as to extend the dura-
tion of daylight saving time to conform to
the national pattern on that subject. As
you may remember, in St. Paul, and in fact
throughout Minnesota, daylight saving time
by statute extends only from Memorial Day
to Labor Day, whereas on the national scale
where there is daylight saving it extends from
the last Sunday in April to the last Sunday
in October. There is pending before the
charter commission a proposal to adopt the
national pattern by charter amendment.
The commission passed a resolution, copy of
which you undoubtedly have, endorsing the
bill in Congress now to put all of the daylight
saving dates on a uniform basis.

The amendment which would put St. Paul
on the same basis as the national pattern in
this respect was warmly endorsed by a large
number of civil leaders and, as I am sure
you know, the Dispatch conducted a pleb-
iscite on the subject which endorsed the
enlarged daylight saving overwhelmingly and
I think there is very little question of the
fact that there is overwhelming support in
8t. Paul for the national pattern to be
adopted locally.

The commission is meeting again on July
15 for further study of the subject and I
would appreciate it very much if by that
time I could have word from you as to what
the chances are of the Federal legislation in
this field which is now pending, being passed.
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Obviously, the charter commission would not
want to call a special election on the sub-
Ject if the matter is going to be taken over on
the Federal level; but if it looks as though
the Federal proposal was not golng to go
through, then I think the charter commis-
sion would want to take the initiative, or at
least consider doing so, so as to eliminate
the Intolerable situation which exists on the
confusing dates during the perlods when
most of the Nation is, but Minnesota is not,
on daylight saving time.

I would appreciate word from you that I
could pass on to the charter commission at
the meeting on July 15 as to the status and
probability of enactment of the bill in Con-
gress setting daylight saving dates on a na-
tional basis;, and if you could give me word
on this subject before our meeting of July 15,
I would appreciate it very much and I am
sure the other members of the charter com-
mission will also.

Cordially yours,
PHILIP STRINGER.
NORTH CENTRAL COMMERCIAL AG-
GREGATE AND READY-MIXED CoN-
CRETE PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION,
St. Paul, Minn., February 20, 1965.
Hon. JoserH E. KARTH,
Fourth District, Minnesota, Longworth House
Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN KARTH: The executive
board of this association would like you to
know that we support the bill which you in-
troduced to the Congress regarding legisla-
tion on a uniform daylight saving time.

We believe this is an excellent bill, not
only for our industry, but for an expanded
economy in Minnesota in the areas of indus-
try and recreation.

Yours very truly,
ALFRED C, FULTON,
President.
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF
TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS, WARE-
HOUSEMEN & HELPERS OF AMER-
ICA,
Detroit, Mich., March 2, 1965.
Hon, JosePH KARTH,
U.S. Congressman,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear JoE: I wish to compliment you on
your Iintroducing legislation which will
standardize daylight saving time nationally.

Our State legislature is again arguing
whether or not to add an additional 2 months
to our present daylight saving time which
would be the same as our neighboring State
of Wisconsin. I am advised that the pro-
posed legislation will not pass. As a matter
of fact, we will no doubt wind up keeping
what we have.

I have read in the paper that Wisconsin
has introduced legislation to extend their
daylight saving time further, which will
throw us 4 months out of balance, if it is
passed.

It is my opinion that leaving this problem
up to the State is not the answer, as you
know the condition of our legislature in
Minnesota. Ramsey County has already gone
on record to recommend legislation which
would standardize us with Wisconsin. Evi-
dently, this will not receive any consideration
in the State legislature.

There is but one answer to the problem
of daylight saving and that is through Fed-
eral legislation.

Very truly yours,
GorpoN R. CONKLIN,
Vice President.
BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD TRAINMEN,
St, Paul_Minn,, January 30, 1965.
Hon. JosepH KARTH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr ConGrESSMAN KARTH: The members

of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,
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Lodge 804, St. Paul, Minn,, have instructed
this secretary to write you to have you take
steps to put daylight saving time in effect
on a national basis, rather than at State
option,

The reason for this request is that now,
with railroads running through the various
States, it is very difficult for railroadmen to
negotiate work-hour rulings that would not
conflict with other areas. If the Nation was
to change time uniformly, as it did during
World War II, it would be very easy to adjust
standard time to daylight time.

Trusting that this will receive your prompt
attention, I remain,

Yours truly,

Secretary Lodge 804.
St. PauL, MINN.,
February 5, 1965,
Hon, JosepH E. KARTH,
Member of Congress,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN KarTH: I wish to offer
some information relative to your bill to
standardize daylight saving time. As you
recall, I am a postal inspector assigned to the
St. Paul division headquarters and have
talked to you on a number of occasions in
the Twin Cities at various Democratic func-
Tions.

The present system of administering day-
iight saving time by the various States and
communities is chaotic. It is costing the
Post Office Department millions of dollars a
year to cover the cost of printing all the air
mail changes, railroad changes, star route
changes, and other material directly con-
nected with effecting such changes. Every
first- and second-class post office must main-
tain their individual copies of transportation
schedules up to date. At the larger post of-
fices, individual distributors are required to
maintain their own assigned distribution
schedules and schemes.

In addition, just consider the other me-
diums of transportation such as the airlines,
railroads, buslines, and telegraph companies
that are required to print new schedules be-
cause of the lack of standardization of day-
light saving time.

Attached is & news item out of last night's
St. Paul Dispatch which presents another ple-
ture—the loss to business because of the
present confusion.

Besides the Post Office Department, there
are a large number of other governmental
agencies that are also affected and which
costs them a considerable amount of the tax-
payers’ money and their budget for these
obsolete practices.

It was a pleasure to attend the dinner in
your honor out at the Venetian Inn last fall.
Best wishes for your continued success,

Sincerely yours,
Harry R. HINTZEN,
Postal Inspector.
THE PiLLsBURY CoO.,
Minneapolis, Minn., June 11, 1965.
Hon. JosePH E. KARTH,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Mr. EARTH: As a new resident of the
Fourth District, I have received the first of
your reports from Washington.

I note with great interest that you have
a bill to impose uniform daylight saving
time observance. I am strongly in favor of
this bill.

The Pillsbury Co. favors this legislation
because of the extreme inconvenience oc-
casioned by Minnesota’s not having the same
beginning and ending dates as most of the
major commercial States. We do an enor-
mous amount of business by telephone and
other communications devices. The non-
uniform status of our daylight time in Min-
nesota Is a major inconvenience to our mer-
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chandising and communications operations.
As you know, this will be particularly serious
for 2 months this fall owing to the actlon
taken by St. Paul and certain other com-
munities and to the failure of the State
legislature to act,

We earnestly urge the Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce Committee to give favorable
consideration to your bill,

Very truly yours,
Tom R. MULCAHY.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I would be happy to
yvield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend my colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Frasgr], for taking
this special order to point out the diffi-
culty which exists in many areas as a
result of the differences in the calendar
date on which they go on daylight sav-
ing time.

Mr. Speaker, we who go home on oc-
casional weekends surely have found this
to be the case in Minnesota. In my own
congressional district it is next to im-
possible, with some communities being on
daylight saving time and another one
not, sometimes within the same county,
to get to one area an hour early and to
another an hour late. Also, there is no
chance of making this up on the road.
It has caused a great deal of confusion.
There also seems to be a pattern as to
time when many areas go on daylight
saving time which interferes with the
television programs, the world commu-
nications and transportation being fitted
into this pattern.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion it would
greatly facilitate matters if the Congress
would take action and set a date when
daylight saving time would go into effect,
if communities or States are to have
daylight saving time.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the chairman of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. Harris], will hold hearings soon at
which we can testify to the effect in our
own communities as to this pattern of
time and the necessity for the Congress
to act to set a standard date when day-
light saving time will go into effect.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I would be happy to
vield to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr., FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to commend the gentle-
man from Minnesota for his continuing
efforts on behalf of establishing a uni-
form daylight saving time throughout
our 50 States.

Mr, Speaker, since January 1963, I
have spoken several times from the floor
of the House in support of uniform day-
light saving time. I have testified be-
fore the Interstate Commerce Subcom-
mittee which is chaired by the able Rep-
resentative, the gentleman from Waest
Virginia, HarLey O, STAGGERS, and fre-
quently I have discussed the problem of
the lack of time uniformity with the
chairman of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, the gentleman
from Arkansas, the Honorable OREN
HARRIS.

Welcome is this opportunity to again
speak for needed meaningful legislation

Mr.
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in the regulation of our Nation’'s time-
keeping.

Mr. Speaker, I will not relent in my
efforts to bring some synchronization to
our keepers of time—the clock and the
watch. I remind those opponents of a
reasonable solution to our state of time
chaos that sundials are virtually ex-
tinct.

Let us not work for time but rather
let time work for us.

Each spring, some 29 States repre-
senting over 100 million Americans from
Maine to California advance their clocks
by 1 hour. In only 16 of these States,
however, is daylight saving time ob-
served statewide, with the other 13 ob-
serving it on a local option basis. Twen-
ty-one States do not observe it at all.
Among those that do favor fast time
during the summer, there 'is no uni-
formity as to length or limits of dura-
tion.

Now, it would be ideal if there were
no necessity for uniformity of time, if
one area could observe one time and
one other area another time, with no
effect on institutions outside its borders.
Consider, however, the classic example
of the 35-mile stretch from Steubenville,
Ohio, to Moundsville, W. Va., where
travelers until recently were obliged to
change their watches seven times in or-
der to observe various local times. And
the situation becomes increasingly det-
rimental to business, commerce, and
communications when, for example,
Minneapolis, Milwaukee, and Chicago
start and end daylight saving time in-
dependently of each other.

The transportation industry is par-
ticularly affected by the annual time-
change disparities between areas. The
motorbus industry estimates that it loses
$250,000 a year; the Nation's railroads
a million dollars a year just in printing
costs necessitated by the annual
scramble.

Mr. Speaker, do you realize that Cin-
derella possibly would have returned
home a beautiful princess in the horse-
drawn carriage rather than a pumpkin-
drawn by mice had she not become con-
fused as to whether her community was
observing standard or daylight time.

Or can you imagine this conversation:

Lord Elgin: “Dinner af 82"

Lady Elgin: “Is that daylight time?”

Lord Elgin: “Oh no, I am on standard
time.”

Lady Elgin: “Sorry, our movements
are not together.”

My bill, H.R. 76, is an attempt to effect
a solution to this chaotic situation. This
bill would vest in the Congress the re-
sponsibility for regulation of the Na-
tion’s time. Beginning on the last
Sunday in April and ending the last
Sunday in October, the standard time
of each zone would be advanced 1 hour.

This complete uniformity would
eliminate situations such as that exist-
ing in Pennsylvania. Here, the State
law requires that official business be con-
ducted on eastern standard time but
more than 600 localities observe daylight
savings time. Similar interstate dis-
crepancies, such as those existing be-
tween my own State and several others
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in the central time belt, would be re-
solved.

In essence, then, H.R. 76 would end the
time confusion in this country by estab-
lishing a wuniform schedule of savings
time to be observed in every locality for
6 months. Control would be vested in
the Congress to keep our national ac-
tivity at its maximum.

This, to my thinking, is the most effec-
tive and comprehensive solution to the
problem.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I would be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to say at this point
that I wholeheartedly support this effort
to get uniformity and some sense into
this current time situation and in the
confusion which exists.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to be essential
that Congress step into this picture.
This is one area in my opinion where
the Congress has a real responsibility in
an effort to get rid of the confusion that
now exists and plagues our people all
over the country.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to join the gentle-
man in his statements and in his pro-
posal for obtaining uniformity of time
nationally.

I am reading into the Recorp the pro-
visions of my bill HR. 9023, introduced
on June 14, 1965, a bill to provide a uni-
form period for daylight saving time.
These are the provisions:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Act
entitled “An Act to save daylight and to
provide standard time for the United States”,
approved March 19, 1918, as amended (40
Stat. 450; 15 U.S.C. 261-264), is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“Sec. 6. Whenever the standard time in
any time zone, or any part thereof, is ad-
vanced one hour by any State or a political
subdivision of any State, such advanced
time, generally known as ‘daylight saving
time’, shall commence at 2 o'clock ante-
meridian on the last Sunday in April of each
year and shall end at 2 o'clock antemeridian
on the last Sunday in October of each year.”

The observance of time is of high na-
tional priority. Correct and easily calcu-
lated time uniform over broad areas is
essential for modern civilization.

The overriding national interest in
time in all periods, but especially in times
of emergency, is shown clearly by what
happened during both World War I and
World War II. In both of those con-
flicts, the U.S. Congress wisely decided
that the war effort deserved the highest
economic efficiency. It therefore legis-
lated war time, which was in effect na-
tional daylight saving time. ‘This not
only eliminated time confusions—it
helped to conserve fuel and other re-
sources and eased the strain on our power
system by shifting the consumer peak-
load demand into later in the evening.

Mr.
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My proposal and that of other Mem-
bers does not assert that national day-
light time be enacted now, and the pend-
ing legislation would not have that effect.
Our proposal is for uniformity in time
nationally, to avoid confusion. ButI be-
lieve the time decisions made by Con-
gress during the wars is impressive evi-
dence that time confusion should not be
tolerated for reasons high in the national
interest. The pending legislation would
wipe out the confusion now caused by
daylight saving time and would permit us
to enjoy that remarkable device without
causing ourselves grave problems at the
same time.

As a Pennsylvanian, I am proud that
the first mention of the unique idea of
daylight saving time came—as did so
many other progressive ideas—from Ben-
jamin Franklin. While Franklin was our
Minister to France, he conceived of the
idea of advancing clocks 1 hour in order
to make more daylight available.
Franklin even calculated how many can-
dles this would save the people of Paris.
But the idea did not sell them.

In the United States, an early crusader
for daylight saving time is another Penn-
sylvanian—Robert Garland, longtime
Republican councilman of Pittsburgh,
whom I admired and respected, and re-
member well. Inone attempt to get day-
light saving time, Garland declared that
only man, of all living things, “is so
stupid as to deprive himself of an extra
hour of sun by sticking to a rigid system
of time.”

Pennsylvania thus has a historic stake
in daylight saving time and consequent-
ly a great interest to see that daylight
saving time is wisely utilized as a bene-
fit—rather than a problem—for our
country. The pending legislation would
have precisely that effect—it would per-
mit States and localities desiring it to
enjoy the advantages of daylight saving
time without permitting our present
problems of confusion and uncertainty to
arise.

I urge the House to act this year to
guarantee that 1965 will go down in the
history books as the last year of the great
U.S. time snarl, and the beginning of a
uniform system on a national basis in
the institution of daylight saving time.
Let us at least start on uniformity
where daylight saving time is desired
and initiated in the United States.

I call attention to the following good
newspaper articles:

[From the Scranton (Pa.) Times,
Apr. 21, 1965]
TowARD SENSIBELE TIME

A TU.S. Naval Observatory sclentist con-
templating the nationwide mishmash of fast
time and slow time in the good old summer-
time, was moved to remark that “the United
States is the worst timekeeper in the world,”
This view 1is amply documented. When
America starts shifting Sunday to so-called
daylight saving time—or not shifting, as the
case may be—the chaos is enough to drive a
punctllious man to drink.

There are examples galore. In Iowa,
which has local option on time changes,
daylight saving time was in effect during 23
different periods last year. Carriers from
Chicago to Milwaukee to Minneapolis-8t.
Paul and back will encounter five time shifts
and schedule changes in 6 months. Before
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1963, when West Virginia adopted daylight
saving on a statewide basis, those traveling
the 36 miles from Steubenville, Ohio, to
Moundsville, W. Va., would have had to set
their watches every 5 miles to have local
time.

It is most encouraging, then, that Con-
gress seems on the verge of taking con-
structive if limited action to bring order out
of chaos. Prosposed legislation would keep
clocks in the four major time zones in a con-
stant year-round relationship. No BState
would be required to have daylight saving
time but those that adopted it would ob-
serve uniform starting and ending dates.
Support of the National Farm Bureau Fed-
eration and the Grange undermines tradi-
tional rural opposition to daylight saving.
This appears to be the year for a start toward
a more sensible system.

[From the Scranton (Pa.) Tribune, Apr. 22,
1965]
DAYLIGHT SavING TIME

Daylight saving time, which will shortly
start, is popular with factory and office
workers, golfers and fishermen, city mer=
chants and businessmen. It is suffered by
railroad schedulemakers and television pro-
gramers. It 1s opposed by outdoor movie
operators, bowling alley proprietors, and
tavernkeepers. It is anathema to farmers
who insist that cows want to be milked on
“God's time.”

However, with the steady advance of State
and Federal legislative reapportionment, the
once strident political voice of the farmer
slowly diminishes, and an end to the time
confusion appears feasible.

As it is, 31 States and the District of Co-
lumbia have d.s.t., either statewide or by
local option. But only 15 start and stop
simultaneously. That means that clocks
will be put ahead in only 15 States on the
last Sunday—next Sunday—in April. The
same States will push the clocks back an
hour on the last Sunday in October.

An extremely modest start toward bring-
ing order into chaos has been made in Con-
gress, A Senate committee last year ap-
proved a bill to impose uniform time stand-
ards on all Federal agencies and on such
interstate businesses as airlines, buses, rail-
roads, and communications companies, A
House committee last August approved a
compromise bill that would set a uniform
period for ds.t. but would allow many ex-
ceptions. Neither measure, however, reached
the floor. Identical bills have been offered
in both Houses this year. And the Senate
Commerce Committee will begin discussion
of proposed legislation on the subject next
Monday.

The cost and work imposed by d.s.t. is not
generally realized., Western Union, for ex-
ample, once estimated that it had to adjust
40,000 clocks in tens of hundreds of citles.
Add to this the general inability to agree not
only on whether to have it at all but also
when to have it, and confusion is com-
pounded.

However, before too long we Americans
may at least be able to agree on the time of
day.

[From the Monongahela (Pa.) Republican,
Apr. 20, 1965]
OrpEr OUT OF CHAOS

Millions of people favor daylight saving
time, other millions oppose it. Other mil-
lions still probably don't particularly care,
one way or another. But all these groups
should be able to agree on one point—the
coming of d.s.t., under present circumstances,
is accompanied by a welter of confusions.

The date is April 256. On that day about
100 million of us will enter this year's d.s.t.
period. But about 85 million will stick to
standard time, though some of these will
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move to ds.t. at a future date. In any event,
the mixups will begin once more. The
transportation services—rails, airlines.
buses—will figuratively speaking, go slightly
crazy. They will be constantly moving from
one kind of time to another, to the conster-
nation of travelers who aren’t sure which is
which. Tourists, driving in and out of d.s.t.
and standard time areas will find themselves
off schedule, often with expired reservations.
And the confusions are not limited to those
concerned with mobility. In some States,
where local option is the rule, one town may
be on d.s.t. and the next one, just a jump
away, on standard time.

So it goes in many fields—radio and TV
broadcasting, communications, farming, ete.
That's why there is increasing interest in the
efforts of the committee for time uniformity
to do something about it. It has distin-
guished support from industries, organiza-
tions of varlous kinds, government depart-
ments and agencies, and individuals
interested in bringing order out of chaos.
It wants, as its name implies, to end, through
agreements and necessary legislative action,
the present "“scrambled time" problems.
May it succeed.
|From the Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Times-Leader

News, Apr. 20, 1865]
SwITcH TO DAYLIGHT SAVING BRINGS
CONFUSION

NEw Yorx, April 20.—The United States
is about to enter into an annual period of
confusion.

Daylight saving time will soon be here for
much of the country.

This yearly clock juggling will affect busi-
ness, transportation, and ordinary citizens.

Next Sunday 100 million Americans in 20
States will advance clocks 1 hour and thus
get out of step with the other 85 million
Americans. These other 85 million will either
shift to daylight time on different dates or
will remain on standard time.

Thus, the country will become & patchwork
of time.

Benjamin Franklin is credited, or blamed,
for daylight time. It's said that, when Am-
bassador to France, he awoke one morning
and found sunlight streaming through his
window while the city slept.

This “wasted” sunlight annoyed the frugal
author of Poor Richard's Almanac and he
soon evolved a plan to conserve this daylight
by advancing the clock 1 hour.

Daylight time achieved its first wide ob-
servance in World War I when it was adopted
throughout the country to give farmers more
time to work in their fields.

Except for during the two World Wars, ob-
servance has been optional. As a result, the
country is spotted with areas of observance
and nonobservance. This is what has created
the confusion.

For example, in 1964, 15 States started
daylight time the last Sunday in April and
ended it the last Sunday in October. An-
other 16 States either started or ended—or
both—on different dates. The remaining
States kept standard time.

Here are some of the things that happen:

An airplane takes off in Washington
and, according to the clocks, lands at Nor-
folk 5 minutes before it was airborne.

Pennsylvania tries to run its State busi-
ness on standard time while residents of
more than 600 communities try to remem-
ber that their towns are on daylight.

By the law, trains run on standard time
and thus are out of step whenever they
arrive in a daylight community.

Some west coast businessmen are getting
ready to go to lunch when the east coast
business day is over.

For years, people have been talking about
daylight saving time, llke the weather, but
doing nothing about it.

Now there's a move on foot to get some
uniformity into the picture,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Next Monday C is due to begin
action on legislation that would eliminate
the snarls.

The Senate Commerce Committee will hold
a hearing on a bill proposed by the committee
on time uniformity, which was formed by
the Transportation Association of America.

The bill would fix the last Sunday of April
and the last Sunday of October as the man-
datory starting and ending dates in States
and communities utilizing daylight time,
The measure would have nothing to do with
whether it was observed in any particular
area.

[From the Phoenixville (Pa.) Republican,
Apr. 22, 1965)
ScraMBLED TIME

At 2 am. on April 25, 1965, America will
start living again on ‘“scrambled time.”
Phoenixville’s Borough Council adopted day-
light time at its meeting this month.

““Scrambled time,” the Committee for Time
Uniformity points out, is because some 100
million of us will advance our clocks to day-
light saving time, while the remaining 85
million will retain standard time all year
round or move to d.s.t. on another date.

Time confusion goes to fantastic lengths.
An airplane, according to the clocks, may
arrive at its destination before it took off
from its point of origin. Trains, being held
to standard time by law, are out of step
whenever they arrive in a d.s.t. community.
Some west coast businessmen are just get-
ting ready for lunch when the east coast
business day is over. In one of the States,
there are 25 different combinations of dates
on which community areas move to and from
ds.t. In an JIowa town, the banks open on
d.s.t. and close by standard.

An impressive list of companies and
organizations—representing transportation,
broadcasting, banking, communications,
agriculture, and other enterprises have as-
sociated themselves with the Committee for
Time Uniformity. Numbers of Government
departments and organizations including
Commerce, Defense, Post Office, General
Services, the Weather Bureau, and others are
also cooperating. The goal is to coordinate
the efforts of all concerned and to bring
about that uniformity through agreements
and legislative action when and where
needed. To risk a pun, it is high time this
was done.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the city
of New York has been observing daylight
saving time continuously for over 35
years, and this observance has been
statewide for many years. However, the
time situation around the country, and
in many States and localities, is not quite
so simple. Thirty-one of the fifty States
observe some form of daylight-saving
time, but only fifteen States have uni-
form beginning and ending dates; sixteen
States have it as a matter of local option,
and nineteen States do not observe it at
all. Additional confusion results from
time variations between different locali-
t'es and communities within a single
State.

This lack of time uniformity is more
than an annoyance. It represents a sub-
stantial and unnecessary waste in money
and resources. The travel and communi-
cations industries as well as manufactur-
ers and producers are especially con-
cerned with this problem.

A strong argument can be made for the
desirability of a shift to daylight saving
time, winter as well as summer. Such
a proposal has met with considerable
favor in New York and New England.
However, it would be unwise to confuse
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the situation with further proposals
while Congress is considering Federal
legislation in the same field.

The proposals now before Congress are
more simple. These bills would perfect
the application of the time zones to
Alaska and Hawaii, and would add a
single requirement concerning daylight-
saving time. They would not forbid it;
they would not require it. They would
merely provide that wherever daylight-
saving time is established it shall be effec-
tive for a uniform period from the last
Sunday in April to the last Sunday in
October.

This is not a complete coverage of the
time situation that exists in this country,
but it is a good step toward a uniform
system of time by eliminating one of the
most confusing features, namely the be-
wildering multiplicity of beginning and
ending dates for the daylight-saving
period.

I join in urging that such time-uni-
formity legislation be adopted.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, the en-
tire Nation is looking forward to Octo-
ber 31. On that day, our annual time
snarl will come to an end as the last
group of States end daylight saving time
and revert back to standard time.

Then we will have time uniformity—
the first uniformity since the first group
of States started daylight saving time
last April.

The patchwork manner is which day-
light saving time is now observed means
that America has uniform time for only
5 months of each year—from October to
April. The other 7 months we spend in
a State of confusion, as far as time is
concerned, because of the many differ-
ent time laws, standards and practices
permitted in the United States.

This self-inflicted burden of confusion
is close to a national disgrace.

The Congress now holds the power to
correct this situation by passing the
pending legislation, which would at least
fix the starting and ending dates for
daylight saving time by making the last
Sundays of April and October the man-
datory switchovers.

I support this legislation strongly and
hope the House acts on it this year.

One important point should be noted:
While fixing the start and end of day-
light saving time, the pending legislation
does not in any way affect State-level
and local-level decisions on whether to
utilize daylight saving time at all. The
integrity of local and State authority
over daylight saving time thus remains
unimpaired.

This is not a daylight saving time bill.
This is not a Federal grab for more
power. This is merely a bill to bring a
measure of order out of the chaos
created by our nonsensical time prac-
tices. This is perhaps the only piece of
legislation that directly affects the daily
life of every American. I believe that
fact should spur the House to enact the
legislation.

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
there is much that can be said, obviously,
in favor of both standard time and day-
light saving time. It would be an under-
statement to say that each has come to
have its place in the American way of
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life. There is a great deal more to be
said, however, for the need of putting a
prompt end to the extremes of confusion
which have resulied and continue to
result from the annual juggling of clocks
in this Nation.

Year after year, we find ourselves
plagued by the innumerable variations
in standard and daylight saving times
across the country. Differing change-
over dates are the main ingredient of
this unhealthy muddle, with a wide as-
sortment of local community options and
a number of time zone boundary dis-
putes serving to compound the confusion.

It is my conviction, therefore, that if
we do nothing else in this regard than
set up standards for the starting and
closing dates for daylight saving time,
standards that will apply throughout the
country uniformly, we will have done all
Americans a real service.

Certainly this would be helpful to the
citizenry of Iowa.

Last year, for example, there were
23 different combinations of dates on
which various Iowa communities shifted
to and from daylight time. There also
were periods when some school districts
were observing daylight time while ad-
jacent districts were on standard time.

The confusion reached a peak begin-
ning in late August when many small
communities began shifting back to
standard time for the opening of the fall
school term. With other areas remain-
ing on daylight time until the first or
last Sunday of October, it often was dif-
ficult to figure with any certainty what
the time was in any given city.

There have been some moves this year
toward unraveling the time snarl in
Iowa, but the situation is still a thor-
oughly frustrating snafu.

Soagain I say that there is urgent need
for national agreement at least on the
starting and closing dates for daylight
saving time—these dates to be the last
Sunday in April and the last Sunday in
October in keeping with what is clearly
the majority choice in this regard.

I am including an article from the
Shenandoah, Iowa, Sentinel in regard

to daylight saving time. The article
follows:
[From the Shenandoah (Iowa) Sentinel,

Apr. 20, 1965]
CownrusioN Over D.S.T. Over NaTion
(By Jack Lefler)

New York.—The United States is about to
enter into an anual period of confusion.

Daylight saving time (d.s.t.) will soon be
here for much of the country.

This yearly clock jugeling will affect busi-
ness, transportation, and ordinary citizens.

Next Sunday 100 million Americans in 20
States will advance clocks 1 hour and thus
get out of step with the other 85 million
Americans. These other 85 milllon will
either shift to ds.t. on different dates or
will remain on standard time.

Thus, the country will become a patchwork
of time,

Benjamin Franklin is credited, or blamed
for d.st. It's said that, when Ambassador
to France, he awoke one morning and found
sunlight streaming through his window
while the city slept.

This "wasted” sunlight annoyed the frugal
author of Poor Richard's Almanac and he
soon evolved a plan to conserve this daylight
by advancing the clock 1 hour.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Daylight saving time achieved its first wide
observance in World War I when it was
adopted throughout the country to give farm-
ers more time to work in their fields.

Except for during the two World Wars,
observance of d.s.t. has been optional. As
a result, the country is spotted with areas of
observance and nonobservance. This is what
has created the confusion.

For example, in 1964, 15 States started
d.s.t. the last Sunday in April and ended
it the last Sunday in October. Another
16 States either started or ended d.s.t.—or
both—on different dates. The remaining
States didn’t observe d.s.t. at all.

Now there's a move on foot to get some
uniformity into the picture.

Next Monday Congress is due to
action on legislation that would eliminate
the snarls now involved in observing d.s.t.

The Senate Commerce Committee will hold
a hearing on a bill proposed by the Commit-
tee on Time TUniformity, which was
formed by the Transportation Assoeclation of
America.

The bill would fix the last Sunday of April
and the last Sunday of October as the man-
datory starting and ending dates for d.s.t. in
States and communities utilizing it. The
measure would have nothing to do with
whether d.s.t. was observed in any particular
area.

Mr. WALKER of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to associate myself with
remarks of my colleagues who are inter-
ested in the question of time uniformity.
It is not necessary to recount here the
great inconveniences caused by the
crazy-quilt pattern of time being ob-
served throughout the United States. I
am sure that more than a few Members
of this House have arrived an hour early
or late for speaking engagements be-
cause of the confusion compounded by
chaos in time-keeping practices. As one
Member of the Senate categorized it,
‘“Americans are plagued with missed ap-
pointments and baffled by timetable dis-
tortions.” The neighboring State of
Virginia is an example of the expense in-
volved. In this State bus schedules must
be revised four times in 6 months each
Year.

In the State of New Mexico, with the
exception of the city of Los Alamos,
standard time is observed throughout the
year. The time may come when the
citizens in the land of enchantment may
wish to observe “fast time” as is done in
the majority of our States. Until they
do, however, I would hope that no re-
quirement would be imposed upon them
to observe daylight saving time.

It is my understanding that the U.S.
Senate early in June, passed by voice
vote, legislation which would help im-
measurably in clearing up the present
confusion. This bill would not affect
those States which do not observe day-
light saving time. Those jurisdictions
which do advance their clocks 1 hour
would, however, be required to do so on
a uniform basis, beginning on the last
Sunday in April and ending on the last
Sunday in October. In my judgment
this is a reasonable and realistic ap-
proach to a difficult problem.

Substantially identical bills have been
introduced in the House and await con-
sideration by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. I realize
that this great committee of the House
has been burdened with an extremely
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heavy workload at this session of Con-
gress. However, I hope that before we
leave Washington in a few weeks, the
committee will find it possible to schedule
hearings on these bills. I understand
that there is virtually no opposition and
the hearings could be completed in the
course of one-half day.

In conclusion let me insert for the
RECORD an editorial in the Alamagordo,
N. Mex., News of May 3, 1965, which sets
forth very clearly the problems involved
and the hope for at least a partial
solution:

TIME MIXUP AGAIN

The popular attitude toward the summer-
time mishmash that plagues this country
resembles that of the man who worried abhout
his leaky roof when it rained but did nothing
about it on fine days. Americans fret a good
deal when the summertime chaos is upon
them and nothing immediately effective can
be done about it, but in winter they tend
to put off consideration of the matter.

The present state of affairs is a classic illus-
tratlon of this. There was a big hue and
cry last summer about how stupid it was for
a modern country not to have a reasonably
uniform time setup. There was a lot of pub-
He irritation at ridiculous discrepancies in
time, not only between States but within
States and sometimes from community to
community. All this led to demands for
congressional actlon at the earliest oppor-
tunity. Congress did nothing. Thus we
will have to live through a repetition of last
summer's time mixup.

Bome idea of just how mixed up the time
situation is can be gained by considering a
few salient points. Thirty-one States ob-
serve daylight saving time; 19 States do not.
Twenty of the 31 did all start daylight sav-
ing time together, on April 26, but that is
the last nod to the ldeal uniformity. These
States will go off d.s.t. at varying times, some
as early as August, others not until October.
The other 11 daylight saving States will both
start and stop on a variety of dates. As in
the past, the motto seems to be: Let the
traveler beware.

There is some hope that this will be the
last summer of chaos. Committees in both
Houses of Congress has turned the spotlight
on this matter. Bills are In the legislative
hoppers. The proposed uniform time law
would not solve the problem, but it would
be a start. Congress should not let another
summer pass without action.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to participate in the debate this
afternoon in support of the enactment
of legislation to provide a uniform period
across the country for daylight saving
time.

I have joined my colleague, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. Fraser] in
introduecing a bill for this purpose, H.R.
9152, and am hopeful that the House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, which has jurisdiction over this
subject, will soon schedule hearings on it.

This legislation would merely limit
daylight saving time for those States and
communities who wish to use it to the
period commencing on the last Sunday
in April and ending on the last Sunday
in October of each year.

Many States and communities com-
mence and terminate daylight saving
time at different periods, and within nor-
mal time zones some States and com-
munities remain at variance with their
neighbors throughout the period. Al-
though the legislation we advocate would
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leave to each State the choice of adopt-
ing daylight saving time or not, it would
accomplish the purpose of standardizing
the dates on which it would begin and
end for all areas choosing to adopt it.

The time confusion which we now face
results in enormous expense of chang-
ing schedules to our railroads and air-
lines and causes considerable incon-
venience to persons who travel from one
area to another during the time when
various States and communities are
changing to and from daylight saving
time.

I hope that Congress will act this ses-
sion to end this expensive and incon-
vient system and adopt a standard period
for daylight saving time.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, al-
though the State of Maine, located in
the extreme northeast corner of the
country, has always been in the eastern
zone, it has a standard of time which is
relatively the slowest in the country—
that is in relation to local sun time. With
daylight saving added, the time in the
eastern part of the State is only 28 min-
utes faster than sun time. Even our
rural dwellers—about half the popula-
tion—have grown accustomed to day-
light saving time,

Our situation is complicated in that
our eastern and part of our northern
boundary is shared by our Canadian
neighbors in New Brunswick, who ob-
serve Atlantic time, with daylight sav-
ing added in the summer months, mak-
ing their time an hour faster than ours
all year round.

Recently, the State legislature tenta-
tively adopted a proposal to establish
statewide, year-round daylight saving
time. This measure has not become ef-
fective, but is awaiting the acceptance
of similar proposals in other Eastern
States. However, this move reflects a
trend which could build up into another
rash of time changes in the near future,
unless Congress acts promptly to fulfill
its duty to fix a uniform system of time
standards for the United States.

For years Congress has been urged
to preempt the field of time standards,
thus preventing the exercise of local
option, which has resulted in the present
chaotic situation. The conflict between
two or more standards of time affecting
public affairs and activities in the same
community at the same time, or the
change from one to the other at the
whim of local authorities is against the
public interest, and the resulting wide-
spread confusion is becoming intolerable.
Sgtoner or later Congress will have to
act.

Maine citizens have not always en-
joyed unanimity in their time arrange-
ments; but in the early years of day-
light saving time they learned the lesson
that uniformity, at least on a regional
basis, is vital, if the benefits of daylight
saving are to be realized.

The pending bills would require a uni-
form period during which daylight sav-
ing would be allowed. While they would
not completely occupy the field, they
would bring about a great improvement
over the existing lack of consistency, and
such legislation has my support.
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Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, the people of California recom-
mend making our time observance uni-
form. They have done so themselves
with an overwhelming vote at the polls—
a vote which gives strong testimony to
the fact that people want uniformity and
are sick and tired of time confusion.

The question came up directly on the
California ballot in November of 1962, at
a time when California went off daylight
saving time in September of each year—
1 hour earlier than the majority of the
other daylight saving time States, in-
cluding the east coast States which ob-
serve daylight saving time.

The result of this was that, during
that month, there was a 4-hour rather
than a 3-hour difference between the
coasts. The east coast was shutting down
when people were still at lunch in Cali-
fornia.

A referendum was ordered held in No-
vember of 1962, and the results were
overwhelming. By a vote of 2,836,050 to
1,087,408 the people of California ratified
their use of daylight saving time and ex-
tended it 1 month to conform with the
vast majority of the other States. This
put California daylight saving time on
the April-October switch dates proposed
as national standards in the pending bill.

That vote meant that more than 72
percent of the voters approved uniform
time.

The trend of such votes in California
adds an interesting commentary on a
change in public opinion over the past
35 years with regard to daylight saving
time itself and, then, uniformity of day-
light saving time observance.

The people of California rejected any
use of daylight saving time in 1930 and
again in 1940. In 1948, however, daylight

‘saving time was approved by a margin

of 238,000 votes—the tally was 1,405,257
to 1,167,846.

And then came the 1962 landslide.

California enjoys its uniform daylight
saving time. It recommends it highly
and I strongly support the pending bill,
H.R.6781. Congress should act this year.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, the con-
cept of daylight saving time has been
credited to one of the most renowned of
all of America’s statesmen, Benjamin
Franklin, before 1807. As phenome-
nally prophetic as Ben Franklin was,
however, I think it is safe to say that he
could never have foreseen the involve-
ments that the current lack of time uni-
formity in the United States would pro-
duce. In many areas of this Nation
today the situation in this regard is
nothing less that chaotic.

We have towns where banks open on
daylight saving time and close on stand-
ard time, and where the citizenry goes
to bed on standard time and gets up by
daylight-standard time variations.

More confusion reigns in families with
members who work or go to school in
different time zones. And there are the
particular problems faced by the broad-
casting agencies in trying to maintain
some continuity of timing across the
country in reaching audiences.

The list of examples of clock juggling
and resulting mixups is literally end-
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less—adding up to one of the greatest
public inconveniences in America.

Nor is my own State of Maryland sep-
arated from the confusion. I can assure
you that we have our share of mixups
as a result of this annual serambling of
time.

There is much to be said for the prin-
ciple of daylight saving time. There’s
much more to be said, however, for es-
tablishing and maintaining an orderly
system of time changes. In a society
as modern and progressive as America's,
there is simply no place for the monu-
mental mishmash of time that has been
allowed to get so far ahead of us.

As I see it, a reasonable and realistic
step in the right direction would be the
adoption of standard starting and cut-
off dates, on a statewide basis, across the
land, for daylight saving time. The
dates I have in mind are the last Sun-
day of April and the last Sunday of
October.

Mr. TODD. Mr. Speaker, it is difficult
to visualize that the activities of man-
kind are affected by anything more im-
portant than our system of timekeeping.
It applies to all of us as public offi-
cials, professional persons, businessmen,
travelers, and citizens alike. I am sure
there is hardly any individual who has
not suffered confusion or inconvenience
by the differences in time observance. A
Wheaton, Minn., resident recently com-
plained that daylight saving time in
Minnesota resulted in an “extra hour of
sunshine which turned my grass brown.”
And then there was the elderly lady in
New England who felt tired all summer
until she got her hour back when stand-
ard time resumed in the fall.

Seriously, the practices across the
country have during peacetime periods
created a crazy-quilt of timekeeping.
This has been a real problem for the
banking and financial interests in par-
ticular. Our stock exchange firms serve
18 million stockholders; a system of rapid
and efficient communication is a vitally
essential element for conducting a na-
tionwide securities market. This need
also applies to all other areas of our fiscal
strueture. Being a member of the House
Banking and Currency Committee I can
speak with familiarity about this prob-
lem of this important segment of our
economy.

I am also convinced that the American
people want us in Congress to act. The
Nation has been blanketed with extensive
news accounts of time schizophrenia
which need correction. It would be a
constructive step forward to at least get
those areas observing daylight saving
time to do so for the same period of time
each year and Congress should so legis-
late. The Senate passed a bill to this
effect in June and I hope the House will
soon follow suit.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that Henry Austin Dob-
son, an English poet and man of letters
whose career bridged from mid-18th
century through the days when various
countries of the world first experimented
with daylight savings time, wrote these
lines:

Time goes, you say? Ah no.
Alas, Time stays, we go.
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If Mr. Dobson were still living, he
would certainly want to revise that phil-
osophical expression, for there are times
during the summer months when we
cannot be certain whether we are com-
ing or going. I believe that H.R. 9066,
or the Senute-passed S. 1404 will elimi-
nate some of the confusion that plagues
just about everyone when some—not
all—clocks are advanced an hour in the
spring and again when hands are turned
back in the fall.

The idea of saving a working hour
each day during the summer months
originated as early as 1908 in England,
but it was not until World War I was
underway that most nations on the
Continent as well as Britain put the
plan into practice. Less than a year
after the United States entered the con-
flict, we too turned to daylight savings
time and have found it generally ad-
vantageous in peacetime as well as in
wartime.

Some areas still rebel at the thought
of this artificial means of lengthening
the working day, and I have no quarrel
with this attitude. I am convinced,
however, that there needs to be a uni-
form arrangement whereby all States
and areas desiring to adopt daylight
savings time will do so on a stipulated
date. Inasmuch as the Federal Gov-
ernment has for the past 47 years pro-
vided by statute the opportunity to use
daylight savings time where desired, it
would seem only reasonable to specify
the respective dates for turning clocks
ahead and back. I feel such an arrange-
ment especially important during a pe-
riod when the world is beset with hostility
and America is involved with men and
guns. With defense research and pro-
duction facilities scattered across the
land, there is no excuse for making pos-
sible any avenue of delay that may be
costly to the war effort. Yet, under con-
ditions that allow for flexibility in time
changes, a breakdown in communica-
tions—short-lived though it might be—
could easily develop to the detriment of
the military program.

I urge that such legislation be enacted
at this session of Congress, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
urge passage of legislation to achieve
a greater nationwide time uniformity.
Our country, which can boast of many
outstanding accomplishments in the sci-
entific field, is long overdue for uniform
time legislation. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission has been aware of this
problem for many years, and the mo-
ment is now at hand that Congress turn
the Commission’s recommendations into
actuality.

The present lack of enforcement pro-
visions, leaving the determination to each
community as to what time it should
observe, has resulted in considerable
variance in clocking, which complicates
the operations and public schedules of
the transportation industry, and as many
of us here may have experienced,
it often bewilders travelers, television
viewers and radio listeners, Missed ap-
pointments and late arrivals hamper,
complicate, and often irritate business
and social affairs.

Local option enables the local author-
ities to determine their own pattern of
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scheduling. One point will have stand-
ard time and the next, daylight saving
time. The trains operate on standard
time regardless of the local time, while
the airlines and buses attempt to re-
fleect the local time in their schedules.

But one of the most confusing ele-
ments in the situation is the great dif-
ference in the periods during which day-
light saving is observed. Although 31
States, and the District of Columbia,
have daylight saving time, only 15 start
and stop at the same time. In the re-
maining 16 States, daylight saving time
is a decision of local officials. Crossing
a single State the traveler may be met
with as many as 23 different combina-
tions of dates on which areas or towns
go on or off daylight saving time.

It is this difference in periods of ob-
servance which is the prinecipal point
of attack of the pending bills. Under
their terms the State or other govern-
mental subdivisions would be free to de-
cide whether daylight saving would be
observed; but, if adopted, the period of
observance would have to be from the
last Sunday in April to the last Sunday
in October. I believe this is a most
needed improvement and I urge adop-
tion of legislation making the beginning
g_f progress toward a uniform system of
ime.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker,
without exception, all citizens of the
United States literally live by the clock,
almost automatiecally, as a matter of hab-
it. From the time a child is taught how
to read the face of a clock until he be-
comes a senior citizen his entire exist-
ence is regulated by time. Whether it
involves going to a movie, watching a
favorite television show, maintaining ap-
pointments at the office, or shopping for
Christmas presents, we all live by the
clock. Books have been written about
the technicalities of time observance
throughout the world and beyond to the
universe. Most of us, however, conduct
our day-to-day affairs with family,
friends and business associates merely by
glances at our timepiece countless times
each day.

The history of time observance in this
country is a fascinating story. It was
the railroad industry which adopted its
own system of timekeeping 82 years ago,
followed 35 years later by the enactment
of the Standard Time Act of 1918, cur-
rently administered by the Interstate
Commerce Commission. During World
War I and World War II, the Congress
adopted nationwide daylight saving time
to enhance the war efforts. During the
intervening peacetime periods, the ob-
servance of daylight saving time has been
left to the States and local communities,
resulting in a veritable patchwork of
conflicting and confusing time practices.

Thus, almost half a century has passed
since Congress has legislated on basic
time obervance prevailing in peacetime
periods. The time has come to clear up
the time scramble. Congress must act,
since leaving the matter to the States
has resulted in a situation considerably
less than desirable.

The extreme confrasts in time regula-
tion are exasperating, to be sure, and the
United States is probably the only coun-
try in the world in which you need a
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highly detailed map as well as a watch
in order to be certain of the time.

It is my belief the prevailing condi-
tions warrant congressional attention to
the time problems of today, and justify
immediate consideration of the legisla-
tive proposal of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. FRASER].

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, time
inevitably marches on and once again
it is performing its annual giant's stride,
leaping over an hour to bring about an-
other period of so-called daylight saving
time. The impact of such clock con-
fusion on our American way of life, with
half of our citizenry on daylight and the
other half on standard time, has been
dramatically brought to the attention of
the American people. What you may
not appreciate is that the State of Vir-
ginia has become the symbol of clock
juggling which challenges belief, much
less a constructive solution.

Let me very simply describe time ob-
servances in Virginia. As a result of
State legislative action, on the first
Saturday in April the same time was
observed in the State capital of Rich-
mond, in the metropolitan area compris-
ing Alexandria and the counties of Fair-
fax and Arlington, and in the eight
counties on the Virginia-Tennessee bor-
der.

On the last Sunday in April the met-
ropolitan areas adjacent to Washing-
ton, D.C., moved their clocks forward
1 hour. Then on the Monday following
Memorial Day—June 6—Richmond
caught up with Alexandria but was then
1 hour faster than Bristol and the eight
counties. In just 3 months, Richmond
will rejoin Bristol but will then be 1
hour behind Alexandria. On the last
Sunday in October Alexandria will lose
an hour and rejoin the rest of the State
until the cycle begins all over again next
spring.

To further complicate matters this
year, Bluefield and Pocahontas, Va., on
the West Virginia border ignored State
law and went on daylight time the last
Sunday of April because of the West
Virginia shift at that time.

What to do? Let me add my voice to
the growing chorus that it is time to un-
scramble time—the annual battle of
timetables and the time change puzzle
must be licked. An overwhelming sen-
timent nationwide has developed to the
effect that Congress must take the lead
in establishing peace—time uniformity.
My own people in Virginia say “Amen"
to this.

The Virginia State Legislature in early
1962 adopted two resolutions. One res-
olution requested Congress to presecribe
what time shall be applicable in the
eastern standard time zone of the United
States and, if different times are to pre-
vail at different times of the year, then
to establish the periods during which
such different times shall be observed.
The other resolution urged adjoining
States to join in requesting Congress
to take such action. These resolutions
were presented to the U.S. Senate in time
hearings during April 1962, by one of
the senior members of the Virginia State
Legislature, the Honorable Thomas N.
Frost.
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Mr. Frost also appeared in a similar
Senate hearing earlier this year to sup-
port uniform time legislation, since
adopted by the Senate. He presented a
letter from Governor Harrison, dated
April 23, 1965, which included the fol-
lowing statement:

Enactment of such legislation, in my judg-
ment, would be in the best interest of the
Nation and I trust that the Congress will act
favorably during this session. As you know,
the Virginia General Assembly has advocated
such an approach, and I am confident that
the legislation would meet with the approval
of the great majority of citizens.

How much more proof of clock chaos
is needed?

First. An airplane takes off in Wash-
ington and, according to the clocks, lands
at Newport News, Va., 5 minutes before
it was airborne.

Second. A high foreign dignitary early
in 1963 arrived in the United States an
hour early near Williamsburg because
someone failed to note that this partic-
ular area of Virginia had not yet joined
the rest of the State in daylight saving
time.

Third. In Virginia, bus schedules must
be revised and reprinted four times in 6
months each year.

Fourth, Due to the Virginia State law
the Official Bus Guide this year, effective
May 28, used two different systems of
telling time for our citizens, one by Trail-
ways and the other by Greyhound.
Think of how this would confuse not only
the general public but also the 25,000
travel agents trying to serve the public.

Congress has much to do but it also
“has time on its hands.” Let us help to
straighten out this crazy quilt of time
once and for all.

Mr. Speaker, I insert an editorial from
the Newport News Daily Press in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.
It is persuasive evidence of the need for
some corrective action:

ScoreCARD-TOTING TIME ARRIVES

Two events of the past few days make it
more certain than ever that many Americans
will be toting scorecards in their pockets.
Baseball season opened and that's one reason.
The other is that daylight saving time is

, and somebody who travels, or calls
back and forth needs to know what time it is
anywhere else in the Nation. Hence, the
scorecard.

One-third of the country goes into day-
light time today. Another third will set
watches ahead in a few weeks, on or about
the first week in June, and the rest of the
Nation won't observe daylight time at all.

We have no idea which States will change
clocks and when, so we won't be of much
help in filling out your d.s.t. scorecards.

Unfortunately, this wouldn't help much
even if we could, because in travellng about,
you'd have to have a calendar, too, to find
out when d.s.t. started.

Solution? There doesn’t appear to be one.

We can't possibly expect any mnational
agreement on the matter, because it ranks
next in controversial value to dog leashes,
insofar as we are able to determine.

A small step toward some degree of uni-
formity, however, is pending in Congress
now. It doesn't say each State should or
should not have ds.t., but it does require
standardization of the length of time every
State that does go on d.s.t. would make the
change. For Instance, it would make d.s.t.
mandatory from the last Sunday in April to
the last Sunday in October in those States
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which have d.s.t.,, but would have no effect
on those States which do not have the sum-
mer fast time.

Virginia, where time is neither fish nor
fowl, goes on d.s.t. on the first Monday after
Memorial Day holiday, which makes it pretty
late this year, and goes off on the midnight
before Labor Day.

Uniformity is the overriding need here, for
there is a time loss of 256 percent of the
working day when citles with d.s.t. try to
communicate with cities without fast time.
One office opens an hour earlier, the other
closes an hour later, and the 2 hours lost
are an important part of the 8-hour day.

But uniformity, alas, is not in the offing.
And chaos will continue to reign in the
sumimer.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, we design
rockets which take close-up pictures of
the Moon and Mars but we still struggle
along with antiquated methods of meas-
uring time, something which affects the
life of every person every day.

Atomic science now permits 1 second
to be divided accurately into 100 billion
equal parts. And scientific time meas-
uring devices can be so precisely set that
two of them would deviate no more than
1 second in 5,000 years.

Yet the United States remains “the
world’s worst timekeeper,” according to
Dr. William Markowitz, leading time
scientist at the U.S. Naval Observatory.

The reason for this, of course, is the
haphazard way daylight saving time is
illogically observed on widely varying
dates in different parts of the country.

Pennsylvania has no major problems
of uniformity within its borders—day-
light saving time starts the last Sunday
of April and ends the last Sunday of
October, as the pending legislation pro-
poses to make a national requirement.

Pennsylvania, however, does have its
own time antique—while towns and
other communities observe daylight sav-
ing time, State law requires that State
business be done on standard time.

The ridiculous result is that all State
office clocks remain on standard time
while everyone works on daylight sav-
ing time hours. This little fiction, I sup-
pose, preserves the sanctity of our laws.

What it really does, however, is expose
the horse-and-buggy means by which we
observe time.

While Pennsylvania has no uniformity
problem itself, the national time con-
fusion does affect our people as they
travel or communicate to other parts of
the country.

If the pending legislation became law,
one could at least be certain as to
whether or not daylight saving time was
being observed anywhere on a certain
date. This would contribute a lot to
public convenience and national effi-
cieney.

It is time for a real national overhaul
of our time observances and I strongly
support the pending legislation as a sig-
nificant step toward time sanity.

I commend the following news articles
to the House for consideration. They
well point up the time dilemma we find
ourselves in:

[From the Monessen (Pa.) Independent]

TIME MIXUP AGAIN

The popular attitude toward the summer
time mishmash that plagues this country
resembles that of the man who worried about
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his leaky roof when it rained but did noth-
ing about it on fine days. Americans fret
a good deal when the summer time chaos is
upon them and nothing immediately effec-
tive can be done about it, but in winter
they tend to put off consideration of the
matter.

The present state of affairs is a classic
illustration of this. There was a big hue and
cry last summer about how stupid it was for
8 modern country not to have a reasonably
uniform time setup. There was a lot of
public irritation at ridiculous discrepancies
in time, not only between States but within
States and sometimes from community to
community. All this led to demands for
congressional action at the earliest oppor-
tunity. Congress did nothing. Thus we
will have to live through a repetition of last
summer’s time mixup.

Some idea of just how mixed-up the time
situation is can be gained by considering a
few salient points. Thirty-one States ob-
serve daylight saving time; 19 States do not.
Twenty of the 31 did all start daylight sav-
ing time together on April 26, but that is
the last nod to the ideal of uniformity.
These States will go off daylight saving time
at varying times, some as early as August,
others not until October. The other 11 day-
light saving States will both start and stop
on a variety of dates. As in the past, the
motto seems to be: Let the traveler beware.

There is some hope that this will be the
last summer of chaos. Committees in both
Houses of Congress have turned the spot-
light on this matter. Bills are in the legis-
lative hoppers. The proposed uniform time
law would not solve the problem but it
would be a start. Congress should not let
another summer pass without action.

[From the Greensburg (Pa.) Tribune
Review]

TIME TINKERING

Congress, so it would appear, is moving a
step forward to end the perennial confusion
of some of the Nation's habit of going on
daylight summer time.

Legislation to establish uniform effective
dates for the summer time has passed the
Senate and now goes to the House, where
similar approval is expected.

This legislation would standardize start
of daylight time as of 2 am., the last Sun-
day in April, and be removed at the same
time the last Sunday in October. As the
procedure stands today the start and finish
of this time is largely left up to States and
individual communities, which has caused
considerable confusion in the country.

Over the years there have been many ad-
vocates of some sort of standardization in
summer recreation hours. As the situation
is today the transportation media has rather
a difficult time attempting to relate its
schedules to the whims of States and munici-
palities.

It might be wiser, therefore, for Congress
to go a step further in its time tinkering
and come up with a universal pattern. At
least this would end the annual confusion
that now prevails.

[From the New Kensington, Pa., Dispatch]
Many U.S. Argas TURN CLOCKES AHEAD

More than half the American people will
have to turn their clocks ahead 1 hour Sun-
day to conform with daylight saving time.

The change goes into effect at 2 a.m. (local
time) .

In 16 States, the change will be statewide.
In others, one or more areas of the State
will go on daylight saving time, while other
areas stay on standard time.

Some States remaining on standard time
next week will shift to daylight saving time
later in the spring.

Latest reports indicate a slight gain for
the daylight saving time advocates, many of
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whom would like to see the whole country on
daylight saving time all year as some sections
in Indiana are now.

New to the fold is Colorado, which will
turn the clocks Sunday for the first time.

Iowa adopted daylight saving time on a
statewide basis for the first time this year
by legislative action, but will have it only
from Memorial Day to Labor Day.

Wisconsin will begin daylight saving time
as usual Sunday, but by legislative action
will have an extra month of it, going back to
standard time at the end of October, rather
than as previously, in late September.

Generally statewide daylight saving time is
favored by populous States—New England,
the Middle Atlantic States, Illinois and Cali-
fornia. Others adopting statewide daylight
saving time include West Virginia, Nevada
and Washington.

But in other States the picture is not so
clear. In Ohio, 226 cities and communities
in the northeast and eastern parts of the
State will go on “fast” time Sunday. But
only 21 of Ohio's 88 countles will be affected
by daylight saving time and some of those
only in part.

Other States which will experience both
daylight saving time and standard times
within their borders during the summer are
Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, Kentucky,
Indiana, Michigan, Missourli, Minnesota,
South Dakota, New Mexico, Montana, Idaho
and Oregon.

Vast areas of the South and Southwest—
including Texas—ignore the whole idea.

Daylight saving time ends October 31 in
much of the East.

AMENDING THE TRADE EXPANSION
ACT OF 1962

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PeppER). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CoLLIER] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, the time
for amending the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 is long overdue. Today I wish to
join the other Members who also believe
that urgent action must be taken. When
this act reached the floor directly from
the executive branch of Government, it
was under a closed rule, which prevented
it from being justly araended. The House
taerefore, had little choice but to adopt
this overly liberal and damaging bill.
Existing tariff rates were cut by 50 per-
cent with but a few exceptions. Those
items with less than 5 percent duty, were
placed on the free list, and the more cau-
tious “peril point” provision which had
been in force for 10 years was abolished.

In 1955 a 15-percent tariff cut was al-
lowed; 1958 saw a 20-percent reduction,
and in 1962, the free-trade enthusiasts
made their mark by establishing the
50-percent reduction, or more than the
combined two previous reductions in our
tariff rates. The 800 witnesses appearing
before the committee on the rate reduc-
tion, apparently failed to make their
point. Hardly an exception was to be
found in the across-the-board 50 per-
cent reduction, and the “peril point” pro-
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tection was lost. The new act provided
for adjustment assistance to industries,
firms, and labor—and yet, to this date
not a single applicant has qualified for
such assistance. Seventeen have tried
for this assistance, including five labor
groups. The Tariff Commission has
turned down 16 of the 17, unanimously,
because the law does not clearly define
the degree of injury which is actionable.
This extremely liberal piece of legislation
is today implemented by the GATT nego-
tiations which are now moving along at
a snail's pace in Geneva. Here the
United States continues to commit it-
self to 50 percent reductions, and possibly
greater, with only “a bare minimum of
exceptions.”

With the flooding of our markets by
imports, many industries have and will
continue to take defensive measures. In
order to compete with low foreign labor
costs, and thus low product costs, large
amounts of money have been expended
to modernize equipment and procedures
to bring about economies in production.
This action has resulted in decreasing
the demand for large labor forces and
has a negative effect on employment, as
the new workers supplied by the popula-
tion growth are not absorbed. Another
option for our industry was to invest
heavily in plants abroad, buy into going
concerns, or purchase the foreign com-
pany outright. License arrangements,
by means of patent royalty agreements,
aid in supplementing the domestic com-
pany’s income, without actually going
abroad. We all realize, however, that
heavy investment abroad means more
American dollars flowing out of our
country and a worsening of our balance-
of-payments problems, which we are
striving so hard to correct through the
“see America first” and other programs
instituted by this administration.

The electronics industry provides a
typical example of the effects which
flooding imports have on the domestic
employment situation. The United
States gained an early lead in this in-
dustry and provided a great diversity of
electronic produets in the industrial, gov-
ernmental and military, and household
or consumer areas. The television, tape
recorder, and so forth, sector represents
the typical nonessential type of consumer
goods field, to which the economy looks
for employment.

This branch of the consumer industry
depends solely upon public acceptance
of the total product package—gadgetry,
cost, advertising, and so forth—and the
amount of income available for such
nonessentials. Although there is no ne-
cessity to purchase these types of prod-
ucts, the affluent Americans consider
them close to being essential. Automo-
biles were also considered luxury items
and today their production and sales are
major factors in our economy. Mass
production saw price reduction and new
layers of consumer purchasing power re-
sulting in a vast increase in sales. The
potential market is then expanded until
the lowest levels of income in our econ-
omy can afford these nonessentials.
Multiple unit consumption follows each
level of saturation. With the introduc-
tion of low-cost foreign products, our in-
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dustries scramble for more automation
to avoid the spiraling labor costs.

The market for necessities—that is,
food, is limited by a standard of national
consumption, only to be increased with
a growing population. Yet nonessen-
tials are very sensitive to the various cy-
cles and slight indications of our econ-
omy. The elastic demand of the elec-
tronic industry follows the confidence of
the consumer, as his income and spend-
ing increases. Military and Government
purchase of electronic goods depend on
the defense budget and the pace of space
exploration. Industrial electronics fol-
lows both the general economic picture
and the demand for consumer goods.

Imports began to register a serious im-
pact on consumer electronic employment
from 1958 forward, as compared with the
nonconsumer  branches—Government,
military, and industrial. Imported con-
sumer electronic goods were only $17.2
million in 1958, increased steadily to
$153 million in 1963 and were estimated
to exceed the 1963 figure by 15 percent
in 1964. Employment in the consumer
sector was 101,000 in 1954, fell to 66,500
in 1958, and after the recession rose
again to 83,000 in 1962, without ever
reaching the 100,000 level again. Em-
ployment in the military, governmental,
and industrial area grew from 91,500 in
1954 to 282,000 in 1962. Employment in-
creased threefold in the other areas of
electronics, while it declined some 17
percent in the consumer electronic field.
If employment in the consumer field kept
pace with the other areas, it would have
reached close to 300,000 in 1962, instead
of only 83,000. The nonconsumer seg-
ment is five times as large in the domes-
tic sales as in the consumer division, yet
the imports are less than a fourth of
those in consumer goods. The result has
been a heavy contribution to employment
by the nonconsumer sector and a con-
tribution to unemployment by the con-
sumer sector. Thus one can see the
sensitivity of the consumer sector to im-
ports.

Growing import competition forced our
manufacturers to purchase component
parts from foreign countries at a small
cost, leaving our small parts manufac-
turers in the cold. These lower levels of
domestic income suffered as a conse-
quence and were without employment,
along with the small manufacturer, who
lost his contracts. Our producers may
be able to lower their prices over the
longer period of years, as they did with
televisions, but foreign competition re-
fuses to wait, for they are ready now
with their low cost and high production
levels.

Great expansion of investment in the
consumer electronic field is dubious un-
der the present national trade policy.
Additional investment in automation
which would lower the cost per unit,
would be advisable if it didn’t have such
a negative effect on employment. If in-
dustry could be assured that further
tariff reduction wasn’t imminent, indus-
try could move judiciously, yet swiftly
toward a realistic program of cost reduc-
tion and a solution to the employment
problem.
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The electronic industry is but one ex-
ample of the situation faced by many of
the consumer industries today. Its fea-
tures are common enough to be shared
by all of those concerned with consumer
goods. We should take heed of the grave
warning signs it is displaying today and
provide corrective measures so that
America’s industries continue their in-
novations and provide jobs for our grow-
ing labor force. If we do not face up to
the problem today, we will find ourselves
buried in imports tomorrow. The need
will continue to increase for more com-
prehensive retraining programs, higher
antipoverty measures, and larger area
redevelopment projects.

With this in mind a bill should be
passed that provides that any product
whose imports have risen 75 percent
since 1958 and now occupies 72 percent
of domestic production, should be taken
off the list of products to be considered
for further tariff reductions. By hold-
ing the particular import to a propor-
tionate share of the expanding market,
the existing damage of unlimited im-
ports would not continually be reintro-
duced. The U.S. trade policies should
be subjected to congressional review
every year. They should be considered
in the light of our yearly expanding
economy and our world trade goals.
This is not an easy assignment, but must
be done to insure a favorable balance for
our home industries. The Ways and
Means Committee should therefore place
this bill high on its list, for immediate
consideration.

THE FEDERAL WATER COMMISSION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Ryan] is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, last week 1
introduced House Concurrent Resolution
457 expressing the sense of the Congress
that the Delaware River Basin Commis-
sion should immediately investigate the
feasibility of relocating Philadelphia’s
intake on the Delaware River. The ex-
isting intake is vulnerable to saltwater
incursion, and to protect it from this
threat New York City is presently re-
quired by Commission order to forego
daily 155 million gallons of drinking wa-
ter to which it is entitled under a U.S.
Supreme Court decree. This water is
spilled over into the Delaware from the
city’s reservoir for the purpose of hold-
ing back the salt front at Philadelphia’s
intake, although very little of it is ac-
tually withdrawn for use by that city.

House Concurrent Resolution 457 is de-
signed to spur action by a regional com-
mission on what may well be one of the
few remaining approaches which holds
any promise of enlarging the usable wa-
ter supply in the New York-Philadelphia
area. Since such an approach is only
possible now through a regional, multi-
state authority such as the Delaware
River Basin Commission, I want to ac-
knowledge the importance of the concept
and practice of regional water regulation
in this present drought crisis.

However, the present philosophy of re-
gional water control is inadequate to the
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challenge which we face today and will
surely face again. Only 3 weeks ago the
House and Senate passed the Water Re-
sources Planning Act of 1965. This
measure, involving the expenditure of
at least $120 million over the next 10
yvears by river basin commissions, will
set the direction of our water resource
planning for the coming decade. Yet
there is little comfort in this law for
most people living in the Maine-Wash-
ington-Cincinnati triangle now suffer-
ing acute drought conditions. The rea-
son, as I pointed out on July 13 at page
16554 of the REcorp, lies in a provision
added to the bill for the first time in con-
ference. The provision, section 3(d) of
the act, expressly forbids the Federal
Water Resource Council or any river
basin commission aecting under the law
to “study, plan, or recommend” the
transfer of waters between areas under
the jurisdiction of more than one com-
mission.

This limitation was apparently tailored
to the demands of Columbia River Basin
residents who feared the act would lead
to diversion of Columbia River water to
the Southwest. The actual effect of the
provision is, however, far broader, and
its impact on other areas dramatically
illustrates the total inadequacy of basin-
by-basin water resource control as the
governing premise of our national water
policy.

New York City's present plans for cop-
ing with its acute water shortage is a
clear case in point. New York City has
extensive water recovery and storage
facilities on the upper Delaware. These
have proved insufficient to meet simul-
taneously the requirements of both New
York City and Philadelphia. Conse-
quently, New York City plans to recon-
struct a water intake project on the Hud-
son River which it once started and
foolishly abandoned. This intake, un-
like Philadelphia’s intake on the Dela-
ware, is located near the conduits carry-
ing water from the Delaware reservoirs
to New York City. This will permit New
York to either use Hudson River waters
as an emergency substitute for Delaware
withdrawals or mix waters from the two
sources for the city's water supply.

Mr. Speaker, the river basin planning
concept of the Water Resources Planning
Act of 1965 stands foursquare against
this proposed project. None of the $15
million in Federal and matching funds
which the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission might receive in the next decade
could be used to support or perfeect it, if
a Hudson River Basin Commission comes
into being as it surely will, in response
to the availability of $15 million under
the act.

Instead of addressing itself to the ef-
fect of this prohibition on the North-
east, the brief Senate debate on the
Water Resource Planning Act conference
report centered on a just-released Presi-
dential directive to the Water Resources
Council, calling for a report within 7
days on the Northeast water crisis with
recommendations for Federal measures
to alleviate it.

This report, which was transmitted to
the President on July 21, must be a shock
as well as a disappointment to many of
those in the Northeast. The shock is due
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to the Council’s commendable candor in
concluding that the water emergency
will become increasingly serious during
the next year, possibly resulting in out-
right disaster conditions in several
States. The disappointment stems from
the inadequacy of the Council’s recom-
mendations for Federal action in view of
its own findings. The recommendations
are numerous, but mainly focus on tech-
nical assistance or credit extension to
State and local governments, special
relief for the farm economy, and
ominous contingency plans for mobiliza-
tion of civil defense agencies as well as
the Office of Emergency Planning.

Nowhere does the Council's report
indicate that it considered its mandate
in section 102 of the act to “maintain
a constant study of the adequacy of
administrative and statutory means for
the coordination of water and related
land resource policies.” Instead the
Council prefaces its recommendations
with the statement, “The paramount re-
sponsibility for providing local water
supplies traditionally and properly rests
with local jurisdictions.”

Mr. Speaker, to say the least, it is
ironic to assert flatly, in the course of a
report foretelling disaster, that the tradi-
tional way is the proper one. I would go
farther and say that one obvious reason
for the present crisis is the very lack of
coordination of our basic water policies
which the council declined to consider.
While we accept national coordination
in the development of our electric power
system, we still harbor the anachronistic
view that our water resource manage-
ment should reflect virtually every
theory of water use control ever con-
ceived by the mind of man. In keeping
with this we honor the law of capture
or prescription on the one hand, and
virtual socialization on the other. There
is a special water commission in one
State, while in another claimants must
press their case in ill-suited and erowded
courts. We exalt the geological integrity
of the river basin and at the same time
construct reservoirs and conduits which
establish the preeminence of demo-
graphic considerations.

In short, our water economy is not so
much mixed as it is scrambled. The ab-
sence of nationally applicable standards
and the failure to coordinate water pol-
lution control with water use regulations
has resulted in chronic misallocation of
this vital resource throughout the coun-
try. Now the water problem which lies
under the surface everywhere is pain-
fully exposed in that area of the country
which has been most inclined to take
water for granted and least receptive to
the changes which must come sooner
or later. Within the next year, while
the water shortage continues, there is
an opportunity to make these changes.

Mr. Speaker, today I have introduced
a measure entitled the Federal Water
Commission Act, based in large part on
the Model Water Use Act adopted in
1958 by the National Conference of Com-
missioners on Uniform State Laws. The
act would cover all water use or water-
polluting activity affecting any naviga-
ble, interstate, or coastal water in the
United States.
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Taking or pollution of these waters
would be governed by uniform Federal
standards aimed at insuring that they
are employed only for beneficial uses.
A five man Federal Water Commission,
modeled after the Federal Power Com-
mission, would administer and enforce
the law.

The key provision of the bill authorizes
the Commission to require and issue
permits for all uses of water resources
covered by the bill, including any ac-
tivity which results in water pollution.
The Federal permit procedure spe-
cifically protects existing uses so long as
they remain beneficial and serve the pub-
lic interest. Householders taking water
directly from wells or streams for nor-
mal domestic use are exempted from
the permit procedure.

Permits issued by the Commission
would continue in effect for a minimum
period of 5 years. This provision, al-
though working to the disadvantage of
a regional, State, or local government
which quickly corrected the shortcom-
ings in its own laws, would remove the
market-depressing element of uncer-
tainty which would otherwise affect sales
of water-related assets. Further, the
bill provides serupulous procedural safe-
guards and unqualified right of appeal in
connection with a decision to invoke the
Federal licensing procedure.

Another major provision of the bill
authorizes the Commission to suspend
the application of Federal licensing pro-
cedures when it finds, after a hearing,
that regional, State, or local regulations
will adequately effectuate the purposes
of the act. This suspension or retroces-
sion of jurisdiction over Federal waters
would be subject to routine review after
5 years, and extraordinary reconsidera-
tion at an earlier date, if an investigation
and hearing reveal that a particular ju-
risdiction had fallen below Federal
standards in its water use policy.

The bill also provides the Commission
with the powers to deal with two classes
of acute problems: water shortages and
water emergencies. Where the Commis-
sion finds that a shortage exists or is de-
veloping, it may take such steps as re-
quiring water rotation, barring new
water uses, and prorating available sup-
plies among existing users. Where these
steps are inadequate to protect public
health and safety, the Commission may
take more urgent measures, such as out-
right water rationing and emergency ap-
propriation of private water supplies.

Of course, after the Federal Water
Commission is in operation, it should de-
velop a long range plan of allocation. If
this plan is executed properly, shortages
will be anticipated, and we will not live
from crisis to crisis.

Finally, the hill makes two changes in
the Water Resources Planning Act of
1965. First, it deletes altogether the ban
on planning interbasin water transfers.
Second, it recasts the Water Resource
Council in the role of an advisory com-
mittee to the Commission. This con-
forms the Council’s role to the original
1956 proposal of the Presidential Ad-
visory Committee on Water Resource
Policy, which envisaged the Council as
an advisory committee to a water re-
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source coordinator who would be in turn
responsible to the President.

Mr. Speaker, the principal effect of
my bill would be to establish a Federal
Water Commission as a water policy re-
view board, dealing chiefly with the laws
and regulations of other governmental
agencies and political subdivisions. As
such, it should be acceptable in principle
to those who have confidence in the wis-
dom of their region’s allocation of its
water resources and wish to retain dis-
cretionary control at the regional or local
level.

The Federal Government has respond-
ed to the critical water shortage in the
Northeast with prompt technical assist-
ance to regional, State and local authori-
ties.

However, Federal action thus far has
failed to face the hard fact that we must
have an integrated national policy of
water conservation, water development,
and water pollution control. It is in-
conceivable and, in view of the present
crisis, intolerable to reject the principle
of Federal coordination for water re-
sources when we now embrace it actively
in developing a national electric power
grid. Water is quite obviously a scarcer
resource and far more vulnerable to the
devastating caprices of mnature. The
Federal Water Commission bill I have
introduced today would close this glaring
gap in our nation's resource policy in a
way consistent with both existing re-
gional differences and the paramount
necessity of securing an ample, constant
gater supply for all citizens of the United

tates.

IN ORDER THAT THE UNITED NA-
TIONS MAY BE EFFECTIVE IN
VIETNAM, WE MUST REHABILI-
TATE IT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PEp-
PER). Under previous order of the House,
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
REevuss] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the body of the
REecorp in connection with my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the Pres-
ident deserves high praise for his action
last week in invoking the United Na-
tions in the Vietnam situatior.. By his
letter to Secretary General U Thant ask-
ing “that all the resources, energy, and
immense prestige of the United Nations
be employed to find ways to bring peace
in Vietnam,” and by his instructing Am-
bassador Arthur Goldberg to communi-
cate the matter to the members of the
Security Council, we have shown that we
respect the United Nations and intend
to use it.

What comes out of the United Na-
tions depends on what its members are
willing to put into it. I therefore hope
and pray for a United Nations call for
a cease-fire, for United Nations-spon-
sored negotiations between all interested
parties, for United Nations supervised
elections to enable the people of South
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Vietnam to decide their own future, and
for a United Nations program of eco-
nomic development for all of southeast
Asia.

The case for United Nations respon-
sibility for southeast Asia was well stated
15 years ago by then Secretary of State
Dean Acheson in his January 12, 1950,
speech to the National Press Club in
Washington:

What is the situation in regard to the
military security of the Pacific area, and
what is our policy in regard to it?

In the first place, the defeat and the dis-
armament of Japan has placed upon the
United States the necessity of assuming the
military defense of Japan so long as that is
required, both in the interest of our security
and in the interests of the security of the
entire Pacific * * *.”

This defensive perimeter runs along the
Aleutians to Japan and then goes to the
Ryukyus. We hold important defense posi-
tions in the Ryukyu Islands, and those we
will continue to hold * * *.

The defensive perimeter runs from the
Ryukyus to the Philippine Islands. Our de-
fensive relations with the Philippines are
contained in agreements between us. Those
agreements are being loyally carried out and
will be loyally carried out.

So far as the military security of other
areas in the Pacific is concerned, it must be
clear that no person can guarantee these
areas against military attack. * * * Should
such an attack occur—one hesitates to say
where such an armed attack could come
from—the initial reliance must be on the
people attacked to resist it and then upon
the commitments of the entire civilized
world under the charter of the United
Nations which so far has not proved a weak
reed to lean on by any people who are de-
termined to protect their independence
against outside aggression.

Those words were valid then, and they
are valid now.

The President’s action in involving the
United Nations is itself the best answer
to those in high places who have been
raising all manner of objections to in-
volving the United Nations.

It is said that the United Nations can-
not play a useful role where the great
powers are involved. In fact, the United
Nations has more than once intervened
effectively in just such a case. In 1950,
despite the opposition of the Soviet
Union, the defense of South Korea was
mounted under the banner of the United
Nations. While the Korean United Na-
tions action escaped a Russian veto be-
cause Russia had absented herself from
the Secuitry Council, the possibility of
United Nations action even had there
been a Russian veto was assured by the
invention of the “uniting for peace" pro-
cedure under which the General As-
sembly can act. In the Middle East con-
flict of 1956, a United Nations cease-fire
was obtained against the force of the
United Kingdom and France, which, to
their credit, respected the cease-fire. In
the Congo and Cyprus, the United Na-
tions played a role where the great powers
were indirectly involved. Great powers
as well as small are likewise not exempt
from the United Nations writ in Vietnam.

It is said that there is no role for the
United Nations in Vietnam because North
Vietnam and Communist China have re-
jected and ridiculed a United Nations
role. Their objection is as irrelevant as
the unheeded objection of North Korea
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to United Nations action in 1950. Cer-
tainly it was never intended that the ag-
gressor should decide whether he would
be subject to United Nations peacekeep-
ing action.

Equally, it is irrelevant that North
Vietnam and Communist China are not
members of the United Nations. Article
II of the U.N. Charter expressly states:

The organization shall insure that states

which are not members act in accordance
with United Nations prineiples.

It is said that our invoking the United
Nations will be taken as a sign of weak-
ness by our adversaries, and as a har-
binger of American withdrawal. But
President Johnson's signals are hardly
those of weakness; and the evidence so
far certainly points to no misapprehen-
sion by North Vietnam and Communist
China on this score.

It is said that our invocation of the
United Nations would lead to acrimoni-
ous debate in the Security Council and
the General Assembly on the U.S. posi-
tion. But such debate, in and out of
the United Nations, is sure to occur any-
way. It will have infinitely less founda-
tion if we show our respect for article I
of the United Nations Charter, which de-
fines its purpose as “to maintain inter-
national peace and security, and to that
end to take effective collective measures
for the prevention and removal of
threats to the peace.”

It is said that invocation of the United
Nations would force the Soviet Union
into the arms of Communist China, and
heal the breach caused by differing views
of violent takeovers by “‘wars of libera-
tion.” The Soviet Union in any event
faces the dilemma posed by conflicting
desires: On the one hand, to avoid
heightened danger of conflict with the
United States and, on the other hand,
to show itself the champion of world
communism.

If the Soviet Union is not going to in-
tervene militarily against us in Vietnam
without our going to the United Nations,
I cannot see her intervening militarily if
we do go to the United Nations with a
set of peace aims that are instinet with
justice for all the world to see. No one
can tell whether the Soviet Union will op-
pose, or veto, formal United Nations ac-
tion, if it comes to that. But if there is
a Soviet veto, there is then the General
Assembly, under the uniting-for-peace
procedure.

It is said, finally, that if all other
United Nations procedures of mediation,
arbitration, and recommendation are ex-
hausted, and the matter then comes be-
fore the General Assembly, the General
Assembly may decline to take action or
vote it down. I do not for a moment
concede the point: If we will now move
to rehabilitate the United Nations, I am
confident that the requisite majority of
the General Assembly would take a stand
for peace and for the independence of
small nations. But even if the United
Nations should in the end shirk its re-
sponsibility, we shall at least have shown
our dedication to the United Nations and
our willingness to abide by our commit-
ments under the Charter,
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But as a matter of the first urgency,
we must overcome the present paralysis
in the United Nations caused by the
year-old dispute about the financing of
prior United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ations in the Middle East and in the
Congo. The Soviet Union and France
are both more than 2 years in arrears in
paying their assessments on peacekeep-
ing forces which they opposed. Under
the letter of article 19, they are thus sub-
ject to the loss of their votes in the Gen-
eral Assembly. Last August the Con-
gress, with administration encourage-
ment, passed a concurrent resolution
calling on the permanent U.S. delegate
to the United Nations to “make every ef-
fort to assure invocation of article 19.
The Soviet Union threatened to with-
draw if denied its vote, and there was a
good chance that France would do like-
wise. The result was that the last ses-
sion of the General Assembly ended in
paralysis, with no votes allowed to be
taken.

The confrontation in the United Na-
tions stemming from our concurrent res-
olution of last summer, if it is still in ef-
fect when the General Assembly con-
venes next month, will result either in
our defeat or in the withdrawal of the
Soviet Union and France from the world
organization. For that reason, I intro-
duced last April House Concurrent Reso-
lution 386, which will permit our perma-
nent delegate to the United Nations flex-
ibility in handling the article 19 prob-
lem, and not compel him to torpedo the
United Nations when it meets. For the
future, we should support the proposi-
tion that General Assembly peacekeep-
ing operations be financed by voluntary
contributions. For the past, the United
States, while remaining zealous to in-
voke article 19 against the countries in
arrears in their regular United Nations
dues, should not press article 19 on the
Middle East and Congo special assess-
ments.

Congress has just a few weeks to act
before September is upon us. I hope
that the State Department will act upon
House Concurrent Resolution 386, or
some similar resolution, to end the
United Nations impasse. When the
United Nations is revivified, it will be able
to play a meaningful role in bringing
peace to Vietnam.

Of one thing I am sure—that the
American people wholeheartedly support
a United Nations role in Vietnam. In
an opinion poll conducted in Milwaukee
by the Milwaukee Sentinel, and reported
in the Sentinel for August 2, 1965, 70
percent of those asked, “Do you feel it
is time for the United Nations to step
in to find ways to halt this aggression
and bring peace to Vietnam?” answered
“Yes;” T percent said *“No,” with 18 per-
cent saying “Don’t know,” and 5 percent
not answering. I include the Milwaukee
Sentinel story:

Porn Finps SurpPorT FOR L.B.J.—TU.S. BuiLp-
UP IN VIETNAM BACKED
(By C. Brooks Smeeton)

The majority of Milwaukee area residents
support President Johnson’s commitment to
a stepped up role for the United States in
the Vietnam war.
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This is despite the fact that almost one-
half of those polled feel the President's
decision to double the draft call and to in-
crease the U.S. fighting strength is risking
a major war with Red China.

More than 6 out of 10 persons agree with
President Johnson's order to double the
monthly draft calls from 17,000 to 35,000
and to send 50,000 more men to South Viet-
nam.

This compares with only about 1 in 5
(19 percent) who disagree with the idea, or
(18 percent) who don’t know.

One hundred persons were interviewed by
telephone for the Sentinel by the research
department of the Journal Co., Of those
who participated in the poll, 59 percent were
women and 41 percent were men.

Interviewers asked individuals throughout
the metropolitan Milwaukee area for their
opinions about the statement last Wednes-
day on Vietnam by President Johnson.

Almost half—47 percent—said that they
read about it in the newspaper while almost
one-third—28 percent—listened to or
watched the speech on radio or television.

The results revealed that 40 percent agree
that this action on the part of the
United States will bring peace eventually.
Twenty percent were in disagreement; 35
percent replied they didn’'t know and 5 per-
cent did not answer.

“If we didn't do it now it would lead to
total war,” said Howard Bruchkauser, 2709
East Whitaker Avenue, St. Franecis.

Also in agreement was Thomas K. Ander-
son, 3455 South 104th Street, Greenfield.
He said, "I like the forwardness in the Pres-
ident’s stand. It's time we show them that
we mean business and we will fight to pro-
tect our freedom.”

Walter Waech, 4853 North 66th Street,
indicated he felt the same way when he re-
plied, “It's the old Teddy Roosevelt theory
of ‘carry a big stick’ We've been horsing
around too long.”

SAME AS KOREA

There were some who disagreed. In the
opinion of John H. Ebbe, 3234 South 82d
Street, “It’s the same as Korea—fighting to
establish a status quo.”

Forty-eight percent of those polled felt
the action by the United States is risking a
major war with Red China. Twenty-nine
percent said they did not think so, while 19
percent saild they didn’t know.

The women (almost 50 percent) were more
apprehensive than the men (46 percent)
about the possibility of this country getting
into a war with Communist China,

Seven out of ten of the participants in the
survey sald that it was time for the United
Nations to step in to find ways to halt this
aggression and bring peace to Vietnam.

Among those who felt this was Eldon Zich,
16032 Riviera Drive, New Berlin, who said,
“I've felt that way for a long time. It’s the
job for the U.N. They should have tried to
keep peace.”

EASIER THAN FORCE

John Kallas, 2574 South 35th Street, said,
“I believe in the U.N. They can settle prob-
lems easier than brute force.”

Donald Weber, 5856 North 6lst Street,
sald, “It's part of United Nations business
to do this. They have made no noticeable
effort as yet.”

Oscar Murphy, Jr., 2058-A North 12th
Street, sald, “The United States got them-
selves into it, so they should get themselves
out.”

William Anderson, 3702 West Sarnow
Street, said, “I am negative on United Na-
tions. They don't have too much to say.
They're too far to the left.”

Mrs. Ray Wotta, 2545 South 66th Street,
said, “The United Nations will never settle
anything.”
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Here are the Sentinel poll questions and
the results:
“Did you happen to listen or watch Presi-

dent Johnson's speech Wednesday on
Vietnam?"

Percent
e o G L ) s B e 28
dy avise o e s e e e R S S e 69
e T S e e e R S R 3

“Did you read In the newspaper about
President Johnson's statement on Vietnam?"

Percent
A ot e s e g = 00 o e RS e 47
B e e 50
D ABEWEE L LUl el R D 3

“Do you agree or disagree with President
Johnson's decision to double the monthly
draft calls from 17,000 to 35,000 and to send
50,000 more men to South Vietnam?"

Percent
e e s B S R L 61
a o e o s L. () 19
T DO HOW o =i i s e i 18
3y (T A, S e S e LR b R A, 2

“Do you agree or disagree that this action
on the part of the United States will bring
peace eventually?”

Percent
F s S L Ty LR RN e - e 40
0T S R STl S ey ek e SRR kY 20
PonotERow. ool s e 35
NORNROE i i L 5

“Do you feel it is time for the United Na-
tions to step in to find ways to halt this
aggression and bring peace to Vietnam?”

Percent
Yes_ e S A s R 70
Dl e o 0 e s o o i S 7
I I L Y 0 s et 4 e 18
B N e e i 5

“Do you feel this action by the United
States is risking major war with Red China?"

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. I will be delighted to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. COHELAN., I want to congratu-
late the gentleman for the very impor-
tant statement he is making to the House
this afternoon. I should like to associate
myself with his remarks.

I was personally very pleased that the
President in his press conference last
Wednesday stated that he had sent Am-
bassador Goldberg with a special mes-
sage to Secretary General U Thant urg-
ing him to make full use of the resources
of the UN. in bringing the war from
the battlefield to the conference table.
I have been urging that this be done for
some months now. I also have been en-
couraging every official of our admin-
istration with whom I have talked to
make every effort to include the United
Nations in every step and that it be en-
couraged to play a larger role in this
effort.

However, my question to the gentle-
man at this point, in light of some of
the comments he has made about the
prospects of the United Nations perhaps
being turned down, is that I notice in
the United Press International dispatch
this morning that North Vietnam has
ruled out any United Nations role in
bringing the war to the conference table
or for any international settlement. So
I ask the gentleman, Do you really think
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it is possible we can get the other party
to the conference table or to the United
Nations in light of what they have had
to say?

Mr. REUSS., Yes. Hanoi in the past
has shown its contempt for the United
Nations, and it has done so again in
the last 24 hours. However, I remind the
gentleman that the United Nations Char-
ter, article 2, expressly states, and I
quote:

The organization shall insure that States
which are not members act in accordance
with United Nations principles.

So the mere fact that North Vietnam
resists United Nations action, and is not
a member of the United Nations, is
irrelevant.

Equally in 1950, North EKorea resisted
the U.N. action and was not a member of
the UN. Yet that did not stop the U.N.
from assuming what I think history will
regard as an important role in damping
down that threat to world peace. I do
not want to minimize the difficulties of
the situation, but I do not think that
the intransigence of North Vietnam offers
the slightest excuse for the U.N. to
shirk its responsibilities.

Mr. COHELAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, did I understand him clear-
ly in respect to the parties with whom
we should negotiate? Do I understand
that the gentleman includes any and all
parties that might properly be associated
with an honorable settlement? By this
I mean the National Liberation Front,
the Vietcong, or any other party, that
may be present and available to negoti-
ate. Is that not correct?

Mr. REUSS. Yes. I said all parties
and I mean all parties, including those
who are now most responsible for carry-
ing on the conflict, that is, the Vietcong.
President Johnson in his press confer-
ence of last week indicated if the North
Vietnamese wished to bring along the
Vietcong or the National Liberation
Front to negotiations, that would be ac-
ceptable, and that statement speaks for
itself. Speaking for myself, I would
think we have to negotiate with whom-
ever our opponents are, and we can leave
juridical considerations as to whether a
group of people is a government or not to
one side. They are the people who are
firing at us, and they will have to be
dealt with.

Mr. COHELAN. Now, if the gentle-
man will yield further at this point on
just one other matter before he com-
pletes his comprehensive statement.

As the gentleman well knows from our
own discussions, from discussions with
very distinguished colleagues of ours in-
cluding the gentleman from New York
[Mr. BingHAM] who at one time was a
delegate to the United Nations, and with
members of the administration, there has
been concern expressed about us going to
the United Nations at this point and pos-
sibly causing some embarrassment, par-
ticularly in relation to article 19.

Now I realize the gentleman has com-
mented on article 19, and we have to do
something about this. But I wonder if
he would concentrate on the guestion of
the reservations that are entertained by
some of our colleagues who are equally
anxious to bring the United Nations
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pressure to bear in this terrible situation
in southeast Asia.

Mr. REUSS. I thank the genfleman
for asking that question. I would say
two things in reply to him.

First, as to the tactics and timing of
our United Nations invocation, on which
we are now happily embarked, I believe
that the tactics and timing must very
much be left to those who are directly
in charge of the day-to-day conduct of
our foreign policy. Thus I do not call
this afternoon for any particular resolu-
tion to be presented before any particu-
lar body of the United Nations at any
particular time. It may well be that the
initial step taken, of having Ambassador
Goldberg simply lodge the matter in-
formally before the 11 members of the
Security Council, is a good initial pro-
ceeding. I well recognize that to take
a frozen formal position at the outset
might not be the most productive way to
proceed. So my first answer to the
gentleman’s question is that the impor-
tant thing is that we are now before the
United Nations. We are not any longer
being disrespectful of it by refusing to
come before the United Nations. And
this I consider half or two-thirds of the
battle.

I would hope that our timing and
tactics will prove fruitful in the days and
weeks and months to come.

The second point I would make has to
do with article 19; and that is that what-
ever we do with the United Nations is
totally dependent upon our putting the
United Nations back on its feet again.
It is now in a state of paralysis owing to
the assessments dispute, and we must
move fast to see that some sort of a work-
able compromise can be arrived at on
that, so that the United Nations when it
meets in New York next month may be
once again a going institution.

I point out to the gentleman that this
will require action by the U.S. Congress,
because the Congress has presently sad-
dled our permanent representative at the
United Nations with a rather inflexible
resolution which in effect requires that
on opening day of the new General As-
sembly, he has got to challenge the right
of France and of the Soviet Union to vote,
and both countries, if that challenge were
upheld, would be highly likely to leave
the United Nations and thus start the
tragic course toward a repetition of the
last days of the ill-fated League of
Nations.

Therefore, it is in my judgment vital
that the State Department and Congress
move within the next few weeks, prefer-
ably the next few days, to clarify our
directive of last summer which was made
in good faith—I voted for it, and so, I be-
lieve, did the gentleman from California,
with all other Members—but, in effect,
our confrontation strategy of last year
regrettably did not work, and we are
now confronted with a larger question of
whether we wish the United Nations to
continue.

I believe the American people want the
United Nations to econtinue. In a poll
conducted in my own community of Mil-
waukee over the weekend by the Mil-
waukee Sentinel, 70 percent of the per-
sons queried on whether they wished the
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U.N. participation in Vietnam said yes,
they did; only 7 percent said no; 18 per-
cent said they did not know, and 5 per-
cent did not answer.

So that I think the American people
share the faith of the gentleman from
California and myself and so many other
Members that the United Nations does
have an inspiring role to play in world
peace if only we will do our part in put-
ting it on its feet again.

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentle-
man for amplifying this point, and again
I want to express my complete agreement
with what he has had to say.

I shall have further questions of the
gentleman as the gentleman proceeds.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, because of
the lateness of the hour I am going to
exercise my permission to insert mate-
rials in the REecorp and conclude my
formal remarks by expressing the deep
hope that the State Department will
shortly act on the question of the U.N.
impasse, that it will give a favorable
report on the resolution which I intro-
duced last April to give our representa-
tive, Ambassador Goldberg, more flexibil-
ity on the article 19 question or perhaps
come up with some similar resolution, so
that the United Nations may be revivified
and thus able to play a meaningful role
in bringing peace to Vietnam.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. I yield to my colleague
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman from Wisconsin
for his timely discussion of a most urgent
question, a question which is of vital con-
cern to the security of our Nation as well
as to the future of the world.

Particularly, Mr. Speaker, I feel it is
worth noting the point which the gentle-
man has developed, which is that before
we can return to the United Nations for
assistance in settling the Vietnam prob-
lem, we must first work out the problems
that have kept the General Assembly
from functioning over the past year.
Because most of the small nations do not
want to see in the General Assembly a
confrontation between the United States,
the Soviet Union, and France on the
question of paying these assessments for
the peacekeeping costs, we are going to
have to recognize this as a reality and
proceed to find other ways to move ahead
so that the General Assembly can con-
tinue to act and function in dealing with
problems around the world.

I might say, if the gentleman will yield
further for a moment, that there is one
point that I believe the gentleman
touched upon with which I surely concur.
That is the argument that by taking the
issue of Vietnam to the Security Counclil,
we would force the Soviet Union into a
position of representing North Vietnam
thereby committing the Soviet Union to
a firmer and harder line than that to
which it is presently committed.

It seems to me that while this ques-
tion or consideration once had validity,
today we find the Soviet Union furnish-
ing not only economic aid but substan-
tial military assistance, including sur-
face-to-air missiles for North Vietnam,
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and warning our Government about the
grave risks that we face in our course of
conduct over there and demanding the
withdrawal of American forces from
South Vietnam.

It would seem to me that it would be
hard to get the Soviet Union more deeply
committed to a defensive posture on be-
half of North Vietnam than that to which
it is already committed as a result of its
common interest with North Vietnam as
a member of the Communist group of
nations.

I do not know if the gentleman from
Wisconsin has pursued that point to the
degree that we have discussed earlier,
but I do believe that this consideration
which, as I say, once had validity, no
longer does have the validity that it may
have had in the earlier months.

Mr. REUSS. I agree with the gentle-
man from Minnesota that while the
question of the involvement of the Soviet
Union in the question of a U.N. presence
in South Vietnam is a serious one, it
deserves a fair discussion.

I believe, on balance, that the case is
overwhelmingly in favor of going to the
U.N., and letting the chips fall where
they may. The Soviet Union has al-
ready found it necessary, because of its
position in the Communist world, to take
very considerable steps to aline itself
with North Vietnam.

I do not see how that alinement is go-
ing to become any worse by reason or our
bringing the matter before the United
Nations.

Certainly, if in a given situation the
Soviet Union, before we take the matter
to the United Nations, is not going to
take military step X against us, then
equally the Soviet Union is not going to
take military step X simply because we
went to the United Nations. The United
Nations invests us with a much better
world standing than we have through
ignoring the United Nations. So I
think we are better off with respect to
the Soviet Union and everybody else
through going to the United Nations.

The second point I would like to make
is that the worst that the Soviet Union
can do to us in the United Nations, if
it comes to that—I hope it will not—is to
veto such resolutions as have been of-
fered in the Security Council by us, or
any other member. There is then
available to us the General Assembly,
under a procedure invented because of
the Soviet Union’s veto power. There is
that great forum, with its 114 member
nations, where I am confident a justly
conceived and stated American case can
attract the majority of votes.

Mr. FRASER. There is another con-
sideration which might be worth de-
veloping. In the earlier years many peo-
ple had in mind asking the United
Nations to declare the actions on the
part of North Vietnam to be acts of
aggression and calling upon the United
Nations for support in meeting that ag-
gression. It is true we could go to the
United Nations today and ask the Se-
curity Council or the General Assembly
to declare that aggression is being waged
by North Vietnam and call on them for
help. That is one course of action that
is open, but it seems to me in light of
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recent developments and in the changing
complexities of the situation we are more
likely to urge the United Nations to take
a peace-seeking role.

Mr. REUSS. Rather than in a police
force role?

Mr. FRASER. Yes. Leaving aside the
question of aggression, you could go to
the Security Council or to the General
Assembly and seek through their offices
to find a resolution to this conflict. In
such a case the Soviet Union would not
find itself pressed to defend North Viet-
nam and thereby become more deeply
committed as some fear. What has been
established since the United Nations has
been in business is that they will recog-
nize overt aggression and will act to meet
such aggression. That was demonstrated
in the case of Korea, although it is true
Russia was not in the Security Council
at that time; nevertheless, the other
nations all recognized North Korea was
invading South Korea, and they did au-
thorize a United Nations force to take
action in support of South Korea.

But here we have a war in which there
are arguments about the nature of the
war., Some call it a civil war just as we
had a civil war between the North and
South here in the United States. Others
say the moral issues are obscured be-
cause the United States did not support
the elections provided under the Geneva
agreement. There are moral questions
raised by those who discuss Vietnam.
Where there are some complexities and
an argument about whether or not there
is truly aggression, we do have one other
route to follow, and that is the route of
self-determination. There is no dis-
pute about the issue that the people of
the area ought to decide by the ballot
box rather than by bullets what kind of
leadership they want. It is here we
could move forward, and the United Na-
tions can play an extremely useful role.

The value of moving in this direction
is that if we advocate self-determina-
tion and if we say we are prepared to
accept a vote by the people of South
Vietnam—and I was happy to see that
the President took that position the
other day in his speech—then it seems
to me that puts us clearly on the moral
side, on the side of the angels. What
ever disputes there are about the origins
of this war or the morality of it, if we
can go to the United Nations and say we
are prepared to ask their good offices and
their help in creating machinery to
carry out some kind of a political deci-
sion process such as the use of the ballot
box with a referendum or by an election
of some kind, this would be consistent
with the highest purposes of the United
Nations. It would be consistent with
the spirit of the small new nations for
which self-determination stands as per-
haps the highest political principle of any
that are abroad in the world today.

Before I ask the gentleman to com-
ment on this, I might mention a proposal
that the President could make. This is
only for illustrative purposes. He
might say, for example, to the United
Nations that we are prepared to support
a United Nations sponsored referendum
in South Vietnam on the question of the
political leadership that the people de-
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sire—with the questions to be framed
under United Nations jurisdiction.

Further, he could suggest that a cease-
fire take place in South Vietnam so that
the United Nations representatives would
have access to all of South Vietnam in
carrying out such an election.

Third, he could say that if these steps
are agreed upon, and this would involve,
I think, a direct contact by the United
Nations with the Vietcong or with the
national liberation front, if those steps
could be agreed upon, then of course we
would suspend bombing in the North
and agree to abide by the outcome of
the election, as we would expect all other
nations to do.

Now I recognize the many problems
that exist in this proposal. I recognize
that the United Nations really has not
done this before. But necessity is the
mother of invention and if there should
be some willingness to proceed to allow
the people of South Vietnam, who are the
people whose interests are ultimately at
stake, to make a decision by going to the
ballot box—if we could move in that
direction through the United Nations, it
seems to me this would clearly put us
square with the world and our own con-
science and the highest principles of
American democracy.

Mr. REUSS. The gentleman, as he
always does, has made good sense. I
think his proposal is a sound one.

I would add that it is in no way in-
consistent with the observations of Presi-
dent Johnson at his press conference last
week. Indeed, it simply carries out and
makes a little more definite what was
said there by the President.

The gentleman has well said that,
while these things have not been done
in exactly this way by the United Nations
before, the fact is the United Nations
Charter, like the great Constitution of
this country and like the British Com-
mon-Law Constitution, is capable of in-
finite adjustment, within its four corners,
to the turn of events.

Specifically, I think a combination of a
United Nations directed cease-fire which
of course, would operate on our bombers
and would operate on the Vietcong and
on North Vietnam and on the Saigon
government; the suggestion for United
Nations-sponsored negotiations; and the
suggestion, which I think is perhaps the
most important of all, for United Na-
tions supervised elections in South Viet-
nam—this is the essence of a proposal
which, if made a little more formally by
our Government, and I think we are
reaching in that direction now, will ap-
peal to the sense of justice of people the
world over. After all, that is our only
refuge and strength. I think the gen-
tleman has made a real contribution.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. COHELAN. The gentleman has
cataloged the points that are important
in any kind of United Nations proposal
which would lead to free election ma-
chinery to determine the future of Viet-
nam and/or of South Vietnam.

My question at this point relates to
the machinery. While it is true that we
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could organize elections, I think it is
pretty clear one of the reasons we failed
to sign the Geneva accords in 1954 was
because we could not get U.N. guaran-
teed and supervised elections.

My question to the gentleman is:
What do we propose? What can we pro-
pose? What techniques and methods
will be suggested or can be suggested to
arrange for the peacekeeping costs?
Obviously, if there is a cease-fire it is
highly desirable to have an enforcible
cease-fire under U.N. supervision. Given
some of the difficulties of which we are
all aware, what does the gentleman en-
vision as the means for sorting this one
out?

Mr. REUSS. Of course, the costs of a
United Nations-supervised election would
be negligible and could be borne out of
regular United Nations dues, and there
would be no problem, because there has
been no disposition on the part of mem-
bers generally to refuse to pay their dues.

If, however, a United Nations peace-
keeping presence of some sort may be
necessary, a United Nations police
force—bear in mind that in my collogquy
with the gentleman from Minnesota just
a moment ago I agreed that there were
other U.N. funections and operations
which seemed to be more significant right
now—in Vietnam or anywhere else in the
world, I should think in the future, to
the extent that the General Assembly of
the United Nations set up a police force,
the financing should be done on a volun-
tary basis, just as a world organization
like the International Development As-
sociation, before it makes up a consor-
tium, goes to the various members and
says, “How much can we put you down
for?” If the member says, “Nothing on
this one,” the IDA secretary says, “Fine,
we will put you down for nothing.”

So, with respect to future General As-
sembly peacekeeping forces, because of
their exacerbating nature on some of the
members, it would not hurt to make their
financing voluntary.

If it be said that then the United States
may in a given case bear the lion’s share
of the burden, I would answer by saying,
first, only if the United States agreed,
and, second, how much better it would be
if we were today bearing the lion’s share
and more than the lion’s share of the
burden in South Vietnam under the ban-
ner of the United Nations, and with the
help of numerous other members of the
United Nations. How much ahead, both
financially and morally, we would be.

I believe, in answer to the question of
the gentleman from California, there are
ways of working out even expensive
peacekeeping forces without wrenching
the United Nations apart.

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, will the
genfleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. I was interested in the
question of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and the response by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

There is an additional procedure which
could be followed by the United Nations
which would also, I believe, provide addi-
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tional flexibility. I refer to creating a
peacekeeping fund in advance, in a pre-
determined amount—it might be $500
million or some other figure—which
would have the value of insulating a par-
ticular peacekeeping operation from the
request for support of that fund. One
cannot insulate it entirely, and it may
depend on the magnitude of the peace-
keeping operation.

I might say that one of the objections
raised to the idea of having a peace-
keeping fund established in advance is
the possibility that the smaller nations,
who control the General Assembly, might
undertake to go off on their own and
initiate some kind of action which we
would not feel was in the interest of the
United States. I mention this because
it is a common objection. On that point,
it seems to me we have so many other
things to fear which are more real and
more immediate that such a remote con-
tingency could not seriously impair our
national security. I believe we should
look at the possibility of establishing
such a fund as one of the possible ways
to provide the United Nations with the
flexibility which I very strongly feel it
needs.

Mr. REUSS. I would certainly agree
that this is an idea worth exploring, If
it ever could be achieved, it would be a
most helpful addition to the United Na-
tions arsenal of peaceful weapons.

I return, however, to my theme, which
is that immediately we are confronted
with the stubborn fact that the U.N. has
fallen apart and that our most imme-
diate urgent task is to move heaven and
earth to put it back together again.

There is no reason under the sun why
in about 5 weeks from now the United
Nations cannot be on its feet, finanecially
sound once again, with hope for the fu-
ture and, I would think, with the grati-
tude ringing in our ears of about 80 small
nations for the initiative of the United
States in trying to put the United Na-
tions back on its feet, if we will but do
what has to be done in the Halls of Con-
gress, and in the executive branch in the
3 or 4 vital weeks to come.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
speaker, I always listen carefully to our
distinguished colleague from Wisconsin
[Mr. Reuss]. He is truly one of the out-
standing scholars in the Congress and
a thoughtful and knowledgeable interna-
tionalist. I read with appreciation his
recent article on the UN. in Common-
weal magazine. I compliment the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin on his continu-
ing efforts in support of the U.N. and
thank him for taking this time today to
discuss the U.N. and its vital place in
this modern world.

Mr, Speaker, I emphatically deny that
fate decrees that wars are inevitable. As
Schopenhauer said, what people com-
monly call fate is, as a general rule, noth-
ing but their own stupid and foolish con-
duct, and if wickedness is atoned for in
another world, stupidity gets its reward
here.

I am convinced that there is a proper
and well defined path we can and must
take in our foreign policy. I say that the
ground rules are existing and have been
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enumerated by wise leaders, living and
dead. Sir Isaac Newton said:

If I have seen farther than other men it
is because I have stood on the shoulders of
giants.

I ask only that we stand open eyed, on
the shoulders of our giants.

I suppose that I realized that the day
of world wars was over and done with
on August 6, 1945, when our aircraft
dropped the first atomic bomb and in a
few seconds leveled a great city and
killed 77,000 people.

You will recall that this was a few
months after the Germans had started
using the V-2 rocket, which was fired
from hidden sites, which flew so fast
that the sound of the missile did not
catch up until after the explosion.

It seemed apparent on that day that
substitutes would have to be found for
warfare, that it would not be too many
years before any reasonably modern na-
tion could construct both the missiles and
the nuclear warheads capable of destroy-
ing any other country or combination of
countries. Any new Tojo, Hitler, Kaiser,
Napoleon, or Genghis Khan now had the
means of pulling down the rest of the
world, whether in revenge or in a frenzy
of paranoia.

Today we have enough atomic bombs
to kill every Russian over 1,000 times,
and they in turn can do the same to
us.

It does not matter who strikes first.
The bombs and the means of transmit-
tal are hidden in hardened sites or on
submarines which cannot be found, and
the nation first attacked will always have
sufficient missiles left to destroy the
enemy.

For a few short years only ourselves
and the Russians were atomic nations.
It was our hope that there would be
no further proliferation. We resembled
the trustees of the church in southern
California upon whose property oil was
discovered. The next day the trustees
announced that no more new members
would be accepted.

But today we find 10, perhaps 15, oth-
er nations with actual or potential nu-
clear arsenals. France, whose force de
frappe military experts sniffed at not
many months ago, has an operational
force of 36 Mirage supersonic bombers
armed with atomic bombs each with an
explosive force of 60 kilotons, or 4 times
the Hiroshima bomb. The French force
will soon be double this size, and mili-
tary experts say that more than 50 per-
cent would reach their targets.

China has now exploded two atom
bombs. Those who assume that China
will have no missile delivery system
would do well to remember that the Chi-
nese invented the rocket. The consensus
of expert opinion is that industrialized
nations such as West Germany and
Japan could join the atomic club in 2
vears. Other nations that have the in-
dustrial and scientific capabilities in-
clude Italy, Israel, India, Pakistan, the
United Arab Republic, and Indonesia.

We would consider it imbecilic for a
city to attempt to exist without govern-
ment—as an anarchy—without commu-
nity rules restricting the violent be-
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havior of its citizens. But the nations
in the world today have no effective gov-
ernment or rules of law limiting their
sovereignty. The sovereign state as-
sumes the right to take any action to
serve what it considers its vital interests
and to judge the appropriateness of its
acts, no matter how serious the con-
sequences to others.

This system never has worked—it can-
not work. “There is no greater fiend
than anarchy,” said Sophocles. “She
ruins states, turns houses out of doors.”
In my lifetime alone, international an-
archy has resulted in two world wars,
in the violent deaths of a hundred mil-
lion people, in hunger and poverty for
two-thirds of the world's population,
and in a breakdown of governments per-
mitting Communist rule over half the
world’s population.

Even in the brief periods between wars,
the preparations for the next conflict so
impoverish the world community eco-
nomically and spiritually, that long-
range success in the development of the
underdeveloped nations is impossible.

World expenditures for armaments per
year total over $120 billions, of which the
United States spends 42 percent. In late
May it was announced that our Nation
has the doubtful honor of being the big-
gest arms merchant in the world, with
sales of $1.5 billion this year and a spe-
cial arms sales promotion program in
Western Europe costing $500,000 a year.

With the nations of the world spending
$120 billion per year on arms, it is clear
that there is not enough money left over
for aid to the underdeveloped countries.

As Grenville Clark and Louis B. Sohn
have pointed out, there must be an an-
nual flow of capital from the industrial-
ized nations to the low-income countries
of not less than $50 billion per year—or
$25 per capita. The current flow of $8.5
billion is only one-sixth of what is re-
quired to make any real impression on
the problem.

Unless the developed nations allocate
this larger sum of capital to the low-
income nations, we should not be sur-
prised if they develop monolithic eco-
nomic and political systems. Communist
revolutions are not caused by the Com-
munist doctrine, they are caused by
disease and the lack of the decencies of
life. These revolutions will continue
even if communism evaporates.

It was 2 years and 2 months ago that
President Kennedy made his immortal
speech on world peace at American Uni-
versity here in Washington. It seemed
to me at that time, and I have not since
changed my mind, that his words sig-
nified a new direction in American for-
eign policy.

He said that world peace is the most
important topic on earth. He said that
war is not inevitable—that mankind is
not doomed—that we are not gripped by
forces we cannot control.

He said:

Our problems are manmade—therefore,

they can be solved by man. And man can
be as big as he wants.

That:

World peace, like community peace, does
not require that each man love his neigh-
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bor—it requires only that they live together
in mutual tolerance, submitting their dis-
putes to a just and peaceful settlement.

President Kennedy said:

‘We seek to strengthen the United Nations
* % * to develop it into a genuine world se-
curity system—a system capable of resolving
disputes on the basls of law * * * and of
creating conditions under which arms can be
finally abolished.

You will recall that within a few short
weeks the Soviet Union and our country
had signed the test ban treaty, outlawing
atmospheric atomic testing. At the time
of his death we appeared to be close to
an extension of the treaty to inelude
underground explosions. President Ken-
nedy had traveled to England, Ireland,
and to Europe. He was looked upon as
the leader who might fulfill Tennyson’'s
dream of a time “when all men’s good be
each man’s rule, and universal peace lie
like a shaft of light across the land.”

It seems to me that our commitment
to build world law and order is being
weakened by our actions. We appear to
be disassociating ourselves from a for-
eign policy whose matrix is the U.N. and
instead giving increasing importance to
unilateral power polities.

I say that this course can only lead to
disaster—that man'’s only hope for world
peace is through constant honest efforts
toward world organization—that we
cannot say it won't work until we have
tried—and that our attempts to date
have been timid and unenthusiastic.

It is my position that support of the
U.N. must be the core of our foreign
policy. I believe that the United States
can lead its sister states on the road to
a world community where disputes are
settled not by war but by conciliation and
arbitration.

Where the United Nations has been al-
lowed by its members to operate, its suc-
cesses have been solid and satisfying.
International cooperation has been the
rule in the World Health Organization,
UNICEF, UNESCO, the Food and Agri-
cultural Organization, the Monetary
Fund, the World Bank, GATT, the ex-
panded program of technical assist-
ance, and many more.

The first and primary purpose, how-
ever, of the United Nations is to main-
tain international peace and security.
The charter specifically requires that
member States shall use no force except
in self-defense—that the use of self-de-
fense must be reported to the Security
Council, and that members must settle
their disputes peacefully.

The charter contemplates that na-
tions in dispute shall first seek a solution
through peaceful means of their own
choosing. Then, if a solution is not
found, the dispute must be referred to
the U.N, before it erupts into war.

In its first few years considerable re-
spect was paid to this commitment. Rus-
sia withdrew its troops from Iran and
France hers from Syria to avoid charges
of charter violation. The U.N. helped
restore peace in Greece, Kashmir, and
Korea. In Israel peace was maintained
when the state was first established and
again during the Suez crisis.
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But this pattern of generally respon-
sible conduct has degenerated during the
past decade into the practice of nations
taking the law into their own hands and
using force without first submitting the
case to the UN. There was Britain and
France in Suez, India in Goa, Russia in
Hungary, the United States in Vietnam.

It might possibly be argued that the
use of force would be legitimate where a
member in good faith first seeks assist-
ance through the U.N. and fails to re-
ceive it. There is no excuse for bypass-
ing the U.N.

More and more we have been reversing
the proper order of conduct in interna-
tional affairs. Our charter obligation is
to first submit the dispute to the interna-
tional governmental authority and only
thereafter back up its decision with forece.
There is no authority to move militarily
first, seeking conciliation later.

In recent years it is said more and
more that the charter does not forbid
one nation from helping another quell a
rebellion. This is certainly an imagina-
tive but unsupportable conclusion.
There is no authority in the charter for
one nation to intervene militarily in an-
other country whether there exists a
civil war, a war of liberation, or a war
in the defense of freedom.

No state has the right to intervene in
another state’s civil war. If the ecivil
war constitutes a threat to international
peace, then the UN. may intervene to
deal with this threat.

There is nothing in the charter to
justify the great powers or the small
powers rejecting or ignoring coneciliation,
mediation or the other peacekeeping
processes of the UN. The law of the
charter, its very heart, outlaws force as
a method for settling disputes.

Nor are military alliances a substitute
for the treaty obligations of the U.N.
Charter. NATO provides no machinery
or means for settling disputes, except
the use of force, or the threat of force.
‘We have seen from NATO no arms con-
trol proposals. Indeed, NATO histori-
cally has looked with a jaundiced eye
on any plans for disengagement, dis-
armament or the establishment of arms-
free areas in Europe.

I am not saying that there is a single
path to peace and that it consists of a
more faithful adhereance to the rules of
the charter. There still would remain
many intractable problems requiring ad-
ditional remedies. The U.N. must, of
course, be open to every nation includ-
ing China. There must be giant steps
toward disarmament and the formation
of an international police force. The
World Court’s jurisdiction must be en-
larged and strengthened. There must
be in the General Assembly a more realis-
tic distribution of voting power.

But these are difficult, perhaps im-
possible achievements in the hostile at-
mosphere of the cold war. What I sug-
gest is that one step is possible—one is
immediately achievable—and that is for
the member nations to cease forthwith
their neglect of the UN. and their
solemn, written obligations under its
charter. Regardless of whether or not
there are defects in the charter, it is up
to its signatories to make faithful and
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diligent efforts to comply with its pro-
visions.

A constitution, any set of rules or laws,
any charter, is only as effective as the
good faith of its members. There are
a number of totalitarian nations whose
constitutions read much like our own.
There is England which has no written
constitution, but the long tradition of ob-
servance of the law by its citizens creates
a law-abiding community.

Where law is treated with contempt by
powerful and influential segments of the
society, the rule of law itself is en-
dangered.

For the past 100 years in certain areas
of our South, white men in the position
of leadership have said that continuation
of the creed of racism is more important
than the law. And to this day it is vir-
tually impossible to enforce ordinary
criminal statutes against white men who
assault or murder Negroes.

A respectable and powerful political
leader such as the senior Senator from
Virginia will declare that the preserva-
tion of segregated schools is more im-
portant than respect for Federal law as
enunciated in the 1954 school desegrega-
tion decisions.

In the community of nations we see
the destruction of the international law
of the U.N. Charter by the members who,
like white Mississippians viewing race,
find that the particular conflicts between
nations are more important than the
preservation of the international ma-
chinery for dealing with the conflict.

Russia declares its interest in Hungary
is more important than its contract to
submit the dispute to the U.N. The
United States finds its stake in Vietnam
more important than its treaty obliga-
tions under the U.N. Charter.

During the past few months we have
witnessed a budding respect for law and
order in our South and an increasing
compliance with the law. Amongst the
causes are the three civil rights bills and
the various economic pressures exerted
by the Federal Government. But im-
portant amongst the causes is the emer-
gence of business and Government
leaders who say that the quality of civili-
zation that results from compliance with
the law is now more important to them
than illegal apartheid.

I would suggest that the United States
as the world’s most powerful and in-
fluential nation declare to the world its
resolution to comply hereafter with its
written contracts—most importantly its
obligations under the Charter of the
United Nation.

Paragraphs 3 and 4 of article 2
provide:

All members shall settle their international
disputes by peaceful means in such a manner
that international peace and securlty, and
justice, are not endangered.

All members shall refrain in their inter-
national relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or polit-
ical independence of any state, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the pur-
poses of the United Nations.

And further in article 33:

The parties to any dispute, the continu-
ance of which is likely to endanger the main-
tenance of international peace and security,
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shall, first of all, seek a solution by negoti-
ation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbi-
tration, judieial settlement, resort to regional
agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful
means of their own choice.

And article 37 continues:

Should the parties to a dispute of the
nature referred to in Article 33 fail to settle
it by the means indicated in that Article,
they shall refer it to the Security Council.
If the Security Council deems that the con-
tinuance of the dispute is in fact likely to
endanger the maintenance of international
peace and security, it shall decide whether
to take action under Article 36 or to recom-
mend such terms of settlement as it may
consider appropriate.

And even then if the Soviet Union
should exercise its veto, there is then the
General Assembly to which the matter
can be presented under the Uniting for
Peace Resolution, which provides:

That if the Security Council, because of
lack of unanimity of the permanent mem-
bers, fails to exercise its primary responsi-
bility for the maintenance of international
peace and security in any case where there
appears to be a threat to the peace, breach
of the peace, or act of aggression, the General
Assembly shall consider the matter immedi-
ately with a view to making appropriate rec-
ommendations to Members for collective
measures, including in the case of a breach of
the peace or act of aggression, the use of
armed force when necessary, to maintain
or restore international peace and security.

I am not impressed with objections
that the Uniting for Peace Resolution
has been emasculated by France's and
Russia’s refusal to pay certain peace-
keeping assessments or that action by the
Security Council will be frustrated by a
Soviet veto. In Selma last winter I
talked to Sheriff Jim Clark who wore a
big badge on his chest that said “Never”,
and I think it clear now that the in-
tegration referred to on Clark’s badge
will arrive sooner than he thinks.

To follow this course of compliance
with what we have contracted to do by
signing the U.N. Charter will not be easy.
The right-wing will shout appeasement
and treason unless every dispute is de-
cided in our favor. Our elected officials
must discover new reservoirs of courage
and serenity that will subdue the terrors
of the timid. We will have to learn to
permit our President to truly negotiate
in foreign affairs and not force him to be
the victor in every skirmish.

And we citizens must find new charac-
ter traits of sophistication and confidence
in the power of our free society to per-
suade imitation and respect. We will
have to be good natured and understand-
ing in our relations with the nations
emerging from Colonialism. Some will
be headed by leftists and nonconformers
who will look with distrust upon our
conservatism. They will not always be-
have as we might want them to, and we
will have to learn tolerance as well as
patience.

I am afraid that America will find this
path difficult and calling for new reser-
voirs of maturity because of what Toyn-
bee describes as our medieval religious
belief that our adversaries have a super-
human wickedness and potency and that
it is the manifest destiny of the United
States to unilaterally save the world.
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We must be more interested in solving
problems than in proving theories. All
the great powers must learn that their
ideologies are as great a source of danger
as they are of strength.

I don't pretend to have proposed to-
day any radical steps that, if imple-
mented, will magically produce a world
of independent states with adequate in-
ternational machinery for the peaceful
settling of disputes. I suggest, however,
that what I have proposed is a logical
first move.

As Benjamin V. Cohen recently
pointed out, at least the referral of dis-
putes to the U.N. would cause delay so
that time would have a chance to oper-
ate. Our generation must be wise
enough to find ways of leaving fo the
solvent of time and the wisdom of suec-
ceeding generations problems which we
of our generation are unable to solve.
Let us not forget that the most agres-
sive ideologies undergo changes over the
years. Even the most fanatical faiths
balk at self-destruction and mellow with
time. As Justice Holmes summed it up,
“time has upset many fighting faiths.”

A few weeks ago I was in Los Angeles.
Automobile after automobile carried
bumper stickers. Some read “Impeach
Earl Warren,” Two read “Register
Communists—Not Firearms.” Another
read “The War on Poverty Means
Poverty for All” and still another read
“Get the U.S. Out of the UN.” I saw
no cars with bumper stickers urging
support of the UN. or of world law.
This brought home to me what, I think,
Gladstone said, that “Good ends can
rarely be attained in politics without
passion.” In the battle to support and
strengthen the United Nations, our op-
ponents seem to have all the passion and
it is up to us to counter this with pas-
sion of our own.

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased that our
President at his news conference last
Wednesday reiterated his faith in the
peacekeeping machinery of the UN. I
know that our President is devoted to
the cause of peace and is seeking with
every skill at his command a formula
that can result in an honorable peace in
Vietnam. I hail the mission he has as-
signed to Ambassador Goldberg. I have
faith that the solution will eventually be
found through the U.N.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, for
the past several weeks, many of us here
in Congress have urged a greater United
Nations role in searching for a peaceful
solution to the war in Vietham. We were
all, therefore, deeply gratified by Presi-
dent Johnson’s remarks last week affirm-
ing this country’s decision to involve the
United Nations in new diplomatic initia-
tives. Ambassador Goldberg’s appoint-
ment signaled such a renewed dedica-
tion to international peacekeeping. His
efforts in communicating with Secretary
General U Thant represent new cause
for hope.

It seems to me crucial that the United
Nations be the auspices under which
peace initiatives are to be taken. Initi-
ally, U.N.-sponsored gestures have a
greater chance of attracting support
from the nonalined countries whose
good will should be a major goal of his
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country’s foreign policy. And, since any
eventual settlement should include a
guarantor role for the United Nations, it
is important that the organization be
involved in the quest for peace as early
as possible.

Much of the failure of the Geneva
settlement in 1954 can be attributed to
the inadequacy of strong institutional
support and enforcement. The Interna-
tional Control Commission had neither
the resources nor the authority with
which to implement the difficult peace-
keeping role assigned to it. We might
now attempt to strengthen the Commis-
sion by establishing a United Nations
presence at ICC missions. Renovating
the diplomatic machinery of the Com-
mission by giving it the support of the
United Nations might prove a useful step
toward the establishment of an author-
ity equipped to handle the difficult job
of supervising peace in Vietnam. The
United Nations might also be the
mechanism for a gradual disengagement
of American and North Vietnamese
forces following a ceasefire. And, even-
tually, full UN. sponsorship might be
given to a new Geneva Convention, with
the participation of all relevant parties,
whether or not they are members of the
United Nations.

I think we should be equally aware of
the importance Vietnam can have on the
United Nations. Peacekeeping activi-
ties by an international body are now
generally looked upon with disfavor and
skepticism. There is nothing the United
Nations needs more than a success. This
country can help bring that about, with
subtlety and prudence, by seeking to in-
volve the United Nations in every diplo-
matic initiative and policy which has any
chance of succeeding. There is no rea-
son why we cannot be generous in peace.
This, of course, is a matter of some
delicacy, which is why we are so fortu-
nate to be represented in the United Na-
tions by Ambassador Goldberg.

Finally, let me take this moment to
compliment the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Reuss], for taking this time
to deal with the role of the United Na-
tions in Vietnam. He has been an im-
portant participant in a debate which
for too long has been private and re-
pressed. His thoughtful article in the
Commonweal magazine last month has
helped many of us develop our own views
on the necessity for United Nations activ-
ity. We all are grateful for his efforts
and diligence.

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS—PART
CXLVIII

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. MuLTER] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin ?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing article deals with efforts to im-
plement the poverty program in New
York and is part of the series on New
York City in Crisis.
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The article appeared in the New York
Herald Tribune on June 6, 1965, and fol-
lows:

[From the New York Herald Tribune,
June 6, 1965]

NEw Yor CITYy IN CRrIsIs—CITY GRANTED
$9.1 MILLION ANTIFOVERTY FUNDS
(By Barry Gottehrer and Alfonson Narvaez)

WasHINGTON.—New York City's long-
delayed antipoverty program took a large
step forward yesterday when the Office of
Economic Opportunity approved a $9.1-mil-
lion request in community action funds.

These funds—part of a package first re-
quested by city officials early in March and
delayed by the battle over who was to con-
trol the program—is the largest single grant
s0 far in the Federal war on poverty.

These funds, awarded for an 8-month
period, were accompanied by Sargent Shri-
ver's approval for the formula the city ad-
ministration has finally worked out to ad-
minister the programs.

Mr. Shriver said he is convinced that the
newly designed New York City Counecil
Against Poverty, which would give the poor
32 seats out of 100, does meet the Federal
law's call for “maximum feasible representa-
tion" of the poor.

“I think the New York program now has a
generally satisfactory structure,” he said.
“There is nothing in the law that says fiscal
control has to be surrendered by public offi-
cials and turned over to the poor. It's up to
each community to work out the best
formula.”

News of the OEO announcement reached
Mayor Wagner at Portland, Maine, where he
is spending the weekend.

“As soon as the Governor approves the
proposal, we will be able to move ahead with
action, rather than words,” he said.

“We have had some difficulty in our
groundbreaking for this effort. A certain
amount of controversy developed which was
doubtless a healthy thing."

The grant of £9.1 million in community
action funds brings the city’s share of Fed-
eral antipoverty funds to more than 220
million.

When informed of the OEO announcement,
Paul Screvane, head of the city's Economic
Opportunity Corp.—the operational arm of
the ecity's antipoverty program—which will
recelve the funds, sald that the city could
at last begin to operate its programs.

‘The official logjam is over,” he said. “Now
we will be able shortly to begin to operate
our many community action programs. It
should be understood that the community
action program is not & single monolithic
program, but a series of programs, all based
on the prineciple that the local community
knows best what it needs, but that a central
theme—or umbrella —is necessary to assure
all the people in all of the distressed areas
that they have equal access to the benefits
of the war on poverty, and an equal oppor-
tunity to enlist in the war against poverty.”

The city’s original request for $10.56 million
for the community action phase of the war
on poverty was sent to the OEO on March 11,

The Federal grant now goes to Governor
Rockefeller who has 30 days in which to
approve or reject it. If he takes no action
at all at the end of 30 days, the grant will be
considered approved.

But May 1 passed without the necessary
approval and the city was again forced to
modify its proposal.

Then, on May 9, Senator JACOB JAVITS re-
leased a report by the Senate Labor and Wel-
fare Committee which attacked the city’s
proposal.

However, Sargent Shriver balked at this
proposal and asked for a revision of the plan.
He wanted members of community organiza-
tions represented on the board.



August 3, 1965

On April 7, eity officials met with the OEO
staff and agreed to modify their proposal.
They suggested instead an Economic Oppor-
tunity Corporation composed of 11 city offi-
clals and 4 community representatives. The
OEO called this unacceptable.

When the city's proposal went before Apam
CLaYyTOoON PoweLL's House Education and
Labor subcommittee on April 15, it called for
a corporation composed of 11 city officials
and five or six community representatives.

Even then, Representative POwEeLL chal-
lenged the city's position and said that the
proposed corporation was “monopolistic” and
in violation of the Economic Opportunity
Act, which called for “the maximum feasible
participation of residents of the areas and
members of the groups served.”

Congressman PoweLL then asked the
Comptroller General to cut off funds for the
city’s poverty programs. Meanwhile pres-
sure from community groups, social welfare
agencies and from several Congressmen
representing the city, began to mobilize
agalnst the proposed corporation.

On May 11, Mayor Wagner released plans
for a completely new arrangement for the
city’s anti-poverty program. He would cre-
ate two corporations—an Economic Oppor-
tunity Corporation and a Council Against
Poverty.

The Economic Opportunity Corporation
would still consist of the 11 city officials and
six representatives of the community, but
the new Council Against Poverty would have
a 62-man board of directors, composed of 16
city officials, 40 representatives of community
groups and agencies, and six members of the
poor.

Even while the Mayor was releasing his
new proposal, the OEO said that the inclu-
sion of only six members of the indigenous
poor—the target population—was insuffi-
clent and that approval would not be forth-
coming. It called for a new formula which
would have greater representation by the
poor.

Reaction in the community also spelled
doom for the city’s plan. Mass meetings
were held in which the poor and members of
the already existing community action agen-
cles challenged the city's move. They called
for a greater voice in the anti-poverty move-
ment.

Finally on May 24 Mayor Wagner issued an
executive order which called for the creation
of a Council Against Poverty composed of
not more than 100 members. The proposal
called for inclusion of 32 members of the
poor—two from each of the 16 designated
pockets of poverty in the city—and 10 mem-
bers of community action organizations.
The city would have only 16 officials on the
Council. The rest would come from soclal
welfare agencies and community leaders.

This new formula was acceptable to the
OEO only when the Mayor included a prom-
issory letter pledging that the Council would
include the 32 representatives of the poor
and 10 representatives of community action
groups “within a month—surely no longer
than 60 days.”

New York CrrYy IN CRISIS—SHRIVER PoLicy
LINKED TOo HARYOU-ACT CHARGES

COMMUNITY ACTION GIVES POOR A SAY

{(The New York City Council Against
Poverty has promised the Office of Economic
Opportunity that it will enlarge its body
to include 32 representatives of the poor,
and 10 persons from community-action
groups, to comply with the law that states
the poor shall have "maximum feasible par-
ticipation."” The following report deals
with the problems facing the city in pro-
ducing these 32 representatives from the 16
communities designated as target areas in
New York's antipoverty campaign.)
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(By Marshall Peck)

There were some 200 persons in the audi-
torium at PS 11 on 21st Street, Thursday
night, well-dressed and attentive, men and
women, young adults, churchmen, a few
nuns in a row, gathered for a community
meeting, They were told that this was
where a democratic program starts.

“What we are doing tonight is the anti-
poverty program itself,” said the Reverend
John H. Wilson, chairman of the evening.

“This meeting makes up and actually
constitutes the program. For this program
involves getting the people together and
hearing their thoughts and suggestions, and
planning things out.”

As Father Wilson finished, a woman trans-
lated his remarks into Spanish,

Discussion

Then Father Wilson moved the microphone
down to the auditorium floor and opened
the discussion on proposals presented in
mimeographed leaflets. They were how the
directors of the local antipoverty board
would be chosen, and what would be its
composition.

The meeting started at 8 pm. What fol-
lowed in the next 3 hours—calculated de-
bate, heated exchanges, charges of divisive
language, pleas for unity action—may well
typify the hundreds of meetings that will
be held across this city.

For here, in Chelsea, at the grassroots,
people—with considered judgment by some,
snap viewpoints by others, with poise, bra-
vado, shyness—were articulating the views
and demands of the poor.

Objective

The objective of the meeting in Public
School 11 was the formulation at community
level of a structure representative of the
poor, which would help coordinate anti-
poverty programs, and help select representa-
tives to sit on the City’s Council Against
Poverty. Dozens of similar groups are gear-
ing up the same way. The Chelsea meeting
conveyed some of the impact of the pro-
gram so far on the people it is intended to
serve.

First, despite distribution of 15,000 leafiets
(some allegedly delivered the day of the
meeting), it was a sparse audience, with par-
ticularly little representation from middle or
higher income families. Two hundred people
were declding on matters that would have
some bearing on 60,000 neighbors. (When
this was noted there were cheers, “That's
fine, fine.")

Second, it quickly became apparent that
the voice of the poor intends to be heard,
loudly, in pursuit of just demands as laid
down in the Economic Opportunity Act.
Longtime Chelsea residents who argued
that they were entitled to share direction
because they had once felt poverty were
waved aside. A few suggestions of modera-
tion, presented by some who had in fact
arranged for this public discussion, were
quickly talked down.

Third, out of all came the evidence that,
with responsible assistance, a community
can organize such a meeting, get lower in-
come people to attend, and the poor can,
indeed, speak effectively for themselves.

There are still uncertainties about the
Chelsea program, but the result of this meet-
ing Thursday night, were decisions to allow
the entire community to vote for two slates,
one of the poor and the other a general list,
and that two-thirds of the 10-man board
membership should be “of the pnor.”

A rough rule of thumb was lald down
that the limits for qualifying as poor are
$3,000 annual income for a single person,
£4,000 for a couple, with 8500 for each de-
pendent. A man got up and said that
“everyone is poor today,” and asked if any-
one present considered himself otherwise.
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One, a lawyer and member of the planning
committee, raised his hand:

The Chelsea meeting showed a long road
ahead as the city attempts to broaden its
base of ‘“representation of the poor” on the
New York City Council Against Poverty."
For instance, Chelsea is only one of four
neighborhoods in the West Side poverty tar-
get area (along with Greenwich Village,
Clinton, Lincoln Square). But somehow
this entire West Side must elect two repre-
sentatives to the council against poverty.

Throughout the other 15 target areas there
are similar problems, and in some cases
tougher ones of rivalries between “umbrella"
councils and smaller action teams, between
older social agencies and upstart activist

'ograms.

There is antagonism by some at the use
of Spanish (“You're in America now, speak
English,” said a woman. “I admire Puerto
Ricans who try to speak English. I don’t
care about your grammar * * *”), And
there is uneasiness among Puerto Ricans
that, as Miss Antonio Pantoja, executive
director of Aspira, said, they “won't even
come out second best, because the Puerto
Ricans are citywide in scope, with no major-
ity in any one community.” She added:
“The Negro is always in the majority."”

Centers

There are factions within factions, and the
court had to step in to decide who was the
legitimate leadership of QUEST (Queens
United Educational and Social Teams, Inc.).
There is much uncertainty at the grassroots.
Said the Reverend George Hardy, president of
SEBU (Southeast Bronx United). “The city
doesn't want to tell us how to do it [elect
two representatives], and the community
doesn’'t know how to do it. This is a gl-
gantic task. It won't get off the ground by
September.”

The city has planned to administer to
some areas through so-called community
progress centers, which are to be set up in
the South Bronx, Williamsburg, Brownsville,
West Side, East Harlem, and South Jamaica,
but these are viewed with disfavor by some.
A professional social worker, George Silcott,
executive director of Forest Neighborhood
House In the Bronx, sald: “A CPC will be
superimposed on the community, and the
community should be doing the job.”

The Office of Economic Opportunity has
accepted the New York Council’s finding ap-
plication on condition that the council ful-
fill its pledge to enlarge its body with 32
representatives of the poor and 10 persons
from community action programs. That
means one each from Southeast Bronx
United, Queens Unlimited Educational and
Social Teams, Lower West Side Anti-Poverty
Board, Bedford Stuyvesant Youth-in-Action,
Puerto Rican Forum, Puerto Rican Commu-
nity Development Project, South Bronx
Neighborhood Orientation Project, Massive
Economic Neighborhood Development
(MEND), Mobilization for Youth, and Har-
lem Youth Unlimited-Assoclated Community
Teams (Haryou-ACT).

Dr. Arthur C. Logan, chairman of the Coun-
cil Against Poverty, said that he hoped to
have the 10 new members “within a few
weeks,” and the 32 additional representatives
“within a very few months."

The Office of Economic Opportunity
pointedly hoped that the council, as the chief
structure that will administer New York's
antipoverty program, could comply with the
law “within a month—surely no longer than
60 days.” There have been two recent public
rallles by community groups, full of hard
talk agalnst city hall's recalcitrance, and
an OEO spokesman noted that action was
needed to head off possible “long, hot sum-
mer'" demonstrations.

The city has lald down guldelines for the
elections of “representatives of the poor” in



19284

a procedures manual put out by the Anti-
Poverty Operations Board. But the city
wishes, quite properly, to give full rein to
the communities in the final choice of its
delegates.

So confusion, lack of information, antag-
onism, have seriously hamstrung the seat-
ing of “the poor” on the council. In eflect,
the program is going on, and the people
who are supposed to be having a say, aren't.
They know it, and they're mad.

FULL DISCLOSURE OF BOOKS DEMANDED
(By Barry Gottehrer and Alfonzo Narvaez)

WasHINGTON —Sargent Shriver, head of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, announced
yesterday that all agencies, both public and
private, recelving Federal antipoverty funds
must respond fully to all reasonable requests
for information concerning programs and fi-
nances.

If these agencies, after being funded by
OEO antipoverty grants, it was learned that
Mr. Shriver said his office would make this
information available under his agency’s full-
disclosure policy.

Though a spokesman maintained that the
full-disclosure clause was standard in all
OEO antipoverty grants, it was learned that
this statement of policy was attached—along
with other special conditions—to New York’s
$9.1 million grant because of the continuing
refusal of Livingston Wingate, executive di-
rector of Haryou ACT, the controversial Har-
lem antipoverty program, to open his books.

During the last 3 months, Mr. Wingate, a
former aid to Representative Apam CLAYTON
PoweLL, has been under attack both from
within and without his organization for his
administration of the multimillion-dollar
project.

Charges—coming from some staffl members
and directors, former employees and residents
of the troubled area the program has been
created to help—have included political con-
trol, padded payrolls, slipshod recordkeep-
ing, shortages in inventory, little progress
and mismanagement.

Mr. Wingate has denied these charges orally
but, despite pressure from both city and
Federal officlals, has refused to provide fi-
nancial records sufficient to refute them.

In announcing the grant, OEO officials
made it clear yesterday that approval of the
request, which included $1.2 million for
Haryou-ACT, was not to be taken either as
refuting or substantiating these charges.

Mr. Shriver maintained that a series of
conditions—established to fit local situa-
tions—must be met before Haryou-ACT and
any of the other New York projects would
receive these funds.

Included in these conditions—which must
be met within 60 days—are full reports on
personnel and accounting methods and, for
the first time, a provision that would bar
members of a project’s nonsalaried board of
directors from receiving consulting fees for
services related to the projects’ programs.

On May 10, in its first report of trouble
at Haryou-ACT, the Herald Tribune's New
York City in Crisis series pointed out that
several members of the Haryou-ACT board
were receiving consulting fees from Haryou—
ACT and ACT, its sister project.

OEO, which with two other Federal agen-
cles conducted a survey audit of Haryou-
ACT's books last month, said it was walting
for the results of a depth audit of the pro-
gram by Price Waterhouse, a major account-
ing firm brought in by the Haryou-ACT
board.

The results of this audit are expected by
the end of the month at which time OEO
will give Haryou—-ACT 60 to 90 days to put the
firm’s recommendations Into effect.

““We're pretty hard nosed about this,” said
William Eelly, OEO's assistant director for
man ent. “If there's something wrong—
and it's not taken care of—and I don’'t care
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if it's Haryou-ACT or Boeing Aircraft, we’ll
do something about it.”

Many of the charges began in June 1964,
when Dr. Kenneth Clark, the “father” of the
Harlem antipoverty plan “Youth in the
Ghetto,” lost his fight with the Powell fac-
tion for control of the agency and resigned
from his post as chairman.

The charges agaln cropped up as Living-
ston Wingate, a former ald to ApaM CLAYTON
PoweLL and director of Assoclated Commu-
nity Teams (ACT), was chosen as executive
director of the newly formed Haryou-ACT and
as, one by one, the original members of the
Haryou administration resigned or were fired
from their posts.

Since then, the charges—coming from staff
members, directors, and former employees
at Haryou-ACT and ACT as well as from resi-
dents the program was created to help—
have included political control, padded pay-
rolls, slipshod recordkeeping, shortages in
inventory, mismanagement, and little prog-
ress in dealing with the problems of the
area.

A promise

On various occasions, Mr. Wingate denies
the charge orally to Herald Tribune reporters
and promised to produce records to refute
the charges. However when Mr. Wingate
failed to produce the records by early May,
the editor of the Herald Tribune, James Bel-
lows, presented the issue to the Federal agen-
cles funding the project.

Their reply was that the “information con-
cerning the expenditure of public funds is
public information and should be available
to the greatest extent possible in response to
legitimate reasonable requests.”

Under prodding from Federal officials, Mr.
Wingate agreed to open his records.

However, when the day of reckoning came,
Mr. Wingate kept a Herald Tribune reporter
bottled up in the comptroller's office at
Haryou-ACT for 8 hours and then permitted
a 3-hour perusal of the records.

He then announced that the investigation
was disrupting the operation of the agency—
which has segments of its program strewn
throughout Harlem—and sald that he would
allow the records to be inspected only 4 more
hours.

Reneged

Appeals were agaln made to Federal of-
ficlals, who suggested that photographs be
taken of the records. Mr. Wingate refused to
allow this, and on a television program last
Tuesday reneged on his promise of the 4 more
hours and said he would not allow his records
to be inspected.

Increasingly over the past few months, any
request for information to refute or substan-
tiate charges against the agency have brought
cries of “bigot” and “racist” from Mr. Win-
gate.

“You've got to know where your enemies
are,” he said recently. “Your enemies are not
only in city hall.”

He then used as an example this news-
paper, which had made “legitimate and rea-
sonable” requests for information from the
agency. He said that he would not make his
records available for inspection any longer
and blamed his lack of progress in imple-
menting certain programs in the Harlem
community on “the enemies of the poor who
have been hanging on our necks.”

However, the funding agencies still insist
that the financial records of agencies using
public moneys should be available to the
public and have suggested putting strong
language into the antipoverty bill to insure
this,

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS—PART
CXLIX

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
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New York [Mr. MuLTER] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin ?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing article concerns New York City's
schools and is part of the series on “New
York City in Crisis.”

The article appeared in the New York
}-Iera.ld Tribune of June 15, 1965, and fol-

ows:

NEw York CITY IN CRIsiS: GRAPHIC DISPLAY
To UNDERSCORE SCHOOL PROTEST
(By Sue Reinert)

A group of Washington Heights parents
yesterday presented a gift to the board of
education—an outhouse to be used, they
said, as an “addition to the sanitary facili-
tles of Public School 115, Manhattan.”

The parents, who made the presentation
to dramatize their claim that toilet facilities
at Public School 115 are inadequate, out-
moded, and dirty, held a brief unveiling cere-
mony in front of the school, on 177th Street
between St. Nicholas and Audubon Avenues,

Last night they planned to take their wood
and paper outhouse to board of education
headquarters at 110 Livingston Street,
Brooklyn, and lay it on Superintendent Ber-
nard E. Donovan's desk.

The demonstration yesterday was spon-
sored by the Parents Assoclation of Publie
Schools 28 and 128, and by the Riverside-
Edgecombe Neighborhood Assoclation. By
10:30 a.m. about 25 men and women were in
front of the school. Some had baby car-
riages, and some brought rolls of toilet paper
and scrub brushes.

The reason that parents from Public
Schools 28 and 128 were among the sponsors
was that Public School 115, now a- junior
high school, is scheduled to become an ele-
mentary school this fall. Some children
attending Public Schools 28 and 128 will be
transferred to Public School 115.

DEMONSTRATORS

Among the demonstrators were represent-
atives from Puerto Rican organizations; a
man who said he represented Representative
WinLiaMm Frrrs Ryan, one of the Democratic
candidates for mayor; and a minister from
the Holy Rood Episcopal Church, 179th Street
and Fort Washington Avenue.

The outhouse, about 6 feet high, was built
by Irving Sadoff, 40, a salesman, and John
Battiato, 33, an attorney. Mrs. Arun Riv-
ingston painted it. It was brought to the
demonstration bundled up in brightly printed
cloth. After short speeches by the organiza-
tion representatives, the cloth was lifted off.

The parents claimed that a $650,000 reno-
vation job was to be done on the school be-
fore this fall, when the 1,400 children there
are to move to new Junior High School No.
143. About 800 elementary school children
are to be transferred from overcrowded neigh-
borhood schools to Publiec School No. 115.

There are only two lavatories in the five-
story school which was built in 1912. Both
are in the basement.

In the boys’ lavatory there are 15 toilets,
none with doors. Yesterday there were three
rolls of toilet paper in the lavatory. In the
girls’ lavatory, where there are 22 toilets—
also doorless—there were T rolls of toilet
paper.

The reason for the scarcity of toilet paper
rolls was not carelessness on the part of
maintenance men, but the fact that there are
very few toilet paper holders in the lava-
tories. In the boys’ lavatory, one of the rolls
was hung up on a post by a rusty chain.

There seemed to be some confusion about
the renovation plans even among board offi-
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cials. The man who is to become principal
of Public School No. 115 when it becomes an
elementary school, Sidney Rosenberg, said
he understands that a §75,000 renovation job
is to be done on the school. He said some
emergency painting will be done this summer
but the main work will begin this fall,

HISTORY

However, an official of the board’s division
of school planning and research said the
board had never planned to spend more than
$300,000 on the renovation.

This was the history of the renovation
plans given by board officials:

Last January, school planning and re-
search learned that Public School No. 115
would be used as an elementary school after
new Junior High School No. 143 opened.
Plans for renovation were made, including
plans to move a unit of the bureau of child
guidance from Public School No. 139, Man-
hattan to Public S8chool No. 115.

In February, school planning and research
drew up the requirements for the renova-
tions, and they were sent to the division of
maintenance and operation. This division
was supposed to survey Public School No. 115
to see how much the job would probably
cost.

The survey took 2 months. In May, the
office of design, construction, and physical
plant hired an engineer to draw up archi-
tectural plans for the renovation. The cost
estimated was $300,000.

Three weeks later, however, school plan-
ning and research ordered the job stopped
because plans had been changed. The board
was not going to move a unit of the bureau of
child guidance into Public School No. 115
after all,

Since then school planning and research
has been drawing up new requirements.
They were completed yesterday, an official
sald. Instead of renovating five floors at a
cost of $300,000, four floors will be repaired
for $270,000.

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS—
PART CL

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. MuLTER] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing article is the last in the series on
“New York City in Crisis.”

As any New Yorker will tell you New
York is the greatest city in the world and
everything is wrong with it. We who love
New York want to see its problems solved.

The following article gives a résumé of
some of the crises faced by our largest
city and appeared in the New York Her-
ald Tribune on June 21, 1965:
|From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,

June 21, 1965]

NEw YorK CITy IN CRISIS: THE GREATEST
Ciry IN THE WORLD—AND EVERYTHING IS
WroNG WiTH IT

POVERTY

It is a city in which poverty is everywhere
and the gulf between the rich and poor
grows greater and more Iinsurmountable
every day. To Negroes, Puerto Ricans and

whites, who know the killing effects
ghetto life and isolation have on the mind
as well as the body, the much-publicized
war against poverty so far is just another
political slogan with, according to Negro
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leader Bayard Rustin, the force of a “cap
pistol.” Nearly one-fifth of the city's people
now live in poverty conditions—families
earning less than $3,000 a year and individ-
uals earning less than $2,000 a year—many in
cramped, inadequately heated, unsanitary,
rat-infested apartments.

The Office of Economic Opportunity finally
approved a $0.1 million community-action
poverty grant for New York in June. Strug-
gle for control of the program has hamstrung
the city's much publicized but thus far woe-
fully unproductive war against poverty since
the funds were first requested in March. The
Federal law states that a community-action
program—in which people of the slums are
given money and opportunity to help them-
selves—must have “maximum feasible par-
ticipation' of the poor. The city adminis-
tration has argued that this does not mean
that the poor must control the poverty purse
strings. Last month, the city administration
finally gave in—setting up a Council Against
Poverty, with 100 members, including 32
members of the poor and 10 representatives
of community-action programs. The battle
hasn't ended, however, even though OEO
head Sargeant Shriver has approved this
formula. Livingston Wingate, executive di-
rector of Haryou-ACT, says this formula is
still unacceptable and has tried to rally
other leaders and self-styled leaders of the
poor to support him,

YOUTH

It is a city in which more than 70,000
youths now roam the streets, out of school,
out of work, or underemployed, untrained,
and uncaring. Because of its limited staff
and its inability to keep training personnel,
the youth board, set up as the official city
agency to deal with youth problems in 1947,
has made very little headway despite a 845
million outlay. And Haryou-Act and mobili-
zation for youth, the new groups which of-
fered so much hope for the future, already
have become bogged down amid political,
ideological, and financial controversy.

In the past 2 weeks city and Federal offi-
cials have announced a multimillion-dollar
crash pro to create more than 20,000
jobs for the troubled youth of the city—who,
according to most estimates, still number
more than 70,000. Operation Headstart, a
$4.6-million program to expose preschool age
slum children to basic educational programs,
also has received the green light. The big
questions now are: Why are these programs
starting so late? Can the city administra-
tion get them going quick enough to avert
ancther summer of rioting? One Manhattan
Democratic Congressman, incensed that the
city has lagged so far behind other major
cities in processing applicants for Job Corps,
has called for the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity to take the processing out of the
hands of the city administration. Mobiliza-
tion for Youth, the poverty program on the
Lower East Side, has survived a series of in-
vestigations and charges that it is Commu-
nist dominated and is making some progress.
But Haryou-Act, the massive, multimillion-
dollar Harlem project, has become a political
football between city hall and Representative
Apam CLAYTON POWELL,

TRAFFIC

It is a city in which the daily traffic jams
grow worse and worse and the hope for any
improvement grows less and less. To many
New Yorkers, particularly those forced to
drive the Long Island expressways, the jokes
about the massive traffic jams (in one,
everybody leaves his car, the city pours ce-
ment over the deserted autos, and New York
has solved its traffic problem) no longer are
amusing. Despite the billions of dollars
spent on highway construction, New York's
roads and parking facilities are totally in-
adequate to accommodate the 1.5 million
cars registered here and the 600,000 others
that enter the midtown area each weekday.
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Mayor Wagner finally gave the green light
to the Lower Manhattan Expressway, which
was first placed on the city map in 1941 and
since had become the world’s oldest phantom
highway. Hopefully, the road, which will
run crosstown from the West Side Highway
and the Holland Tunnel to the Manhattan
and Williamsburg Bridges, will be completed
by late 1971 and offer some relief from the
massive lower Manhattan traffic jams. Traffic
Commissioner Henry J. Barnes has an-
nounced new traffic control systems and
street routings for the months ahead to cut
down on the excessive time it takes to drive
crosstown in mid-Manhattan. He has also
ordered that both Madison (going north)
and Fifth Avenues (going south) become
one-way starting next March. Despite this
limited progress, New York City continues to
lack substantial long-range planning in the
transportation and traffic area.

MIDDLE CLASS

It is a ecity in which 800,000 middle-class
whites, traditionally the heart of a metrop-
olis and its economy, have fled to the suburbs
since 1950 to be replaced by 800,000 Negroes
and Puerto Ricans who, for the most part, are
unskilled or semiskilled. And though the
Mayor and city officlals decry this exodus,
they have done little to keep the middle-
class whites from leaving. *“This is a white
man’s city,” says Miriam Robinson, a Negro
nurse. Yet not many white middle-class
New Yorkers would agree.

No one can seem to on the extent
of the flow of middle-class whites and Negroes
from New York. One city report says that
the drain has stopped and cites figures that
show the middle-class has started moving
back into the clty. Another report shows
that more than 1 million middle-class New
Yorkers have left the city since 1950 and
says that the end to the exodus is nowhere in
sight. What everyone does on,
however, is that, while the city's total popula-
tion has varied only slightly, the influx of
Negroes and Puerto Ricans who for the most
part, are unskilled or semiskilled, continues.

HOSPITALS

It is a city in which the hospitals are
supposed to be the best in the world, but
most patients and many doctors know bet-
ter. Officials say that there are some 3,000
more beds than are being used dally, but
it is not at all unusual for people to be
forced to wait hours and even days to get
into a city hospital. An 84-year-old woman,
rushed by ambulance to a hospital after
suffering a stroke recently, had to wait 8
hours and be transferred to three different
hospitals before a bed could be found for her.
“Maybe there are additional beds in the pri-
vate rooms and semiprivates, but we need
all the ward space we can get,” said one
of the admitting doctors at Roosevelt Hos-
pital. “There should be an up-to-the-min-
ute listing in each hospital telling exactly
where the vacant beds are, but there isn't
any.” This doctor had to phone seven hos-
pitals before he found a bed for the aged
woman at Metropolitan Hospital. While he
telephoned, the woman walited alone and
unattended in one of the emergency examin-
ing rooms. Yet even more critical than the
problems of beds and services is the problem
of health insurance. Despite a 33-percent
increase in rates this summer and a 124-per-
cent boost over the last 5 years. Blue
Cross health insurance, the basic financial
resource of the city’s hospital services, is on
the verge of setting its prices beyond the
range of the people who need it most,

There is still no up-to-the-minute listing
to show which hospitals have beds available,
and, though the number of unoccupled
beds continues to average approximately
3,000 daily, many people—particularly the
impoverished of the city—find it extremely
difficult to gain immediate admission—even
in some emergency cases. For those who
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do get in, according to a recent Teamster
Union-financed survey, there is a B50-50
chance that the patient will receive sub-
standard medical care. Dr. Ray E. Trussell,
who has brought strong leadership and new
respect to his department as head of the
city’s hospitals, has announced that he will
probably leave his job shortly and return to
Columbia. According to many people, both
within and without the administration, Dr.
Trussell’s loss would be a severe blow to the
city's hospital system. The extent of the
overall problem was described by the Gov-
ernor's Committee on Hospital Costs last
April, after a 9-month study. “The need
to replace obsolescent hospitals has now
reached staggering dimensions,” the report
read. “Nothing less than a crisis exlsts in
New York City."” Meanwhile, the problems
of Blue Cross, despite a 124-percent increase
in the last 5 years, continue to mount and
have brought about a special joint legls-
lative inquiry.
COMMUTERS

It is a city in which the commuter rail-
roads that are needed to bring more than
200,000 people into midtown Manhattan 5
days a week are now closer to financial ob-
livion than they have ever been before.
Commuter fares have skyrocketed on the New
Haven, New York Central, and Long Island
lines in the past few years, but losses con-
tinue. And unless increased Federal aid and
control are provided in the immediate fu-
ture, the railroads may be forced to shut
down commuter service completely. For the
other New Yorkers, who travel by subway and
bus into midtown Manhattan, getting to and
from work each day has become a true sur-
vival of the fittest.

The problems of the commuter—by rail, by
subway, by bus, by taxi, and even by ferry—
have continued to increase drastically. Only
an emergency injection of Federal and State
(from New York and Connecticut) funds
have kept the New Haven Ralilroad's com-
muter service alive—and even this is only a
temporary solution. And the problems of the
Long Island Railroad are now so critical that
the State apparently will be forced to take it
over to save it. Similar problems threaten
commuter service on the other railroads in
the metropolitan area, Strikes threaten the
city’s taxicabs and, for a while, seriously
curtailed Staten Island ferry service. And,
particularly in the rail crisis, the city ad-
ministration has remained aloof from last-
minute efforts of Federal and State officials
and a group of New York businessmen who
have banded together to work for a perma-
nent solution—probably the creation of a
tristate authority.

HOUSING

It is a city in which a public housing pro-
gram has been set up to cure at least one of
the problems of poverty, but, because of lim-
ited funds, unlimited red tape, and 1little
direction from the top, it seems to have cre-
ated almost as many problems as it has
solved. There are currently 520,000 people
living in public housing, but there are more
than 660,000 others now waliting to get in.
At the rate that public housing has been con-
structed over the last 2 years (12,000 units
or apartments since 1962), it would take
someone more than 10 years to galn admit-
tance to a public housing project if he ap-
plied today.

There are still more than 600,000 persons
walting to get into public housing. These
people—kept in deteriorating tenements by
the scarcity of public housing and the
authority’s strict eligibility reguirements
(which keep out most of the people who need
rehabilitation the most) have found little
relief in the special housing phone set up
by the city administration with conslderable
fanfare last February. The phone was sup-
posed to speed up the process of repairing
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housing violations. Unfortunately, accord-
ing to many slum residents who have tried
it, it still takes nearly a month to get
the city administration to take care of the
violations and the phone has merely added
another layer of bureaucracy. And, if the
housing authority did not have enough
trouble, the Manhattan district attorney’s
office is currently probing a major scandal
involving the authority and painting con-
tractors.

TUREAN RENEWAL

It is a city in which more than $2.19 bil-
lion has been committed to urban renewal
projects since 1950 in an attempt to wipe
out slums and provide decent low- and
middle-income housing, but one in which
the slums continue to spread, the ghettos re-
main, and there is still a critical shortage of
low- and middle-income housing. To many
New Yorkers, urban renewal has come to
mean human removal, the shifting of a mi-
nority group from one slum to another.

Progress has been made in some respects—
though the administration of the program
and the construction of low- and truly mid-
dle-income housing lag far behind the needs
of the city’s citizens. An experiment—Ilargely
a Federal project—Iis being attempted on
114th Street in Harlem, one of the worst
streets in the city. The concept there is to
rebulld one street at a time completely—
creating in effect, a garden of paradise in
the middle of hell. Hopefully a new look
for the street—where drug addiction, prosti-
tution and other forms of personal and social
disorganization flourish—will bring a new
look to its people. Downtown, in Cooper
Square, residents have finally won out over
political pressure and have been promised
needed low-income housing. Elsewhere, the
city’s urban renewal program, under the
leadership of Milton Mollen, continues to
fall short of ecity hall promises and press
releases, The Seward Park extension proj-
ect, which was halled as a new concept by
city hall a few months ago, was no different
from the new concept for the same project
announced by city hall a few years before
at a much lower price and junked only be-
cause of indecision over the Lower Manhat-
tan Expressway. And, in the West Side
urban renewal area, heralded as the first
true test of the city administration’s human
renewal program where poor people would
not be bulldozed from one slum to another,
residents, backed up by a clty-financed
study, maintain that city hall has already
botched up most of the relocation and hu-
man-renewal services.

WELFARE

It is a city in which half a million people,
more than the number living in the State
of Alaska, Delaware, Nevada, Vermont, or
Wyoming, are now receiving welfare with no
solution in sight. “There is not a single
thing we can do to keep this figure from in-
creasing,” says one welfare department
worker, “For every case we close, another
three or four are added to the rolls.”

The welfare rolls continue to climb.
There were 498,563 persons receiving public
asslstance in March (the latest figures avail-
able), an increase of 12.56 percent over the
year before. These people received a total
of $35,440436, an increase of 15.64 percent
from 1964. There continues to be no solu-
tion in sight. A strike of 7,000 welfare in-
vestigators, which lasted 28 days, pointed
up the excessive redtape and bureaucracy
that plague this department. A blue-ribbon
citizens' committee of businessmen reported
to Governor Rockefeller last month that seri-
ous consideration should be given to the im-
position of a 1-year residency requirement
for any one seeking public assistance. Wel-
fare Commissioner James R. Dumpson, how-
ever, continues to oppose the requirement,
labeling it “impractical, expensive admin-
Istratively, and contributes nothing.”
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BUSINESS

It is a city in which the problems of auto-
mation and urbanization, which threaten the
future of cities all over the world, are multi-
plied a thousand times. In the past 5 years,
hundreds of businesses, both large and small,
have deserted the city—and there appears to
be no way and little effort on the part of
city officials to halt this drain. Despite a
temporary commercial building boom
brought on by a change in the zoning code
and by the World's Fair, construction is now
on the decline, with the trade unions cur-
rently reporting more than 15-percent unem-
ployment. What makes this problem even
more critical is that it is precisely the em-
ployers of the unskilled and the semiskilled
who are deserting the city in frightening
numbers. More than 80,000 manufacturing
jobs alone have been lost in the city over the
past 5 years. “Taxes, labor costs, insurance,
and the city government’s attitude have made
Manhattan a nightmare for small business-
men,'” says one disgruntled dress manufac-
turer. “This is becoming a city with white-
collar jobs and blue-collar people.”

The flow of desperately needed blue-collar
factory jobs out of New York has continued
unabated despite undermanned and under-
financed but well publicized attempts by the
city’'s department of commerce and indus-
trial development. Herbert Bienstock, Fed-
eral labor statistician in the New York area,
has documented the depth of the business
crisis: New York's factory job loss has
amounted to more than the equivalent of
the Brooklyn Navy Yard (some 10,000 jobs
due to be lost sometime soon) for each of the
last 17 years—12,000 jobs a year, a total of
204,000; Negroes and Puerto Ricans, who are
most in need of low-skilled factory jobs, are
increasing at so rapid a rate that 63 percent
of youths between 15 and 24 years of age in
New York City 5 years from now will be
Negro or Puerto Rican. A committee of 14,
representing the major business and financial
interests in the city, has been formed to fight
the business crisis but, so far, has received
little encouragement from the city admin-
istration.

FINANCES

It is a city in which the financial needs
grow increasingly critical every day and the
sources of possible revenue increasingly dif-
ficult to find. The gigantic $3.355 billion ex-
pense budget—only the Federal Govern-
ment’s is larger—has more than doubled
under Mayor Wagner, creating the latest in a
series of worsening financial crises for the city
government. It has now reached the point
where 14 percent of each year's expense
budget—nearly $1.8 million a day—must go
to pay debt service, and a $350 million deficlt
has been predicted for 1966. The worsening
problem: Where are the new taxes—the
money to bridge the gap between the city's
increasing expenses and limited sources of
revenue—going to come from? The in-
creased sales tax, boosted from 3 to 4 percent
in 1963-64, has been a dismal failure, failing
to approach predicted revenues. And the
off-track betting proposal, even if it is ap-
proved by the Democratic-controlled State
legislature this year, cannot be expected to
provide substantial—or even adequate—
revenue. The mayor’s solution (and one he
applies to almost every major city problem) :
allocating $1 million of city money, setting
up a special commission to study the prob-
lem, and convincing several important bank-
ers and businessmen to lend their names (if
not their undivided attention) toit. “It's all
a game,” says one of the mayor's aids. “We
know we have fiscal problems and we know
what we have to do—ralse existing taxes or
put in some new ones. But, most of all, we
know that we must get more Federal and
State help. But by setting up these commis-
sions, the mayor gets the bankers and busi-
ness leaders, many of them Republicans, in-
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volved. If they should ever come up with
something new, then all the better. If they
don’t—and they rarely do—it's their failure,
not the mayor's. And then, who says that he
has to do anything with their proposals?”

The mayor finally came up with a solution
for his immediate fiscal problems, a solution
judged fiscally irresponsible by his own con-
troller, Abraham Beame. What the mayor
plans to do to meet his record $3.9 billion
red-ink expense budget is to borrow $256
million now and hopefully, if two successive
State legislatures and the voters in a state-
wide referendum give him approval to raise
real estate taxes by more than 20 percent, re-
pay later—by January 1, 1967, at the earliest.
The temporary commission on city finances
has so far produced a preliminary report,
which offered little that was new in ways to
provide new taxes, but the mayor additionally
chose to ignore several recommendations on
how to cut back on current expenses.

BUREAUCRACY

It is a city in which a giant bureaucracy
flourishes, growing more unmanageable every
day. The first charter revision in 26 years
was approved in 1961, but the government
and the people continue to struggle along
seemingly unable to cut through the red-
tape, the politics, the duplication of time,
money, and departments, the inferior per-
sonnel, and the needlessly increasing costs
that both separate and strangle them. *“The
basic problem in New York is that the gov-
ernment long ago ceased to be a government
of and for the people it governs,” says Jane
Jacobs, author of “The Death and Life of
Great American Cities” and, labeled by her
critics, “the Barbara Frietchie of the Slums.”
“The people of this city are being utterly
disregarded. Our government doesn’t listen
to the people. It has become too insulated
and too smug to care about their problems.”
One Planning Commission specialist has
come up with a novel suggestion that is
guaranteed never to see the light of day
under the present city administration.
“This city needs a lot of things, but I'd
like to use an IBM machine to figure out
some chain of command for how to go about
getting something done in this city,” he
says. “Then you'd know exactly where the
power was and exactly where to go to get
something accomplished.”

The number of committees continue to
increase, with more than 240,000 people now
working for the city administration. This
is an increase of more than 33 percent in
the 12 years of Mayor Wagner, a period when
the city's population has dipped slightly.
Though a great many people continue to
recommend the abolition of the office of
Borough President—which was pared largely
to a ceremonial plum by the ‘Charter’ revi-
silon—as a means to save money and slash
bureaucracy, the Mayor has ignored them.

HARLEM

1t is a city in which an already troubled
Negro population learned last summer that
city hall could be made to listen—if not
made to act. As a result of last summer's
rloting and the fear that it might have be-
come worse, Harlem now has a negro police
captain—and hopes that other concessions
(perhaps a civillan police review board) are
no longer out of the question. The re-
.sponsible people of Harlem may have had
nothing to do with the rioting, but these
people and the civil rights leaders, who found
themselves totally unable to control or direct
-the demonstrations, have not failed to grasp
the significance of it. “Time is running out
for this city,” says CCNY's Prof. Kenneth
Clark. “The people of Harlem and Bedford-
Stuyvesant are tired of promises and nothing
else from city hall.”

As summer moves in, tensions once again
are approaching fever proportions in Har-
lem. “Nothing has been done to cool the
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summer discontent,” said Representative
ApaM CLaYTON POWELL recently. *“I think
there is going to be trouble, trouble all over."”
The reasons for the growing discontent are
not difficult to isolate. While Rochester, a
city that also experienced raclal violence in
1964, has been active in preparing for 1865,
New York has for the most part, avoided
facing reality. The city's poverty program,
despite frantic last-minute efforts, has not
yet reached the poor people, and, despite the
clamor of eivil rights groups and others, the
mayor has refused to consider the formation
of a civilian police review board. Puerto
Rican groups are particularly incensed by the
alleged suicides of five Puerto Ricans, all
unrelated cases, while under police custody
during the past 5 months. And, in the
southeast Bronx, three incidents of conflict
between police and citlzens in the last 2
weeks indicate that the growing discontent
may be citywide. Representative PowELL's
close friend and former aid, Livingston Win-
gate, who runs Haryou-Act, has on his own
continued to fan the flames of discontent
by labeling his critics and city hall as
“enemies of the poor.”

SCHOOLS

It is a city in which a gigantic school
system is torn by overcrowding and sub-
standard teaching, particularly in slum areas,
becoming a political football for the mayor,
the board of education, civil rights groups
and racists. Though the city has built more
schools and classrooms under the present ad-
ministration than it had in all of the previ-
ous administrations, the vocational schools
have been allowed to become woefully out-
dated (more students drop out than grad-
uate) and almost nothing has been done to
prepare for an elementary school population
in the Bronx and Manhattan that is now
more than 65 percent Negro and Puerto
Rican. “You don't worry about teaching
these kids here,” says one long-time Harlem
teacher who happens to be white. “You just
keep them from killing each other and from
killing you.” With this attitude, it is not
at all surprising that 24 percent of the
youths who took the selective service exam,
which approximates a 13-year-old equiva-
lency test, in New York last year failed. The
argument, favored by city officials, that the
school dropout rate was greater 25 years ago
than it is today overlooks one basic point.
Twenty-five years ago youngsters dropped
out of school to go to work to go into the
Armed Forces. Today, with the seriously de-
clining number of unskilled and semiskilled
jobs, youngsters are dropping out of school
not to go to work but to become members of
the increasing number of the untrained and
the unemployed.

Programs to decentralize the school sys-
tem (by setting up 30 separate districts
throughout the city), to improve education
in slum schools (by the involuntary trans-
fer of experienced teachers into these areas)
and to modernize the entire system and
foster maximum integration (by eliminating
the junior high schools) are future hopes
for a school system that has just finished
perhaps its worst 5 years In its 111-year
history. The culmination of a myriad of
problems came this year when the issues
of integration, growing teacher militancy and
a red-tape strangled bureaucracy exploded
with the toppling of the superintendent and
the president of its board of education. To
complicate matters, another teachers’' strike
looms in September.

POLITICS

It is a city in which the strike of nearly
7,000 welfare department workers and dogzens
of other city problems grow more critical
every day, yet Mayor Wagner seems to spend
most of his time wheeling and dealing for
political control of a State legislature more
than 160 miles away.
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Mayor Wagner's decision not to run for re-
election has completely scrambled the city’s
political picture. More than a dozen names
are being bandied about by Democrats, with
most people now expecting a bitter primary
fight. The mayor’s withdrawal is also ex-
pected to produce an attempted return to
power by Tammany and the emergence of a
new Democratic leader in the State. The
most likely successor: Senator RoOBERT KEN-
NEDY, Who has given no indication of whom
he will support for the mayoralty.

MAYORALTY

It is a city in which the mayor delights
in expressing optimism, yet creates pessi-
mism by his unwillingness to act boldly.
Today, Robert F. Wagner is unquestionably
one of the most popular mayors in the city's
history, but, even to his friends, he seems
to be a man almost totally incapable or un-
willing to make forceful or meaningful de-
cisions, “I like the mayor—everybody likes
the mayor,” says one prominent New York
educator, who voted for Mayor Wagner in
each of his three campaigns for the city's
top position. “He's always available and
he's always pleasant. But when you leave
his office or Gracie Mansion, it suddenly
dawns on you that he hasn’'t really said
a damn thing. These are extremely troubled
times and the problems of this city are not
going to solve themselves or disappear. We
need a mayor who doesn’'t care about his
image and his political popularity. We need
a mayor Who cares about the city and has
the ability to cope with its problems.”

Over the last 6 weeks—either because
Joun Linpsay had entered the race or be-
cause he himself had secretly decided to
withdraw—Mayor Wagner suddenly started
to act decisively on several major issues he
had previously dawdled over. The most
noticeable was the Lower Manhattan Ex-
pressway, which he had been considering
since last December, when he announced
that the measure would not be stalled along.
Linpsay entered the race on May 13. Mayor
Wagner gave the go-ahead to the expressway
2 weeks later. He also has moved quickly
to provide needed police protection on the
subways. But the overall direction and or-
ganization of the city's future remain with-
out shape or form.

COURTS

It is a city in which the couart backlog has
become s0 bad that 18 Brooklyn trial judges
currently face 38,000 civil cases, with more
than 20,000 listed on jury calendars. The
backlog is now so excessilve that it takes 4
years to get many cases before a jury. The
caliber of the city's judges and the manner
in which they are chosen (picked by poli-
ticians and elected, frequently in face of op-
position by the bar association) have both
been severely criticized and reforms have
been suggested, but nothing has changed.
“There are often rumors, dificult to sub-
stantiate, but persistent enough to cause
concern, that there is a ‘going price' for a
judgeship,” wrote Herbert Brownell, former
U.S. Attorney General and president of the
Association of the Bar of the City of New
York. “One year's salary is the reported fig-
ure in New York City. No honorable lawyer
wants a judgeship at a price.”

Despite dozens of recommendations to cut
court backlog and improve the selection of
judges, nothing has been done—except that
cases continue to pile up and appointments
remain largely political. In Brooklyn, there
are now 40,000 cases listed, with 32,000 on the
jury calendar and a possible wait of nearly
5 years. In New York County, there are
38,000 cases piled up (28,000 on the jury
calendar) ; in the Bronx, 19,000 (14,000 on the
jury calendar); in Queens County, 28,000
(24,500 on the jury calendar); and in Rich-
mond, 570 cases (440 on the jury calendar).
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POWER ELITE

It is a city in which big businessmen com-
plain about civic apathy and the way the city
is run, but rarely do more than talk and lend
their names to civic organizations and city
commissions. When they do become actively
involved (and this does not include lending
their names to one of the mayor's countless
commissions), as in the struggle for midtown
parking garages, the trade center, and the
Wall Street redevelopment, it has generally
been an involvement born as much out of
self-interest as it has been out of a love for
the city. They prefer instead to complain
that, even if New York could organize a
supercitizens counecil (as has been done so
successfully in San Francisco and Philadel-
phia), it could accemplish little without the
cooperation—if not the leadership—of the
man in Gracle Mansion. “There has to be a
coordination of civic effort, but there has
been none here,” says David Yunich, presi-
dent of Macy’'s, New York, who favors the
creation of a supercitizens council.

In the last 4 months, New York's business
and financial leaders have banded together
to form two blue-ribbon committees aimed
to meet critical issues on their own—without
waiting any longer for leadership from city
hall. Seventy presidents, vice presidents, and
board chairmen of the city's greatest corpora-
tions organized the committee of 14 early in
March to fight the loss of blue-collar jobs,
perhaps through the formation of an indus-
trial development corporation. Initial en-
thusiasm diminished, however, but when
Mayor Wagner announced his massive deficit
budget and his plan to boost the real estate
tax, the city's business leaders suddenly be-
came deeply concerned once more. Though
the committee of 14 is a noticeable step for-
ward for the city's power elite, called by one
non-New York redevelopment expert the
most self-interested and least civic-minded
of any in the world, it still {s a million miles
behind citizens' groups in San Francisco,
Philadelphia, Detroit, and a dozen other U.S.
cities.

STUDIES

It is a city in which the foundations, the
universities, thousands of civic groups, and
the city government itself spend countless
millions of dollars each year on studies relat-
ing to New York City (not infrequently
studying the same thing) and then do little
more than file the reports for posterity. It is
only rarely that the civic groups get together
on a single project—and this seems to be the
way the mayor would like to keep it. By
keeping the civic and business groups divided,
interested for the most part in winning im-
provements for their own particular project
or area, the mayor remains the single unify-
ing force in the city.

Studies of municipal problems, particularly
critical ones, continue to serve as a successful
device for taking pressure off city hall. And
if the results of the study are negative or
antiadministration and can't be buried, the
mayor can always call for another study—
even if the problem already has been studied
countless times before. Just how long city
hall can take in deferring action on a single
problem has been demonstrated by the
studies made of the city's waterfront. In
1963, the department of marine and aviation
turned in a special report, which was started
in 1960, proposing development of the Hud-
son River waterfront to the “year 2000."
This report was turned over to the planning
commission by the mayor for further study.
The planning commission enlarged upon the
original study and passed its own report on
to the mayor last fall. The new budget calls
for $60,000, probably for planning, on a
superliner terminal sought by marine and
aviation, but the evolution of this study has
caused one city official to remark: “If we
get things started in 2000, we'll be doing
pretty good.”
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POLICE

It is a city in which the police force has
added more than 7,000 men in the past
decade and is called the best and most
honest in the world by Mayor Wagner. Yet
the narcotics rate in New York has sky-
rocketed (half of the narcotics addicts in the
United States now live in New York) and
gambling, the numbers, and prostitution con-
tinue to flourish. *One of the big problems
with Negro kids is that they just don't have
any respect for the law,” says one white
policeman. This is not difficult to under-
stand. In Harlem and Bedford-Stuyvesant,
corruption and the law do not always appear
to be in confliect. In one after-hours place in
Harlem, reefers are sold and smoked openly.
In another, prostitutes, some as young as 13,
solicit openly and argue over price at the
bar. "We don't worry about being raided,”
says Jimmy the bartender and bouncer, tak-
ing a bet on a number, “Some of our best
customers are cops—white cops.”

The mayor has acted firmly in the face of
the increasing crime rate (ranging from a
13.8-percent increase in major violence to a
52-percent jump in major subway crime) by
increasing the police force to 28,000 men and
staffing all subway trains with guards during
the most critical evening hours. The $2.5
millilon monthly overtime bill, brought about
by the increased patrols and the $1 billion
in goods stolen annually by the city’s 50,000-
plus narcotics addicts and the countless mil-
lions stolen by other criminals indicate the
high cost of the growing gap between law en-
forcement and crime. And this does not in-
clude the value of time lost and lives lost
through the increasing incidence of crime.
Police problems are not limited to the crimi-
nal element, however. The lines of com-
munication and respect—vital to the policing
of this or any city—have broken down, and
no one knows what to do about it. Police
Commissioner Michael Murphy has re-
signed—in face of another long hot summer,
growing calls for a civillan police review
board and charges of discrimination leveled
by civil rights groups against the depart-
ment—and Vincent Broderick, a civilian, has
been named fo replace him. But the same
problems remain.

PRESS

It is a city In which the press alternates
between pralsing and panning the mayor
but, with few exceptions, limited by space
and finances, offers little sustained, construc-
tive criticism. One exception was a lengthy
indictment In the magazine The Nation,
which documented a series of major city
scandals. The article was thorough and
hard hitting and brought about immediate
concern and momentary indignation when
it appeared in late 1859. But, in the long
run, without the support of the city’s other
papers and magazines, it accomplished little.
The same administration sits in ecity hall,
seemingly more secure than ever before, and,
if the corruption and scandal are no longer
as extensive or as obvious the problems of
the city are a great deal worse.

Except in special instances, the press of
this city continues to fall to come to grips
with the daily problems of the city. Even in
the instances of indepth investigative report-
ing, there has been little followthrough.
City hall press releases are printed as gospel,
and politicians, both Democratic and Repub-
lican, continue to manipulate the city's news
media with incredible ease. Exceptions have
been WMCA, an independent radio station
which, in its recent housing and reappor-
tionment campaigns, added a new dimension
to radio reporting in New York; channel 13,
a local TV station which, in a single live show
on the poverty program, recently demon-
strated the excitement and value that city
coverage can generate; and the Village Voice,
a weekly paper which, in its articles by Mary
Perot Nichols on the Lower Manhattan Ex-
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pressway and the World's Fair, left most of
the dailies in its wake.

POLITICIANS

It is a city in which the Republican Party
assails the mayor and complains about his
“inefficient and corrupt” administration, but,
so far, has offered no leader and no pro-
gram of its own. “OE, so they don’'t agree
with the way I run the city,” says the mayor.
“But what do they offer in my place? In
the years I've been mayor, the Republicans
have never even really had a platform.
They don’ t even come to the budget hear-
ings any more. I wish they did. I'm will-
ing to listen to anybody." Representative
JoHN V. LINDSAY, a young Republican men-
tioned increasingly as a candidate for may-
or, does not dispute the mayor's charge. He
suggests the creation of a “shadow cabinet,”
modeled after the British body, made up
of experts In the party out of office and
serving as a watchdog over the party in
power. “I think that under Mayor Wagner
New York has lost its willpower, its great
energy, and its great leadership,” says the
Congressman. “You hear a lot of people
say that the city is too big to be governed
by one man. I don’t agree with that at all.
It's just a cliché. But to run this city prop-
erly and get it going again, the mayor has
to be very tough. He's got to ask for the
moon and he's got to convince the people to
make sacrifices. It will take a man who
loves the city and a man who loves its peo-
ple. If we don't get going again soon, New
York will become a second-class city.” Bar-
bara Ward, the noted British economist, is
even more pessimistic. “If children were
run down in the streets, something would be
done,” she sald during a speech last fall.
“All over the world things are becoming in-
tolerable, but we are tolerating them. Un-
less someone comes up with some jolly good
solutions, the problems facing cities may be-
come more lethal than the bomb.”

“Can you imagine a Republican winning
in New York City?” With these words,
Mayor Wagner greeted the announcement
that Representative Jorn V. Linpsay had
changed his mind and entered the mayoral-
ity race. With Democrats outnumbering
Republicans by more than 3 to 1 in the city,
Representative LiNDsay certainly seemed to
have his work cut out for him. Then the
mayor unexpectedly withdrew from the
race—leaving the Democrats with no heir
apparent—and suddenly the underdog had
begun to look like a much better bet. One
of the biggest things in Linpsay's favor: the
announcement by the Liberal Party that, if
the mayor didn't run, Representative LiNp-
say might very well get the Liberal endorse-
ment. Certain to complicate the Congress-
man's campalgn, however, is the effect the
mayor's withdrawal will have on his at-
tempts to put together an authentic fusion
ticket. Regardless of the outcome, the 1965
mayorality race should result in a move to-
ward the return of a two-party system in
New York City.

THE INDICTMENT AND THE AFTERMATH

“New York 1s the greatest city in the
world—and everything is wrong with it.”
With these words, on January 25, the Herald
Tribune launched its daily investigative
series “New York City in Crisis.” Today,
nearly 5 months later, the Tribune is reprint-
ing its original indictment of the fallures of
a city administration and, with it, a report
on the progress—or lack of progress—in each
of these areas. These twin indictments—
plus a special report written by Barry Got-
tehrer, who has headed the series—appear on
these two pages.

With a summer of campaigning coming
up, the Herald Tribune has decided that,
finally, these problems that have disturbed
the past, cloud the present and threaten the
future of the greatest city In the world will
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now recelve an urgent public airing. For
this reason, while the candidates discuss the
problems and offer possible solutions, “New
York City in Crisis” is being brought to a
conclusion. This does not mean, however,
that this newspaper will abandon its con-
cern for the city in the months and years
ahead but will continue to report on the
problems of this giant eity in crisis.

The editors of the Herald Tribune would
like to thank the thousands of New Yorkers
who have responded to “New York City in
Crisis"” by phone and by malil during the last
5 months. Ewven though the series Is being
discontinued during the mayoral campaign,
the Herald Tribune will continue to welcome
response from—and attempt to assist—peo-~
ple of New York who are trapped by the in-
difference and the bureaucracy of this great-
est city in the world.

Do New Yoreers CARe? FAcTs,
REACTION, ACTION

(By Barry Gottehrer)

“New York is the greatest city in the
world—and everything is wrong with it.”

With these words, the Herald Tribune, on
January 25, launched its investigative serles—
“New York City in Crisis.”

Over the last 5 months, this daily series has
presented a documented and sweepling indict-
ment of a city, the greatest city in the world,
in serious trouble.

It has been largely an indictment of a city
government which, through inefficiency and
indifference, has lost touch with its people.

Yet it has also been an indictment of the
city’'s 8 million people who, through fear,
frustration, and bewilderment, have come to
accept conditions and services that grow in-
creasingly intolerable every day.

In order to probe beneath the surface of
the problems that have clouded the present
and threaten the future of this greatest city
in the world, a special team of four reporters
and writers spent more than 6 months inter-
viewing hundreds of city officlals and citizens
before the first story appeared,

One of the first persons contacted was a
Ford Foundation official who expressed inter-
est in the project but skepticism about its
effect.

“Frankly, I wonder if anybody really cares
any more,” he sald. *“New Yorkers can still be
vigorous, vital, and effective when it is their
personal comfort or well-being that is being
disturbed. The real question is: How much
do New Yorkers really care today about the
problems of people on the other side of the
city?”

Today, nearly 5 months after the first crisis
story appeared, the Herald Tribune can offer
a firm answer to that question,

AN ANSWER

From the thousands of phone calls and let-
ters that have poured into—and continue to
pour into—the “City in Crisis” office, it is
clear that New Yorkers do care deeply—about
themselves and their own personal problems,
it is true. Yet they also care about New York
City itself and the deadening apathy and mu-
nicipal inefficiency that have permitted these
problems to become so vast and so explosive.

“It is not corruption that is killing this
city,” saild Dr. Eenneth Clark, professor of
psychology at City College, the day the
series started. “New York is dying from
creeping dry rot, steadily increasing blight
and a total lack of leadership.”

Over the last 5 months, the expanded
six-man “New York City in Crisis” team,
with the assistance of this newspaper's
other reporters and specialists, has docu-
mented this creeping dry rot, the steadily
increasing blight and the lack of leader-
ship—where important problems are turned
over to special committees and then for-
gotten and where a government seems to
function by indecision and a policy of not
rocking the boat.
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In one area after another—from the in-
creasing exodus of the middle class and
manufacturing to the rising crime and nar-
coties rate, from the Increasing -critical
problems of poverty and slum housing to the
polluted air, the troubled schools and inte-
gration—the city administration’s endless
reports and press releases and the mayor's
optimistic speeches have paled alongside a
presentation of the facts.

‘What has the presentation of these prob-
lems—and the city administration's failure
to cope with them—accomplished?

The city's leading businessmen banded
together to set up two supercitizens coun-
ells to cope with the business exodus and
the plight of the commuter railroads. The
long-awaited awakening of New York's
power elite to the problems of the city for
the first time should finally place these
crises in their true perspective—and perhaps
be the start of sweeping municipal reform
as it has been in Philadelphia, St. Louis,
Detroit, and dozens of other cities.

While city hall has failed to act, the New
York County District Attorney's office has
pressed investigations of the women's house
of detention and the housing authority.
And the State investigation commission is
determined to get to the root of the city's
slum housing problem.

The plight of these slum dwellers has been
helped somewhat by the city’s setting up a
special housing complaint telephone, though
many people feel this has merely added
another layer of bureaucracy. The con-
solidation of all housing inspection under
one department, the buildings department
as called for in the series, figures to help
even more,

The people of the city, increasingly
frightened by the rapidly soaring crime rate
in the streets, in the parks, and in the sub-
ways, received hope with the mayor's deci-
sion—also called for by the press—to beef
up the subway police patrol and add 1,000
more men to the police force.

Work has finally begun on the long-
delayed Harlem Hospital and the city ad-
ministration has been forced into changing
the structure of its poverty program—from
a city-controlled patronage plum hopefully
into a program that will allow the people of
the city to decide their own destinies.

And, after years of indecision and several
complete reversals in position, Mayor Wagner
finally reached a decision on the Lower Man-
hattan Expressway—the phanton road which
has been on the city’s highway map since
1941 but has still not been built. Despite
increasing civic opposition, the mayor an-
nounced publicly that the highway will be
built—work to start as soon as possible.

Constructive reaction to the series has
come from the Office of Economlec Opportu-
nity which, when city officials refused to
investigate the growing and unanswered
charges against Haryou-ACT, decreed that
the troubled program's records were in the
public domain,

Senator Jacos Javirs and Representative
OcpEN R. REID plan to seek an amendment to
the Economic Opportunity Act which would
guarantee free access to the expense of public
funds by Haryou-ACT and all nonprofit
poverty programs.

Tragically, in many areas the presentation
of these problems has accomplished very
little.

Despite prodding, the city administration
continues to muddle along in many areas.

Among problems City Hall has continued
to take no action on: the spreading cancer
of narcotics addiction; the continued re-
fusal of the construction and trade unions
to integrate; a public housing program that
calls for a complete investigation and pos-
sible overhs:!: an urban renewal program
that continues to misfire; serious charges
against the administration of Haryou-ACT,
the controversial Harlem poverty program
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which has already received $6.5 million in
taxpayers’ money.

Also, the sad state of the women’'s house
of detention; growing amount of anti-
white feeling in Harlem and Bedford-Stuy-
vesant, much of it coming from more than
70,000 disgruntled youths who roam the city’s
streets, school dropouts, out of work or un-
deremployed, increasingly disillusioned by the
patronage plums the poverty projects have
become; the pattern of fiscal irresponsibility
heightened by the mayor's latest $255 mil-
lion *red ink” budget; an antiquated welfare
program which doles out money and little
else; and an overcrowded court system which
does not offer equal justice for all.

RESPONSE

Reaction to the series has come from all
over the world.

In Washington, several Congressmen—both
Democrats and Republicans—have entered a
dozen of the special reports in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Stories have been reprinted in papers in
places as far away as Bulgaria and Puerto
Rico and the editor of an Indian paper re-
quested coples of all the articles for a possible
series, “New Delhi in Crisis.”

Five local colleges and universities have
assigned the series as required reading in
government and urban affairs classes and
several mayors and many Federal officials
have made the articles mandatory reading
for top staffers.

Hundreds of leading businessmen, church
leaders, and educators have lauded the series
publicly. And, in response to the articles,
the New York Chamber of Commerce and the
Commerce and Industry Association both
have called for the formation of a super-
citizens council to bring about immediate
action and get the greatest city in the world
moving again.

Recognition has also come from other
newspapers, magazines and civic organiza-
tions. The series has won the top publishers
awards of the Newspapers Reporters Asso-
ciation and the Deadline Club, the local
chapter of the national journalism fraternity
Sigma Delta Chi, the only two journalistic
awards it has been eligible for thus far. The
serles has also won the top award of the
City Club of New York and the Ralph K.
Jonas award of Long Island University—
agaln for public service.

And newspapers (including the New York
Post) and magazines (ranging from Editor
& Publisher to the Nation) have lauded the
series editorially. Time magazine has called
it “an incisive daily serles on New York'’s
brutal and burgeoning big-city problems”
and pointed to it as “the kind of sustained
city coverage it (New York) sorely needs.”

Now, as the mayoralty campaign shifts into
second gear and prospects seem excellent for
a thorough public airing of the vast prob-
lems that have turned New York into a giant
city in crisis, the Herald Tribune, after due
deliberations, bring this investigative serles
to a close. The Herald Tribune now looks to
the candidates—both Democrat and Republi-
can alike—to debate these issues and offer
practical solutions,

DENGLER, LAWYER AND CIVIC
LEADER

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Appaseo] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, New
York City, New York State, and the



19290

Nation has lost a great citizen, Theobald
J. Dengler. It has been my pleasure and
privilege to work with Mr. Dengler in
connection with the Annual Steuben Day
Parade which has become an annual at-
traction in New York City in September.
To work with him and to know him was
to like him, respect him, and admire him
for his unselfish devotion to many
worthy causes.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include an article which briefly outlines
his career which appeared in the New
York Herald Tribune:

DENGLER, LAWYER AND Civic LEADER

Theobald J. Dengler, 68, a lawyer here since
1922 and for many years a leading figure in
German-American civie, philanthropic und
patriotic activities in the couniry, died Sat-
urday night at his summer home in Long
Beach, Long Island. He lived at 2809 Morris
Avenue, the Bronx.

Mr. Dengler, a native of New York, com-
pleted his education at Fordham Law School
and began to practice law in 1922 after serv-
ing with the U.S. Navy in World War I as an
enlisted man, At the time of his death, he
was the senior partner in Dengler, Dengler &
Dengler, 170 Broadway.

He was active for many years in the Roman
Catholic Church, and at the conclusion of
World War II, he was designated at the sug-
gestion of Francis Cardinal Spellman as chief
of the Catholic section of the Religious Af-
fairs Division of the Military Government in
Germany.

Upon his return to the United States, Mr.
Dengler delivered lectures in many cities,
describing the desperate plight of the people
in the defeated nations and enlisting aid. As
a result of this work, he received the Officers
Cross of the Government of West Germany
and similar honors from other nations.

During the war, he headed the national
German-language division of the war bond
drives and received officlal recognition for his
work.

Mr. Dengler was chairman of the executive
committee of the Catholic Kolping Society of
America, which operates hostels and similar
services, and he also was head of the Ger-
man-American Committee of Greater New
York, sponsors of the annual Steuben Day
Parade and many other activities,

For many years, Mr. Dengler was a member
of the executive committee and of the board
of directors of one of the Nation's oldest wel-
fare institutions, the German Soclety of the
City of New York, which figured in the estab-
lishment of the Legal Aid Society, the
Travelers Ald Soclety, and Lenox Hill Hos-
pital since it was established in 1784.

Surviving are his wife, Mrs. Hilda
Schweiger Dengler; five sons, Theobald J.
Dengler, Jr., the Reverend Ralph Dengler,
5.J.; Norbert, Bernard M. and Laurence G.
gt;ngler. and a daughter, Mrs. Hilda S, Mc-

ew.

THE D.A. IS SUPPOSED TO PROSE-
CUTE, NOT PERSECUTE

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GonzaLEz] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, last
week stories appeared in the Washing-
ton Post and the Evening Star which
created the impression that a colleague
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had attempted to influence the handling
of a local criminal case. These stories
quoted the U.S. attorney for the District
of Columbia and in bold black headlines
implied that a member of this House had
done something wrong in writing two
letters and making a phone call in be-
half of a boy who was accused of a
crime.

I deeply resent and protest the impli-
cations left by these stories. It appears
to me that the office of the U.S. attorney
has done our colleague an injustice.
The U.S. attorney for the District of
Columbia ought to apologize to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Attorney's office
is no further removed from the scrutiny
of Congress and from the area of its
proper jurisdiction than any other Fed-
eral office. It is our duty as elected
Representatives to the U.S. Congress to
help people who have business or prob-
lems involving the Federal Government.
If a Congressman makes an inquiry to a
Federal office in behalf of a constituent
or in behalf of any person, he is not
acting improperly. He is doing his job.
It is just as proper for a Congressman
to write or to telephone a U.S. attorney
on behalf of a constituent as it is for the
Congressman to contact the Veterans’
Administration, the Social Security Ad-
ministration, the Civil Service Commis-
sion, the Army, the Navy, or the Air
Force.

For a U.S. attorney to complain be-
cause a Congressman has contacted him
on behalf of a constituent is ridiculous.
But for a U.S. attorney to release stories
to the news media creating the impres-
sion that it is wrong for a Congressman
to contact him borders on a violation by
the executive branch of the rights and
prerogatives of the legislative branch.

If the U.S. attorney’s office intention-
ally “leaked’ the stories casting asper-
sion on a colleague last week for the
purpose of intimidating other Members
of Congress and causing them to be
afraid of making inquiries on behalf of
other persons, it is mistaken. Members
of Congress will not be so easily in-
timidated.

As an example of the damage and the
distortions that can result from mis-
guided efforts such as those that ap-
parently were made last week by the
U.S. attorney’'s office, under unanimous
consent, I insert in the Recorp at the
close of my remarks a newspaper story
that was carried on one of the wire serv-
ices and printed in one of my hometown
newspapers, the San Antonio Express,
July 30, 1965.

The U.S. attorney for the Distriet of
Columbia owes the gentleman from
Texas a public apology.

The article follows:

REPRESENTATIVE CASEY AccuseEp oF Try To
INFLUENCE IN THEFT CASE

WasHINGTON.—The U.S. attorney for the
District of Columbia says Representative
RoserT R. CaAsEY, Democrat, of Texas, at-
tempted to influence the handling of a petty
la.rceny case in which a constituent was in-
volved.

David C. Acheson said Wednesday that
Casey wrote two letters, made one visit and

August 3, 1965

at least one telephone call to Acheson or
members of his staff in an effort to get favor-
able consideration in a case involving a
young man charged with shoplifting a pair of
Bermuda shorts.

Casey, a former assistant district attorney,
acknowledged he had interested himself in
the case, but said he was “very careful not to
ask anyone to drop the charges.” He added:

“I haven't done anything to be ashamed
of. I've known this boy's folks for 15 years,
and it’s not just a case of doing something
for a constituent. This boy didn’t have any-
body up here to help him, and I hope that
someone would do the same for one of my
youngsters if he got in trouble.”

The youth, whose parents live in Houston,
was acquitted in a trial on Tuesday in the
court of general sesisons.

A store detective said the youth took three
pairs of shorts into a dressing room, put one
pair on, then put his trousers on over them
and returned the two other pairs to the dis-
play counter,

The youth contended in the trial that it
was an unconsclous act on his part. He said
he had already paid for other items which
he had selected in the store.

In acquitting the defendant, Judge Thom-
as C. Scalley said the prosecution had failed
to prove the young man's intent to steal the
shorts.

TWO DOLLARS OUT OF EVERY
THREE SPENT BY USDA ARE FOR
“CONSUMER PROGRAMS”

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PurceLL] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Wisconsin? 3

There was no objection.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, more
than $2 out of every $3 expended by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture in fiscal
1965 were spent for services of primary
benefit to the general public. In terms
of man-years of work over 90 percent of
USDA activity was devoted to programs
that provided far more benefits to the
consumer, labor, businessmen and the
general public than to farmers.

I cite these facts because they are too
little known—because in the public mind
the Department of Agriculture exists to
serve farmers—or even to subsidize
farmers.

Even when it was first established over
100 years ago—in an era when our
Nation was predominantly agricultural—
the USDA was known as the “people’s
department.”

Today when less than 7 percent of our
people live on farms, the USDA provides
a bigger and more varied catalog of
services to consumers in general than
any other agency of Government any-
where in the world.

We have USDA research to thank for
the first cheap commercial method of
making penicillin—for the development
of dextran, a blood plasma extender—
for improved paints—for detergents
made from animal fats—and for the
aerosol spray cans in which we now buy
a multitude of products from car wax
to whipped cream.
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These developments may seem far
afield from agriculture but they are very
close to the people—and therefore highly
appropriate activities for the people’s
department.

There are other services, perhaps even
more spectacular. The USDA has estab-
lished more than 5,700 radiation mon-
itoring stations throughout the United
States, and has trained 18,000 employees
to measure radiation levels. Why? Be-
cause in case of a nuclear attack upon
this country the USDA would have the
responsibility for producing, processing,
storing, and distributing food through
the wholesale level. It must guard
against fire damage in country areas.
It must determine when it is safe to re-
sume farming operations.

USDA inspectors at ports and borders
keep foreign pests, insects, and diseases
from entering this country. Sometimes
the Nation gets an unexpected dividend.
For example, one of the largest ship-
ments of pure heroin ever intercepted
in the United States was stopped at the
Mexican border in October 1963 by an
alert USDA plant quarantine inspector
making a routine auto search.

These activities are for the benefit of
all of us—194 million Americans—not
primarily for the less than 13 million pec-
ple who now live on U.S. farms. So are
the meat and poulfry inspection pro-
grams, the grading of food and fiber, the
protection and improvement of the Na-
tion’'s resources of soil, water, and timber.
Such activities as the school lunch, spe-
cial milk, food stamp, and direct distri-
bution programs reach far more urban
than farm people.

At this time, I can only scratch the
surface of the Department’s services to
the general consuming public. But the
list includes how to stretch consumer
dollars through information on how to
buy, store, and prepare food; how to
purchase, clean, and conserve clothing;
how to put in and take care of a lawn
and shrubbery; how to plant and nur-
ture a garden; how to choose lumber for
building an addition to a house and how
to protect wood surfaces from decay;
how to get rid of termites, ants, and
roaches.

USDA architects have drawn a large
number of house plans, some for very
low-cost houses. They have also de-
veloped plans for time- and step-saving
kitchens. The U-shaped kitchen that is
50 popular today is a USDA innovation.
So, I am told, are slant-front cabinets
and many other modern kitchen features.

Even the less than one dollar in three
spent by USDA primarily and directly to
serve farmers—such as for price support
and the stabilization of farm income—
also brings substantial benefits to all
U.S. consumers. These programs help
keep our food supply secure and our food
costs stable. Without them farm in-
come would be cut in half. American
agriculture would soon be bankrupt, and
the whole economy would suffer.

It has been said that not a minute of
the day elapses but that some service
which USDA performs helps to make our
lives better, fuller, happier. That is a
very broad statement, but I believe it is
true.
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It is this that makes the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture truly the people’s
department.

POTATOES

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. HaTHawaY] may extend his
remarks at this point in the ReEcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Mon-
AGAN] In a recent speech—RECORD, July
27, 1965, page 18467—continued in his
series of attacks on the current price
of potatoes. His basic argument comes
down to this: The Maine farmer should
look into the future, see what the weath-
er will be in the coming months, deter-
mine the future demand conditions,
determine the price that should be
charged for potatoes, and finally, if he
still has any remaining time, plant his
crop accordingly.

It is, of course, impossible for a farmer
to do these things. The weather con-
ditions, the growing season, and the
amount of demand for his product are
indeterminates and can not be forseen
by either the farmer or an agency of the
Government. In recent years, potato
farmers have guessed wrong about how
much they should plant. They have
planted too much and low prices have
been the result.

The gentleman from Connecticut has
made the statement that Maine farmers
had in some way cut back their plant-
ing in 1964 so they would get higher
prices this year. The facts are in direct
opposition to this statement. In 1963,
Maine farmers planted 142,000 acres of
potatoes. The resulting prices were far
from spectacular. In 1964, Maine farm-
ers planted more, not less, potatoes. In-
stead of 142,000 acres, they planted 145,-
000 acres of potatoes. These figures
clearly show that Maine farmers did not
cut back production, rather they in-
creased it! If it were not for the frost
in Idaho, we would have had too many
potatoes, but as I said before, no man
can look that far into the future and
determine what the weather will be.

The facts are simple and easily under-
stood. A short supply coupled with a
large demand will cause a higher price.
That is the way the law of supply and
demand operates. Several years ago a
frost in Florida destroyed a part of the
citrus crop. Even before the remainder
of the crop was harvested, commodity
buyers knew there would be higher prices
on orange juice the next year. They
were correct. The higher price rations
the limited supply of a commodity to
those that value that commodity enough
to spend the extra money to purchase it.

The Maine potato farmer has nothing
for which to apologize. His crop is not
subsidized—no government guarantees
him a market. He plants as much as he
thinks can sell to get a reasonable return
on his investment. More often than not
he has guessed wrong—the lean years
have far outnumbered the fat ones.
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OLE KING COAL

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. DEnT] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. MTr. Speaker, it is refresh-
ing to note that “Ole King Coal” is not
dead and in spite of atomic powerplants
financed in part by the very same persons
and organizations participating in the
following massive power project, coal is
still supren.e as a fuel in the generating
of electric power.

The following announcement also re-
affirms the faith of our people in the
future of the Keystone State of the
Union, the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania. I am happy to put this important
announcement in the official Recorn of
the Congress:

NEws ABOUT PENNSYLVANIA ELECTRIC Co.

Plans for a multimillion-dollar interstate
electric power project, including a $140 mil-
lion, mine-mouth generating station near
Homer City between Indiana and Johnstown,
were announced today by Pennsylvania Elec-
:}ric Co. and New York State Electric & Gas

orp.

The 1,280,000-kilowatt, mine-mouth power-
plant would be jointly owned by the two
utilities. It would consume about 3.5 million
tons of coal a year, most of which would be
mined adjacent to the plant and delivered by
conveyor belts—with the balance to be mined
within a few miles of the site,

Construction of the plant would com-
mence next March with the first 640,000-kilo-
watt unit in operation by May 1969 and the
second unit of the same size to be completed
about 18 months later.

The plantsite is in an area rich in bitumi-
Tnous coal deposits and about 20 miles north-
west of Johnstown. It is about 15 miles
southeast of the Keystone power project un-
der construction near Shelocta and about 12
miles northwest of the contemplated Cone-
maugh powerplant near New Florence. The
installation of the Penelec-NYSE&G plant
would mean, when all three are in operation
in the early 1970's, that this 30-mile stretch
of central western Pennsylvania could
duce over 5 milllon kilowatts (including

‘Penelec’s existing Seward station), one of

the greatest concentrations of electric power
production eapacity in the world,

NYSE&G's share of the output of the sta-
tion will be delivered by a 345,000-volt trans-
mission line that will run 170 miles from the
site to the Elmira-Binghamton, N.Y. area
and would be the first extra high voltage
(EHV) line to tie western Pennsylvania di-
rectly with upstate New York, Penelec's
share of the station output will be taken into
its transmission network near the site,

Agreement to proceed with the joint con-
struction of the plant was announced today
by Penelec President Louis H. Roddis, Jr.,
and NYSE&G President Joseph M. Bell, Jr.
The scope of the project was cited by the
utility executives as “illustrating the con-
tinuing commitment and ability of investor-
owned electric companies to finance and
build the efficient large-scale facilities that
will assure consumers in the northeast of
dependable and low-cost electric service.”

The New York utility serves over a half-
million customers, principally in the south
central portion of that State. Penelec
serves 420,000 customers in about a third of
the Commonwealth and including virtually
the entire northern tier and in the central
and southwestern parts of Pennsylvania.
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The Johnstown based utility is an operating
company of General Public Utilitles Corp.
and its generating operations are integrated
with its sister GPU companies: Metropoli-
tan Edison Co. (Pa.), New Jersey Power &
Light Co., and Jersey Central Power & Light
Co.

GPU, through the Jersey Central company,
is a part owner of the Keystone project and
Penelec is constructing and will own portions
of the east-west EHV transmission lines
emanating from Keystone. The GPU com-
panies’ power production operations are fur-
ther coordinated with other eastern utilities
through their participation in the Pennsyl-
vania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection
(PJM)—the world’'s oldest and one of the
largest power pools.

Mr. Roddis noted that Penelec's forecast of
increased demand for electricity by its cus-
tomers and the planned retirement of old
and less efficient generating units would re-
quire Penelec to have substantial additional
generating capability and that the coordi-
nated installation of a mine-mouth EHV pro-

would meet the requirements of both
utilities in 1970.

Although this project would create the
first transmission tie of EHV Ilevel (over
230,000 volts) between western Pennsylvania
and upstate New York, Penelec, and NYSE&G
have maintained transmission connections
at five points along the States' border for
many years. In addition NYSE&G has 11
major transmission tles with 4 other
utilities and Penelec is interconnected with
T other companies at 13 other locations.

Design details for the plant are still to be
developed but would be similar in concept to
the neighboring mine-mouth stations.
Cooling water for the plant will be continu-
ously recycled from huge storage basins out-
side the plant, sent in to the station’s con-
densers where it will pick up heat, returned
outside and into 350-foot tall hyperbolic con-
‘crete shell natural draft cooling towers and
dropped back down to the storage basins.

Additional supplies of water to make up
for the amounts belng evaporated in the
cooling process will be withdrawn from Two
Lick Creek and pumped uphill to the plant-
site about a mile away. The creek's flow
will be maintained at an adequate rate all
year-round for this purpose by construction
of a reservoir further upstream with 13,000
acre-feet of water storage impounded by a
concrete dam.

The siting of the plant in the central west-
ern Pennsylvania soft coal region will allow
the companies to take advantage of the sub-
stantial economies associated with using
readily recoverable, run-of-the-mine coal
with an average heat rate of 12,000 British
thermal units per pound and requiring mini-
mal preparation and transportation. Studies
have shown about 125 million recoverable
tons of coal within a few miles of the site.
The officials reported that no contracts have
as yet been entered upon with coal com-
panies.

Part of the economic impact of the project
would lie in the fact that the character of
the coal in the area, while suitable for this
plant, is less in demand for other uses and
much of it might not otherwise ever be
mined. It s predicted that operation of the
plant at full capacity would mean 500 or
more mining jobs and a large number of
trucking and other associated jobs. Instal-
lation of the plant will also mean a large
number of temporary jobs and substantial
local purchases of materials, supplies, and
services during the construction period—all
of which should inject several million dol-
lars a year of additional purchasing power
into this reglon’s economy.

Another feature evaluated in the economic
analysis of the site is its proximity to
Penelec's network of 230,000-volt and 115,-
000-volt transmission lines leading to major
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local electric load centers and to existing
interconnections.

Mr. Roddis noted that consumers in Penn-
sylvania have fast been reaping the benefits
of the relatively new technology of EHV
transmission and the development of large-
scale generating units. *“This has been so0,”
he said, “both from the standpoint of the
economic impact of siting mine-mouth
plants in our State and in the action of
Penelec and other investor-owned electric
companies to pass along the economic ad-
vantages to their customers."” He noted that
while Penelec had reduced rates three times
in 1965 alone, and had initiated reductions
totaling over $6 million in the past 5 years,
it considered the substantial investment
represented by today’s announcement as:
“intended to help us assure our customers
that electric service will remain the best bar-
gain in Pennsylvania in the years to come.”

Mr. Roddis and Mr. Bell stated also that,
“our project illustrates the intention and
ability of investor-owned utilities to meet
the Nation’s growing electric power require-
ments and to work toward further reduc-
tion in power costs—and to achieve these
ends without placing a burden on the tax-
payer.”

SERVICE CONTRACTS ACT OF 1965

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. O'Haral may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin ?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, today the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. PeLry] and I have introduced
identical bills, H.R. 10238 and H.R.
10239. This legislation, which will be
known as the Service Contracts Act of
1965, represents an attempt to close a
serious gap in our Nation’s labor
standards laws.

Both the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. PELLY] and I have previously spon-
sored legislation similar to that which we
have introduced today. In the 88th Con-
gress, the Special Subcommittee on
Labor, on which I serve, held hearings
on proposals to provide labor standards
on Federal service contracts, and the
full Committee on Education and Labor
reported a bhill, HR. 11522. This bill,
however, was not acted upon by the full
House before the adjournment last fall.

H.R. 10238 and H.R. 10239, the bills
introduced today by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Perry]l and myself,
would provide much needed labor
standards protection for employees of
contractors and subcontractors furnish-
ing to or performing maintenance serv-
ice for Federal agencies. The service
contract is now the only remaining cate-
gory of Federal contracts to which no
labor standards protections apply. Con-
struction contracts, including many
which are partially financed with Fed-
eral funds but to which the Federal Gov-
ernment is not a party, require compli-
ance with minimum labor standards
under the Davis-Bacon Act and related
statutes. Supply contracts of the Fed-
eral Government also provide labor
standards protection pursuant to the
Walsh-Healey Act.
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Many of the employees performing
work on Federal service contracts are
poorly paid. The work is generally
manual work and in addition to craft
work, may be semiskilled or unskilled.
Types of service contracts which the bill
covers are varied and include laundry
and drycleaning, custodial and jani-
torial, guard service, packing and crat-
ing, food service, and miscellaneous
housekeeping services.

Service employees in many instances
are not covered by the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act or State minimum wage laws.
The counterpart of these employees in
Federal service, blue-collar workers, are
by a Presidential directive assured of at
least the Fair Labor Standards Act mini-
mum. Bureau of Labor Statistics sur-
veys of average earnings in service occu-
pations in selected areas in 1961 and 1962
show, however, that an extremely de-
pressed wage level may prevail in private
service employment. In contract clean-
ing services, for example, in some areas
less than $1.05 an hour was paid. Ele-
vator operators earned low rates, varying
from 79 cents to $1.17 an hour. Service
contract employees are often not mem-
bers of unions. They are one of the most
disadvantaged groups of our workers and
little hope exists for an improvement of
their position without some positive
action to raise their wage levels.

The Federal Government has added
responsiblity in this area because of the
legal requirement that contracts be
awarded to the lowest responsible bidder.
Since labor costs are the predominant
factor in most service contracts, the odds
on making a successful low bid for a con-
tract are heavily stacked in favor of the
contractor paying the lowest wage.
Contractors who wish to maintain an
enlightened wage policy may find it al-
most impossible to compete for Govern-
ment service contracts with those who
pay wages to their employees at or below
the subsistence level. When a Govern-
ment contract is awarded to a service
contractor with low wage standards, the
Government is in effect subsidizing sub-
minimum wages.

PROVISIONS OF BILL

The bill is applicable to advertised or
negotiated contracts, in excess of $2,500,
the principal purpose of which is for the
furnishing of services through the use of
service employees, as defined in the bill.
Thus, for example, contracts made by
the District of Columbia government
with local hospitals for the care of in-
digent patients would not be covered,
since “service employees” as defined in
the bill would be performing only inci-
dental functions. Similarly, contracts
entered into by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission for the management and opera-
tion of Government-owned plants would
not be service contracts within the mean-
ing of the bill.

Provisions regarding wages and work-
ing conditions must be included in these
contracts and bid specifications. Serv-
ice employees must be paid no less than
the rate determined by the Secretary of
Labor to be prevailing in the locality.
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The bill also recognizes the growing
importance of fringe benefits as an ele-
ment of wages in today's society. It
therefore requires inclusion in the con-
tract of an agreement to provide service
employees benefits determined by the
Secretary to be prevailing for such em-
ployees in the locality. This obligation
may be discharged by furnishing any
equivalent combinations of benefits or
cash payments in accordance with regu-
lations of the Secretary.

The bill also prohibits the payment on
any Government service contract of
wages less than the minimum wages re-
quired under the Fair Labor Standards
Act.

In addition to the wage and fringe
benefits requirements of the bill, addi-
tional stipulations require that service
or maintenance work shall not be per-
formed under unsafe or unsanitary
working conditions where those working
conditions are under the control of the
contractor or subcontractor. Contrac-
tors or subcontractors are also required
to notify employees of the benefits due
them under the act.

In the event of violation, the bill au-
thorizes the withholding from the con-
tractor of accrued payments necessary
to pay covered workers the difference
between the wages and benefits required
by the contract and those actually paid.
The Government may also bring court
action against the contractor, subcon-
tractor, or surety to recover the remain-
ing amount of the underpayment. The
contract may be terminated because of
violations and the contractor held liable
for any resulting cost to the Government.

The bill also provides a procedure for
blacklisting, for a period up to 3 years,
those who violate the act, with authority
in the Secretary to recommend removal
from the blacklist upon assurance of
compliance. The Secretary is given the
same authority to make rules, regula-
tions, issue orders, hold hearings, and
take other appropriate action to enforce
the act as under sections 4 and 5 of the
Walsh-Healey Act. The Secretary’'s au-
thority to prescribe regulations includes
authority to permit reasonable toler-
ances, variations, and exemptions from
provisions of the aect where they are
deemed necessary and proper in the pub-
lic interest or to avoid serious impair-
ment of Government business.

Section 7 provides a number of spe-
cific exemptions from coverage under
the act, including contracts for public
utility services. This exemption would,
for example, include contracts between
Federal electric power marketing agen-
cies and investor-owned electric utilities,
Rural Electrification Administration co-
operatives, municipalities, and State
agencies engaged in the transmission and
sale of electric power and energy.

THE 26 YEARS IN THE EVOLUTION
OF MEDICARE
Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PepPER] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin ?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the sign-
ing by President Johnson of the medicare
bill is a positive step in the direction of
providing for the health needs and care
of the American people. This legislation
has a long history with which I have
been intimately connected. It has
evolved over a period of 26 years:

First. The Social Security Act of 1935
sponsored chiefly by Senator Wagner,
of New York, made the first small be-
ginning through Federal grants-in-aid to
the States for general public health work
and maternal and child health services.

Second. In 1939 President Franklin D.
Roosevelt transmitted to Congress the
first Presidential message on health se-
curity. In the same year Senator Wag-
ner introduced the first comprehensive
national health bill upon which a sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on
Education and Labor chaired by Senator
Murray held hearings and issued a favor-
able interim report upon which no ac-
tion was taken by the full committee or
by the Senate.

Third. In 1940 Senator Wagner and
Senator George introduced a hospital
construction bill which was favorably re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor and passed by the
Senate. It died in the House Labor
Committee.

Fourth. In 1943 Senator Wagner and
Senator Murray introduced in the 78th
Congress S. 1161 which died in the Sen-
ate Labor Committee. It included pro-
visions for health insurance.

Fifth. In 1943 the Senate authorized
under Senate Resolution 74 the estab-
lishment of a Subcommittee on Wartime
Health and Education of the Senate
Committee on Education and Labor to
investigate the educational and physical
fitness of the civilian population as re-
lated to national defense and problems
of reconversion to peace after World War
II. The resolution authorized, in sub-
stance, a study of the health conditions
of the people of the United States, par-
ticularly before the disclosures with re-
spect to Selective Service that, some 40
percent of the selectees were rejected be-
cause of mental and physical disabilities.

The committee consisted of seven Sen-
ators appointed by the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Education and La-
bor, the late Hon. James E. Murray, of
Montana. I was designated by him as
chairman of the subcommittee.

That subcommittee held many hear-
ings. The subcommittee held exten-
sive hearings in July and September 1944,
on the general health needs of the Amer-
ican people, at which the leading ex-
perts in Government including a cer-
tain general of the United States, rep-
resentatives of the American Medical As-
sociation, of other groups of physicians,
of the Blue Cross hospitalization plans,
of other health organizations, of indus-
try, and of labor testified and presented
their views. I pointed out at the hear-
ing that:

It is obvious that a health program to meet
the needs of our people should supply a
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field for creative energy and work, which
will not only provide jobs, but which will
also raise the standard of living of our
people in the postwar period. We know
that one of the best ways to raise the stand-
ard of living of our people is to improve
thelir health.

The construction of hospitals, medical cen-
ters, and health centers in regions which
do not have them now, such as in rural
areas, and replacement of obsolete and old-
fashioned types of construction in other areas
is one of the great opportunities which the
reconversion period affords. Planning for
such a program, however, must begin dur-
ing wartime.

Strong evidence was presented on the need
for developing an expanded, better inte-
grated, and better coordinated system of
medical facilities such as hospitals, medi-
cal centers, and health centers. It was
pointed out that some communities are too
poor to be able to afford such expensive
modern medical facilities, and that they will
therefore need aid from the State and Fed-
eral Governments if they are to develop
them.

During its existence the subcommit-
tee published six reports on various
aspects of health and education. In par-
ticular, the third report, issued in Janu-
ary 1945, dealt with general health con-
ditions throughout the country. In that
report, our subcommittee recommended
the establishment of a coordinated hos-
pital service plan to provide for the dis-
tribution of medical facilities, hospitals,
and health centers to meet the health
needs of the American people. The re-
port No. 3 made a special study of the
problem of payment for adequate medi-
cal care and it disclosed that the actual
care received varied with the income of
families. It pointed out:

Evidence such as this leads the subcom-
mittee to conclude that the ‘pay-as-you-go or
fee-for-service’ system, which is now the pre-
dominant method of payment for medical
services, Is not well suited to the needs of
most people or to the widest possible dis-
tribution of high-quality medical care,

The solution of this problem will not be
easy. * * * This might be achieved by vol-
untary or compulsory health insurance, by
use of general tax funds, or by a combina-
tion of these methods. Insurance methods
alone would not be enough, because they
are not applicable to the unemployed or to
those in the lowest income groups. At this
stage of its investigation, the subcommittee
is not prepared to pass Judgment on these
differing opinions. It is in agreement, how-
ever, with those who feel that remediable
action is overdue and should not be long
delayed.

The American Medical Association
commented editorially upon this report
in the following language:

The report, in general, would seem to be
a more scientific, carefully considered docu-
ment than has heretofore been available as
a result of previous hearings in the field.

Sixth. In May 1945, Senator Wagner
and Senator Murray introduced S. 1059
on the same subject. November 1945,
President Truman in a special health
message to Congress, proposed a broad
legislative program for national health
insurance. This program was incorpo-
rated in S. 1606, the National Health Act
of 1945, title II of which provided for a
system of personal health services to be
developed on a social insurance basis.
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Title I provided for the expansion of pub-
lic health services, maternal and child
health services, and medical care for the
needy. Extensive hearings were held on
S. 1606 in April through June 1946, with
a record of over a thousand pages of
testimony.

Seventh. The subcommittee, of which
I was chairman, then proceeded to make
a study of whether or not the private fee
for medical service systems prevailing
in this country and the voluntary health
insurance systems, which had been grow-
ing in strength and usefulness through-
out the United States, were adequately
meeting the challenge of financing the
poor health conditions of our people.
About the latter part of March 1946, a
report on this subject was prepared by
the subcommittee staff and made avail-
able in July 1946 as Report No. 5 to the
full Senate Committee on Education and
Labor to the U.S. Senate, and to the pub-
lic for such value as it might have. The
introduction to the report was as follows:

We have the honor to submit herewith the
fitth interim report of the Subcommittee on
Health and Education.

The subcommittee’s third interim report,
issued in January 1945, presented a serles of
facts showing the gravity of the Nation’'s
health problem. Over 40 percent of the Na-
tion’s selectees were found unfit for mili-
tary duty, and at least a sixth of these had
defects which were remediable; many more
had preventable defects.

In fact, more than 23 million people in the
country have some chronic disease or phys-
ical impairment. .On any one day, at least
7 million people in the United States are
incapacitated by sickness or other disability,
half of them for 6 months or more. Illness
and aeccidents cause the average industrial
worker to lose about 12 days from produc-
tion a year, a loss of about 600 million man-
days annually. Sickness and acclidents cost
the Nation at least $8 billion a year—half of
this amount in wage loss and half in medical
costs.

Preventive services are inadequate—40
percent of our counties do not have even a
full-time local public health officer. Sanita-
tion needs are great—=846,000 rural homes
do not have so much as even an outdoor
privy. Hospitals are needed—40 percent of
our counties, with an aggregate population
of 15 million, do not have a single recognized
general hospital. Doctor shortages are
severe—in 1944, 653 counties had less than
one active physician per 8,000 population,
the "danger line”, and 81 had no active doe-
tor at all. Even in 1940 before many doctors
were drawn off to war, 300 counties had less
than 1 active physician for every 3,000
people and 37 had no active doctor at all.
Maternal and child health services are in-
adequate—it is estimated that half the ma-
ternal and a third of the infant deaths could
be prevented if known measures were fully
applied. Seventy-five percent of our rural
counties have no prenatal or well-baby clinics
at all under the supervision of State health
departments. State agencles had 15,000 chil-
dren on their lists awaiting crippled chil-
dren’s care in early 1944. They do not even
pretend to care for the half million children
with rheumatic fever (the most killing of
all diseases for children between ages 5 and
15) or for the tens of thousands of cerebral
palsy (spastic paralysis) victims.

To meet such problems, the subcommit-
tee recommended Federal action with regard
to certaln features of a national health
program, including Federal grants for hos-
pital and health center construction, sanita-
tion, public health, medical research, educa-
tlon, and medical care for the needy.
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The report also expressed dissatisfaction
with the prevalllng pay-as-you-go or fee-for-
service method of payment for medical serv-
ices but withheld judgment with regard to
the claims that voluntary health insurance
plans offer a satisfactory solution to the
problem. This report summarizes the results
of our further study of this subject and sets
forth the conclusion we have reached.

The report continued to point out that
the burdens of sickness and medical care
fall unevenly on the people:

There is an inverse relationship between
the amount of sickness and the amount of
medical eare received by people in various in-
come groups in our country at the present
time. People with low incomes have more
sickness and need more medical care, yet
they receive less than those in the upper
income groups.

The report further pointed out:

In 19456 approximately 756 percent of the
population had no medical care insurance
whatsoever, while 25 percent had insurance
agalnst one or more items of medical care
costs. Only about 2.5 percent of the popu-
lation, however, are known to have had what
might be called comprehensive coverage; ie.,
at least doctor's care in hospital, home, and
office, and hospital service for illnesses other
than those usually excluded by insurance
policies (such as mental disease and tuber-
culosis). . v/

Another 10 percent of the population had
part of their doctor’s fees covered, usually the
surgeon’s or obstetrician’s fees in hospital-
ized illness only. The other 12.5 percent of
insured persons had only their hospital bill
covered; l.e., bed, board, nursing, operating
room, laboratory fees, etc., while in the hos~
pital. Relatively few people had any cover-
age of dental, home nursing, or preventive
care costs, or regular -health examinations.
;rne figures may involve a good deal of over-
ap.

An analysis of existing prepayment
medical plans covering about 5 million
members was analyzed by the committee.
Our conclusion was:

Our health needs are urgent. Each day
we fail to achieve the proper solution ex-
acts its toll. We must resolve that the les-
sons of the selective service rejection rates
will not be lost upon us, that never again
will we allow sickness to cripple our people to
the extent it now does. As a nation, we
cannot afford to gamble with our health,

Some say that we are the healthiest na-
tion in the world, and that therefore nothing
need be done. There is little evidence that
we are the healthiest country in the world.
We do not rank at the head of the list in any
of the major health indexes—crude or age-
specific death rates, life-expectancy rates, in-
fant and maternal mortality, or even of some
of the comparable disease-incidence rates.
But even If we were, it would not excuse our
health failings.

Even before modern medicine had reached
its present peak of complexity and speciali-
zation, the fee-for-service, individual praec-
tice method of providing medical care did
not meet the Nation's health needs. Now it
is a complete anachronism. It results in
barrlers to good health care which keep not
only low-income people, but most middle-
income families, from the fruits of modern
medical science. It inhibits the full use of
modern preventive medicine since it forces
most people to wait until they are seriously
i1l before going to a doctor. And it leaves
any family the prey of unexpected crippling
costs from medical bills and wage loss. On
top of the natural tragedy of illness may be
heaped economic catastrophe.

The need for health insurance has become
clear. The well-tried American way of meet-
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ing the hazards of life by spreading risksand
by prepaying costs is applicable to health
services.

For a century and a half the American
people have experimented with various ways
of insuring themselves against the costs of
medical care. Voluntary group prepayment
plans of various sorts have been devised for
certain occupational or other selected groups,
and for certain types of medical service.
In the last 20 years, the growth of these
plans has accelerated, but they still provide
only 8 or 4 percent of the population with
relatively complete medical services. Some
say that since the voluntary plans are grow-
ing, ultimately they can meet the need. We
do not deny that they are growing. Those
who think as we do helped build them,
against the opposition of the stand-patters
who 15 years ago were attempting to block
their growth and labeling even such volun-
tary systems soclalized medicine. We also
agree that they have certain potentialities
for further growth.

However, we are firmly convinced, for rea-
sons we have given in this report, that they
can never meet the total need.

In its third interim report this subcom-
mittee stated:

“In order to meet the requirements of the
public and of the professional groups con-
cerned, any method (of health insurance)
which is evolved should offer complete medi-
cal care, should be reasonable but not cut
rate in cost, should include substantially all
of the people, should afford the highest
quality of care, should permit free choice
of physician or group of physicians, should
allow democratic participation in policymak-
ing by consumers and producers of the serv-
ice, should be adaptable to local conditions
and needs, and should provide for continuous
experimentation and improvement.”

After careful study of existing voluntary
plans, it is eyident to us that none of them
meets all of these requirements, Neither
does it appear probable that any voluntary
plan can be devised which will fulfill them.

The voluntary plans have served and are
serving a valuable purpose, even though they
do not provide any final answer to the prob-
lem of prepaid medical care for all the people.
They have developed useful data on the
prepayment of medical costs, and have edu-
cated large sections of the public on the
value of medical care insurance. Further-
more, they have trained sizable numbers of
medical and administrative personnel in the
techniques of prepald medical care. There
is no reason why such plans should not con-
tinue to perform useful functions within the
framework of a national health insurance
system.

However, to cover everyone, the adverse as
well as the good risks, the young and the
old, the sick and the well, the rural and the
city dwellers, the low- and the high-income
groups, the poor and the rich areas, all takes
a mechanism as representative and all-in-
clusive as a national health program, built
around a system of prepaild medical care. It
must be financed by required contributions
to the social-security fund and by payments
from general tax revenues. Such a program
will satisfy all the requirements set forth
above, and will make possible the achieve-
ment in the foreseeable future of our goal of
high quality health care for all.

The cost will not be greater than that of
our present efficient and wasteful fee-for-
service system. According to leading ex-
perts the charge to the average family under
a national health insurance program will ac-
tually be less than it pays now, partly because
the employer and the Government will both
contribute to the fund. It Is noteworthy
that the labor organizations, all of whose
members are wage earners, are among the
stanchest supporters of national health in-
surance.
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Health insurance is often erroneously
called soclalized medicine or state medicine.
As President Truman pointed out in his
health message, such a system is one in which
the doctors are employed by the Govern-
ment. We do not advocate this. National
health insurance, which we do advocate, is
simply a loglcal extension of private group
health insurance plans to cover all the peo-
ple. It is a joint national endeavor. It will
guarantee free choice of doctor or group of
doctors and free choice of hospital by the
patient, and free choice of patient by the doc-
tor. Indeed, free choice will be extended, be-
cause current financial barriers to the actual
exercise of free choice will be broken down.

Some aspects of a national health insurance
program are, of course, experimental., No leg-
islative framework or administrative plan can
be perfect at first. Shortcomings will un-
doubtedly be uncovered, but they will be
overcome as we learn from experience. None
of these shortcomings, however, will be any-
where near as costly as the toll of lives and
health now being exacted by our failure to
have a national health program providing
good medical care for all. The need for it is
urgent.

The concern of the Federal Government
in this matter is clear. If only the national
defense were involved, this would be reason
enough for the adoption of a national health
program. The costly lessons of the selective
service rejections and of the Armed Forces
medical discharges have made this apparent.

Today America faces the challenge of
world leadership. To a very large extent we
bear the principal responsibility for the kind
of world we are to live in. America can con-
tinue neither prosperous nor secure unless
her people are healthy and full of strength.
We owe it, therefore, to the Nation, and to
every man, woman, and child in it, to open
to every citizen the door to the marvels of
modern medical care. Omnly thus unhindered
by the heavy drag of sickness and ill health,
can we make our full contributions to a free
and happy world.

The subcommittee report carried a
recommendation for national health in-
surance as opposed to the pay-as-you-go
or voluntary health insurance plans. It
studied the voluntary health insurance
plans then in existence in the United
States and concluded that they served
only about 3 percent of the people, that
only about 25 percent of the people had
any kind of insurance and that we could
never provide adequate medical care for
the people unless we have a plan sup-
ported by taxation levied by the Federal
Government and perhaps in addition to
that, a Federal appropriation to supple-
ment it. While that report did not spe-
cifically recommend the then proposed
legislation in President Truman’s health
message to Congress in 1945 and in the
famous Wagner-Murray-Pepper-Dingell
bill—sS. 1161, 78th Congress; S. 1606, T9th
Congress; S. 1320, 80th Congress—of
which I was a sponsor, it specifically en-
dorsed the principle of health and hos-
pital insurance.

Eighth. President Truman in his
budget message of January 3, 1947, and
the accompanying economic report to
Congress called attention to the need for
health insurance and he submitted a
broad public health program including a
recommendation for a national system
for compulsory health insurance. On
May 19, 1947, in a special health message
to Congress he again called the attention
of the Congress to the health needs of the
Nation and recommended the enactment
of a broad national health program.
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Ninth. As a result Senator Murray and
Senator Wagner, Senator PEPPER and
Congressman DINGELL introduced S. 1320.

Tenth., When the pressure for national
health insurance became very strong in
the 1960's, the American Medical Asso-
ciation forced through the Congress as a
substitute and palliative for health in-
surance the Kerr-Mills bill as an amend-
ment to title I of the Social Security Act
in 1960. Thereafter, Congress gradually
increased the appropriations under the
Kerr-Mills act but as the hearings dis-
closed before the House Ways and Means
Committee during the last session of
Congress the Kerr-Mills act failed to
meet the problem of the health needs of
the aged.

The medicare bill which has passed the
Congress and which has been signed by
the President of the law of the land,
therefore, represents the first milestone
along the road of its history. It repre-
sents the first definite aggressive step
taken by Congress for the American peo-
ple. We must look forward to the days
ahead when we may have to expand the
act to meet the growing needs of the
American people.

DR. RALPH E. ENUTTI, DIRECTOR OF
THE NATIONAL HEART INSTITUTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGaRTY]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr, Speaker, I wish
to call to the attention of the House the
retirement on July 31 of Dr. Ralph E.
Knutti, Director of the National Heart
Institute.

For the past 14 years, Dr. Knutti has
used his vast knowledge and remarkable
skill as a scientist and administrator for
the benefit of the Public Health Service.
Soon after joining the Service Commis-
sioned Corps in 1951, he came to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health to help the
newly created National Institute of Ar-
thritis and Metabolic Diseases develop its
extramural programs. Ten years later,
Dr. Enutti took over the directorship of
the National Heart Institute, initiating
bold new programs and strengthening the
liaisons of the Institute with other re-
lated public and private agencies.

Dr. Knutti came to the NIH after long
experience as a pathologist, medical edu-
cator, and medical investigator. As
chief of extramural programs and later
as Assoclate Director for extramural
programs at the NIAMD, Dr. EKnutti
abandoned the role of research scientist
in order to aid in building the NIAMD
research grant program. At that time,
comparatively few scientists in this coun-
try were interested in studying arthritis
and its related disorders. As a direct re-
sult of Dr. Knutti’'s able efforts, the
NIAMD now administers one of the larg-
est research grant programs within NIH.
The Institute is widely recognized and
respected among specialists in the field,
due in large part to Dr. Knutti’s work
and the prestige he lent the Institute in
its developing years.

As Director of the National Heart In-
stitute, Dr. Knutti began several new
programs—the program projects grants
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which broadened the concept of the re-
search grant which enables long-term
multidiseiplinary projects to be orga-
nized and executed with maximum flex-
ibility; the collaborative studies program
to strengthen research in epidemiology;
the diet-heart feasibility study; the
coronary drug study; and the artificial
heart program. These programs stand
as a testimony to Dr. Knutti's adminis-
trative talents.

In 1963, as a U.S. delegate to the fourth
annual Joint Scientific Conference on
Cardiovascular Disease in the U.S.SR.,
Dr. Knutti helped this mission to encour-
age greater scientific cooperation be-
tween the two countries. Last year, his
testimony before the President’s Com-
mission on Heart Disease, Cancer, and
Stroke had substantial influence on the
conditions drawn by that select com-
mittee.

Dr. Knutti’s recognition of the need
for education in clinical practice as well
as in research has been instrumental in
strengthening the support of medical
training. His conviction that eclinical
training should be given higher priority
in the Heart Institute training programs
has led to the instigation of plans to pro-
vide specialized clinical training for at
least 2,800 physicians during the next 5
years. This program will provide in-
tensive training in the latest techniques
of diagnosis, clinical management, and
patient care in clinical cardiology, both
for new physicians and for those already
in private practice.

As chairman of the Appropriation
Subcommittee on Health, Education, and
Welfare, I have had on several occasions
the pleasure of hearing Dr. Knutti testify
at our annual budget hearings. He has
been a most eloquent and able witness,
expertly acquainted with day-to-day
developments in the field of cardio-
vascular diseases.

Those of us who know Dr. Knutti per-
sonally or at least by his work, are in-
deed sorry to learn of his leaving. His
career has been a credit to his profes-
sion, an inspiration to his associates. I
know that we all wish him well in his
retirement—a retirement which, in-
cidentally, is only from full-time duty,
for Dr. Knutti will retain the many ad-
visory and trustee positions he now holds.

Dr. Knufti's many contributions to
NIH programs, through his genius as an
innovator and administrator, will never
be forgotten, For these works will last
as continuing testimony to his dynamic
leadership and creative talent.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Turper (at the
request of Mr. Gerarp R. Forp), for
August 4, on account of official business
to attend the 175th anniversary of the
founding of the U.S. Coast Guard.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special order here-
tofore entered, was granted to Mr.
FocearTY (at the request of Mr. REuss),
for 10 minutes, today.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. Fino.

Mr. SIKES.

Mr. Hacen of California.

(The following Members (at the request
of Mrs. Rem of Illinois) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. GROVER.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. HARSHA.

Mr. GeEraLD R. Forb.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Reuss) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. POWELL.

Mr. FISHER.

Mr. MurrHY of New York.

Mr. PEPPER.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill and joint resolutions
of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
speaker:

H.R.7954. An act to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to conform to the con-
vention for the Safety of Life at Sea, Lon-
don (1960);

H.J. Res. 324. Joint resolution to provide
for the reappointment of Robert V., Fleming
as Citizen Regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution; and

H.J. Res. 481. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution of March 25, 1953, to
expand the types of equipment furnished
Members of the House of Representatives.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

S.579. An act for the relief of the State
of New Hampshire; and

S.J. Res. 66. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the occasion of
the bicentennial celebration of the birth of
James Smithson.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 23 minutes p.m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, August 4, 1965, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1407. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the acting
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army,
dated June 30, 1965, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and illus-
trations, on a review of the reports on Cape
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Fear River, N.C., above Wilmington, requested
by resolutions of the committees on Public
Works, U.S. Senate and House of Representa-
tives, adopted March 29, 1961 and August 15,
1961 (H. Doc. No. 2562); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
three illustrations.

1408. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Federal Deposit Insurance Act and the Fed-
eral Reserve Act with respect to the payment
of deposits and interest thereon, to limit the
payment of compensation for obtaining de-
posits, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

1409. A letter from the Acting Comptrol-
ler General of the United States, transmit-
ting a report of excessive procurement of
equipment and supplies for packaged disas-
ter hospitals, Public Health Service, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare; to
the Committee on Government Operatlons.

1410. A letter from the Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting a report
of orders entered into in certain cases, pur-
suant to the provisions of section 212(e) (a)
(28) (I) (i) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act; to the Committee on the
Judielary.

1411. A letter from the Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting coples
of orders entered in certain cases pursuant
to the provisions of section 212(d) (6) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1412, A letter from the Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting copies
of orders suspending deportation in certain
cases, pursuant to Public Law 87-885, (8
U.8.C. 12564(a)(1)); to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

1413, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Administration, Department of Agricul-
ture, transmitting a report of all claims ad-
judicated and paid for the period July 1,
1964, to June 30, 1965, pursuant to the pro-
visions of 28 U.8.C. 2671-2680; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1414, A letter from the Deputy Adminis-
trator, National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, transmitting a report of posi-
tions established as of June 30, 1965, pursu-
ant to 72 Stat. 426, 429 and 75 Stat. 785, 791;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

1415. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Central Intelligence Agency, transmitting a
report of no grants made during fiscal year
1965, pursuant to Public Law 85-934; to the
Committee on Science and Astronautics.

1416, A letter from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, transmitting the annual report
of the American National Red Cross for the
year ended June 30, 1964, pursuant to the act
of July 17, 10853 ,(67 Stat. 173); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1417. A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to provide labor standards for certain persons
employed by Federal contractors to furnish
services to Federal agencies, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

1418. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting additional
recommendations relative to home rule for
the District of Columbia (H. Doc. No. 254);
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Committee
of conference. H.R. 8439. An act to author-
ize certain construction at military installa-
tions, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 713).
Ordered to be printed.

Mr. POWELL: Committee on Education
and Labor. H.R. 10065. A bill to more effec-
tively prohibit discrimination in employ-
ment because of race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 718). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 498. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 4750, a bill to provide a
2-year extension of the interest equalization
tax, and for other purposes; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 719). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee of conference.
5. 24. An act to expand, extend, and accel-
erate the saline water conversion program
conducted by the Secretary of the Interior,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 720).
Ordered to be printed.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 872. A bill to amend the pro-
visions of title 18 of the United States Code
relating to offenses committed in Indian
country; with amendment (Rept. No. 721).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. H.R. 6438. A bill to authorize
any executive department or independent
establishment of the Government, or any
bureau or office thereof, to make appropri-
ate reimbursement between the respective
appropriations available to such departments
and establishments, or any bureau or
office thereof; with amendment (Rept. No.
722). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. McCLORY: Committee on the Judi-
clary. 8. 69. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Genevieve Olsen; with amendment (Rept.
No. 712). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 8648. A bill for the relief of
Rifkin Textiles Corp.; without amendment
(Rept. No. T14). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 9854. A bill for the relief of
A, T. Leary; without amendment (Rept. No.
715). Referred to the Committee on the
‘Whole House

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 9787. A bill for the relief
of Lt. Col. Lawrence F. Bachman, U.S. Air
Force; without amendment (Rept. No. 718).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. SENNER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 2694, A bill for the relief of John Allen;
with amendment (Rept. No. 717). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CORMAN:

HR.10224. A bill to establish a TU.S.
Capitol page system for needy and deserving
students of a college, university, or other
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institution of higher education; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.
By Mr. FARNSLEY:

H.R. 10225. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of interest on valid claims under the
Federal Employees’ Compensation Act; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania:

H.R.10226. A bill to provide certain in-
creases in annuities payable from the civil
service retirement and disability fund, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GRIDER.

H.R.10227. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to assure majority rep-
resentation by secret ballot; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R.10228. A bill to amend the Labor-
Management Relations Act, 1947, as amended,
s0 as to provide for the regulation of certain
employees benefit funds; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. EREBS:

H.R.10229, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit against
income tax to individuals for certain ex-
penses incurred in providing higher educa-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By. Mr. MICHEL:

H.R. 10230. A bill to amend the River and
Harbor Act of 1958 to authorize the appro-
priation of $8 million for the repair and
modification of certain structures along the
Illinois and Mississippi Canal in the State of
Illinois; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

H.R.10231. A bill to coordinate and con-
solidate the major civillan marine and at-
mospheric functions of the Federal Govern-
ment through the establishment of a Depart-
ment of Marine and Atmospheric Affairs, to
enunciate national policies pertinent to the
marine and atmospheric interests of the
United States, to further the expanded ex-
ploration of marine environs and the use of
marine resources, to encourage research and
development in the marine and atmospheric
sclences and technologles, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. POAGE:

H.R.10232. A bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of
1961 to authorize the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to make or insure loans to public and
quasi-public agencies and corporations not
operated for profit with respect to water sup-
ply, water systems, and waste disposal sys-
tems serving rural areas and to make grants
to aid in rural community development plan-
ning and in connection with the construction
of such community facilities, to increase the
annual aggregate of Insured loans there-
under, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H.R.10233. A bill to amend the Labor-
Management Relations Act, 1047, as amended,
s0 as to provide for the regulation of certain
employees benefit funds; to the Committee
nn Education and Labor.

By Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina:

H.R. 10234. A bill to amend section 1085 of
title 10, United States Code, to eliminate
the reimbursement procedure required
among the medical facilities of the Armed
Forces under the jurisdiction of the military
departments; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.10235. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to require standards for controlling the
emission of pollutants from gasoline-powered
or diesel-powered vehicles, to establish a
Federal Air Pollution Control Laboratory,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 10238. A bill to amend title I of the
Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to the rate of
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duty on parts of geared temperature and
pressure gages; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mrs. REID of Illinois:

H.R.10237. A bill to amend the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, O'HARA of Michigan:

H.R.10238. A bill to provide labor stand-
ards for certain persons employed by the
Federal contractors to furnish services to
Federal agencles, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PELLY:

H.R. 10239. A bill to provide labor stand-
ards for certain persons employed by Fed-
eral contractors to furnish services to Fed-
eral agencies, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 10240. A Dbill to provide for the eco-
nomic and efficient purchase, lease, main-
tenance, operation, and utilization of auto-
matic data processing equipment by Federal
departments and agencies; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

By Mr. HARVEY of Indiana:

H.R.10241. A bill to amend the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act,
as amended; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.10242. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to improve the educa-
tional quality of schools of medicine, den-
tistry, and osteopathy, to authorize grants
under that act to such schools for the
awarding of scholarships to needy students,
and to extend expiring provisions of the act
for student loans and for aid in construc-
tion of teaching facilitles for students in
such schools and schools for other health
professions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. O'KEONSKI:

H.R. 10243. A bill to require the U.S. mili-
tary establishments and installations to pur-
chase wines and distilled spirits in com-
pliance with and conformity to systems,
procedures and requirements established in
the several States, and to limit the quan-
titles of such beverages to be sold, dis-
tributed or acquired within Federal en-
claves; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.10244. A bill to establish a Federal
Water Commission to provide for the de-
velopment, utilization, and control of the
water resources of the United States for
beneficial uses and for their protection in
the interest of the public health, safety, and
welfare, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R.10245. A bill to establish a Federal
Water Commission to provide for the de-
velopment, utilization, and control of the
water resources of the United States for
beneficial uses and for thelr protection in the
interest of the public health, safety, and
welfare, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works,

By Mr. FISHER:

H.J. Res. 596. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judieiary.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.J. Res. 597. Joint resolution providing
for the erection of a memorial to the late
Dr. Robert H. Goddard, the father of
rocketry; to the Committee on Sclence and
Astronautics,

By Mr, MARSH :

H.J. Res, 588. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue a proclamation com-
memorating the 200th anniversary of the
Stamp Act Congress, held at New York, in
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the Colony of New York, October 7-25, 1765;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. KING of New York:

H.J. Res. 599. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
guarantee the right of any State to apportion
one house of its legislature on limited factors
other than population; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. McCULLOCH:

H.J. Res. 600. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
guarantee the right of any State to apportion
one house of its legislature on limited factors
other than population; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

3563. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the Territory of Guam
relative to an amendment of Organic Act of
Guam to provide for payment of salaries and
expenses, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:
H.R. 10246. A bill for the relief of Gaetana
Battaglia; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.

H.R. 10247. A bill for the relief of Cleo-
patra E. Beckett; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 10248. A bill for the relief of Sharlotta
and Wolf Gniazdo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CLEVENGER:

H.R.10249. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Elisabeth Manninen; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CURTIS:

H.R. 10250. A bill for the relief of Juan A.

del Real; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FINO:

HR. 10251. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Maurello; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.10252. A bill for the relief of Rocco
Recine and Santa Recine; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 10253. A bill for the relief of Dr. Luis
E. Bencomo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HAGEN of California:

H.R.10254. A bill for the relief of Maria de
Jesus Benitez Casarez Hyett; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H.R. 10256. A bill for the relief of Jack R.
Carpenter; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr, McCORMACK:

H.R. 10256. A bill for the relief of James D.
W. Blyth, his wife Jean Mary Blyth, and
their daughter Penelope Jean Blyth; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MICHEL:

H.R.10257. A bill for the relief of James
N. Thomson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R. 102568. A bill for the relief of Chang
Heung An; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 10259. A bill for the relief of Dr. Allan

Baumal; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 10260. A bill for the relief of Qosay S.

Emam; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. TUCK:

H.R. 10261. A bill for the relief of Dr. Juan

F. Chavez, to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
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