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February 25, 1966, submitting a report, to
gether with accompanying papers and illus
trations, on a letter report on Port Isabel 
Harbor, Tex., requested by resolutions of the 
Committees on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
adopted August 4, 1958, and House of Repre
sentatives, adopted August 14, 1959; no au
thorization by Congress is recommended as 
the desired improvement has been approved 
by the Chief of Engineers for accomplish
ment under the provisions of section 107 of 
the River and Harbor Act of 1960; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

2315. A letter from the Postmaster Gen
eral, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation oo authorize the Postmaster General 
to construct buildings for postal purposes, to 
acquire title to real property therefor, oo 
repair, alter, preserve, renovate, improve, ex
tend, and equip such buildings; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DOWDY: 
H.R. 14432. A bill to provide compensation 

to survivors of local law enforcement officers 
k.illed while apprehending persons. for com
mitting Federal crimes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRAY: 
H.R. 14433. A bill to amend the Older 

Americans Act of 1965 in order to provide 
for a National Community Senior Service 
Corps; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

H.R. 14434. A bill to designate the main 
dam of the Carlyle Reservoir on the Kaskaskia 
River, Dl., as the "Eldon E. Hazlet Dam"; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

H.R. 14435. A bill to designate the Carlyle 
Reservoir on the Kaskaskia River, Ill., as the 
"Eldon E. Hazlet Reservoir"; to the Commit
tee on Public 'Vorks. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 14436. A bill to amend the act of 

October 10, 1949, entitled "an act to assist 
States in collecting sales and use taxes on 
ci~arettes," so as to control all types of illegal 
transportation of cigarettes; to the Commit
tell on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 14437. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase the amount of 
outside earnings permitted each year without 
any deductions irom benefits thereunder; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H.R. 14438. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code in order to establish in 
the Veterans' Administration a national vet
erans' cemetery system consisting of all 
cemeteries of the United States in which 
veterans of any war or conflict are or may be 
buried; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SPRINGER: 
H.R. 14439. A bill to provide a permanent 

special milk program for childien; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by -request): 
H.R. 14440. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code in order to establish in 
the Veterans' Administration a national vet
erans' cemetery system consisting of all 
cemeteries of the United States in which 
veterans of any war or conflict are or may be 
buried; to the COmmittee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 14441. A bill to provide educational 
assistance under the war orphans' educa
tional assistance program to certain individ
uals; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BURTON of Utah: 
H.J. Res. 1064. Joint resolution to create 

a delegation to a convention of North At-

!antic nations; to the Committee on ·Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GRAY: 
H.J. Res. 1065. Joint resolution expressing 

the intent of the Congress with respect to 
appropriations for watershed planning for 
fiscal year 1966; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

By Mr. KUNKEL: 
H.J. Res. 1066. Joint resolution to create a 

delegation to a convention of North Atlantic 
nations; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo~ 

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

450. By the SPEAKER; Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska, relative 
to the transfer of jurisdiction over the re
sources of the Pribilof Islands to the State 
of Alaska; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

451. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Alaska, relative to shipping re
strictions affecting the Alaska and British 
Columbia ferries; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

452. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Arizona, relative to ratification 
of an interstate boundary compact between 
the States of Arizona and California and 
petitioning the Congress of the United States 
to give its consent to the compact; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

453. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the Garcia. 
River Delta; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

454. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the Ven
tura Marina, Ventura County, Calif.; to the 
Committee on Public Warks. 

455. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to ratifica~ 
tion of an interstate boundary compact be
tween the States of Arizona and California 
and petitioning the Congress of the United 
States to give its consent to the compact; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

456. Also, memorial from the assistant 
attorney general of the State of California., 
relative to the boundary compact entered 
into between the States of Arizona and Cali
fornia; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

457. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to endorsing the 
policies of the Presiden<:y in the Vietnam 
conflict; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

458. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to development 
of the Snake River and its tributaries; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

459. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of New York, relative to the en
forcing of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

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. 14442. A bill for the relief of Rue1 

Longmore; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 14443. A bill for the relief of Antonio 
Rapisardi; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R. 14444. A bill for the relief of Sebas

tiana Renda; to the Committee on the Ju~ 
diciary. 

By Mr. HOWARD: 
H.R. 14445. A bill for the relief of Johnson 

Chang; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. POWELL: 

H.R. 14446. A bill for the relief of Armando, 
Rose, Antonella, and Ignazio Nicolosi; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 14447. A bill for the relief of Vinola 
Cotilda Jones; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 14448. A bill for the relief of Guiseppe 
Rocco; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ULLMAN: 
H.R. 14449 A bill for the relief of Theo

dora Toya Bezates; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

370. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Board 
of Education, Maple Heights, Ohio, relative 
to continuation of the school milk program; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

371. Also, petition of Blue Star Mothers 
of America, Inc., Medford, Oreg., relative to 
resolutions relating to Vietnam and un
American activities adopted at a convention 
held in Miami, Fla.; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs . 

372. Also, petition of Division of Peace and 
World Order, Board of Christian Social Con
cerns, Central Illinois Conference, the 
Methodist Church, Bloomington, Ill., relative 
to Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

373. Also, petition of Andrew J. Fitzpatrick, 
Greensboro, N.C., relative to a pension for 
veterans of World War I; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

I I .. .. •• 

SENATE 
lVIONDAY, APRIL 18, 1966 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the Vice Presi
dent. 

Rev. Paul Learning, general board of 
evangelism, north Iowa conference, 
Nashville, Tenn., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, under whose almighty hand we 
have come to this hour; bless these who 
also are appointed to write laws on tables 
of stone. May we order our lives as those 
who will one day stand before the Judge 
of all the earth. Above all, write Thy law 
in our hearts. 

Our times are in Thy hand, 0 Lord. 
Keep our heritage before us, a reminder 
that all our freedoms have been bought 
in blood. We would be neither Red nor 
dead, but strive for a lasting peace. 

Blesse<i is the nation whose God is the 
Lord. Be, then, Lord of our homes, our 
churches, our schools, our farms, and 
our factories. Most of all, from the least 
to the greatest of the commonwealth, we 
would declare a personal allegiance to 
Thee. We do here and now so declare it. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
Aplil 14, 1966, was dispensed with. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States, submitting 
nominations, were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Jones, one of his sec
retaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in ex.ecutive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

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

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE CALENDAR 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the call of the leg
islative calendar, under rule VITI, was 
dispensed with. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSI~SS 
On request Of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

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

REPORT OF POSTMASTER GENERAL 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate a letter from the Postmaster Gen
eral, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report of the Post Office Department, 
dated April 15, 1966, which, with an ac
companying report, was referred to the 
Committee on · Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

RESOLUTION OF GENERAL COURT 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
on behalf of myself, and my colleague, 
the junior Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], I present a resolution of 
the General Court of Massachusetts, 
memorializing the Congress to repeal 
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act. I 
ask that the resolution be appropriately 
referre·d. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, as follows: 

THE COMMONWEALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Boston, April 15, 1966. 

RESOLUTIONS MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS 
OF THE UNITED STATES To REPEAL SECTION 
14(b) OF THE TAFT-HARTLEY ACT 
Whereas, in order to end the competitive 

disadvantages of Massachusetts industry 
with right-to-work States: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the General Court of 
Massachusetts hereby urges the Congress of 
the United States to repeal section 14(b) of 
the Taft-Hartley Act; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the President of the 
United States, to the Presiding Officer of each 
branch Qf the Congress, and to each Mem
ber thereof from the Commonwealth. 

House of Representatives, adopted, April 
5, 1966. 

WILLIAM C. MAIERS, 
Clerk. 

Senate, adopted in concurrence, April 11, 
1966. 

Attest: 

-THOMAS A. CHADWICK, 
Clerk. 

KEVIN H. WHITE, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 

RESOLUTION OF RHODE ISLAND 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I present, 
for proper referral, a resolution of the 
General Assembly of the State of Rhode 
Island which memorializes Congress to 
insure that no reductions are made in the 
Federal aid to impacted area program 
under Public Law 874. . 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, as follows: 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 1347 
Resolution memorializing Congress with re

spect to Federal aid to impacted school 
districts in Rhode Island · 
Whereas the Congress has before it a pro-

posal to cut by 50 percent the $3 million now 
received by 23 Rhode Island school districts 
who qualify as impacted areas; and 

Whereas, if approved, the changes would 
eliminate all payments to nine Rhode Island 
communities; and 

Whereas the hardest hit areas would be 
larger school systems near the Newport Naval 
Base and the Quonset Naval Air Station with 
large numbers of children from Navy fami
lies enrolled: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Members of the Con
gress of the United States be and they are 
hereby respectfully requested to insure that 
no reductions are made in the Federal aid 
to impacted school districts; and be it fur
ther 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be 
and he hereby is requested to transmit to 
the Senators and Representatives from Rhode 
Island in the Congress of the United States 
duly certified copies of this resolution in the 
hope that each will use every endeavor to in
sure that favorable action is taken by Con
gress upon this special matter. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself 
and Mr. METCALF): 

S. 3228. A bill to grant minerals, including 
oil, gas, and other natural deposits, on cer
tain lands in the Northern Cheyenne Indian 
Reservation, Mont., to certain Indians, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (for himself, 
Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. FULBRIGHT) : 

s. 3229. A bill to establish rates of com
pensation for certain positions within the 
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

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

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr. 
FULBRIGHT, and Mr. SALTONSTALL): 

s. 3230. A bill to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
negotiate cooperative agreements granting 
concessions at the National Zoological Park 
to certain nonprofit organizations and to ac
cept voluntary services of such organizations 

or of individuals, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administratfon. 

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

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
S. 3231. A bill to amend section 3203(b) of 

title 38, United States Code, to provide for 
the method of payment of pension, compen
sation, and retirement pay withheld from 
a veteran during hospitalization in cases 
where such veteran dies while mentally in
competent; to the Committee on Finance. 

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

By Mr. RIBICOFF: 
S . 3232. A bill to make certain expendi

tures by the city of New Haven, Conn., 
eligible as local grants~in-aid for purposes 
of title I of the Housing Act of 1949; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

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

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
S. 3233. A bill for the relief of Dr. Roberto 

E . Parajon and Maria C. Florin Parajon, 
his wife; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 
S. 3234. A bill for the relief of Adel Naguib 

Iskaros; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

RESOLUTION 
SCHOOL PRAYER 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I sub
mit a resolution which expresses the 
sense of the Senate with respect to re
ligious practice in our public schools. 

Basically, this resolution approves pro
vision by any public school system of a 
time for prayerful. meditation, without 
prescription by any public official and 
with each individual "permitted to pray 
as he chooses." 

Such a practice, I believe, is thoroughly 
consonant with the provisions of the 
Constitution and with its interpretation 
by the Supreme Court. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the resolution 
may appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The resolution <S. Res. 248) was re
ferred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary, as follows: 

s. RES. 248 
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 

that-
(a) notwithstanding the recent Supreme 

Court decisions relating to the reading of the 
Bible and the offering of prayer in the pub
lic schools, any public school system if it so 
chooses may provide time during the school
day for prayerful meditation if no public 
official prescribes or recites the prayer which 
is offered; and 

(b) providing public school time for pray
erful mepitation in no way violates the Con
stitution because each individual participat
ing therein would be permitted to pray as 
he chooses, but that such practice is conso
nant with the free · exercise of religion pro
tected by the first amendment to the Con
stitution. 

RATES OF COMPENSATION FOR 
CERTAIN POSITIONS WITHIN THE 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

on behalf of myself, and Senators 
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ANDERSON and FuLBRIGHT, the three Sen
ate members of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution, I introduce, . 
for appropriate reference, a bill to estab
lish rates of compensation for certain 
positions within the Smithsonian 
Institution. 

This proposed legislation will allow the 
Smithsonian Institution to establish sal
ary levels for four senior positions com
parable to the levels provided by law for 
positions in other agencies. 

The Federal Executive Salary Act of 
1964 provides for an executive salary 
schedule consisting of five levels of com
pensation above grade GS-18-$25,382. 
Because of the Government-wide limita
tions on the number of positions that 
may be placed in this schedule, the 
Smithsonian positions have not been 
included under existing law. 

The positions of Assistant Secretary
Science-and Assistant Secretary-IDs
tory and Art-will be placed in level4 at 
$27,000, the level that is generally ac
corded the Assistant Secretaries of other 
departments. The positions of Director 
of the U.S. National Museum and Direc-· 
tor of the Smithsonian Astrophysical 
Observatory-now at $25,382-will be 
placed in level 5 at $26,000. These two 
positions are comparable, with respect 
to their importance and responsibilities, 
to other positions that are included in 
level 5. 

This act would have no effect on the 
existing number of supergrades-grades 
GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18-now held by 
the Institution in competition with other 
Gove:r:nment agencies under civil service 
regulations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3229) to establish rates of 
compensation for -certain positions within 
the Smithsonian Institution, introduced 
by Mr. SALTONSTALL (for himself and 
other Senators) , was received, -read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

NEGOTIATION OF COOPERATIVE 
AGREEMENTS GRANTING CON
CESSIONS AT THE NATIONAL 
ZOOLOGICAL PARK 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the junior Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the senior Sen
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON
STALL], and myself, as members of the 
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In
stitution, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill to authorize the Board 
of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu
tion to negotiate cooperative agreements 
granting concessions at the National 
Zoological Park to certain nonprofit or
ganizations and to accept voluntary 
services of such organizations or of indi
viduals, and for other purposes. This 
proposed legislation is the result of a re
cent Comptroller General decision that 
held that the Smithsonian Institution 
could not grant the Friends of the Na
tional Zoological Park, a nonprofit or
ganization promoting educational pur
poses of the zoo, the privilege of con
ducting a coin-operated audio tour lee-

ture system concession. The proceeds 
of the concession were to be used ex
clusively for educational purposes at the 
National Zoological Park. In summary 
of his position, the Comptroller General. 
advised: 

We feel that the proposed arrangements 
with the Friends of the National Zoo would 
be unauthorized, however beneficial and de
sirable it might be. • • • 

We believe that authorization for enter
ing such arrangements as proposed should 
be requested of the Congress. 

This proposed legislation will provide 
the remedy suggested by the Comptrol· 
ler. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3230) to authorize the 
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In
stitution to negotiate cooperative agree
ments granting concessions at the Na
tional Zoological Park to certain non
profit organizations and to accept vol
untary services of such organizations or 
of individuals, and for other purposes, 
introduced by Mr. ANDERSON (for him
·self and other Senators) , was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion. 

INEQUITIES OF LAW WITH RESPECT 
TO INCOMPETENT VETERANS IN 
VETERANS' HOSPITALS 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, now 

And then in pursuing a veteran's ease, 
one runs into some rather singular in
-equities of existing ·law. I discovered 
the case of a lieutenant colonel, retired, 
of Springfield, Ill., who has been in vari
ous veterans' hospitals for 7 years as an 
-incompetent. In such cases, the children 
and relatives of an incompetent veteran 
do not have the same rights to recov
ery as those of a competent veteran. I 
am introducing today a bill that will take 
care of such inequities. 

I can fully understand the logic of the 
Comptroller General and also the Chief 
of the Retirement Pay Division of the 
Army; but I still believe that inequities 
exist and that, as such, they ought to be 
remedied. · 

- The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 3231) to amend section 
3203(b) of title 38, United States Code, 
to provide for the method of payment 
of pension, compensation, and retire
ment pay withheld from a veteran dur
ing hospitalization in cases where such 

. veteran dies while mentally incompetent, 
introduced by Mr. DIRKSEN, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

-ELIGIDU.ITY OF CERTAIN EXPENDI
TURES BY CITY OF NEW HAVEN, 
CONN., AS LOCAL GRANTS-IN-AID 
FOR PURPOSES OF HOUSING ACT 
OF 1949 
Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to allow the city of New Haven, Conn., 
to make certain expenditures to be eligi
ble as local grants-in-aid. The city of 

New Haven is planning the construction 
of a coliseum-convention center as part 
of the Church Street redevelopment and 
renewal project-connecticut R-2. 

The purpose of the Church Street 
project is the revitalization of downtown 
New Haven. Through the project the 
city seeks to establish the area as a vi
brant retail and commercial area. · It is. 
a showpiece project for the Nation. 

The proposed coliseum-convention 
center is essential to the success of this 
project. 

First. The center will support and 
stimulate the retail development of the 
downtown by attracting large numbers 
of shoppers. This attraction is of cru
cial importance to downtown. 

Second. The center will provide the 
area with an architectural focus, dra
matically heightening the exciting urban 
experience that is the goal of the Church 
Street project. The structure also will 
be an important element of the gateway 
to the downtown area, bordering the 
principal highway access to the city. It 
will highlight New Haven's resurgence. 

Finally, the coliseum-convention cen
ter will help downtown New Haven to be
come more lively and exciting by inject
ing diversity into the Church Street 
project. 
. The proposed coliseum-convention 
center, of course, will have an impact 
beyond the boundaries of the Church 
Street ·project. The proposed site of the 
center is approximately the geographical 
center of the city's 10 federally assisted 
urban renewal projects. People from 
these project areas, the Greater New 
Haven region, and, indeed, the State will 
utilize the educational, recreational, and 
convention facilities of the proposed cen
ter. 

However, because of the provisions of 
section llO(d) of the Housing· Act of 
1949, the use of the facilities of the pro
posed center by persons residing outside 
of the Church Street project may pre
clude all or a substantial portion of the 
eligible cost of the center from being 
counted as a grant-in-aid to the Church 
Street project. Yet it is the very fact 
that this center will bring so many peo
ple downtown that makes it so vitally 
important to the Church Street project, 
and to the success of New Haven's dis
tinctive urban renewal program. 

Therefore, I introduce for appropriate 
reference a bill to provide that, notwith
standing the extent to which the coli
seum-convention center proposed to be 
built within urban renewal project R-2 
in New Haven, Conn., may benefit areas 
other than the urban renewal area, ex
penses incurred by the city of New Haven 
in constructing such center shall, to the 
extent otherwise eligible, be counted as 
a grant-in-aid toward such project. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (8. 3232) to make certain ex
penditures by the city of New Haven, 
Conn., eligible as local grants-in-aid for 
purposes of title I of the Housing Act of 
1949, introduced by Mr. RIBICOFF, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 
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TRAFFIC SAFETY ACT OF 1966-

AMENDMENTS 
AMENDMENT NO. 537 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President I sub
mit the fair warning amenmn'ent t.o 
S. 3005, the Traffic Safety Act of 1966, on 
behalf of Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. BAYH, Mr. 
BIBLE, Mr. CLARK, Mr. KENNEDY of Mas
sachusetts, Mr. McGEE, Mr. McGOVERN, 
Mr. METCALF, Mr. MoRSE, Mr. MusKIE, 
Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. TYDINGS, Mr. GRUEN
ING, Mr. KENNEDY of New York, Mr. PELL, 
and Mr. YARBOROUGH. 

We believe that an automobile manu
facturer has an obligation which should 
be .recognized by law-the obligation to 
inform car owners of safety hazards in 
the cars they dlive. We believe that the 
car owner has a legitimate interest which 

- should be recognized by law-the right 
to be warned of safety defects in his 
vehicle. The amendment I am submit
ting today will recognize these two sides 
of the coin. 

This amendment provides for notice to 
automobile owners whose cars are un
safe, and notice to automobile dealers 
It is enforced by the sanctions in S. 3005: 
the traffic safety bill. These enforce
ment procedures are civil penalties in~ 
junctive relief, and seizure before' the 
first sale to a purchaser. 

The amendment requires that the 
notification .given to the individual .car 
owner :contain a clear description of the 
defect, an evaluation of the .risk to traffic 
safety arising from the defect; and a 
statement of the measures to be taken 
to repair the defect. 

This is a modest proposal. It will not 
require huge appropriations. It is not 
~ased upon new Federal controls, except 
msofar .as enforcement procedures may 
become necessary. The primary burden 
here is on the automobile manufacturer 
and it is not a heavy burden. ' 

The manufacturer is in the best posi
tion to know of any defects in an auto 
since .he designed the car, engineered 
it, produced it, and controls the distri- · 
bution mechanism. Through the dealer
ship structure, the manufactlll'ler .can 
quickly receive word of problems or com
plaints, and assess their signi:fic:ance in 
terms of .auto safety. . . 

The manufacturer can and d@es recall 
automobiles for m@difications and im
provements. The evidence indicates that 
it is not only possible for him to d@ so, 
but that he has done .S@ on a number of 
occasions. 

My amendment ·enlarges upon what 
is, and _can, already be done in two il'e
.spects. First, notices must be sent m 
all cases involving a safety hazard· and 
second, the notification must info~ the 
car owner of the safety risk involved. 

The case is clear on the necessity of 
this amendment. The evidence accumu
laoted so far indicates that when defects 
are found in a certain model the auto
mobile industry may correct' the defect 
in the next year's models, or notify the 
dealers to correct the problem in cars 
on hand, or notify the -owner without 
making clear the safety factor involved, 
calling it an "improvement" or a "modi'
fication.•• .But seldom, if ·ever, does the 
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manufacturer tell the owner that the im
provement or modification involves a 
safety factor which could endanger his 
life or the lives of his wife or children 
or other motorists. This situation must 
be rectified. 

I believe the owner has a li·ght to know 
of safety risks, and I believe the manu
facturer has an obligation to make them 
elear so the owner can take whatever 
steps are necessary to protect himself 
and others. 

Just a week ago, I discovered that some 
.17,500 1966 Dodge Polaras and Monacos 
were being called in for a throttle link..: 
age modification. But neither the own
ers nor dealers were told that a safety 
factor was involved. I have obtained 
copies of these notifications and ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed 
in the REcORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. I call attention to the fact 
that neither letter mentions the fact that 
t~is defect might influence safe opera
tion of these cars or describes how the 
problem affects the vehicle. My amend
ment would require that such informa
tion be included in notices of this type. 

That there is a need for this kind of 
information is shown in a survey of 19 
Dodge dealers in Washington, D.C. and 
Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minn. Only 
one of them described the problem as a 
safety factor, as did the service manager 
of the Dodge Division. However, the 
other 18 dealers all said there was no 
safety factor involved. Some dealers 
wel,lt so far as to say there was 4 'abso
lutely no danger" involved, and that the 
modification "did not really make a lot 
of difference." 

Certain models of 1965 Plymouths 
Chryslers, and Dodges suffered from de~ 
fective .brackets on the steering gear 
No 110tice was sent to the owners. · 

Thirty thousand 1965 full-sized Fords 
were recalled because of ..defective rear 
suspension· arms. Owners were notified 
that they should bring these :cars in to 
impr~ve the quality of the ride, but no 
mentiOn was made of the safety factor. 

'The defects found in automobiles are 
not always the .result of poor engineering 

. or production. Some result from what 
can only be poor .quality control proce
dures by the manufacturer. 

Vehicle inspection statistics from the 
District of Columbia, and the State of 
New Jersey indicate that many new cars 
are sold to customers in an unsafe con· 
dition, and that over 20 percent all new 
cars inspected are rejected for safety 
.shortcoming$ of varying degrees of seri
ousness. In the District, 23 percent of 
the 1966 cars were rejected on their first 
ai?pearance for inspection, compared 
With 20 percent of the 1965 new cars. 

New Jersey inspection officials report 
a steady rejection rate of approximately 
2.5 percent. New Jersey has made two 
comprehensive surveys-one daring a '2-
month period in 1963 showed a 25 per
cent .rejection rate, while the other cov
ering a 5-month period in 1959, showed 
36 percent rejectiens. 

iBoth the District i()f Columbia and New 
Jersey require tllat new cars ·be inspected 
within 2 weeks after purchase and these 

inspeeti0ns are the best guides available 
as to the condition of new cars on de
livery. to. the average buyer. For only 
the District of Columbia and New Jersey 
~ve g.overnment-owned and operated 
mspect10n stations where new cars are 
given a thorough eheck by professi0nal 
inspection personnel. About 15 other 
States also require inspection of new 
ears, but all of them contract this func
tion. out t<? privately owned garages, 
service statiOns and car dealers them
selves--and most of them do not main
tain data on new car rejections as op
posed to older vehicles. 

The main reasons for the District of 
Columbia and New Jersey rejections 
were improperly aimed headlights mal
fu_nctioning taillights, improper s~ring 
alinement, and brakes in need of adjust
ment. These inspections also revealed, 
however, more serious hazards involving 
design and quality control defects which 
would not be noticed in the average cur
sory State inspection or by the driver 
himself until it was too late. These hid
den defects were found, for the most 
part, in the more comprehensive District 
of Columbia inspection which is recog
nized as one of the most thorough in the 
Nation. They include such Items as 
vehicle stability problems· front wheels 
inadequately secured; re~r brakes not 
functioning, steering linkages which 
could come apart ce,using .a complete loss 
of control; and brake hoses which were 
too long, causing them to rub against a 
wheel where they would be weakened and 
susceptible to rupture under stress. 

· In some eases in the District, the de
fect was so dangerous that the inspectors 
would not permit the car to be driven 
away, requiring instead that it be towed 
to a garage or back to the dealer. 

And in those instances where the defect 
showed up on many ·cars of the same 
make and model. th.e District of Colum
bia inspectors notified the manufac
turer about the problem. . But no .one 
.seems ta know how widespread :these 
defects were and whether they were cor
rected through@Ut the Nation or only in 
the District to meet the ·stringent inspec
tion requirements here. I have asked the 
manufacturer about some of these cases 
but the information I have received thu~ 
far is inconclusive. 

Jiowever. it would seem tG me, Mr. 
President, that the District Gf C@lurilbia 
and New Jersey experience indicates a 
need for both professional State inspec
tion of all motor vehicle~ as well as not
ification to owners of hidden defects as 
provided for in the fair warning amend
ment. 

The District and New J·ersey experi
ence is substantiated by that of Con
swners Union Gf the United States, an 
organization which buys new cars for test 
purposes. And each year. Consumers 
Union reports that m-ost~ if not all, of the 
:cars it buys devel0:p trouble in the first 
lew thousand miles or are riddled with 
defects on delivery. These defects are 
mostl~ minor, .but many involve safety 
hazards. 

Here is what Consumers Union had to 
say last year in the Aprll. 1965 edition of 
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Consumer Reports about defects in the 
cars it bought: 

"In anything as complicated as a car, 
pure cha.."lce will play a part in the presence 
or absence of troubles. But something more 
tl:lan chance is at work when 32 out of 32 
cars chosen at random for testing show 
troubles of one kind or another in the first 
few thousand miles * * *. And CU's auto
motive consultants know what that some
thing other than chance is-it's bad quality 
control in the automobile industry." 

So wrote CU, speaking of the 1963 models 
it had tested (Consumer Reports, October 
1963). In 1964 things were slightly better; 
2 or 3 of the 35 cars purchased for testing 
didn't develop troubles at least in the first 
3,000 miles. This year it looks as thou5h 
things are back to normal again-that is, 
all fou:!.ed up-in the output of Detroit. 

Here's a list of some troubles (of all kinds, 
not all major but all annoying and some 
hazardous) that CU has found on the 25 
models for 1965 it has so far bought for 
testing. Some of the troubles (improperly 
aimed headlights, for example) have shown 
up on most cars; other troubles (malfunc
tioning directional signals, for example), 
have shown up on almos~ all; no car has 
been purchased which has not exhibited 
some trouble. 

Front window glass out of channel; trim 
panel on front door not attached; poor welds 
in floor pan; wiring harness . loose-ignition 
and lights went out; left stoplight and 
directional signal inoperative; transmission 
fluid leaking; water leaking from heater core; 
airfiow through defroster blocked; oil leak
ing from rear axle housing; engine would not 
start in park position-transmission had to 
be torn down; fan belt loose; slipped and 
squeaked when engine was speeded up; 
steering column loose at dashboard, steer
ing wheel loose on column; front seat ad
juster stuck on passenger's side; ignition 
timing off specifications; hand brake not 
connected, warning light not working; hand 
brake light stayed on at all times; direc
tional signals would not cancel; car slipped 
out of park position; front door hinge off 
at bottoms; wheel alinement off specifica
tions; doors not properly adjusted, hard to 
close or open; heater fan blades hit heater 
housing; windshield washer pump inopera
tive; both front wheel bearings loose; dash 
warning light read "hot" when car was 
cold; engine noisy, had to be pulled down; 
headlights improperly aimed; choke stuck 
open when car was cold, car wouldn't start; 
choke would not open as car warmed up, 
engine stalled. 

And in the April 1966 issue of Con
sumer Reports, the organization had 
this to say about the condition of 1966 
automobiles: 

The gremlins in the automobile industry's 
quality control are still at work, and appear 
to be just as impartial as ever, judging by 
the 1966 cars CU bought for testing. It 
would be some small comfort to find that 
the defects in cars, as delivered, are all of 
the trivial if annoying type, such as screws 
missing from trim or inoperative cigarette 
lighters. Unfortunately, they aren't: your 
car is just as likely to be delivered to you 
with a transmission fiuid leak or with the 
power steering hose almost chafed through 
by the fan belt. 

As long as manufacturers continue to de
pend too much on dealer preparation of new 
cars and dealers skimp that preparation, you 
can expect to go on finding defects of all 
degrees of severity in cars of an· price levels. 
Here are some of the defects that CU found 
in the cars we purchased for testing: · 

Brake light switch defective; transmission 
fiuid leak at oil cooler fitting; power steer
ing hose badly chafed by fan belt-almost 
worn through; power tailgate window in
operative on two station wagons; windshield 

washer pump defective; carburetion too lean, 
causing "starve-out" or "fiat spots" at vari
ous speeds on many cars; high spot in brake 
drum, causing periodic noise when brakes 
were applied; rain leaks on several cars; 
ignition and carburetion adjustments not 
set to specifications on many cars; screws 
loose or missing from trim or hardware on 
many cars; defroster control inoperative; 
turn signals not operating correctly on sev
eral cars; cigarette lighter inoperative on 
three cars; pieces missing from external dec
orative trim; shock absorber mounting 
broken off; automatic transmission not 
shifting properly; poor fit of body sheet 
metal-doors with poor closure, body inter
fering with closing of hood or trunk lid
on several cars; engine block defective, re
quiring replacement; mechanical rapping 
noises in engine; internal moving parts re
quiring replacement; one end of front 
stabilizer bar disconnected; link missing; 
wheels improperly alined on several cars; 
tire pressure off specifications by more than 
4 pounds per square inch on many cars; tires 
out of balance. or out of round on several 
cars; horn inoperative; speedometer needle 
oscillating; fresh air vent door that did not 
close; carburetor overflowing gasoline
flooded engine; wires reversed on oil warning 
light and engine heat warning light; head
lights improperly aimed on most cars as de
livered. 

I might note, Mr. President, that one
fourth of the defects found in the 1966 
vehicles could involve a safety factor in 
the operation of these cars. 

Consumer's Union also commented on 
the condition of new cars in another 
article in the April 1965 issue of Con
sumer Reports entitled "Quality Con
trol, Warranties, and a Crisis in Con
fidence.'' 

I would like here to quote the first and 
last paragraphs of that article: 

The condition of the 1965 cars CU has 
bought for test is about the worst, so far as 
sloppiness in production goes, in the whole 
10-year stretch of deterioration that began 
in 1955, the first year in which U.S. new car 
sales first approached 8 million. (That was 
also the year in which a heavy emphasis on 
credit sales raised car output by nearly 2.5 
million over the 1954 level and increased 
consumer indebtedness for autos more than 
40 percent.) Complaint in the trade about 
the condition of the cars as delivered began 
to get bitter then and it has continued to be 
bitter ever since. "Overproduction has re
sulted in poorly engineered and poorly built 
cars," wrote one dealer in a letter submitted 
to a congressional hearing in 1961. "We in the 
retail business," he continued, "have all ex
perienced the exorbitant new car get-ready 
cost and owner dissatisfaction with some of 
the creations dreamed up by the factories 
and then thrown together." 

What CU's data reveal is that each of the 
companies abuses the consumer to one de
gree or another in this area; and possibly, 
the data suggest, the degree may be a reflec
tion of company policy. The consequences 
of poor quality control can affect safety, of 
course; but there has been little investiga
tion into this· particular aspect of the sub
ject, so far as CU knows. It would seem to 
be a matter calling for attention. Even 
minor troubles can be important; the driver 

. blinded by the strong beam of a faultily ad
justed headlight is a hazard to himself and 
others. The condition of other cars on the 
road is, thus, an important part of the en
vironment in which each of us rides. Peri-

. odic road checks are a loose control indeed 
for this kind of threat. And why aren't the 
threats eliminated at the factory? 

Here is what Consumers Union had to 
say about this situation in an article en-

titled "The Art of Buying and Maintain
ing a Car" in the April 1966 issue of 
Consumer Reports: 

Manufacturers delegate to the dealer 
make-ready inspections and grooming of new 
cars. CU's checks on the new cars it buys 
usually reveal lights out of focus, brakes not 
evenly adjusted, tires with incorrect pres
sures, and incorrect front alinement. Badly 
aimed lights . and uneven brakes are self
revealing, and tire pressures can be checked 
at any service station, but the .first sign of 
wheel misalinement usually appears as ex
cessive tire wear after several thousand 
miles--too late for redress. 

The article then went on to say: 
Most serious, of course, are built-in defects 

that make a car hazardous to life, but that 
are not detectable by the owner until too 
late. Repeatedly auto manufacturers have 
failed to notify new-car owners of hazardous 
defects needing repairs or have suggested 
coming back for alterations without making 
it clear that a hazard was involved. 

The day should come when auto manufac
turers are required to file with public offi
cials-for the public record-a list of the 
specific fixes or repairs they have told their 
dealers are needed, and, where these involve 
hazardous defects, to inform the owners 
about them immediately. 

Mr. President, that is exactly what the 
fair warning amendment is intended to 
do. 

It may be that the driver is to · blame 
for most traffic accidents. But situa
tions such as this and other evidence ac
cumulated in recent months indicate 
that safety defects may play a much 
larger role in the accident rate than 
heretofore estimated. But even if only 
1 percent of all accidents is caused by 
such defects, I think the drivers of these 
defective cars have a right to know they 
are riding around in booby traps. And 
to fail to warn them is to force them to 
play Russian roulette without their 
knowing so. 

I should like to point out that this 
amendment supplements both manda
tory automobile ~afety standards and ex
isting State vehicle inspection laws. It 
assures the basic protection of informa
tion to the consumer immediately, while 
standards may not become effective for 
some time and while all States still lack 
comprehensive inspection laws. There 
i.s, in addition, always the possibility of 
-safety problems arising which are not 
covered by standards or undiscoverable 
even by professional Staw inspectors. 

I do not pretend technical competence 
as an automotive engineer or to be an 
expert on the automobile industry, but I 
do know something about the rights of 
consumers. Perhap,s their most basic 
right is the right to k~ow what hazards 
are associated with a particular product. 
I hardly think that legislation requiring 
that such information be given to car 

.owners will damage the national econ
omy, or constitute meddling in the af

.fairs of our automotive industry . 
Although I am not aski!lg that this 

amendment lie on the table, I will make 
a listing of all sponsors in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD 1 week from today Should 
other Senators wish to join in sponsor
ship. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fair 
warning amendment be received and 
referred. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- · 

ments will be received~ printecl, and ap
propriately referred; and, with Gut ob
jection, the letters will be printed il'l 
the RECORD. 

The amendment (No. 537) was re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

The letters presented by Mr. MONDALE 
are as follows: 

DODGE DIVISION, 
CHRYSLER MOTORS CORP., 

Februar.y 17, 1966. 
To: All Dodge dealers. 
Subject: Throttle linkage modificatioR. 
Models a:H'ected: 1966 D0dge Polar.a and 

Monaco with 383-cubic-inch displace
ment engine and two-barrel carburetGr. 

We have recently developed a change in the 
throttle llnkage of the subject vehicles. Be
cause this change relates to throttle control, 
we desire to incorporate this change on all 
of the affected. 1966 Dodge Polara and Monacg . 
models equipped. with 383 -cubic inch dis
placement engine and 2 barrel carburetor. 

Enclosed for your use is a list of the names 
and addresses of owners who received the 
affected models, compiled from the retail 
sales report cards submitted by you. A suf
ficient number of parts packages are ·en
closed to effect the change on each of the 
-cars listed. 

You should .arrange to make this change 
on all vehicles of the type involved ·that 
were delivered by you. To assist you, we 
have tnalled a letter i n the form :attached 
to each of t he owners on the enclGsed list. 
We also enclose extra copies of this letter 
for you to send to owners of vehicles in
cluded on the list without the owner's name 
or address, if these vehicles were said by 
you. 

If any of the vehicles on the attached list 
are still in your s~k. be sure that the 
change is made before you sell them. If you 
have diverted any of these cars to another 
dealer, please be sure that this dealer is 
netified. .so that he tnay carry out this cam
paign on those cars invelved. Also, we ask 
that you see that the parts we have enclosed 
are forwarded. to that dealer. 

NoTE.-If you did not receive any of the 
cars inv0lved in the campaign, there will be 
no list attached.. In such instances, this 
letter is mailed to you for information only. 
In the event a transient owner .should con
tact your dealership for assistance the neces
sary material may be obtained through ygur 
regional service office. 

DoDGE DIVISION, 
CHRYSLER MOTOR CoRPS., 

February 24, 1966. 
DEAR CUSTOMER! We have recently devel

oped an important change in the throttle 
linkage of certain 1966 model passenger cars. 

Our records indicate you purchased a car 
of this type, the serial number of which ap
pears to the right of your address at :the top 
of this letter. 

We have requested the dealer from whom 
you purchased your car to see that this im
provement is made. We urge you to im
mediately contact your dealer and arrange an 
appointment to have the work performed. 
There will be no charge to you for this serv
ice upon presentation of this letter to your 
dealer. 

If you are unable to return to the dealer 
from whom you purchased your car, please 
take it to any nearby authorized Dodge deal
er. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT H. KLINE. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 

printing of the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 83) to express the sense of 
Congress on agreements reducing duties 
on imported articles under· certain con
ditions, the names of the Senator from 
New Hampshire ,[Mr. CoTTON] and the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON] 
be added as cosponsors. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
RESOLUTION 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of April 5, 1966, the names of Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
METCALF, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. MONTOYA, 
Mr. Moss, M. MUNDT, Mr. SCOTT, and 
Mr. THuRMOND were added as additional 
cosponsors of the resolution (S. Res. 247) 
to provide for the preparatiGn of an edu
cational film on the U.S. Senate to be 
shown to visitors to the Capitol, and for 
other purposes, submitted by Mr. HARTKE 
on April 5, 1966. 

NATIONAL WATER COMMISSION 
HEARINGS 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee, of which I am chairman, will 
conduct open public hearings on May 9 
and 10 on S. 3107, the bill to create a 
National Water Commission. The hear
ings will start at 10 a.m. each day in 
room 3110 of the New Senate Office 
Building. 

This tremendously important legisla
tion, proposed by the administration, 
would establish an independent, seven
member Conunission of distinguished 
Americans outside the Federal Govern
ment. 

The members, appointed by the Pres
ident, would study and advise him-and 
the Water Resources Council-on the 
entire range ·of water problems. 

Mr. President, we have need fGr a 
highly qualified and independent com
mission to conduct a thorough and com
plete analysis of our resource problems 
and programs. Only in this way can we 
begin to resolve the monumental prob
lems in this field. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA
TIONS BEFORE COMMITI'EE ON 
THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 

following nominations have been referred 
to and are now pending before the Com-
:fllittee on the Judiciary: ' 

Cornelius M~Quade, of West Virginia, to be 
U.S. marshal, southern district of West Vir
ginia, term of 4 years. (Reappointment.) 

Robert E. Hauberg, of Mississippi, t0 be 
U.S. attorney, southern district of Mississippi, 
term of 4 years. (Reappointment.) 

Eugene G. Cushing, of Washington, to be 
U.S. attorney, western district of Washing
ton, term of 4 years, vice William N. Good
win. 

On behalf of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in these nominations 
to file with the committee, in writing, 
on or before Monday, April 25, 1966, any 

representations 'Or objections they may 
wish tG present concerning the above 
nominations, with a fur,ther statement 
whether i't is their inten.tion to appear 
at any hearings which may be scheduled. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 'HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, .by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the 
bill <S. 19.3B) to amend the Indian Long
Term Leasing Act. 

The message also announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendments to 
the bill (S. 265) to authorize conveyance 
of certain 1aruis to the State of Utah 
based upon fair market value, disagreed 
to by the Senate; agreed to the confer
ence asked by the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. AsPINALL, Mr. BARING, Mr. 
KING of Utah, Mr. SAYLOR, and Mr. BUR
TON of Utah were appointed managers 
on the part of the House at the con
ference~ 

The message further announced that 
the House receded. from its amendments 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 to the bill 
<S. 2729) to amend section 4(c) of the 
Small Business Act, and for other pur
poses, and concurred therein. 

THE CIA AND MICHIGAN .STATE 
UNIVERSITY 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as a member of the Subcommittee of 
the Armed Services Committee follow
ing the activities of the Central Intelli
gence Agency, I inquired of the CIA re
garding the criticisms directed by certain 
professors of Michigan State University 
concerning certain activities of the uni
versity with relation to a contract with 
the .CIA and the employment of secret 
agents of the CIA within the university. 
I believe it is in the interest of accuracy 
to make public the facts as I get them. 

On December 21. 1954, President Eisen
hower directed the Operations Coordi
nating Board to have prepared a report 
on the status of the U.S. programs to 
develop foreign police forces to maintain 
internal security and to destroy the ef
fectiveness of the Communist apparatus 
in free world ·countries vulnerable to 
Communist subversion. 

Upon completion of the report .on De
cember 8, 1955, the National Security 
Council directed Mr. John Hollister, 
then Chief of what is now the Agency 
for International Development, to as
sume leadership of U.S. efforts to ·im
prove the internal security capability of 
police in a number of foreign countries. 
At the same time, the NSC, with the 
President's approval, instructed the Di
rector of Central Intelligence and other 
Government agencies to lend all possible 
assistance to this effort to include assign
ment of qualified personn~l to effect the 
needed improvements in foreign pollee 
forces. The urgency of the situation in 
Vietnam, which was one of the countries 
the President had in mind, and the non
availability of adequate personnel, re
sulted in AID contracting this responsi
bility to Michigan State University. It 
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was in this connection that CIA officers 
with specific Iv.tSU agreement partici
pated in the MSU program in Vietnam, 
a program designed to improve the ef
fectiveness of the police services of that 
country as a part of the overall effort to 
preserve that nation's independence. 
The CIA representatives worked spe
cifically in the training of Vietnamese 
police services, not in clandestine CIA 
activities. 

TOO MUCH GLOOM AND DOOM ON 
VIETNAM 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, an 
honest election in South Vietnam estab
lishing civilian authority should be wel
comed enthusiastically by the United 
States. 

It is incomprehensible to me why there 
is ·so much gloom and doom about the 
prospect of such an election in South 
Vietnam. 

What have we been fighting for out 
there, except for the right of the people 
of South Vietnam to their own govern
ment? 

Useful as a military junta may have 
been in the military conflict against 
communism, an elected government 
would be far, far better not only in the 
view of people throughout the world but 
obviously in the eyes of the people of 
Vietnam. 

It is true that the protests against the 
Ky government have impeded the war 
effort. That is a high price to pay. But 
if the result of these protests is an honest 
election, the benefit will be worth the 
price. 

It is imperative in any election contest 
that the United States follow a policy of 
the strictest possible neutrality. Our 
only interest should be to assist the Viet
namese, when requested, to help guaran
tee a thoroughly honest election with 
maximum participation. · 

While a countrywide election is some
thing new, local elections are not. The 
South Vietnamese have held them and 
abided by the results. There is a good 
prospect that they would do the same in 
a national election. 

In view of the immense investment this 
country has made in South Vietnam in 
the lives of our own soldiers, not to speak 
of billions of dollars of military assist
ance, maintaining our · neutrality in an 
election will be extraordinarily difficult. 

But the CIA, as well as every other 
American agency in South Vietnam, must 
keep hands off every phase of this elec
tion. Our total neutrality is imperative. 

Of course, we must also abide by the 
wishes of whatever government is elected, 
regardless of how unwelcome their wishes 
might be. If our commitment to self
determination in South Vietnam does not 
mean this, it means nothing. 

Mr. President, in this connection, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an editorial entitled "Bet
ter News," published in the Washington 
Post on Aprill5, 1966. 

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

BETTER NEWS 

The military government of South Vietnam 
and the dissident Buddhist leaders seem to 

be in general agreement on plans to hold an 
early election of a constituent assembly that 
will give the country a civil government: 
This is better news than any but the most 
optimistic has dared hope for in the past 
week. 

How far the agreement goes beyond the 
bare accord on holding elections is not al
together clear. But if there is any real meet
ing of minds on the essentials, the details 
should not be beyond the ingenuity of the 
leaders of the different factions. 

The United States, for its part, will enor
mously gain by the presence of a government 
of civilians enjoying the mantle of legitimacy 
that only orderly elections can confer. Such 
a government, no doubt, will make decisions 
with which the United States may differ. 
There will be disagreement over many poli
cies in which interests are not the same. It 
will not be as easy to locate authority or to 
get it to act. The difficulties of democratic 
rule lie in a field of knowledge and experi
ence where we do not require instruction. 
But all the difficulties are outweighed by 
the single advantage that is enjoyed by a 
representative and democratic regime that 
can claim to speak for the people of South 
Vietnam. 

In the trying interval that has led to some 
agreement, the United States, on the whole, 
has behaved with commendable detachment 
and restraint. It will need to exercise the 
same restraint in the weeks preceding an 
election. No interest that we may have in 
particular political leaders will rival our 
interest in having the South Vietnamese 
make choices not influenced by a foreign 
power. A government freely selected is the 
best hope for the right conduct of civilian 
affairs and the best hope as well for an 
energetic and efficient prosecution of the 
war. 

Americans must not expect that a coun
try in the midst of war can suddenly sum
mon forth perfectly functioning democratic 
institutions. But the South Vietnamese are 
not without experience with elections and 
democracy. Local and provincial govern
ments have been proceeding with elections 
and abiding by democratic methods in parts 
of the country throughout the war. There 
is a tradition in the country on which it 
should be possible to build. 

The President of the United States has 
dealt on a friendly and cordial basis with 
South Vietnam's present government and 

· will continue to do so while it is in power. 
His administration will be able to deal in 
the same manner with the successor gov
ernment shaped by elections. 

Such a government will have before it 
choices that are difficult for a democratic 
government to make. It will be confronted 
by all the harsh alternatives of war; and, 
sooner or later, by the equally anguishing 
problems of procuring a peace in South Viet
nam. It may wish to deal with some of these 
problems differently than we would deal with 
them. But this should confront us with no 
problems with which we cannot deal. We are 
in South Vietnam to preserve the right of a 
small people to govern themselves and make 
their own choices. That principle will be 
vindicated whatever the course the people 
choose. We have undertaken to preserve 
their opportunity to make a choice. An 
elected government is a necessary instrument 
for determining what that choice really is. 

PLIGHT OF THE VIETNAMESE 
FARMER 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, after 
the Honolulu Conference. President 
Johnson sent 10 agricultural specialists 
to South Vietnam- for a survey of the 
farmer's plight in that country. 

One of those experts was Jim Thom
son, editor of the Prairie Farmer and 

president of the American Agricultural 
Editors Association. 
· With an observant eye and skillful pen, 

Mr. Thomson reported on the poverty, 
ignorance, and superstition that con
fronts the farmer in Vietnam. He also 
.told of his hopes and aspirations, and 
what the American aid mission has done 
to help realize these ambitions. 

I ask the unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD this illuminating 
report as published in the Wisconsin 
Agriculturist. · 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
VIETNAM'S FARMING ADVANCES AGAINST HEAVY 

ODDS 
(EDITOR's NoTE.-At the Honolulu Confer-

. ence, President Johnson announced that he 
was sending 10 agricultural specialists to 
Vietnam to see what could be done to help 
farmers there. As president of the American 
Agricultural Editors Association, Prairie 
Farmer Editor Jim Thomson accompanied 
the group. This is Thomson's report of ' the 
trip.) 

The farmer 's loyalty is the key to the war's 
end in Vietnam. Communist leaders and 
U.S. policymakers share this view. Two
thirds of the Vietnamese people are farmers. 

But they are weak and unsure where their 
interests lie under the campaign of aggres
sive terrorism being waged by the Commu
nists. The Communists are dedicated to the 
long-term goal of control of all of southeast 
Asia. 

Vietnam farmers also have difficulty un
derstanding U.S. generosity. We are spend:
ing more than a million dollars a day on the 
economic front. They have never seen any
thing like it. 

To gain the support of Vietnamese farm
ers, President Johnson appointed 10 U.S. 
agricultural specialists to a mission to Viet
nam to study rural conditions and report 
back to him. · 

Accompanied by Secretary of Agriculture 
Orville L. Freeman, the 10 specialists scat
tered throughout South Vietnam visiting 
farms and newly organized agricultural in
stitutions. 

Each specialist probed for ways in which 
the U.S.-backed South Vietnamese Govern
ment could help the poverty-stricken farmers 
of that terror-ridden land, now in its 21st 
year ot wa.r. 

In some ways a cornbelt hog producer can 
identify with a· Vietnamese farmer. Hogs are 
their favorite livestock. But they are light 
years apart in their comprehension of the 
world around them. 

This is changing under the impact of out
side agricultural influences, mainly Ameri
can, but progress is slow in the face of pov
erty, ignorance, squalor, and tradition. 

UNBELIEVABLE TO US 

The U.S. farmer would find the primitive 
world of the Vietnamese farmer unbelievable. 
Virtually all work is done by hand, from 
carrying water from open wells to harvest
ing rice with sickles. Yet they often show in
credible ingenuity for a rather static environ
ment. 

In spite of the heavy U.S. commitment, the 
average Vietnamese knows almost nothing 
about America. Many of them actually 
know little or nothing about what is going 
on outside their villages. Their village is 
often their entire world. 

The· Vietnamese farmer is illiterate, super
stitious, and suspicious of strangers. He 
dislikes government officials and has no feel
ing of patriotism or national allegiance as we 
know it. He may never have seen a news
paper or a magazine and he probably does not 
own a radio. 
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His world swarms with spirits and spooks. 

Dead ancestors supposedly attach themselves 
to the household and must be cared for 
through religious ceremonies and offerings, 
usually in the home. 

It is this dead hand of the past that U.S. 
farmers, agricultural teachers, and experts 
are trying to get off the Vietnamese farmer's 
back. This they hope to do through the es
tablishment of schools, hospitals, agriculture 
and home extension, research stations, and 
by working with farmers in the field. 

The U.S. Agency for International Devel
opment is teaching farmers how to increase 
crop yields with improved seed and fertiilzer, 
pesticides, and irrigation. AID is also en
couraging the formation of co-ops, credit 
pools, and other farm organizations. 

Most of this effort is by Americans, but a 
considerable contribution is also being made 
by agricultural teams of Filipinos and Tai
wan Chinese. 

LOOK FOR OPPORTUNITY 

It is dimcult to generalize about sub
sistence farming in Vietnam. . By our stand
ards, farmers are backward. Nevertheless 
there is good reason to believe that they 
respond to opportunities for better income 
as well as farmers in other countries. 

The Vietnam war is one of the most per
plexing problems the United States has faced 
in recent years. This is mainly due to 
Government uncertainty and the opposition 
of many people who mean well but refuse 
to face the fact that the enemy cannot be 
trusted. 

Trouble started in 1945 when the Japs 
were driven out after World War II. The 
French tried to return to their former colony 
and were driven out in turn. In the con
fusion the Communists took over North 
Vietnam and moved in on South Vietnam. 
Government forces fought back. . 

Later the Geneva treaty was signed divid
ing the country permanently into Commun
ist North Vietnam and non-Communist 
South Vietnam. The ink was hardly dry 
when the Communists started infiltrating 
South Vietna-m villages and murdering their 
leaders. 

GAVE FAR1'4ERS LAND 

They also murdered landlords and tried 
to win the loyalty of the tenant farmers by 
turning the small farms ( 4 to 6 acres) over 
to the landless. At first tenants welcomed 
the move because land was scarce and ex~ 
pensive, and rates of interest were high
as much as 10 percent a month. 

At the same time the country was run by 
a French-educated elite which saw no need 
for democracy. At present South Vietnam 
is governed by a military directorate of 10 
generals, most of whom we met personally 
during our visit to Vietnam. Even the min
ister of Agriculture, Lam Van Tri, is a mili
tary leader. 

Many of the Government leaders of the 
past were large landowners who resisted land 
reform. But the U.S. administration is pres
suring the military directorate for a new deal 
for the masses. 

This includes a constitution, the right to 
vote, land refo;:zn, and a democratic govern
ment. To this they have agreed. Elections 
will be held in 1967. 

In the past too much direction has come 
from the top. So the average small farmer 
gets little motivation from Saigon omcial
dom. Nor does he take any responsibility 
for institutions foisted upon him by govern
ment omcials. 

Provincial chiefs are appointed by the gov
ernment so they have not been responsive 
to needs of farmers. 

Other divisive forces are constantly at work 
to encourage instability. These include reli
gious, racial, and language differences, and 
northern and southern suspicions. 

Another fantastic Asiatic practice is the 
acceptance of graft and political payoffs. But 

while we were in Saigon an agricultural om
cial was sentenced to be shot for taking 
graft. 

Americans are involved too. An AID om
cia! estimated that 15 percent of a shipment 
disappeared between the port and the des
tination. There are shortages of everything, 
including labor. Inflation is rampant. The 
cost of living rose 5 percent in January. 

TREMENDOUS PROGRESS MADE 

~ Yet in spite of graft, terrorism, frustra
tion, and war, Vietnamese agriculture has 
made tremendous progress. 

Rural income in 1964 amounted · to 19.6 
billion piastres. In 1965 rural income is ex
pected to double. Part of this gain is can
celed out by in:flation. Yet even a 50-percent 
real gain in income would be a tremendous 
advance. 

So far the South Vietnam agricultural im
provement program with U.S. technical and 
commodity assistance has brought direct, 
tangible, and immediate benefits to the peo
ple. Here is the evidence: 

1. Last year 2 million acres were fertilized 
and resulted in an increase of $12 million in 
farm income. 

2. Plant pest control, beginning in 1962, 
saved rice and vegetable farmers $25 million 
last year. 

3. Rodent eontrol saved farmers an esti
mated $53 million last year. The Mekong 
Delta swarms with rats. The rat-control pro
gram killed more than 10 million rats last 
year. 

4. We provided about 90,000 tons of corn 
to go with 54,000 pigs, mostly Yorkshires, we 
have donated since 1963. The farmer returns 
one pig from the first litter, which in turn is 
given to another farmer. 

5. Vaccinated nearly 3 million animals 
for disease control at no charge. 

6. Multiplied and distributed improved 
seed varieties of 12 crops. Yield increases 
averaged nearly 20 percent, with some run
ning as high as 50 percent. 

7. Expanded irrigation facilities to encour
age double cropping ana sometimes triple 
cropping. 

8. Provided agricultural credit and encour
aged the formation of farm co-ops to dis
tribute fertilizer, seed, pigs, pesticides, and 
low-cost radios. 

9. Encouraged land reform to put more 
land in the hands of producers. Since 1957 
work has proceeded to allow landless farmers 
to buy 3.25 million acres. 

JUDGE ROLLER, THE BRAVES' 
BASEBALL ARBITER, EMINENTLY 
QUALIFIED 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 

Members of Congress, as well as the 
general public, who have followed the 
historic major league baseball contro
versy between the National League 
Braves on the one side and the State of 
Wisconsin and Milwaukee County on the 
other are concerned about the decision 
of Circuit Judge Elmer Roller. Judge 
Roller is the Milwaukee judge who de
cided last week that the Braves and the 
National League are in violation of the 
antitrust laws of Wisconsin. 

Judge Roller ordered the Braves back 
to Milwaukee next month, unless the 
National League agrees to permit Mil
waukee to have a major league baseball 
team next year. 

Some casual observers may not be in
clined to give the decision the weight it 
deserves. If so, they will be wrong, and 
for several reasons. 

Let me point to just one reason. 
Judge Elmer Roller is an exceedingly able 

judge. He graduated magna cum laude 
from Marquette Law School. He was 
so young when he graduated that 
he was required to wait 2 years before he 
could practice law in Wisconsin. He 
spent those. 2 years teaching at the Uni
versity of Chicago Law School. 

Few lawYers or judges have so com
pletely dedicated their lives to the law 
as has Judge Roller. During the last 
vacation Judge Roller and his wife en
joyed, he spent virtually the entire time 
studying legal systems in Europe. 

Judge Roller is a remarkably diligent 
man. His hard and dedicated work has 
become a legend in Milwaukee. In 
connection with the Braves' case, he 
worked day and night for a solid month, 
working literally an 18-hour day, 7 days 
a week. 

Mr. President, the New York Times 
has written a perceptive and appealing 
biography of Judge Roller. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article, entitled "Big League Arbiter" 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BIG LEAGUE ARBITER: ELMER Wn.LIAM ROLLER 

The last time Judge Elmer William Roller 
took a vacation, in 1960, he spent a good 
part of it in and out of courthouses in 
Warsaw, studying the Polish legal system. · 

"And when we got to England," his wife, 
Eunice, said yesterday, "he was like a. kid. 
Why, he spent the whole day in Westmin
ster Abbey, reading all those plaques to me. 
Every one of them." The judge may finally 
take another vacation. He allowed himself 
15 hours' sleep yesterday, following a month
long immersion in the complicated case that 
resulted on Wednesday in his historic de
cision: for the first time, organized base
ball was found guilty of a State antitrust vio
lation. 

Judge Roller ordered the National League 
to give him a written plan for expansion by 
May 16 that would include a. team for Mil
waukee by 1967. If the league did not com
ply, he ruled, the Atlanta Braves would have 
to return to Milwaukee by May 18. 

Each day during the trial that produced 
7,000 pages of testimony and 600 exhibits, 
the pink-cheeked, white-haired magistrate 
would leave his omce in branch 5 of the Mil
waukee County circuit courthouse laden with 
two armloads of briefcases, stuffed with 
papers. 

He would arrive in his eight-room white 
colonial home in the exclusive suburb of Fox 
Point about 9 p.m. In his study there were 
books on the :floor and books stuffed into ceil
ing-high case~. There is no room for any 
more. 

No one disturbs the judge. "I learned long 
ago the best thing for me to do when he's 
working is to keep quiet," said Mrs. Rolier. 

There are no late snacks for Judge Roller. 
He went on the Air Force diet last year and 
lost 45 pounds ("he did it with the same will 
power he used to stop smoking") . 

At about 2 a.m., he would finish for the 
night. He would set the alarm clock for 
6 a.m. Mrs. Roller admitted that she had 
tried to get up before he did and several 
times she succeeded. She would reset the 
alarm clock for an later hour. 

"But I couldn't fool him," she added. 
"I think," said Mrs. Roller, "he takes his 

work too seriously." 
At the age of 64, he still fascinated by the 

law. He had decided in high school that 
law was his calling. 

By the time he was 20, he had graduated 
magna cum laude from Marquette Univer
sity Law School-too young to practice. He 
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taught for 2 years at the University of ·Chi
cago before he was persuaded by a colleague 
to open a private practice, which he did in 
Milwaukee in 1923. 

In 1953, he was appointed to the circuit 
court. He lost the post in the election 
the following year, but was a successful 
candidate in the 1956 elections. 

His decisions have been noted for their 
scholarly research. Attorneys have remarked 
that he has never pressured them--or al
lowed himself to be pressured--during the 
course of a trial. 

The judge stands 5 feet 10Y:z inches and 
keeps his weight at 170 pounds by walking 
his dachshunds, Schatz! and Louie, and by 
puttering around the garden on his halt-acre 
estate. 

He has been a baseball fan since the days 
of the Milwaukee Brewers of the American 
Association. After the Braves came to town, 
he attended about a dozen games a season
about all his heavy court schedule would 
allow-and followed the team's progress 
closely by radio and newspaper. 

Judge Roller was born in Waukesha, Wis., 
on September 24, 1901. He married Eunice 
Wolfe ln 1934. They have two daughters, 
Mrs. Connie Curtin, who is married to a 
physician in Phoenix, Ariz., and 18-year-old 
Jeanne, a freshman at Georgetown Univer
sity. 

"I had to do all the disciplining," said Mrs. 
Roller. "He would never sar a cross word 
to the girls. He never let anything upset 
him. That's why he can do so much and 
works best under pressure." 

FARM BUREAU OPPOSES CUT IN 
SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 ad
ditional minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, dur
ing its testimony before the Agriculture 
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropria
tions Committee on April 6, indicated its 
opposition to any cut in the school milk 
program. 

I think that this is indicative of the 
wide-ranging support the program has 
received in the face of the administra
tion's proposal to slash it by 80 percent 
and redirect it to provide it only to the 
poor as well as those in schools without 
a lunch program. 

In my estimation, one statement made 
by John Lynn, who testified on behalf of 
the Farm Bureau, is especially pertinent, 
it was quoted from a statement of Farm 
Bureau policy. I should like to repeat it 
today: 

The national school lunch and special milk 
programs have proved beneficial to school
children. The programs have helped to es
tablish proper dietary habits among our 
young people. We recommend their contin
uation. It ls important that the general 
public understand that the chief beneficiar
ies of the national school lunch and special 
milk programs are schoolchildren and not 
farmers. 

Most Americans, especially those with 
children in school, and benefiting from 
the school milk program, realize that it is 
not meant simply as a Federal aid to 
dairy farmers. Unfortunately, the ad
ministration does not seem to realize this 
fact. I hope that Congress will make 
clear from its actions on the school milk 

program this year that it regards the 
program primarily as a means of main
taining and increasing the nutritional 
well-being of the Nation's schoolchildren. 
Certainly, the program should be con
tinued at its present level; at the very 
least, if we are to keep faith with the 
children of America who will be the 
leaders of tomorrow. 

CLARIFICATION OF REEMPLOY
MENT PROVISIONS OF UNIVERSAL 
MILITARY TRAINING AND SERV
ICE ACT 
Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina. Mr. 

President, I invite the attention of Mem
bers of the Senate to S. 2996, a b111 intro
duced by me recently, to amend and 
clarify the reemployment provisions of 
the Universal Military Training and 
Service Act. 

The bill is presently under considera
tion by the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, headed by my distinguished col
league from Georgia. 

I have introduced this legislation in the 
belief that the men and women of our 
Active Forces, National Guard and Re
serve Forces, deserve every proper con
sideration in safeguarding their employ
ment rights while they discharge their 
patriotic duty to their country. 

It is they who are carrying the front
line burden of defense in these perilous 
times, and I feel that the civilian sector 
of our life and our economy can well ac
commodate itself to their employment 
needs so as not to endanger their present 
and future livelihood as a result of their 
military service. 

The Department of · Defense, in re
sponse to the request of the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, has reported that the bill would 
contribute to the morale and effectiveness 
of the Active and Reserve Forces of the 
United States. 

The section of the bill that provides 
that a member of the National Guard or 
Reserve shall not be denied retention, 
promotion, or other incident or advan
tage of employment because of his Re
serve status will ''help assure that the 
reservist will not be penalized because of 
his obligation for Reserve training and 
call to active duty in emergency," the 
Defense Department said. 

The section of the bill extending reem
ployment rights entitlement by raising 
the maximum to 5 years of service where 
service beyond 4 years is at the request 
and for the convenience of the Govern
ment would be "helpful to all the serv
ices in their current efforts to encourage 
voluntary extension of service terms and 
voluntary return to active duty of Re
serves for temporary periods," the De· 
partment said. 

The Department of Defense sees a 
need for this legislation, Mr. President, 
and I hope that as soon as the distin
guished committee has completed its 
deliberations, the bill will be reported 
favorably and will be speedily passed by 
the Senate. 

We owe no less than this to the fine 
men and women who don the Nation's 
service uniform, whether in an :Active or 
Reserve capacity, and I am pleased to 

have authored such legislation in the 
Senate. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I con
gratulate the junior Senator from South 
Carolina on his remarks today, and on 
his continuing work to guarantee the 
reemployment rights of our servicemen 
in this time of national crisis. He has 
performed another great service in 
bringing this matter to the attention of 
the Senate and in pressing for enactment 
of a bill to remedy inequities in present 
law. 

Although the junior Senator from 
South Carolina . [Mr. RussELL] has been 
a Member of this body for a relatively 
short period of time, I know of no Sen
ator who has won more respect from his 
colleagues. His tireless and courageous 
effort on behalf of important legislation 
have made a great contribution to the 
work of this Congress. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
join the Senator from North Carolina in 
praising the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. RUSSELL]. 

The Senator from South Carolina in
deed has scored a high mark for integ
rity and diligence in looking after and 
furthering the interests of his State and 
in attending to the business of the Na
tion. He is a highly valuable Member of 
the Senate who quickly has earned the 
greatest respect of his colleagues. His 
help and assistance during his period of 
service has been valued highly by all 
Senators. 

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
it is my wish to associate myself with the 
statements just made regarding our col
league, the junior Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. RussELL]. I prefer to call 
him DoN as I have become so well ac
quainted with him and have been seated 
close to him for a year, lacking a few 
days. Like my colleagues I hold him in 
the highest admiration. For a few weeks 
I called him Governor, but former Gov
ernor and now Senator DoNALD RussELL 
is such a fine, friendly, personable man it 
is natural to call him DoN. During the 
past 12 months he, as Senator, has earned 
the admiration and respect of all Sen
ators on both sides of the aisle for his 
industry, competence and, in fact, for 
all-around knowledge. 

I know that our colleague, the junior 
Senator from .South Carolina [Mr. 
RussELL], has in the past served his State 
and Nation in high positions of respon
sibility. Also, I am informed that he 
made a magnificent record overseas as 
an officer in our Armed Forces and that 
for 5 years, I believe, covering a period 
from around 1952 on he was president 
of the University of South Carolina and 
became known and respected as one of 
the great university presidents in our 
Nation. It appears to me that the cit
izens of South Carolina have every rea
son to be proud of the life record of our 
colleague, DONALD RUSSELL, WhO served as 
Governor of that sovereign State and is 
now faithfully representing its citizens 
in the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am very grateful to the 
Senators for their kind remarks. 
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THE 23D ANNIVERSARY OF WARSAW 

GHETTO UPRISING-MESSAGE BY 
SENATOR CASE 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, on April17, 

1966, a program of commemoration by 
55 Jewish and non-Jewish groups, at
tended by 2,000 people, took place in 
Newark, N.J., on the 23d anniversary of 
the Warsaw ghetto uprising. That in
famous incident, in which almost all of 
Warsaw's Jews perished, will never be 
forgotten. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD the following message which 
I addressed to the audience at Newark's 
Weequachic High School on April 17. 

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

Deeply regret that longstanding speaking 
engagement at this hour prevents me from 
joining you in program sponsored by Jewish 
and non-Jewish groups to commemorate 23d 
anniversary of Warsaw ghetto uprising. 
Though the decades seem to pass by quickly, 
the memory of that tragic and courageous 
stand by the Warsaw Jews will live forever in 
the minds of freedom-loving people. The 
brave struggle of Warsaw's ghetto is etched 
in the memory of Jews the world over, indeed 
of all who lived through that darkest period 
in recent history. I join with you in spirit 
as you pay homage to the memory of War
saw's Jews and their hopeless plight of 23 
years ago. 

CLIFFORD P. CASE, 
U.S. Senator. 

ANNUAL GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
SEMINAR OF NEW JERSEY JAYCEES 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, recently I 
had the pleasure of speaking at the An
nual Governmental Affairs Seminar of 
the New Jersey Jaycees held at the state
house in Trenton, N.J. 

The opportunity was especially wel
come to me because of the initiative that 

·the New Jersey Jaycees have shown in 
the area of public affairs. At the urging 
of the New Jersey Jaycees, the national 
board of Jaycees recently decided to 
adopt the New Jersey ''Ethics in Gov
ernment" project as a national action 
project. 

To carry out the project, our New 
Jersey Jaycee o::fficials prepared a code 
of ethics kit. The orgawation is press
ing for passage of its suggested form of 
ordinance by every New Jersey com
munity. Since the project has now be
come a national project, I believe the text 
of the code is of general interest, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it appear at 
this point in my remarks. 

I also ask unanimous consent to in
clude as part of these remarks the partial 
text of my remarks to the Jaycees in 
Trenton, N.J., and an article which ap
peared in the Newark News on December 
26,1965. 

There being no objection, the code of 
ethics, remarks, and article were ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

NEW JERSEY JAYCEES CODE OF ETHICS KIT 

LET'S KEEP OUR MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS HIGH ON 
THE PEDESTAL 

An ordinance promulgating a code of ethics 
for the officials, appointees, and employees 
of the town of * * * and providing for 
penalties for the violation thereof 
Whereas in our democratic form of govern-

ment it is essential that the conduct of pub-

lie officers and employees hold the respect and 
inspire the confidence of the people. Public 
officers must therefore avoid conduct which 
is in violation of their trust or which creates 
a justifiable impression among the public 
that violates that trust. To this end, con
scientious public officials should have specific 
standards to guide their conduct. It is at 
the same time recognized that citizens who 
serve in government cannot and should not 
be expected to be without any personal in
terest in the decisions and policies of gov
ernment and that such citizens who are offi
cials or employees have a right to private 
interests of a personal, financial, and eco
nomic nature. 

Now, therefore, be it ordained by the mu
nicipal council of the town of • * • that all 
public officers, officials, employees, and ap
pointees be governed by the following stand
ards and code of ethics: 

1. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time, of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, or commission 
thereof shall directly or indirectly use or 
attempt to use his position to secure any 
preferential or unlawful rights, benefits, ad
vantages or privileges for himself or for 
others. 
MAINTAIN PUBLIC CONFIDENCE WITH A WORK• 

ABLE CODE OF ETHICS 

1. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time, of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, or commission 
thereof shall directly or indirectly use or 
attempt to use his position to secure any 
preferential or unlawful rights, benefits, ad· 
vantages, or privileges for himself or for 
others. 

2. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time, of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, or commission 
thereof shall directly or indirectly engage in 
any business, transaction, public or private, 
or professional activity, or shall have a finan
cial or other personal interest, direct or in
direct, which is in actual or potential con
:flict with the proper discharge of his duties. 

3. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time, of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, or commission 
thereof shall disclose or use confidential in
formation concerning the municipality to 
promote the financial or other private inter
est of himself or others. 

4. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time, of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, or commission 
thereof shall accept any gift, whether in the 
form of service, loan, thing, or promise, from 
any person, firm, or corporation which to his 
knowledge is interested directly or ·indirectly 
in any manner whatsoever in business deal
ings with the municipality and over which 
business dealings he has power to take or 
influence official action. 
THE IMPRESSIONS MADE BY PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ARE LASTING: SINCERITY, MORALITY, ETHICAL 
. CONDUCT, DEDICATION, INTEGRITY, NON• 

BOSSISM 

5. No official, appointee of the municipal
ity or any agency, board, committee, or com
mission thereof, shall vote for the adoption 
or defeat of any legislation, or for the pay
ment or nonpayment of any indebtedness 
owing or allegedly owing by this town which 
he has a direct or indirect personal 'pecuniary 
or private interest. 

6. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time, of the town of • • •, or any agency, 
board, committee, or commission thereof 
shall represent any private interest before 
any agency or board of the municipality to 
the detriment of the municipality or for the 

purpose of personal gain or in any litigation 
in which the municipality is a party. 

7. An official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full or 
part time of the town of • • •, or any agency, 
board, committee or commission thereof, 
who has a direct or indirect financial interest 
in any business entity, transaction, or con
tract with municipality, or in the sale of real 
estate, materials, supplies or services to the 
municipality, the disposition of which may 
be influenced by his official position shall 
refrain from voting or deliberating upon 
such proposed legislation or otherwise par
ticipating in such transaction and he shall 
disclose publicly the nature and extent of 
his interest. 

INSTILL A TRUST IN YOUR PUBLIC SERVANTS 

8. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full 
or part time, of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, or commission 
thereof, shall accept other employment, or 
professional retainers, or the promise there
of, that might reasonably conflict with the 
performance of his official duties, or that 
might reasonably tend to impair his inde
pendent or impartial judgment or action 
in the exercise or performance of his official 
duties. 

9. No official, appointee or employee, 
whether paid or unpaid and whether full 
or part time of the town of • • • or any 
agency, board, committee, directly or indi
rectly become involved in any business or 
business transaction, or make any invest
ment in any securities (as such term is de
fined by the "uniform securities law") which 
will impair, or reasonably tend to impair his 
judgment or action in the exercise or per
formance of his official duties. Nothing con
tained herein shall be construed to prohibit 
any bona fide investments in securities 
traded on a sec uri ties exchange registered as 
a national securities exchange under the 
Federal Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
in shares in an investment company reg
istered under the Federal Investment Com
pany Act of 1940, or in securities of a pub
lic utility holding company registered under 
the Federal Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935. 

10. There is hereby created and established 
a board of ethics to consist of five members 
who shall hold no other office or employment 
under the municipality. At least one of said 
members shall be an attorney at law of the 
State of New Jersey. All members shall be 
residents of the town of • • •. 

One member shall be appointed by the 
mayor and four members shall be appointed 
by the municipal council. All appointees 
must be approved by a majority vote of the 
municipal council at a regular public meet
ing. Members shall serve for a term of 5 
years; Provided, however, That those first 
appointed hereunder shall have terms ex
piring 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 years, respectively, 
from the date of commencement of their 
terms. The members shall elect a chairman 
annually. The board shall adopt rules for 
the conduct of the board's business. The 
board shall select a secretary who shall be 
paid at the rate of $15 per meeting. Upon 
the written request of the office or employee 
concerned, the board shall render written 
advisory opinions based upon the provisions 
of this code. The board shall publish its 
advisory opinions with the power, however, 
to make such deletions as the board may 
deem necessary if the board in its discretion 
shall consider it advisable to prevent dis
closure of the identity of the offi<:e or em
ployee involved. 

11. Upon the sworn complaint of any per
son alleging facts which, if true, would con
stitute improper conduct under the pro
visions of this code, the board shall conduct 
a public · hearing in accordance with all the 
requirements of due process of law and, in 
written findings of fact and conclusions 
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based. thereon, make a determination con
cerning the propriety of the conduct of the 
omcial or employee complained of. 

12. Where the board of ethics, after a pub
lic hearing, shall make a determination, in 
writing, that the conduct of any omcial or 
employee was improper, the municipal coun
cil may adopt a resolution of censure, sus
pension or removal from omce of said omcial 
or employee. 

13. This ordinance shall take effect upon 
final passage and publication as provided by 
law. 
ADOPT A PRACTICAL CODE OJ' ETHICS TO RAISE 

THE MORAL TONE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

1. The local Jaycee chapter should make 
civic, service, fraternal, and religious 
groups aware of the desirability and need 
for a code of ethics as a guide to local officers 
and employees. 

2. Publicity and release to the news· media 
should be encouraged. 

3. Local Jaycee chapters should organize 
the campaign amongst the service groups and 
consider the possibility of a community 
forum on ethics in government today. 

4. The code should be submitted by the 
Jaycee to the local governing body. 

5. The governing body should be requested 
both directly and through the news media to 
act favorably upon such a code. 

PARTIAL TEXT OF REMARKS BY SENATOR CLIF
J'ORD P. CASE TO THE ANNUAL GOVERNMEN
TAL AFFAIRS SEMINAR OJ' THE NEW JERSEY 
JAYCEES 

Most, if not all of you, I am sure, have 
been urged at one time or another to take 
an active part in politics. Quite apart from 
compelling considerations of earning a living 
and supporting a family, many of you, have, 
I suspect, shied at the prospect, possibly out 
of a feeling that politics, if not exactly 
dirty, is only semirespectable. 

This is a feeling shared by many Ameri
cans-to the detriment of politics and to the 
quality of our public life. That is why the 
theme of this conference--"Ethics in Gov
ernment"-seems to me heartening and sig
nificant. It is further concrete evidence of 
the active interest of your members in lift
ing the level of political life, an interest 
already manifested in the adoption by the 
New Jersey Jaycees of the ethics "action" 
project. That the National Jaycees recently 
adopted "Ethics in Government" as a na
tional "action" project for the coming year 
is a tribute to the initiative shown by our 
New Jersey organization as well as another 
indication of countrywide concern to protect 
governmental integrity at every level. 

Codes of ethics are increasingly common 
1n professional and business life. And the 
sanction of law, in greater or lesser degree, is 
frequently available to undergird them. The 
maintenance of high standards of conduct 
by public omcials is no less important. It 
is important for its own sake, the here and 
now public interest. It is important too for 
the future in attracting talented men and 
women of integrity to public service. 

I have long urged one proposal that I be
lieve would greatly enhance the effectiveness 
of a code of ethics at every level of govern
ment. This is the adoption of a require
ment that all top officials, whether in the 
legislative or executive branch of govern
ment, annually submit a report, open to pub
lic inspection, of the amount and sources of 
their income, their assets and 11abi11ties, and 
any transactions in property of any kind. 

The mere fact of having to make such a re
port would serve as a stop-and-think signal 
for public officials contemplating "outside" 
activities. Awareness that one's financial 
dealings will become known to the public is 
the most effective deterrent I know to wrong
ful or questionable conduct. In this sense, 
a disclosure requirement would be automatic 
in its operation. ~nd at the same time it 

would provide a means for detecting failure 
to live up to ethical standards. In short, it 
would both complement and help to enforce 
a code of ethics. 

Opponents of the disclosure requirement 
usually object to its "drastic" character and 
argue that it would constitute an invasion of 
the privacy to which every citizen is entitled. 
But many citizens in private life are already 
subject to this requirement. The Securities 
and Exchange Commission,· for example, re
quires corporate "insiders" to report regu
larly their transactions in the stock of their 
corporations. The idea of baring one's fl• 
nancial situation is understandably not an 
opportunity most people seek. But, as one 
who has done so, I can assure you, it is not 
as painful as one might think. And, from 
the individual's point of view, it has affirma
tive value, for it is the strongest possible 
protection against suspicion or smear. From 
the public's point of view, the advantages 
are, I believe, clear. 

No less than the stockholders of a pri
vate corporation, the public at large has a 
legitimate interest in the financial activities 
of those to whom they have entrusted the 
operation of their government. Adoption 
of a disclosure requirement along the line I 
have proposed-at every level of government, 
Federal, State, and local, and for both execu
tive and legislative branches-would put new 
meaning into our traditional concept of pub
lic office as a public trust. 

[From the Newark (N.Y.) Sunday News, Dec. 
26,1965] 

JUNIOR CHAMBER CIRCULATES CoDE OF ETHICS 
FOR TOWNS 

(By Angelo Baglivo) 
The New Jersey Junior Chamber of Oom

merce is acting in an area where politicians, 
high and low, have long feared to tread
conflict of interest legislation. 

As a State action project, the Jaycees re
cently distributed to their approximately 300 
local chapters code of ethics kits-illustrated 
pamphlets containing a model municipal 
conflicts of interest ordinance. 

The kit urges the local Jaycees to make 
civic, service, fraternal and religious groups 
aware of the desirability and need for a code 
of ethics as a guide to local officers and em
ployees. 

The model code should be presented to the 
municipal governing body and a campaign 
organized to encourage favorable action on 
adoption of an ordinance, the kit states. 

LOCAL GUIDELINES 

Like the weather, conflict of interest legis
lation in both Washington and Trenton has 
been something everybody talks about. But 
the talk has not been translated into mean
ingful law. 

The Jaycee's campaign is aimed at launch
Ing a movement for code of ethics legisla
tion for elected and appointed governmental 
officials ·and employees at the grassroots level. 

A moving force behind the project is 
Bernard A. Kuttner, corporation counsel of 
Irvington and president of the Irvington Jay. 
cees. It was Kuttner who was principal 
draftsman of the model code, but he em
phasizes that it is intended only as a sug
gested guide. 

PROVISIONS 

The model code states that no official, 
appointee or employee o! the town, paid or 
unpaid, or member of any municipal board, 
agency, committee or commission shall: 

"Directly or indirectly use or attempt to use 
his position to secure any preferential or 
unlawful rights, benefits, advantages or 
privileges for hiinself or for others. 

"Directly or indirectly engage in any busi
ness, transaction, public or private, or pro· 
fessional activity, or shall have a financial or 
other personal Interest, direct or indirect, 
which is In actual or potential conflict with 
the proper discharge of his duties. 

"Disclose OT use confidential information 
concerning the municipality to promote the 
financial or other private interest of himself 
or others. 

"Accept any gift, whether in the form of 
service, loan, thing, or promise, from any 
person, firm, or corporation which to his 
knowledge is interested directly or indirectly 
in any manner whatsoever in business deal
ings with the municipality and over which 
business dealings he has power to take or in
fluence official action. 

VOTING LIMITS 

"Vote for the adoption or defeat of any 
legislation or for the payment or nonpay
ment of any indebtedness owed or allegedly 
owed by this town in which he has a direct 

·or indirect personal pecuniary or private in-
terest. 
"Repr~nt any private interest before any 

agency or board of the municipality to the 
detriment of the municipality or for the pur
pose of personal gain, or in any litigation in 
which the municipality is a party. 

"Accept other employment or professional 
retainers, or the promise thereof, that might 
reasonably conflict with the performance of 
his official duties, or that might reasonably 
tend to impair his independent or impartial 
judgment or action in the exercise or per
formance of his official duties." 

Another section would prohibit omcials 
who have any direct or indirect financial 
Interest in any transaction or contract be
fore the municipality from voting or delib
era.ting on the matter. 

EXCEPTIONS 

Local omcials also would be barred from 
involvement or investment in any business 
"which will impair, or reasonably tend to im
pair, his judgment or action in the exercise 
of his omctal duties." There would be no 
prohibition against investing 1n national se
curities registered under the Federal Secu
rities Exchange Act, in shares of a federally 
registered investment company or in securi
ties of a registered public utility holding 
company. 

The code proposes the ere a tl.on of a local 
board of ethics to supervise the program. 
The suggested makeup is five members, one 
named by the mayor and four by the munici-: 
pal council. One member would have to be 
a lawyer, but none could hold any other of
flee or employment in the municipality. 

The board would issue adviSory opinions 
when questions on potential conflict of in
terest are raised by any municipal agency 
or employee. 

HEARINGS ASKED 

If sworn complaints are made against any 
omcial or employee, the board would conduct 

. a public hearing and make a decision on 
whether there was improper action. If the 
board finds impropriety, the municipal coun
cil then would decide whether to censure, 
suspend, or fire the omcial or employee. 

Kuttner concedes that the field of conflict 
of interest legislation has always been a kind 
of political no man's land. But he said he 
is hopeful the Jaycees campaign will help to 
break down this traditional resistance. He 
reported that 10 communities already have 
adopted similar legislation. 

In 1964, Kuttner participated in an attempt 
to get the State league of municipalities to 
adopt officially a model code .of ethics for 
presentation to its nearly 600 member mu
nicipalities. It ran into a dead end. 

PROTECTION OF PARKLAND 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a few days 
ago, as I have done before, I urged Brig. 
Gen. C. M. Duke, Engineer-Commissioner 
of the District of Columbia, to place in a 
tunnel the entire leg of a freeway sched
uled to run through West Potomac Park, 
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one of the most important and beautiful 
parks in the Nation. 

Immediately following my statement, a 
Federal roads official publicly attacked 
the tunneling concept, saying it should 
be avoided because it is expensive and 
impairs a motorist's view of the local 
scenery. According to a newspaper ac
count, he added: 

Parks are not developed for landscape 
architects or for the exclusive use of a few 
people living near them, or even for the 
heads of park departments-and after read
ing this morning's paper, perhaps I should 
say "Not for U.S. Senators, either." 

Apparently he believes that parks are 
for one thing only-providing more space 
for highways. The whole range of needs 
of the urban human being are of no ac
count; the only thing that matters is that 
the motorist's view be unobstructed. But 
what sort of a view of anything does the 
motorist get while traveling the super
highway at 60 or 70 miles an hour2. 

The statement of the Federal roads 
official brings to mind the saying that 
wars are too important to be left to the 
generals. Equally, highway building is 
too important to be left totally to the 
highway builders. I have no quarrel with 
their performance of their engineering 
job. Obviously they know how to build 
highways. 

But I do challenge any assumption 
that they should have the final say as to 
where a highway ought to be placed, or 
how it should be designed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from New Jersey may have 3 additional 
minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CASE. I am grateful to the Sen
ator from Montana. 

I believe the final determination is a 
matter for those officials in each com
munity who carry overall responsibility 
for maintaining its viability and llv
ability. The best highway does not al
ways run from point to point by the 
shortest distance. 

The attack on the tunneling concept 
ignores the chorus of protest which has 
arisen in cities across the country. In 
San Francisco, Philadelphia, New York, 
and many other places, as well as in New 
Jersey, responsible citizens are up in 
arms-and rightly so--over the destruc
tive impact of superhighways on their 
communities, on their parks, and on his
torical sites. 

Highways are a necessity-but high
ways must be designed and located so 
that they do not destroy the livability 
and individuality of our cities. 

This need is especially urgent in our 
Nation's Capital. If we are to retain 
Washington's historic heritage, if we 
are to maintain the livability and charm 
of our Capital City, extra pains must be 
taken to make certain in our highway 
building-and in all other public proj
ects-we give attention to the full range 
of community needs, both tangible and 
intangible. 

Tunneling highways should be viewed 
as an opportunity-not as an obstacle. 

It offers the possibility of improving 
transportation within our cities and 
suburbs while at the same time protecting 
neighborhoods, businesses, parks, and 
other open spaces. 

I called attention to this on the Senate 
floor last August 2 after reading an ar
ticle which discussed the feasibility of 
building tunneled highways. The thrust 
of the article was that tunnels are get
ting cheaper to build and operate, and 
open highways more expensive; there
fore, it would be useful to consider put
ting many of our new roads underground 
in congested areas. 

The concept of tunneling was endorsed 
last year by Federal Highway Adminis
trator Rex Whitton at a National Capital 
Planning Commission meeting on the 
alinement of the south leg highway 
through West Potomac Park. And only 
a few days ago, I might add, Mr. Whit
ton joined in a statement that found 
"attractive'' a plan to construct another 
segment of the local highway system 
under a main thoroughfare. 

It is true, indeed, that parks are not 
the private preserve of anyone. They 
are for all the people to enjoy. But they 
will not exist for anyone if we permit 
them to be overrun by modern, multilane 
superhighways. 

In our increasingly urbanized society, 
more parks and other recreation areas 
are needed-not fewer. Too much of 
our precious and limited park land al
ready has been swallowed up. 

I shall shortly introduce legislation de
signed to stem the steady erosion of 
park land in the United States. Under 
my bill, among other things, park land 
taken for highways and other nonpark 
purposes would, as a matter of course, 
have to be replaced by equivalent land 
elsewhere. 

Adoption of this principle of compen
sation in kind is long overdue. It is 
certainly desirable everywhere. It is es
sential in our cities if any urban parks 
at all are to be saved. 

Under my recommendation, the park 
land taken would have to be replaced 
acre for acre-or, if you will, foot for 
foot. 

We hear much talk about preservation 
of natural beauty in this country. Com
mendably, the First Lady is pressing a 
campaign to make everyone conscious of 
the need to do his part in this effort. Yet 
at the very moment when this campaign 
is reaching its climax, it is clear from 
the statement that spurred my remarks 
and from the threat of highway con
struction in the midst of the world
famous cherry blossoms, that some Fed
eral officials still have not gotten the 
message. 

THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
4 additional minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, dur
ing the past year, our Armed Forces, by 
their sacrifices, gave a new lease on life 
to the non-Communist military and 
political structure of South Vietnam. 

But let us not delude ourselves. That 
new lease on life runs only so long as 
U.S. support continues and, in present 
circumstances, continues to grow. 

Indeed, the price may be expected to 
rise once again as a result of the current 
chain of developments. Certainly, polit
ical changes since the death of President 
Ngo Dinh Diem have tended to increase 
the cost of support in te:rms of U.S. lives 
and aid. 

It has been said that the French lost 
the war not in Indochina, but in Paris. 
It has been implied, in parallel over
simplification of this most complex prob
lem, that if the present war is lost, it will 
not be lost in Indochina but in the United 
States and, more specifically, in Wash
ington, and perhaps even in the Senate 
of the United States. 

I think it is about time to dispense 
once and for ap with glib assertions of 
that kind. The great need is to probe 
for the dimensions of this complex and 
changing situation and for a rational 
role for the United States. The reality 
is that if Indochina is lost it cannot be 
lost by the United States, which has 
never possessed it, does not possess it 
now, and would not possess it if it could. 
The reality is that, in any meaningful 
sense, Vietnam cannot be won or lost in 
the United States or Washington. Nor 
can it be won, in a final or an enduring 
sense, by Americans in Vietnam who 
have carried their difficult tasks at such 
great sacrifice. 

But if it comes to that, the future of 
Vietnam can be won or lost in Saigon by 
a failure of Vietnamese leadership and 
by the continuing inadequacies of the 
present politico-military structure. It 
can be lost in Saigon, too, if we do not 
exercise in this matter a wise restraint 
against overeagerness to help and in 
this recent crisis President Johnson has 
acted most commendably. It cannot be 
said too often that in this day and age, 
and in matters of political leadership in 
particular, our efforts cannot be substi
tuted for the efforts which must come 
from others on behalf of their own 
peoples. 

To sum up, whatever their outcome, 
recent events tell us that there is trouble 
in Vietnam. It is deeper and more com
plex than we have heretofore been pre
pared to acknowledge. We will do well, 
now, to face up to that fact and to the 
fact that we are deeply enmeshed in the 
trouble. We may be prepared to let 
alone these inner conflicts in South Viet
nam, but they will not let us alone. They 
may appear peripheral to us in view of 
the emphasis which has been given to 
other aspects of the problem. In fact, 
they may have very little to do with the 
war in which our forces are engaged. 
But the fact is, too, that they are in
separable from that war from the Viet
namese point of view. Indeed, for many 
in South Vietnam, the present difficul
ties are more central to the problems of 
Vietnam than the war. 

We can ignore th~se considerations 
only at the risk of turning the war in 
Vietnam into one which is, ·at best, irrele
vant to the people of Vietnam and, at 
worst, one 1n which their hostility may 
readily be enlisted against us. We had 
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better recognize, instead, that these re
cent manifestations of schisms in Viet
nam lend added emphasis to the validity 
of the President's policy. He has de
signed that policy to serve U.S. interests 
by an active and continuing search for 
negotiations in an effort to end the war 
and so contain our involvement in Viet
nam within reasonable limits. 

-It bears repeating, therefore, at this 
time that there is only one really basic 
factor which from the point of view of 
U.S. policy is essential to a prompt end 
to the conflict by negotiations and to the 
withdrawal of U.S. Forces. That fac
tor has been described, in effect, time 
and again by the President, and without 
"ifs," "ands," or "buts." That factor is 
the establishment of conditions, through 
negotiations, which will assure and safe
guard an authentic and free choice to 
the people of South Vietnam as to their 
political future and as to their ultimate 
relationship with North Vietnam. That 
and that alone is the objective of the 
United States military effort and the 
President's policy. 

It is most unfortunate that neither 
the United Nations nor the Cochairmen 
of the Geneva Conferences--that is the 
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union
or other participants therein have been 
able to bring about negotiations looking 
to a peaceful solution along these lines. 
It may be, as the Soviet Union and others 
have said, that conditions do not exist 
at this time which permit them to take 
an initiative for negotiations. But it 
may also be that efforts to bring about 
negotiations may be pressed more use
fully elsewhere than either through the 
Geneva conferees or the United Nations. 
It may be that negotiations should be 
sought with greater vigor precisely in 
the region where the proximity of the 
conflict lends a greater sense of urgency 
to the necessity for its settlement. 

It has been said many times and, in my 
judgment, correctly, that a just settle
~ent of the Vietnamese conflict by nego
tiations would serve the interests of this 
Nation as well as other nations which 
are either painfully involved or threat
ened with involvement. If that is the 
case, then perhaps there is something to 
be said for a direct confrontation across 
a peace table between ourselves and 
Hanoi, Peking, and such elements in 
South Vietnam as may be essential to 
the making and keeping of a peaceful 
settlement in that region. 

Certainly, there would· be no better 
place to locate a peace table of this kind 
than in Japan or Burma or some other 
proximate and appropriate Asian setting. 
It is not in Europe but in Asia and the 
United States where the paih of the war 
is felt. It is in Asia where the implica
tions of this war are most grim. It is 
tn Asia where other nations ar'e imme
diately threatened by its spread. It is, 
in short, in Asia where the peace must be 
made and kept. It may well be, there
fore, that it is in Asia where peace must 
now be-directly and vigorously
sought. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
w111 the majority leader·yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As one who has 
followed this problem as closely as he 
can, what the Senator said makes a great 
deal of sense. 

Is it not also true, in the Senator's 
opinion, that to have negotiations of 
that kind, the South Vietnamese must 
have a government of their own which 
can join in negotiations, and in which 
government the people of South Viet
nam must have enough confidence so 
that they will support anything that 
comes out of negotiations by negotiators 
of their government? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. Of course, there are elements 
to be considered in South Vietnam, such 
as the Catholics, the Buddhists, the Cao 
Dai, and the Hoa Hao, which over the 
past several weeks have been involved 
in the difficulties of the present govern
ment in Saigon. They should all be 
considered, these elements within South 
Vietnam. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. But we cannot 
negotiate in Japan or Burma, as the 
Senator said, with Hanoi, Peking, or any
body else unless the South Vietnamese 
have their own negotiators representing 
their government and that government 
has some stability. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yie~d to the Sen
ator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN
NEDY of New York in the chair). How 
much time does the Senator request? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I request 
3 minutes or such time as I might need. 

In regard to what the Sen~tor from 
Massachusetts has said, I think it is quite 
obvious that conditions in the South 
Vietnam Government will either become 
much better or worse within the next few 
weeks, and we hope they will be much 
better. 

I wouid endorse the suggestion of the 
Senator from Montana as to the South
east Asian Conference. 

It appears that the combatants in this 
war have subscribed to the terms of the 
Geneva Conference as the basis for set
tlement. 

But the reason there has been no re
convening of the Geneva Conference is 
that Russia, being the cochairman with 
Great Britain, has refused to join ·with 
Great Britain in the calling of this Con
ference in an effort to settle the war in 
Vietnam. 

I see no reason why other countries 
concerned should any longer wait upon 
the desires of Russia, whatever they may 
be. Sometimes it appears that Russia 
does not want us to leave that area. She 
has declined to join with Great Britain 
'in calling this Conference. There is no 
reason why the Conference should not 
be called to meet in that general area of 
southeast Asia, and if any nations con
·cemed do not want to show up to partici
pate in the Conference, then that is 
something we ought to find out. 

I hope that there will be progress made 
along this line, and that we will not feel 

obligated to wait longer for Russia to do 
what we think she should have done 
many months ago. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the 
remarks of the Senator from Vermont. 
His remarks are always cogent. 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator, if 
I have time remaining. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it should be 
called to the attention of the Senate that 
the. President of the United States stated 
in his state of the Union message on Jan
uary 12 of this year: 

There are no arbitrary limits to our search 
for peace. We stand by the Geneva agree
ments of 1954 and 1962. We will meet at 
any conference table, discuss any proposals-
4 points or 14 or 40-and consider the views 
of any group. 

On August 3, 1965, when he laid out 
his nine points at a press conference, 
the President stated in response to a 
question as follows: 

And as I have said so many times, if any
one questions our good faith and will ask us 
to meet them to try to reason this rna tter 
out, they will find us at the appointed place, 
the appointed time, and the proper chair. 

Finally, at the same press conference 
he made the following statement: 

But we insist and we will always insist 
that the people of South Vietnam shall have 
the right of choice, the right to shape their 
own destiny in free elections in the South 
or throughout all Vietnam under interna
tional supervision', and they shall not have 
any government imposed upon them by force 
and terror_so long as we can prevent it. 

I cite these statements to indicate that 
there is a real and personal interest 
which the President has in bringing this 
difficulty to an honorable and just con
clusion, and I commend him again for 
the caution and restraint he has shown 
during the past 4 or 5 troublesome weeks. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I have listened 
with great admiration to the magnificent 
statement which has just been made by 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator. 

WHAT IF KY IS OVERTHROWN AND 
THE NEW GOVERNING BODY IN 
SAIGON DEMANDS OUR WITH
DRAWAL? 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

recent political agitation and rioting and 
violence in South Vietnam, with its over
tones of insurrection and anti-Amer
icanism, present a vicious situation to our 
GI's overseas in southeast Asia and ·to 
the parents of those boys. 

Prime Minister Ky has been in office 
since June of last year when 10 generals 
overthrew the civilian government. They 
chose Ky as Prime Minister. 

The political facts of life are that in 
all of the time since last June, Ky has 
not initiated nor accomplished any re
forms for the unfortunate and landless 
living in the area over which he claims 
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to be Prime Minister. The facts are, of 
course, that the Saigon government 
which he heads does not now and has 
not controlled at any time even half of 
the land area of South Vietnam. Ky 
never had control of the South Viet
namese military commander of the 1st 
Corps area, Thi. The northern border 
of the area occupied by the 1st Corps, or 
supposedly within its responsibility, is at 
the 17th parallel which, according to the 
Geneva accords, is not a boundary line 
but marks the temporary demarcation 
zone separating North and South Viet
nam until there is a general election. 

Diem was returned to South Vietnam 
from the United States and installed as 
President under the aegis of the United 
States and by operations of the CIA. He 
called off the election that was agreed to 
at the Geneva conference. 

Unfortunately, recently at Honolulu, 
President Johnson in summoning Prime 
Minister Ky to confer with him, gave 
him respectability and treated him as 
leader of all the Vietnamese people of 
South Vietnam. James Reston of the 
New York Times wrote that our Presi
dent said this knowing that this "was 
not true but hoping he could make it 
true if he said so but it did not work." 
Ky apparently had an inflated opinion of 
his power. He announced a death sen
tence on the mayor of Da Nang without 
arrest or trial. Violence broke out to an 
extent that 50,000 men of our Armed 
Forces in Da Nang were ordered to re
main at the base and for their own safety 
to stay off the streets of Da Nang. 

South Vietnam is not, and historically 
never was, a nation. Now, an insurrec
tion is raging, not only in Da Nang but in 
Hue, Saigon and elsewhere. This is a 
rebellion within a civil war. It may be 
that our Armed Forces and CIA will 
manage to keep General Ky in power. It 
is evident he could not last a week as 
Prime Minister except for our support 
and intervention. 

When Defense Secretary McNamara 
says that this war in Vietnam is not a 
civil war, that there is a direct and :fla
grant aggression by North Vietnam, his 
statement is so fantastic as to be humor
ous. It is well that we Senators, at least 
most of us, retain our sense. of humor. 
Unfortunately, the Secretary is on un
tenable ground when he claims aggres
sion from the North. North Vietnam 
is not a nation foreign to the area termed 
South Vietnam since the Geneva agree
ment of 1954. For many hundreds of 
years there has been a nation-Vietnam. 
The Geneva agreement provided for a 
temporary division with reunification 
following the election agreed upon. 

The basis of American intervention in 
the beginning, and the claim was made, 
that we are in Vietnam at the request 
of the ruling government of Saigon 
against external aggression. The late 
great President John F. Kennedy said 
that this is a Vietnamese war and they 
must win or lose it. He also said that 
claiming South Vietnam as a bastion for 
the defense of the United States is ridic
ulous. If a new government comes into 
power, even temporarily, in Saigon and 
demands that the Americans withdraw 
their forces, where are we? Of course, 

·in all honor, there is only one alternative in the middle-income group has been 
and that is to withdraw all of our forces largely forgotten when tax bills have 
to the bases on the coast where our 7th been passed. With the cost of higher 
Fleet and air power can readily repel any education becoming excessive, he is find
aggression and then withdraw our forces ing it increasingly difficult to provide for 
to the United States in an orderly man- his youngsters' educations. Likewise, his 
ner and without undue delay. income bracket makes it difficult or im-

Up to this . good hour the militarists possible for them to qualify as needy 
seem to have prevailed with our Presi- students. 
dent. Our Armed Forces in South Viet- The Ribicoff amendment, so-called, 
nam and off the coast of South Vietnam was for a tax credit, not a deduction. 
now exceed 300,000. The entire popu- While a deduction saves a $15,000-a-year 
lation of South Vietnam is 14 million. man more tax dollars than one who 
Of the 14 million a very large majority earns $5,000, a tax credit saves both the 
are women and children. In addition, same amount of dollars. This credit 
we now have 40,000 men of our Armed would afford a tax break for middle
Forces in Thailand. Also, the President income wage earners. 
has said we shall bring in more "from Mr. President, I recently received a 
time to time." very thoughtful letter on this subject 

Likewise, more troops from North from Donald Faulkner, vice president of 
Vietnam probably will cross into South Western Reserve University in Cleveland, 
Vietnam. Escalation on our part leads Ohio, one of the great universities in 
to escalation on the part of the Commu- my State of Ohio and the Nation. I 
nists. Escalation from Washington in- · commend the views of Donald Faulkner 
duces escalation from Hanoi and more to all Senators and ask unanimous con
recruiting and drafting of soldiers by sent that his letter be printed at this 
the VC fighting us in South Vietnam. point in the RECORD. 
Then escalation grows on both sides. There being no objection, the letter 
This is an indefensible self-defeating was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
situation leading nowhere. as follows: 

Earlier thiS month for the first time WESTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY, 
during the entire period of 1 week Cleveland, Ohio, April11, 1966. 
more American GI's were killed in com- Hon. STEPHEN M. YouNG, 
bat than were those of the ARVN forces, u.s. Senator, 
or soldiers of our South Vietnam allies. Washington, D.C. 
Apparently, the Saigon military adminis- DEAR STEvE: I noted your discussion of the 

debate and vote on income tax credit for 
tration of Prime Minister Ky has been college tuition. 
so weakened and battered by the revolt The arguments you presented in "Straight 
in Saigon, Da Nang, and Hue and else- From Washington" certainly tell the story. 
where its leaders have lost grip of their We have again in our recruitment proce
armed forces and our Vietnamese allies dures this spring increased evidence that the 
have lost their spirit to fight. It would very poor and the very rich are helped 
be surprising if the situation were other- through tax arrangements but the great 
wise. middle professional group in America find 

little relief. 
If a civilian group ousts the militar- Western Reserve University stlll holds its 

ists of the Ky regime and then demands tuition several hundred dollars below the 
that Americans get out surely our Com- average of those schools with which we com
mander in Chief would have no alterna- pete; i.e., top complex type private universi
tive other than an orderly withdrawal of ties, the best of the 4-year colleges like Ober
our forces to our bases on the coast upon lin and swarthmore and the truly great State 
protection of our 7th Fleet and air power universities. The average for the private 
and then reassignment to the United university, as you know is approaching the 
States or to some of our bases overseas $2·700 to $3·000 per year level for tuition, board, and room. Many are today above the 
in Europe. We would not lose face by $2,700 limit. 
this disengagement. We have lost face Next year Reserve will go to $1,450 tuition 
by involving ourselves in a miserable from $1,300. The following year we will 
civil war in the territory that was Indo- probably be forced to increase it again since 
china. To Asiatics we are regarded as I cannot operate for long on large annual 
the aggressor seeking to perpetrate the defidts. Each year we are, of course, in
Indo-French Colonial Empire from creasing our financial aid to students but 

again this advantages the very poor, all 
which France withdrew 200,000 soldiers formulas generally eliminating the middle 
in 1954 and gave up all hope of imperial- group. 
ism and despotism over the area now I honor you for your stand. 
termed Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. Sincerely yours, 

INCOME TAX CREDIT 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

I am hopeful that the proposal of the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. RIBICOFF] to provide an income tax 
credit of $325 per family for each young
ster in college will soon be written into 
law. 

Much necessary legislation has been 
enacted to assist low-income families. 
Grants and loans have been made avail
able to needy college students. Various 
laws have been enacted to lighten the tax 
burden on businessmen and higher in
come groups. However, the wage earner 

DONALD FAULKNER, 
Vice President for F inance. 

HOMAGE TO ABRAHAM LINCOLN
ADDRESS BY ANTONIO CARRILLO 
FLORES, SECRETARY OF FOREIGN 
RELATIONS, REPUBLIC OF MEX
ICO 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it was 

our-good fortune to accompany the Pres- , 
ident of the United States to Mexico City 
for the dedication of the Abraham Lin
coln statue and the dedication of Lin
coln Center in the very center of that 
city of 6 million people. 
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Homage was rendered to- Abraham 
Lincoln by a very distinguished diplomat 
whom we . all know. He has served in 
the United States with real distinction 
as the Mexican Ambassador. I refer to 
Antonio Carrillo Flores, who is the pres
ent Secretary of Foreign Relations. 

I ask unanimous consent to have print
ed at this point in the RECORD the address 
that our distinguished neighbor deliv
ered on that occasion. 

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

HOMAGE TO ABRAHAM LINCOLN 

(Address by Antonio Carrillo Flores, Secre
tary of Foreign Relations, at the ceremony 
unveiling the statue of the liberator do
nated to the Mexican people by the people 
of the United States.) 
Mr. President, I am gratified and honored 

to fulfill the duty you have entrusted to me 
of expressing to President Johnson and to 
each and every one of the members of his . 
delegation the gratitude of the Mexican Gov
ernment to the people of the United States 
for the gift of this statue of the liberator, 
Abraham Lincoln, that Mrs. Johnson has 
just unveiled. 

We recognize as a special proof of friend
ship the fact that the U.S. Chief of State 
has come all the way to the Valley of Ana
huac, accompanied by such distinguished 
personages, to participate in this ceremony 
in which we render homage to a man who 
is a glory of his country, of America, and 
of the world. 

The President of the Honorable Perma
nent COmmission of Congress, the President 
of the Honorable Supreme Court of Justice, 
the Governor of the Federal District, mem
bers of the Cabinet, Ambassadors, ladies and 
gentlemen, Abraham Lincoln arrives to this 
park, which from today will bear his name, 
only a few months after Benito Juarez, also 
in bronze effigy, returned to New Orleans. It 
is therefore appropriate that I open my 
speech with the plain words of Luis G. Ur
bina, a poet whose name is borne by a street 
near this garden, who said before the monu
ment to the Benemerito Juarez: 

"He is here because he was great and be
cause he was just." 

Lincoln was a son of Kentucky, as we see 
him portrayed in this splendid work of art, 
tall, very tall. He was more than a meter, 
90 centimeters in height, spare, with strong 
arms and hands that with an al!te had 
felled trees. He had gray eyes, unruly black 
hair, and a constant aspect of melancholy 
that even his best biographers have not been 
able completely to explain. 

Greatness and humanity are blended in 
him, naturally, spontaneously, just as are 
the brook and the woods of New Salem, the 
Illinois vlllage which was the scene of his 
youthful dreams. Alongside the vision and 
character of one of the few who have de
termined the direction of history, he pre
served always the air, the brusk cordiality, 
of a man born and bred on the prairie. 

One of the three women that we know he 
loved, daughter of a Kentucky farmer, found 
him even "deficient in those little links 
which make up a woman's happiness." And 
history records the baffi.ement of the elegant 
New Yorkers present at Cooper Union that 
snowy night of February 27, 1860, at his dis
ordered dress, his uneven gait, the initial 
tremor of his voice. But these limitations 
draw his image nearer to the common man 
and contribute to his charismatic charm. 

He died exactly- 101 years ago, at dawn, 
after the city of Washington had lived 
through a grievous night. Only a few days 
before, he had recounted to his wife a strange 
presentiment: . 

"About 10 days ago I retired very late 
• • ·• (and] soon I began to dream • • • 

I thought I left my bed and wandered down
stairs • • • until I arrived at the East Room, 
which I entered * • • Before me was a. 
catafalque * • • Around it were sta.tioned 
soldiers who were acting as guards; and there 
was a throng of people, some gazing mourn
fully upon the corpse, whose face was cov
ered, others weeping pitifully. 'Who is dead 
in ·the White House?' I demanded of one 
of the soldiers. 'The President,' was his an
swer; 'he was killed by an assassin.'" 

On the morning of the 14th of April 1865, 
he met with his Cabinet tor the last time, 
to discuss the policy to follow in relation to 
the States that had attempted to separate 
from the Union, as the terrible Civil War that 
had devastated the United States for 4 years 
had terminated only 5 days before. "There 
are men in Congress," he said at this meet
ing, "possessed of sentiments of hate and 
vengeance that I do not share and with which 
I cannot sympathize." 

His assassin, an obscure theatrical actor, 
did not realize that he had destroyed a 
champion of the spirit of justice and toler
ance toward the vanquished and had opened 
a most bitter period for those in whose in
terests he believed himself to be acting. 

The afternoon preceding that tragic night 
the President took a short walk with his 
wife. "Mary," he said, "we have had hard 
times since we came to Washington; but the 
war has ended and we can look forward to 
4 years of peace and happiness. Afte1·wards 
we shall return to Illinois and pass there 
peacefully the rest of our days." Lincoln 
did not return alive to ' his beloved Spring
field. That night he went to the Ford 
Theater and to his death. 

Supreme master of the written and spoken 
word, he had no pretensions as an intel
lectual or erudite. His reading, of the highest 
quality was limited: the Bible, Shakespeare, 
Blackstone's Commentaries on Anglo-Saxon 
Common Law. And yet, in the utterances of 
his last year, he reached a nobUity, a pro
foundness of thought, a perfection of form 
unequaled by any other statesman of the 
Western World since Pericles' funeral oration 
25 centuries before. The brief paragraphs 
of the Gettysburg Address, preserved in 
marble on the banks of the Potomac, con
tain the best definition and eulogy of democ
racy ever made; "that government of the 
people, by the people, for the people, shall not 
perish from the earth," because it is "dedi
cated to the proposition that all men are 
created equal." No words can say more than 
these to the hearts of men of all races, of all 
beliefs or of none. 

Lincoln was a complex and multiple per
sonality; and his rights to greatness are nu
merous. For his country he was, and is, what 
he above all wanted to be: the savior of its 
unity and its democratic institutions in the 
deepest crisis of its history. 

He took office as President in March 1861, · 
after many political reverses, at a time when 
the problem of slavery was beginning to 
cleave the country in two. The p-recarious 
equilibrium that had permitted the coexist
ence of the young and steadily stronger in
dustrial economy of the Northern States with 
the feudal regimes of the South was up-set in 
1854, when it appeared that slavery was about 
to be extended to new territories of the 
Union. 

In this situation, Lincoln, who had as
sumed power through a plurality of electors 
representing only a regional opinion (as he 
received not a single popular vote in 10 of 
the 33 States that formed the Union at that 
time), understood his most urgent task to be 
the preservation of the Nation's unity. With 
admirable courage and fearless as to the 
criticism of the impatient, he wrote: 

"My paramount object is to save the Union, 
and not either to save or to destroy slavery.'' 

For Lincoln was also an extraordinary pol
itician, with a keen sense of the realities in 
which he moved. He knew that impatience 

does not always best serve good causes and 
was bold to make pronouncements that ap
parently contradicted his ideals, if in this 
manner he could weaken the enemies of those 
ideals. 

Often, as did Juarez also, he appeared to 
waver. But his tolerance, his intentional 
weakness were only steps in a strategy at 
once moral and political: he sought that no 
one should accuse him of having unchained 
violence if in the end he was unable to pre
vent it. The Civil War broke out a few days 
after Lincoln assumed office; but he did not 
fire the first shot. It was done by others, 
those who wished to hold back history. 

During the first year the fortunes of war 
went against the Union, so much so-and 
here there is a link between the history of 
the United States and ours-that in t he opin
ion of some historians, if Zaragoza had lost 
the Battle of the Fifth of May and the forces 
of Napoleon III had occupied Mexico City, it 
is possible that France and other powers 
might have recognized the Confederacy 
formed by the Southern States. In those 
days Secretary of War Stanton was telegraph
ing the Governors of the loyal States from 
the alarmed Capital: "The enemy advances 
in great force on Washington." 

The wise politician who to avoid war had 
been disposed to compromise with slavery 
realized then that it was necessary to 
strengthen the cause of the Union by turning 
it into a crusade for human liberty-a cause 
which Europe could not dare oppose--and 
put forth on September 22, 1862, his procla
mation emancipating the slaves. His action 
was a measure of war in his role as Com· 
mander in Chief of the armies; and he was 
fully aware of its unconstitutionality accord
ing to an 1857 decision of the Supreme Court. 

He thus gave liberty to 4 million people 
who until then were not considered per
sons, but property, of which their owners 
could not be dispossessed without due proc
ess of law and just and adequate compensa
tion · (Lincoln acted on the problem of 
slavery-and here I must modify the sim
ile-as Venustiano Curran_za proceeded in 
Mexico in relation to the agrarian problem in 
January Of 1915) . 

Of course, neither in his country nor in 
the outside world did the struggle for human 
equality end with the proclamation of 1862. 
A few years ago our Ministry of Foreign 
Relations published a study supported by 
the detailed accounts of Matias Romero re
lating the attempts made, at Lincoln's death, 
by certain adventurers (and welcomed by 
Maximilian) to admit pla:ntation owners of 
the former Confederacy to Mexico with their 
slaves-an absurd project, which naturally 
failed. 

In the United States the shrewdness of 
conservative jurists would claim that equal
ity could be achieved while maintaining a 
separation by color, as long as all citizens 
were given equal treatment. It was not until 
1954, almost a century after Lincoln's death, 
that this sophistry would be destroyed. It 
is just to say that President Johnson, ~ver 
since his days as Senator, has accomplished 
much for the rights of racial minorities. To 
him has fallen the honor of promoting, pro
mulgating, and defending the most liberal 
U.S. legislation on civil rights that has been 
passed in this century. The task, of course, 
is not finished. 

On a wider horizon we know that, in spite 
of the generous statements of the United 
Nations Charter and of the Declaration of 
Human Rights of 1951, there are still today 
parts of the earth where the principle of 
the equality of all men is incomprehensibly, 
anachronistically resisted. 

The world is living through a revolution 
in which the old equalitarian ideal no longer 
suffices in its purely moral or po~itical char
acter, as neither does it on the purely eco
nomic side. In the last decades a powerful 
force has gathered momentum demanding-
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at the same time-dignity and well-being 
for all men. For this reason Lincoln is a 
living symbol and an active participant in 
the struggles of our time. When he said 
in his message to Congress in 1862 that "the 
dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate to 
the stormy present", he formulated a norm 
of conduct valid for facing the tremendous 
difficulties of his time as well as ours of 
today. 

We should be ready, as Lincoln was, to 
think anew and, when necessary, to act also 
anew, and as he stated in his second inau
gural address, which was almost his testa
ment, "with malice toward none; with 
charity for all," since only in this manner 
can we "achieve and cherish a just and last
ing peace among ourselves, and with all 
nations." Here is, in a different language, 
the saying that Benito Juarez left to us and 
which we Mexicans never tire of repeating: 
"Among men, as among nations, the respect 
for the rights of others is peace." 

And this reminds me that Lincoln, besides 
the other claims already mentioned, has a 
special one to our affection: in that he was 
more than a friend, a brother, in what Justo 
Sierra called our terrible year. We dedicate 
our homage this morning to the Liberator 
and his people and to our cordial and frank 
friendship for its highest representatives. 
In this spirit I would like to repeat the words 
I spoke, as Mexican Ambassador in Wash
ington, on the centenary of Lincoln's de
parture from Springfield toward struggle, 
triumph, and martyrdom: Thank you, Mr. 
Lincoln, in the name of an Mexicans, living 
and dead and still to be born, for your words 
in our defense as ·a member of the House of 
Representatives when our countries were at 
war. Your countrymen were angered at that 
time, refused to reelect you; and for 6 years 
you were obliged to return to your modest 
provincial law practice. But they now ven
erate you and rejoice that the world recog
nizes you as the most universal of the men 
of that country, which you saved with your 
intelligence, yout courage, and your blood. 

Years later Lincoln had still another occa
sion to show his affection toward Mexico. 
On the eve of the Napoleonic aggression, 
Juarez instructed his representative to visit 
the then President-elect. The interview took 
place in Springfield on January 19, 1861. 
Matias Romero wrote in his diary: "Mr. 
Lincoln told me that during his administra
tion he will do everything in his power in 
favor of Mexico's interest, that he will see 
justice done her in every possible contin
gency and that he considers her a friend and 
a sister nation. He added that he could 
not foresee anything that might cause him 
to depart from this purpose * * *. He asked 
me concerning the condition of the peasants 
in Mexico, as he had heard say that they lived 
in veritable bondage. He expressed himself 
strongly against slavery." 

I could not discuss Lincoln's ideas in rela
tion to our peasants without going afield 
from my subject. Suffice it to say that, 
from afar, Lincoln clearly saw Mexico's cen
tral problem, that of the land, which half a 
century later would be the fundamental 
cause of the revolution and is, even today, 
the great challenge and unsolved question of 
vast poor areas of the world. 

Once Civil War broke out -in the United 
States, Mexico's help could be only of a moral 
nature, at the most a benevolent neutrality. 
Lincoln, always realistic, knew it was im
possible to combat simultaneously the 
armies of the South, led by one of the great
est American soldiers ever produQed, Robert 
E. Lee, and the forces of Napoleon III. 
Juarez, also a realistic politician, understood 
this. He wrote in a letter to his Minister 
Romero on December 22, 1864, in the third 
year .of an unequal and several times almost 
lost struggle with the foreign invader. "I 
believe that we should attempt with that Re
public what in good faith and without com-

promising our dignity we might be able to 
attain, and not entrust to it exclusively the 
hope of our triumph. We shall endeavor to 
accomplish this by our own meager means. 
In this manner our victory will be more 
glorious; and if we fall, which I judge very 
difficult, we shall have saved the honor of 
freemen as a legacy for our sons." 

President Dlaz Ordaz, President Johnson, 
ladies and gentlemen, we Mexicans have 
often sought the parallel between Benito 
Juarez and Abraham Lincoln. It is natil.ral, 
then, that I end with a few reflections on this 
fascinating theme. They are not, I do not 
pretend that they are, entirely new. 

As men they could not have been more dif
ferent one from the other. In Lincoln's soul 
there always remained something of the 
child, the child that never left off laughing 
or crying. "On occasions," said his most 
eminent biographer, Carl Sandburg, in his 
1959 eulogy before the Congress of the United 
States, "he -vru; seen to weep in a way that 
gave to his tears decorum, majesty." Juarez 
always displayed the impassib111ty, the silent 
stoicism of the ancient Indians. If Lincoln 
was "steel wrapped in velvet," in the image 
of Sandburg, Juaez was "steel wrapped in 
steel." Two or three hours before dying he 
arose from his bed, dressed neatly, and walked 
to his office to attend to matters of state 
with one of his ministers, allowing nothing 
in his expression to reveal the tremendous 
pain in his chest. 

In their destinies, however, there were re
markable coincidences. Their lives were al
most exactly contemporaneous: Juarez was 
born in 1806, Lincoln in 1809; the latter died 
in 1865, Juarez in 1872. Both came from the 
humblest origins. Each became chief of 
State at the age of 52, at a point when his 
political career seemed to be finished
Juarez at the end of his term as Governor 
of Oaxaca in 1852, Lincoln on leaving Con
gress after a single term of 2 years in 1848. 
Both reached power through accidents of 
history--Juarez by the coup d'etat of Com
onfort, Lincoln by the division of the op
position party between two candidates. Both 
more than govern, had to fight for the verg 
existence of Mexico and of the United States. 
And they were obliged to struggle not only 
with the declared enemy but also with their 
generals, their cabinets, their congresses. 
Another moving similarity: in their most 
desperate hours as statesmen, each suffers 
the most overpowering grief, Juarez the 
death of three of his children, specially of 
Pepe, whom he calls in a desolate letter "my 
joy, my pride, and my hope," and Lincoln 
the loss of his son Wlllie, perhaps the deepest 
affection of his life and whose small coffin 
would travel with his own from Washington 
to Springfield. 

Men of law, both are accused of having 
used power unconstitutionally, Juarez of 
having frankly usurped it. Ann they both 
had to be intransigent and inexorable, when 
at heart they would have liked to have 
avoided extremes. Finally, on dying, each 
in the presidency, with his work unfinished, 
they leave their coun~ries politicaily, socially, 
and economically different from what they 
were before. Lincoln, more fortunate, dies 
an unfair death at the very hour of victory. 
Juarez must face, after victory, 5 long years 
more of political hazards and criticisms, 
which were often bitter and which did not 
end with his death. But in Mexico and in · 
the United States modern history begins with 
Benito Juarez and with Abraham Lincoln. 

To their glory, both of them, entrusted 
with the cruel task of leading the struggle 
of one part of their people against the other, 
have become symbols of national unity, 
after being always of the cause of hun1an 
dignity and liberty. Mexico in cultivating 
the spirit of Juarez and the United States in 
maintaining the spirit of Lincoln have the 
road for a friendship that can be an ex
ample for America and the world. 

PRIZE-WINNING ESSAY BY BAR·· 
BARA JEAN CHANCE, OF FRANK
FORT, KANS. 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, an

nually the Pre,sident's Committee on 
Employment of the Handicapped spon
sors an essay contest for the physically 
handicapped. 

This year Miss Barbara Jean Chance 
of Frankfort, Kans., won fifth place in 
the national ability counts contest. 

I ask unanimous consent that her ar
ticle, entitled "What Handicapped 
Workers Are Contributing to My Com
munity," be printed ia the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a.c; follows: 
WHAT HANDICAPPED WORKERS ARE CONTRIBUT

ING TO MY COMMUNITY 

(By Barbara Jean Chance, Frankfort High 
School, Frankfort, Kans.) 

"Proclaim liberty throughout all the land 
unto all the inhabitants thereof." Last sum
mer I was privileged to read these words 
molded into the iron of the Libe~ty Bell. 
Almost. two centuries ago, this bell rang out 
the birth of a new nation. The Declaration 
of Independence gave the message that all 
men are created equal with the right to life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

It is difficult for the youth of my genera
tion to realize the message of the Liberty 
Bell was ignored for years in regard to the 
physically handicapped. In our lives they 
function so normally as teachers, :Q:linisters, 
doctors, cartoonists, and on into an endless 
list. But through research, I have learned 
that in the past they were ridiculed and 
considered of no worth to society. Much 
progress has been made in changing this con
cept of the physically handicapped. Man
kind is slowly but surely advancing to the 
time "when ability will be the key word, 
not disability; when opportunity will belong 
to all, not just some." 

As I survey our small rural community, 
I am amazed to find so many physically 
handicapped people. This should not be so 
surprising, considering that 1 out of every 
10 Americans is physically handicapped. 
These remarkable people are so well ad
justed that they do not stand out as disabled 
individuals but as vital members of our 
community. 

"Named as Leader of the Year," "Awarded 
Trip to Washington, D.C." These are com
mon headlines seen in newspapers every day; 
but in our . community, they held special 
significance. The farmer who had received 
these honors might have been a hopeless 
cripple today instead of a leader in our com
munity. After he was married and had a 
small daughter, he was a victim of crippling 
polio. Through self therapy he was able to 
walk again with crutches-and later with a 
cane. He resumed farming and served this 
community last year as county president of 
the Farm Bureau. This year he was named 
as 1 of the 10 Kansas leaders of the year 
and was awarded a trip to Washington, D.C. 
This resourceful man is also a leader in his 
church. He is chairman of the board of 
trustees and serves as an elder. I asked him 
if he felt that his being handicapped had 
enabled him to live a more rewarding life 
than he might have otherwise. This was 
his answer: "I believe that a person can live 
a full life either way; it all depends on his 
attitude." I was so impressed by his intel
ligent face, his inspiring philosophy of life, 
and his many contributions to my com
munity, that I scarcely noticed his cane as 
he proudly walked away. 

Through my community the contributions 
of the physically handicapped are clearly 
evident. If one needs overnight lodging, we 
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have an excellent motel. The pleasant voice 
and the cheerful face that welcome you at 
the office belong to a polio victim. Although 
his lower limbs are paralyzed·, he and his 
family contribute to the economic life of 
our community by caring for tourists. "From 
the Heart" is the title of a book of poems 
written by a lady who was bedfast for many 
years. Her poetry will always remind us of 
her undaunted spirit. One of the expert 
operators of heavy equipment in our com
munity is a young man with only one hand. 
He has been so efficient at his job that he 
is now a supervisor. A seamstress in our 
community does enough to keep two ordi
nary people busy. Besides being an excellent 
homemaker, she teaches in church school. 
All this she accomplishes on crutches. The 
contributions of these individuals bear out 
the truth in Dr. Howard Rusk's theory: "A 
man can be truly crippled only in his mind." 
The physically handicapped have been able 
to make worthwhile contributions to my 
community because they have become phys
ically and spiritually adjusted to their hand
icaps and have concentrated on their abil
ities that remain. My community has had 
the foresight to see beyond their handicaps 
and has given them equal opportunity. 

Much remains to be done in your com
munity and in mine. If our countl'y is to 
remain a leader in the free world, we must 
first insure the rights of each individual; 
handicapped and able bodied alike. The 
Liberty Bell proclaimed equal opportunity 
unto all men. Has your community heard 
the ~essage? 

PAN AMERICAN CONGRESS ON SOIL 
CONSERVATION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
first Pan American Congress on Soil 
Conservation is currently being held in 
Brazil, from April 12 to April 29. While 
the Congress is sponsored by the Bra
zilian Government, all American nations 
except Cuba, are represented by tech
nicians from official parties and private 
entities. 

The purpose of the Soil Conservation 
Congress is to gather specialists in soil 
conservation from every Pan American 
nation for the exchange of new ideas 
and knowledge, and consequently to 
stimulate the soil and water conserva
tion programs to make land support 
expanding populations. 

Donald A. Williams, the Administra
tor of the Soil Conservation Service, is 
the official head of the U.S. 22-man 
delegation to the Soil Conservation Con
gress, and delivered the keynote address. 

Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. 
Freeman was an official guest of the Soil 
Conservation Congress in Brazil. He 
told the Pan American delegates that the 
greatest single challenge the world faces 
today is whether the swelling ranks of 
mankind can produce enough food to 
sustain life without hunger. 

In the keynote address, SCS Adminis
trator Williams told the Pan American 
delegates that conservation is reaching 
forth to a larger concept--it is becom
ing the care of the human habitat, which 
is the whole planet. He said that con
servation is vital to today's world. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the full text of both Secre
tary Freeman's address and SCS Admin
istrator Williams' keynote message to the 
first Pan American Congress on Soil 
Conservation printed . in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE OR

VILLE L. FREEMAN BEFORE THE PAN AMERI
CAN SoiL CONSERVATION CONGRESS, SAO 
PAULO, BRAZIL, APRIL 16, 1966 
The greatest single challenge the world 

faces today is whether the swelling ranks of 
mankind can produce enough food to sustain 
life without hunger. 

Thus far in this decade of the 1960's, man is 
falling behind in this grim race • • • and 
we are now confronted with the awesome 
question: 

Can we, will we, catch up and forge 
ahead • • • or will we run out of food and 
face mass famine? 

I believe we can win that race and triumph 
in the war on hunger. I have faith that we 
will. 

But to win wlll demand an urgent, world
wide effort • • • calling for the resources 
and skills and ingenuity of mankind every
where. 

Latin Americans have a key role to play 
in this effort, for while you lead the world 
in population growth • • • you also have a 
vast, untapped food resources potential 
which is the envy of much of the world. 

With this potential you could lead the 
world in agricultural progress. 

And so I have come here to talk with you 
about what you can do to help win the global 
war on hunger. 

The need is so compelling, and the hour so 
late, that I must be bluntly direct. 

THE FOOD-POPULATION PROBLEM 
The dark shadow of famine gallops across 

the earth • • • and time is running out. 
The race has rounded the turn into the 

last lap. And now man must redouble his 
efforts to grow more • • • and distribute 
better what he grows • • • or he will lose. 

But I say to you that Itlan can win that 
race • • • if he activates and mobilizes 
every appropriate tool, technique, and re
source at his disposal in the few short years 
between now and the time the finish line 
comes into view. 

The years are short and they are few. 
The crisis may be fully upon us within 20 

years. For our studies indicate that by that 
time, unless the hungry nations rapidly ac
celerate their own production of food, the 
developed nations of the world will have 
exhausted their combined capabllity of 
feeding the hungry peoples who will populate 
the developing nations. What will happen 
then? 

Though hunger is not new to the world, 
the magnitude of its impending dimension is. 

Two factors are responsible: First, the 
number of people in the world is increasing 
at an accelerating rate. It now seexns quite 
likely that the increase in world population 
between now and the end of this century
only 34 years away-will equal or exceed the 
number who now inhabit the world. Sec
ond, this is occurring -at a time when the 
amount of new land suitable for cultivation 
is rapidly diminishing. It is becoming in
creasingly costly to bring new lands into 
economic production. The better lands are 
already under cultivation and much good 

, land is being lost to agriculture by urban 
development and new highway construction. 

The world must prepare to feed a billion 
people more who wlll be added to the popula
tion over the next 15 years. The number 
itself is awesome. But even more awesome 
is the fact that fully four-fifths of this total 
wm be added in the food-short, less-devel
oped regions of the world. 

It is timely then to ask at this great con• 
servation Congress, What is the present situ• 
ation in Latin America? The answer is dra• 
matlcally clear. The situation in Latin 
America grows dally more serious. 

You have the fastest rate of population 
growth in the world. Some 15 years ago, in 
1950, the populations of North America and 
South America were about equal at 170 mil
lion. The United Nations currently projects 
a population for North America at about 300 
million by the year 2000. The same projec
tion for South America shows the popula
tion on this continent reaching almost 600 
million. In just 34 years, if the U.N. projec
tions materialize, there will be more than 340 
million new mouths to feed on this conti
nent. 

Against this rapid population growth, 
what has been happening to agricultural 
production in Latin America in recent years? 
Our economists and those of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Na
tions tell us that so far we have been run
ning hard-just to stand in one place. Agri
cultural production has gone up, but the in
crease has been wiped out by the new bodies 
calling for food. In spite of some improve
ment fn some countries, food supplies per 
capita in Latin America remain near the 
1959-61 level-when 14 countries of the 
hemisphere were deficient in caloric intake. 
Current per capita production is lower than 
in prewar years when Latin America was a 
major food exporter for the world. 

Malnutrition and hunger are not limited to 
India alone, nor to Africa and Asia. They 
exist in our own hemisphere as well. They 
are a grim fact in our shining cities with 
their sordid sluxns. As you well know they 
are a fact of life on farmlands that do not 
produce enough to sustain the families who 
work them. 

I would be less than truthful, if I did not 
cite these facts. 

I would be less than accurate if I did not 
recognize that the people and governments 
represented here have taken some steps to 
accelerate their agricultural development. 

THE CHALLENGE IN LATIN AMERICA 
You have opened up new lands to cultiva

tion and settled thousands of poor farmers 
on them; 

You have developed institutions for agri
cultural research and extension and agricul
tural credits. 

You have trained thousands in your voca
tional agricultural schools and you have sent 
others abroad for further study. We in the 
USDA have been training almost a thou
sand of your agriculturalists every year. 

In a few countries, fertilizer production is 
growing. Price incentives have been formu
lated to encourage farmers to produce more 
in a limited number of Latin American 
countries. 

But these steps, commendable as far as 
they go, are not enough. If we do no more 
and deploy our resources no better, we will 
fall. History and the hungry generations to 
come will hold us accountable. 

The people and countries you represent 
here have the resources to make a dramatic 
and decisive change from the past-to go 
forward to make Latin American agricultural 
development a challenging example for the 
entire world. 

It can be done. 
The USDA recently completed a study of 

agriculture in 26 developing countries, in
cluding 6 in Latin America. Of the 26, 10 
had annual rates of increase in crop output 
in excess of 4 percent during the years 1948 
to 1962-63. Three countries in Latin America 
achieved this sustained high rate of agricul
tural growth: Mexico, Venezula, and Brazil. 
While the increase in each Latin American 
country was attributed largely to more acre
age sown to crops, there were increases in 
yield per acre as well-particularly in Mexico. 

And it is higher yields that we must turn 
to-even as we exploit much more fully the 
possibilities for bringing additional lands 
under cultivation. 
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The report cites that the greatest single 

factor associated with high and sustained 
growth rates in agricultural production is a 
national will to take the necessary actions. 

The world now has the technology and the 
resources to win the war against hunger. 
We can if we will. Ours is the choice and 
the challenge. 

Latin America is rich in resources; it can 
sustain a growing population. Even more, 
the peoples and the nations represented here 
can make a contribution to hungry regions of 
the world that are not blessed with compar:. 
able resources. 

Further, it has been demonstrated again 
and again that by accelerating agricultural 
growth, we stimulate and reinforce develop
ment in other sectors of the society. As 
rural people produce more and market more 
they sustain indigenous related industries 
and contribute to overall economic growth 
as consumers as well as producers. And, 
might I add, the path to future commercial 
markets for a growing agricultural produc
tion is to be found in the developing coun
tries of the world with their growing popu
lations. They will buy if they can pay. As 
demonstrated in Japan, Taiwan, Spain, and 
Greece, they are able to pay when agricul
tural development triggers overall economic 
development and with it increasing per 
capita income and new demands for food. 

THE ROLE OF RESOURCE CONSERVATION 

Let us never forget or minimize the im
portance of soil and water conservation as a 
basic cornerstone of agricultural develop
ment and sustained, permanent agricultural 
growth. Effective conservation practices 
help make present agricultural lands more 
productive; they open the way to economic 
exploitation of new lands. 

Soil conservation is not erosion control 
alone. It is a sophisticated combination of 
technologies fitted to the resources and the 
people involved. 

The talents of soil scientists, engineers, 
geologists, hydrologists, range and woodland 
conservationists, agronomists, biologists, and 
economists are all needed to diagnose land 
problems and prescribe successful treatment 
and use. 

Land resources--soil, water, plants and 
animals--cannot be effectively used or man
aged separately. They are completely inter
dependent. They must be treated as a whole. 

In soU conservation work in the United 
States, people are recognized as the critical 
factor in each local resource situation. They 
are the reason for conservation itself. Con
servation is carried out by the people who 
own and work the land as well as by gov
ernment agencies. 

In our country, soil and water conserva
tion districts have been established under 
State laws to develop conservation programs 
and enter into working agreements with the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture and other 
public and private agencies. These districts . 
now cover 96 percent of the farms and 
ranches in the United States. 

The Department of Agriculture provides 
technical assistance so that sound soil and 
water conservation practices will be followed 
by rural landowners and operators who coop
erate through their district organizations. 

The Soil Conservation Service, as the 
USDA's technical agency for soil and water 
conservation, has a staff of conservation 
technicians and other trained specialists to 
help landowners carry out sensible conserva
tion practices. Only when we do this can 
we in the United States meet the needs of 
our people and fill our commitments abroad. 

Through its more than 100 years of service, 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture has ac
quired much knowledge and experience that 
could be of vital importance to agricultural 
progress in developing countries. For more 
than 20 years--since the point 4 program 
in the 1940's--we have shared our agricul-

tural technology with other nations. We 
have made mistakes in our own country. We 
can help other nations avoid making the 
same errors. 

WHAT MORE NEEDS TO BE DONE 

But the challenge of resource conservation 
is only ·one of the necessities if adequate 
agricultural growth in this hemisphere is to 
be accomplished. 

Agricultural development in Latin Amer
ica, as in other parts of the world, is beset 
by many basic problems. I cannot tonight 
catalog all the problems nor attempt to pre
scribe in detail what needs to be done about 
them. Time permits only that I cite those 
which I believe merit highest priority: 

First, strengthen and upgrade the insti
tutions that provide agricultural services. 

These institutions include the Ministries 
of Agriculture as the central, coordinating 
agencies. 

Included, too, are the agencies concerned 
with conservation, the research and experi
ment stations, extension and vocational ag
ricultural schools, the agricultural credit 
and cooperative organizations. 

These institutions need to be grouped to
gether and given much more prestige, rec
ognition, and resources than hitherto has 
been the case. More resources must be 
budgeted for the operation of these insti
tutions. 

Personnel who have the necessary technical 
and administrative skills to operate them 
effectively must be selected, trained, and re
tained. 

Marketing facilities and systems must be 
substantially improved to hold down costs 
and to reduce waste in the movement of foods 
from farms to consumers. Cun·ent practices 
in most Latin American countries, in fact in 
most countries around the world, are often 
shockingly wasteful and inefficient. 

Second, improve public policies that affect 
agricultural production. 

Public policies need to be formulated and 
carried out which will provide incentives to 
agricultural producers. 

Such policies must provide reasonable and 
stable income to the farmer. Prices must 
encourage the use of fertilizers and other 
inputs to achieve higher yields. Otherwise, 
the farmer has no incentive to apply modern 
farming techniques. Incentive is equally if 
not more important than education. 

Needed, too, are tax policies to stimulate a 
fuller and more intensive use of land re
sources rather than export levies which in
hibit increased production. 

Policies are needed, too, which will encour
age more public and private investment in 
agriculture and its related industries. This 
again dictates a return to agricultural in
vestors that encourages, rather than discour
ages more production. 

In short, public policies must be linked to 
new, dynamic agricultural technology. 
Otherwise it will go largely unused. The 
farmer, like the businessman, will see no 
reason to buy inputs and produce more un
less he can make a profit. 

Third, integrate rural populations into 
national market economie·s. 

Steps need to be taken to increase the 
incomes of small farmers and farmworkers 
in most Latin American countries. Higher 
productivity on the farms, combined with 
incentive prices, will accomplish this. But 
in Latin America, as in the United States, 
opportunities for employment in rural areas 
for those who are unemployed and under
employed in farming activities are needed. 

Even in our developed industrial society in 
the United States, we have learned that the 
cities cannot productively employ unskilled 
millions who migrate from the rural regions 
because life there offers little opportunity. 
This migration is today a great unsolved 
problem in the United States. 

Rural populations must have opportunities 
for education and for health facilities which 

will increase their ability to work pro
ductively in a technological society. They 
also demand increasingly, and rightfully com
parable recreational, social, and cultural op
portunities. As rural people gain the means 
to participate in the market economies of 
their countries, they will then be able to 
better sustain indigenous manufacturing, 
recreation, and service industries, all of which 
contribute to overall economtc growth. 

As I have already related by reference to 
the USDA study, many developing countries 
already are showing striking progress along 
these lines. Indeed, some countries are ac
tually increasing their agricultural produc
tion at higher rates than those ever achieved 
in the highly developed nations, including 
the United States. 

Such progress has not happened simply 
as a consequence of normal economic and 
social processes. Rather, it has been spurred 
by aggressive public and private actions, gen
erally national in scope, directed specifically 
to improving agricultural conditions. I com
mend this study to every country in Latin 
America and, for that matter, around the 
world. It shows what can be done when a 
nation resolves to expedite its agricultural de
velopment and then follows through and does 
it. 

ASSISTANCE BY THE UNITED STATES 

The Department of Agriculture, in coopera
tion with the Agency for International De
velopment, has been providing technical and 
other assistance to agricultural development 
for a long time. Agricultural scientists and 
technicians have been engaged in this work 
since the point IV program was first enunci
ated by President Truman in 1948. 

Recently we have taken steps to make this 
asistance more effective. Recently we have 
established within the USDA, the Interna
tional Agricultural Development Service. 
During fiscal year 1965, in close cooperation 
with the Agency for International Develop
ment, we sent a total of 198 scientists and 
technicians to 26 countries-in Latin 
America, Africa, and Asia. In addition, co
ordinated training in the United States was 
provided for 4,879 trainees from 118 coun
tries. During the past year we welcomed 
almost a thousand agriculturalists from the 
countries of Latin America who sought fur
ther technical training. These people came 
to the United States to learn from our ex
periment stations, our land-grant universi
ties and our family-farm enterprises. 

The USDA's biggest program now is right 
here in Brazil, where 20 technicians, work
ing closely with AID, are assisting in work on 
price stabilization, cooperatives, marketing 
economics and facilities, market news, agri
cultural economics, credit and agronomy. 

In cooperation with AID, the Department 
of Agriculture is carrying on a number of 
other country programs in Latin America: 

In Nicaragua, a range management spe
cialist is now introducing new varieties of 
improved grasses and legumes that will stand 
up better under the drought conditions that 
prevail. 

In El Salvador, USDA specialists and tech
nicians are working on agricultural plan
ning, land tenure, credit, farm management, 
artificial inseinination, irrigation, drainage, 
bean diseases, livestock diseases, and audit
ing systems for agricultural credit agencies. 

In Ecuador, a USDA team has been help
ing in agricultural marketing, economics and 
the organization of agricultural credit. 

FOOD-FOR-FREEDOM LEGISLATION 

Passage of the foor-for-freedom legisla
tion will mean added emphasis on this type 
of technical help. President Johnson said 
when he recommended this new approach to 
agricultural assistance : "The Departments 
of State and Agriculture and the Agency for 
International Development will work to
gether even more closely than they have 
in the past in the planning and implement
ing of coordinated programs. 
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"In the past few years, AID has called 
upon the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
to assume increasing responsibilities through 
its International Agricultural Development 
Service. That policy will become even more 
important as we increase our emphasis on 
assisting developing nations to help them
selves." 

When President Johnson sent this pro
gram to the Congress, he continued a proud 
tradition. From the time Franklin Roose
velt spelled out the principles of the four 
freedoms-to the Marshall plan-to point 
IV-to food for peace--to the Alliance for 
Progress-and now the food-for-freedom 
program, the United States has responded 
to need wherever it arose. 

Under the food-for-peace program alone, 
we have delivered 150 million tons of food 
• • • valued at $15 billion • • • to needy and 
disaster-struck nations everywhere around 
the world. Through this program we have 
reached out and helped more than a hun
dred million people a year in more than a 
hundred countries. 

In the process, we have d~veloped many 
new techniques for using food: economic 
development--financing the training Olf those 
who want to diversify their farming oper
ations or open new lands-payment on the 
job with food to build schools and hos
pitals and roads and irrigation and drainage 
systems. 

With the food-for-freedom program we 
will continue and strengthen our programs 
of assistance. At the same time, we will 
continue the safeguards that have protected 
the channels of commercial trade from im
pairment by concessional food sales and dis
tribution. The so-called rule of additional
ity to prevent disruption of commercial 
tr9.de, as developed under our food-for-peace 
program, will continue under the food-for
freedom program. 

But great as our resources, impressive as 
our food production, deep as our compas
sion-we cannot meet the increasing needs of 
the hungry nations indefinitely. There is a 
limit to our productive capacity. Unless the 
developing countries increase their current 
rate of agricultural development, the capacity 
of the United States and the rest of the high
ly developed countries to produce food 
enough to fill the gap will run out some 
time in the next two decades. Then we and 
the world's hungry will confront one another 
in an impossible, intolerable situation. 
There simply would not be enough food to 
meet the demand of the people in the world. 
Starvation, pestilence, insecurity, disruption 
and chaos would run amock. This must not, 
cannot, need not happen. 

Hence, the wisdom of the food-for-free
dom legislation President Johnson submit
ted to Congress. The key feature of the 
Food-for-Freedom Act is self-help, for the 
plan is designed to stimulate, encourage and 
assist the developing countries to increase 
their own agricultural prOduction. There is 
no other answer. 

Under this program, the United States will 
provide increasing technical and capital as
sistance to help those countries which dem
onstrate a determination to undertake effec
tive programs to increase their own ability 
to provide foor for their people, and will of
fer food aid as needed to countries deter
mined to help themselves. 

Prospects for the future need not be grim. 
There is a general, worldwide awakening to, 
and an awareness of, the importance of agri
cultural development. This relatively new 
state of affairs is the product of many forces, 
including the food-for-peace program, the 
work of the .A.gency for International Devel
opment, the Food and Agriculture Organiza
tion of the United Nations and inspired na
tional and local leadership in many places 
in Latin America and around the world. 
This relatively recent awareness is timely. 
For far too long agriculture has been a.c-

corded too little priority in development 
plans. 

I would make it crystal clear that when 
I comment on what goes on around the world 
in agriculture that I am fully and sensitive
ly aware that the United States, too, is learn
ing. We are trying to face up to our defi
ciencies, to make a better life for all of our 
citizens and to make a more meaningful and 
sensible contribution to the development of 
less fortunate countries around the world. 
We are more clearly recognizing the needs of 
our own rural people. We are increasingly 
aware that we have made mistakes in our 
own development. 

We still suffer from polution of our streamS 
and air. 

Soil erosion has clogged our waterways, 
stripped good land of its fertility, and cre
ated dust bowls. 

We have been working to overcome these. 
In more recent decades, we have come to 

appreciate the necessity of considering the 
quality of the whole environment in plan
ning the development and use of our natural 
resources. 

We recognize the importance of continu
ally adjusting, redirecting, developing, and 
improving our agricultural and agriculture
related institutions and programs to meet 
the changing needs of changing times. 
Fewer and larger family farms displace more 
and more agriculture laborers and small 
farmowners. The United States like Latin 
America seeks to stem the exodus of these 
displaced people to the great metropolitan 
centers where few of them find jobs or a 
satisfying life. Instead we strive--as do 
you-to build an economic base in the 
countryside so they will find jobs and we can 
live a satisfying and rewarding life. So far, 
we, like you, are groping for the formula to 
accomplish this. Here, as in other areas, 
there is much to learn from each other. 

CONCLUSION 

Today, the world faces perhaps the most 
crucial challenge in history. The gap be
tween food needs and food production in 
the less-developed world is widening stead
ily. It will take concentrated and concerted 
effort on the part of all of us-all nations
to close this gap. 

Latin America, as the world leader in popu
lation growth, must become a world leader 
in the rate of agricultural progress, if the 
war on hunger is to be won. You have the 
resources to do this-not only to satisfy your 
own needs but to share constructively in the 
worldwide effort to avert hunger and want. 

The task ahead is clear-for all of us. Not 
only are we neighbors, we are fellow human 
beings seeking the good life that is possible 
for all mankind, a good life that is impos
sible unless there is enough to eat. 

We have joined together in an Alliance for 
Progress. OUr countries have met recently 
and taken a measure of what has been ac
complished in 5 years of mutual assistance 
in this hemisphere. 

Country-by-country reports give us encour
agement that, cooperatively, much can be 
achieved. In country after country there 
have been solid gains in settlement of new 
lands, in production increases on settled 
land, and in average incomes. While per 
capita food prOduction has lagged, we do 
know how to correct this. 

I propose here and now that we take a real
istic inventory of where we are and what we 
must do. It is essential that we look beyond 
our immediate hemisphere needs. I propose 
that we give a new meaning, a new dimen
sion to our alliance. Let it signify our re
solve to work together to assure for ourselves 
and our children-not only in this hemi
sphere--but in other parts of the world, too, 
a new age of freedom-freedom from hunger 
and want. Only when we truly have that 
freedom will we grow in self respect and be 
able to achieve mankind's self-realization. 

This is the American dream--dreamed 
alike in both South and North America. It 
is the dream of all men of good will every
where around the world. 

Let us work together, then, to make this 
dream a reality. 

Let us put our minds, and our backs, to 
the task. 

Let us show the world the Americans can 
lead the way. 

If we do this, then I predict that 10 years 
from now, when this great Congress assem
b~es again, the threat of hunger and mal
nutrition will have faded • • • and a time 
of peace and plenty will have begun. 

CONSERVATION CHALLENGES IN A CHANGING 
WoRLD 

(Address by D. A. Williams, Administrator, 
Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, at the First Pan American 
Soil Conservation Congress, sao PaUlo. 
Brazil, Apr1118, 1966) 
Mr. Chairman, honored guests, delegates to 

the Pan American Soil Conservation Con
gress, fellow conservationists: 

In casting about for the right words to use 
in suggesting the significance and timeliness 
of this Congress, I came upon a paper by Dr. 
F. Fraser Darling, a distinguished British con
servationist known by many of us here. Dr. 
Darling has written: 

"Conservation is reaching forth to a larger 
concept than caring in an earnest but rather 
hazy way for animal species, for forests, soils 
or fresh waters; it is becoming the care of the 
human habitat, which is the whole planet."' 

Let me repeat the key words of that pas
sage: 

"Conservation is reaching forth to a larger 
concept • • • it is becoming the care of the 
human habitat, which is the whole planet." 

That indeed is why we are here--or why 
we should he here. 

Not because poor soils yield poor crops but 
because poor soil makes poor people. 

Not because of what soil erosion does to 
land but because of what it does to men, 
women, and children, in our crowded cities 
as well as in our developing rural areas. 

Not because of what fire or floOd can do to 
the beauty and prOductivity of the forest or 
valley but because of what they can do to 
hope and dignity of human beings who live 
arid work the:re. 

Not because we need a vanishing species of 
wildlife for its meat or feathers but because 
we have no right to deprive future genera
tions of any of the fullness of the world as 
God created it. 

Not because we seek some ethereal harmony 
between man and nature but because we 
seek peace between man and man-a peace 
that rests in large measure upon the con
servation and development of soil and water 
resources from which people draw their sus
tenance in every part of the world. 

So, let us make this Congres.s a historic 
one by reaching forth, as Dr. Darling has 
said, to the larger concept of conservation, 
which is the building of a better world for all 
nations and all people. 

Let us thoughtfully explore the impacts 
of a rapidly changing world upon our soil 
and water resources. 

Let us resolve to bring to bear upon these 
problems the greatest skills and the wisest 
planning that men's minds can produce. 

This is an era of great skills and ad
vancing technology. And yet of all the many 
skills required of the modern conservation
ist, none is more essential today than the 
ability to relate resource conservation and 
development to the new situations and forces 
swiftly developing all about us. The impact 
upon resources, throughout the world, falls 
into at least three broad categories; popula
tion growth, rising living standards, the 
trend toward urbanism. Let us look at each 
of these briefly. 
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We have heard the term population explo

sion so often that it has become a cliche. 
But 1! we could stand on a high tower and 
look down upon the amount of land re
quired to feed and otherwise serve the needs 
of one and one-third million people, and if 
we could see in a single great amount the 
food and fiber products required by that 
number, and then be reminded that every 
week of the year we must provide that much 
more than in the previous week-then, per
haps, we could begin to comprehend the 
worldwide impact of population growth upon 
resources. 

I re<:ently spent a month in India, trying 
to help the leaders of that vast nation take 
steps to better marshal their land and water 
resources to meet an almost overwhelming 
population problem. Theirs is a grave sit
uation, with a population alre~y in excess 
of 484 million and increasing at a rate that 
could carry them well past the billion mark 
by the year 2000. 

But what ~ India's problem today may be 
ours, in th1a hemisphere, tomorrow. Latin 
America is the fastest growing major area in 
the world today. Fifteen years ago the 
United States and Latin America each had 
a population of about 150 million. That 
figure is expe<:ted to double in the United 
States by the year 2000. But present growth 
rates indicate the possibi11ty of a population 
of more than 750 million in La tin America by 
the end CYf the century. 

Nations in this hemisphere, thankfully, 
still have ample resources and space. But 
Will they so develop and husband that space 
a.nd those resource that a doubled, or a quad
rupled, population can live decently and with 
hope? That is a responsibillty that rides 
heavily upon the shoulders of those of us 
who are responsible for soil and water 
conservation. 

The trend toward urban concentration, in 
some countries and in some parts of all coun
tries, is another phenomenon that has sig
nificant impact upon soil and water use and 
conservation. 

The trend comes about largely as a result 
of advancing agricultural te<:hnology which 
makes it possible for smaller and smaller 
numbers of farmworkers to supply the needs 
of their fellow men. In the United States, 
in 1940, we had a farm population of 30.5 
million people and one farmworker supported 
10.7 others. 

Today the farm population has dropped to 
about 15 million, with each farmworker pro
viding food and fiber for about 33 of his 
fellow citizens. 

A consequence of this trend, of course, is 
the conversion of large amounts of land to 
nonagricultural uses. Again referring to the 
United States, we are seeing a million or 
more acres per year, of our better cultivatable 
rural land, going into homes, airports, in:. 
dustrial sites, and many other nonfarm uses. 

Some loss of good cultivatable land is 
inevitable, as cities and populations expand. 
But conservationists today have a great re
sponsibility to help avoid irreversible deci
sions about the uses to which we put land. 

Another consequence of the urbanization 
of our populations is found in the growing 
detachment of people from the land. 

Just a generation ago, most of our people 
in the United States either lived on a farm, 
had once lived on a farm, or had a parent or 
grandparent who lived on a farm. By 1960 
some 70 percent of our population was living 
in urban areas. 

Today, with about 90 percent of our people 
classified as nonfarm residents, we are find
ing that farm animals in city zoos are often 
greater attractives than the exotic species. 
A sign of the times. 

This same trend has added meaning for 
conservation, obviously in the greater diffi.
culty of gaining understanding and support 
for conservation programs from city people 
who, by their numbers, can exert life-or-
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death infiuence on policies concerning nat
ural resources. To offset this, conservation 
education, throughout our schools systems, 
is an urgent and growing need. 

On top of the increased pressures on land 
resources caused by population growth and 
urban concentration comes the impact of a 
rising standard of living. 

As people throughout the world get better 
housing, better food, more laborsaving de
vices and more leisure time, they consume 
more of the products of both renewable and 
nonrenewable resources. 

Unfortunately, there are still vast differ
ences between nations in the ability of people 
to enjoy these fruits of scientific advance
ment. But the trend is upward, throughout 
the world, and · must be taken into account 
in planning resource use and conservation. 

While advancing technology, Which creates 
new appetites and new demands, places ad
ditional demands on resources, we take com
fort in the fact that technology is also mak
ing possible greater advances in soil and 
water conservation. 

Countless examples coul<J be given. In 
watershed prote<:tion work, modern com
puters are speeding up the processes of water 
impoundment, site selection, and structure 
design. Electronic devices enable us to 
monitor the moisture content of snow packs 
in high, inac<:essible mountain areas, and 
thus expedite and improve the accuracy of 
our water supply forecasting. Ele<:tronic 
devices monitor changes in water quality in 
streams where pollution control measures are 
underway. 

Indeed, it is the prospect of continuing 
advances like these ln the te<:hnology of 
resource use and development that gives us 
reason to believe that people around the 
world can successfully draw upon their soU 
and water resources to cope with the prob
lems of growing demands. Acceleration of 
conservation work ls our best hope for im
proving the welfare of millions of rural peo
ple. Conservation is, at the same time, an 
imperative step in the protection of water 
supplies which spell life or death to cities 
and industrial areas. It is an important 
means of increasing foreign exchange, of pro
moting e<:onomic growth, and of otherwise 
contributing to political stability and world 
peace. 

Yes, we must keep abreast of new meth
ods and alert to new ways of doing old jobs. 
But at the same time, we must not forget 
the hard-learned fundamentals that de
termine the success or fall ure of soil and wa
ter conservation. 

The term "soil conservation" has come 
to signify those combinations of skills and 
practices needed to develop and sustain the 
productivity of each kind of soil for what
ever purpose it is used-whether that use 
is for crops. for forest, for re<:reation or for 
housing. 

Soil conservation means choosing the ap
propriate use for each pie<:e of land as well 
as prote<:ting and improving the land after 
the use has been chosen. 

Soil conservation means the careful plan
ning and treatment of entire operating units 
be they farms or ranches or entire water
sheds. 

Soil conservation means working out land 
use and treatment in full recognition of the 
essential relationships between soil, water, 
plants, animals and-yes-man himself. 

The greatest danger, as conservation tech
nology advances, is that we may fail to in
volve the human element. (Remember Dr. 
Darling's allusion to the "human habitat.") 
Conservation must be people centered. It 
must not only be carried out for people. It 
must be carried out by people. 

To be fully effective, conservation decisions 
must always be made by the people who 
will be responsible for carrying them out. 
Conservation will never be accomplished by 
edict. Government can and must be an 

active partner, but should do for people only 
what they cannot do for themselves. 

Conservation will move forward if it is 
viewed and accepted by landowners and op
erators as a means of making more efficient 
use of their soils, and better management 
of water with higher yields per acre or hec
tare, with lower costs per kUo oc ton, With 
better net income for the fanner or rancher. 

It will go forward if city people are made 
partners, if they are helped to see their stake 
in soil and water resources, and if they are 
invited to work with rural people in soil. and 
water conservation endeavors. · · 

Rural and urban people both benefit from 
accelerated soil and water conservation pro
grams. With better income, fanners cannot 
only afford better education and medical 
care, but also can purchase more of the 
products and services offered by urban 
people. Urban water supplies are improved, 
flood threats diminished, and the entire 
community, and thus the Nation, benefits 
and prospers. 

It seems to me that two great challenges 
emerge to conservationists in th1a changing 
world: 

To seek out diligently and utilize the best 
and most advanced technology available to 
adjust resource use to the mounting demands 
of population growth and rising living 
standards. 

To educate our people--all our people-
in the principles ~f resource conservation so 
that they can and will act and exert leader
ship as informed citizens. 

Let us hope that out of this Congress will 
come other challenges and specific proposals 
for action within and between our nations. 

Is it too much to expect that we might, 
for example, look forward to a greatly ac
celerated flow of information between our 
countries through publications and through 
conferences between technicians and scien
tists in specific subject matter fields? 

Is it possible that we may find opportuni
ties for further exchanges of technicians and 
scientists, so that we share to the maximum 
the experiences of each country? 

Could we look toward the formation of 
international councils or panels that would 
carry forward, on a permanent basis, the con
tinuing review of hemispheric conservation 
needs and problems which we have begun to 
explore at this Congress? 

Could there come from this Congress a 
nonpolitical manifesto that would assert the 
resolve of our nations to work together with 
new determination in the development of the 
science and art of good land use for the bene
fit of all people, here in this Hemisphere 
and throughout the world? 

I know that my fellow conservationists 
from the United States join me in expressing 
our deep appreciation to the sponsors and 
planners of this great Congress. We pledge 
to you all the cooperation that lies within our 
power to achieve our mutual goals. 

It is in your hands and mine to carry for
ward action that could spell survival or de
struction of the human race. 

It is that important. 

FREEDOM OF CHOICE IN MEDICARE 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it was 

my privilege last year to sponsor a "free
dom of choice" amendment to the House
passed version of the medicare bill. Sen
ators will recall that the purpose of my 
amendment was to recognize, for pur
poses of reimbursement under the basic 
medicare plan, the existing customary 
and freely negotiated arrangements be
tween hospitals and medical specialists 
who rendered services in those hospitals. 

The Finance Committee, and the Sen
ate itself, recognized the equitable na
ture of that amendment and voted its 
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inclusion in the medicare bill. We 
agreed that the Federal Government 
should not interfere in prevailing hos
pital and medical practice. Unfortu
nately, however, the amendment was 
dropped 1n conference. 

We are now confronted with a situa
tion whereby the medicare program will 
not, in essence, make reimbursement to 
hospitals for the costs of services ren
dered by physician-specialists-radiolo
gists, anesthesiologists, pathologists, and 
physiatrists. I have .previously referred 
to the barbaric English usage of these 
titles. The situation in which hospitals 
now find themselves in regard to these 
specialists is even more barbarous, how
ever. 

The prohibition on reimbursement to 
hospitals will prevail despite the fact that 
the medical specialist may be employed 
by the hospital or have a reimbursement 
arrangement with the hospital. Many of 
the physicians in the four specialties now 
bill patients on a direct and individual 
basis for their services. Many others, 
however, do not bill for their services
the cost of their work being included in 
the hospital bill as a routine expen~. 
As the medicare law now stands, it will 
pay for care essentially on one basis 
only---direct billing by the specialist for 
and to each patient. The specialist will 
then be paid under the voluntary insur
ance portion of the program. This is the 
sole method under which such care can 
be compensated-despite the fact that 
thousands of hospitals and physicians 
have voluntarily entered into and de
veloped other acceptable and accepted 
methods. 

I warned the Senate that if my amend
ment were not adopted we were going 
to be confronted with a highly inequita
ble, inflationary, and chaotic situation. 
And now, I suppose, I am in an "I told 
you so" position. Even Cassandra has 
her innings, so to speak. 

In Tennessee, the medical specialists 
and the hospitals are now in a bitter 
struggle over methods of compensation, a 
struggle which, undoubtedly, would not 
have occurred had the Senate-adopted 
Douglas amendment been retained in 
the final medicare bill. 

Last . fall, shortly after enactment of 
medicare, the Tennessee Medical Associ
ation adopted the position that radiolo
gists, pathologists, or other specialists 
working under percentage contracts
namely, where specialists get a certain 
percentage of either the gross or net in
come from all laboratory work depend
ing upon their special agreement-with 
hospitals after April 1, 1966, would face 
charges of unethical conduct. How is 
that for a whip-cracking approach, bor
dering on conspiracy in restraint of 
trade? 

The hospitals in Tennessee obviously 
have their backs to the wall. The cur
rent issue of Hospitals, the journal of the 
American Hospital Association, re
ported: 

Confronted by the prospect of cancellation 
o! existing contracts with physician special
ists on April 1, the house o! delegates of the 
Tennessee Hospital Association held a spe
cial meeting on February 25 to approve three 
resolutions recommended by its board of 

trustees. The following resolutions were 
adopted: 

"That the traditional contract of per
centage agreements between hospitals and 
hospital-based specialists is ethical, in the 
best interest of the public we serve, and is 
not inconsistent with the purposes of the 
laws covering the corporate practice of medi
cine." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the complete text of the item 
in "Hospitals" summarizing the situation 
in Tennessee be printed at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding that the tension and 
disagreement between hospital and 
specialist is not confined to Tennessee. 
Similar strains have developed and are 
developing in other States. 

Subsequent to passage of medicare, 
Mr. President, I reintroduced ·the 
Douglas amendment. I was joined in 
this effort by Senators ANDERSON, 
GRUENING, KENNEDY Of New York, Mc
NAMARA, Moss, and NEUBERGER. 

S. 2406, the current version of my 
amendment is waiting in the wings. I 
anticipate additional sad performances 
comparable to that being played in Ten
nessee. I will, of course, review those 
performances for the Senate. We will 
then, I believe, want to bring S. 2406 on 
stage. 

ExHmiT 1 
TENNESSEE HOSPITAL AsSOCIATION ACTS ON 

SPECIALIST BILLINGS 

Confronted by the prospect of cancella
tion of existing contracts with physician 
specialists on April 1, the house of delegates 
of the Tennessee Hospital Association held a 
special meeting on February 25 to approve 
three resolutions recommended by its board 
of trustees. The following resolutions were 
adopted: 

"That the traditional contract of percent
age agreements between hospitals and hos
pital-based specialists is ethical, in the best 
interest of the public we serve, and is not 
inconsistent with the purposes of the laws 
covering the corporate practice of medicine. 

That should the Tennessee Medical As
sociation retain its present published posi
tion regarding separate billing by the medi
cal specallsts and/or take positive action, 
the board of trustees of the Tennessee Med
ical Association should be invited to join 
with the board of trustees of the Tennessee 
Hospital in a public hearing with represen
tatives invited from large manufacturing 
and industrial firms; other interested seg
ments of the public; and representatives 
from the news media; in order to give the 
hospitals and the doctors an opportunity to 
explain the effect this change would have 
upon the level of the charge to the patient 
or to whoever pays the patients' b111. 

"That we oppose any lease arrangement as 
being contrary to the public interest and 
may give rise to the loss of tax exemption 

_ for the leased portion of hospital property." 

KOREA TODAY AND COMMUNISM IN 
THE FAR EAST AND ITS EFFECT 
UPON THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in recent 

days a growing number of scholars in the 
field of Asian affairs have been te111ng us 
that the current American role in Viet
nam is one which places us outside of our 

natural sphere of influence. We are, 
such critics contend, overextended and 
they point to the alleged lack of support 
by Asians for our policies as proof of their 
point. 

This lack of support, however, is illu
sory, for a careful examination of the 
public pronouncements of the leaders of 
free nations in Asia provides us with 
numerous examples of· a real understand
ing of and appreciation for our commit
ment in that area. 

Those who urge an American with
drawal from Vietnam, and an end to the 
American presence 1n southeast Asia, 
simply give support to the basic aims of 
Chinese expansion. This point was made . 
in a recent· speech by You Chan Yang, 
Ambassador at Large of Korea. He said: 

Over the years the main Communist ob
jective has been to drive the United States 
to isolationism, to force this Nation to aban
don its international commitmentS and to 
withdraw its stalwart forces from their posts 
throughout the world • • •. Over the years, 
denigration of the United States has been 
the principal topic of the Kremlin-Peking 
axis and is now promulgated by each of them 
independently of the other. 

Ambassador Yang points out that: 
The allies of this great Nation around the 

world must recognize the fact that they have 
everything to lose and nothing to gain if 
the United States withdraws into isolation
ism. 

In his address before the new college 
audience at Sarasota, Fla., Ambassador 
Yang delivered an address which was 
both an endorsement of the administra
tion's position in Vietnam, and a warn
ing of what would happen in southeast 
Asia were we to heed the advice of those 
who urge an American withdrawal. 

This is a powerful and eloquent testi
mony to the fact that in Asia, freemen 
and free nations understand that the 
stakes in Vietnam are not for Vietnam 
alone, but for all the world. Either ag
gression will be defeated here, or we will 
pay a much higher price to defeat it at 
a later time. 

I· wish to share this statement with 
my colleagues, and ask unanimous con
sent for its insertion in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
KOREA TODAY AND COMMUNISM IN THE FAR 
EAST AND ITS EFFECT-UPON THE UNITED STATES 

(Address by Dr. You Chan Yang, Korean Am-
bassador at Large, at Sarasota, Fla., Janu
ary 14, 1966.) 

Madame Chairman Ingram, officers of the 
library committee on the new college, dis
tinguished guests and my dear American 
friends, it is a privilege and a pleasure to 
address you tonight on a subject of para
mount importance--a subject which is touch
ing all of our lives. 

In view of the events of recent weeks, in
ternational affairs have become the inti
mate and pressing concern of everyone. It 
is natural then, that a diplomat should be 
your speaker tonight. I have chosen to 
speak on the subject "Korea Today and Com
munism in the Far East and Its Effect Upon 
the United States." 

To establish terms of reference for my 
comments, I should like to recite four be
liefs which are firm in the hearts and minds 
of my beloved Korean people: 
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First. We believe that Korea must be 

modernized and industrialized to stabilize 
our economy and to increase the standard 
of living for our people. . 

Second. We believe that to safeguard 
human rights and democratic freedom one 
m;ust be willing to fight, if necessary, _to 
defend them. 

Third. We believe that in a world gov
erned by the principles of equity and jus
tice, an aggressor should be driven from ter
ritory which he has unlawfully seized, when 
the aggressor is so branded by the United 
Nations. 

Fourth. We believe that the best way to 
prevent the holbcaust of world warm With 
its attendant nuclear and thermonuclear 
destruction is to win limited and carefully 
restricted engagements with projected mini
mal liabilities against the forces of com-
munism. · 

Today Asia is a tinderbox, a potential pow
der keg that could explode at any moment 
and escalate into a rain of fire and destruc
tion upon the entire free world. Events in 
Korea or Vietnam or Laos or Cambodia or 
Thailand or Burma or India might well be 
a brief forerunner to a deluge of destruction 
in San Francisco, Chicago, New York, or 
Washington. We must !or the sake of our 
own lives, those of our children, and those 
who we hope Will follow them take stock of 
the situation and do something about it. 
Talk is cheap. Individual speakers, Mem
bers of your Congress and leacters of patriotic 
organizations can expostulate for hours on 
end, but their learned and sometimes less 
learned and less valid views mean nothing 
to the Communists. The Communists take 
cognizance only of force and action. Patri
otic or pious or hopeful or conc111atory 
mouthings mean nothing to them. They are 
a hard-boiled gang bent only upon the 
achievement of one objective-world domina
tion. 

In illustration I cite an address by Dimitry 
Manuilsky, a member of the Central Com
mittee of the Communist Party who spoke 
before the Lenin School of Political War
fare in 1931. His words hang like the sword 
o! Damocles over the free world today. I 
quote him: "War to the hilt between com
munism and capitalism is inevitable. To
day, of course (remember, that was in 1931), 
we are not strong enough to attack. Our 
time will come in 20 or 30 years. To win, 
we shall need the element of surprise. The 
bourgeoisie will have to be put to sleep. So 
we shall begin by launching the most spec
tacular peace movement on record. There 
will be electrifying overtures and unheard-of 
concessions. The capitalist countries, stu
pid and decadent, will rejoice to cooperate in 
their own destruction. They Will leap at 
another chance to be friends. As soon as 
their guard is down, we shall smash them 
with our clenched fist." 

Where does the United States and theRe
public of Korea fit in this determined de
cision of the Communists, often reiterated 
in the words of many of their other leaders 
to "bury us." First, we. must examine the 
facts of history and lay nakedly bare the 
aspirations of the Communist rulers. Sec
ond, we must evaluate the differences in 
their own back yard in terms of their ulti
mate objectives. Third, we must adopt un
shakable plans for counteraction. 

The history of your own great nation, its 
aspirations and hopes for the future, are 
well known to you. History is immutable, 
for neither God nor man can alter the 
events which occurred yesterday, a week ago 
or five centuries ago. The future is in the 
hands of those who face facts, make plans, 
and above all else carry them out. You are 
aware of the destiny that your Nation seeks 
to achieve and earn in the family of na
tions. What is done about this effort lies 
in your hands. 

· I doubt, however, that many ·of you are 
aware of the history of my nation, of its con~ 
tributions to mankind, and of its strategic 
locale in the "win or die" struggle for the 
survival of free societies. 

Korea was established as a nation in the 
year 2333 B.C.-220 years before the mag
nificent contribution of Gutenberg, Korean 
scholars and technicians invented movable 
metal type. Subsequently a phonetic al
phabet, called Hangul, was devised. It has 
only 24 letters, 14 consonants, and 10 vowels 
and has been termed one of the most simple 
alphabet_s ever created by man. In 1592 Ad
miral Yi, of the Korean Navy, perfected a 
"Turtle Back" ironclad . ship and employed 
it to defeat decisively an invading Japanese 
armada. Centuries ago Korean scholars and 
researchers developed profound excellence in 
the fields of mathematics, astronomy, and 
the physical sciences. The positions of the 
heavenly bodies were definitely fixed and a 
calendar of almost fantastic •accuracy was 
promulgated. 

These contributions have been noteworthy. 
It is not for them, however, that the great 
powers of the Far East have fought over and 
for the peninsula of Korea which extends as 
a dagger from the Asian land mass. In turn, 
China, Japan, and Russia have imposed upon 
Korea ruthless occupation and subjugation. 
As of today all have been evicted With the 
exception of the Communists. Why do these 
avaricious wolves-now the Communists
covet Korea? As a result of the political de
cisions at the conclusion of World War II, 
they already control the hydroelectric power, 
the mineral resources, and the manufac
turing capability of the north. That for 
which they are constantly baring their fangs 
and uttering monstrous threats is their de
sire for South Korea, with its warm water 
ports and bases for the mounting of still 
further aggression. The nation which con
trols North and South Korea is in a position 
to devastate Japan, probably decisively men
ace all of China and undoubtedly bring 
southeast Asia under its domination. Com
munist submarines in the warm water ports 
of South Korea would have the capacity of 
fanning out over the shipping lanes of the 
Pacific, obliterating Hong Kong and Manila 
and bringing your west coast under direct at
tack. This is unthinkable-if Korea should 
fall, it will be within the capacity of our im
placable adversary to accomplish what I have 
described. 

Over the years the main Communist ob
jective has been to drive the United States 
to isolationism, to force this Nation to aban
don its international commitments and to 
withdraw its stalwart forces from their posts 
throughout the world. This Communist 
policy has been manifested by the notorious 
"Yankee go home" placards which have been 
displayed · and by the same infamous mes
sage scrawled on walls and pavements. As a 
related tactic Communist agents have infil
trated institutions of higher learning. all 
over the world and have enrolled students in 
cells espousing American isolationism and 
have indoctrinated innocent but well-mean
ing young men and women in ways and 
means of violent behavior against the United 
States. Over the years, denigration of the 
United States has been the principal topic 
of the Kremlin-Peking axis and is now 
promulgated by each of them independently 
of the other. 

On both sides of the Iron and Bamboo 
Curtains we have witnessed systematic at
tac'ks organized and led by Communists 
against American Embassies, libraries, pri
vately owned property and the nationals of 
this country. For what purpose? The ob
jective of these actions i~ again to force the 
United States into a posture of isolationism 
as a result of sheer disgust and revulsion. 
Basic Communist alms are the withdrawal of 
economic and military assistance and the 
confinement of the American people to this 

continent. Under these circumstances the 
way would be paved for the Communists to 
continue their implacable steps toward world 
domination and to conquer without blood
shed by propaganda, . infiltration, and sub
version. 

Should this day ever come, the security of 
the United States will have been obliterated. 
The final goal of the Communists is to 
dominate the indus·trial capacity, the natural 
resources and the productivity of America. 
If the United States permits the Communists 
to advance further toward their goal, this Na
tion will be woefully weak and helpless in the 
face of the ultimate onslaught. 

The recent Communist attack upon the 
U.S. Embassy in Saigon with the attendant 
loss of life by unarmed clvillans was heinous. 
We cannot accept such operations. There 
is a law of man's relationship to man and 
also a law of war. Honorable men do not 
violate either. There is a code of ethics, and 
there is a code of international relations with 
respect to the property and persons of a for
eign government accredited to a resident 
government. 

The allles of this great Nation around the 
world must recognize the fact that they have 
everything to lose and nothing to gain if the 
United States withdraws into isolationism. 
In this atomic age disunity spells death, but 
the unity of strength and determination of 
the free world will insure life and security. 

For the record here and now, I should like 
to congratulate your great President, Lyndon 
B. Johnson, for his courage and determina
tion, sometimes in the face of congressional 
discord and other times in the face of poign
ant tragedy brought on by the loss of 
American lives in Vietnam. He has stood 
steadfast in his noble determination to op
pose 'the further encroachments of commu
nism and to preserve an area of Asia as a 
portion of the free world. The example of 
the President has been emulated by the 
leaders of his administration and by such 

. dedicated patriots as Senator THoMAS 3. 
DoDD, of Connecticut. Senator EVERE'I"I' M. 
DmKSEN, of Illlnois, has given steadfast evi
dence of his bipartisan support of the na
tional determination enunciated by the 
President. 

Let us examine for a moment the propriety 
of U.S. actions as contrasted with those of 
the Communists. Recently when American 
lives were lost and $30 million worth of air
craft were destroyed on the ground, wera 
there anti-Communist demonstrations 1n the 
United States and elsewhere in the world? 

· Why not? Are they scared? The Commu
nists deface an embassy or wreck a library 
and achieve millions of dollars worth of in
ternational publicity for their cause. The 
Americans make a diplomatic protest and in 
contrast receive the replacement of broken 
window panes and defaced walls. This is not 
quid pro quo. They reap a propadanda har
vest and this great Nation receives, in the 
minds of their stooges, only another black 
eye. 

Permit me to portray for you what Will 
undoubtedly happen if peace is negotiated 
in Vietnam. Please believe me we are not 
warmongers but we only· want democratic 
freedom for everybody. In 1954 the Com
munists requested the convening of a Ge
neva Conference to settle the Korean ques
tion at a political level. At that time it was 
evident that a malevolent political trick was 
about to be perpetrated. This was mani
festly evident to the Korean Government 
which declined to attend the conference. 

The terms of reference did not include 
plans for reunification of the country or the 
establishment of a free democratic govern
ment. At the specific request of the U.S. 
Government, I did attend as one of the repre
sentatives of the Republic of Korea. How
ever, I made one request that, after 2 months 
of negotiation with the Communists and if 
basic issues were not resolved for which the 
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conference was called, the United States and 
Korean delegations would withdraw. The 
u.s. Government assented to this request. 
After a brief 2 weeks the U.S. delegation was 
convinced that the Communists did not come 
to Geneva to settle the Korean question but 
alternatively to lay the groundwork for fur
ther aggression in Vietnam. You are aware 
of the results of the debacle in Geneva. 
Korea today is a divided nation as is Viet
nam, and 11 million residents of this latter 
nation have been brought under Communist 
domination and tyranny. It is good to know 
that the United States was not a signatory 
to this agreement. The so-called Geneva 
modus vivendi serves as but another ex
ample of the manner in which free nations 
are tricked into appeasement and conces
sions to the Communists. 

Since 1954it has come to my attention that 
many sincere and honest Americans favor the 
neutralization of Vietnam. They and all 
Americans should appraise the situation of 
a neighboring country-Laos. The expe
rience of the Laotians serves -as a frightful 
reminder of the fact that no neutrality could 
exist in the land immediately adjacent
Vietnam or anywhere else. 

During the course of my stay in your na
tion, I have traveled the length and breadth 
of this great country, urging steadfast op
position to communism. Had the Korean 
war been won, there would be today no prob
lem with the Communists in Korea, Vietnam, 
or in other nations of southeast Asia. The 
Korean war is the only war in which the 
United States has participated in its history 
which was not concluded by a decisive vic
tory for your nation. A stalemate in Korea 
has resulted in encouragement to the Com
munists to carry out their aggressive designs 
upon not only Indochina but also the Middle 
East and the continent of Africa. 

After signing a cease-fire agreement in 
Korea, the United States is still maintaining 
60,000 soldiers in a rugged line facing the 
ever hostile Communists across a so-called 
demilitarized zone. The attitude and con
duct of your troops has been punctiliously 
correct. On the other hand, the Communists 
continuously . violate the armistice agree
ment and endeavor to infiltrate spies, sabo
teurs, and provocateurs into the free Repub
lic of Korea. Viewed in the light of the cor
rectness of American conduct, Communist 
provocations are each day becoming more 
intolerable. As of June 30, 1965, Communist 
North Korea had committed 4,457 proved vio
lations but admitted only 2. 

I just returned from the U.N. after at
tending the 20th General Assembly sessions. 
Many of the delegates criticized the United 
States and our Korean role in Vietnam. 
Essentially, the war in Vietnam is a war of 
defending a peace-loving country, the 
Republic of Vietnam, against infiltration, 
subversion, and outright aggression by Com
munists, supported by foreign Communist 
powers. The war in Vietnam affects not 
only the peace in southeast Asia, but the 
peace of the entire world. In short, the war 
in Vietnam is a war between freedom and 
democracy versus tyranny and communism. 
We have no hesitation in declaring that we 
are against communism and we shall fight 
to preserve our way of life and freedom. 
For this reason Korea sent over 20,000 men 
to Vietnam to fight alongside your Ameri
can boys and South Vietnamese. However, 
we too believe in peaceful settlement of the 
problem through negotiation. But as the 
record shows, our adversary, the Co!JUilU· 
nists, have not as yet seen fit to come to the 
conference table. Perhaps they should be 
taught a lesson that aggression does not 
pay and in the end the free world, united 
in its objective and determination, will 
triumph over the Communist aggressors. 

Today, we are helping Vietnam. Tomor
row we will help any country, be it in Asia 
or Africa, threatened by Communist im-

perialism and colonialism. This is our sol
emn pledge to all peace-loving countries. 

What is the solution to the dilemma with 
which the free world finds itself faced? It 
is not to be found in appeasement, conces
sions or retreat either before a propaganda 
blast or after a politically motivated mill· 
tary assault. 

We of the nations of the free world must 
be willing to hold hands in fellowship and 
determination to preserve our way of life. 
We must have understanding, appreciation, 
mutual respect and an unshakable deter
mination to make secure what we hold dear. 
When a coach dispatches a football team 
to the field, he does not instruct the repre
sentatives of his alma mater not to cross 
the 50-yard line. No such restriction has 
been, and I doubt ever will be, placed upon 
the predatory forces of communism. They 
are out to win and to win for keeps. Un· 
realistic restrictions should not be imposed 
upon the forces of the free world who today, 
tomorrow, or 5 years from now may be called 
upon to defend their wives, children, and 
homes. 

I enjoin you to carry away from our meet
ing this evening two thoughts: First, any 
show of weakness on the part of the free 
world is translated the same day into a. 
further engraved invitation to the Commu
nists to advance their aggressiveness-to reel 
without reason in their intoxicating sense 
of dizzy power. Second, the Communists 
talk loud and act fierce, but when con
fronted with a determined stand backed by 
the visible force of the free world they are 
only "paper dragons." 

One of your greatest Presidents said free
dom is for those who are strong enough and 
are willing to fight for it. Your forefathers 
set the pattern in 1776. If you remember 
to stand up and be counted, your precious 
freedom will be cherished by you and your 
children. 

I thank you. 

THE RAILROAD STRIKE-PRO-
POSED ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
COURT OF LABOR-MANAGEMENT 
RELATIONS 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 

around the Nation the trains are again 
rolling, carrying the vital cargoes which 
feed our people, supply our troops in 
Vietnam, and keep the wheels of industry 
turning. 

But the problems of labor-manage
ment relations spotlighted by the recent 
rail strike remain. Eight major rail
roads that operate in 38 States were 
struck over a dispute with the Brother
hood of Locomotive Firemen & Engine
men in which the general public had no 
plimary interest. Yet, when the strike 
came, the average man in the street was 
the one to feel its effects most keenly. 

Two articles from the New York Times 
of April 4 and Aplil 5 depict some of the 
economic havoc wreaked by the irre
sponsible actions of the firemen's union. 
From a shoeshine boy in an Dlinois 
Qentral station to 12,000 workers at Gen
eral Motors plants, countless innocent 
citizens became the casualties of an eco
nomic war whose issues were of little or 
no concern to the great majority of 
Americans. 

While the articles ln the Times make 
clear the fact that the rail strike was 
ended in time to avert a major economic 
catastrophe, it is evident that in future 
instances, as in the past, a crippling 
stlike could seriously impede this Na-

tion's economic growth and could, in fact, 
endanger the very lives of our citizens. 

Earlier this year, I introduced in the 
Senate a bill to create a U.S. Court 
of Labor-Management Relations. This 
court would have julisdictlon 1n pre
cisely the sort of deadlocked labor dis
putes we have just witnessed and would 
provide the machinery to avoid long and 
costly work stoppages brought about by 
the occasional failures in our system of 
collective bargaining. 

I am convinced that Congress cannot 
wait until another major national strike 
is upon us before moving to protect the 
public interest. The time for talking 
about this matter has past. The time 
for acting has come. 

I urge the Subcommittee on Improve
ments in Judicial Machinery of the Ju
diciary Committee to call in immediately 
the reports from the interested Federal 
agencies and to schedule early hearings 
on the establishment of the Court of 
Labor-Management Relations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
. sent to have the two articles from the 
New York Times printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Apr. 4, 1966} 
RAILROADS CLAIM $20 MILLION REVENUE 

Loss AS RESULT OF STRIKE 
(By Austin C. Wehrwein) 

CHICAGO, April 3.-The firemen's strike 
against 8 major railroads crossing 38 States 
has had wide bUJt apparently scattered im
pact on the Nation's economy and a varied 
effect on the lines themselves. 

In Chicago, James E. Wolfe, chief negotia
tor for the roads in bargaining with the 
unions, estimated the cost through today a.t 
up to $20 million in gross revenues. 

Despite the continued picketing after 
union leaders had agreed to call off the strike, 
Mr. Wolfe told a reporter: 

"So far as we are concerned the firemen's 
issue is settled in perpetuity." 

DEFENSE EFFORT UN·HURT 

An estimated total of 200,000 persons were 
put out of work or on short time, and 32,500 
Chicago commuters on the Illinois Central 
were forced into jammed expressways. 
Among the big industries, automobile com
panies were the hardes·t hit. 

But in general, alternative rail facilities, 
trucks, buses, and airlines appeared to ·have 
taken up the slack. Some of the struck roads 
continued to run some freight trains. 

In Washington a Defense Department 
spokesman said :today that the strike's effect 
on shipments of ammunition and other mili
tary items for Vietnam had been minimal. · 
Despite some delays, the strike "has not 
seriously affected our logistics program,~' the 
Pentagon spokesman said. 

The Post Office Department reported a 
great many delays, some up to 48 hours, 
mostly of parcel post on stalled trains before 
i-t could be transferred to trucks or opera;ting 
trains. 

Letter mail was moving at a more normal 
pace. In Philadelphia, for example, Postmas
ter Anthony I. Lambert put all .first-class 
westbound mail aboard airplanes with or 
without airmail postage. 

The Pennsylvania Railroad, which was 
struck only west of Harrisburg, Pa., appar
ently suffered the worst confusion because of 
its half-in, half-out situation, rather than 
benefiting from its partial strike. 

The Seaboard Air Line Railroad resumed 
limited freight operations yesterday, with 
supervisory personnel running 20 trains. 



April 18, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 8235 
It kept any :Perishable fruit ·in stalled oars 
under r&frig&ration. 

Missouri Pacific supervisory personnel kept 
about 30 trains running out of a nonnal 200 
a day. 

The Union Pacific refused to confirm a re
port that it had 30 trains, manned by super
visors, operating today. 

A Central of Georgia spokesman said some 
trains were on regular freight runs but re
fused to elaborate. 

In Detroit, the word tonight was that the 
automobile industry planned, if .possible, to 
operate tomorrow in the face of parts short
ages. Parts have been rushed in by truck 
and airplane. 

Industry sources estimated the production 
loss from the strike at 11,000 to 20,000 cars 
and trucks. 

POTATO GROWERS WORRIED 
General Motors, more dependent on rail 

transportation than other producers, was 
hard hit. It was reported that 60,300 work
ers in 17 plants in Michigan, Ohio, Missouri, 
and Kansas were affected in one way or an
other. 

Ford reportedly has slowed production at 
Atlanta, Metuchen, N.J., San Jose, Calif., and 
Wayne, Mich. 

Southern Idaho potato growers and proces
sors feared serious consequences because the 
Union Pacific is t~eir only available carrier. 
Farmers in California's Imperial Valley also 
feared setbacks if the strike did not end. 

Some southern Illinois coal mine opera
tors announced that a continued strike could 
mean shutdowns. 

In Philadelphia, fruit exchange officials 
anxiously awaiting 40 cars of Western fruit 
expressed concern about a possible shortage. 
And the Budd Co., maker of a variety 
of products including automobile frames and 
railroad cars, warned that a continued strike 
could mean the layoff of as many as 5,000 
production workers. 

Chicago, the rail hub of the Nation, was 
however, without reported difficulties except 
for its Illinois Central commuter jamup. 
Illinois Central supervisors moved trains 
short distances to terminals for unloading, 
especially to get perishables on their way to 
consumers. 

A shoeshine boy in one of the Illinois Cen
tral stations who boasted that he made $20 
a day was a minor casualty of the strike. 

In Denver, four fiour mills curtailed op
erations. 

In Omaha, well served with rail transpor
tation, the only reported industrial casualty 
was the shutdown of.a Kellogg Co., breakfast · 
food plant, although 25,000 Union Pacific 
employees in the general area were reported 
idle. 

The Union Pacific reported that a train 
leaving an Army ordnance depot with 26 
cars of ammunition had been stalled on its 
way from Oregon. The road said that at one 
time 54 cars on its system loaded with tanks, 
munitions and other war items had been 
stalled. It also reported that at one time 
85 cars of mail had been stranded. 

In the Kansas City area, the Union Pa
cific estimated that 100 to 150 industries had 
been affected by the strike. 

In St. Louis, a Missouri Pacific spokes
man said a substantial amount of munitions 
had been stalled on its system, but the exact 
number of cars and what was in them was 
not disclosed. 

(From the New York Times, Apr. 5, 1966) 
EIGHT RAILROADS NEAR NORMAL SERVICE-BUT 

STRIKE LEAVES GM WITH SEVERE PARTS 
SHORTAGE 

(By Austin C. Wehrwein) 
CHICAGO, April 4.-Return to normal serv

ice on ei~llt railroad.s after the 4-day fire-

men's strike proceeded smoothly today,- but 
repercussions were felt in many areas. 

The most direct impact was on General 
Motors, which suffered a parts shortage that 
made 12,000 workers idle and put uncounted 
others on short time. 

The indirect result was a further shortage 
of boxcal's, flatcars and gondola cars. 

However, this fell short of a national eco
nomic crisis, reflecting the basic strategy of 
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and 
Enginemen to strike only lines with parallel 
service. 

While they were fearful of future parts 
shortages, Ford, Chrysler, and American 
Motors Corp. reported normal operations to
day. But a General Motors spokesman said, 
"We'll be several days unsnarling this." 

By "this" he meant the parts bottleneck 
resulting from heavy reliance on rail trans
port that caused the closing of assembly 
plants at Arlington, Tex., and South Gate, 
Calif., and Fisher Body plants at Janesville, 
Wis., and St. Louis. 

SEVENTEEN PLANTS REOPEN 
General Motors was without a timetable 

for normal production, but 17 other General 
Motors plants that were wholly or partially 
shut Friday were reported fully reopened. 

The General Motors picture was clouded 
by a switchmen's walkout at Pontiac, Mich., 
on the Grand Trunk Western. Even before 
this snag, the Grand Western was apparently 
in the worst spot of the eight lines, expect
ing that it would take a week to get back to 
normal. 

"There are literally thousands of freight 
cars backed up on connecting lines," a Grand 
Trunk spokesman said. Hope faded that a 
commuting line between Detroit and Pontiac 
could resume tomorrow as expected because 
of the switchmen's dispute. However, the 
line obtained an injunction in Pontiac order
ing the men to return. 

It is estimated that 250,000 freight cars 
were immob111zed during the strike in 38 
States. Today Edd Hamilton Bailey, presi
dent of Union Pacific, one of the lines that 
was struck, said the additional boxcar short
age caused by the strike put many shippers 
along our line in "desperate straits." 

EXCLUSION ORDER ASKED 
Mr. Bailey appealed to the Association of 

American Railroads and the Interstate Com
merce Comxnission for an exclusion order 
that would shift additional cars to the Union 
Pacific. In brief, such an order requires 
other lines to shunt back empty cars to the 
line that owns them immediately or to use 
them only for freight going to the owner's 
lines system. 

The strike's end prevented a crisis in Pitts
burgh steel mills served by the Pennsylvania, 
a spokesman for the United States Steel 
Corp. said. 

Scarce gondola cars needed by the steel in
dustry are still a major headache in the 
reshuffling that is going on throughout the 
country. Flatcar supplies are also a problem. 

Service resumed for 32,500 Illinois Central 
commuters. Many had jammed expressways 
with their cars or spent more than 3 hours 
on buses during the strike. The service · 
clicked off. right on schedule, the Illinois 
Central announced. 

But it will take a week to smooth out the 
backlog of freight cars along the north-south 
line, although the railroad pledged shippers 
only minor delays. The long-line passenger 
trains got off on schedule. 

The Department of Defense said only a 
few Vietnam war materiel shipments had 
been delayed. It cited one instance where 
firemen from the Texas & Pacific Railroad, 
which was not struck, stepped in and han
dled an 11-car Missouri Pacific war materiel 
cargo in New Orleans. 

GIOVANNI DA VERRAZANO 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I should 

like to call to the attention of the Senate 
the fact that April 17 was the birthday 
of a great Florentine explorer, who de
serves status in the pantheon of those 
whose great courage opened the Western 
Hemisphere to European civilization. 
Born in 1480, Giovanni da Verrazano ex
plored the eastern coast of the United 
States. His voyage in 1524, extended 
from Newfoundland to South Carolina, 
and is the first written record of our 
Atlantic coastline. 

Verrazano discovered amongst other 
geographical locations, both New York 
Harbor and Narragansett Bay. Any air 
passenger into New York is immediately 
struck by the grandeur of the "Narrows" 
bridge which is fittingly named for Ver
razano. 

In my own State of Rhode Island, Ver
razano has special importance. The 
many Rhode Islanders of Italian heritage 
are proud of the fact that it was a coun
tryman of theirs who discovered Rhode 
Island's greatest natural resource, Nar
ragansett Bay. While those Rhode Is
landers of French extraction are prideful 
of the fact that Verrazano was sailing 
under the French :flag when he made his 
epochal voyage of discovery. 

Therefore, the birthday of Verrazano, 
while of national significance, is a special 
day of pride for Rhode Island ih light of 
Verrazano's discoveries and national 
affiliations. 

MISSISSIPPI LEGISLATURE 
HONORS "DIZZY" DEAN 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, in 
these times of trial and tribulation, I 
think it is fit and proper for us to pause 
to pay tribute to an · American who has 
dedicated many years of his life to mak
ing the world brighter and happier. I 
am referring to a man whose wit, charm, 
and spirit have entered into American 
homes through radio and television for 
many years, to help bring hours of enjoy
ment to lovers of _our national sport, 
baseball. 

Jerome Herman Dean, better known 
perhaps by his baseball nickname of 
"Dizzy," is regrettably no longer to be 
heard on radio or seen on television, 
making his play-by-play comments on 
his beloved sport. 

A member of that honored group of 
baseball players named to the Hall of 
Fame, "Dizzy" Dean has become a legend 
in his lifetime. 

I am proud to be able to say that 
"Dizzy" Dean is a resident of Mississippi, 
and for many years has been one of our 
most respected and beloved citizens. Re
cently the Legislature of Mississippi took 
the time to draft and approve a resolu
tion honoring "Dizzy" Dean. 

The resolution presents a concise and 
moving portrait of this man who has 
brought so much joy into our American 
way of life. I call this resolution to the 
attention of my fellow Senators, so that 
they may share in this expression of 
appreciation for a fine American. 
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Mr. President, out of order I ask unan
imous consent that Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120 adopted by the Mississippi 
Legislature be printed in the REcoRD. 

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

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 120 
Concurrent resolution expressing the warm 

appreciation of the citizens of the State of 
Mississippi to Jerome Herman "Dizzy" Dean 
for his distinguished and phenomenal 
career in big league baseball, sports tele
casting, business, and leadership in moti
vating the youth of America to attain 
higher goals of sportsmanship and basic 
American ideals 
Whereas the citizenry and leadership of the 

State of Mississippi and tens of milllons of 
Americans were shocked and disappointed in 
recent days by the worldwide news that the 
ever-popular and internationally known 
Jerome Herman "Dizzy" Dean would not be 
telecasting the National Broadcasting Co.'s 
Baseball "Game of the Week," which, after 
two decades, had become an integral part of 
the American weekend favorite entertain
ment; and 

Whereas this outstanding American has 
achieved such success in the sports world, 
baseball telecasting, and the business and 
recreation.allife of our Nation, that his fame, 
honor, and respect is deemed comparable to 
the greatest of leaders in our country's 
history; and 

Whereas "Dizzy" Dean, as he is a.trection
ately known to his lifelong accumulation of 
friends, as well as millions of admirers who 
respect his homespun wit and humor, hu
mility and dignity; and his ardent support 
o! the noble principles and ideals which have 
made America the greatest o:r all nations; and 

Whereas the untimely absence of "Ole Diz" 
from Nattonal Broadcasting Co.'s "Game of 
the Week" with his wealth of knowledge of 
baseball and many and varied personal ex
periences as a professional player for many 
years attaining for him a place in Baseball's 
Hall of Fame, will forever leave a vacuum 
in the hearts of milllons of the game's fans; 
and 

Whereas Jerome Herman Dean has adopted 
the State of Mississippi as his home where 
his charming, lovely, and devoted wife, 
Patricia Nash Dean, was reared, and they have 
recently reconstructed and built their per,
manent home near the towns of Bond and 
Wiggins in Stone Oounty, Miss., where they 
welcome their friends from all walks of life 
across America; and 

Whereas this remarkable man has, through 
the years, unselfishly and devotedly broad
casted and telecasted true, glowing, and ac
curate statements about this State, yet real
izing countless prejudiced and uninformed 
persons would attempt to intimidate and 
undermine him for his personal tribute of 
his adopted home, its attributes, opportu
nities, and favorable future; and 

Whereas in addition to "Dizzy" Dean's 
generous personal commendations of Missis
sippi and the South, including the great 
athletic achievements in the Southeastern 
and Southwest Conferences, he has invested 
his own capital in private enterprise indus
tries in Mississippi, and thence is contribut
ing to the economic, industrial, and educa
tional growth of this State: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the frtate of Mis
sissippi (the House of Representatives con
curring therein) , That we again express the 
warm appreciation of ourselves, other public 
officials, and the citizenry of the State of 
Mississippi to Jerome Herman "Dizzy" Dean 
of Stone County, Miss., and "Everywhere, 
U.S.A.," for his distinguished and phenom
enal career in big league baseball, outstand
ing sports telecasting, and civic leadership 

which has served to inspire millions of Amer
ica's youth to higher attainments in good. 
sportsmanship and the basic and noble prin
ciples of citizenship which have made Amer
ica so great: and that we wish for him and 
his family continued good health, prosperity, 
and happiness; and be it further 

Resolved, That an enrolled copy of this 
resolution be forwarded to Jerome Herman 
"Dizzy" Dean and Patricia "Pat" Nash Dean, 
the president of the National Broadcasting 
Co., the president of the Falstaff Brewing 
Oorp., the department of archives and his
tory, and copies to the capitol press corps. 

Adopted by the senate- April 4, 1966. 
ARNOLD MARTIN, 

President of the Senate. 
Adopted by the house of representatives 

April 6, 1966. 
MA'rl'Y Sn.VERS, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

SOYBEANS 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this 
1s the year of the soybean in Tilinois, the 
Nation, and the world. Never has the 
demand for the oil and protein of this 
versatile crop been so high. I wish to 
urge farmers to plant more soybeans this 
spring and to improve their yields 
through better farm methods and man
agement. 

President Johnson requested increased 
production of soybeans in his food-for
freedom message. Vice President HUM
PHREY and Secretary of Agriculture Free
man also made public statements. Mr. 
Freeman and his associates of the De
partment of Agriculture are cooperating 
with the National Soybean Crop Im
provement Council in our current drive. 

nlinois is far and away the largest 
soybean producing Sta.te, harvesting 174 
million bushels last year. But more soy
beans are needed to meet the need for its 
lifesaving protein by millions of under
nourished peoples throughout the world. 

I wish to commend the National Soy
bean Council on their efforts and I ask 
unanimous consent that the attached 
editortal from the business and finance 
section of the Washington Post, and the 
statement of the National Soybean Crop 
Improvement Council be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
Apr. 4, 1966} 

SoYBEANS ARE GROWING FAST INTO IMPORTANT 
PROFIT CROP 

(By Eric Wentworth) 
They don't grow in amber wa.ves, like grain. 

They don't get as high as an elephant's eye, 
like corn. 

But soybeans, though overlooked in the 
songbooks, have swiftly become one of the 
American farmer's most profitable and im
portant crops. 

Their popularity today is spreading espe
cially fast in the South. In fact, the words to 
"Dixie" might well be "land of soybeans" in
stead of "land of cotton." For soybean acres 
top cotton acres today in most Southern 
States, including such traditional cotton 
strongholds as MissisSippi and Arkansas. 

SWAMPLAND DRAINED 
In Louisiana alone, acreage planted to soy

beans this year will be more than three times 
the 1960-64 average, Agriculture Department 
surveys show. Officials in Louisiana say rice 
farmers have found they can grow the beans 

as a rotation crop on otherwise idle land. 
Other large-scale operators are dra.ining hun
dreds of acres of swampland to grow beans. 

Nationally. acreage planted to soybeans has 
more than doubled from 15.6 million acres 
during the Korean war to 35.4 million acres 
last year. Output soared during the same 
period from 284 million bushels (in 1951) to 
844 million, or well over half the world total. 

Today soybeans, which first came to this 
country from China in the early 1800's, swell 
American farmers' bank accounts by $.2 bil
lion a year. As one of the top commercial 
export crops, they contribute hundreds of 
millions of dollars annually to the Nation's 
trade balance. 

And demand, both in this country and 
abroad, keeps growing. 

In fact, while Secretary of Agriculture 
Orville L. Freeman and his fellow glut
busters began striving to trim costly sur
pluses of corn, wheat, and cotton after taking 
office 5 years ago, when it came to soybeans 
they actually launched steps to encourage 
output lest dashing demand send prices 
through the roof. 

Freeman took another dramatic stride in 
this direction a few days ago by announcing 
an increase in the Government price-support 
level on this year's crop to an average $2.50 
a bushel from the $2.25 level of the past 4 
years. Though actual market prices are 
averaging even higher, the support level, at 
which farmers can turn their crop over to 
the Government for loans or eventual sale, 
Will provide more generous insurance against 
any sharp price dip. 

Unlike most Government-controlled crops, 
farmers don't have to ·accept production 
curbs to qualify for soybean price-support 
privileges. 

RISE IN ACREAGE SOUGHT 
Thanks to the higher price supports, plus 

a previously announced scheme to let corn 
farmers plant soybeans on their regular acre
age allotments for corn, administration pol
icymakers hope farmers will increase bean 
.plantings this year to as many as 38.5 million 
acres and produce from 915 to 925 million 
bushels. Within a couple of years, it's reck
oned, output will probably pass the billion
bushel mark. 

Why the incredible demand for soybeans? 
The adjective most frequently applied to 
them is "versatile." The list of products 
made from them seems boundless, from 
breakfast foods to billiard balls. 

Soybeans, which come in many colors from 
yellow to black, are processed into two basic 
materials; meal and oil. 

The National Soybean Crop Improvement 
Council estimates that about 98 percent of 
the meal is fed to poultry and livestock with 
the rest used in various specialty products 
for human use. Of the oil, about 90 percent 
turns up in such familiar forms as mar
garine, salad dressing, and cooking oil, while 
the remaining 10 percent goes into paints, 
plastic, resins, and soap. 

HIGH PROTEIN CONTENT 
From the food standpoint, probably the 

soybean's most important value is its high 
protein content-especially important for 
the Johnson administration's planned "war" 
on world hunger and malnutrition. 

Most of the 150 million pounds of vege
table oils that President Johnson proposes 
sending India to meet her famine threat 
will likely come from soybeans. And scien
tists have come up with special, high-protein 
foods made from the beans-one being "soy
burgers." 

THE U.S. SOYBEAN AND THE HUNGER GAP: 
REPORT OF NATIONAL SOYBEAN CROP IM
PROVEMENT COUNCIL 
The earliest written record we have of the 

soybean dates back about 4-,300 years 
when a Chinese emperor listed over 300 hu
man ills which he believed the soybean 



April 18, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORO- SENATE 8237 
would cure. The first brought to this coun
try came as a ballast in sailing vessels in the 
middle of the 19th century. 

For almost a century, its potential un
known and its versatility undreamt of, the 
soybean remained obscure and unappre
ciated in the United States. Although its 
possibility as a silage feed for livestock was 
investigated by the U.S. Department of Agri
culture in 1890, 25 more years passed before 
the first bushel of soybeans was processed 
into meal and oil-at a cottonseed mill in 
Elizabeth City, N.C. In 1940 it was still a 
minor crop, with less than 5 million acres 
being harvested for the beans (another 8 
million acres in soybeans were grown for 
forage, or grazed or plowed under to increase 
soil fertility). 

The needs of World War II, when the 
United States was cut off from vegetable oil 
imports, and the intensive hurry-up re
search into all possible ways to meet the 
needs for oils and fats and protein feed 
provided the stage on which the soybean 
would begin playing its proper role. 

In the past decade, soybean acreage has 
almost doubled, while acreages for corn, 
wheat, cotton, rice, tobacco, peanuts, pota
toes, oats, hay, and flax have decreased. Last 
year U.S. farmers harvested 34.5 million 
acres of soybeans-an area larger than Ar
kansas--with a farm value of more than $2 

. billion. 
But still another 3.5 million acres or more 

is needed this year. 
THE VERSATILE BEAN 

Products of the soybean, oil or meal,· are 
used in livestock and poultry feed, break
fast foods, diets for babies and diabetics, 
macaroni, crackers, sauces, shortening, salad 
oil, paint, soap, candy, doughnuts, ice cream, 
cosmetics, textiles, insecticides, and water
proofing-to list a few. 

However, wide as is the variety of uses 
for soybean products, it is important to 
remember that 98 percent of the bean's high 
protein meal is fed to livestock and poultry, 
which turn its protein into meat, milk and 
eggs, and only 2 percent goes into protein 
specialties for human consumption. Ninety 
percent of the oil is put into such edible 
products as margarine, cooking oil and salad 
oil, with the remaining 10 percent going for 
such industrial uses as paints, .plastics, 
resins, and soap. 

It is not, then, for cosmetics or candy that 
the additional 3.5 million acres of soybeans
equivalent to some 100 million bushels
are needed. 

What is needed is the oil and the protein, 
found in abundance in the soybean, for feed
ing to the world's 1.5 billion undernourished 
or malnourished persons-a number almost 
as large as the entire world's population in 
1900. This is a need that is recognized not 
only by President Johnson, members of Con
gress and the Department of Agriculture, but 
by demographers and nutritionists every
where and by international organizations and 
most governments. 

tt is clearly understood that the United 
States cannot by itself appease the hunger 
of the world, even if it were to marshal all 
its resources behind the task. But the relief 
our farmers can provide would be significant, 
and the soybean may be the most important 
of our contributions. 

HUNGER CLAIMS MILLIONS 

Many people in food-poor underdeveloped 
lands have a normal life expectancy of under 
25 years-less by 5 years than the average 
life expectancy in the Egypt of the Pharoahs. 
The National Academy of Sciences, reporting 
on malnutrition of preschool children in un
derdeveloped countries, has stated that, while 
infant death rates in these countries may be 
six to eight times as great as those in more 
advanced countries, mortality rates in the 
1 .to 4 age group in backward countries pos
sibly are 50 to 60 times greater. It concluded 

that literally millions of preschool children 
die of malnutrition annually. 

Those who survive to live their meager and 
destitute span are stunted in mind as well as 
in body. The empty belly handicap of bil
lions denies mankind the fruits of their un
known potential, for these can give to society 
even less than they get from society. 

And exploding populations continue to 
force wider the world's hunger gap. In the 
fiJ.Zst 6 centuries after the birth of Christ, 
man increased his numbers by only 200 mil
lion, to about 500 million. During the next 
300 years, ending in 1900, world population 
more than tripled, reaching 1.6 billion. Now, 
in a mere 66 years, it has doubled, and it will 
double again in 35 years. 

President Johnson made it plain in his 
food-for-peace message that the Government 
will make a major effort to narrow the world 
hunger gap, and he expects the soybean to 
play a key role. He noted that demand for 
soybeans has climbed each year since 1960, 
and "despite record crops, we have virtually 
no reserve stocks." 

The Department of Agriculture immedi
ately followed this up with a modification of 
the Government's feed grain program that 
permits farmers participating in the program 
this year to plant all of their corn and other 
feed grain acreage allowed under the program 
to soybeans and still earn their total feed 
grain price support payment. This was fol
lowed in Congress by the introduction of 
bills to encourage increased soybean produc
tion, and the chairmen of the Agriculture 
Committees in the House and Senate added 
their voices to support the call for more 
soybeans. 

SCIENTISTS AT WORK 

Research now being conducted by the 
Government and private industry is seeking 
new and palatable ways to serve soybean pro
tein, such as a soy beverage. There already 
has been developed a bland soy flour that, 
when sprinkled on a bowl of rice or other 
cereal, can provid·e a person all of his protein 
needs for a day. 

Even greater than in the underdeveloped 
countries is the demand in the developed 
nations. As the Western World's living 
standards continue to climb, more and more 
people are finding the means to enjoy more 
of life's good things. And history is proof 
that, as living standards improve, diets also 
improve. This has always meant more meat, 
eggs, and milk on the dinner table. Nations 
where bread once was the only staff of life 
are becoming more deeply involved in liv·e
stock and poultry production. More hogs, 
cattle, and chickens means a larger consump
tion of mixed feeds, and this, in turn, is 
greatly increasing the demand for soybean 
meal. 

In the United States alone, Census Bureau 
projections forecast a 16-percent population 
increase and greater prosperity over the next 
10 years. One survey expects that by 1975 
Americans will be consuming 34 percent 
more beef, 12 percent more pork, and 29 
percent more broilers. Milk and egg· con
sumption will also rise. The same study 
also expects soybean oil demands to increase 
by about one-third in the next decade. 

QUESTIONS FOR FARMERS 

Thus, two questions of national concern 
are to be answered by American farmers this 
year. 

With world demand for oil and protein 
growing, will it be filled by soybeans grown 
by U.S. farmers-thus boosting farm income, 
reducing Government farm program costs 
and improving the Nation's balance of pay
ments? Or will the demand be filled by oil
seeds from elsewhere--sunfiower from Argen
tina and I(ussia, rapeseed from Canada, or 
soybeans from Brazil? 

Even with record domestic consumption 
and exports of U.S. corn this year, it appears 
that costly Government surplus stocks of 

corn will not be reduced. Will U.S. farmers 
produce fewer soybeans than the world de
mands while using· the soil instead to grow 
more corn that will add to surplus stocks? 

BIG CAMPAIGN UNDERWAY 

It was against this background of need 
and opportunity that the National Soybean 
Crop. Improvement Council in February 
launched an intensive campaign aimed at 
increasing soybean acreage in 1966 by 3.5 
million over 1965. This would yield, under 
normal conditions, an extra 100 million 
bushels. 

Announcing its campaign, the Council re
leased a statement that said in part: 

"American farmers would do well to heed 
the call-not just for humanitarian reasons, 
but for economic reasons, too. The soybean, 
requiring less cost and labor than many other 
profitable crops, has definitely come into its 
own as a money crop. 

"In recent years, many thousands of farm
ers have learned to plant soybeans for extra 
profit. They know their acreage limitations 
for corn, cotton, peanuts, tobacco and rice, 
and that soybeans will produce the best in
come on their remaining acres." 

Nationally, the average yield per acre of 
soybeans is about 25 bushels. This can be 
increased by improved control of weeds and 
insects, better selection of adaptable seeds, 
improved harvesting practices and, in 
Northern States, closer row widths. Acre 
yields of 35, or .even 40, bushels are not un
usual. The yield record was set in 1965 by 
John Reiser, Jr., of Ashland, Ill., who aver
aged 83 bushels. 

The Crop Improvement Council reports 
that more and more soybean producers have 
come to realize that, with an added yield 
of only a few bushels per acre, they can 
actually double their net profits. 

HOW IT'S DONE 

It take virtually no more labor, seed, or 
fertilizer to produce more bushels on an 
acre. (It does take good management.) 

Besides the fact that soybeans are more 
profitable to produce than many other cash 
crops, there are other virtues that explain 
their phenomenal success in recent years: 
It is a free-market crop; soybeans require less 
fieJd work, and thus alleviate the farm labor 
problem; it is a hardy crop that provides 
"insurance" in periods of bad weather that 
may damage other crops; soybeans are nat
ural risk spreaders for the diversifying farm
er who doesn't want to gamble on a single 
money crop. 

U.S. soybean processing capacity, according 
to the Department of Agriculture, is now 600 
million bushels anually. And with markets 
expanding rapidly, that capacity is being en
larged significantly for the 1966 crop-indi
cating that farmers will have no trouble 
finding buyers for their soybeans. 

It is a general rule of thumb that corn land 
is soybean 'land, so the heaviest production is 
found in the States of the Corn Belt. The 
Southeast and Midsouth in the last few years, 
however, has also become big product·ion 
country. 

The top producing States are: 
[In millions] 

Tilinois _____ ___ _______________ _ 
Iowa _________ ------- ____ ~ __ __ _ 
Arkansas_--------- -----------

~t~~~~~~ = ================== Indiana. __ _____ ________ :.. _____ _ 

~r~sSlppi:::::::::::::::::::: 
Kansas_- ---------------------South Carolina ______________ _ 
North Carolina_ •• __ ----------Tennessee ____________________ _ 

r~~fs~!~!:~~==:::::::::::::::: 

Acres 
planted, 

1965 

6.02 
4.85 
3. 21 
3.16 
3.11 
2. 95 
2.09 
1.45 
• 91 
.89 
.81 
• 73 
• 72 
.62 

Bushels 
produced, 

1965 

174 
123 
69 
58 
80 
82 
51 
32 
18 
20 
19 
17 
17 
13 
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SUPPORT OF NATIONAL INDEPEND
ENCE IN EAST-CENTRAL EUROPE 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, we live in 

an age which has often been described as 
a "revolution of rising expectations." 

Everywhere in the world people yearn 
for the same things: freedoms, the right 
to make the important choices in their 
own lives, an opportunity for a better 
life. 

In much of the world these things are 
coming to pass, for individuals hold the 
powers of government in their own 
hands, and government serves their will. 
In many parts of the world once auto
cratic governments are becoming in
creasingly responsive to the needs of 
their people. 

In Ghana the dictatorship of Nkrumah 
has been overthrown by a people tired of 
the cult of personality. In Indonesia, a 
government ) which was moving farther 
and farther down the road to commu
nism has been retrieved for the people by 
alert and courageous action. In Viet
nam hundreds of thousands of South 
Vietnamese :fight on to protect their 
country from Communist expansion. 

In the Communist bloc, however, no 
similar liberalization is . evident. In 
some instances, increased consumer 
goods have been provided because an 
outraged population demanded it. In 
several circumstances, what appeared to 
be dissent has been overheard. Yet this 
is really only the false window dressing 
of a totally autocratic Communist world. 

In the Soviet Union nearly half of the 
working population is engaged in agri
culture, yet the people do not have 
enough to eat. The same is true in 
China, and in Eastern Europe. 

At the very moment when optimistic 
observers in this country tell us of a 
growing Soviet liberalization, we see two 
leading writers condemned to long prison 
terms because they have spoken their · 
minds. 

The nations of Eastern Europe have 
been robbed of their individuality and 
their cultural identity, and yet we are 
told that life in the countries is improv .. 
ing. 

I would urge my colleagues to consider 
that if we in this country support this 
revolution of rising expectations, we 
must support if for those who live in 
virtual slavery behind the Iron and 
Bamboo Curtains, as we do for those 
elsewhere in the world. We cannot, for 
example, condemn dictatorial rule in 
Spain or South Africa, or Rhodesia, and 
stand silent about totalitarian rule in 
Poland, and Hungary, and Rumania. 

At this time I would like to share with 
my colleagues a report and recommenda
tions presented at the 12th session of 
the Assembly of Captive European Na
tions. This report notes: 

Despite the fact that the eyes of the world 
are at present focused on other crucial prob
lems confronting mankind, the issue of the 
captive nations belongs in the forefront of 
international issues. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert this 
statement in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
AsSEMBLY OF CAPTIVE EUROPEAN NATIONS, 

12TH SESSION: SUPPORT OF NATIONAL 
INDEPENDENCE IN EAST-CENTRAL EUROPE 

MEMORANDUM 

In his state of the Union message to the 
U.S. Congress on January 12, 1966, the Presi
dent of the United States pointed out that 
the most important principle of the Ameri
can foreign policy was "support of national 
independence--the right of each people to 
govern thexnselves--and shape their own in
stitutions" because "the insistent urge 
toward national independence is the strong
est force of today's world." The Assembly 
of Captive European Nations welcomes the 
spirit of the Presidential message, which is 
in full accord with the purpose of the Assem
bly of Captive European Nations; nam-ely, "to 
uphold, serve and further the rightful aspira
tions to freedom, national independence, and 
social justice of our people." 

The assembly believes that, despite the fact 
that the eyes of the world are at present 
focused on other crucial problems confront
ing mankind, the issue of the captive nations 
belongs in the forefront of international is
sues. Our conviction is strengthened by the 
recent developments in East-Central Europe, 
characterized by new repress! ve measures 
against the captive population and by 
hardening of the Communist line. It is suf
ficient to point to the recent arrests in Hun
gary, the campaign against the religious 
hierarchy in Poland, and the attacks against 
writers in Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia-an 
ominous parallel, no doubt, to the writers' 
trials in the Soviet Union. 

The new repressive trends in East-Central 
Europe indicate that--

1. The Communist regimes invariably draW 
the line in cultural liberalization whenever 
the Communist Party's monopoly on ideas 
is threatened. 

2. A large measure of subservience, varying 
in extent and intensity from country to coun
try, to Soviet (or, in the case of Albania, 
Chinese) foreign policy still seems to be the 
price the insecure east-central European re
gimes must pay for the indispensable Soviet 
support, which is a key to their remaining in 
power. It is also a fact that, in spite of the 
considerably varied alleviations and changes 
in east-central Europe, the Soviet union con
tinues to heavily influence the domestic and 
foreign affairs of the captive countries, and 
that the Communist parties in the area are 
determined to perpetuate thexnselves in 
power. 

The repressive Communist policies make it 
even more imperative that the free world 
explore every peaceful avenue to reach the 
east-central European peoples and assist 
them in their efforts to achieve both an 
amelioration of their living conditions and 
their political goals of freedom and self
determination. 

The assembly's views on some of these 
main avenues of approach are as follows: 

1. The assembly agrees with the present 
U.S. policy of denying Communist regimes 
goods of strategic value. We are also on rec
ord in counseling against long-·term credits 
to Communist regimes, since granting long
term credits to the Communists would be 
tantamount to a foreign aid program. 

The assembly welcomes initiatives that 
tend to help alleviate the plight of the cap
tive peoples. If foreign trade, however, is 
to support the national aspirations of the 
now subjugated peoples of east-central Eu
rope, it should be used to strengthen and 
encourage these peoples. It should not be 
used by the despotic Communist regimes to 

bolster their positions in the countries over 
which they at present rule. The captive 
peoples would greatly profit if East-West 
trade were to influence the east-central Eu
ropean economies toward preferential treat
ment of consumer goods production at the 
expense of heavy industry. Judging by past 
Communist performances in keeping tight 
rein on the captive peoples' quest for politi
cal freedoxns, Western trade with the East-
aimed at political objectives--does not at 
present appear to h ave a meaningful chance 
of success. 

There is no clearcut proof that cultural 
exchanges and trade with the West alone 
have led to liberalization, relaxation of 
tensions, or concessions of any kind since 
Stalin's death. So-called de-Stalinization, 
and its attendant outgrowth, has been and 
is initiated and exerted primarily by internal 
forces--namely, by opposition and resistance 
on the pa-rt of the east-central European 
peoples to the regimes and regime policies. 

2. We believe that full reciprocity should 
be demanded in cultural exchanges. At 
present there is a pronounced imbalance be
tween the freedom enjoyed by Communist 
propaganda and propagandists in the United 
States and any similar U.S. activities in east
central Europe. A steady flow of Communist 
propaganda to the communities of peoples 
of east-central E'uropean descent presents 
many latent dangers. Much of this material 
is clearly written and its political message is · 
understated. With the free world not be
ing granted similar privileges in east-central 
Europe, the Communists are in the advan
tageous position of selecting their target 
audiences in the West while they are not 
facing a corresponding challenge at home. 
The assembly therefore deems it its duty to 
combat force.fully the effects of such propa
ganda material. 

Trade and cultural exchanges, important 
as they are as means of helping the internal 
changes, cannot by themselves secure self
determination in east-central Europe. 

It is our conviction, buttressed by first
hand experience, that a policy of peaceful 
evolution must not digress from the primary 
objective--an east-central Europe unfettered 
by the fiats of totalitarian regimes. 

It is equally important that the captive 
European peoples be aware of the continued 
determination and willingness of the free 
world governments to lend their full moral 
and political support to this national objec
tive. 

Any notion of permanence of the status 
quo in east-central Europe runs against the 
vital interests of both the captive European 
nations and the absurd idea that the Com
munist sphere of influence is off limits for 
the free nations, while the non-Communist 
world is a private hunting ground for Com
munist aggression and subversion under the 
guise of "national wars of liberation" and 
other spurious la,bels. 

It is our opinion that a clear-cut expres
sion of U.S. nonacceptance of the present 
illegal and abnormal status quo in east
central Europe would contribute much to 
the morale of the captive European peo
ples. The United Nations and major inter
national conferences offer a most appropriate 
forum for such a policy statement by the 
United States. Moreover, at the United Na
tions and before the eyes of the world, Com
munist methods and wrongdoings can be 
effectively exposed and the Universal Declar
ation of Human Rights used a-s an important 
weapon to foster the struggle for freedom 
in the captive countries. 

In these days of swift" historic changes, 
when an impressive number of formerly 
dependent states have gained independence, 
the plight of the Communist-ruled east-cen
tral European nations remains a black mark 
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on the conscience of humanity. Although 
Communist aggression in other parts of the 
world niay at times divert the free world's 
attention from the European scene, the new 
challenge for the forces of freedom lies in 
their ability of assuring the east-central 
European peoples that they have not been 
forgotten. 

In this context, the assembly deems it ap
propriate to draw attention to a report of 
the Subcommittee on Europe of the Commit
tee on Foreign A1fairs, U.S. House of Repres
entatives. The report, dnted October 29, 
1962, recommended, in part, that the United 
States: 

"1. Take prompt, continuous, and ener
getic steps ·to make clear to the rest of the 
world that the United States continues to 
support the policy of refusing to accept the 
status quo in Eastern Europe, and the right 
to self-determination of the peoples of the 
captive nations; 

"2. Avail itself of every opportunity to ex
pose--especially to the peoples of the de
veloping countries-the methods, the im
plications, and the consequences of Soviet 
colonialism in Eastern Europe, attaching to 
this task as much importance as our Govern
ment does to the championing of the right 
to self-determination and national independ
ence of the nations of other continents." 

Consequently and in summary, the As
sembly of Captive European Nations urges 
the Government and the Congress of the 
United States: 

(a) To use more extensively the interna
tional forums in promoting the respect for 
the right to self-determination of the cap
tive peoples of east-central Europe; 

(b) To reaffirm on all appropriate occa
sions, and especially on the occasion of the 
Polish millennium, the lOth anniversary of 
the Hungarian National Revolution, and the 
national days of the captive countries, the 
unflinching stand of the U.S. Government 
and Congress regarding the restoration of 
national independence and freedom of the 
subjugated east-central European nations; 

(c) To insist on the principle of full 
reciprocity in cultural exchanges with the 
East, be it in the field of publications, art, 
dissemination of information, or tourism; 

(d) To use the apparent eagerness of the 
Communists to expand trade with the West 
as a lever to insure that such trade expan
sion will politically and economically benefit 
the captive peoples and will not ,be misused 
by the regimes to strengthen their hold on 
the peoples; 

(e) To ask the President of the United 
States to issue a. forceful Captive Nations 
Week proclamation and to support the ob
servance of Captive Nations Week by appro
priate manifestations in the Senate and the 
House of Representatives; 

(f) To lend all-out assistance to the As
sembly of Captive European Nations and its 
member organizations--symbols of the con
tinuity of the struggle for liberty of the 
enslaved nations of east-central EurODe. 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
THE NATION'S ELDERLY CITIZENS 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
Senate Special Committee on Aging, of 
which I am chairman, constantly works 
on increasing employment opportunities 
for our Nation's elderly. We find that 
older Americans who seek employment 
frequently need advice regarding effec
tive techniques for doing so. 

An excellent article entitled "How To 
Look for a Job," was recently received 
by our committee and other subscribers 
to a service known as the P/R Work
shop, which is published by the Bureau 

of Business Practice, 24 Rope Ferry Road, an your savings in the stock market, but 
Waterford, Conn. sympathy won't get you a job. His main 

·This is a service prepared for em- interest is in learning whwt you can do that 
ployers, personnel directors, and em- his company needs to have done. Don't dis-
p loyees to provide ...,,;dance on success- cuss your personal problems. Talk about 

o~ what you can do for him. 
ful preparation for retirement and You are applying for a job as night 
enriching the later years. I ask unan- watchman in a large factory where watch
imous consent that this material be in- men wear uniforms. You should show up 
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, at for your interview wearing: 
this point of my remarks in order that (a) A rented uniform, resembling as much 
the excellent advice in it may reach the as possible the uniform worn at this plant. 

(b) The new Hawaiian sports shirt your 
largest possible number of elderly job wife gave you for Christmas. She says it 
seekers. looks well on you and will bring you luck. 

There being no objection, the material (c) A suit. 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, (d) Clean work clothes, such as dungarees, 
as follows: · a shirt and slacks, or overalls. 

How To LooK FOR A JoB Answer. (c). Most people agree that you 
will make your best impression, no matter 

(EDITOR's NoTE.-Job hunting is seldom a what kind of job you're applying for, if 
bed of roses. It calls for real skill, initiative, you wear a clean, well-pressed suit. Sports 
and sometimes hard and discouraging pave- shirts, wild colors, string ties, 10-gallon hats 
ment pounding. The person well trained in and the like are out. Clean work clothes 
the job of his choice and thoroughly familiar are better, however, than a soiled or shabby 
with the various job-hunting techniques al- suit. 
ways has a better chance of success. For 5. When writing a letter, or being inter-
older workers especially being wetl prepared viewed, you should: 
and knowing how to look for a job is essen- ( ) D 
tial. Of course a certain amount of preju- a. o everything possible to conceal your 

age. 
dice still exists against hiring older persons. (b) Apologize for your age. 
But research education, and actual experi-
ence with older workers are beginning to (c) Boast about your age, especially if the 
break down this feeling. The main con- interviewer is much younger. 
siderations in finding work are the number (d) Ignore your age and emphasize your 
of job openings, your own skllls and abilities, experience. 
and the desire to work.) Answer. (d). Your experience is the major 

The way to find a job is get out and look asset you have to offer. Your age doesn't 
for one; waiting at home for employers to count. If you have 40 years of work in your 
come looking for you is unlikely to be pro- field behind you, it is obvious that you're 
ductlve. Job hunting is hard work, of a no youngster-but it is likewise clear that 
kind for which most of us are untrained. we you have something to offer an employer who 
spend too little time making the rounds, we values experience above youth. 
tend to get discouraged too easily, to talk not 6. You have an appointment with a per
to the people who could be most helpful, but sonnellnterviewer. He keeps you waiting for 
to those who can do the least for us: In three-quarters of an hour. When you are 
general, we muddle along, muffing some op- finally admitted to his office, you should: 
portunltles and failing to recognize others. (a) Say nothing, just enter in silence. 

To avoid the most common errors, take this (b) Tactfully point out that he owes you 
quiz, which will tip you off to some impor- more respect than he has shown. 
tant facts about job hunting. The answers (c) Tell him exactly how he has !neon-
are based on the experience and observations venlenced you. 
of job counselors for older workers. (d) Assume that his tardiness was un-

Your handwriting is good. When you avoidable, and was not intended to insult 
write letters applying for an interview you you. 
should: 

(a.) Write them all by hand, even if it Answer. (b). Experts say that older people 
takes a very long time. looking for work are more sensitive than 

(b) Have them typed, even if you have to younger people, that they take offense more 
pay to have this done. readily, and often assume that they have 

Answer. (b). Unless you are applying for been insulted when no slight was intended. 
some sort of work in which your handwriting The interviewer should-and probably did
wlll be a factor, it's better to have your let- make every effort to keep his appointment 
ters typed. They will be easier to read, neat- with you, and he owes you an explanation 
er, and more businesslike in appearance. or apology for having kept you waiting. But 

If you don't know the name of the owner, your primary concern right now is not to 
president or personnel manager of the com- correct his manners but to get a job. Forget 
pany to which you are writing, you should: about having been kept waiting, and con-

(a) Address the individual as "Dear Sir." centrate on making a favorable impression, 
· (b) Phone the company 'first and ask for 7. Your feet hurt, and you're not feeling 
the name of the man in charge of employ- particularly cheerful. But you have planned 
ment interviewing. to visit at least one more employment agency 

Answer. (b). It is always better to address or personnel office before giving up for the 
a letter to a specific person rather than to a. day You should: 
"Dear Sir." It shows that you have taken (a) Force yourself to stick to your plan. 
the trouble to learn something about the (b) Put off the next visit until you're 
company you want to work for, and is more feeling better. 
complimentary to the person you are ad- Answer. (b). Low spirits, fatigue, and 
dressing, both of which get you off to a good other negative feelings are often contagious. 
start. You yourself probably prefer to have cheer-

You should always assume that the per- ful, confident, friendly people working 
son to whom you write or talk is: around you, and the interviewer undoubtedly 

(a) Interested in helping you. feels that way, too. Walt until you are at 
(b) Interested in learning as much as pos- your best before you undertake to apply for 

sible about your personal problems. a job. Incidentally, one way to avoid dis-
(c) Interested in discovering how you can couragement 1s to recognize, before you start, 

be of use to him and his company. - that you are going to get more "no" than 
Answer. (c). Maybe the interviewer would "yes" answers in the course of job hunting, 

be sorry for you 1! he knew that your wife and that patience, endurance, and deter
needed an operation, or that you had lost mination Will eventually pay o1f. 
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8. If an interviewer asks about your last 

place of employment, you should: 
(a) Tell him frankly what you did 

did not like about the company. 

community of the Soviet Union. Our 
concern continues. 

and For this reason, 68 Senators joined me 

(b) Exaggerate the importance of your job 
and the esteem in which you were held. 

(c) Avoid discussing grievances or criticiz
ing management. 

(d) Talk about the trouble you . had in 
~etting along with younger men 1n your 
department. 

Answer (c) . Whether or not you got along 
well with others in your last job, it puts 
you-not them-in a bad light when you 
complain about your employers or colleagues, 
especially to strangers. Think of the best 
things you can truthfully say, and omit 
everything else. 

Because you are older than many of the 
applicants for a. job, you should: 

(a) Offer to accept less than the going rate 
ofpay. . 

(b) Say at once that you are Wllling to do 
"anything." 

(c) Have some specific ideas as to what 
you might do for the company and what it 
should be worth to them. 

Answer (c). A frequent complaint from 
employers is that older people are too vague 
about the work they can or will do. The 
fact that you're willing to do anything gives 
an employer no clue as to where you might 
fit in his organization. Here's some more 
sound advice: Don't beg and don't bargain. 
If you've been working all your life you've 
acquired skills and habits which are val
uable to some employers. Don't underesti
mate what you have to sell and don't put too 
low a price tag on it. What you're looking 
for is the employer who can use what you 
have to sell. Take the trouble, before you 
call on any company, to try to find out what 
kinds of work you could do for it. If it 
needs someone to do that work, and if you 
can do it properly, you should get the going 
rate. If you can't do it, offering yourself as a. 
bargain will ordinarily not help. 

GETTING READY FOR THE JOB INTERVIEW 
Careful preparation for each interview will 

increase your chances for a job. It will also 
make the interview go more smoothly. Have 
ready the answers to the questions typically 
asked of the older jobseeker. Questions such 
as: Age? Salary expected? Reasons for leav
ing last job? Why are you seeking work? Are 
you willing to accept a new type of work? 
W11ling to work at a. lower level? 

Practice sessions with a friend may make 
you feel more secure during the interview. 
Have your friend ask you a. list of questions 
you have prepared. 

THE JOB APPLICATION 
When you apply for a job, you're usually 

asked to fill out a job application form. The 
questions asked may vary slightly from com
pany to company, but most forms usually 
ask the same type of questions: name, age, 
date of birth, address, telephone, where pre
viously employed, education, relatives em
ployed with company you're seeking to work 
for. 

Don't be in a hurry to fill out the form. 
Take your time and do a neat job. Make sure 
you have all the information you need to 
complete the form. For example, do you 
know what your social security number is? 
Take along your card. 

in sending a message to the meeting 
called by the American Jewish Confe:
ence on Soviet Jewry, which is now m 
progress in Philadelphia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this message, and the names of 
the Senators who signed it, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the message 
and names of Senators were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
MESSAGE FOR THE MEETING OF THE AMERICAN 

JEWISH CONFERENCE ON SOVIET JEWRY, 
PHILADELPHIA, PA., APRIL 17-18, 1966 
The plight of Soviet Jewry has long been 

a concern of the U.S. Senate. On more than 
one occasion the Senate adopted resolutions 
expressing sympathy for the Jews living in 
the Soviet Union-and condemning the 
Soviet policy of discrimination against Jewish 
culture, religion, and community. They ex
pressed otfr fervent hope for a reversal of 
Soviet policy. 

We therefore consider it fitting, as U.S. 
Senators to register our stanch support of 
the Am~rican Jewish community's protests 
against the anti-Semitic policies of the Soviet 
Union. We must continually direct the 
world's attention to this state of affairs, and 
put forward the insistent demand that the 
3 million Jews of the Soviet Union be allowed 
to live creatively and in dignity as Jews. 

The faots are well known. They have been 
ably presented by the American Jewish Con
ference on Soviet Jewry, which was founded 
just 2 years ago in our Nation's Capital. 

Soviet Jews are prevented from living out 
their lives freely as Jews-even within the 
framework of the prerogatives and institu
tions sanctioned by the Soviet Constitution, 
by Soviet law and practice. Thus, the Jews, 
alone among all Soviet ethnic groups, are 
forbidden schools and other institutions of 
Jewish learning and research, though all are 
required if the ancient heritage of the Jews 
is to be perpetuated. Similarly, the Jews, 
alone among all Soviet religious groups, are 
forbidden the right to have any form of na
tionwide federation of congregation or of 
clergy. Yet, religious Jews strongly desire 
contact and communication with their breth
ren elsewhere in the world. They want and 
need officially sanctioned ties with co
religionists abroad, just as they want and 
need to secure necessary religious articles. 

Soviet policy seems to be aiming at the 
obliteration of the Jewish community and 
Jewish culture. This must be vigorously 
protested-not only by those who value and 
revere the ancient Jewish tradition and 
civilization, but also by every person who 
respects the fundamental human right of a 
group to live in peace and security. 

Jewish families have been scattered 
throughout the world, as the result of the 
many upheavals and changes that have 
marked this century. In the SOviet Union 
there are tens of thousands of Jews who 
desire-after decades of sorrow and tragedy
to be rejoined with their broken families in 
the United States, in Israel, and other coun
tries. The U.S.S.R. has accepted the prin- · 
ciple of the reunification of broken families, 
and we strongly support the plea that the 
soviet Government translate this principle 

SOVIET POLICY OF DISCRIMINA- into practice. 
TION AGAINST JEWISH COMMU- So long as these injustices persist, protests 
NITY OF SOVIET UNION will be in order. We in the Senate of the 

United States will continue to put forward 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, in the rightful demands and support those of our 

past the Senate has adopted resolutions - fellow-Americans in this cause. 
expressing concern for the Soviet policy We deem it appropriate that you should 
of discrimination against the Jewish be meeting today in Independence Hall-a 

site that is sacred to all men who prize 
liberty-to deliberate the ways and means of 
helping the Jewish community in the SOviet 
Union. 

Senator ABRAHAM A. RmiCOFF. 
Senator GORDON ALLOTT. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT. 
Senator BIRCH BAYH. 
Senator WALLACE F. BENNETT. 
Senator J. CALEB BOGGS. 
Senator DANIEL B. BREWSTER. 
Senator QUENTIN N. BURDICK. 
Senator HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 
Senator ROBERT C. BYRD. 
Senator HOWARD W. CANNON. 
Sen a tor CLIFFORD P. CASE. 
Senator JosEPHS. CLARK. 
Senator JOHN SHERMAN CoOPER. 
Senator THOMAS J. DODD. 
Senator PETER H. DOMINICK. 
Senator PAUL H. DOUGLAS. 
Senator PAUL J. FANNIN. 
Senator HIRAM L. FONG. 
Senator ERNEST GRUENING. 
Senator PHILIP A. HART. 
Senator VANCE HARTKE. 
Senator SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. 
Senator RoMAN L. HRusKA. 
Senator DANIEL K. INOUYE. 
Senator HENRY M. JACKSON. 
Senator JACOB K. JAviTS. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNm'l'. 
Senator ROBERT F. KENNEDY. 
Senator THOMAS H. KUCHEL. 
Senator FRANK J. LAUSCHE. 
Senator EDWARD V. LONG. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON. 
Senator EUGENE J. MCCARTHY. 
Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN. 
Senator GALE W. McQEE. 
Senator GEORGE McGovERN. 
Senator THOMAS J. MCINTYRE. 
Senator LEE METCALF. 
Senator JACK MILLER. 
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE. 
Senator A. S. MIKE MONRONEY. 
Senator JOSEPH M. MONTOYA. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE. 
Senator THRUSTON B. MORTON. 
Senator FRANK E. Moss. 
Senator KARL E. MUNDT. 
Senator GEORGE MURPHY. 
Senator MAURINE NEUBERGER. 
Senator JOHN 0. PASTORE. 
Senator JAMES B. PEARSON. 
Senator CLAIBORNE PELL. 
Senator WILLIAM PROXMIRE. 
Senator jENNINGS RANDOLPH. 
Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL. 
Senator HUGH ScOTT. 
Senator MILWARD L. SIMPSOJf. 
Senator GEORGE A. SMATHERS. 
Senator STUART SYMINGTON. 
Senator STROM: 'I'HU!tMOND. 
Senator JoHN G. TOWER. 
Senator JOSEPH D. TYDINGS. 
Senator HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JR. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH. 
Senator STEPHEN M. YOUNG. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE. 
Senator WINSTON L. PROUTY. 
Senator EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN. 
Senator GAYLORD NELSON. 

TRUTH IN LENDING 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I was 
very encouraged to see an editorial re
cently carried by the Kansas City Star 
in support of President Johnson's recom
mended protection for the consumer. 

The Star'S editorial in effect endorses 
truth in lending and truth in packag
ing. The editorial states: 

Government, we believe, is obligated to 
represent the consumer and protect him 
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against fraud, harmful substances and mls- lagging because of an inadequate supply 
representation. of Federal aid interstate funds needed to 

The editorial also urges that consumer maintain the construction . schedule. I 
safeguards be reasonable and that we believe the summary is worth bringing to 
refrain from having a maze of regula- the attention of the Senate, . and I ask 
tions and restrictions. unanimous consent that it be printed in 

The truth-in-lending bill, as Senators the RECORD. 
know, requires only the disclosure of the There being no objection, the report 
actual costs of credit. In my ·opinion, was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
it follows the principle of reasonableness as follows: 
WhiCh thiS editorial endorses. I ask INTERSTATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM IN MINNESOTA, 
unanimous consent that the editorial • JANUARY 1, 1966 
from the Kansas City Star of March 24, There has been considerable information 
1966, be printed in the RECORD. presented from time to time on the status 

There being no objection, the editorial of th~ interstate construction program, some 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD showmg the number of miles completed and 

' open to tratnc, miles under construction, and 
as follows: miles in the preliminary design stages. Most 

REASONABLE PROTECTION FOR THE of these news releases make for interesting 
CoNSUMER reading, but do not give the reader a clear 

The President has sent to Congress a long picture of the status of the interstate pro
list of proposed corrective measures designed gram, as to the financing of the program or 
to protect the consumer. The roster in- the possibility of the entire system being 
eludes the large problems of honest packag- completed and open to tratnc in accordance 
ing and labeling and interest rates on loans with the provisions of the 1956 Federal-Aid 
and installment purchases. It is specific Highway Act which created the Interstate 
right down to the point of suggesting that Highway System, as we know it today. 
the number of pills in a bottle of children's In order to give a little better insight into 
aspirin be limited. what is taking place toward completion of 

Government, we believe, 1s obligated to the Interstate Highway System in Minne
represent the consumer and .protect him sota, a few statistics will be presented show
against fraud, harmful substances and mis- ing the status of Minnesota's Interstate 
representation. For Government to do so is Highways as of January 1, 1966. 
in the fundamental interests of a free enter- Total miles of designated interstate high-
prise economy. If a consumer cannot de- ways in Minnesota, 901 miles. 
termine the contents of a package from its Open to tratnc (includes 52.8 miles not 
label, if a product is not what its label says completed to full standards), 277 miles. 
it is, then. the essence of competitive capital- Under construction, 184 miles. 
ism is badly damaged. In our society a su- Preliminary engineering and/or right of 
perior product is supposed to prosper and a · way acquisition in progress, 440 miles. 
poor product is supposed to fall by the way- This means, to complete on schedule, Min
side. Misleading labels and phony claims nesota must complete and open to tratnc 
can put a premium on inferiority. an average of over 100 miles of interstate 

At the same time we believe it must be per year during the next 6 years. 
recognized that the distance between a leg- It should also be noted from these statls
lslatlve ideal and its bureaucratic reality; tics that Minnesota has some work in prog
when administered, can be very great. we ress on every mile of the designated system 
would not like to see arbitrary and stringent in the State. 
regulations enforced by whim and carried The published construction program has 
to the length that initiative and innovation been tailored to complete the entire inter
might suffer. That, in the long run, would state system in the State by the target date 
be no service to the consumer. 1972, after giving due consideration to the 

Certainly Government has a place in po- necessary staging in the more complex con-
11cing against outright fraud and In doing _ struction projects. The Minnesota Highway 
all it can to prevent the indiscriminate sale Department has the capability of placing 

this work under ~ontract and supervising 
the construction and it is confident the con
struction industry has the capability to do 
its part. The one element that Is lacking 
In order to complete this huge and chal
lenging assignment is an adequate supply 
of Federal-aid Interstate funds as needed 
to maintain the construction schedule which 
has been set up to meet the 1972 completion 
date. 

As we see it, there are two things that 
must be done to make adequate Federal 
aid interstate funds available when needed. 

1. Eliminate quarterly obligation controls 
to permit States to maintain an orderly con
struction contract letting schedule. 

2. Increased revenue for the Federal High
way Trust Fund so as to provide adequate 
funds to complete the Interstate Highway 
System on schedule and increase annual in
terstate apportionments to the States in such 
amounts as to permit the States to maintain 
realistic construction schedules. 

The present and future condition of Fed
eral aid interstate funds for Minnesota, as 
we see it, is as follows: 

Millions 
Total Federal aid interstate 

funds obligated as of Jan. 1, 
1966------------------------- $514 

Balance Federal aid interstate funds 
required to complete system -------

Unobligated balance of 1967 fiscal y.ear 
apportionment (Jan. 1, 1966) ------

Estimated apportionment 1968 fiscal 
year-------------------------------

Estimated apportionment 1969 fiscal year ______________________________ _ 

Estimated apportionment 1970 fiscal 
year---------------·----------------

Estlmated apportionment 1971 fiscal 
year-------------------------------

Total anticipated Interstate Fed-
eral aid which will be available 

442 

68 

68 

70 

67 

to Minnesota under present 
funding setup________________ 330 

Additional Federal aid interstate 
needed to complete Interstate 
System in Minnesota ________ _ 

1 See footnote 1 at end of table below. 
112 

A nominal 2Y2 percent annual increase in 
construction costs would increase the $112 
million deficit by another $20 million. 

of nostrums that can cause physical harm. 
There are scientific criteria that can be ap
plied and standards of weight and measure 
that can be insisted upon. But the Ameri
can consumer is not a complete fool. Gov
errup.ent cannot be expected to hold his hand 
at every turn and to count the change for 
him. 

Federal interstate funds needed to implement 5-year program 

Reasonable consumer safeguards are in 
the public interest and in the interest of 
the economy. A stultifying maze of regula
tions and restrictions could raise costs and 
strangle the market In redtape. 

THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM IN MINNESOTA 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, re
cently I cosponsored S. 1976, Senator 
HARTKE's bill to repeal the so-called Byrd 
amendment, which would make availa
ble for immediate use funds to complete 
the interstate highway program. Com
missioner John R. Jamieson, depart
ment of highways for the State of Min
nesota, has sent to me a resume of the 
interstate highway program in Minne-
sota, which clearly points out that the 
construction program in Minnesota 1s 

[In millions of dollars] 

1966_-- -----------------------------------
1967--- -----------------------------------
1968_-- -----------------------------------
1969_-- -----------------------------------
1970.-------------------------------------

Prelimlnary 
engineering 

~!&!~~~~ 
utllities 

16 
u 
16 
5 
1 

Construction 
contracts 

46 
86 

101 
84 
64 

Total Apportion- Accumula-
needed ment tive deficit 

61 1267 -4 
110 68 -46 
117 68 -95 
89 70 -114 
65 67 -112 

1 Totall967 fiscal year apportionment, $68,000,000. 
1st quarter allotment made available Oct. 8,1965. 
2d quarter allotment made available Jan. 3, 1966. 
3d quarter allotment expected on or about Apr. 4,1966. 
4th quarter allotment expected on or about June 30, 1966. 
Only ~ of annual apportionment will be available for obligation during tWs fiscal year (1966)~ 

'Balance, Jan. 1,1966. 

Attached copy of "Status of the Highway 
Trust Fund," a part of a Department of Com
merce, Bureau of Public Roads, news release, 
dated February 9, 1966, shows the balance in 
the trust fund on December 31, 1965, to be 
less than $9 million, and expenditures ex
ceeded revenue by $266 m1111on during the 
first hal! of fiscal year 1966 (July 1-Dec. 31, 
1965). 

Recommendations: (1) Immediate repeal 
of Byrd amendment, (2) adequate additional 
revenue be diverted to the highway trust 
:fund to cover present cost estimates plus a 
reasonable increase in the construction cost 
index. 

Date: February 16, 1966. 
(Attachment: News release by BPR.) 
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TABLE IV.-Status of the highway trust fund 

[In thousands of dollars] 

3 months · 1st 6 
ended months, 

Dec. 31, fiscal year 
1965 1966 

Balance at beginning of period____ 235, 613 284, 858 
===== 

Income: 
T ax revenue: 

Motor-fuel taxes (net after refunds) __ _____ _________ _ 
Less motorboat fuel reve-

660, 624 1, 441,651 

nue ~-- - - - -- - ---------- -- 11,000 23,400 

Net for highways______ 649, 624 1, 418,251 
Trucks, buses, and trailers_ 106, 102 241, 983 
Tires, tubes, and tread 

rubber __ -------- --- -- -- - 128, 395 254, OM Vehicle use____________ ___ _ 10, 564 65, 103 

Total excise revenues___ 894, 685 1, 979, 391 
Interest earned______ ____ __ ____ 1, 716 4, 605 
Advances from general fund___ 70,000 70,000 

Total Income________________ 966, 401 2, 053, 996 
Disbursements for highways_- --- - 1, 193, 131 2, 329, 971 
Balance at end of period___________ 8, 883 8, 883 

1 Transferred to the land and water conservation ftmd 
pursuant to title ll, sec. 202, Public Law 88-578, effective 
Jan. 1, 1965. 

The Federal share of the Federal-aid high
way program is wholly financed by highway 
users on a pay-as-you-build basis. The 
Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (as since 
amended) leVied or increased certain Federal 
excise taxes on motor fuel and automotive 
products, and earmarked their revenue spe
cifically to a Highway Trust Fund, which 
is the source of money for Federal highway 
aid to the States both for the interstate 
and the ABC programs. The taxes ear
marked to the trust fund and their rates 
(until October 1, 1972) are: 

Motor fuel: 4 cents per gallon. 
New trucks, buses, and trailers: 10 per

cent on the manufacturer's wholesale price. 
Highway vehicles tires and tubes: 10 cents 

per pound. 
Other tires, and tread rubber: 5 cents per 

pound. 
Heavy vehicle use: $3 per 1,000 pounds 

annually on the total gross weight of vehi
cles rated at more than 26,000 pounds gross 
weight. 

Under the Excise Tax Reduction Act of 
1965 certain trucks and trailers were ex
empted from the truck excise after June 
21, 1965; and beginning January 1, 1966, the 
following taxes will also accrue to the High
way Trust Fund: 

Lubricating oil: 6 cents per gallon, if used 
for highway purposes. 

Parts and accessories: 8 percent on the 
manufacturer's wholesale price of truck and 
bus parts and accessories. 

HARASSING TELEPHONE CALLS TO 
FAMILIES OF MILITARY PERSON
NEL SERVING IN VIETNAM 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 

Hanson Baldwin, the military affairs ex
pert of the New York Times, recently 
wrote an article on harassing telephone 
calls to the families of military person
nel serving in South Vietnam. 

Mr. Baldwin pointed out that, while 
there are no complete statistics on the 
number of these calls made, servicemen 
believe they are more widespread than 
is generally known. In addition, Mr. 
Baldwin reminds us that there is cur
rently no Federal statute to deal with 
these cowardly and seditious acts. 

As have several other Senators, I have 
introduced a bill to cope with this seri
ous problem, which could have significant 
impact on the morale and effectiveness 

of our fighting men: Each of the bills ditional calls, letters, or communications 
seems to approach the matter from a have been reported in New York, Pennsyl
slightly different angle, and, while I be- vania, the Middle West, California, and else
lieve that mine is the best of these ap- where. 
proaches, I urge Congress to begin con- According to the Defense Department, the 

types of telephone calls have included 
sideration of all of them as soon as pos- "silence, hoarse breathing, obscenity, abuse 
sible so that a major gap in our Federal or gloating over death of the serVicemen in-
laws can be closed. volved.'' 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- "None of the calls," it says, "have been 
sent to have Mr. Baldwin's article print- id.entified, ei~~er as to name or association 
ed in the RECORD. With a group. 

. . . Whenever such calls or communications 
There bemg no obJectt<?n, the article · are reported, the local military intelligence 

was ordered to be printed m 1the RECORD, services, local police authorities and the FBI 
as follows: have been informed, but so far the origina

[From the New York Times, Apr. 4, 1966] 
CRANK CALLS HARASS FAMILIES OF GI'S 

SERVING IN VIETNAM 
(By Hanson W. Baldwin) 

,An incomplete Defense Department com
plla,tion showed yesterday that families of 
military personnel serving in Vietnam had 
received 100 threatening, abusive or crank 
telephone calls or communications in the 
last year. 

A considerable number of the calls ha.ve 
been made to widows or dependents of men 
killed in Vietnam. The anonymous callers 
have used obscenity or abuse, or have gloated 
over the death of the servicemen involved. 

In one case, in a call to a home where 
the widow of a captain k1lled in Vietnam had 
been staying, a man and a woman said in 
unison over the telephone: 

"Slaughtered sheep sound like this • • • ." 
The words were followed by a bleating 

noise. 
FALSE INJURY REPORT 

Many of the ghoulish calls have been much 
more specific: The caller has said he was glad 
the serviceman was killed, or has used pro
fanity to express his pleasure. 

Other communications have involved 
threats. One Navy wife in the Norfolk, Va., 
area was threatened with physical violence 
if she attended a homecoming celebration for 
the aircraft carrier Independence, which had 
served in Vietnamese waters. 

In the most recent reported incident, on 
March 11, a bogus officer, dressed in a Marine 
Oorps uniform, Visited the home of a Marine 
officer serving in Vietnam and told his wife 
that her husband had been seriously 
wounded. The wife detected the fraud and 
notified the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
So far no arrest has been made. 

MOST TO ARMY FAMn.IES 
According to the Defense Department, 

there appears to be no common pattern to 
the calls and letters. However, the service
men themselves, particularly some o:t those 
who have served aboard carriers, believe that 
the calls are so widespread that organization 
is evident. They believe tha.t the number 
is considerably larger than that reported by 
the dependents to the services and tha.t 
Communists or leftwing sympathizers in 
the United States have in part been respon
sible. 

Dependents of Army personnel have re· 
ceived the majority of the recorded telephone 
calls. Almost 50 have been reported, most 
of them to dependents of the First Cavalry 
(Airmobile) Division, and to the next of kin 
of paratroopers serving in Vietnam. Most 
of these calls have been made in the Third 
Army area 111. the vicinity of Fort Bragg, N.C., 
and Fort Benning, Ga. 

The majority of the calls or communica
tions to Navy and Marine personnel, which 
total at least 25, were made in the vicinity 
of the Naval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif., and 
in the Norfolk area. The relatively few re:. 
corded calls involving Air Force personnel
about seven-were in scattered geographical 
areas. 

In addition to the calls centrally compiled 
by the Defense Department, a great many ad-

tors of the calls or the abusive communica
tions have not been identified. 

Legal action that can be taken varies 
widely with local laws. Apparently there is 
no Federal statute that applies, although 
Senator THOMAS J. Donn, Democrat, of Con
necticut, has introduced a bill that would 
make it a Federal offense to make threaten
ing and abusive communications to mem
bers of the Armed Forces and their families. 

Vigorous local investigation of each such 
communication and the voluntary withhold
ing by many public relations media of the 
home addresses of dependents of Vietnamese 
casualties has apparently resulted in some 
diminution of the communications. 

The information programs by the serv
ices to inform dependents of what to do if 
such calls are received serves, the Defense 
Department says, to "reduce the Impact of 
families-however, there is still shock, humil
iation, and anger." 

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL 
LOOKS AT SENATOR AIKEN 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont, who 
is also the dean of all Senators on the 
Republican side of the aisle, has long 
since won the admiration and affection 
of his colleagues with no regard to polit
ical labels. A recent newspaper article 
quoted Senator MANSFIELD in words de
scribing the feeling of many other Mem
bers as well: 

GEORGE AIKEN is probably the most solid 
man ir. Congress. He has honesty, charm, 
humaneness and, above all, independence. 

The article to which I refer was writ
ten by Dan Cordtz for the Wall Street 
Journal of March 3. Much of the article 
deals with the view of Senator AIKEN on 
Vietnam and his role on the Foreign_Re
lations Committee. He has addressed 
the Senate on the question of Vietnam 
in the past to the benefit of all who have 
heard or read his words, and I am sure 
whenever he takes the floor for such a 
purpose again, there will be many both 
in and out of the Senate who weigh his 
words with care. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article to which I refer may 
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follow~: 
VERMONT'S AIKEN: A RESPECTED SENATOR DIS• 

SENTS FROM U.S. POLICY IN VIETNAM 
(By Dan Cordtz) 

WASHINGTON .-on his desk one recent day 
Senator GEORGE AIKEN found two letters from 
.Vermont constituents. The first warmly 
complimented him for his solid support of 
President Johnson's policy in Vietnam. The 
other, equally enthusiastic, extolled his 
courageous opposition to the administra
tion's conduct of the war. 
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Relating ·the incident later, the white

haired Republican patriarch chuckled and 
said: "I guess it shows I don't know much 
about Vietnam but I must know something 
about politics." 

Many of his colleagues would disagree. 
Not over whether he knows something about 
politics; 25 years in the Senate, after terms 
as State legislator and Governor, prove· his 
vote-getting ability. But the 73-year-old 
lawmaker also obviously knows a great deal 
about Vietnam, and in recent weeks he has 
played an increasingly impoil'ta.nt role in the 
Sanate's continuing consideration of our 
position in southeast Ash>, 

His ~ole is important for three reasons: 
First, as second-ranking Republican on the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator AIKEN 
has followed the war closely for many years; 
he visited the country as recently as late last 
year, and helped write the resulting gloomy 
Mansfield report. Second, he is widely re
spected in the Senate for his levelheaded, 
down-to-earth views; "his kind of liberalism 
carries a degree of persuasiveness a doctri
naire liberal can't command," explains a 
congressional foreign affairs specialist. But, 
perhaps most important, Senator AIKEN is 
probably the closest friend and sturdiest sus
tainer of MIKE MANSFIELD--the majority 
leader who :finds himself in unhappy opposi
tion to his own President and much of his 
party on Vietnam policy. 

PRAISE FROM A COLLEAGUE 
Senator MANSFIELD's respect for his friend 

from the other side of the aisle is boundless. 
"GEORGE AIKEN is probably the most solid 
man in the Congress," he declares. · "He has 
honesty, charm, humaneness and, above all, 
independence." 

Planning last year's globe-girdling com
mittee study of the war and the chances for 
making peace, Senator MANSFIELD insisted 
that his Republican colleague be included, 
despite concern about how the old Green 
Mountain man would stand up to the rigors 
of the journey. (He needn't have worried 
about Senator AIKEN'S stamina, according to 
a staff member who went along.. "GEORGE 
AIKEN stood up to it better than any of us," 
she says.) 

The majority leader now describes Senator 
AIKEN as "the cornerstone on which that 
committee functioned. As a farmer, and a 
man who really knows agriculture, he had a 
special entree and a special insight to the 
problems of the country none of the rest of 
us could match." 

And his older colleague's judgment un
questionably provided Senator MANSFIELD 
important support for his own pessimistic 
conclusions about Vietnam. Where the war 
is concerned, the introspective majority lead
er finds himself deserted by most of his own 
troops and in disagreement with the Presi
dent. But the calm concurrence of Senator 
AIKEN, with whom he eats breakfast every 
working morning in the Senate cafeteria, re
assures him of the correctness of his views. 

Senator AIKEN's own attitude toward the 
war is indicated by Senator MANSFIELD'S de
scription of him as a wise old owl, flying a 
steady middle course between the noisy flocks 
of hawks and doves. He refuses to waste 
words on what might have been, and rec
ognizes sorrowfully that we are now too far 
committed merely to withdraw. But he is 
opposed to further expansion of the war, 
particularly to any extension of the bombing 
in North Vietnam. 

"I was against bombing up there in the 
first place," he says, "and I was against 
the resumption." He is unimpressed by 
claims that the bombing was necessary to 
halt infiltration from the north. "There are 
about three times a~ many men infiltrating 
into South Vietnam now as there were before 
the bombing started, and the supplies have 
increased also," he explains. 

AGAINST RUSK :ARGUMENT 
Senator AIKEN also takes a dim . view of 

Secretary of State Rusk's argument that our 
war role is required by our treaty commit
ments-a line which appears to cast the 
United States as a worldwide policeman. "I 
don't think we can undertake to police the 
whole world," he declares flatly. "I don't 
think we can undertake to feed the whole 
world. I don't think we can undertake to 
improve the economy of the whole world all 
at one time." 

This hardheaded qualification of his basic 
humanitarian internationalism probably 
typifi·es GEORGE AIKEN'S public outlook. 
Descendant of a pre-Revolutionary settler, 
he was born into a family in which a stern 
conscience demanded public service. At 
least one member of each generation was 
active in politics. Ending his formal edu
cation with high school graduation more 
than half a century ago, he became a farm
er-a designation he proudly claims today, 
although he has sold most of his holdings 
and now operates "a small orchard. It only 
yields about 2,000 bushels." 

In 1931 he b'egan his formal political ca
reer as town representative to the State leg
islature. Two years later he was elected 
speaker of the Vermont House of Representa
tives, then Lieutenant Governor, and, in 1937, 
Governor. 

Members of Senator AIKEN's staff and 
many Vermonters still call him Governor, 
and some say it is his preferred title. "I 
think he feels almost anybody can be a Sena
tor, but to be Governor of the State of Ver
mont--that's something," remarked an old 
friend. 

As Governor, Mr. AIKEN led a successful 
fight to break the hold of the electric power 
monopoly on Vermont's economy, and he 
won a 1940 election to fill an uncompleted 
Senate term on the issue of supporting pub
lic development of St. Lawrence hydroelectric 
power. He was an early backer of the St. 

. Lawrence Seaway project, and calls its Sen
ate journey his toughest political battle. 

As a farmer, and representing an agricul
tural State, Senator AIKEN was immediately 
assigned to the Agriculture Committee, 
whose chairman he became during the term 
of GOP control in 1953. Additionally, he 
went onto the Foreign Relations Committee 
in 1953. 

"It was perfectly natural," he explains, 
"Vermonters have always been international
ists, and besides it tied in directly with the 
problems of agriculture. It was always obvi
ous that only world trade was the answer to 
our surpluses." 

Within the committee, according to one 
member, "AIKEN has never been a man to 
take initiatives or generate ideas. His prac
tice is more to listen carefully to everything, 
and then give his own opinion-and it's al
most always a straightforward, uncompli
cated, and first-rate analysis." 

Senator AIKEN has also been a representa
tive to the United Nations (appointed by 
President Eisenhower) and ·a delegate to Mos
cow for the signing of the nuclear test ban 
treaty (appointed by President Kennedy). 

In foreign affairs, the Vermont Republican 
has been a fairly constant supporter of 
Chairman WILLIAM FULBRIGHT'S liberal views, 
including the Arkansas Democrat's criticism 
of U.S. policy in the Dominican Republic. 
In fact, although his appearance may suggest 
a Midwestern conservative (except for the 
bright red neckties he loves)' Senator AIKEN 
has been from the first a member of the 
Senate's little band of "moderate" Republi
cans. During the Eisenhower administra
tion, a half dozen younger GOP liberals met 
regularly in his office to discuss issues and 
tactics. And he played a central role in the 
rebellious skirmish which resulted in the 
1959 election of liberal Senator THoMAS 

kucHEL, of California, as assistant GOP 

leader. Mr. KuCHEL has described Senator 
AIKEN to intimates as one of the most im
portant influences on his Senate career. 

For all his activity on the national and 
world scene, however, Senator AIKEN re
mains rooted to his native Vermont. He 
misses no opportunity to return, xnakes a 
special point of contacting his humblest 
constituents, and argues that attention to 
the needs of his own people is the best way 
he can serve the country's interests. 

In f act, his occasional mild crftic calls this 
preoccupation with Vermont Senator AIKEN's 
one blind spot. It led him, one notes, to 
balk at provisions of the medicare bill which 
would have created a problem for Vermont 
nursing homes. 

But, as his current focus on Vietnam 
demonstrates, Senator AIKEN's concerns do 
range fa.r beyond his New England hills. A 
man, in Minority Leader EVERETT DIRKSEN'S 
words, "at peace with himself," he is far 
from despairing about the future. He re
mains, however, far from satisfied with the 
course of events in southeast Asia. And, so 
long as he continues to speak out, he will 
embolden his colleagues' own dissents. As 
Senator MANSFIELD puts it: "Any position 
Senator AIKEN takes automatically becomes 
respectable, just because it's held by GEORGE 
AIKEN." 

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF CON
NECTICUT BOARD OF FISHERIES 
AND GAME 
Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, this 

year Americans are fully realizing the 
seriousness of the threat to our Nation's 
natural resources. Therefore, it is espe
cially important that we honor those who 
have worked to preserve these resources 
in the past. 

This year, the Connecticut Board of 
Fisheries and Game marks its lOOth year 
o.f service to the people of my State. On 
June 29, 1866, the Connecticut General 
Assembly passed a resolution calling for 
the appointment of two commissioners to 
study and make recommendations on the 
fisheries of Connecticut. From this two
man fish commission has grown a mod
ern fish and game agency, headed by a 
policymaking citizen board"' of five com
missioners, appointed tiy the Governor. 
Since 1959 the board has been a division 
of the department of agriculture and 
natural resources, which is headed by 
Commissioner Joseph N. Gill. 

Over the past 100 years, millions of 
people, residents of Connecticut and 
visitors from all over the country and 
the world, have benefited from the work 
of the board. The present board mem
bers-Chairman Norman C. Comollo, 
Vice Chairman Rudy Frank, Dr. William 
A. Ellis, Michael J. Stula, and Patrick J. 
Ward-like their predecessors, serve 
without compensation. They and Di
rector Theodore B. Bampton, Assistant 
Director Alfred J. Hunyadi, and the 85 
men and women of the staff, have upheld 
the high standards and traditions of the 
board of fisheries and game. 

During this centennial year, the de
partment will carry out a program of 
activities and displays to emphasize the 
need for conservation of our natural 
resources. In this, as in its regular work 
of providing, protecting, and preserving 
·fish and wildlife resources for Connecti
cut, the board deserves the gratitude and 
.cooperation of all Connecticut citizens. 
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My congratulations, thanks, and best 
wishes go to all connected with the Con
necticut Board of Fisheries and Game. 
Their skill and dedication bring both 
honor and pleasure to Connecticut. 

TWO UTAHANS-ONE AN ASTRO
NAUT AND ONE AN ESSAY CON
TEST WINNER-DRAW NATIONAL 
PRAISE 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, it . is 

with considerable pride that I inform 
the Senate today of the exploits and ac
complishments Df two Utahans, each a 
national winner and in two widely dif
ferent areas of interest, but each also an 
excellent example of the perseverance, 
education, quality, and capability of 
Utah's citizens. 

I refer to Ann Dautrich of Salt Lake 
City, who has just won this year's na
tional writing contest of the President's 
Committee on Employment of the Hand
icapped, and Dr . . Don L. Lind, of Mid
vale, Utah, who has been named one of 
our astronauts for the Apollo program. 

Miss Dautrich, daughter of Mr. and 
Mrs. C. W. Dautrich, follows in the foot
steps of her sister, Marilyn, who' was 
national winner in 1965. 

Ann's 1966 victory in the handicapped 
essay contest in these days of draft-card 
burnings, protest marchesJ and high 
school dl'OPOUtS is refreshing representa
tion of the many American teenagers 
who are not afraid to speak up for the 
greatness of the American way of life. 

The theme of this year's essay was 
"What Handicapped Workers Are Con
tributing to My Community." I under
stand that in preparing the material for 
her winning essay, Ann interviewed sev
eral handicapped members of Salt Lake 
City who have surmounted their disabili
ties and have become leading citizens. 
She writes of them: 

Each might have become a potential bur
den to society. But with typical determina
tion, courage, and stamina, these men have 
followed the examples of many disabled citi
zens before them and have won their private 
battles for success. 

As for Dr. Lind, America's newest 
member of the astronaut team, it will be 
diiDcult indeed to find anywhere a man 
with more perseverance and drive. A 
civilian in the space program, he is a rare 
combination of a nuclear physicist and 
jet pilot. His first request to become an 
astronaut was turned down bec.ause he 
was 3 or 4 days older than the al
lowable limit. When the new program 
was announced he almost immediately 
telephoned the space agency, infoTming 
them he was resubmitting his applica
tion. I am told that the personnel offi
cials screening the applicants told him, 
"Dr. Lind, we wond.ered how soon you 
would call." 

Few Americans can claim the educa
tional and scientific background that Dr. 
Lind will take with him to the space pro
gram. He is a member of the "mach
busters club" the informal group of pilots 
who have exceeded the speed of sound. 
He earned a Ph. D. in physics at the Un1-
vers1ty of California and is a specialist 

in upper alr research. In addition, he 
served for more than 3 years as a Navy 
:pilot and has kept up his flying as a Navy 
reservist while obtaining his doctorate in. 
high energy nuclear physics. 

One other sidelight to Dr. Lind's career 
also will interest the Senate. When he 
and his sister were playing along Main 
Street in Midvale, Utah, he often used to 
tell her "That's the moon up there-some 
day I'm going to go there." 

Mr. President, it appears that his pred
ication may not have been too far wrong. 

It is highly satisfying to know that 
these two exceptional people are 
Utahans-typical of the type being pro
duced in my State. 

I would like to congratulate both of 
them for their accomplishments. 

I also would like to ask that Miss 
Dautrich's winning essay and a number 
of editorials and newspaper articles 
about her and about Dr. Lind be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WHAT HANDICAPPED WORKERS ARE CONTRIBUT

ING TO MY COMMUNITY 
(By Ann Dautrich) 

A grenade explodes on the island of Guam 
'and a young man can no longer see. A 
cannon, object of a student's curiosity, 
bursts, and a teenage boy faces the future 
with an empty sleeve. A football injury and 
the crippling hand of polio combine to par
alyze the body of a young athlete. An ene
my shell finds its mark .and an American 
soldier loses a leg in France. A case of 
spinal meningitis attacks a child's delicate 
<:ranial nerves to rob him of his hearing. 
Five more individuals have become physi
-cally disabled. 

To the great roster of over 2lllilllon handi
capped Americans, 5 more names are 'added. 
Each might have become a potential burden 
to society. But with typical determination, 
<:ourage, and stamina, these men have fol
lowed the examples of many disabled citi
zens before them and have won their private 
battles for success. They have shown by 
their character, intelligence, and desire to 
serve that handicapped workers are contrib
uting to a better society. 

The following impressive examples show 
what these five men are contributing to .my 
community. Not only are they supporting 
themselves and their families, but they have 
achieved some of the more prominent posi
tions within the State and have still found 
time for community service. 

Loren D. Jensen is a missile man at the 
Tooele Army _Depot. Bilnded by an explod- . 
ing grenade in 1944, he now works entirely 
by the touch system. Recently he was 
named the "zero defects worker of the 
month" for putting together 142 Nike-Her
cules missile actuators in 30 days without a 
single reject. A keen mind and sensitive 
fingers combine to make Mr. Jensen a valua
ble addition to Utah's missile industry. 

L. C. Romney, a victim of an exploding 
cannon, has only the facilities of his right 
arm and three fingers. But a love to serve 
and a positive outlook on life have made 
Mr. Romney a valuable contributor to the 
community. After spending several years 
as general director of the division of social 
service at the Salt Lake County Hospital, 
he devoted 19Y:z years to the city as a com
missioner. Today, still contributing, 1\:Ir. 
Romney serves Utah as the Director of the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

Paralyzed by polio and confined to a wheel
chair at age 17, Keith Warshaw is emciently 
fulfilling the position of head merchandiser 

tor the Grand Central stores. Although he 
must meet with buyers, Balesmen, and de
signers continual1y4 Mr. Warshaw still has 
time and energy for .bis community. Addi
tional skills and devotion are required for 
his secretarial responsibilities to the Neu
man-Forum, . a Catholic youth organization 
.at the University of Utah, where he .serves 
as bookkeeper and chairman of the fund
raising committee. 

An enemy shell took the left leg of Wollas 
Macey4 an American soldier fighting in 
.France, and left him with a partially para
lyzed right leg and a body full of 27 shrapnel 
holes. Activated by sheer determination, 
Mr. Macey became general director of the 
Utah State Fair. Today he is employed as 
superintendent of the Salt Lake County 
Roads and Br-idges Department, supervising 
419 men. He also drives daily to check 
progression of projects in each of his 16 
districts. During the summer months when 
flood control becomes a problem, it is not 
unusual for Mr. Macey to put in a. 24-hour 
.day while serving his community. And yet 
with his busy schedule, he still finds time 
to coach little league football a.nd baseball 
teams. 

Robert G . .Sanderson has been totally deaf 
.since the age of 11, but his mind is not 
hampered nor his body idle. In November 
of 1965, he became coordinator of the first 
services to the adult deaf in Utah. Serving 
as an interpreter and counselor, Mr. Sander
son assists the deaf with personal, financial, 
'educational, and recreational problems. In 
hls new position, Mr. Sanderson ls helping 
many m~re handicapped persons to become 
valuable citizens. 

The blind, the deaf, the amputees, and the 
disease-stricken are accepting the challenge 
of President Kennedy, "Every man can make 
a difference, and every man must try... Be
<:ause their bodies are not whole, the physi
cally disabled are more patient and more 
sensitive to the needs of others. Together 
they have proved that it is the qualities of 
one's character and mind over the strength 
of his body that determines his usefulness 
'to society. 

,[From the Salt Lake City Tribun~. Apr. 10, 
1966) 

DAUTRICH GIRLS TOPS IN UNITED STATES! 
SECOND SALT LAKE CITY SISTER WINS WRIT
ING CONTEST 

(By Frank Hewlett) 
WASHINGTON.-17-year-old Ann Dautrich 

of Salt Lake City, followed in the footsteps 
of her sister, has won this year's national 
writing contest of the President's Committee 
on Employment of the Handicapped. 

The Granite High School senior will re-. 
ceive a. $1,000 award, which is contributed 
-annually by the Disabled American Vet
erans. 

Miss Dautrich, daughter of Mr. and Mrs. 
C. W. Dautrich, 941 Millcreek Way (3495 
Sonth), also gets a. trip to the Nation's 
Capital to receive her award April 28 from 
Vice President HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

FIRST FOR FAMILY 
Her high school will .get a plaque, do

nated by Mrs. A . .B. Cohen, Cincinnati. phi
lanthropist, who is a member of both the 
President's Committee ·and Ohio Governor's 
Committee for Employment of the Hand.i
capped. 

Last year's "Ability Counts" contest was 
won by Miss Dautrich's sister Marilyn. 

This was the first time in the 18-year his
tory of the contest that two members of 
the same family have won any of the pri2les. 

Theme of the 1965 competition was "What 
Handicapped Workers Are Contributing to 
My Community." 

Miss Dautrich reported on interviews with. 
five handicapped persons who surmounte<l 
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their disabilities to beeome useful members 
of the community. 

They are Loren D. Jensen, a blind missile 
worker at the Tooele Army Depot; L. c. 
Romney, Utah Director of the Federal Hous
ing Administration; Woolas Macey, super
intendent of the Salt Lake County Roads 
and Bridges Department. 

Keith Warshaw, head merchandiser for 
the Grand Central stores; Robert G. San
derson, coordinator of services, to the adult 
deaf in Utah. 

JUNIORS, SENIORS COMPETE 
Miss Dautrich competed with juniors and 

seniors from public, parochial, and private 
schools from 49 States and territories in this 
year's competition. 

The contest is pa.rt of the President's Com
mittee's educational program, aimed at mak
ing persons aware of problems faced by the 
handicapped in obtaining employment, ef
forts being made to help the handicapped 
become contributors to the life of their com
munities and the admirable accomplishments 
of many severely disabled persons. 

The contest is approved by the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals 
and the National Catholic Educational As
sociation. 

This year's judges were Miss Marie V. 
Downey, managing editor of the Electrical 
Worker's Journal; Patrick Healy, Jr., execu
tive director of the National League of Cit
ies, and Robert Sherrod, editor at large of 
the Saturday Evening Post. 

[From the Deseret (Utah) News, Apr. 5, 1966] 
A VARIETY OF TITLES FOR UTAH ASTRONAUT 

(By Hal Knight) 
Dr. Don L. Lind, the Utah astronaut named 

by the U.S. space agency, is a rare combina
tion of a nuclear physicist and a jet pilot. 

One of the few civilians in the program, 
he was employed as a physicist at the God
dard Space Flight Center in Maryland prior 
to his selection by NASA. 

He served for more than 3 years as a Navy 
pilot and has kept up his flying as a Navy 
reservist while obtaining a doctorate in high 
energy nuclear physics. 

Born May 18, 1930, he attended schools in 
Midvale and was graduated from Jordan 
High School in 1948. He attended the Uni
versity of Utah and then filled a mission 
for the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints in the New England States Mission 
in 1950-52. 

Returning to the university, he graduated 
in August 1953 with high honors, magna 
cum laude and a bachelor's degree in physics 
and then did postgraduate work at Brigham 
Young University before entering the Navy. 
He received his commission at the officer 
candidate school in Rhode Island and his 
pilot's wings at the Corpus Christi, Tex., 
fiight school. 

After leaving the Navy, Dr. Lind returned 
to the University of Utah on a fellowship 
for a year's graduate study in 1957-58 and 
then moved on to the University of California 
where he was associated with the Lawrence 
Radiation Laboratory. 

He received his Ph. D. from that institu
tion in 1964, and joined NASA soon after. 

A man of many talents, Dr. Lind was active 
in student affairs at the University of Utah 
and a leading debater. Active in church 
affairs, he was second counselor in the mis
sion presidency during his mission and has 
filled numerous ward and branch positions. , 

In 1956 he was fi'rst-place winner in the 
church playwriting contest with a work en
titled "Day of Trial." 

He married Kathleen Maughan, of Logan, 
and the couple has five children. 

Dr. Lind has two s~isters, one, Charlene 
Lind, is a teacher at BYU and the other, 
Kathleen, is a missionary in the Franco 
Belgian Mission. 

[From the Deseret (Utah) News, April 6, 
1966] 

HoMETOWN BoY MAKES Goon 
All Utahans can take pride in the appoint

ment of Dr. Don L. Lind as a new astronaut, 
one of 19 appointed this week. He is one of 
only three civilians in the group. 
. Dr. Lind is a homegrown product so far as 

Utah is concerned. A graduate of Jordan 
High School, his parents still live in Mid
vale. He graduated with highest honors 
from the University of Utah, and did grad
uate work there and at Brigham Young 
University before moving along to the Uni
versity of California where he received his 
doctor's degree for studies in high energy 
nuclear physics. 

Nor are his interests limited to science. 
He is a skilled jet pilot. He served in the 
Navy and is presently a lieutenant comman
der in the Naval Reserve. A man of many 
parts, he served a mission for the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, has held 
numerous positions of leadership, won first 
place honors in a churchwide playwriting 
contest. He is married to Kathleen Maughan 
of Logan, and they have five children. 

Dr. Lind's first bid to be an astronaut was 
turned down because he was considered too 
old-he was 33. This second time he was 
accepted because he has so many outstand
ing qualities that the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration just couldn't say 
no. 

We congratulate Dr. Lind for his appoint
ment, and wish for him every success. May 
he be the first man on the moon. 

[From the Ogden (Utah) Standard-Examiner, 
Apr. 6, 1966] 

U'l'AHAN NAMED TO U.S. MOON TEAM 
Don Lind's life story is one that should 

· be an inspiration to Americans of all ages, 
particularly the youngsters. 

When he was only 12, he teased his young
er sister, saying "I'm going to the moon 
some day." 

This week, Dr. Don L. Lind, now 35, was 
picked by the National Aeronautics and f?pace 
Administration to join 49 other men in 
training for flights to the moon and other 
targets in outer space. 

He's the first Utahan to make the U.S. 
space team. 

How did he succeed in getting this close 
to his life's goal? By careful training and 
perseverance. He just wouldn't give up un
til he made the moonbound squad of astro
nauts. 

After graduation from college, Lind, the 
son of Mr. and Mrs. Leslie A. Lind of Mid
vale, joined the Navy. We went through 
flight school-and there's none tougher than 
the Navy's-and became a carrier-based pilot. 

As a Navy flier-he's still a lieutenant 
commander in the Naval Reserve-he qual
ified for membership in the informal "mach
busters' club" of pilots who had exceeded 
the speed of sound. He's flown in excess of 
1,000 miles an hour. 

When Don Lind left the Navy, his eyes 
were still on the moon. 

He earned a Ph. D. in physics at the Uni
versity of California in the summer of 1964 
and that August joined the civilian staff 
of NASA's Goddard Space Center at Silver 
Spring, Md., near Washington, D.C. 

His specialty is upper air research. He's 
done experiments in many areas, including 
a trip a few weeks ago to Fort Churchill in 
northern Canada, where sounding rockets are 
fired into the high atmosphere. 

Meantime, his name was already on record 
as a volunteer for space travel. 

He went to the NASA Manned Space Flight 
Center at Houston, Tex., more than 3 years 
ago, before any civilians' had been selected 
for flight crews. He told officials then that 

the day was coming when they would need 
scientists to explore the moon. 

A few scientists were selected last year 
but Dr. Lind was a few days too old to qualify 
on the initial selections. 

This year, when a new call was put out, 
he got in touch wLth NASA's Houston staff 
immediately. The man who answered 
laughed, saying "we wondered how soon 
you'd call, Dr. Lind." 

This time, he made it. He'll soon move 
his wife-and the former Kathleen Maughn 
of Logan-and five children to Texas to begin 
his lunar training. 

The dreams that Utah's Don Lind had 
more than 20 years ago of flying to the moon 
will soon come true. This scientist-pilot 
certainly has the right qualifications. 

DEDICATION OF NEW OCEANO
GRAPHIC RESEARCH FACILITY , 
ON POINT LOMA, CALIF. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I would 

like to speak brie:tly of a most fitting 
dedication that has come to my attention. 

On March 25, 1966, the University of 
California's Board of Regents named a . 
new oceanographic research facility on 
Point Lorna, off San Diego, after the 
late Fleet Adm. Chester W. Nimitz. 

This 6-acre, $1 million facility is con
sidered to be one of the most advanced 
installations in the world for the study 
of the sea and the distribution of plant 
and aquatic animal life. 

The new facility, which will be op
erated by the Scripps Institute of Ocean
ography, will include a 320-foot :floating 
pier, a 150-foot wharf, and administra~ 
tion and staging building, maintenance 
and electronic shops, and a warehouse. 
It will be the home port for many re
search and training vessels, which al
ready include the Alpha-Helix, an ocean 
going biological laboratory, and the 
Thomas Washington, a research vessel. 

Mr. President, I can think of no one 
more appropriate than the late Admiral 
Nimitz, a former regent of the Univer
sity of California and a great naval of
ficer, to be honored by the operation of 
this new advancement in the exploration 
of the sea, which we all know to possess 
vast treasures of unknown wealth. 

Also, Mr. President, I would like to call 
the attention of the Senate to a column 
which appeared in the Navy Times con
cerning what I feel is an excellent and 
timely proposal by Congressman Boa 
WILSON, of San Diego to name a nuclear 
carrier for Fleet Admiral Nimitz. This 
certainly deserves the consideration of 
the Congress and would be a fitting and 
appropriate tribute to this distinguished 
naval omcer. I ask unanimous consent 
that the attached article be inserted in 
my remarks at this point. 

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

[From the San Diego (Calif.) Union, 
Mar. 28, 1966) 

CARRIER FOR NIMITZ 
(NoTE.-The Navy Times comments on the 

proposal to name a nuclear carrier for Fleet 
Adm. Chester W. Nimitz.) 

There is no question but that the Navy will 
name a ship for Fleet Adm. Chester W. Nim
itz. The other fleet admirals and the de
ceased four-star fleet commanders of World 
War II have already been so honored. 



8246 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE April 18, 1966 
Representative BoB WILSON, o! California, 

wants to name the nuclear carrier in the 1967 
budget before Congress for Admiral Nimitz
"the man who made the aircr·aft carrier a po
tent and formidaible element in sea warfare." 

Certainly, so far as carrier names go, there 
is no reason why this should not be done. 
Though carriers used to be named for great 
battles or .historic ships, such names as "Kitty 
Hawk" and "Shangrl-La" also have crept in 
and three already have been named for peo
ple: Roosevelt, Forrestal, and Kennedy. And 
to stretch a point, so has Bon Homme Rich
ant. 

' And, though by hitting the history books, 
one might come up with some names as illus
trious as that o! Nimitz, we ourselves can't 
think of any persons who are more out
standing. 

So Oongress and the Navy should give care
ful consideration to Mr. WILsoN's proposal. 

CIA INVOLVEMENT WITH A MICHI
GAN STATE UNIVERSITY PROJECT 
IN VIETNAM FROM 1955 TO 19G9 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, my 

statement concerning reported CIA in
volvement with a Michigan State Uni
versity project in Vietnam from 1955 to 
1959, wbich 1: made in a speech in Okla
homa last Saturday noon, followed are
fusal of CIA to discuss this matter with 
me in private. 

After my Saturday statement, I was 
contacted by Adm. William F. Raborn, 
CIA Director, with whom I conversed 
about it, and who, thereafter, ,sent CIA 
officials to discuss it with me privately 
in my office this afternoon. 

I expressed to them my strong convic
tion that university research projects 
abroad should in no wise have any con
nection with CIA activities, so that there 
could be no misunderstanding that re
search ln the social and behavioral sci
ence fields, particularly~ is unpressured 
and unconnected with political ends. 

I was given the -explanation of the 
Michigan State University situation sub
stantially as was .stated today by Senator 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, of Massachusetts, 
in the Senate. 

I will continue to be very much inter
ested in the future in the freedom of uni
versity research from political or other 
extraneous entanglements. 

SUPPORT IN BRITAIN FOR THE 
AMERICAN COMMITMENT IN VIET
NAM 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, demon

strations in foreign capitals have .often 
left the impression that intellectuals, 
students, and other leaders of opinion in 
Europe and Asia do not support the 
American commitment in Vietnam. 

Likewise, demonstrations in this coun
try have led observers abroad to believe 
that opinion here is sharply divided and, 
in the long run, might stimulate a weak
ening of determination to maintain a 
firm position. 

Neither view ts valid, for informed 
opinion abroad is no more represented by 
demonstrations and teach-ins than is in
formed opinion 1n this country. 

James Fletcher, an American profes
sor studying in England at Oxford Uni
versity. points aut that British opinion 
over the past year has changed signif-

icantly. In a recent article 1n the Na
tional Review, he wrote: 

The consensus in British intellectual cir
cles has changed. A year ago the attitude o! 
the British academic or clergyman or lawyer 
was likely to be one of despairing disapproval 
of American intervention in what was 
thought to be a civil war. Today many of 
the same people grudgingly acknowledge· that 
the fight has to be made and that civil war 
is a term that cannot be applied to the ex
ternally directed Vietcong subversion. 

In his article Mr. Fletcher quotes ex
tensively from such British observers as 
Foreign Secretary Michael Stewart, P. J. 
Honey, reader in Vietnamese affairs at 
the University of London, and Michael 
Wall of the Manchester Guardian. 

Mr. Wall has, states the author of this 
article, significantly changed the ap
proach taken by the Guardian, which 
had previously been critical of American 
efforts in Vietnam. 

In the Guardian of January 25, 1966, 
Wall wrote the following: 

If indeed the struggle is for liberation why 
has there been no uprising on a national 
scale by a proud and highly intelligent peo
ple? Why have all attempts to paralyze 
Saigon by strike action dismally failed? 
Why has the Vietnamese Army continued 
the struggle after appalling losses and more
over still manages to attract volun
teers? • • • Those people who understand 
what communism is are not attracted by its 
ideology and are repelled by its methods. 
They do not believe the lot of those in North 
Vietnam is better than their own. 

I wish to share thi~ interesting and im
portant analysis with my colleagues, and 
I therefore ask unanimous consent to 
insert this article in the RECORD. 

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

BRITISH SUPPORT ON VIETNAM? 

(By James Fletcher) 
.(NOTE.-In 8 months' time British opinion 

on what is going on in Vietnam has changed. 
Today, they buy the American thesis of Com
munist aggression.) 

One <>f the tasks sometimes assigned to 
U.S. citizens living abroad by their Embassy 
is defending American foreign policy. In 
England, the organizing body is the U.S. In
formation Service, situated in the eagle
topped Embassy in Grosvenor Square. Be
cause the USIS is particularly eager to keep 
relations between Britain and the United 
States as close as possible, the number of 
speakers sent out from Lontlon in any one 
week may be quite large. Most of them re
ceive no pay, being recruited for trainfare 
to fill engagements which cannot be filled 
by Embassy officials for reasons of manpower 
or of discretion. A Rhodes scholar may 
address an organization of retired civil ser
vants on "The Structure of American Gov
ernment." Or a Fulbright lecturer may dis
cuss the race problem before a women's club 
in Durham. The operation is a large one 
and the results cannot be estimated because 
so many variables are involved. 

My own initiation into the role of unof
ficial spokesman came in late January. The 
topic was Vietnam and the program a BBC
TV educational venture called "Spotlight." 
Two or 'three .of my colleagues on the list 
from which the BBC eventually got my name 
specialized in foreign affairs, but with the 
reticence displayed by most American aca
demtcs they refused to be involved in any
thing so damaging as defending American 
foreign policy. So the task !ell to me. 

''Spotlight" reaches 10,000 schools, once in 
a live broadcast and once in a recorded relay 

the next morning. The audience_ at home 
receives .the program too, the main viewers 
being housewives eager for a half-hour of 
education in world affairs or 'SOcial issues. 
The schoolchildren viewing 'have a back
ground lecture beforehand -and a discussion 
period afterward, 'the program being the 
focal point -of the afternoon. · The responsi
bility of the speakers is, therefore, a iarge 
one, and their success depenus on their 
working out a style that wil'l. be compre
hensible t"O 15-year-old stud.ents (pretty 
bright) and not condescending to a some
what self-conscious at-home audience. 

I learned later that I was supposed to 
have spoken well at a Commonwealth con
ference on race relations, of which I had 
never heard and in which I had certainly 
never participated. This eloquent nonap
pearance, the sources of which I know noth
ing earned me some little .reputation as .an 
authority on international .affairs. .I ac
cepted the BBC~s invitation and set about 
doing my homework <>n southeast Asia. 

Getting ready proved quite Uluminating. 
The most surprising thing about preparing 
a defense of American policy in southeast 
Asia is the ready supply of original sources 
in England. A. large body of useful infor-
mation may be had quite easily-and mo.st 
of it bears out the view of the war held by 
most Americans. 

As I delved into the available materials 
on the Vietnam confiict, I began to discover 
a subtle change that has taken place in the 
British attitude toward the Vietnam war 
in the last 8 months. Two positions have 
r-emained consistent: the Labor government 
has given the United States strong moral 
support and kept its own leftw-ing quiet 
(well, fairly quiet), and the public at large 
has not cared about Vietnam at all. (The 
ignominious showing in the Hull North by
election of the .Radical Alliance candidate, 
wha opposed British support of the Amer
ican commitment, demonstrated not so much 
an endorsement of the Government's foreign 
policy as a complete lack of interest by the 
voters in southeast .Asia.) But the consensus 
in British intellectual circles has <:hanged. 
A yea-r ago the attitude of the British aca
demic or clergyman or lawyer was likely to 
be one of despairing disapproval of Amer
ican intervention in what was thought to be 
a civil war. Today many of · the same peo
ple grudgingly acknowledge that the fight 
has to be made and that "civil war" is .a 
term that cannot be applied to the external
ly directed Vietcong subversion. 

At Oxford I had heard o! the Foreign 
Secretary~ speech the previous summer. 
Michael Stewart spoke at the Oxford Union, 
and everyone admitted .he had made a good 
defense of the war against the Vietcong. 
But the atmosphere was a hostile one. This 
teach-in was only one o! many, and Amer
icans who feel strongly about their commit
ment to the independence of Soutq Viet
nam can be thankful for once that the fo
rums have existed. In England, where a fair 
amount of commonsense and a certain de
gree of skepticism can be counted as typical 
mental ~ttribu'tes, the teach-ins work very 
much against their organizers. Few of the 
confrontations held since last June have 
given much comfort to the supporters of 
American withdrawal. In many cases spon
sorship is falling to the supporters of the 
American .position. 

Just how m.uch things were changing in 
the autumn could be seen in the controver
sies that raged in the newspapers and schol-

, arly journals of the period. "Encounter,N 
for example, a fairly safe index of informed 
opinion, suggested the divisions in the aca
demic camp. In October I .read an aTtfcle 
'by Richard Lowenthal; my main reaction 
was. boredom. Much of what Lowenthal 
said was old hat-the usual assertions about 
Vietna.m '(m1sunderstanding · of the Geneva 
agreement of 1954, belief in the peaceful 
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intentions of China) without supporting 
facts. 

But 1n the best tradition of English con
troversialism, retribution came swiftly. 
Since I had been led to believe that the 
English as a people think like the American 
left, I was surprised and pleased to find two 
telling refutations of Lowenthal's meander
ings. One was a letter from an Indian, Sib
narayan Ray, a member of the Department 
of Indian Studies at tne University of Mel
bourne. Ray concentrated on dissecting the 
assumption that the intentions of Commu
nist China are peaceful. His arguments 
gain force from his nationality and his geo
graphical situation. No Indian can ever let 
the intentions of Red China-revealed so 
clearly in the past few years-be easily over
looked; no one living in Australia can avoid 
sobering thoughts about the rapacious ene
my to the north. 

The other answer to Lowenthal came from 
P. J. Honey, reader in Vietnamese Affairs at 
the University of London. Honey's name was 
vaguely familiar to me; he had participated 
in one or two teach-ins and was respected 
by his opponents. He speaks Vietnamese, 
unlike most critics of U.S. policy, and has 
lived in Vietnam. Honey's debater's points 
are scored by firsthand infornmtion: he as
serts most Vietnamese are grateful to the 
Americans who are defending them; he notes 
that the Vietcong have no real existence as 
a national movement; and he corrects many 
of the misassumptions about the Geneva 
agreements. Lowenthal's reply, which ap
peared in January, dealt mainly with other 
critics, not with Honey, whose facts were 
unassailable. 

Strangely enough, though, the most useful 
preparation I had for "Spotlight" was reading 
the Guardian. During the peace offensive of 
late December and January, it had been a 
constant delight to read Victor Zorza, the 
house Kremlinologist. Zorza's method is to 
read the Moscow, Peking, and Hanoi papers 
and to draw conclusions. The method in it
self is a fine one, but Zorza's conclusions pro
voke only amusement. Most of January was 
spent finding hints of peace in the Hanoi 
press: as the other English papers dutifully 
reported the increasing numbers of men and 
supplies being sent into South Vietnam from 
the north, Zorza squirmed day after day to 
show how the influx was dwindling, all on 
the evidence that sources in Hanoi had begun 
to deny North Vietnam was supplying the 
Vietcong at all. But came mid-January and 
with it a new approach by Michael Wall. 

Wall serves as a roving foreign correspond
ent for the Guardian. According to Wall, 
the Vietnamese see the Vietcong as a menace, 
not as a deliverance. The headlines alone 
indicate how much the Guardian's readers 
may have been surprised in recent weeks: 
"Saigon sees Vietcong increasingly dependent 
on terrorism" and "U.S. marines winning 
battle for trust of villagers." A number of 
people whose political allegiances are at best 
ambivalent have been having second 
thoughts over their morning coffee. By 
January 24, Wall's reports from Saigon had 
begun to take their toll on ·the editorial 
page; Guardian comments have become more 
guarded and Vietnam editorials sometimes 
take second place. The change has been 
brought about by Wall's voluminous body of 
facts and his skillful use of them. 

I came to "Spotlight" feeling that I was 
very much part of the movement of thought. 
My opponent in the debate that took up part 
of the program-a lecturer in political science 
from Bristol University-sensed, I think, 
that his own position is shakier than it was 
several months ago. Like many other British 
leftists, he pins his hopes on a change of 
opinion in the Unite(! States. It would be 
a tragedy of major proportions if the case for 
the Amer1can commitment in South "Vietnam 
were to receive less than its due on its home 
ground while it fares better and better 
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abroad. I suspect, though, that a failure of were hesitantly starting to trust him and 
conviction will not beset the United States his men • • •. 
in the near future. One of the reasons may "We found countless cases of marlnes writ
be the good materials that dispassionate ing home to their families for toys and 
English skeptics like Wall and Honey provide clothes to be sent out for the children, and 
for the debate. of marines buying clothes for poor families. 
THE BRITISH SPEAK OUT ON SOUTHEAST ASIA On Da Nang waterfront Where two young 

marines keep a 24-hour radio vigil, three 
"The only proposal for settling this prob- orphan children were sharing their tent 

lem that has come from North Vietnam and with them. A colored soldier has applied to 
her allies is that first, before any confer- adopt the boy, a bright 12-year-old, and is 
ences or discussion, all U.S. troops shall already spending $28 a month to clothe, feed, 
leave, and secondly, that the affairs of Viet- and educate him • • •. 
nam shall be settled in accordance with "For the politicians and the generals the 
the principles of the Fatherland Front in the war here is complex enough. For the ordi· 
north and the Liberation Front in the south, nary soldier it is deeply perplexing. To be 
that is to say, in accordance with the prin- expected to kill -and to risk being killed and 
ciples of th.e ~~mmu~sts and the Commu- at the same time to be an ambassador of 
msts only · It IS . no good, honorable goodwill and a social worker among the pea
members, disa?reeing With me on this be- ple one is killing is to ask a good deal. 
caus~ North VIetnam itself makes no se?ret, From what I have seen of the American rna
of this. This was plainly stated by the Pr~me rines in the field they seem to be attempt
Gia~. It was plainly stated by the Prime ing, and indeed achieving, something which 
~imster of North Vietnam. ,It has been pub- has never been demanded of soldiers be-
llcized in the Peking Peoples Daily. This is fore "-Michael Wall G d' F b 
the Communist program I believe that if · • uar Ian, e ruary 
we were to say: we will s~rrender completely 7• 1966· 
to this demand, you would have shown to all 
the world that a Communist aggression can 
succeed and you would have caused the very 
gravest alarm and concern to every non
Communist country in Asia."-from a speech 
by Michael Stewart, the British Foreign 
Secretary, at the Oxford Union Society, June 
16, 1965. 

"It is strange, but true, that perhaps the 
only country in the world in which the in
digenous nature of the Vietcong and its 
political arm, the National· Liberation Front 
(NLF), commands no credibility at all is 
South Vietnam. The. publicly named leaders 
of · the NLF are held in South Vietnam to be 
incompetent and insignificant persons who 
have never achieved anything of note in the 
past • • •. Only the use of threat or force 
has been effective in securing cooperation 
.from the South Vietnamese people. The 
Vietcong movement has never enjoyed a 
broad basis of popular support in South Viet
nam and does not do so today."-P. J. Honey, 
"Vietnam Argument," Encounter, November 
1965. 

"One of the most astounding aspects of the 
South Vietnam situation in the estimation 
of observers here is that the Communists 
have not already achieved their aim of tak
ing over the whole of South Vietnam. If in
deed the struggle is for liberation why has 
there been no uprising on a national scale 
by a proud and highly intell1gent people? 
Why have all attempts to paralyze Saigon by 
strike action dismally failed? Why has the 
Vietnamese Army continued the struggle 
after appalling losses and moreover still man
ages to attract volunteers? 

"These are among the questions that drum 
though the minds of newcomers to the Viet
nam scene. The answers certainly do not 
lie in any devotion to the successive Saigon 
.;:overnments, in any wish to defend what 
has been a corrupt, ineffi.cient administra
tion, nor in any desire to adhere to the so
called Western way of life. The answer com
monly given is that the war is understood to 
be what it is-a Communist attempt to 
unify Vietnam under Communist adminis
tration-and the majority of people here 
are ready to fight to prevent its success. 
Those people who understand what com
munism is are not attracted by its ideology 
and are repelled by its methods. They do not 
believe the lot of those in North Vietnam 1s 
better than their own."-Michael Wall, 
Guardian, January 25, 1966. 

"The people in the village are beginning to 
learn that if they are in real trouble they 
can 'turn to the marines." This was how 
the U.S. marine company commander saw 
the beginnings of another small victory
not in terms of ground captured or enemy 
killed, but because some simple villagers 

THE CHALLENGE OF WORLD 
HUNGER 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. Preside~t. one 
of the most encouraging aspects of our 
growing national awareness of the prob
lem of world hunger is the interest 
which our food processing industry has 
taken in doing its part to alleviate hu
man suffering. I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from the March edi
tion of the Minneapolis Grain Exchange 
News be printed in the RECORD. This 
article is entitled "The Challenge of 
World Hunger," and it is taken from an 
address by Mr. R. Hal Dean, president 
of the Ralston Purina Co., to the 20th 
Annual Farm Forum in Minneapolis. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Grain Ex

change News, March 1966] 
(EDITOR's NoTE.-The challenge of world 

hunger is a growing concern in every nation 
on earth. It is a moral and political issue of 
grave importance in the affi.uent societies. 
There is little doubt that if it were not for 
-the war in Asia, the challenge of world hun
ger would be the gravest international con
cern today. So spoke R. Hal Dean, president 
of the Ralston Purina Co. at the 20th annual 
Farm Forum in Minneapolls this month. 
The following article contains excerpts of 
Mr. Dean's speech.) 

THE CHALLENGE OF WORLD HUNGER 
The world food dilemma which is being 

experienced today in the developing or 
emerging nations, and which will continue in 
the future, is usually related to the nation's 
ability to produce foodstuffs. It is consid
ered essentially a production problem. At 
this time, and possibly for years to come, the 
problem is not only one of production but 
one of distribution in its broadest economic 
terms. It is one which requires a total pro
gram. 

The President of the United States, In his 
recent message to Congress on "Food for 
Freedom," suggested that the key to victory 
over hunger in all nations is self-help. He 
pointed out that the developing countries 
must make basic improvements in their own 
agriculture. He suggested they must bring 
the great majority of their people who now 
live in rural areas into the market economy. 
He indicated that the farmer must be made 
a better customer of urban industry so that 
economic development may be accelerated. 
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In discussing the total program two points 

must be made. First, there is no easy solu
tion for private industry, for government, or 
for international agencies in promoting 
agricultural self-help in developing coun
tries. We cannot paint another country, 
which has its own peculiar geographic, po~ 
litical, and economic characteristics with the 
American free enterprise brush and expect 
another United States of America to emerge. 
It is essential that the individual problems be 
identified and the broad concepts and funda
mentals be applied. 

The second point: The free enterprise sys
tem is the major ingredient in the formula 
necessary to meet the challenge of world 
hunger. Russia has reached Venus, but 
where are its food surpluses? Free enter
prise methods must always be specifically 
adapted, not adopted, to fit the unique situ~ 
ations of each region. 

THE EXPERmNCE IN COLOMBIA 

Ralston Purina today has commercial 
mixed feed manufacturing plants through~ 
out the Western Hemisphere. Including 
genetic breeding operations, processing 
plants, fish canneries, fish meal plants, and 
receiving stations. Purina's work with agri
culture and food production reaches to 40 
different countries. All of them represent 
different private enterprise self-help pro
grams at various stages of development. 

The South American country of Colom~ 
bia, with variations, has the same sort of case 
history as the other overseas operations. 
Purina's experience in Colombia, though, 
provides an example of the problems faced 
by private enterprise and government and 
illustrates the need to develop distribution 
and production simultaneously. 

The beginning: The need for more and 
lower cost meat, milk, and eggs in Colombia 
was, -and is, obvious. The company's first 
move was to establish one feed mill. A sales 
organization was formed at the same time, 
led by trained Purina people. They had the 
dual role of teaching the local salesmen to 
become a sort of extension service specialist 
to the farmer, while also developing a dealer 
distribution organization of Colombian 
businessmen. 

Resources: Very soon after production and 
distribution of the feed product was under
way, it was clearly evident that the mill was 
competing for raw materials, specifically 
corn, with the human population . . In search 
for a different carbohydrate source, the local 
.capabilities for producing milo were investi
gated. The development of sorghum produc
tion had been easy until the harvest of the 
first crop. The Colombian farmer, though, 
lost interest at once because there was no 
marketplace where he could turn his crop 
into cash. 

In order to achieve success in expanding 
the milo crop the feed mill guaranteed a cash 
market to the farmer at the time of harvest 
for his total production. Crop production 
was augmented by importing selected hybrid 
seed and financing this seed to the farmer. 

Marketing: The growth and development of 
food production in Colombia is hamstrung 
by lack of transport and inadequate storage 
facilities. The private enterprise system, 
functioning in a developing country, must 
have the properly oriented help of govern
mental funds. Often private enterprise can
not afford the investment of massive building 
programs in these areas. The Colombian 
Government and the U.S. aid program have 
tackled, and are tackling, these problems . . 
This serves as an excellent example of the 
need for coordinated effort between govern
ment and private enterprise. 

Education: The Purina sales organization, 
utilizing vast quantities of films, educational 
programs, and other training devices, pro
duced in Spanish, carried agricultural educa
tion to the consumers of animal and poultry 
feeds, and education on business manage-

ment and marketing methods to the Colom
bian dealers. 

The broad and practical education program 
is typical of the unique ability of free enter
prise to extend self-help to agriculture in 
other countries. The fact that it is profit 
motivated makes it all the more effective at 
all levels. 

As these broad education efforts met with 
some success they created a new business 
opportunity for farmers in Colombia in the 
production of poultry and animals in larger 
quantity. The distribution production prob
lems that arose were solved by taking ad
vantage of the existing feed organization. 

Once again it was clear that the farmer 
could be educated to produce and could in~ 
crease his efficiency rather quickly. Soon 
there was more production than the limited 
marketing facilities could produce but at this 
point it was not necessary for Purina to make 
an investment in a business. The investment 
instead was education, advice, and persuasion 
to Colombian businessmen. 

Every business decision of this nature came 
about as a result of need. Each of them 
relates to the challenge of world hunger. 
Each decision was aimed at balancing some 
segment of production and distribution that 
was temporarily out of adjustment in the 
developing country. 

American agriculture not only has the 
opportunity but the definite responsibility to 
carry this knowledge into the developing 
countries. This responsibility is rooted in 
the moral and political considerations and in 
the long-term survival of our own way of life. 

"Give a man a fish and you feed him for a 
day. Teach a man how to fish and you feed 
him for a lifetime." 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. The Chief Clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 

·the quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

APPORTIONMENT OF STATE 
LEGISLATURES 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the unfin
ished business be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YouNG of Ohio in the chair). Without 
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen
ate the unfinished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the joint resolution <S.J. Res. 103) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States to preserve 
to the people of each State power to 
determine the composition of its legisla
ture and the apportionment of the mem
bership thereof in accordance with law 
and the provisions of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had 
intended to discuss the pending joint 
resolution, which provoses a vital con
stitutional amendment, known as the 
Dirksen amendment, in much greater 
detail during this debate than I am able 
to do in view of the unanimous consent 

agreement adopted without notice, with
out my knowledge, and without my ap
proval on Wednesday afternoon of last 
week. Since I am not able, under the 
time situation now existing, to speak at 
length on the pending business, I shall 
confine myself to the discussion of three 
points which seem to me to be so com
pelling that they should be in the mind 
of every Senator and in the public mind 
as our people consider this highly im
portant matter. 

My first point is that the decision of 
the majority of the Supreme Court in the 
Alabama reapportionment case of Reyn
olds against Sims is the outstanding 
and the most dangerous decis.ion of the 
Supreme Court in asserting a new and, 
I feel, a highly dangerous philosophy 
which has been adopted by a majority 
of that Court in recent years. The ma
jority of the Court in most of its deci
sions on this point successfully avoids 
any clear statement of its new philoso
phy as well as any adequate discussion of 
the historical background of the 14th 
amendment. Perhaps the nearest ap
proach to discussion by a majority of the 
Court as to what its new philosophy 
really means appears in the opinion of 
the Court delivered by Mr. Justice 
Douglas on March 24, 1966, in which the 
Court declared unconstitutional the poll 
tax of the Commonwealth of Virginia in 
its application to State and local elec
tions. In speaking for the six members 
of the Court who joined in knocking out 
the Virginia poll tax of $1.50 per year as a 
prerequisite for voting in State and local 
elections, Mr. Justice Douglas stated the 
present philosophy of the majority of the 
Court in the following words: 

Likewise, the Equal Protection Clause is not 
shackled to the political theory of a particu
lar era. In determining what lines are un
constitutionally discriminatory, we have 
never been confined to historic notions of 
equality, any more than we have restricted 
due process to a fixed catalogue of what was 
at a given time deemed to be the limits of 
fundamental rights. See Malloy v. Hogan, 
378 U.S. 1, 5-6. Notions of what constitutes 
equal treatment for purposes of the Equal 
Protection Clause do change. This Court in 
1896 held that laws providing for separate 
public facilities for white and Negro citizens 
did not deprive the latter of the equal pro
tection and treatment that the 14th Amend
ment commands. Plessy v. Ferguson, 163 
U.S. 537. Seven of the eight Justices then 
sitting subscribed to the Court's opinion, 
thus joining in expressions of what con
stituted unequal and discriminatory treat
ment that sound strange to a contemporary 
ear. When, in 1954--more than a half cen
tury later-we repudiated the separate-but
equal doctrine of Plessy as respects public 
education we stated: "In approaching this 
problem, we cannot turn the clock back to 
1868 when the Amendment was adopted, or 
even to 1896 when Plessy v. Ferguson was 
written. 

I repeat that the clearest statement 
which I have found of this new and dan
gerous philosophy of the Court is that of 
Mr. Justice Douglas, as above quoted, ap
pearing in the opinion of the Court in the 
Virginia poll tax case. He could not 
more clearly advise our Nation that the 
doctrine of stare decisis is dead and that 
uncertainty as to what the Constitution 
means must now become the order of the 
day. 
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The dissenting opinion ·of Mr. Justice 

Black in that same case includes a re
pudiation of this new doctrine of the 
Court in its closing paragraph which I 
quote in part as follows: 

For Congress to do this (meaning the. pas
sage of specific legislation to protect 14th 
Amendment rights) fits in precisely with the 
division of powers originally entrusted to the 
three branches of Government--Executive, 
Legislative, and Judicial. But for us to un
dertake in the guise of constitutional inter
pretation to decide the constitutional policy 
question of this case amounts, in my judg
ment, to a plain exercise of power which the 
Constitution has denied us but has specifi
cally granted to Congress. I cannot join in 
holding that the Virginia state poll tax law 
violates the Equal Protection Clause. 

If there is a friend of voting without 
a poll tax, it is Mr. Justice Black, and 
he made clear his horror at the adop
tion of this new philosophy by the ma
jOrity of the Court. 

In the same Virginia poll tax case, 
Mr. Justice Harlan-joined by Mr. Jus
tice Stewart-in his dissenting opinion 
calls attention to the danger of this 
radical new philosophy of the majority 
of the Court in following words: 

The final demise of state poll taxes, al
ready totally proscribed by the Twenty
fourth Amendment with respect to federal 
elections and abolished by the states them
selves in all but four states with respect to 
state elections, is perhaps in itself not of 
great moment. But the fact that the coup de 
grace has been administered by this Court 
instead of being left to the affected states or 
to the federal political process should be a 
matter of continuing concern to all in
terested in maintaining the proper role of 
this tribunal under our scheme of govern
ment. 

I do not propose to retread ground covered 
in my dissents in Reynolds v. Sims, 377, U .S. 
533, 589, and Carrington v. Rash, 380 U.S. 89, 
97, and will proceed on the premise that the 
Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment now reaches both state appor
tionment (Reynolds) and voter-qualification 
(Carrington) cases. My disagreement with 
the present decision is that in holding the 
Virginia poll tax violative of the Equal Pro
tection Cla.use the Court has departed from 
long-established standards governing the a.p
plication of that clause. 

In the same dissenting opinion Mr. 
Justice Harlan later said: 

Property and poll-tax qualifications, very 
simply, are not in accord with current egali
taria.n notions of how a modern democracy 
should be organized. It is of course entirely 
fitting that legislatures should modify the 
law to reflect such changes in popular atti
tudes. However, it is all wrong, in my view, 
for the Court to adopt the political doctrines 
popularly accepted at a particular moment 
of our history and to declare all others to be 
irrational and invidious, barring them from 
the range of choice QY reasonably minded 
people acting through the political process. 

I feel that the most compelling state
ment in repudiation of this new philoso
phy of the majority of the Court is found 
in the dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice 
Harlan in the case of Reynolds against 
Sims-referred to by him in the earlier 
statement above quoted-which reads as 
follows: 

Finally; these decisions give support to a 
current mistaken view of the Constitution 
and the constitutione.l function of this 
Court. This view, in a nutshell, 1s that 

every major' soCial ill in this cou:ntry . can 
find its cure in some constitutional "prin
ciple," and that this Court should "take the 
lead" in promoting reform when other 
branches of government fail to act. The 
Constitution is not a panacea for every blot 
upon the public welfare, nor should this 
Court, ordained as a judicial body, be 
thought of as a general haven for reform 
movements. The Constitution is a.n instru
ment of government, fundamental to which 
is the premise that in a diffusion of govern
mental authority lies the greatest promise 
that this Nation will realize liberty for all 
its citizens. This Court, limited 1n function 
in accordance with that premise, does not 
serve its high purpose when it exceeds its 
authority, even to satisfy justified impatience 
with the slow _workings of the political 
process. For when, in the name of con
stitutional interpretation, the Court aetas 
something to the Constitution that was de
liberately excluded from it, the Court in 
reality Sllbstitutes its view of what should 
be so for the amending process. 

My second point, which follows closely 
the first, is that the control of apportion
ment of the State legislatures by the 
Federal courts as laid down by Reynolds 
against Sims and other cases which have 
followed, wholly fails to provide the nec
essary certainty and stability as to the 
membership of both houses of the legis
lature which will serve the interests of 
sound government in each State. I have 
already quoted heretofore from Mr. Jus
tice Douglas in his statement that the 
Supreme Court which handed down the 
decision in the Plessy case in 1896 was re
versed and repudiated by the Supreme 
Court which handed down the decision 
in the Brown case of 1954. In other 
words, though the wording of the Con
stitution had not changed in any re
spect-not by a single word-the phi
losophy and decision of the membership 
of the Supreme Court in 1954 .had so 
changed from that existing in 1896 that 
a diametrically opposite ruling was is
sued by the Court, thus substituting for 
the separate but equal doctrine the pres
ent decision requiring integration of the 
public schools. . 

In the same way, the Supreme Court in 
the Virginia poll tax case specifically re
pudiated its earlier decisions upholding 
the right of the States to require the 
payment of poll taxes as a prerequisite 
to voting in State and local elections. 
Likewise, in the reapportionment cases, 
the Supreme Court again acknowledged 
that it was repudiating by its latest and 
present doctrine the decision of earlier 
Supreme Courts of just a few years be
fore. There are other instances which 
I could cite, but I think these three are 
sufficient to establish the point I am 
making that even the Supreme Court it
self has shown that it changes at will its 
ruling as to the meaning of important 
constitutional provisions, particularly in 
the interpretation of the 14th amend
ment, thus allowing little hope of stabil
ity in the important matter of distribu
tion of seats in both houses of a bicam
eral State legislature and 1n the single 
house of a unicameral legislature. 

After all, the Justices of the Supreme 
Court are only human and they change 
their minds on important questions. An 
important instance of this is shown in 
the "about face" of Mr. Chief Justice 

Warren on legislative reapportionment. 
In 1948 as Governor of California, he be
lieved in the traditional system-in 1964 
as Chief Justice of the United States he 
wrote the decision of the Court in Reyn
olds against Sims overruling his earlier 
conviction and declaring the present un
fortunate interpretation of the 14th 
Amendment, applying the so-called one
man, one-vote principle tc both !louses 
of the State legislatures. I do not ques
tion his sincerity. I merely call atten
tion to his change of conviction so that 
he brought about, with others, the com
plete change of a longstanding interpre
tation of the 14th Amendment and the 
repudiation of his earlier conviction. 
What could be more disturbing of the 
permanence, the soundness, the stability 
of our State governments and the pros
perity of our citizens than to have such 
a situation become the permanent law 
of this land? 

The very fact that the present Su
preme Court, itself, has been divided in 
the reapportionment cases and in the 
Virginia poll tax case, shews that a rela
tively small change of membership in the 
Court and the span of a few short years 
may easily result in changed interpreta
tions of the 14th Amendment and in an 
additional change or repeated changes 
in the application of Federal constitu
tional law to legislative apportionment 
in the several States. 

But the instability which is already 
present is much greater than that which 
results from the facts which I have just 
stated relative to the Supreme Court. In 
my own State, the State of Florida, we 
have had two recent illustrations of the 
instability of any legislative setup which 
is based on Federal court decisions. On 
two occasions within the last few years, 
indeed since september 1962, decisions in 
Florida of three-judge district courts of 
the highest reputation on reapportion
ment formulas have been reversed and 
rejected by the U.S. Supreme Court. In 
each case the three-judge district court 
had approved a reapportionment pro
gram worked out by the Legislature of 
Florida which in each case was rejected 
by the U.S. Supreme Court. Meanwhile, 
time had passed, legislative problems 
were clouded by uncertainty, the eligi
bility of many citizens to run for legis
lative office was questionable, and the 
whole result has weakened State govern
ment and loss of confidence by citizens of 
my State in both the State government 
and the Federal judicial processes. 

When it is remembered that this same 
possibility exists as to every State . that 
is now affected by the Supreme Court 
reapportionment decisions-meaning .a 
large majority of all the States-at this 
very time, and that all States are affected 
again and in a different way after every 
decennial census in the future so long as 
the present ruling continues to prevail, it 
must be realized how serious a blow to 
the stability of our State governments 
and our Federal courts is present and 
will continue to be present so long as we 
tolerate the present conditions. 

Still another difficulty is presented in 
this same field when we recall that ques
tions which must be determined ulti
mately by the courts under the existing 
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system are frequently questions which 
should not be decided by judges and 
many of which cannot properly be de
cided by judges. On this point I think it 
is appropriate to quote again from the 
dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan 
in the case of Reynolds against Sims. 
Mr. Justice Harlan said: 

It should by now be obvious that these 
cases do not mark the end of reapportion
ment problems in the courts. Predictions 
once made that the courts would never have 
to face the problem of actually working out 
an apportionment have proved false. This 
Court, however, continues to avoid the con
sequences of its decisions, simply assuring us 
that the lower courts "can and • • • will 
work out more concrete and specific stand
ards," * • *. Deeming it "expedient" not 
to spell out "precise and constitutional test s," 
the Court contents itself with stating "only 
a few rather general considerations." 

Generalities cannot obscure the cold truth 
that cases of this type are not amenable to 
the development of judicial standards. No 
set of standards can guide a court which 
has to decide how many legislative districts 
a State shall have, or what the shape of the 
districts shall be, or where to draw a par
ticular district line. No judicially manage
able standard can determine whether a State 
should have single-member districts or mul
timember districts or some combination of 
both. No such standard can control the 
balance between keeping up with popula
tion shifts and having stable districts. In 
all these respects, the courts will be called 
upon to make particular decisions with re
spect to which a principle of equally popu
lated districts will be of no assistance whatso
ever. Quite obviously, there are limitless 
possibilities for districting consistent with 
such a principle. Nor can these problems 
be avoided by judicial reliance on legisla
tive judgments so far as possible. Reshap
ing or combining one or two districts, or 
modifying just a few district lines, is no 
less a matter of choosing among many pos
sible solutions, with varying political con
sequences, than reapportionment broadside. 

I wonder if our friends who oppose 
the pending resolution realize that if the 
present situation continues it will not be 
many months or years before Federal 
district courts or even the U.S. Supreme 
Court itself will be charged with having 
gerrymandered legislative districts in 
some States or in many States and with 
having done all sorts of political things 
in fixing legislative district lines which 
may not please the State or large groups 
of citizens therein even though the ac
tion of the courts may have been based 
on good conscience and the best infor
mation available. Surely we shall be 
asking for confusion worse confounded 
if we permit the present well intended, 
but ill advised, impractical, and unsound 
philosophy of the Supreme Court to pre
vail and become a fixed part, at least for 
an indefinite time, of the constitutional 
foundation upon which this Nation is 
based. The Federal courts are even now 
rapidly approaching the "political 
thicket" against which the late Mr. Jus
tice Felix Frankfurter warned them so 
clearly when they were considering an 
earlier case in which the Federal courts 
were invited to take jurisdiction of State 
reapportionment cases. 

Is there great value, as we have always 
thought, in having a written Constitu
tion with fixed standards which would 
assure us greater stability than that pos
sessed by other nations? Or shall we 

become the laughingstock of legal schol
ars throughout the world by approving 
the continuance of the present govern
ing philosophy by which the Court will 
be allowed to exercise power which the 
Constitution has denied it but has spe
cifically granted to Congress? Shall we 
deliberately encourage a permanent con
dition in which the changing personnel 
and changing philosophy of the majority 
of the Supreme Court may allow an im
portant constitutional provision to have 
entirely different meanings, from time to 
time, bringing about profound changes 
in a highly important branch of the 
State governments and utmost confusion 
among our citizens? Or, more generally, 
shall we approve the ultraliberal philos
ophy as stated by Mr. Justice Harlan 
"that every major social ill in this coun
try can find its cure in some constitu
tional principle" and that the Supreme 
Court should "take the lead in promot
ing reform when other branches of gov
ernment fail to act"? 

Mr. President, my third point is that 
there is no sound reason whatsoever to 
deprive a majority of the people in each 
of the many States which have large un
developed areas from adopting a formula 
of apportionment of the membership of 
one house of their legislature which will 
give effective local representation to the 
outlying and relatively undeveloped and 
sparsely settled areas of their State. The 
decision would of course be made by the 
whole voting population of the State. 
The history of our Nation from its very 
beginning and down to this very time 
shows clearly that our people have al
ways recognized the need to allow for 
local representation of residents of the 
undeveloped areas and to encourage such 
areas to greater development not only in 
their own interest but in the interest of 
the State as a whole. 

Perhaps the latest evidence of this ap
pears in the State constitutions of Alaska 
and Hawaii which have been adopted in 
relatively recent years and which repre
sent the thinking of the people in those 
two new States-our 49th and our 50th
as to how best to encourage the develop
ment of their areas which require im
petus toward greater development. 

In Alaska, whose area is more than 
twice as great as Texas, the State con
stitution, adopted in 1956, embraces the 
population concept for the distribution 
of members in the house of represent
atives, but not so as to the senate. In 
the senate the constitution of Alaska pro
vides for a membership of 20 senators 
distributed by districts in such a way as 
to allow local representation in the sen
ate for all areas of the State. This was 
the latest and perhaps the last pioneer 
State to be admitted to our Union and it 
should be very clear from looking at the 
provisions of the State constitution that 
the people in that State did not want to 
provide for a control of the State senate 
by the cities of Anchorage and Fairbanks, 
which have more than half of the popu
lation of the State, but instead recog
nized the need for direct representation 
for the outlying, sparsely populated areas 
of Alaska. The Congress showed no dis
position whatever to interfere with that 
philosophy and t~1ere is every evidence in 
connection with the admission of Alaska 

that the longtime and traditional phi
losophy of our people prevailed again 
there in insisting that the pioneering 
people should have representation by 
their own neighbors whom they could 
reach with relative ease and who under
stood their problems, their industries, 
and their ambitions for greater develop
ment. 

In Hawaii, the State constitution, 
framed in 1950, embraces the population 
concept for membership in the house but 
not so as to the senate. The constitution 
provides for 25 members of the senate 
of whom 13 are to come from the city 
and county of Honolulu, that is the Is
land of Oahu, that has four-fifths of the 
population of the State, or a little more 
than four-fifths. 

The other 12 members of the senate 
are scattered by the constitution among 
the other three counties comprising all 
of the other islands of the State which 
have among them only one-fifth or less 
of the population of the State so as to al
low for local representation of the people 
on all the populated islands without re
quiring them to travel great distances by 
water to confer with their State sena
tor. The value in representation by a lo
cal senator, with knowledge of local prob
lems, who is accessible to his constituents 
and who understands their ambitions for 
growth and development, is thus recog
nized in the provisions of the constitu
tion of Hawaii. Why should not the peo
ple of the States of Alaska and Hawaii 
have the continuing right to apportion 
one house of their legislature so as to 
give this kind of recognition and rep
resentation to their outlying, sparsely 
populated and difficult to reach areas? 

This same situation applies in varying 
degrees to many of the older States but 
I shall mention only three: the States of 
Arizona, Nevada, and Colorado. 

In the State of Arizona, more than half 
of the population resides in the county 
of Maricopa, where the city of Phoenix is 
located. The State is a large one, with 
many outlying areas which have great 
potentiality for development of their re
sources and for increase of their popula
tion. Why should the people of Arizona 
be deprived of the privilege of deciding 
in their own discretion in a statewide ref
erendum-as they have already decided, 
heretofore-that they wish to have the 
people of their outlying areas, far dis
tant from Phoenix, personally repre
sented in one house of the State legisla
ture? Are those Senators who oppose 
the pending amendment unwilling to al
low the people of the State of Arizona to 
make such a decision if they wish to do 
so and regard such a decision to be in 
their own interest and in the interest of 
better government and speedier develop
ment of their own State? 

Or let us look at the State of Nevada 
where much more than half of the peo
ple of the State live in the counties in 
which the cities of Las Vegas and Reno 
are located. Nevada has been a State 
more than 100 years and yet there are 
areas of that good State which are not 
largely developed and in which the pop
ulation is still scattered. Who would de
prive the citizens of Nevada, including 
those who live in Las Vegas and Reno, 
from deciding-as they have heretofore 
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decided-that it is in the interest of their 
State and all its people to encourage 
quicker and greater development of the 
outlying areas by allowing them to have 
direct representation in one house of the 
Nevada Legislature? This is substantial
ly the philosophy that has prevailed in 
this state since it was admitted to state
hood and there is no reason whatever 
why the good people who are there now 
should not be allowed to make their own 
decision as to the distribution of mem
bership in one house of their legislature. 
I am perfectly willing to leave it to them 
to chart their course of action in this 
matter. Why is it that there are Mem
bers of the Senate who are unwilling to 
do so? 

In the State of Colorado the physical 
situation is such as to make it quite dif
ficult for the people in one valley to 
reach nearby people in other valleys be
cause of the height and rugged quality 
of the mountains. And so the people of 
this State have repeatedly shown their 
preference by allowing the scattered pop
ulation in mountain valleys to have 
direct representation in one house of 
their legislature. Is it not in the Amer
ican tradition to allow them in their own 
judgment the right to make a decision 
in this matter and to adopt that course 
which they think is fairer to all of their 
people and best calculated to promote 
speedier development in areas which are 
not yet greatly developed or heavily pop
ulated? I would like to see them have 
that continuing right. I hate to think 
that the present passion for Federal con
trol, which seems to dominate so many 
of our friends, should be allowed to pre
clude the good people of Colorado, in
cluding those who live in the great city 
of Denver, from deciding that it is to 
their own best interests to allow direct 
representation in one house of their 
legislature to even the people residing in 
the remote mountain valleys. 

The more I think of this problem the 
more it seems to me that those who sup
port the present decision of the Supreme 
Court are turning their backs on the 
whole course of history during the phe
nomenal development of this country. 
Our Nation has never imposed a head 
count in determining whether we should 
give birth to a new State, allowing it to 
have equal representation in the U.S. 
Senate with our most populous States. 
During the Civil War, which was a time 
of terrible stress, our people gladly ex
tended statehood to Nevada, which at 
the time had an estimated population of 
only 40,000 people. We recognized the 
value of pioneers in those days and we 
encouraged them to go out and develop 
the areas of our great Nation which were 
undeveloped. We have continuously fol
lowed that same course, as anyone can 
see who looks at the record. When Flor
ida was admitted in 1845, we had only 
54,477 people. We have justified the 
hopes of development by attaining a 
present population of approximately 
6 million. 

When Oregon was admitted to the 
Union in 1859 it had only 52,465 inhabi
tanU;, and all of us know the great 
growth which has occurred there since 
that time and which has made Oregon 

one of our wonderful and highly devel- elusions which made it appear, to me at 
oped States. When Nebraska was ad- · least, that they were fearful to trust the 
mitted just after the terrible Civil War people of the several States. They spoke 
in 1867-and I am happy to see the dis- of trickery in the State legislatures in 
tinguished senior Senator lrom Nebraska the submission of amendments which 
[Mr. HRUSKA] in the Chamber at this they thought might mislead the people. 
time-it had an estimated population of They spoke of the unwillingness of the 
only 60,000, but our Nation encouraged people to stand up and be counted when 
the pioneers who resided there, and they it came to the matter of constitutional 
have made a great State of it. We did provisions affecting them. It appeared 
not count heads to see whether or not to me that they doubt and they question 
the citizens of Nebraska would have un- the soundness of those policies of our 
due influence in the U.S. Senate by rea- Government under which our people 
son of their having two Members there have gone so far since the adoption of 
at the same time our most highly devel- our original Constitution. 
oped and heavily populated States had There is nothing static about this great 
only two Members each. I could con- country of ours. It has been growing, 
tinue to call the roll of the States in this developing, and will continue to grow 
manner, but I close by simply recalling and develop. In our Government, both 
that as late as 1959, when Alaska was Federal and State, we should continue to 
admitted to statehood with an estimated follow the philosophy which has always 
population of only 250,000, our Nation been so typically American and continue 
showed again its faith in the pioneers to allow recognition and representation 
who settled there and our belief that the to our pioneering citizens who are striv
best way to encourage them was to give ing, sometimes against great odds, to 
them direct representation in the coun- develop their own area and thus con
ells of the Nation which they were af- tribute to the growth and strength of 
forded by having two ·Members of the our Nation as a whole. I am deeply dis
U.S. Senate and one Member of the House turbed that there are those amongst us 
of Representatives. Our faith in the who seem to think that we are about to 
American system will be again demon- become static and that we should now 
strated by the growth and development embrace a philosophy much more appro- · 
of Alaska. priate in an old, old country which is 

And yet there are those now, Mr. Pres- fully developed and has no potentiality 
ident, including a majority of the mem- for added growth in the future. I sim
bership of the Supreme Court, who would ply hope that we may repudiate such a 
set up a system which in many instances change of philosophy, and by submitting 
would deny to the good people in the the pending amendment, allow the people 
less settled portions of our several States of this country to again give some meas
the right to have a neighbor represent- ure of freedom to every State in deter
ing them in one house of their State leg- mining for iUJelf what type of distribu
islature where he could plead for the tion of membership it approves for one 
causes which are important to them and house of its legislature. 
which will give them the best chance for Mr. President, when a constitutional 
speedy growth and development. question is involved by an important de-

Mr. President, I depart from my writ- cision of the Supreme court, the Con
ten text at this time to remark that, gress cannot of itself correct the situa
looking at the map of our Nation and tion by the passage of new legislation, as 
seeing the vast undeveloped States such it did, for instance, countermand the 
as Montana, Nevada, Arizona, Colorado, earlier decisions of the Supreme Court 
Wyoming, the two Dakotas, and other in the so-called tidelands case by the 
States of the West, I do not see how it 1s passage of a mere statute known as the 
possible for a U.S. Senator to take the Tidelands Act, which was subsequently 
position that he wants to depart from the upheld by the Supreme Court as a proper 
traditional system followed in our coun- assertion of congressional authority and 
try with such great success, and which jurisdiction. The fact that the Congress 
has enabled us to have great governmenU; cannot cure the situation by statute does 
in all 50 States, that have made them not, however, relieve it of responsibility. 
progressive and moving, in which each It seems to me that the Congress is now 
government has had a chance, almost under a heaVY responsibility, at this very 
without exception, and generally up to time, to do its part by allowing the people, 
this good day, to give representation to themselves, through the verdict of the 50 
outlying areas which require representa- States, to correct the dangerous depar
tion by neighbors who understand their ture which I have just referred to in the 
problems, whom they can reach to talk changed philosophy and assertion of 
with, and whom they know when they power by the Supreme Court in the re
talk to them. apportionment cases through the submis-

I deeply regret the fact that this radl- sion of a constitutional amendment 
cal change in the philosophy of our coun- which, though recognizing the soundness 
try which has contributed so greatly to of the apportionment of one house of 
the building of our country as the most every legislature on a basis of popula
powerful nation on the earth has now tion, will still permit the people of each 
been embraced by the majority of our state, in their own dlscretion and in view 
Supreme Court and apparently has stur- of their own problems, to determine that 
dy supporters here on the :floor of the 
senate. some principle other than strict reliance 

I listened with a great deal of amaze- on population will better serve their State 
ment the other day to my friend from in the apportionment of membership of 
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] and my friend the second house of their State legisla
from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] state con- ture. 
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I shall not attempt, in the brief time 
permitted me, to go into all of the argu
ments, both legal and practical, on this 
matter, but it does seem quite clear to 
me that the Congress is under a heavy 
duty to submit the pending constitutional 
amendment to allow the people of the 
several States to decide through action 
of their legislatures, in the first place, 
whether they wish to have available, as 
a minimum, the machinery which would 
be afforded by ratification of the pending 
amendment, and in the second place to 
decide for themselves by vote of their 
people, both at an early date and follow
ing every Federal census thereafter, 
what basis of apportionment they feel 
will best serve them and their States in 
fixing the membership of one house only 
of their State legislatures. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, I rise in opposition to Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 103, the new at
tempt of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] to interfere with the people's 
right to equal representation in their 
State legislatures. 

Without the benefit of the close ex
amination that committee hearings 
would have afforded, Senator DIRKSEN 
again seeks to amend the Constitution 
to overrule the Supreme Court's decision 
in Reynolds against Sims and related 
cases. 

And what Senator DIRKSEN asks us to 
add on to the Constitution of the United 
States without any committee hearings 
is a strange proposal indeed-the first 
constitutional amendment we have ever 
had which creates an exception to the 
equal protection clause of the 14th 
amendment, the first constitutional 
amendment we have ever had which 
espouses inequality as a virtue, the first 
time in our constitutional history that 
we would be acting to limit rather than 
expand the franchise. 

Nor is this year's version any better 
than last year's. 

The wording of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 103 makes it clear that its propo
nents do not want the courts passing on 
the malapportionment plans that they 
would submit to the people. Section 2 
implies that the courts will pass on a 
plan only if it is submitted by a legisla
ture in which neither house has been 
reapportioned. The reapportionment of 
one house in a State legislature is sum
cient, at least in the minds of the draft
ers of the amendment, to keep the mat
ter of reapportionment out of the courts. 
This, of course, is the red flag. Under 
the vague standard of "effective repre
sentation* * * of the various groups and 
interests making up the electorate," a 
State legislature can make up a plan in 
which one house is malapportioned to 
satisfy the interests of those who control 
the legislature at the particular time. 
The purported lack ·of judicial review, 
therefore, is as vital to this year's ver
sion as it was to last year's. 

Those who oppose the malapportion
ment amendments have often said the 
aim of the amendments is to perpetuate 
the old rural control and that that ts 
their vice. The proponents of the mal-

apportionment amendments have said 
the same aim is the virtue of the pro
posals. The fact is-and we should all be 
aware of this-that Senate Joint Resolu
tion 103 could be used by whoever hap
pened to be in power in the State legisla
ture to attempt to perpetuate and extend 
control. Whatever the party, whatever 
the area of the State which controls a 
legislature, Senate Joint Resolution 103 
is a vehicle for the perpetuation and 
extension of control. Thus Senate Joint 
Resolution 103 is undesirable not so 
much because it favors one particular 
group or another, but because it is bad 
government. 

Those who favor Senate Joint Resolu
tion 103 argue that there are minorities 
in the State which deserve special repre
sentation. But the fact is that a State 
legislature is composed of a series of 
minorities, and there is no logical reason 
to make any one of them more equal than 
the others. Why, for example, should 
not the urban poor and the racial mi
norities be given extra representation? 
They are deserving of the special atten
tion of government and have seldom 
been effectively represented. The point 
is that many minorities have a case for 
representation. Because these claims 
inevitably compete with one another, and 
because there is no basis for choosing one 
over another, the ultimate fact is that no 
one should be overrepresented. 

This year's version of the Dirksen 
amendment is claimed to have the virtue 
of requiring that a plan based on equality 
of representation be submitted to the 
people along with the plan for malappor
tionment. This is a slight virtue, but it 
does not remove the basic vice-that the 
formulator of the alternatives is the very 
legislature whose motive would be to ex
tend its control by the plans which it 
frames for submission to the people. 

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolution 
103 is no better than the proposal which 
the Senate considered and rejected last 
year. In the meantime, the process of 
reapportionment has gone on in the sev
eral States, and legislature after legisla
ture has proved that reapportionment 
is a real force for effective State govern
ment. The fact is that the federalism of 
the future-the hope that the States will 
play an important and significant role in 
the federal system in the years to 
come-rests on the reapportionment 
process now going on. We must not 
frustrate that process-we must defeat 
Senate Joint Resolution 103. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KENNEDY of New York in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-

ate completes its business today it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
DmKSEN AMENDMENT TRIES TO PASS BUCK OF 

SENATE RESPONSIBILITY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
Senators may remember that in his 
speech the distinguished Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], in discussing the 
colloquy which took place between the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGs] 
and myself on Thursday of last week, 
said that Senator TYDINGS and I were 
fearful to trust the people; that we 
talked about trickery in State legisla
tures. 

Mr. President, our opposition to the 
joint resolution is certainly not based on 
unwillingness to trust the people. As I 
recall, the Senator from Florida also 
went on to say that the Senator from 
Maryland and I talked about the unwill
ingness of the people to vote and to 
stand up and be counted. We have never 
taken this position at all. 

But I did say-and I have before me 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of Thursday, 
from which I should like to quote a few 
brief paragraphs pertaining to the 
charges made by the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida-that: 

The issue concerns whether each American, 
regardless of where he lives or his back
ground, as long as he is a qualified voter, 
should have an equal vote. 

The referendum is strictly a sweetener. 

It is an appealing sweetener, but just 
that-a sweetener. It is tossed in be
cause there just are not any valid reasons 
for depriving the people of their right to 
an equal vote. So what have the Dirksen 
amendment proponents done? They 
have cleverly fallen back on the refer
endum device. 

The argument runs: The proposition may 
be unfair, unwise, retrogressive, and dan
gerous, but so what? Why not let the peo
ple decide. 

Then I said: 
The answer, Mr. President, is that the peo

ple are very likely to be required to vote in 
a rigged election, an unrepresentative elec
tion, because the body that puts the ques
tion has a transparently vested interest in 
securing the answer. 

I should like also to suggest an argu
ment that I did not make last Thursday, 
but which I think is really the best 
answer to all of this discussion: that we 
have a one-man, one-vote system of 
electing legislatures; then the people will 
decide all legislative matters, because it 
will be their legislatures, elected on a 
truly representative basis; whereas if we 
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have a referendum which permits, under 
rigged circumstances, the leg!slatures ~ 
be apportioned on malapport10ned basis, 
the people will have a distorted, diluted 
voice for the following 10 years, under 
the Dirksen amendment. 

Finally, on this point, the Constitu
tion specifies that the Senate and the 
House shall decide, by a two-thirds vote, 
whether constitutional amendments 
should be adopted. I do not believe we 
could find a constitutional father or a 
constitutional expert who would say that 
Members of the Senate or the House are 
absolved of their responsibility to decide 
amendments with constitutional refer
enda attached on their merits, if the 
amendment contains a provision for a 
referendum which then refers the pro
posal to the people for a vote. This 
would mean that we do not assume our 
own representative, elected responsibil
ity for deciding the case; but if there 
is a referendum attached, no matter how 
wrong, how vigorously we may disagree, 
that we should automatically vote for 
it· and that if we do not, we would be 
a~cused of not representing the people. 

I think this is a buckpassing, alibi
seeking argument. 

Last Wednesday, the distinguished 
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK
SEN] delivered a speech in favor of his 
joint resolution, Senate Joint Resolution 
103 which would permit State legisla
tur~s to be apportioned on a basis other 
than population alone. As I indicated 
the following day, the minority leader 
was as eloquent and persuasive as al
ways. However, there were several 
points in which the distinguished minor
ity leader was wrong. 

First, · on page 8104 of the RECORD, the 
minority leader maintained that, in de
livering the one-man, one-vote rule, the 
Supreme Court has exercised an amend
ment power which it does not have. But 
surely the same could be said of Chief 
Justice Marshall's opinion in Marbury 
against Madison, which established the 
right of judicial review, even though the 
Constitution is silent on the subject. The 
same could be said of Brown against 
Board of Education, which struck down 
segi·egation in spite of 100 years of con
trary history. The same could be said of 
the Scottsboro case of 1932-Powell 
against Alabama-where, for the first 

·time the Supreme Court held that a 
Stat~ must supply counsel to an indigent 
criminal defendant. The same could 
also be said of the post-1936 cases in 
which Congress was given power over 
the economy immensely greater than its 
previous power. The point is that there 
have been many constitutional revolu
tions which could be described as amend
ments, and that the term "amendment" 
is wrongly used when it is used .to convey 
opprobrium. 

THE 14TH AMENDMENT FOR, NOT AGAINST, 
CIVIL RIGHTS 

Also, on page 8104 of the RECORD, it 1s 
said by the minority leader that the Su· 
preme Court took no account of the his
torical context or relevant text of the 
14th amendment. It is claimed, as ap-

pears on page 8105, that the 14th amend
ment expressly recognizes that a State's 
right to malapportion, since it provides 
that a state's representation shall be 
diminished in the proportion by which 
it denies the vote to male citizens. It is 
claimed by the minority leader that the 
court ignore the long history of malap
portionment. 

These claims are plainly erroneous. 
Let us begin with the text. The 14th 
amendment provides that no States shall 
deny a citizen equal protection of the 
laws. Rather than ignoring this con
text the Court interpreted it. More
ove.;, it sounds very peculiar to claim 
that a provision of the amendment 
which punishes a State for denying the 
vote thereby recognize a State's right 
to deny the vote. If the State has the 
right to deny the vote, why should it be 
punished for doing so? 
LONG HISTORY OF EXPANDING THE FRANCHISE 

In regard to history, both the distin
guished minority leader and the emi
nent Justice whom he cites, Justice Har
lan, ignore an immense amount of his
tory themselves. They look only at the 
long history of malapportionment. But 
how about the long history of expanding 
the franchise in order to give more peo
ple a more effective voice in government? 

When our Government was formed, 
there were no religious and property 
qualifications on voting; these have been 
removed. The President is now elected 
by the people, not, as was origina~ly the 
case, by the House of Representatives. 

Also, there are presidential primaries 
and State conventions to select delegates 
to national presidential conventions. 
Senators are now elected by primary 
and general elections instead of by State 
legislatures. At one time women could 
not vote; now they can by virtue of the 
19th amendment. 

At one time Negroes did not vote. 
Then the 15th amendment was passed 
to give them the vote; and of late there 
have been numerous efforts in civil 
rights acts and in the 24th amendment, 
the anti-poll-tax amendment, to imple
ment their right to vote. What is more 
important to note, · the Court cited much 
of this history in Reynolds against Sims, 
a landmark decision which provides for 
the one-man, one-vote representation in 
the State legislatures. 

On page 8109 of the RECORD, an arti
cle placed in the RECORD by the junior 
Senator from Illinois says that the prob
lem of malapportionment arose because 
States did not reapportion their lower 
houses. This is a half-truth only. Many 
States, perhaps even the vast majority, 
had malapportionment in both houses. 

DIRKSEN AMENDMENT BRINGS WORSE 
CONFUSION 

On page 8110 of the RECORD of last 
Wednesday appears a colloquy alleging 
that instability will occur under the one
man, one-vote rule because lower Fed
eral courts will disagree and because 
members of the Supreme Court divided. 

This is nonsense in the long run. For 
in the long run the Supreme Court' ma
jority will settle problems and we will 

have stability. The Court, in Reynolds 
against Sims, has laid down the basic 
one·man, one-vote rule. I:p Fortson v. 
Dorsey, 379 U.S. 43 3 <1965), it held that 
countywide voting mee.ts the equal pop
ulation principle so long as the county 
has a fairly proportioned number of rep
resentatives. In the pending Hawaii 
apportionment case of Burns agai?st 
Richardson it has taken up the questiOn 
of whether registered voters or total 
population must be used as a basis for 
apportionment; and it will solve other 
problems as they arise. 

Moreover there would be equal or 
greater instability under the Dirksen 
amendment. Under Senate Joint Reso
lution 103, we could ext;>ect at least 50 
suits after every decenmal census, each 
suit alleging that particular interests 
have not been given effective represen
tation. Further, Senate Joint Resolu
tion 103 contains the very large number 
of ambiguities pointed out by the Li
brary of Congress. 

On page 8110, the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida says that Senate Joint 
Resolution 103 is an attempt to produce 
an amendment consonant "with the 
basic philosophy that underlies the 
American system." This too is a half 
truth. On the one hand the amend
ment would, in conformity with our sys
tem, let the people decide on malappor
tionment. On the other hand, the 
amendment would permit the majority 
to strip the minority of equality by di
minishing one of the most valuable 
rights of citizenship, the right to vote. 
It is not consonant with our system to 
permit a majority to diminish the most 
basic rights of a minority. 

SUBURBS, NOT CITIES, WILL GAIN 

On page 8110 an article inserted in the 
RECORD says metropolitan machines will 
rule the roost. This is wrong, since the 
fast mushrooming suburbs will obtain 
the greatest benefit from the one-man, 
one-vote rule. Moreover, the Colorado 
experience detailed in a speech by Al
len Dines, the speaker of the Co~orado 
House, gives proof that the article is 
wrong: Dines pointed out that there was 
no oppression or control by representa
tives from cities in the reapportioned 
Colorado Legislature, that many rurally 
sponsored and supported bills aimed at 
aiding rural needs were enacted, and 
that rural legislators felt they had re
ceived fair treatment. Also, the Michi
gan experience proves exactly the ~arne 
thing, that is, that fairly apportioned 
legislatures treat all citizens fairly. , 

Mr. President, I am proud of the fact 
that Wisconsin has had a one-man, one
vote provision in its constitution ever 
since it became a State in 1848. While 
there have been some periods through
out the years when the legislature has 
not apportioned itself rapidly after the 
decennial census, it nevertheless did do 
so. We are very proud of the fair kind of 
legislature that we have had. 

As one who has served in the State 
legislature, I know of no farm group or 
farmer who claims that the Wisconsin 
Legislature at any time, recently or in 
the past, has been rigged against them. 
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In fact, many city people claim that 
Wisconsin is the only State in the coun
try which still provides full and complete 
protection for the dairy farmers' butter 
as against oleo. 

It is the city people who want to elimi
nate the discrimination which exists in 
Wisconsin in favor of butter. Yet, our 
one-man, one-vote legislature, in a State 
which is 90 percent nonfarm, has pro
vided that protection for the farm 
people. 

Moreover, the Colorado and Michigan 
experiences prove not only that reap
portioned legislatures are fair legislatures 
but also that equally apportioned legis
latures do a much better, far more effec
tive job in passing the types of legisla
tion needed in modern States. 

On page 8111 an article inserted in 
the REcoRD warns that courts will force 
the drawing of hasty and ill-advised 
plans of reapportionment. This is non
sense. In the main, the Federal courts 
have given legislatures adequate time to 
draw up plans. The problem is that, due 
to partisanship, legislatures have some
times been absolutely unable to agree on 
a plan. And 1n regard to Michigan, 
where the article accuses a Federal court 
of giving the legislature just 2 days to 
draw up a plan, the drawing and ap
proval of a final plan of apportionment 
has already taken several years and is 
still going on. 

The article also denounces the Court 
for overthrowing the Colorado Federal 
plan that had been approved by the 
people. However, the vote on that plan 
was in a sense rigged, since the plan 
which would have apportioned both 
houses by population contained some 
very undesirable features, for example, 
there would have been countywide bal
loting that would have made it necessary 
for each Denver voter to vote for 8 sen
ators and 17 representatives, that would 
have caused ballots to be long and cum
bersome, and that would have made dif
ficult an intelligent choice among 
candidates. Thus, as the Supreme Court 
said: 

The assumption • • • that the Colorado 
voters made a definitive choice between two 
contrasting alternatives and indicated that 
"minority process in the State is what they 
want" does not appear to be factually justi
fiable. 

FIRST TURN-CLOCK-BACK AMENDMENT 

On page 8111, and at length on page 
8103, Senator DIRKSEN argues that 
amendments have often overturned Su
preme Court rulings. The usual cita
tions for this type of argument are the 
13th, 14th, and 15th amendments, over
turning the Dred Scott case, the 16th 
amendment overturning the case out
lawing an income tax, the 19th amend
ment overturning the case permitting 
States to refuse the franchise to women, 
and the 24th amendment overtuming 
the case permitting States to levy a poll 
tax. The Senator seeks to bring his 
amendment within the ambit of these 
others, saying that here, too, a court 
ruling should be overturned. But there 
is a very signifiean~ difference between 
his amendment and the others. All the 
others were progressive amendments 

which overturned cases that had pre
served a status quo outmoded by histori
cal forces. The case against the income 
tax was reactionary, the Dred Scott case 
attempted to hold back an abolition 
movement that had literally gained 
worldwide impetus-that is, Britain had 
abolished slavery-the poll tax was a 
device to maintain the disenfranchise
ment of Negroes, and in our society it 
would be incredible if women could not 
vote. Amendments 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, and 
24 overturned these anachronisms in 
order to bring the Constitution into line 
with changed social forces. But Senator 
DIRKSEN, on the other hand, seeks to do 
the opposite. For in Reynolds against 
Sims the Court did not attempt to turn 
back the clock in order to ward off a new 
social order, it recognized the new social 
alinement in a progressive decision. It 
is the junior Senator from Dlinois who 
seeks to tum back the clock. 

PASS-THE-BUCK AM;ENDMENT 

On pages 8111 and 8112 Senator DIRK
SEN says let the people decide on his 
amendment. However, the Constitution 
also requires the Senate to pass on it, 
and Senators would not be doing their 
constitutional duty if, despite their dis
agreement with the amendment, they 
voted for it in order to let the people vote 
on it. Indeed, one of the prime reasons 
for the constitutional requirement of a 
two-thirds vote to pass an amendment in 
Congress is' to prevent ill-advised amend
ments. Thus, Senators are constitu
tionally required to use their best judg
ment rather than to simply pass the 
buck to State legislatures, State conven
tions, or State referendums. 

Mr. President, I have just had called 
to my attention a letter from Prof. How
ard D. Hamilton, chairman of the De
partment of Political Science, Bowling 
Green State University, of Bowling 
Green, Ohio, which shows overwhelming 
expert opposition to the Dirksen amend
ment. 

It reads as follows: 
APRIL 14, 1966. 

Memorandum: Judgments of political science 
professors regarding the Dirksen amend-
ment. . 

From: Howard D. Hamilton, chairman, De
partment of Political SCience, Bowling 
Green State University. 

A nationwide poll in January of professors 
of political science regarding the so-called 
Dirksen amendment shows that the political 
science profession overwhelmingly disap
proves of that proposal by a ratio of about 
four to one. Of 146 respondents to a mailed 
questionnaire, 112 expressed disapproval of 
any constitutional amendment ,to nullify the 
decision of the Supreme Court in Reynolds 
v. Sims. Of the 146 respondents, 116 viewed 
the ruling of that case, that both chambers 
of State legislatures must be apportioned on 
the basis of population, as sound public 
policy. 

Two questions regarding the Reynolds case 
and the Dirksen amendment were a segment 
of a long questionnaire regarding criteria for 
apportionment, prepared and circulated by 
Profs. Charles Barrell, Howard Hamilton, and 
Byron Marlowe of Bowling Green State Uni
versity. That section of the questionnaire 
read: 

"I. APPRAISAL OF REYNOLDS V. SIMS 

"1. Was the _decision that both chambers 
of a legislature must be districted on the 

basis of population sound public policy? 
Yes--. No--. 

"2. Do you favor a constitutional amend
ment to permit apportionment of one house 
of a bicameral legislature upon the basis of 
factors other than population? Yes--. No--. 

The questionnaire was mailed to two 
groups: to a random sample of persons listed 
as State and local government specialists in 
the biographical directory of the American 
Political Science Association (pp. 314-316), 
and to a select (and smaller) group of polit
ical scientists who have written books and 
journal articles or have done unpublished 
research in the area of legislative apportion
ment. On those two questions, the judg
ments of both groups were almost identical. 

Tabulation of returns 

Random sample Select group 

Yes No Yes No 
--------

1. Was the decision __ 73 19 43 11 
2. Do you favor----- - 21 71 13 41 

The questionnaires apparently reached 237 
persons. (A few others were returned by the 
post office.) A return rate of 62 percent (80 
percent of the random sample) is very high 
for a formidable questionnaire of 80 ques
tions, and establishes a high degree of statis
tical reliability. 

SHORT FORM 

I. Appraisal of "Reynolds v. Sims" 
1. Was the decision, that both chambers of 

a legislature must be districted on the basis 
of population, sound public policy? Y:es -. 
No-. 

2. Do you favor a constitutional amend
ment to permit apportionment of one house 
of a bicameral legislature upon the basis of 
factors other than population? Yes -. 
No-. 

3. Is it your judgment that the Reynolds 
doctrine of substantial equality of district 
populations in both chambers (check one): 

(a) Virtually precludes application of any 
other criteria. (1) -. 

(b) Allows some room for use of addition
al criteria. (2) -. 

(c) Allows some, but not enough room for 
additional criteria. (3) -. 

(d) Allows adequate scope for the appli
cation of othe;o legitimate criteria. (4) -. 

II. Equality of district populations: Yard
sticks and standarda 

16. Should one standard be a maximum 
permissible deviation from the ratio of repre
sentation (population: seats)? Yes. -. 
No.-. 

17. I! so, what should be the maximum 
percentage deviation above or below the ratio 
of representation? (1) 10 percent -. (2) 
15 percent - • (3) 20 percent -. (4) 25 
percent -. ( 5) 50 percent -. 
IV. Legitimate criteria: The trinity or more? 

19. The criteria for districting should be 
exclusively the familiar trinity-districts of 
compact and contiguous territory, as nearly 
equal in population as possible. Yes -. 
No-. 

20. Primary emphasis would be on the trin
ity, but some notice should be taken of other 
criteria. Yes-. No-. 

21. Districting should be guided by other 
criteria; the trinity should be merely the 
outer limits for efforts to achieve other ob
jectives. Yes -. No -. 

VIII. Legitimate criteria: Specifies 
Which of the following criteria do you re

gard as valid or invalid in drawing districts 
for maximizing the representative character 
of a legislature? For those you regard as 
valid, check the relative weight. 
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(1) (2) (1) 
Very 

Valid Invalid impor-

(2) (3) 
Desir- Permis-
able sible 

(1) (2) (1) 
Very 

Valid Invalid impor
tant 

(2) (3) 
Desir- Permis-
able sible 

____ ______ .....;.. __ , __ 1 ___ --- __ ta_n_t _ ------ --------------·1------ ---------
22. Population equality.----------------- -······- ------- -
24. Compactness and symmetry •• - ------ -------- --------
26. Interest of incumbents •• - - ----------- - ------- --------
28. Advantage of majority party- - --------------- --------
30. P artisan neutrality------------------- -------- --------
32. Maintaining political subdivisions as 

50. Fostering a statewide distribution of 
seats by party generally propor-
tional to vote. -- ---------- ---- ----- - -------- --------

52. Averting minority party control of 
legislature ___ --------- -- --- -- -- --- -- -------- --------

54, Fostering a strong block of minority 
representative units ________________ -------- -------- members ••• ------------------ ------ -- ----- - ----- ---

56, Elimination of multimember districts. ------- - ------ --
58, Utilization of multimember districts __ ---- ---- ----- ---
60. Assuring ethnic minorities control of 

34. Not dividing count ies __ ___ ___________ -------- ------- -
36. Maximizing homogeneous districts ____ -------- --------
38. Maximizing heterogeneous districts ___ -------- --------
40. Fostering competitive districts. _____ -------- --------
42. Fostering safe districts . _---- -- ------ - -------- --------
44. Minimizing the number of const it-

some districts----------------- ---- -- -------- --------
62. Fostering the strength of residents 

outside the metropolises ____ ___ ___ __ ------- - --------
uents per legislator_------ ------- -- -------- -------- 64. Consideration of economic, social, and 

regional interests.----- ---- --------- ---- ---- ------- -
66. Following county, city, township, 

46. At least 1 seat for every county _______ -------- --------
48. Assuring some seats for the minority 

party within each metropolitan ward lines even at some reduction of 
county------- --- ------- --------- -- - -------- -- ------ population equality---------------- -------- --------

(Add any others which you regard as valid and check the relative weight.) 

XI. Minorities 
121. Minorities, particularly ethnic, should 

be assured representation by designing dis
tricts in which they wlll be preponderant. 
Yes-. No-. 

122. Minorities are better served by not 
being concentrated in a district. Yes-. 
No-. 

123. Minorities are better served by not 
being concentrated in a district only if the 
districts are competitive. Yes -. No -. 

124. The allocation of minorities should be 
disregarded; "reverse discrimination" is il
legitimate. Yes-. No-. 

XII. Districting agency and discretion 
131. Distrtcting should be done by the 

legislature with broad discretion to select 
and apply apportionment criteria. Yes -. 
No-. 

133. Districting should be done by --
in accordance with an appm-tionment 
formula for each chamber spelled out in the 
State constitution, and subject to judicial 
review (check one) : 

(1) -Legislature. 
(2) -Elective officer or ex officio board. 
(3) -Bipartisan board, selected by po-

litical parties. 
(4) --special. nonpartisan citizens board 

as in Alaska and Great Britain. 
(5) --{)ther: ---------------------------
134. Districting should be by automatic 

and impersonal procedures which minimize 
discretion. Yes-. No-. 

137. Districting should be done by com
puter programed to maximize compactness 
and population equality. Yes-. No-. 

Mr. President, these political scientists 
who were polled were selected as the most 
competent in this field in the Nation. 

First, a random sample of persons 
listed as State and local government 
specialists were interrogated. 

Secondly, a select group of political 
scientists who have written books and 
journal articles or have done unpub
lished research in the area of legislative 
apportionment. 

Mr. President, these are the experts in 
this reapportionment area if experts can 
be found. 

And they are 4 to 1 against the Dirk
sen amendment. 

CEDAR RAPIDS GAZETTE DEMOLISHES DIRKSEN 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. President, the slick Whittaker 
Baxter public relation firm has swamped 
many of the Nation's newspapers with 
propaganda favoring the Dirksen one
man, one-vote amendment. 

Fortunately many newspapers are 
finding this propaganda barrage un
convincing. In a recent trip I took to 
Wisconsin I found this to be true re
peatedly in my State. 

In Iowa the Cedar Rapids Gazette is 
another case in point. The Gazette has 
carried a series of hard-hitting editorials 
which in my judgment demolish the 
Dirksen amendment. 

The Gazette properly calls the amend
ment "perhaps the most important single 
issue to come before this Congress, for 
it deals with a cornerstone on which this 
Nation was founded-that we shall be 
governed by majority ru1e with full pro
tection of minority rights." 

The Gazette points out that the 
amendment: 

1. Is based on a wholly false premise. 
2. Is a blatant attempt to repeal the U.S. 

Supreme Court's one-man, one-vote deci
sion based on the 14th equal rights amend
ment. 

3. Is couched in vague, misleading, am
biguous language. 

4. Is an attempt to put the Stialtes back 
into minority-rule straitjackets. 

The Gazette says: 
We agree with Dirksen amendment pro

ponents, who say "let the people decide." 
Under one-man, one-vote apportionment, 
the people will decide, through their elected 
representatives, every issue coming before 
each session of a legislature. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the series of editoria.ls on the 
Dirksen amendment from the Cedar 
Rapids Gazette to which I have referred 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Cedar Rapids Gazette, Apr. 13, 
1966] 

THE DIRKSEN AMENDMENT 
The Dirksen amendment-the one dealing 

with legislative apportionment, not school 
prayers-is scheduled for debate in the U.S. 
Senate this week or next. 

It is, perhaps, the most important single 
issue to come before this Congress. For it 
deals with a cornerstone on which this Na
tion was founded-that we shall be governed 
by majority rule with full protection of 
minority rights. 

Known in legislative language as Senate 
Joint Resolution 103 (the text may be seen 

elsewhere on ne:!Qt page) , the proposal was 
introduced August 10, 1965, by Senator 
EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN, of Illinois, the 
Republican leader, only 6 days after an 
earlier version was defeated in the Senate. 

It is a proposal to change the Constitution 
with an amendment which, advocates say, 
will "let the people decide" every 10 years 
in each State whether they want the mem
bership of one house of their legislature 
based on factors other than population, as 
now required by the U.S. Supreme Court. 

To become effective the proposed amend
ment must be passed by a two-thirds ma
jority (67) of the 100-member Senate, a two
thirds majority (290) of the 435-Member 
House and, within 7 years, ratified by three
fourths (38) of the 50 States. 

So it has a long row to hoe, which is a 
good thing since this proposed amendment 
has no place in the Constitution, because it: 

1. Is based on a wholly false premise. 
2. Is a blatant attempt to repeal the U.S. 

Supreme Court's one-man, one-vote decision 
based on the 14th equal rights amendment. 

3. Is couched in vague, misleading, am
biguous language. 

4. Is an attempt to put the States back 
into minority-rule straitjackets. 

We will explain at greater length in the 
immediate future these reasons why this 
proposed amendment should suffer the same 
fate as the earlier version. That version was 
defeated August 4, 1965, when 39 Senators 
(not including Iowa's 2). only 5 more than 
the one"'third necessary, courageously went 
on record against it. 

Meanwhile, suffice it to say that a public 
relations firm has been paid a handsome sum 
for the last 3 months to sell the Dirksen 
amendment to the people, which is a real 
travesty because fundamental rights are 
something that can't be sold out from under 
the people like soap. 

This gigantic sales effort is based on the 
popular slogan "let the people decide." And 
that, by coincidence is precisely what the 
Supreme Court's one-man, one-vote decision 
does-the decision which the Dirksen 
amendment seeks to repeal. 

The big difference between the Court de
cision and the Dirksen amendment is that 
the decision lets the people decide, through 
representatives elected on a population basis, 
every ma,tter coming before their legislatures, 
whereas the amendment would let the peo
ple decide once in 10 years what kind of 
legislature they want. 

So this sales effort 1s a snow job, pure and 
simple. It is an attempt to substitute mi
nority rule for majority rule; to legalize mar
apportionment; to make area, acres, geog
raphy, livestock, buildingS, trees, city blocks, 
or you-name-it, more important then peo
ple. It is, in effect, an effort to implant 1n 
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the fundamental law of our land the idea 
that some individuals and some groups are 
entitled to more legislative representation 
than other individuals and other groups. 

In short, it has no place in the Constitu
tion of the United States. 

[From the Cedar Rapids Gazette, Apr. 13, 
1966] 

DmKSEN AMENDMENT BOOSTS AREA REPRE
SENTATION; HERE Is THE TEXT 

Scheduled to be debated in the U.S. Senate 
shortly is Senate Joint Resolution 103, com
monly known as the Dirksen amendment, for 
its chief sponsor, Senator DmKSEN, of 
Illinois, the Republican leader in the Senate. 

To become a part of the Constitution, the 
amendment must receive a two-thirds major
ity vote in both the Senate and the U.S. 
House of Representatives, and be ratified by 
three-fourths of the States. 

Here is the text of the Dirksen amendment 
as it was introduced by Senator DIRKSEN 
and 30 cosponsors August 10, 1965, only 6 
days after an earlier version failed to muster 
the necessary two-thirds majority in the
Senate: 

"S.J. RES. 103 

"Joint resolution proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States to 
preserve to the people of each State power 
to determine the composition of its legis
lature and the apportionment of the mem
bership thereof in accordance with law and. 
the provisions of the Constitution of the 
United States. 
"Resolved by the Senate and House of 

.Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled (two-thirds 
of each House concurring therein), That the 
following article is proposed as an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which shall be valid to all intents 
and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three
fourths of the several States within 7 years 
of its submission to the States by the Con
gress, provided that each such legislature 
shall include one house apportioned on the 
basis of substantial equality of population 
in accordance with the most recent enumer
ation provided for in section 2 of article I: 

"'ARTICLE-
" 'SECTION 1. The legislature of each State 

shall be apportioned by the people of that 
State at each general ele-ction for Representa
tives to the Congress held next following 
the year in which there is commenced each 
enumeration provided for in section 2 of 
article I. In the case of a bicameral legisla
ture, the members of one house shall be ap
portioned among the people on the basis of 
their numbers and the members of the other 
house may be apportioned among the people 
on the basis of population, geography, and 
political subdivisions in order to insure effec
tive representation in the State's legisla
ture of the various groups and interests mak
ing up the electorate. In the case of a 
unicameral legislature, the house may be 
apportioned among the people on the basis 
of substantial equality of population with 
such weight given to geography and politi
cal subdivisions as will insure effective repre
sentation in the State's legislature of the 
various groups and interests making up the 
electorate. 

" 'SEC. 2. A plan of apportionment shall be
come effective only after it has been sub
mitted to a vote of the people of the State 
and approved by a majority of those voting 
on that issue at a statewide election held in 
accordance with law and the provisions of 
this Constitution. If submitted by a bi
cameral legislature the plan of apportion
ment shall have been approved prior to such 
election by both houses, one of which shall 
be apportioned on the basis of substantial 
equality of population; if otherwise sub
mitted it shall have been found by the courts 

prior to such election to he consistent with 
the provisions of this Constitution, includ
ing this article. In addition to a:ny other 
plans of apportionment which may be sub
mitted at such election, there shall be sub
mitted to a vote of the people an alterna
tive plan of apportionment based solely on 
substantial equality of population. The 
plan of apportionment approved by a major
ity of those voting on that issue shall be 
promptly placed in effect.' " 

[From the Cedar Rapids Gazette, Apr. 14. 
1966] 

THE PREMISE Is FALSE 
In an earlier editorial we wrote that the 

Dirksen amendment dealing with legislative 
apportionment has no place in the Con
stitution be-cause it is: 

1. Based on a wholly false premise. 
2. A blatant attempt to repeal the U.S. Su

preme Court's one-man, one-vote decision 
based on the 14th "equal rights" amend
ment. 
· 3. Couched in vague, misleading, and am
biguous language. 

4. An attempt to put the States back into 
minority-rule straitjackets. 

It is based on the false premise that his
torically and traditionally the makeup of 
State legislatures has been "just like Con
gress--one House on area, one House on 
population." 

This is not only a false premise. It is 
pure fiction. In Congress, the Senate is 
based on States, not area, and tlie House is 
based largely on population. 

But, historically and traditionally, the 
legislatures of a majority (27) States, includ
ing Iowa, were based wholly on population 
and those of 9 other States largely on 
population. This was true from the time 
these 38 States were admitted to the Union 
until legislators broke their oaths of office 
by refusing to reapportion their seats peri
odically, as required by the constitutions of 
their respective States. 

After so~e 60 years of this defiance, the 
people went to the Court, the only course 
open. The Court accepted jurisdiction in 
the now famous Baker-Carr case in 1962. 
For the Court is as concerned over infringe
ment on minority rights as on majority 
rights. Especially so when a minority of one 
inquires whether he is entitled to the same 
say-so in shaping the laws of his State as the 
next fellow. The Court held that he is so 
entitled in its landmark one-man, one-vote 
decision of 1964. 

Now we find many supporters of mal
apportionment, those who fought reappor
tionment efforts every step of the way, unit
ing behind the confusing language of the 
Dirksen amendment. It is their last hope to 
restore minority rule to the States-the kind 
of minority rule that forced States to default 
many responsibilities, opening the way for 
the Federal Government to step into there
sulting vacuums in response to public de
mand for programs the States should have 
provided. 

No more objective analysis of the amend
ment is available than that prepared by the 
Library of Congress, which appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONA-L RECORD for January 24, 1966, 
pages 996-1001. The Library takes no posi
tion on the amendment's merits, but says 
emphatically it would be in the interests of 
all parties, should it be adopted, to clarify i:ts 
language to make sure it carries out the 
amendment's intent. 

As a good example of what the Library 
means, take the phrase found in the amend
ment that one legislative house shall be 
"apportioned on the basis of substantial 
equality of population." That can be inter
preted any way a legislature wants to in
interpret it. Or take another critical phrase, 
which provides that a State may deviate from 
fair apportionment standards "in order to in-

sure effective representation ()f the various 
groups and interests making up the ele-c
torate." 

The Library of Congress asks: "What is 
'effe-ctive representation'? How many repre
sentatives of the total does one need to have 
effective representation? Does the number 
vary or remain constant? Is the number of 
representatives proportionate to the number 
of people with a particular interest, and, if 
not, what is the ratio? Are all groups with 
distinct interests to be insured effective rep
resentation or just some? If not, which? 
How are groups discriminated among? Is 
'effective representation' the ability to pass 
a desired measure? To veto an objectionable 
one? Only to be heard? Or something else? 
Is everyone to be given equal votes in thE 
legislature? If not, by what standards is 
inequality to be introduced?" 

We repeat, this proposed amendment has 
no place in the Constitution. 

[From the Cedar Rapids Gazette, Apr. 15, 
1966] 

THE BIG CITY MYTH 
An argument heavily relied on by pro

ponents to sell the Dirksen amendment on 
legislative apportionment is that the big 
cities will take over the government in each 
State if the Supreme Court's one-man, one
vote de-cision is not repealed or modified. 

Evep. a cursory examination of the facts 
exposes this argument as a full-blown myth, 
whether legislators are elected from single
member, or multimember, districts. 

Arizona's House of Representatives offers a 
good example because it was one of the few in 
any State to be apportioned on a population 
basis before the Supreme Court's decision was 
handed down. 

There are 80 members in Arizona's House 
and exactly half come from single-member 
districts in the largest county, Maricopa, 
where the largest city, Phoenix, is located. 
Another 17 represent the second largest 
county, Pima, with the se-cond largest city, 
Tucson. So, between them these 2 big
county, big-city delegations could outvote 
the rest of the State 57 to 23 and would con
trol every piece of legislation introduced, ac
cording to the Dirksen amendment pro
ponents. 

But the record shows that the delegations 
from these two counties have seldom agreed 
on anything since Phoenix was made the 
capital city. Moreover, Maricopa County's 40 
representatives (or Pima County's 17, for that 
matter) seldom ever vote as a bloc on any 
question. More often than not they split 
every conceivable way on important issues. 

This is because they represent different 
interests and different political parties and 
each has the same say-so as the next fellow 
be-cause each represents about the same 
number of people. So neither the big coun
ties nor the big cities dominate in Arizona. 

Even in Iowa, where the house delegations 
from the two biggest counties (Polk with 
Des Moines, Linn with Cedar Rapids) were 
elected at large, there is no evidence of big
county, big-city domination that even closely 
resembles the small-county, minority-rule 
domination that existed, without objection 
from most Dirksen amendment proponents, 
for the first 60 years of this century. 

The facts are that under one-man, one
vote apportionment there seldom are big
city, small-city, big-county or small-county 
blocs. Instead, small minorities are formed, 
usually on the basis of constituent, business, 
personal, or area interests, to deal with each 
substantive issue. 

Minority A may favor a sales tax increase, 
minority B an increase in the income tax, 
and minority C an increase in luxury tax. 
while minority D wants to hold the line on 
all taxes and minority E wants to increase 
the school aid appropriation. 

When the sales tax increase bill comes up, 
minorities B, C, and D, like small eddies in 



April 18, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 8257 
a large pool, flow into enough of a tem
porary majority to beat It. Mission ac
complished, they swirl away from the 
majority to reform into small minority 
eddies. Then, when the bill to increase the 
income tax comes, minorities A, C, and D 
may flow together to block it unless minori
ties B and E have enough strength to pass 
it, etc. 

And in each minority, one finds representa
tives from big and small counties, from 
various areas of the State and from each 
political party. 

Under one-man, one-vote apportionment 
the big city myth is exploded. So is the 
equally full-blown myth that small counties 
have no voice. It provides for each legisla
tor to represent approximately the same 
number of people as his fellow legislator, 
and has the same voting power, regardless of 
where he lives. 

So we agree with Dirksen amendment pro
ponents who say "let the people decide." 
Under one-man, one-vote apportionment, the 
people Will decide, through their elected 
representatives, every issue coming before 
each session of a legislature. 

But the Dirksen amendment seeks to re
store 1-man, 19-vote apportionment to 
Iowa-and restore apportionment of even 
greater disparities to some other States. 
That's another reason why it has no place 
in the Constitution and should be defeated 
by the Senate. 

Mr. PROXMIR.E. Mr. President, I 
should like to refer once again to the 
questionnaire of political scientists which 
has just been placed in the RECORD. 

It is interesting that as long ago, I be
lieve, as 2 years ago, the Gallup poll 
questioned people throughout the coun
try on their position on the Supreme 
Court's one-man, one-vote decision, and 
this most highly respected and most 
scientific of polls found that by an over
whelming majority the people of America 
supported the Supreme Court's decision. 

Now we find the political scientists, the 
men whose lives are devoted to studying 
government and specifically State and 
local government and reapportionment 
by a most decisive majority of 4 to 1 ap
prove the Supreme Court's decision and 
disapprove any amendment such as Sen
ate Joint Resolution 103, which is now 
pending before the Senate, which would 
set it aside in whole or in part. 

It seem& to me that this is convincing 
and impressive testimony. Many people 
might wonder, under these circum
stances, why it is that the House voted so 
strongly for the Tuck bill, which would 
have stricken the Reynolds against Sims 
one-man, one-vote decision, and that the 
Senate, in its last vote, voted something 
like 57 to 39 for another version of the 
Dirksen amendment. 

Mr. President, the answer, I think, is 
that Members of the Senate are, of 
course, very sympathetic with their good 
friends who serve in State legislatures, 
and very responsive to the feelings of 
State legislators. This is natural, it is 
predictable, it is understandable. As one 
who has served in a State legislature, I 
find myself in great sympathy with these 
people, who are under pressure, and find 
it is extremely difficult for them, without 
destroying their careers or the careers 
of good friends, to foll.Jw a one-man, one
vote principle. 

But I believe that Senators should re
examine their positions, recognizing that 
the position taken by the SUpreme Court 

is sound not only in the judgment of an 
overwhelming majority of the people 
when questioned. but also in the judg
ment of the political scientists. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. - The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I sub
mit that the most significant single issue 
in the entire debate over the reappor
tionment amendment is the extension of 
the right of franchise involved in the 
amendment's provision that the people of 
each State will have the opportunity, by 
popular vote, to choose, within a well-de
fined framework, between alternate plans 
for the composition of their State legis
latures. 

This issue can be summarized very 
simply in the phrase, "let the people de
cide." 

I confess that it has been rather wryly 
amusing to me, and I am sure to many of 
my colleagues who share my strong feel
ings in support of the amendment, to 
note the rather defensive squirming evi
denced by opponents over this basic fea
ture of the amendment. 

It is not easy for an elected public offi
cial to take the position that he is op
posed to the right of franchise; or, that 
he believes that the same people who 
have exhibited such sterling intelligence, 
such superb sagacity, such inspired good 
judgment, in electing him to office can
not be trusted to exercise similar keen 
percipience in voting on an issue of such 
grave importance to them as the method 
of choosing their State legislature. 

Indeed, many of the opponents of the 
reapportionment amendment have 
chosen to avoid this embarrassing phase 
of the issue-preferring instead to paint 
dark pictures of alleged dangers such as 
wholesale adoption of the rotten borough 
system of men-y old England or of city 
slickers being conned into legislative 
pigeon tirops by fiendishly clever rural 
hayseeds, always forgetting that none of 
these unlikely inequities could possibly 
take place unless a majority of a State's 
people, voting on a one-man, one-vote 
basis, approved them. 

Mr. President, there should be at all 
times during this debate firmly fixed and 
borne in mind that the proposed amend
ment in itself does not change the Su
preme Court's ruling in Reynolds against 
Sims. It simply gives to the people of 
each State an option to modify in a 
limited way the Supreme Court's inter
pretation of the Constitution, subject to 
a carefully worked out procedure de
signed to safeguard the interests of the 
governed. The procedure includes the 
requirement for bicameral legislatures of 
one house thereof remaining apportioned 
solely on a population basis, as required 
by Reynolds against Sims; the option to 
the legislature to propose a plan for the 
second house being apportioned on a 
combination of population and area or 

political subdivision; the necessity to 
place such a proposed plan on the ballot 
where it must be approved by popular 
vote before it can become effective; and 
the further requirement that there must 
be a review by popular vote of such 
action every 10 years. 

Clearly, such a procedure makes pro
vision for deliberate, intelligent, and pru
dent action on a fundamental policy 
question by the very people who are most 
directly concerned and affected thereby, 
and who are most eminently entitled and 
most qualified to determine issues of that 
kind. · 

And that brings us immediately to the 
question: Does one really believe that a 
majority of a State's people, under any 
circumstances, would vote to impose on 
themselves, for a 10-year period, a legis
lative apportionment system contrary to 
their own best interest? 

If one really believes that, then how 
can one justify the belief that a majority 
of a State's people can competently 
choose, for a 6-year period, the best 
qualified person to represent their in
terests in the U.S. Senate? 

The two positions are incompatible, of 
course. It is no wonder that few of 
the opponents of the reapportionment 
amendment choose to argue against the 
principle, "let the people decide." 

But there are some opponents of the 
amendment who do--some people who 
do attempt to justify, on philosophical 
grounds, their unwillingness to extend 
the right of franchise to the people on 
this important issue. I think their argu
ments deserve attention. 

For example, the senior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] has been quoted 
in the Progressive magazine as stating 
that: 

Equality of voting is an inalienable right 
and should not be tampered With. We should 
not submit a constitutional amendment 
which would subtract from the inalienable 
rights of American citizens. Citizens cannot 
sell themselves into permanent indentured 
servitude even though they do so contrac
turally. 

We find this curious argument repeated 
in the views of several Senators contained 
in the report of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, which reported Senate Joint 
Resolution 103 to the full Senate: 

Citizens of this country cannot sell 
themselves into slavery. The degree of free
dom of religion and speech we enjoy have 
never been considered proper subjects for 
determination by referendum. Our inalien
able rights are protected under the Consti
tution, and they ultimately derive from the 
moral law. 

There are so many things wrong with 
this line of argument that it is difficult to 
decide which of its many inner contra
dictions to refute first. 

Citizens voting by orderly, established 
process on a specific, well-defined pro
posal in the secrecy of the voting booth 
do not sell themselves into slavery. They 
determine thereby their own destiny in 
fashion well approved by self-govern
ment principles. To deny them that 
opportunity in the present instance, 
however, would in harsh reality subju
gate them to slavery created by SuPreme 
Court decision if that decision were one 
which the people did not want for their 
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respective States. L.:t them have a 
chance to decide whether they favor 
that decision or not. The Dirksen 
amendment gives them a chance to do 
so. Opponents would deny the people 
that opportunity. 
INALIENABLE RIGHTS UNDER OUR CONSTITUTION 

So-called inalienable rights, de1ived 
from moral law or natural law, have been 
the subject of argument by philosophers 
since the beginning of time. 

Our Declaration of Independence 
states: 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain un
alienable Rights, that among these are Life, 
Liberty and pursuit of Happiness. 

Nowhere in the Declaration is the par
ticular definition of "equality of voting" 
as based exclusively on one man, one 
vote listed as an inalienable right. 

(At this point Mr. HARRIS took the 
chair as Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, nor is 
this alleged inalienable right, which 
several Senators imply is protected under 
the Constitution, mentioned in that 
document. To the contrary, the Con
stitution specifically prescribes a very 
different procedure to insure equality of 
voting with respect to the composition 
of the legislative branch of the Federal 
Government-a procedure which bal
ances the one-man, one-vote concept in 
the selection of one house with the 
regional concept in the selection of the 
other house. This procedure, the prece
dent for which is established in the Con
stitution, is the very procedure which the 
reapportionment amendment would 
make possible in the composition of State 
legislatures, provided the people of any 
State desire it. 

Furthermore, the lOth amendment of 
the Constitution, provides: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. 

Under this provision, the people of the 
United States always have believed they 
possessed the inalienable right to pattern 
their State legislatures after the federal 
system, if they so desired-and they did 
have that inalienable right until a ma
jority of the Supreme Court decided to 
take it away. 

But it is instructive to remember that 
the Court based its apportionment de
cisions on an interpretation of the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution. And 
while many able constitutional au
thorities and members of the Court itself 
disagree with that interpretation, it is 
undeniably true that the 14th amend
ment was not an original part of the 
Constitution, but like other amendments 
was added to it by the people themselves, 
through action of their State legisla
tures. 

In other words, if those who believe 
that their particular definition of voting 
equality is an inalienable right under the 
Constitution, it is a right not determined 
by moral law, but by the people them
selves. And if the people decide that 
they made a mistake, or that the Court's 
interpretation of the intent of the 14th 

amendment with respect to legislative 
apportionment is a mistake, they have 
the power and the right, under the 
amendment procedure, to correct that 
mistake, and to assert for themselves, if 
they choose, the prior inalienable right 
they possessed under the original Con
stitution, to define voting equality in a 
manner that is different from the defini
tion sought to be imposed by others. 
· May I remind the Senate that the 
people at one time adopted the 18th 
amendment to the Constitution, then 
later decided that they had made a mis
take; whereupon they adopted the 21st 
amendment to correct that mistake. In 
both instances they resorted to article 
V of our Constitution providing amend
ment procedures. It cannot be plausibly 
argued that the adoption of the 18th 
amendment forever enshrined prohibi
tion against the sale of alcoholic bever
ages as an inalienable right and the Con
gress should not have submitted the 21st 
amendment to the State legislatures for 
ratification because it would have sub
tracted from that right. 

INALIENABLE RIGHTS UNDER THE UNIVERSAL 
DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS 

Another document dealing with in
alienable rights, to which the United 
States has subscribed, is the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights adopted by 
the 1948 General Assembly of the United 
Nations. 

This declaration cites an extensive list 
of rights and freedoms to which every
one, in every country is entitled. Voting 
rights are set forth as follows: 

Article 21. (1) Everyone has the right to 
take part in the government of his country, 
directly or through freely chosen represent
atives. 

And: 
Article 21. (3) The will of the people shall 

be the basis of the authority of government; 
this will shall be expressed in periodic and 
genuine elections which shall be by universal 
and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret 
vote or by equivalent free voting procedures. 

Voting rights are not defined in the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
as an inalienable right not to be tam
pered with; neither the U.S. Constitution 
nor the Universal Declaration enshrines 
the exclusive procedure of one man, one 
vote as an inalienable right, as some 
opponent would have us believe it is. 
Indeed, the voting procedures practiced 
in the United Nations itself are distinctly 
contrary to the Senator's concept of equal 
suffrage. 

According to the Universal Declara
tion of Human Rights--

The will of the people shall be the basis of 
the authority of governinent--

That is the very basis-the rationale
of the reapportionment amendment. It 
is a restatement of the phrase, "let the 
people decide"-truly an inalienable 
right which opponents of the amend
ment would deny the people. 

The opponents of the reapportionment 
amendment seem to be perfectly content 
to entrust the matter of the people's 
rights, not to the people themselves, but 
to the transient majorities of courts. 
What are we to make of their statement 
"the degree of freedom of religion and 

speech we enjoy have never been con
sidered proper subjects for determina
tion by referendum"? 

The freedom of religion and the free
dom of speech, of course, have utterly 
nothing to do with methods of voting 
procedures in the apportionments of 
State legislatures. Unlike the latter, 
which are not specifically defined in our 
Constitution, religious freedom and the 
freedom of speech are specifically enun
ciated in the Constitution. But as every
one knows, they have been subjected to 
interpretation, and in some instances, 
restriction, by the courts. And if the 
people at any time disagreed with these 
interpretations or restrictions, they 
would have every right to demand action, 
through constitutional amendments, to 
change these interpretations. They 
would have every right to exercise the 
privilege acknowledged in the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights that: 

The will of the people shall be the basis of 
the authority of government. 

Another constitutional right, the free
dom of the press, has been modified by 
the Supreme Court, in the case of al
leged pornographic literature, to exclude 
published material without redeeming 
social value. This restriction has been 
further broadened· in a recent decision 
to include considerations of the moti
vation of the publisher, based, among 
other things, on the names of the post 
offices from which the material is mailed. 

It is not my purpose here to comment, 
pro or con, on the merits of this particu
lar decision, and I know of no great pub
lic outcry against it. But if a large seg
ment of the public-a majority of the 
public-disagreed strongly with this 
particular limitation of the freedom of 
the press, would the public not have the 
right to seek a change, through the con
stitutional amendment process? Would 
Senator DouGLAS argue that this particu
lar interpretation-this particular defi
nition of an inalienable right-should 
never be subjected, as it were, to 
1·eferendum? 

Finally, in examining the curious line 
of reasoning by some of the opposition 
with regard to certain issues, certain 
positions on which they happen to have 
a firm opinion, regardless of what the 
majority opinion of the people might be, 
that the will of the people should not be 
the basis of the authority of government, 
we come to this odd statement that "citi
zens cannot sell themselves into per
manent indentured servitude even 
though they do so contracturally." 

PROPRIETY OF SENATORIAL ELECTIONS FOR 
REFERENDUM 

Do the opponents of the reapportion
ment amendment really believe that a 
legislative apportionment system based 
partly on regional consideration is a 
form of indentured servitude? If they 
really believe that, how can they be part 
of such a system? How can they sit 
here, as Members of the U.S. Senate, if 
they believe that an apportionment sys
tem based on factors other than one 
man, one vote is a form of indentured 
servitude? 

Does any Senator, in his heart of 
hearts, regard himself and his fellow 
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Senators as 20th century Simon Legrees? 
When he faces his constituency, as some 
of us will this year, does he regard the 
voters of his State, underrepresented by 
his standards in this Senate, as denizens 
of an ante bellum slave market? 

I submit that no Senator can seriously 
believe his own fanciful contention that 
a legislative apportionment system 
based on factors other than population 
is a form of involuntary servitude. 

OTHER CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS ON 
VOTING RIGHTS 

Why the innovation at this day and 
· hour of placing a particular interpreta
tion of the Supreme Court in the cloth
ing of an inalienable right not proper for 
determination by referendum? Thank 
goodriess a similar effort was not suc
cessfully invoked at earlier years in our 
Nation's history. Otherwise some highly 
valued changes in our Constitution 
would not be a part of our Constitution 
today. Three times our Constitution has 
heretofore been amended on the subject 
of voting rights: the 15th amendment, 
forbidding both Federal and State Gov
ernments from denying or abridging the 
right to vote on account of race, color, 
or previous condition of servitude; the 
19th amendment, forbidding both Fed
eral and State Governments from deny
ing or abridging the right to vote on 
account of sex; and the 23d amendment, 
forbidding both Federal and State Gov
ernments from laying a poll tax as a 
condition of voting. 

In each of these instances, the national 
Constitution had been interPreted and 
applied in a manner contrary to the pro
vision of these amendments. Not a sin
gle opponent of Senate Joint Resolution 
103 would be heard to say that any of 
the cited situations encompassed an in
alienable right not proper for determina
tion by referendum. And, of course, in 
the history of our Constitution, other 
amendments of very high and far-reach
ing import were referred to the States 
for their decision. The instant proposal 
should also be so submitted pursuant to 
article V of the Constitution. 

Justice Douglas, of the U.S. Supreme 
Court, spoke to this point very appro
priately, only recently: 

Sometimes the decisions of this Court are 
not approved in the long run. And consti
tutional amendments are made. For ex
ample, our Court held that the graduated 
income tax was unconstitutional. And we 
got the 16th amendment--we changed that. 
Our Court held that a State could lay a poll 
tax as a. condition of voting, and that was 
changed with respect to Federal elections. 
Our Court held that a State could keep 
women from voting and that was changed 
by the 19th amendment. This is part of 
the process. People can have such Consti
tutions-such provisions-as they want. 

To those who contend that this partic
ular interpretation of the Constitution
by the Supreme Court in Reynolds 
against Sims-is not proper for de
termination by referendum, let there be 
addressed a simple question: Had the 
Supreme Court decided that case or 
Baker against Carr in opposite fashion, 
would those now opposing the reappor
tionment amendment have ceased their 
efforts for a one-man, one-vote rule, so
called? 

To ask the question is to answer it in 
the negative, because the Supreme Court 
several times-the latest only about 5 
years prior to Baker against Carr-re
fused to assume jurisdiction of the sub.; 
ject of State legislative apportionment. 
Yet the advocates of the so-called one
man, one-vote rule persisted in behalf of 
their concept. 

Now that they have succeeded by the 
route of Court decision, they seek to fore
close the governed-the people-who are 
the ultimate source of political decisions 
of the highest order, from being given 
an opportunity to speak on the issue. 
These opponents say to the people, in 
substance: "Now that the Supreme Court 
has spoken in our favor, we will make it 
our business to block and frustrate any 
chance for you people to speak on the 
subject. You must remain forever sub
ject to the Supreme Court interpretation 
in spite of article V of the Constitution 
which gives you the right of amendment. 
We shall deny you the exercise of that 
right." 

To such as those, I earnestly say: have 
more faith in the people. Come down off 
your lofty perches of intellectual superi
ority, climb out of your ivory towers, and 
mix a bit with the common people. They 
are not as unqualified or as gullible in 
matters like this as you think. 

This Senator has never been able to 
agree with the statement of one par
ticular Founding Father, Alexander 
Hamilton, who said: "Your people, sir, 
are a great beast." 

A mob, of course-any mob-can be a 
beast. But people, as individual citizens 
voting at the secret ballot box in a demo
cratic society pursuant to orderly process, 
are not beasts. It has been my experi
ence and observation that they are 
thinking, serious-minded citizens, fully 
qualified to cut through the claims and 
counterclaims of political and polemical 
argument, to reach intelligent, thought
ful decisions. 

In some circumstances, they may even 
be more capable of reaching independent 
conclusions than their elected represen
tatives who are often subjected to the 
special influences of pressure groups. 

This would be especially true of a pop
ular vote on the structure of a State leg
islature within the narrow limits and 
carefully safeguarded procedures pre
scribed in the Dirksen amendment. 

THE REFERENDUM PROCESS 

One reason, perhaps, why some of my 
colleagues may have less faith in the 
people is that they may not have had 
the experience of watching closely States 
where direct legislation is available to 
the people. A number of States have 
long had a tradition of decision on im
portant issues by the voters at the polls. 

It has been possible for the people of 
these States, through the initiative or 
referendum process, to bring proposi
tions of high importance before all of the 
voters for decision. Often this right has 
been exercised in areas where a legisla
ture itself has failed to act. 

Sometimes, it is true, the people have 
been called upon to · vote on highly con
troversial propositions, some of them of 
dubious validity. The record will show 
that by and large the people have acted 

wisely. And just as a legislature will 
sometimes enact unconstitutional legis
lation, the people of California, for in.; 
stance, recently approved a ban on pay 
television, which was declared unconsti
tutional by the courts. In a system oi 
direct legislation, the courts of course 
must determine constitutionality, just as 
they are called on to determine the con
stitutionality of legislation enacted by a 
legislature. 

During recent years, there have been 
a number of measures placed on the bal
lot by initiative and referendum having 
to do with reapportionment. Except in 
the instance of Oregon, the people of all 
the States when this subject has been an 
election issue-voting on a one-man
vote basis-voted against one man, one 
vote as the exclusive method of appor
tioning both houses of their State legis
latures. This was no paradox-this was 
the considered judgment of the majority 
of the people that the interests of all the 
people were best served by providing 
meaningful representation for the lesser 
populated areas in one of the two legisla
tive houses. 

Among measures the voters of various 
States have adopted through direct leg
islation have been initiatives calling for 
increased State support of their public 
schools. Recently the people approved 
an antifeatherbedding initiative bring
ing California, Arizona, and South Da
kota into line with the Federal award re
moving unneeded firemen on diesel 
freight trains. Daylight saving time has 
been adopted through the direct legisla
tion, initiative system in particular 
States. 

I believe that an impartial analysis of 
the results of voting on ballot issues by 
the people will indicate that the people 
know what they are doing-that given 
the opportunity they can be trusted to 
act intelligently and in their own best 
interests. 

With respect to legislative apportion
ment, I am sure that there are States 
where the people, unlike the people of 
Colorado, Michigan, California, and Ne
braska, would not opt for another plan. 
But why not let them decide for them
selves-why inflict the decision upon 
them from on high? 

Under the reapportionment amend
ment, no State would have to adopt the 
Federal plan of apportionment if its peo
ple did not wish it. Similarly, no State
as now, unfortunately is the case-would 
have to forego adoption of the Federal 
plan against the wishes of its people. 

The reapportionment amendment, 
purely and simply, extends the people's 
right of franchise to this important area 
of legislative apportionment. 

In my discussion of direct legislation, 
I do not wish to imply that statewide 
elections on ballot issues are, or should 
be, in any way a substitute for the legis
lative process. Direct legislation is, 
rather, a supplement to the legislative 
process and obviously should be employed 
sparingly. 
. The long ballot, sometimes typical of 

elections in States where issues are voted 
on at the ballot box, is long only because 
of the inclusion of relatively unimpor
tant, often technical constitutional 
amendments submitted to the people by 
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the legislature itself. Sometimes, be
cause of the lack of controversy engend
ered by such propositions, it is claimed 
that they are insufficiently understood by 
the electorate. 

But the important ballot proposi
tions-the State bond issues submitted to 
the people by the legislatures, and the 
measures presented to the voters by in
itiative petition-are actively argued pro 
and con and are thoroughly understood. 

Legislative apportionment is such an 
important issue-an issue that is vital to 
the people, and an issue that they cer
tainly understand. 

To argue against this extension of 
democracy is to accept the argument that 
"this is a republic, not a democracy
let us keep it that way." That over
simplified argument refuses to recognize 
the fact that we are neither a republic, 
in the strictest sense of the term, nor a 
democracy in the strictest sense of the 
term, but an inspired combination of the 
two--a democratic republic. Adherence 
to that argument would demonstrate 
that the opponents of the reapportion
ment amendment have too little faith in 
the people, too little confidence in their 
inherent wisdom. 

This Senator has faith in the people. 
I believe that, with the enactment of the 
reapportionment amendment, they will 
make the right decision, the appropriate 
decision, State by State-based on the 
special needs and the special situations 
which exist, State by State. They will 
also have the option to retain the pres
ent Supreme Court interpretation of the 
Constitution if they so choose. 

I trust the people, ttnd fully subscribe 
to the provisions of our great Constitu
tion providing in its article V for its 
amendment by the people, and which, in 
spite of contention,s to the contrary, 
places no limits on the subjects which 
can be considered by the people in pro
posed amendments. It is the people who 
are entitled to decide and should decide 
which of their rights are inalienable. 

It is my sincere hope that opponents 
of the reapportionment amendment, up
on reflection and on reexamination of 
their innermost feelings with respect to 
the principles of self-government, will 
decide that the people of the 50 States 
can be trusted; and that they will join 
with us in sending the amendment to 
the States for their consideration and 
decision. 

They cannot do otherwise if they sub
scribe to the basic premise expre.ssed in 
the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights that "the will of the people shall 
be the basis of government." In simple 
words-"let the people decide." 

SUBSTANTIAL AND WIDESPREAD SUPPORT OF 
REAPPORTIONMENT AMENDMENT 

Thoughtful, forceful expressions from 
people in every walk of life throughout 
the 50 States favor Senate Joint Resolu
tion 103. National leaders have testified 
before the Congress. Tens of thousands 
of letters have poured in, speaking for 
solution of this critical problem. 

To the voices of leaders in govern
ment, education, the great national, 
State, and local organizations of this 
country has been added an overwhelm
ing abundance of newspaper editorial 

comment urging adoption of c1. reappor
tionment con.stitutional amendment. In 
a personal survey of just a few of our 
great newspapers, 102 daily papers to be 
exact, I find well over two-thirds-of the 
daily papers, mind you-urging affirma
tive action. Among the weekly papers, 
the favorable ratio is far higher. I think 
this is strongly indicative of the voice 
of the people of America. 

NATIONAL LEADERS IN EDUCATION SUPPORT 
DIRKSEN AMENDMENT 

In the field of education, the concern 
over this subject is .so great that a large 
number of the Nation's leading and most 
prominent educators joined in saying: 

As educators, we look upon the decision 
which must soon be made by the U.S. Senate 
regarding Senate Joint Resolution 103. as a 
matter which should and must be made a 
matter of nationwide concern. 

The resolution deals with the subject of 
how State legislatures may be apportioned, 
but, to us it raises the alarming question of 
whether the voters of this Nation are to be 
denied in perpetuity a right that was being 
enjoyed in the Colonies in this land even 
before our Constitution was drafted and 
which has ever since been a helping guide 
and balance wheel in our national progress. 

. Simply stated, it is the right of the people 
to decide-the right to decide how they want 
to be represented, how much voice they 
want to give minority groups, how much 
flexibility they want in their governmental 
structure, and how threats of political dic
tatorship shall be curbed. 

It behooves all concerned to remember that 
Senate Joint Resolution 103 is entirely per
missive in nature. This is proper and in 
keeping with democratic processes. The 
resolution brings back to life the oppor
tunity, through permissive majority expres
sion, to retain and continue in practice, the 
concept of balanced representation under 
which most of our States have made their 
greatest progress. 

The decisions of the courts of our land 
have left us no alternative but to enact a 
constitutional amendment if we are again 
to go forward under the principle that an 
segments of our population should be repre
sented in the body that governs them. With
out approval, significant geographic, social, 
and economic interests will henceforth be 
denied proper representation even if the ma
jority will of the voters would have it 
otherwise. Quick approval of Senate Joint 
Resolution 103 is required if we are to put 
our time-tested formula of balanced repre
sentation back on the track. 

The names of educators joining the 
statement are: 

Dr. Leslie Wright, president, Samford 
University, Birmingham, Ala.; 

Dr. Karl Lamb, professor of political 
science, Cowell College, University of 
California, Santa Cruz, Calif.; 

Dr. Doak S. Campbell, president 
emeritus, Florida State University, Tal
lahassee, Fla.; 

Dr. Philip M. Crane, professor of his
tory, Bradley University, Peoria, Dl.; 

Dr. Noble W. Lee, dean, John Marshall 
Law School, Chicago, Ill.; 

Dr. W. J. Moore, former dean, Eastern 
State Kentucky College, Richmond, Ky.; 

Dr. Philip F. Dur, professor, University 
of Southwest Louisiana, Lafayette, La.; 

Dr. Charles F. Phillips, president, 
Bates College, Lewiston, Maine. 

Prof. James K. Pollock, professor of 
political science, University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Mich.; 

Dr. D. W. McCain, president, Univer
sity of Southern Mississippi, Hattiesburg, 
Miss.; 

Dr. Milo Bail, president emeritus, Uni
versity of Omaha, Nebr.; 

Mr. J. A. Pritchett, State board of edu
cation, Windsor, N.C.; 
. Dr. Boyd Sobers, professor of political 

science, Ohio Northern University, Ada, 
Ohio; 

G. R. Griffin, superintendent of schools, 
Ramona, Okla.; 

Dr. James H. Jensen, president, Oregon 
State University, Corvallis, Oreg.; 

Dr. Abner McCall, university president, 
Waco, Tex.; 

Dr. William T. Muse, dean, School of 
Law, University of Richmond, Richmond, 
Va.; and 

Col. J. M. Moore, president, Greenbrier 
Military School, Lewisburg, W.Va. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS SUPPORT 
DIRKSEN AMENDMENT 

Representing government at the local 
level across the Nation, many active lead
ers of long experience in their respective 
jurisdictions, joined in a statement sup
porting the reapportionment amend
ment. In part, their statement read: 

There is no question in the minds of most 
county officials throughout the country that 
unless Senate Joint Resolution 103 is ap
proved and the "right of the people to de
cide" is preserved, many drastic changes are 
in store for local governments. Without the 
Dirksen amendment urban boss control of 
State legislatures can be extended on to other 
units of government, regardless of the will of 
the majority of voters in the governmental 
areas so involved. Leaders agree that unless 
county officials make their views known to 
their Senators within the next few weeks, 
county governments will inevitably be faced 
with months and years of uncertainty and 
frustration. 

Included among those who joined in 
this statement are the following: 

W. W. Dumas, of Baton Rouge, La., 
president of the National Association of 
Counties; 

Loren Young, of Springfield, Dl., presi
dent of the IlliiJ.ois Association of Super
visors and Commissioners; 

Don Cafferty, of Stillwater, Minn., 
past president, Association of Minne
sota Counties; 

Farrell Rock, of Rexburg, Idaho, presi
dent, Idaho Association of Commissioners 
and Clerks; 

Judge Ellis A. White, of Ontario, Oreg., 
president Association of Oregon Coun
ties; 

Lawrence H. Johnson, of Algoma, Wis., 
president, Wisconsin County Boards As
sociation; 

Jerome E. Dean, secretary-treasurer, 
North Dakota County Commissioners; 

Victor E. Dolenc, president, Wyoming 
Association of County Officials; and 

Francis O'Rourke, Westchester, N.Y., 
chairman, Westchester County Board of 
Supervisors. 
TESTIMONY OF GOVERNORS FAVORING PROPOSED 

AMENDMENT 

Comments of various Governors of 
our great States are of added signifi
cance as we deliberate this question. 
These comments are part of the official 
record of hearings on the subject of re
apportionment of State legislatures. 
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NEVADA GOV. GRANT SAWYER 
The Honorable Grant Sawyer, Gov

ernor of the State of Nevada, said: 
First, I wish to make it clear that I do 

not dispute the authority of the Supreme 
Court of the United States to have reached 
the conclusion which it did in Baker v. 
Carr and the subsequent cases dealing with 
apportionment of State legislatures. The 
Court has spoken, and we accept the con
clusions that the equal protection clause of 
the 14th amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States requires that both houses 
of a bicameral State legislature be appor
tioned on the basis of population, unless a 
State can show that apportionment on some 
other basis is not arbitrary within the mean
ing of prior decisions construing the clause. 
In my opinion, the question raised by the 
Supreme Court decisions is whether or not 
a change in the Constitution is desirable. 

In Nevada, tbe 1960 Federal census showed 
that one county in our State contained about 
45 percent of the population of the State. 
The population of that county-Clark Coun
ty-has continued to grow, and population 
estimates indicate that it may now con
tain more than half of the State's popula
tion. It is understandable that the people 
of the other counties are concerned about 
the consequences of granting control of both 
houses of the legislature to one county. 
They fear rightly or wrongly that their inter
ests will necessarily suffer, not so much 
as a result of deliberate action by representa
tives of the one populous county, but be
cause their problems will not be given ade
quate attention. Senator JAVITS mentioned 
a moment ago the importance, for example, 
of agricultural representation. This would 
be true in our State under the reapportioned 
legislature. Agriculture would have very 
little representation. There are many peo
ple in the one populous county who are 
not in favor of control of both houses of the 
legislature by their representatives. 

I am aware that there is a constitutional 
and historical difference between the appor
tionment of the Congress and apportion
ment of State legislatures. The U.S. Senate 
was created as one means of preserving to 
the Original Thirteen States some of the sov
e,reignty they enjoyed after the Revolution 
and before the U.S. Constitution was adopted. 
Article I, section 3, and the 17th amendment 
provide for equal suffrage in the Senate. An 
arrangement, by the way, the people of Ne
vada are very happy with. The 14th amend
ment, under which the reapportionment 
cases were decided, applies only to the States. 
Nevertheless, the success of the congres
sional structure suggests that a similar struc
ture in State legislatures may be desirable 
and the very sovereignty acknowledged in 
the Federal system should as well be recog
nized as applicable to the composition of 
State legislatures. I do not believe that the 
senators, representatives, and State legisla- · 
tors who voted in favor of adoption of the 
14th amendment intended that it be applied 
in such a manner as to deprive the people of 
the various States of the right to adopt the 
Federal system or any other for their legis
latures. 

I do not mean to suggest that the Federal 
system should be forced upon the people of 
the States, nor do I believe that representa
tion on a population basis in both houses 
should be forced upon the people of the 
States. There is much to be said in favor of 
either system. It is my position that the 
people should be allowed to decide the com
position of their respective legislatures. 
What may be desirable in a State in which 
the population is evenly spread over the 
State may not be desirable in a State such as 
Nevada where the bulk of the population ls 
conc·entrated in one or two areas. Per
sonally, i favor the Federal system for Ne
vada, which we have always used in· our 

State, because I think it has provided some 
of the necessary checks and balances our eco
nomic and population structures require, 
but I am unable to predict with any accu
racy how the people of Nevada as a whole 
would vote on the question. In any event, I 
believe that the choice should be left to 
them. 

COLORADO GOVERNOR JOHN LOVE 
The Honorable John Love, Governor of 

the State of Colorado, said: 
I appreciate this opportunity to ap

pear • • • 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 void 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 
minority in our legislature. Our voters had 
a clear choice between a plan which appor
tioned seats for both houses of the legislature 
on a population basis only, and a 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 basis 
adopted the second plan, the federal plan. 

Nevertheless, this plan was, as I said, 
declared to be violative of the Federal Con
stitution by the Supreme Court and we lost 
no time in complying with the Court's opin
ion. Pursuant to my call, on July 1, the 44th 
General Assembly of Colorado convened in 
its second extraordinary session of 1964. 
The first extraordinary session, held in April 
of last year, had been the general assembly 
redistrict Colorado's congressional districts 
in obedience to the Supreme Court's man
date in Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1. The 
legislature thereby reluctantly destroyed the 
homogeneity of Colorado's unique western 
slope as a congressional district, represented 
by Congressman AsPINALL. The second ses
sion passed a plan of reapportionment for 
the State legislature which was approved by 
the three-judge U.S. district court panel for 
the district 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 com
ply 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 
Supreme Court, as well as with its reading 
of the legislative history of the 14th amend
ment. 

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 weight 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 
electorate knew exactly what it was doing 
when it went to the polls in 1962, and I 
firmly believe that its decision thus to amend 
the constitution of the sovereign State of 
Colorado should have stood unaltered, except 
by another vote of the people. 

Gentlemen, I am a firm believer in the pro
tection given to the citizens of the several 
States by the 14th amendment to the Con
stitution, and I would not favo,r 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 legislative 
history of the 14th amendment quite care
fully, and proves beyond a doubt that it was 
not intended to deny to the States control 
over the franchise. Indeed, Mr. Justice Har
lan'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 obtain 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 issues 
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 dis
sent, over four-fifths of the States give effect 
to nonpopulation factors in apportioning 
seats in at least one house of their legisla
tures, indicating that there must be some 
very compelling and convincing reasons for a 
departure from the rule now declared by the 
Court. While I cannot claim to be an ex
pert 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, give 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 gives an ex
cellent one-paragraph description of the 
diverse nature of the State of Colorado, which 
I quote: 

"The State of Colorado is not an econom
ically or geographically homogeneous unit. 
The Continental Divide crosses the State in a 
meandering line from north to south, andi 
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 large
ly mountainous, with two-thirds of the popu
lation living in communities of less than 
2,500 inhabitants or on farms. Livestock 
raising, 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 
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difficult, and in some places during the win
ter months almost impossible. The fourth 
distinct region of the State is the south
central 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, accord
ing to the 1960 census, the Denver metro
politan area contained more than one-half 
of the State's population and in listening to 
Governor 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 Colorad'o Gen
eral Assembly were apportioned solely on a 
population basis, that urban domination of 
the legislature can be so strong that the re
mainder of the legislators, representing one
third of the State's population, would barely 
be heard. Thus, serious problems confront
ing citizens in rural areas would, in all prob
ability, not be given the time, study, and de
liberation given to problems of more imme
diate interest to urban legislators and their 
constituents. In this respect, Colorado's 
problems are not unlike those of New York 
or Illinois, or even Arizona, where it is prob
able that one metropolitan area will not dom
inate 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 under
represented Denver metropolitan area, which 
voted to give somewhat greater representa
tion 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, back
grounds, and aspirations. These voters recog
nized that Colorado is made of many groups 
of citizens with diverse and often confiicting 
interests, and that these interests sometimes 
would be without any voice 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 legis
lature. That protection is much more likely 
to be forthcoming when at least one mem
ber of the legislature has a significant num
ber of such a minority among his constit
uents, than when the minority constitutes 
only a small fraction of a large, heterogene
ous 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. 

In Colorado, at least, there is always a 
possibility that in some areas of legislation 
the majority of the population may treat 
the minority unfairly. This can be illus
trated 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 representation 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 contribu
tion 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 interests. This calls for 

a departure from pure per capita repre
sentation. 

The western slope, as I saw, representing 
approximately half of the area of Colorado, 
contains only about 10 percent of its popula
tion. 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 apportionment 
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
per.ity of the StaJte as a whole. lt 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 apportioning 
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 cre
ated as in new senate district 35, covering the 
northwest 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 con
tains 10 counties covering 20,514 square 
miles, an area larger than that of 9 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 Mas
sachusetts, Hawaii, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, or Vermont. The district includes 
three major river basins, one to the east of 
the Continental 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 question 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 region 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 economic foundation of the San Luis 
Valley. This area is also one of the most 
economically depressed of the State, and 
contains a high percentage of residents of 
Spanish-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 cens.us, 
was formerly able to elect a senator to bnng 
to the attention of the legislature its unique 
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 denying a minority any representation at 
all in one branch of the legislature; it hardly 
fits our traditional concept of representative 
government. 

One of the districts into which part of 
the San Luis Valley, Saguache County, had 
to be placed, illustrates problems of another 
kind caused by per capita apportionment. 
District 30 consists of 9 counties, and ex
tends over 150 miles from north to south, 

from Gilpin and Clear Creek Counties, 
former gold and silver mining areas now 
rapidly: becoming part of suburban Denver, 
to Saguache County in the San Luis Valley, 
which is primarily dependent on agriculture. 
This district straddles the Continental 
Divide, and it contains approximately 33 
peaks over 14,000 feet in height . . It is 
drained by four river basins, the South 
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 
1962, and what most of our States have 
believed; 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 
legislatures 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 
adoption of a unicameral legislature. It is 
my belief that the framers of the 14th 
amendment, and certainly the States which 
ratified it, had no intention to disturb this 
freedom. Over the years, the systems of ap
portionment have varied from State to State 
in accordance with the particular needs and 
development of the various States. I believe 
it would be appropriate to restore that free
dom 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 legisla
ture should be apportioned purely on a 
population basis, so that growing urban areas 
will always be assured of sufficient repre
sentation to protect their own interests. 
This, coupled with growing ability of urban 
areas to control the election of Governors in 
many States should provide ample protection 
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 
to limit it to that, Senator HRUSKA-to give 
reasonable consideTation 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 
reasonable weight to factors such as history, 
geography, economic interests, and effective 
representation of minority groups, without 
permitting arbitrary or crazy-quilt appor
tionment. 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. 

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 allow
ing the States maximum freedom to engage 
in the development of a variety of govern
mental machinery within the framework of 
representative government. Such an amend
ment 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 permissible 
objectives, and not be simply arbitrary, or 
related to an invidious discrimination against 
any group. 
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GOV. NILS A. BOE, OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

The Honorable Nils A. Boe, Governor 
of the State of South Dakota, said: 

I am confident that I express the opinion 
of the overwhelming majority of the people 
of South Dakota in supporting a constitu
tional amendment permitting a bicameral 
legislature of any State to apportion the 
membership of one house on factors other 
than population. 

A joint resolution memorlalizing Congress 
to call a constitutional convention for the 
purpose of proposing such an amendment 
was adopted by the Legislature of South 
Dakota by only one dissenting vote. 

It would, appear that a refusal to permit 
the consideration and ·vote upon such a 
constitutional amendment pertaining so di
rectly to the internal governmental organiza
tion of any State strips away the last vestige 
of integrity once conferred upon the several 
States by our constitutional fathers. 

OREGON GOV. MARK 0. HATFIELD 

The Honorable Mark 0. Hatfield, Gov
ernor of the State of Oregon, said: 

The apportionment of Oregon's Legislative 
Assembly is in substantial accord with the 
criteria prescribed in recent judicial opin
ions of the requirements of the U.S. Consti
tution. Not only is the present apportion
ment in both houses established on the basis 
of population but decennial reapportion
ment is assured by provisions in the State 
constitution that require administrative or 
judicial action if legislative action does not 
take place. 

It is not my belief that the public interest 
would not be well served by any of the pend
ing proposals to limit the jurisdiction of 
Federal courts or to authorize substantial 
deviation from the apportionment of repre
sentation on the basis of population. 

DELAWARE GOV. CHARLES L. TERRY, JR. 

The Honorable Charles L. Terry, Jr., 
Governor of the State of Delaware, said: 

Broadly speaking, it is my belief that States 
with a bicameral legislature should have a 
house apportioned strictly on the basis of 
population and a senate where geographical 
factors are given some weight. 

Delaware, as you probably know, reappor
tioned both houses of its general assembly 
on a population basis by means of legislative 
statute enacted last year. The general as
sembly which we elected in November and 
which took office in January has representa
tion based on population in both of its 
houses. The general feeling of Delawareans, 
is that this reposes too much power in the 
populous areas of the State. 

NORTH CAROLINA GOV. DAN MOORE 

The Honorable Dan Moore, Governor 
of the State of North Carolina, said: 

My opinion in brief is that the reappor
tionment of State legislatures should be left 
to the States themselves. 

CALIFORNIA GOV. EDMUND G. BROWN 

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown, 
Governor of the State of California, 
said: 

As Governor of California, which, as the 
most populous State, has almost 10 percent 
of the Nation's total population, I have spe
cial reason to appeal to you today. 

California, just as . each of the other 49 
States, is unique and has unique problems. 
But because California is the largest of these 
unique units, its u~ique problems are larger. 
And since size inevitably results in com
plexity, the~;;e larger problems are extraordi
narily complex. We are additionally con
fronted by a rate and constancy of lmml
gration unmatched: in human history, a 
growth that feeds and nourishes these com
plex problems. 
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When we come, as we have today, to one 
of the most difficult of these problems, leg
islative apportionment, we have still an
other factor with which to contend. The 
great range and variety of California's geog
raphy and the uneven, and often expensive 
mismatching of population and resources. 
Almost everything we need we have, but 
what is needed in the south is ofteD. avail
able only in the north; what is required 
to build great coastal cities must come from 
the sparsely settled mountains, and even 
the deserts must slowly be converted into 
fertile valleys to provide enough food and 
fiber for all the other areas of California. 

I do not intend to discuss all this in detail 
here today. I know that non-Californians 
are prehaps understandably less concerned 
about our great splendors and our lesser 
miseries than we ourselves. I have repeated 
these generalizations only because I think 
they are a necessary background for those 
who would like to understand how most 
California~s feel about the matter now before 
you. 

What I have to say about apportionment 
is remarkably close to what Senator KucHEL 
has already told you, and I think this fact 
is significant. I am a Democrat, he is a 
Republican. In this instance, I believe we 
represent a great and still-growing consensus 
in California on what should be done as a 
result of the U.S. Supreme Court rulings on 
apportionment of State legislatures. 

My recommendations are not all embodied 
in the proposed constitutional amendment · 
you are now considering, but they could 
easily be fitted into that measure or any of 
a number of others. As Senator KucHEL did, 
I offer ways in which to make that measure 
acceptable-indeed highly desirable-to 
Californians. 

My recommendations are three in number, 
and I would stress that each bears with suf
ficient weight on the two others that, in my 
judgment they are not separable. 

First, I would endorse the principle that 
each State be given a qualified right under 
a constitutional amendment to apportion 
one of two houses of its legislature without 
fully meeting the one-man, one-vote test 
now established by recent rulings of the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

Second, I would insist that one of the 
restrictive qualifications be that the people 
of each of the 50 States be given the oppor
tunity long denied in many of the States 
to pass directly on questions of apportion
ment by initiative and referendum-an op
portunity which Californians have both had 
and exercised on a number of occasions. 
That right should be reserved to the people 
of each State by the Federal Constitution 
as a condition precedent to apportionment 
of one of the two houses of any State with
out full adherence to the one-man, one-vote 
rule. 

Third, I would also restrict the use of 
this new constitutional priv~lege to States 
which could meet stringent requirements 
embodied in the same constitutional amend
ment requirements which would guara~tee 
that the electorate of the State concerned 
was not limited by reason of sex, race, creed, 
color, economic status, or other comparably 
irrelevant factors. 

I cannot tell you that I have exact lan
guage or procedures devised to carry out 
this three-point recommendation. I can 
tell you, however, that California could 
qualify immediately so far as the spirit and 
intent are concerned. I am sure many other 
States could also qualify and there is no 
reason why those States who would not im
mediately be eligible for this privilege could 
not become so in a reasonable time. 

California urgently needs · this kind of 
amendment, and I believe many other States 
would welcome it. I see· no valid reason for 
stubborn opposition to returning this ques
tion .of legislative apportionment at a State 

level to the people of the several States, so 
long as we can guarantee that all those who 
qualify as voters under Federal standards can 
freely participate in making the decision. 
I would join in objections to measures which 
did not offer such a guarantee to the full 
electorate, but I see no valid reason why such 
guarantees should not be offered. 

I do not believe that all States should or 
would choose to apportion one house on 
other than a strict one-man, one-vote rule. 
In many States, I think I might, as an indi
vidual, choose to vote against differences 
between the two houses so far as represent
ing population is concerned. But I think 
no one anywhere should protest a properly 
qualified right of the citizens of any State 
to make their own free decision in that mat
ter. 

So far as the ultimate decision in Cali
fornia under such an amendment is con
cerned, I believe I would support a reason
able modification of the one-man, one-vote 
rule in the election of the State senate. 

That belief is based on the past and the 
present, but it also has the future in mind. 

MONTANA GOV. TIM BABCOCK 

The Honorable Tim Babcock, Gov
ernor of the State of Montana, said: 

Following our joint resolution No. 7, I 
again want to go on record as follows: I per
sonally, and the people of Montana, am 
extremely desirous in seeing that our Con
stitution provides that at least one house 
of our State legislature may be apportioned 
on the basis of other than a strict population 
measurement. A joint statement will be 
presented to you by a Montana senator and a 
Montana representative on March 17. 

OKLAHOMA GOV. HENRY BELLMON 

The Honorable Henry Bellmon, Gov
ernor of the State of Oklahoma, said: 

As Governor of a State which has been em
broiled in the problems of legislative reap
portionment, I am pleased to have the op
portunity to present my views. 

The failure of the Oklahoma Legislature to 
follow the Oklahoma constitution and re
apportion itself following each decennial cen
sus understandably caused a great amount of 
consternation on the part of residents of 
areas which have become more heavily popu
lated through the years. 

Having lived all of my life in a rural area, 
however, I also am aware of the neces.sity for 
as.suring residents of the less populous areas 
that their needs will not be ignored in an 
increasingly urban society. 

The membership of the National Congres.s, 
with the Senate based on governmental units 
and the House on population, has apparently 
been satisfactory in serving the needs of our 
citizens. It would appear wise to permit that 
States follow the same or a similar pattern. 

ARKANSAS GOV. ORVAL FAUBUS 

The Honorable Orval E. Faubus, Gov
ernor of the State of Arkansas, said: 

I want to lodge the strongest recommenda
tion possible for the favorable consideration 
of a constitutional amendment to permit the 
various States of the Union to apportion at 
least one house of the State legislature on 
factors other than population. 

In my mind, this so-called one-man, one
vote rule, as laid by the U.S. Supreme Court 
in a recent decision, is the most unwise and 
disruptive decision handed down by the 
Court, perhaps in its whole history. 

Any student of history and constitutional 
government will know without any doubt 
that if the rule 1n this decision had been 
made in 1775 or 1789, the Union of the Thir
teen Colonies would never have been formed, 
and there would not today be in the United 
States of America. 

We all know there are sections and regions 
distinct and apart from others, with many 
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differences. These differences as well as oth
ers, are proper to consider in deciding upon 
representation in a legislative body. These 
matters are equally important as mere num
bers, so far as legislative representation is 
concerned. 

I strongly feel that the various States of 
the Union should be permitted the same 
privilege accorded to the National Congress, 
where one House is based on population and 
the other on factors other than population. 

If the Members of the Congress do not 
at this time take steps to permit the people 
to have a voice in correcting this most un
Wise decision of the U.S. Supreme Court, then 
one of the greatest fundamental principles 
of the Government of this Nation Will be de
stroyed. 

ALABAMA GOV. GEORGE C. WALLACE 

The Honorable George C. Wallace, 
Governor of the State of Alabama, said: 

It is my sincere hope that this subcom
mittee will report favorably upon the pro
posed amendment to restore to the people 
their sovereign power to structure their 
State legislatures and to allocate the State 
legislative powers on the basis of factors 
other than population, if the people so de
sire. 

MICHIGAN GOV. GEORGE ROMNEY 

The Honorable George Romney, Gov
ernor of the State of Michigan, said: 

The decision on June 15, 1964, of the U.S. 
Supreme Court in Reynolds v. Sims has 
brought a number of proposed statutes and 
resolutions. In essence, the question that 
must be decided is whether congressional ac
tion in the form of legislation or in the form 
of a proposed amendment to the Constitu
tion should be enacted to overcome the ef
fects of Reynolds v. Sims. I urge that a 
constitutional amendment should be pro
posed which would call for one house of a 
State legislature to be apportioned on the 
basis of population, while the other could 
contain other bona fide elements of appor
tionment, bearing in mind, however, that in 
essence any legislature, regardless of the 
means or method by which it is apportioned, 
must represent the people. 

The history of apportionment in Michigan 
is one of a series of political and legal battles 
which have been fought over many years. 
In 1952 the people of Michigan had squarely 
placed before them the question of whether 
they wished both houses of the legislature 
to be apportioned strictly on a population 
basis. 

This measure was defeated by over 400,000 
votes and simultaneously therewith another 
constitutional amendment, which set up a 
senate based on considerations of both area 
and population, and which fixed in the con
stitution the senatorial districts, was ap
proved by a majority of almost 300,000 votes. 
Thereafter, the battle turned to the courts 
and in June of 1960 the Michigan Supreme 
Court held that it could not invalidate the 
amendment that was adopted in 1952. This 
case was appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court 
and the U.S. Supreme Court vacated the 
Michigan order and remanded the case back 
to the Michigan Supreme Court. On July 
18, 1962, the Michigan Supreme Court held 
the Michigan State senate to be unconstitu
tional. On July 27, the Honorable Potter 
Stewart, Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, 
entered a stay order so as to allow the 1962 
election to proceed. 

The people of the State of Michigan in ex
ercising their sovereign will, in the fall of 
1960 adopted a constitutional amendment 
Which required that a vote on a constitu
tional convention be held in April of 1961. 
This election was held and the voters of the 
State approved the calling of a constitutional 
convention. Thereafter, in September of 
1961 the delegates to the said convention, 144 

in number, were elected and the convention 
began its deliberations in early October 1961. 

One of the main committees of the con
stitutional convention was the committee 
on legislative apportionment, which was 
headed by Dr. John Hannah, president of 
the Michigan State University and the 
Chairman of the Federal Civil Rights Com
mission. This commission for many months 
held hearings, studied plans, met, argued, 
and eventually came up With a plan which 
apportioned the Michigan Legislature on two 
bases: First, the house of representatives 
would be apportioned on the basis of popu
lation granting one representative to each 
county or group of counties having seven
tenths of 1 percent of the State's popula
tion, and ther'3after allocating the seats on 
the basis of the method of equal proportion. 
I submit to you that this, in fact, was ap
portionment on a population basis, and that 
each metropolitan area, particularly Wayne 
County, received exactly the number of rep
resentatives in the house of representatives 
which it was entitled to on a percentage 
basis. 

The senate was apportioned on the basis 
of factors which were given to each county 
of the State. Factors equal to four times the 
county's percent of the State population 
plus its percentage of the State's land area 
were allocated to each county. Each county 
or group of counties having 13 or more fac
tors was allocated a senator, with the rest 
allocated on the basis of equal proportion. 

· I might add that the plan which followed 
this formula and was adopted by the Michi
gun Supreme Court on May 26, 1964, required 
approximately 47 percent of the population 
to elect a majority of a house of representa
tives and 42 percent of the State's popula
tion to elect a majority to the senate. This 
total percentage factor was better than any 
other State in the Union. Some might have 
had a better ratio in one house but none 
exceeded Michigan on a combined basis. 

The Michigan constitution went further 
than just setting up a formula for election 
of a legislature. It provided the means to 
have periodic reapportionment by a body 
other than a legislative body. History has 
proved that it is very difficult for a legisla
tive body to reapportion itself and therefore 
the constitutional convention set up an 
eight-man bipartisan commission who had 
the duty to reapportion the legislature after . 
each decennial census. If the commission 
could not agree then the matter was to go to 
the State supreme court and the court was 
to choose the plan which most nearly com
pli£1 With the Michigan constitutional 
requirements. 

Happily we thought that the reapportion
ment problems of Michigan had been solved 
and that the will of the people had been 
sustained. However, on June 15, Reynolds v. 
Sims came down and the Michigan Supreme 
Court vacated its order ·of May 26, 1964, and 
on June 22, 1964, adopted a plan which has 
been described by one eminent legislator as 
looking as if it had been drawn by a drunken 
potato bug that had been dipped in red ink, 
and allowed to crawl across the face of the 
map of Michigan. Every criterion which has 
been built into the 1963 Michigan constitu
tion to prevent gerrymandering had been 
violated. The constitution required that the 
distriots had to be compact and contiguous, 
tha.t boundary lines of local units of govern
ment should not be violated, and that the 
districts had to be contiguous by land. These 
safeguards were the result of the study made 
by the legislative apportionment committee, 
and were adopted on a bipartisan basis in the 
convention. The plan which the Michigan 
Supreme Court ultimately adopted does vio
lence to every one of these antigerrymander
ing safeguards. It splits counties, townships, 
and cities. It divides one county which has 
only 4,000 to 5,000 people over the absolute 
ration, into four different representative.dis-

triots. Single townships are separated from 
the rest of the county, and hence, longstand
ing bonds of economic and political union 
have been torn asunder. Cities have been 
split into several legislative districts. I point 
this out to you not solely to bring to you the 
miseries of Michigan but to point out what 
happens when the U.S. Supreme Court makes 
a broad pronouncement and then leaves it 
for the State courts or lower Federal courts 
to oarry oUit the details. I think a number 
of you can recall not too many years ago 
when an order by the U.S. Supreme Court 
provided that certain statements and files in 
the possession of the FBI had to be opened 
to defendants. Thereafter, we had a rash 
of lower court decisions which carried this 
pronouncement to s'uch a ridiculous extreme 
that Congress moved in and enacted legisla
tion stating when and un.de.r what condi
tions FBI files can be opened. So here that 
part of the decision of Chief Jus,tice Warren 
rela.ting to the use of boundary lines of 
local units of government to prevent gerry
mandering is totally disregarded by a court, 
and only one criteria, population, is followed. 

Mr. Chairman, the State of Michigan is a 
large State. We have one senatorial district 
which stretches from Escanaba in the Upper 
Peninsula to Alpena which is located on 
the shores of Lake Huron. It is 242 miles 
from Escanaba, Mich., to Alpena, Mich. I 
am not talking now about representation in 
Congress-! am talking about representation 
in a State senate. I think that a valid con
sideration of fair apportionment is having 
one's State legislator available for consul
tation. 

Most important, however, is the method 
by which the State of Michigan accomplished 
its legislative reapportionment. It used the 
historical method of letting the people de
cide. This was not a hastily drawn consti
tutional amendment, but rather the appor
tionment article of the 1963 Michigan con
stitution was the result of over 7¥2 months 
of careful, thoughtful deliberation. First, 
it was considered by a committee composed 
of attorneys, educators, farmers, and so 
forth, people from all over the State of Mich
igan. Thereafter, it was considered in open 
debate by a constitutional convention of 144 
delegates, then brought before the people 
from all over the State for an open, thorough, 
and exhaustive debate, and finally, albeit by 
a close vote, adopted by the majority of the 
people as the method that they wished to 
have used to apportion their State legis
lature. 

Then, because six Justices of the Supreme 
Court have different ideas as to what consti
tutes fair legislative apportionment, the 
work of 7¥2 months and the deliberative 
consideration of the Michigan constitutional 
convention was wiped away. I want to point 
out to you that this convention was com
posed of retired judges, college presidents 
like Dr. John Hannah, eminent political sci
entists, such as Prof. James K. Pollock, of 
the University of Michigan, 40 attorneys, 
farmers, schoolteachers, and businessmen, 
and union people like the vice president of 
the State AFL-CIO, Mr. William Marshall. 

All of these people took part in this con
vention-not that they all agreed, not that 
they all voted for all provisions, but the fact 
is that there was a full and open discussion 
in the best American tradition. Yet, be
cause the majority of the U.S. Supreme Court 
thought otherwise, we now have thrust upon 
the people a plan which many consider to 
be gerrymandered for political purposes and· 
which was drawn not by a constitutional 
convention but rather by two Democrat 
members of the apportionment commission. 
The Michigan Supreme Court did not lay 
any criterion as to what type of plan it 
wanted, but simply rode roughshod over the 
four Republican members of the commis
sion because it considered population the 
only standard in choosing a plan. I think 
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that lt ts vital that the Congress of the 
United States takes some action in this area. 
There should be a method by which the 
people can determine the manner of ap
portioning their State legislature. One 
house should be allowed to consider other 
considerations besides population. It -should 
further be provided that safeguards be given 
to the people in the form of initiative and 
petition to amend their constitution. I point 
out to you that in Baker v. Carr one of the 
main reasons for the bringing of the case was 
that the people had no means to amend the 
Tennessee constitution other than by having 
the legislature propose the amendment. 
This has never been true in Michigan. If 
the people desire a change they have only 
to obtain signatures on petitions to bring 
the matter before the people for a vote. In 
fact, the matter of reapportionment has been 
brought before the people several times by 
this method. With these safeguards the 
people of a State should be allowed a voice 
in selecting the manner in which their State 
legislature is apportioned. 

I appreciate this opportunity to be able 
to present my views and to give you the 
history of legislative apportionment 1n 
Michigan. I believe it is your duty to rescue 
the courts from this "political thicket" into 
which they have strayed; 

WOMEN' S ORGANIZATIONS . 

Nor is this matter of reapportionment 
of concern to men alone. I would cite 
to you the action of the largest women's 
organization in the world, the General 
Federation of Women's Clubs, which is 
strongly on record on behalf of a reap
portionment amendment. Mrs. William 
Hasebroock, president of the General 
Federation of Women's Clubs, had these 
pertinent comments to make: 

Members of the federation believe it is an 
inherent right of the people, by free and 
majority vote, to decide how they wish to be 
represented. 

Just as the 19th amendment gave Ameri
can women the right to vote, the proposed 
reapportionment amendment, now before the 
U.S. Senate, would provide the citizens of 
each State the right to decide on whether 
they want both houses, or simply one house, 
of their legislatures composed on a popula
tion-only basis. Could anything be more 
fair than to let the people vote on this issue? 
It is difficult to understand why some people 
oppose this proposed amendtnent and that 
fundamental right. 
SIGNIFICANCE OF SUBSTANTIAL, WIDELY BASED 

SUPPORT OF DIRKSEN AMENDMENT 

Thus, we see in every direction to 
which we turn a widely based preponder
ance of citizens and Government leaders 
calling for action. Their large number, 
their prominence, and th~ir well-stated 
convictions are highly persuasive as to 
the merits of having one house of a State 
legislature based on a combination of 
population and area. Without discount
ing this fact in the slightest, however, 
this Senator cites and relies on the test!-

• • mony to which I have already referred, 
for an additional and primary purpose; 
namely, that such widespread interest 
and concern on this subject clearly in
dicates that it is an issue on which the 
States themselves should be given an 
opportunity to express themselves as to 
whether they want such an amendment 
to the Constitution. 

In passing upon joint resolutions for 
constitutional amendments, it is not 
for the Congress to judge as to the final 
and ultimate merit thereof. It is for 
this body and the other body to consider 

well the background and history of the 
issue, its objectives, the kind and degree 
of reception it receives at the hands of 
the Nation at large. If there is substan
tial, widespread, respectable, and intelli
gent support such as that indicated in 
the instant situation, it is our duty to 
approve and submit the joint resolution 
to the States for their action by approval 
or rejection, as provided in article 4 of 
the Constitution. 

This is especially true when the occa
sion for presentment of the joint reso
lution comes about because of a Supreme 
Court decision which overturns and re
verses a practice, institution, or position 
long held to be proper and valid. Cer
tainly, that is the case with Reynolds 
against Sims. 

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Do I understand 

the distinguished Senator from Nebra
ska to say that if there is widespread and 
intelligent support for an amendment 
to the Constitution that Senators should 
vote for it and the Senate should ap
prove it? 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is exactly cor
rect. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Regardless of the 
conviction of the individual Senator? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is correct, 
if there is the background to which this 
Senator has referred. If there is a sit
uation, which arises by reason of a 
Supreme Court decision overturning a 
political philosophy which has been fol
lowed in this country for almost 200 
years, and there is an outpouring of dis
agreement from across the Nation, with 
the decision of the Supreme Court, then 
yes, it is our duty as Members of Con
gress to let the people speak on that issue. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator 
interpret the provision in our Constitu
tion requiring a two-thirds vote of the 
House of Representatives and of the 
Senate as meaning that the Members of 
the Senate should not determine the 
proposition on its merits, but should 
determine it on the assessment of public 
opinion, or assessment of feelings of the 
public in general? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Where there is deep
seated and substantial sentiment on each 
side of an issue of this kind, it is incum
bent upon Members of Congress to give 
the people the opportunity to act on that 
issue. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator 
feel that this would be true whether a 
referendum were provided or not, be
cause the constitutional provision itself 
provides three-fourths of the State legis
latures must act? 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct, and in 
that we have a safeguard. 

The vote of two-thirds of the Members 
here is needed. Ratification by three
fourths of the States is also needed be
fore it can become a part of our Consti
tution. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 
it is difficult for Members of Congress to 
determine public opinion; that hearings 
are not designed to elicit a competent 
determination as to how widespread this 
opinion is? 

Is it not true that Congress has not set 
up any system of ascertaining the views 
of the public more comprehensively or 
accurately than the Gallup poll? 

The Gallup poll of 1964 found an over
whelming majority of the people favor
ing the one-man, one-vote system set 
forth in Reynolds against Sims. I have 
not seen any documentation that would 
overturn this view, although many re
sponsible people have testified before the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I do not know that 
Congress has devised any precise system. 
I do not know that that is necessary. 

This Senator is a member of the Sen
ate Judiciary Subcommittee having to do 
with constitutional · amendments. My 
colleagues and I sat for days listening 
to leaders of State governments, State 
representatives, and many prominent 
and knowledgeable people who testified 
on both sides of this issue. The hearings 
are published. 

Reading and consideration of that ma
terial lead to the conclusion that here is 
a situation which for almost 200 years 
was the accepted way of allowing the 
States to determine the structure of their 
legislatures. Suddenly, that concept is 
cut short, and the direction is reversed, 
imposing on the people in all the States 
a new concept of law. 

That is what is involved here. It is a 
situation that is so fundamental and so 
vital that it is our duty, in the face of 
that record, to adopt the pending joint 
resolution by at least a two-thirds ma
jority, so that the States can pass on it. 
If three-fourths of them ratify, it be
comes a part of our Constitution; if they 
do not, it· will not. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have the greatest 
admiration and respect for the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska. He is 
one of the ablest Members of this body. 

Frankly, I am surprised that the Sena
tor suggests that an amendment . to the 
Constitution, which does impose a very 
heavy responsibility, in my view, on the 
Members of the Senate, shall be de
cided not fundamentally on the basis of 
the merits of the proposition, but should 
be based on whether or not there seems 
to be a considerable amount of sentiment 
around the country in support of the 
proposition. 

I have just inserted in the RECORD a 
poll of political scientists from a State 
university in Ohio which showed politi
cal scientists including specialists in 
reapportionment were 4 to 1 against the 
Dirksen amendment. 

It would . seem to me that a Senator, 
particularly one who has the heavy re
sponsibility that the Senator from Ne· 
braska has of serving on the Constitu
tional Amendment Subcommittee, has a 
responsibility which burdens him when 
making up his mind on the merits. 

After all, we are sent here by our con· 
stituencies to use our own intelligence 
and ability, and we spend our time de
termining the merits of these matters. 

Certainly the republican-democratic 
form of government would suggest ~t 

should be up to us, as elected represent
atives and it is incumbent upon us to 
make up our own minds. 



8266 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE April 18, 1966 

If on the basis of the merits two-thirds 
of the Members of the Senate and two
thirds of the Members of the Hous·e think 
the proposal is appropriate, proper, and 

. desirable, it seems to me it should go to 
the legislatures. If three-fourths of the 
legislatures, by a majority vote each, sup
port the constitutional amendment on 
its merits it certainlY. should be adopted; 
and it would be adopted under our Con
stitution. 

But it seems that incumbent upon us 
is the responsibility to stand up and as
sume responsibility ourselves, and not 
pass the buck and say, "Well, we don't 
know how this will worl>:: ; we don't know 
if it will be good or bad. We cannot tell; 
and if we cannot tell, how can we ex
pect other people, who caimot take the 
time we can, to make up their minds? 
As an elected Member of the U.S. Senate, 
a Senator has to decide for himself. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from 
Wisconsin is a good. debater. He has 
proved that on the :floor of the Senate 
many times. His mind is as keen and 
incisive in explaining propositions as that 
of any Member who has graced this 
Chamber. But he is not going to get me 
into a position of even intimating that I 
believe that a majority of the Members of 
the Senate, when they speak in support 
of this amendment, have abdicated their 
responsibility. 

On the contrary, I say to the Sena
tor from Wisconsin that Senators who 
support the amendment have assumed a 
responsibility to do the States and the 
citizens of the country the greatest good 
by deciding the question irom the sub
stance of the record, not according to 
polls of anonymous political scientists or 
any other organization. We will act ac
cording to the actual substance of the 
testimony of men of long experience in 
government who have come before the 
committee and have given solid reasons 
for and against this proposal. 

With that kind of record, we assume 
our responsibility and say that we want 
the people to express themselves on this 
question. Because there is such a sub
stantially deep-rooted division on the 
question, they are entitled to do so. It is 
an intelligent expression. While I do not 
know on which side the strongest ex
pression will be I do know that the ex
pression is substantial on both sides. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I presume that the 
Senator himself believes that this is a 
good, sound, appropriate proposition. 
He has argued in that way. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes, indeed, ~e feels 
deeply about it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Disregardl.ng how 
people might feel or what may be the 
feeling or sentiment around the country 
among gifted people, people who have 
thoughtfully studied this proposal and 
are familiar with it, the Senator him
self feels that it is sound? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I certainly do. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I take it that he 

would not feel that a Senator who has 
studied the proposal, who has studied it 
carefully, thoughtfully, and prayerfully, 
and who has consulted able people and 
b,as come to a contrary conclusion-is 
under those circumstances showing a 
fear of the people or is failing in his 
duty under the Constitution to give the 

people a chance to vote on the proposal, 
if being thoroughly convinced himself 
that the proposal is wrong, he votes 
against it? Would the Senator under 
those circumstances say that such a 
Senator was not fulfilling his obligations 
to the people if he were convinced that 
the proposal was wrong? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I would not presume 
to attempt to read the minds, the think
ing, the convictions, or the motives of 
other Senators. I know what my feel
ing is. I know what the feeling of well 
over 60 Members of the Senate is. They 
want this issue reported to the States 
so that the States have a chance to de
bate it. They can turn it down or they 
can adopt it. 

ars. I thought I was sent here to do the 
will of the people of my State. 

We, jointly, in Congress represent the 
will' of the people of the United States. 
I can recall hearing, many years ago, 
something about government of the peo
ple, for the people, and by the people. 
I fail to see, under any circumstances, 
what is wrong, or whether there is any
thing wrong, with permitting the people 
to decide exactly how they want to ap
portion their State legislatures. , Nor do 
I see anything that should cause us not 
to be worried by the fact that the legis
lation or the conditions of legislation 
were taken from the hands of the elected 
representatives and apparently placed in 
the Supreme Court. That has caused 
me concern, on the one hand; but on I think that it is good that political 

scientists have spoken as they have. But 
it is also important that 32 States leg
islatures have either passed resolutions 
calling for a constitutional convention 
or have memorialized Congress to enact 
an amendment such as proposed here. 

· the other hand, I think nothing could 
be more proper than to hand this most 
important question to the people, who 
have been the final court of decision in 
this great country, as I understand it, 
for the last half century. 

This represents a protest by those who 
know State government well. They 
know the concept and history of State 
legislatures well enough that when they 
protest as they have, the problem is of 
a nature, of a degree, and of such a 
thrust as to merit referral to the people 
for their final decision. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena
tor. He satisfies me completely when he 
says he would not challenge the motiva
ion or what is in the mind and heart 
of a Senator who might disagree with 
him and vote against the measure. That 
is all I ask. This has been my entire 
point: that Senators should decide on 
the merits, not on whether the amend
ment is tied to referendum. The 
motivation, I say, is not because those 
of us who vote against the proposal fear 
the people; the motivation is that we feel 
the amendment is bad. We feel the 
amendment is not justified. That is the 
only argument I would make here. I 
simply want to clarify the situation and 
make certain that the Senator from 
Nebraska was not implying in any way 
that we who oppose the amendment are 
delinquent in our responsibility or are 
failing to give the people of the country 
an opportunity to vote, when we are dis
charging our responsibility by voting ac
cording to our views. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy if I have 
brought a ray or two of sunshine into 
the life of the Senator from Wisconsin 
this afternoon. I am happy when he 
indicates that there is not necessarily an ' 
abdication of all responsibility and a 
yielding to public pressure only. I was 
glad to have the Senator express himself 
on that point. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from California. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I rose 
to ask a question. I may have joined 
this body under a misapprehension. I 
thought this was a representative Gov
ernment. I thought I had been sent here 
by the people of my State to do their will, 
not my will or the will af some appointee 
on the Supreme Court, or some political 
science specialist, or some learned schol-

Mr: PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield . briefiy on that point? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 

Wisconsin hesitates to argue conserva
tism with two distinguished Republicans, 
men who have represented conserva
tism-and have given their best efforts 
in the cause of conservatism; but I es
pouse in this dispute the views of that 
most eminent of political philosophers, 
Edmund Burke, who took the position · 
that he would give to his constituents his 
time, his careful attention, and his very 
best efforts to do for them whatever he 
could, but would never yield to his con
stituents his judgment. 

This is something that he reserved to 
himself, and this is something that this 
U.S. Senator feeLs it his duty to do. This 
U.S. Senator feels that it is his duty to 
use his own best judgment. I will never 
surrender my judgment to the people 
of my State, if they unanimously want 
something that I think is wrong . . I will 
vote the way I think is right. 

I believe that is the reason that the 
people elected me, to exercise my judg
ment, and not to conduct a popularity 
poll in my State. 

When the people are right, I wm vote 
with them, and when they are wrong, I 
will vote against them. 

This 1.s a wonderful job, being a U.S. 
Senator. I have worked hard and long 
to win it, and even harder and longer 
to keep it. 

But it is a great job-worth the effort, 
only if I exercise my own judgment. 

Before I would vote against my own 
convictions, I would give up this job. 

Mr. HRUSKA. And yet, Mr. Presi
dent, the Senator from Wisconsin takes 
great joy in announcing the 4-to-1 ma
jority among the political scientists in 
favor of his PO!Sition. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. The 
experts happen to agree with my judg
ment. I welcome that. 

Mr. HRUSKA. State after State has 
enacted apportionment on a basis of 
one man, one vote in one house of the 
legislature and a geographical-plus-pop
ulation basis in the other. That action 
has been struck down, and we find very 
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few people of such a State protesting 
that the Supreme Court, by a decision of 
G to 3, has repealed the law of the land 
on the statute books. It is a constitu
tional provision. 

That is what we predicate our judg
ment on. We do not abdicate our re
sponsibility. 

We do not abdicate our responsibility 
any more than does a trial judge in a 
court of law who .sends a case to a jury 
for a verdict, after listening to the evi
dence presented by both sides and deter
mining it to be sufficient to warrant the 
jury's deliberation and decision. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The State legisla
tures have a vested interest in this issue 
and have had right along. They want 
malapportionment in order to keep 
their jobs, and they have wanted it 
consistently. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is a rather cyni
cal view of the legislatures, virtually all 
of whom have gone by that point a long 
time ago. Most legislatures are now 
reapportioned or are in the process of 
reapportionment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That has been 
done under the most strenuous kind of 
duress from the Court. 

Mr. HRUSKA. It is by direct order of 
the Court. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. They have been 
forced to do it. 

Mr. HRUSKA. It has been by a di
rect order of six members of the Su
preme Court, a temporary majority in 
the Supreme Court. 

Under our system of government the 
Supreme Court is normally the last 
guesser as to what the Constitution 
means. When the Supreme Court 
speaks, we abide by what they say as 
respectfully as we can. 

Mr. Justice Douglas said in recent 
weeks: 

Sometimes the decisions of this Court are 
not approved.in the long run. And constitu
tional amendments are made. For example, 
our Court held that the graduated income 
tax was unconstitutional. And we got the 
16th amendment--we changed that. Our 
Court held that a State could lay a poll tax 
as a condition of voting, and that was 
changed with respect to Federal elections. 
Our Court held that a State could keep 
women from voting and that was changed 
by the 19th amendment. This is part of the 
process. People can have such constitu
tions-such provisions-as they want. 

Unless we pass Senate Joint Resolu
tion 103, the people of this country will 
not have a chance to express viewpoints 
and make a judgment, which they have 
the right to do under article V of our 
Constitution, if three-fourths of the 
States vote to do so. 

That is the reason that I cite the 
many instances of support for this con
stitutional amendment. I do it not for 
the purpose of saying that there are 
more votes in favor of it or against it. 
I do it for the purpose of demonstrating 
that there is such a substantial, deep
rooted, and intelligent difference of opin
ion in the substantial segments on each 
side, that Congress should refer this is
sue, at which the Supreme Court has 
had a trial, to the final political author
ity in this land, and that is the will of the 
governed. 

We are trying to give the people a 
chance to express themselves on this 
proposition. In other words, in our judg
ment the people can be trusted to decide 
this question intelligently. 

Mr. President, there are those who 
have been busily engaged in spinning a 
web, the design of which is that even 
though Congress proposes the Dirksen 
amendment, the States would not ratify 
it. Such persons are entitled to their 
opinion and appraisal and the right to 
express them. But the way to deter
mine whether opinion is fact or not is 
to submit the proposition to the States 
for decision. Such submission is war
ranted when we call to mind again the 
strong, clear, and widespread call for ac
tion in favor of such an amendment. 

The decision will be made on a State 
level by legislatures which will have been 
apportioned upon basis of substantial 
equality of population in keeping with 
the Supreme Court's Reynolds against 
Sims. What better way exists for de
cision on such a fundamental policy 
question? 

When the issue does come to the States 
for decision, let those who oppose it in 
the Congress address their arguments to 
the State level, where the issue will, and 
should, be made. Failure to refer it to 
the States for decision would show a lack 
of faith and confidence in the people, in 
the States, and in the constitutional 
processes by which they are governed. 
It would also constitute a superimposi
tion by Dirksen amendment opponents 
of their own desires over an orderly reso
lution of a vital and closely contested 
proposition. 

MERITS OF ISSUE 

Mr. President, there is another factor 
which calls for the Congress to submit 
the reapportionment amendment to the 
States for their decision, in addition to its 
widespread, respectable, and substantial 
popular approval which has already been 
documented. 

This additional factor is that the pres
ent interpretations of the Constitution 
by the Supreme Court for assuming and 
exercising jurisdiction in this political 
thicket was not reached unanimously by 
any means, or even overwhelmingly. 
There were clear, cogent dissenting 
views. Let me cite some of them specifi
cally. 

As Mr. Justice Frankfurter noted in 
his dissent in Baker against Carr: 

The notion that representation proposi
tioned to the geographic spread of population 
is so universally accepted as a necessary ele
ment of equality between man and man that 
it must be taken to be the standard of a 
political equality preserved by the 14th 
amendment--that it is, in the appellants' 
words, "the basic principle of representative 
government"-is, to put it bluntly, not true. 
However desirable and however desired by 
some among the great political thinkers and 
framers of our government, it has never been 
generally practiced, today or in the past. It 
was not the English system, it was not the 
colonial system, it was not the system chosen 
for the national Government by the Consti
tution, it was not the system exclusively or 
even predominantly practiced by the States 
at the time of adoption of the 14th amend
ment, it is not predominantly practiced by 
the States today. 

Mr. Justice Frankfu,rter further noted: 
The Court today reverses a uniform course 

of decision established by a dozen cases, in
cluding one by which the very claim now 
sustained was unanimously rejected only 5 · 
years ago. The impressive body of rulings 
thus cast aside reflected the equally uniform 
course of our political history regarding the 
relationship between population and legisla
tive representation-a wholly different mat
ter from denial of the franchise to individ· 
uals because of race, oolor, religion, or sex. 
Such a massive repudiation of the experience 
of our whole past in asserting destructively 
novel judicial power demands a detailed anal
ysis of the role of the Court in our consti
tutional scheme. 

In effect, today's decisions empowers the 
courts of the country to devise what should 
constitute the proper composition of the 
legislatures of the 50 States. If State courts 
should for one reason or another find them
selves unable to discharge this task, the 
duty of doing so is put on the Federal courts 
or on this Court, if State views do not sat
isfy this Court's notion of what is proper 
districting. 

Contemporary apportionment: Detailed re
cent studies are available to describe the 
present-day constitutional and statutory 
status of apportionment in the 50 States. 
They demonstrate a decided 20th century 
trend away from population as the exclusive 
base of representation. Today, only a a dozen 
State constitutions provide for periodic legis
lative reapportionment of both houses by 
a substantially unqualified appllcation of the 
population standard, and only about a dozen 
more prescribe such reapportionment for 
even a single chamber. "Specific provision 
for county representation in at least one 
house of the State legislature has been In
creasingly adopted since the end of the 19th 
century." 

More than 20 States now guarantee each 
county at least 1 seat in one of their houses 
regardless of population, and in 9 others, 
county or town units are given equal repre
sentation in 1 legislative branch, whatever 
the number of each unit's inhabitants. 
Of course, numerically considered, "There 
provisions invariably result in overrepresen
tation of the least populated areas." And in 
an effort to curb the political dominance of 
metropolitan regions, at least 10 States now 
limit the maximum entitlement of any 
single county (or, in some cases, city) in 
1 legislative house-another source of sub
stantial numerical disproportion. 

Manifestly, the equal protection clause 
supplies no clearer guide for judicial exam
ination of apportionment methods than 
would be the guarantee clause itself. Appor
tionment, by its character, is a subject of 
extraordinary complexity, involving-even 
after the fundamental theoretical issues con
cerning what is to be represented in a rep
resentative legislature have been fought 
out or compromised-considerations of geog
raphy, demography, electoral convenience, 
economic and social cohesions or divergencies 
among particular local groups, communica
tions, the practical effects of political in
stitutions like the lobby and the city ma
chine, ancient traditions and ties of settled 
usage, respect for proven incumbents of long 
experience and senior status, mathematical 
mechanics, censuses compiling relevant data , 
and a host of others. 

In all of the apportionment cases which 
have come before the Court, a consideration 
which has been weighty in determining 
their nonjusticiability has been the dif
ficulty or impossibility of devising effective 
judicial remedies in this class of case. An 
injunction restraining a general election un
less the legislature reapportions would 
paralyze the critical centers of a State's 
political system and threaten political dis
location whose consequences are not fore
seeable. A declaration devoid of iinplied 
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compulsion of injunctive or other relief 
would be an idle threat. 

surely, a. Federal district court could not 
itself remap the State: The same complexi
ties which impede effective judicial review 
of apportionment a fortiori make impossible 
a court's consideration of these imponder
ables as an original matter. And the choice 
of elections at large as opposed to elections 
by district, however unequal the districts, is 
a matter of sweeping political judgment 
having enormous political implications, the 
nature and reach of which are certainly be
yond the informed understanding of, and 
capacity for appraisal by courts. 

That is a quotation from the dissent 
of Mr. Justice Frankf1:rter, a briliiant 
scholar, and one of the most distin
guished members of the Supreme Court 
to sit at any time. 

The dissents of Mr. Justice Frankfurter 
and Mr. Justice Harlan in the case of 
Reynolds against Sims are certainly 
grounds for saying that this issue is not 
one which is opened or closed as a com
pletely one-sided proposition. It is an 
issue on which there are deep feelings 
and convictions on both sides. The way 
to resolve the issue is not by continued 
debate or by an e1fort to dig up historical 
material but by taking it to the State 
level where the problem resides. 

I submit that those who inveigh in 
favor of the one-man one-vote ru1e as 
being the fairest of all the philosophies, 
shall go to the State level and make their 
argument and have the people of that 
State make the final decision. 

Mr. Justice Harlan also wrote a fine 
and extensive resume of the history of 
the 14th amendment to the Constitu
tion. 

In his dissent in Reynolds against 
Sims, Mr. Justice Harlan commented: 

Since the Court now invalidates the leg
islative apportionments in six States, and 
has so far upheld the apportionment in none, 
it is scarcely necessary to comment on the 
situation in the States today, which is, of 
course, as fully contrary to the Court's deci
sion as is the record of every prior period 
in this Nation's hi&tory. 

Records such as these in the cases de
cided today are sure to be duplicated in most 
of the other States if they have not already. 
They present a jarring picture of courts 
threatening to take action in an area which 
they have no business entering, inevitably 
oa the basis of political judgments which 
they are incompetent to make. They show 
legislatures of the States meeting in haste 
and deliberating and deciding in haste to 
a~·oid the threat of judicial interference. 

Generalities cannot obscure the cold truth 
that cases of this type are not amenable to 
the development of judicial standards. No 
set of standards can guide a court which has 
to decide how many legislative districts a 
State shall have, or what the shape of the 
districts shall be, or where to draw a par
ticular district line. No judicially manage
able standard can determine whether a State 
should have single-member districts or 
multimember districts or some combination 
of both. No such standard can control the 
balance between keeping up with population 
shifts and having stable districts. In all 
tr.ese respects, the courts will be called upon 
to make particular decisions with respect to 
which a principle of equally populated dis
tricts will be of no assistance whatsoever. 
Quite obviously, there are limitless possi
bilities for districting consistent with such a 
principle. Nor can these problems be avoided 
by judicial reliance on legislative judgments 
so far as possible. Reshaping or combining 

on~ or two districts, or modifying just a. few 
district lines, is no less a. matter of choosing 
among many possible solutions, with vru:y
in~ political consequences, than reapportion
ment broadside. 

DISSENTS OF JUSTICES STEWART AND CLARK 

Mr. Justice Stewart, joined by Mr. 
Justice Clark, summarized the principle 
in the following manner: 

What the Court has done 1s to convert a. 
particular political philosophy into a. consti
tutional rule, binding upon each or the 50 
States, from Maine to Hawaii, from Alaska 
to Texas, without regard and without respect 
for the many individualized and differen
tiated characteristics of each State, charac
teristics stemming from each State's distinct 
history, distinct geography, distinct distri
bution of population, and distinct political 
heritage. 

My own understanding of the various 
theories of representative government is 
that no one theory has ever commanded 
unanimous assent among political scientists, 
historians, or others who have considered 
the problem. But even if it were thought 
that the rule announced today by the Court 
Is, as a matter of political theory, the most 
desirable general rule which can be devised 
as a basis for the makeup of the representa
tive assembly of a typical State, I could not 
join in the fabrication of a constitutional 
mandate which imports and forever freezes 
one theory of political thought into our 
Constitution, and forever denies to every 
State any opportunity for enlightened and 
progressive innovation in the design of its 
democratic representative government the 
interests and aspirations of diverse groups 
of people, without subjecting any group or 
class to absolute domination by a geograph
ically concentrated or highly organized 
majority. 

Representative government is a process of 
accommodating group interests through 
democratic institutional arrangements. Its 
function 1s to channel the numerous opin
ions, interests, and abilities of the people of 
a State into the making of the State's public 
policy. Appropriate legislative apportion
ment, therefore, should ideally be designed 
to insure effective representation in the 
State's legislature, in cooperation with other 
organs of political power, of the various 
groups and interests making up the elec
torate. In practice, of course, this ideal is 
approximated in the particular apportion
ment system of any State by a realistic ac• 
commodation of the diverse and often con· 
flicting political forces operating within the 
State. 

I do not pretend to any specialized knowl
edge of the myriad of individual character
istics of the several States, beyond the 
records in the cases before us today. But I 
do know enough to be aware that a system 
of legislative apportionment which might 
be best for South Dakota, might be unwise 
for Hawaii with its many islands, or Michi
gan with tts northern peninsula. I do know 
enough to realize that Montana with its 
vast distances is not Rhode Island with its 
heavy concentrations of people. I do know 
enough to be aware of the great variations 
among the several States in their historic 
manner of distributing legislative power
of the Governors' Councils in New England, 
of the broad powers of initiative and refer
endum retained in some States by the 
people, of the legislative power which some 
States give to their Governors, by the right 
of veto or otherwise, of the widely auton
omous home rule which many States give to 
their cities. The Court today declines to 
give any recognition to these considerations 
and countless others, tangible and intangible, 
in holding unconstitutional the particular 
systems of legislative apportionment which 
these States have chosen. Instead, the Court 
says that the requirements of the equal pro-

tection clause can be met in any State only 
by the uncritical, simplistic, and heavy
handed application of sixth-grade arith
metic. 

But legislators do not represent faceless 
numbers. They represent people, or, more 
accurately, a majority of the voters in their 
districts-people with identifiable ueeds and 
interests which require legislative represen
tation, and which can often be related to 
the geographical areas in which these people 
live. The very fact of geographic districting, 
the constitutional validity of which the 
Court does not question, carries with it an 
acceptance of the idea of legislative repre
sentation of regional needs and interests. 
Yet if geographical residence is irrelevant, 
as the Court suggests, and the goal is solely 
that of equally weighted votes, I do not un
derstand why the Court's constitutional rule 
does not require the abolition of districts 
and the holding of all elections at large. 

The fact is, of course, that population 
factors must often to some degree. be subor
dinated in devising a legislative apportion
ment plan which is to achieve the important 
goal of insuring a fair, effective, and bal
anced representation of the regional, social, 
and economic interests within a State. And 
the further fact 1s that throughout our his
tory the apportionments of State legislatures 
have reflected the strongly felt American 
tradition that the public interest is com
posed of many diverse interests, and that 
in the long run it can better be expressed 
by a medley of component voices than by 
the majority's monolithic command. 

What constitutes a rational plan reason
ably designed to achieve this objective will 
vary from State to State, since each State 
is unique, in terins of topography, geography, 
demography, history, heterogeneity, and con
centration of population, variety of social 
and economic interests, and in the operation 
and interrelation of its political institutions. 
But so long as a State's apportionment plan 
reasonably achieves, in the light of the 
State's own characteristics, effective and bal
anced representation of all substantial in
terests, without sacrificing the principle of 
effective majority rule, that plan cannot be 
considered irra tiona!. 
DEEP-ROOTED, SUBSTANTIAL DIVISION ON MERITS 

CALLS FOR LETTING PEOPLE DECIDE 

The entire record presents a deep
rooted division on the merits of this 
proposal, with a substantial, highly re
spectable segment on each side of a sub
ject which is so vital to all of America 
and which will keenly thrust itself upon 
the future destiny of the Republic, of its 
governmental form and substance, and 
upon its entire citizenry. 

Under such circumstances, the Nation 
is entitled to an opportunity to express 
its judgment and preference. The peo
ple are properly the u1timate source for 
such fundamental, far-reaching deci
sion. The first step is resort to the 
often used procedure a1forded in article 
V of our Constitution. 

Approval of Senate Joint Resolution 
103 by the Congress will achieve that first 
step. Then the States and their people 
will be able to decide whether they want 
the kind of constitution declared by the 
Supreme Court in Reynolds against Sims 
or whether they want to make available 
the restricted modification thereof pur
suant to the Dirksen amendment. 

Each State will have before it the ques
tion simply whether or not each State 
will retain control over the destiny, di .. 
rection, and structure of its own State 
government. States know, and Congress 
should know that popu1ation, economics, 
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and political powe.r are shifting factors; 
and that what may be a superb deter
mination of the composition of a State 
legislature today could prove to be the 
mistake of its State's history 10 years 
hence. No State will want to be locked 
into the status quo without authority to 
change the composition of its legislature 
to meet future conditions. The lines of 
restriction as to available changes are 
tightly drawn and clearly stated. They 
must receive approval of the popular 
vote. They must be reviewed every 10 
years. 

Mr. President, Nebraska is the only 
State which at the present time has a 
unicameral legislature. There is a pro
vision in the Dirksen amendment spe
cifically applicable to such legislatures. 
It would seem to be in o:r:der for me to 
explain, what is proposed in the case of 
a unicameral legislature. 

In section 1 of the proposed amend
ment, we have the following language: 

In the case of a picameral legislature, the 
members of one house shall be apportioned 
among the people on the basis of their num
bers and the members of the other house may 
be apportioned among the people on the basis 
of population, geography, and political sub
divisions in order to insure effective repre
sentation in the State's legislature of the 
various groups and interests making up the 
electorate. 

So we have a relatively simple situa
tion as to bicameral legislatures, be
cause, for any plan departing from the 
rule in Reynolds against Sims, we have 
a safeguard for the people. Such a pro
posed plan must be approved by both 
bodies of the legislature-not just one, 
but both bodies . . one of them is always 
based upon population under either 
Reynolds against Sims or the Dirksen 
amendment. So if the representatives 
serving on a population only basis in that 
legislature agree to a plan, it is their best 
judgment that the interest of their con
stituents and of the entire State are well 
served thereby. 

In the case of a unicameral legislature, 
that would not necessarily follow. If 
there were apportionment on a combina
tion of population and area, there would 
not be the guarantee that a plan for re
apportionment would necessarily repre
sent all of the people within the State. 
So something must be substituted for 
that safeguard. That has been done. I 
am gratified to have been able to help in 
the drafting of this language. I think it 
will handle the situation well. Immedi
ately following the language which deals 
with the bicameral legislature in section 
1 of the proposed amendment, which I 
have already read, we have the follow
ing: 

In the case of a unicameral legislature, the 
house may be apportioned among the peo
ple on the basis of substantial equality of 
population with such weight given to geog
raphy and political subdivisions as will in
sure effective representation in the State's 
legislature of the various groups and inter
ests making up the electorate. 

Mr. President, I call attention to the 
words "substantial equality of popula
tion." Those words were taken from 
the majority opinion in the case of 
Reynolds against Sims, as were the words 
"as will insure effective representation 

of the various groups and interests mak
ing up the electorate." 

Those factors must be taken into con
sideration in proposing a plan which will 
be submitted to the voters of that State 
for approval. 

Now, how is that done? What precau
tion is taken to see that the restrictions, 
standards, and guidelines in section 1 
pertaining to unicameral legislatures will 
be followed? 

That is taken care of, Mr. President, 
in the second sentence of section 2, which 
reads thus: 

If submitted by a bicameral legislature the 
plan of apportionment shall have been ap
proved prior to such election by both houses, 
one of which shall be apportioned on the 
basis of substantial equality of population; 

That takes care of the bicameral legis
latures. In the case of the unicameral, 
it is provided: 

If otherwise submitted it shall have been 
found by the courts prior to such election to 
be consistent with the provisions of this 
Constitution, including this article. 

The words "otherwise · submitted" 
mean that if it is not submitted by a 
bicameral legislature, it will be submitted 
by a unicameral legisl~ture. 

So there will be a reference by the 
legislature of any proposed plan which 
departs from population as the sole basis 
of apportionment to the Federal courts, 
for a decision as to whether or not the 
provisions and guidelines of the pro
posed amendment have been abided by. 
If the ·plan passes judicial scrutiny, it 
will be placed on the ballot. If it does 
not pass judicial scrutiny, it will be sent 
back to the legislature with the court's 
opinion. An effort can then be made to 
comply with the court's opinion. 

Mr. President, a decision has been ren
dered by a three-judge Federal court, 
approving a new reapportionment plan 
for the unicameral legislature in Ne
braska. That decision allowed for a 
maximum population deviation in the 
districts of almost 20 percent. 

So when we come to the matter of 
considering unicameral legislatures, the 
situation is surrounded by safeguards. 

The care taken in drafting the lan
guage with reference to unicameral 
legislatures was not solely on behalf of 
the State of Nebraska. That language 
also received a great deal of study and 
attention because there have been many 
inquiries by other States as to how our 
unicameral legislature is working, and 
whether it would be suitable for adop
tion in other States. As time goes on, 
other States may wish to adopt that par
ticular form of State government. 

SUMMARY 

One of the magnificent honors and 
deep obligations of election to this won
drous body, the U.S. Senate, is the oppor:
tunity to vote. 

This simple, meaningful, cherished 
right to vote puts on brilliant display all 
the multitudinous facets of human na
ture. The discerning observer can see 
courage reftected in a vote-or pettiness, 
or dignity, or cupidity. In this hallowed 
Chamber America's great, her mediocre, 
her strong and her weak have gone on 
display. 

It is perhaps a mark of the destiny of 
the Nation that here little men have 
risen above themselves and great men 
have stumbled. 

Yet when the great tests occur, when 
the vital issues of national or interna
tional import are at hand, there nearly 
always is within us a surging desire to 
rise to the issue-not as partisans, not 
as pork-barrel politicians but as Ameri
cans true to the cause of the Nation. 

When we falter in our historic tasks 
it is not because we are not up to the 
issue; it is because we are not acting with 
the issue in our mind's eye. Plagued 
with our human frailties, with our pre
occupation with the groupings of eco
nomic and political power, with ambi
tions to become President or Vice Presi
dent, with debilitating zest for playing 
a part in clique A against clique B, C, D, 
E, or F-these are the moments when 
the issue can escape us. These are the 
moments when we do not cast a vote for 
the people and for the future. 

It is said that within the walls of this 
Capital great political battles are. being 
waged. It is said that these battles are 
far beyond the pale of the people. They 
are battles for ultimate political power
power that can control the very Presi
dency itself. 

In all humbleness I beseech my col
leagues today to face one of the great 
moments in U.S. history with the con
sensus of greatness out of which this Na
tion was forged. Our cause is not of the 
manipulation of men. At issue is our 
strength as men to vote in the historic 
concept which brought this Congress, 
this Nation, into being. We Members of 
Congress who periodically go to the peo
ple and humbly though vigorously seek 
their votes for ourselves are voting on 
whether the people shall have the right 
to vote on the fundamental structure of 
government within their States. 

The issue is as simple as that. It is to 
enfranchise the people in the determina
tion of the peoples' affairs. 

The resolution to give the people this 
right to vote is a consensus .of the safe
guards important to the preservation of 
the principles which have been voiced 
and advocated by those thoughtful people 
within and without the Congress who 
have devoted their energies and talents 
to a workable solution. 

I salute those who have worked and 
wrangled and toiled to perfect this ve
hicle. These are men who understand 
the vision of America. Out of their wis
dom has been fashioned a document to 
meet the true test of viable law intent on 
preserving, protecting and advancing 
the rights of the people. 

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolution 
103 is a permissive piece of legislation 
designed· to permit needed flexibility in 
the composition of one house of State 
legislatures. It fully protects minority 
rights. It mandates periodic review of 
apportionment in the States. It does not 
usurp judicial authority, but rather pro
vides guidelines where none now exist. 

It meets head on the test of apportion
ment in compliance with existing law as 
a prerequisite of ratification. 

Senate Joint Resolution 103 is not con
cerned with whether a State legislature 
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is apportioned on a basis of population in 
both houses or only in one. It does no 
violence to any existing body of State 
government. 

It is solely and simply a vehicle by 
which the people of a State may meet 
their own legislative needs without in
jury to the rights of any. 

Now it comes to pass in wiles of men in · 
debate when one is bereft of legitimate 
argument. 

This is the vexing problem of the 
minority in this body who would deny 
the people the right to decide the reap
portionment question. 

So it is that an ingenuous, new strategy 
has been unleashed within this body
one that is bold and daring and fills all 
with awe at its simplicity. 

They have talked about almost any
thing except the merits of Senate Joint 
Resolution 103. 

The trouble with the "do not confuse 
us with the facts, our minds are made 
up" strategists is that the people of the 
United States, in all of the 50 States, 
have learned about the reapportionment 
amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 103. 

The people of the United States know 
that a handful of men do not trust them 
to vote on this issue. 

Is it not amazing to campaign on the 
premise that the people are too gullible 
to be entrusted with a vote on this issue? 
I submit that every citizen's ability to 
comprehend an issue-this issue-far ex
ceeds anyone's ability to ponder fully 
the minds of those who seek o:ffice, for 
only God can know the mind of man. 
By the same token, ·au of us champion 
the right of the people to vote for can
didates for o:ffice. 

No, the people whom each of us has 
sworn to represent know what this issue 
is about, even if a few persons would 
kid themselves otherwise. They will find 
out, not incidentally, when they go to the 
people and ask them for their votes. 

Again, let me underscore what we are 
discussing today. 

The question before us is the gravest 
constitutional question since the found
ing of the Nation. 

The legislation before us is utter sim
plicity and meets the test of every honest 
question. 

Senate Joint Resolution 103 permits 
the flexibility needed by the States to 
adjust to the apportionment needs of the 
future. 

It does not require any State to con
stitute a legislature in any way except 
the way the legislature and the people of 
that State decide. 

Let us, by our vote on this resolution, 
adhere to this precious principle that the 
reapportionment right must reside in the 
people. It is my fervent hope that we 
can join together in preserving the prin
ciple by equating any differenc~s in ap
proach which should be resolved. The 
resolution of this critically important 
matter demands the best of all of us. 

The first three words of our National 
Constitution are not ''We, the Supreme 
Court," nor are they "We, the Congress." 
They are "We, the people." 

Let us note this well. Let us abide by 
it in our votes on the measure. 

(At this point Mr. MONDALE took the 
chair as Presiding Officer.) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

REPORT TO SENATE ON INTER
PARLIAMENTARY UNION CONFER
ENCE IN CANBERRA, AUSTRALIA
CONCERNING VIETNAM 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, late last 

evening, I returned from the Interparlia
mentary Union Conference in Canberra, 
Australia, where I listened to a most in
teresting debate. It was an intense de
bate. One day, 200 delegates from some 
40 countries sat for 5 hours, with scarcely 
a delegate leaving his seat during de
bate upon the war in Vietnam. 

The Vietnam war seemed to. be the 
subject in which the delegates to this 
Conference were principally interested. 

We undertook to introduce other sub
jects, but there was little interest shown 
in any subject except the Vietnam war. 

I was surprised to find the extent to 
which President Johnson's peace offen
sive around the turn of the year had suc
ceeded in world public opinion. Per
haps those of us close to the scene in 
Washington had felt it was a bit osten
tatious, that its credibility may have 
been subject to question, particularly by 
nonfriendly nations-if not by friendly 
or neutral countries. 

However clumsy the peace offensive 
may have appeared to some, it seems to 
have had a good effect on world public 
opinion. During the debate, I felt that 
the United States was being given credit 
by all except the Communist-bloc coun
tries, and with sincerity and an earnest 
intent to find a peaceful ~olution. This 
was pleasing to me, and I wish to extend 
my congratulations to President Johnson 
and Secretary of State Rusk upon this 
finding, which I believe to be a correct 
one. 

I was also pleased with the extent to 
which our allies rallied around when 
propaganda resolutions were being pre
sented, or propaganda points were being 
advanced by opposition speakers. In
deed, not only did our allies vote with us, 
but on two occasions I noticed that the 
delegate from Yugoslavia voted with the 
United States, or voted the same way as 
the United States, as did the delegate 
from Laos. Even the delegate from In
donesia, although he did not vote, made 
a statement indicating a position of neu
trality. 

· . Yet, with all of this rallying around, I 
invite the attention of the Senate not 
only to the depth of concern shown by 
the delegates from around the world but 
also to their deep apprehension that 
some unfortunate event, some match in 
the broom sage, by accident or otherwise, 
would escalate this unwanted war into a 
world confiict. 

I am not sure that an editorial in the 
Australian, an outstanding newspaper of 

Australia, is exactly typical of this ap
prehension and this view; and yet I did 
find people holding similar views. 

For whatever it may mean, I should 
like to read to the Senate an editorial 
that appeared in the Australian the day 
of our departure from Canberra. It is 
entitled "The Great Vietnam Dilemma," 
and I read: 

(From the Australian, Apr. 16, 1966] 
THE GREAT VIETNAM DILEMMA 

The United States is in a unique and 
terrible quandry in South Vietnam. Allied 
forces in this campaign now total more than 
750,000-500,000 South Vietnamese, 240,000 
Americans, and 20,000 from Australia, New 
Zealand, and South Korea. 

These troops are supported by 700 com
bat aircraft, about 1,600 helicopters, and the 
most efficient logistic and artillery services 
the world's leading technology can devise
at a cost to the U.S. taxpayer of $30 million 
a day. 

These forces will increase as the war goes 
on. The United States is being tied down 
in a war on the Asian mainland that it can't 
win poUtlcally, even if it can win militarily. 
. But the effect of this confl.lct is far greater 
than this. The chance of a direct confron
tation between the United States and China 
grows. Any good will that has been built up 
between Russia and America is being 
dissipated. 

In short, the position of the allies in South 
Vietnam is messy, complicated, and very 
dangerous. 

The United States went into South Viet
nam in the first place with the most hon
orable of intentions, even though its pres
ence there was against the spirit and the 
text Of the 1954 Geneva agreements and its 
accompanying declaration. 

But, by going into South Vietnam, America 
got itself involved in a conflict with which 
it had nothing to do. 

Its presence there has always been inde
fensible, for civil war has always been going 
on in Vietnam, and America and her allies 
have turned this into a full-scale campaign 
against Chinese communism. 

It is time the Australian Government was 
honest with us. It must admit openly that 
we are not in South Vietnam. to help a 
friendly government fight aggression from 
the north. 

We are there because America has asked us 
to go; and because our Government believes 
it needs American protection. More crudely, 
this is insurance. 

We are not increasing our forces to 4,500 in 
the middle of this year because we have been 
asked by the present South Vietnamese Gov
ernment. We are doing it because the Amer
icans want us to and need our moral support. 
Mr. HUBERT HUMPHREY, the U.S. Vice Presi
dent, made this quite plain during his visit 
to Australia in February. 

There is nothing wrong with the Govern
ment admitting this. Surely everybody 
knows it. And there is surely nothing wrong 
with the United States and Australian Gov
ernments admitting that the real reason the 
allies are in Souh Vietnam is to contain 
Chinese communism. 

BOGGED DOWN 

Both believe China is an aggressi:ve force 
that has expansive designs on all countries in 
its neighborhood. Even if we grant this, is 
involvement in South Vietnam the best way 
to contain China? 

The United States in this area is a mari
time power. It has the biggest arsenal of 
H-bom.bs in the world, the biggest navy, the 
strongest air fore~. But it is allowing these 
forces to be bogged .down on the Asian main
land for an indefinite period. For what pur
pose? For a united Vietnam? Any united 
Vietnam would probably be a country under 
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a Communist government or one of Commu-
nist sympathizers. .. 

Does South Vietnam want permanent mili
tary occupation? What would be the differ
ence between that and what is happening 
there now? The situation seems hopeless
and the longer it goes on, the worse it will 
get. 

The answer is plain. The Australian Gov
ernment must tell America that, while the 
United States stays in South Vietnam, we 
will stay, too, because we value America's 
friendship and are committed. 

But we must tell America we think it is 
wrong for the United States and its allies to 
stay there, and that we must get out as soon 
as possible, the best way we can. 

The United States must be prepared to 
negotiate with Hanoi and the Vietcong. The 
negotiations must be conducted on the basis 
that the United States and its allies are pre
pared to Withdraw from South Vietnam. 

But we must be aware of the consequences 
of this Withdrawal. We must be prepared to 
face the fact that Vietnam will become a 
united country with an anti-West govern
ment. 

But wlll it necessarily be a Chinese-domi
nated country? Southeast Asia has a long 
history of anti-Chinese sentiments. The 
heroes of Vietnam's history are those who 
fought the Chinese. 

The theory is certainly tenable that, if 
Vietnam goes Communist, so will most of 
southeast Asia. But the theory is also tena
ble that, because of the long-standing anti
Chinese feeling in all these countries, they 
could well be independent of China, although 
friendly. 

Let us face these consequences openly. 
Let us acknowledge that we will be betray
ing the trust of some ruling classes in south
east Asia who have become identified in 
Asian minds with Western power politics. 
This will certainly not be a pleasant fact to 
face. 

But we also must face the fact that we 
have got ourselves into an untenable posi
tion in Asia. The consequences of with
drawal from South Vietnam will be horri
fying. The consequences of staying will be 
even more tragic. 

It is not in the best interests of South 
Vietnam, the United States or Australia that 
we go on as we are--wasting a country we 
are seeking to save, killing people we seek 
to make free, and risking world war through 
a confiict that was aimed at peace. 

Our Government must tell the United 
States that we are its ally-but the time has 
come to stop the bitterness of Vietnam. 

Mr. President, by reading the editorial 
I have not intended to and do not en
dorse all sentiments contained in the 
editorial. I thought the Senate and the 
American people might be interested in 
this point of view, expressed by a leading 
journal of an ally. 

One would wonder if the soldiers of 
South Korea are there because the 
United States has asked South Korea to 
send them. One would wonder if this 
is true also of the Phillipines. 

This is not to diminish their aid and 
their assistance. I think the United 
States should ask them to send men; 
should ask Great Britain, should ask 
France, and should ask other of our al
lies to aid in this confiict. 

But the point raised in this editorial is 
that the Australian forces are not there 
because the Australian Government be
lieves in the cause; not there at the re
quest of the Government of South Viet
nam; but there because the United States 
has asked that they be sent there, be
cause Australia feels she must have the 

protection and cooperation of the United 
States. Australia, New Zealand, and the 
United States are closely allied. 

Upon a brief stop in New Zealand I was 
impressed with the extent of pro-Ameri
canism existing there. We stopped at a 
home, went in for a cup of tea, the tele
vision was on, and Danny Kaye was go
ing full blast. 

I asked what other American tele
vision programs they had. They quickly 
named several of them: "Bonanza," the 
"Beverly Hillbillies," and some other of 
these wonderfully cultural programs 
which we export. 

The form of the money in both Aus
tralia and New Zealand is being changed 
to the dollar. As they grow closer to 
America, our ties, our bonds of friend
ship, and our mutual interests will be
come more fixed. I am entirely in favor 
of this. 

But let us be aware that we have re
sponsibilities worldwide. Let us be aware 
that these responsibilities are wider than 
the Vietnam confiict. The sun does not 
rise and set exclusively on Vietnam. Let 
us keep this war in perspective and re
late our difficult challenge there to our 
responsibilities elsewhere and otherwise. 

I was very much interested in the vote 
of the Yugoslav delegate. I recalled, as 
I heard him vote with the United States, 
the bitter fights we had had on the fioor 
of the Senate about giving some modicum 
of foreign aid to Yugoslavia. As I un
derstood that program, it had dual moti
vations, good will and eleemosynary 
intents on the parts of the United States, 
but that it was also the instrument of 
U.S. foreign policy that we sought to 
encourage revisionism within the Com
munist bloc. We sought to drive a 
wedge, to chip away from its monolithic 
solidarity. Revisionism of Yugoslavia 
and Marshal Tito were vigorously and 
viciously denounced by the Soviets. 
They wished Yugoslavia firmly and com
pletely within their camp. Apparently 
they have not entirely succeeded. 

I was also very interested to hear the 
speech of the Laotian delegate in which 
he denounced aggression against Laos by 
the North Vietnamese through use of the 
Ho Chi Minh Trail. 

Let me remind you, Mr. President, that 
Red China wanted Laos and wanted her 
completely and 100 percent within the 
Communist bloc. They have not suc
ceeded entirely as was demonstrated by 
the voice and the vote of the delegate 
from Laos, and by the position of the 
Government of Laos. 

I do not know that it would be possible 
for South Vietnam or a unified Vietnam 
to take a neutral or nonalined position 
and succeed, but I call to the attention of 
the Senate, as the content of the edi
torial which I read will do, that there 
have been centuries of contests and con
filet between the Vietnamese and the 
Chinese. 

The intenseness of·this animosity, po
litical, economic, nationalistic, is not 
known to any but scholars and historians, 
owing to its existence over a period of 
hundreds of years. 

Now that elections are to be held in 
South Vietnam-and I hope they are 
heid-I trust my Government will use its 

in:fiuence to permit all citizens to vote 
without respect to their religion or their 
political views. 

We do not deny in America the right 
of a citizen to vote because he is a Chlis
tian, a Moslem, a Jew, or an infidel. We 
do not deny the right of a citizen to vote 
because he holds political views antago
nistic to the majority view. 

But I suppose, Mr. President, that in 
making these remarks I am demonstrat
ing personally the messianic character 
of our culture. We think our system is 
so precious that we wish to extend it to 
everyone. The shot that was heard 
around the world initiated the most revo
lutionary political event of modern his
tory. 

Those who have been nurtured in our 
democracy hold it so dear and believe it is 
of such great benefit to all mankind that 
we wish to extend it to all. But, Mr. 
President, let us stop short of seeking to 
impose it upon anyone. If we really be·
lieve in self-determination, then let the 
Vietnamese choose their form of govern
ment. I would hope earnestly that they 
would choose a pattern which would pre
serve the human dignities, rights, and 
privileges exemplified so nobly by our 
system. But, Mr. President, whatever 
their choice is, they should have the right 
to determine. We should no more seek 
to impose upon South Vietnam an Amer
ican-type state than we should yield to 
the imposition of a Communist order by 
force and violence from North Vietnam 
and Red China. 

So, Mr. President, if as a result of these 
elections there is a coalition government 
or some other form and order of society 
which wishes to be rid of war and which 
wishes to adopt a nonalined or neutral 
status, could we ask for more? Do we 
really believe in the right of self-deter
mination? 

I recall the anxious· voices of those who 
urged the late President Kennedy to send 
American combat forces to settle the 
Laotian confiict and issue in our own 
way. Indeed, the late President told me 
one night that he had just received rec
ommendations from all three members of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and its Chair
man to send forces into Laos. Fortu
nately, those voices were resisted by the 
late President. 

I recall the dire predictions of many 
that the compromise settlement and gov
ernment in Laos would, before nightfall, 
practically result in that country's be
coming a Communist satellite. So as I 
listened to the speech of the Laotian de
nouncing the aggression by North Viet
nam, and as I listened to him vote with 
the United States on the resolutions pre
sented, I realized that, at least up to now, 
the prophets of doom had been proved 
wrong; that the processes of political ac
commodation had demonstrated value. 

I am not sure that this example pro
vides any solution in South Vietnam. 
There the confiict is bigger and more 
far reaching than the problems of the 
Vietnamese-north and south-because 
Vietnam has become the focus of a world 
power struggle. Here, contesting and 
antagonistic ideologies are in confron
tation. I only hope that the situation 
can be kept in perspective and that the 
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martial attitude, as it continues to rise, 
will not lead inexorably to a world con
flict, of which I found so many world 
statesmen apprehensive. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I commend the 

Senator from Tennessee on a most in
teresting, enlightening, and helpful 
statement. In particular, I should like 
to say that I agree wholeheartedly with 
his emphasis on the importance of our 
recognizing that we must not try to im
pose an American system, an American 
view, an American civilization, an Amer
ican type of government on the South 
Vietnamese. Self -determination means 
nothing, if they are not free to make up 
their own minds. 

Does the distinguished Senator share 
my feeling that while an election in the 
next 3, 4, or 5 :::nonths undoubtedly will 
involve certain military problems and 
might very well result in a diminution of 
military effort on the part of the South 
Vietnamese, it could-! do not say it will, 
but it might-be very helpful for several 
reasons? 

First, it would provide for an elected 
civilian authority in South Vietnam. 
Second, it would be an expression by the 
people of South Vietnam of their support 
for a government, an expression which 
we do not have, and certainly do not 
have in the Ky government. 

Third, in the event such a government, 
as I am convinced it would-! may be 
wrong-supported the position of the· 
United States and voted willingly to ac
cept our assistance, it would put us in a 
far stronger position than the position in 
which we now are. In the event such a 
government did not do this, in the event 
that the form of government of South 
Vietnam was honestly elected and we 
were requested to withdraw our forces, 
it seems to me that we would have dis
charged our obligations under the 
SEATO pact. We would have done all 
that this Government honorably could 
do, and our withdrawal would be under 
honorable circumstances. 

Mr. GORE. First, I wish to thank the 
distinguished senior Senator from Wis
consin for his generous, complimentary 
references. 

Next, in reply to his interrogatories, 
I wish to express grave doubt that an 
election of an acceptable sort could pos
sibly be held in Vietnam except under 
cease-fire conditions. 

How, I ask the Senator from Wiscon
sin, can the ballot box be used as an in
strument in the areas of Vietnam which 
are controlled by the Vietcong, unless 
there be some modus vivendi, some 
agreement, or some accommodation? 
An election held only in Saigon would 
prove but little. 

I do not know whether the processes 
of election are now possible. I hope they 
are. I am not sure whether the leaders 
of the military junta were ready for it. 
I rather have the impression that an 
election is being forced upon them. But 
it may be good to try, and I hope that 
the United States would lend every ef
fort-indeed, would offer-in the interest 
of a democratic expression of the views 

of the people of South Vietnam, a cease
fire for the period of a campaign and an 
election. 

As I recall, a period of a fortnight is 
set aside for the campaign and the elec
tion. I am not sure that such an offer on 
the part of the United States would be 
acceptable by the Vietcong, but let them 
reject it. 

I took a similar view for a long while 
before President Johnson's speech at 
Johns Hopkins, in which speech he 
finally offered to seek a negotiated settle
ment. 

I pleaded for that for months. Let 
the other side reject negotiation for 
peace, I urged. Let us stand for it four
square. I now find, as I have said 
earlier, that the President's peace offen
sive has been successful in bringing world 
public opinion more favorably to our 
side. I do not say that it is fully or 
predominantly on our side, but it has 
been brought more favorably to our side. 

If there are to be elections in South 
Vietnam, which Secretary Rusk endorsed 
in his testimony this morning, then let 
us make an offer that would appear to 
make them viable, offer a condition with
out which they may not be viable. 

I agree with the Senator that, if a 
valid expression of public will in South 
Vietnam were contrary to our wishes and 
our interests, we would nevertheless be 
bound to accept the result. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, in 
response to the statement of the Senator 
from Tennessee, I agree wholeheartedly 
that an election without a cease-fire 
would have far less meaning and less 
significance than would an election with 
a cease-fire. 

A cease-fire is certainly what we should 
strive for and try to achieve. However, 
I feel also that the prospect of getting 
a cease-fire so that an election can be 
held is virtually nil. Perhaps I am 
wrong, but to strengthen the Vietnam
ese would be the last thing that the Viet
cong or the North Vietnamese would 
agree to. However, even if they did not, 
it would seem to me that an election, 
limited, and difficult as it may be, held 
only in the 25 percent of South Vietnam 
controlled by the government, with 50 
percent of the people in that area being 
in any position to take part-if that 1s 
the correct figure-and with only a lim
ited tradition of voting, although they 
have had local elections which have been 
reasonably successful, would be an im
provement on what we have now. It 
would be some expression. It would be a 
beginning. It would provide, if not a 
more stable government, at least a civil
ian government with a possibility of the 
government being more stable. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I concur 
in the statement of the Senator. I agree 
that a popular government in even a por
tion of South Vietnam, would be an im
provement over an unabashed military 
dictatorship, although I should prefer, as 
I have suggested-and with which sug
gestion the Senator agrees-conditions 
obtaining which would permit a popular 
expression in all of South Vietnam. 
Nevertheless, I agree with the Senator 
that, that failing, then an election in such 
portion of South Vietnam as is possible 

would be an improvement over the pres
ent situation. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I 
welcome that statement very much. The 
Senator from Tennessee is one of the 
ablest, shrewdest, and most thoughtful 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. He is an expert in that area. 
The Senator has served on that com
mittee for many years. 

The Senator has just visited Australia 
and has returned from that country with 
a fresh viewpoint. I very enthusias
t ically welcome his position that we 
should not have this gloom and doom 
attitude about an election. Many peo
ple seem to feel that the worst thing 
that could happen would be an election 
in Vietnam. 

I believe the Senator from Tennessee 
is right in his perspective, understand
ing, and knowledge in recognizing that, 
while there are dangers and risks in
volved, it is very possible that the situa
tion might conceivably be substantially 
improved, and that we at least would 
have a situation in which there would be 
a government with an elected legitimacy-, 
a government with some civilian con
trol over the military. There would 
be an opportunity for the people of 
Vietnam to feel that they had some way 
of expressing their view other than by 
these debilitating and divisive protests 
on which they have been relying. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the able Senator. 
Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, I have 

listened with some interest to the re
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee, and particularly to the 
Australian article to which he referred. 

People always have different points of 
view in any country. However, I do 
not have a hard time recalling a time 
when Australia was tickled to death to 
see an expansion of the American mili
tary effort in the South Pacific. Port 
Moresby was threatened, and indeed they 
feared that the _ whole of northern 
Australia might be invaded by the 
Japanese. 

The question here is not whether we 
should permit elections in Vietnam. I 
think that we must do so if that is what 
they want. Other factors must be con
sidered. One such factor is whether the 
elections will be free. 

We could have a cease-fire and still 
have the Vietcong sitting in the woods 
with guns pointing at everyone, ready to 
retaliate if the particular village involved 
does not vote in the manner in which 
the Vietcong thinks it should vote. · 

A lot more than meets the eye is in
volved in this situation. 

THE SALE AND REPURCHASE OF 
BOMBS 

Mr. ALLO'TT. Mr. President, I wisli 
to comment very briefly about a situ
ation which has been called to my atten
tion by the Associated Press. 

It was disclosed that the United States 
is buying back from a German firm, Kaus 
and Steinhausen Co., of Schweinge, Ger
many, 5,570 of our 750-pound bombs for 
a price of $21 apiece. These bombs had 
been sold to them 2 years ago for a cost 
of $1.70. 
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I ask unanimous consent to have 

printed at this point in the RECORD an 
article entitled "United States Buys Back 
at $21 Bombs It Sold for $1.70." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
UNITED STATES BUYS BACK AT $21 BOMBS IT 

SOLD FOR $1.70-5,570 SOLD TO GERMANS 2 
YEARS AGO FOR FERTILIZER USE BEING RE
PURCHASED 
The United States sold a German firm 

7,562 bombs as junk for $13,736, 2 years ago 
and now, in wartime, is buying back 5,570 
of them for $114,500. 

The Defense Department provided this in
formation in response to questions about 
the transactions which Secretary Robert S. 
McNamara said Thursday indicated no short
age of bombs for the Vietnam war. 

McNamara disclosed the repurchase dur
ing a press conference to answer charges 
by House Republican Leader GERALD R. FORD 
that the war has been shockingly misman
aged and hampered by a bomb shortage. 

McNamara denied this, pointing to in
creasing tonnages of explosives being dropped 
against the Communists in the southeast 
Asian country. 

Then the defense chief mentioned that 
the United States was buying back 750-
pound bombs from a German firm that 
bought them in 1964 for fertilizer purposes. 
The nitrates of bombs are plant nutrients. 

In response to a question about the bomb 
repurchase, McNamara said with a laugh: 
"Well, I would certainly hope we aren't pay
ing more for them than we sold them for." 

The figures provided today show that the 
United States sold the bombs for about $1.70 
each and now is paying approximately $21 
apiece to get them back. 

The United States halted production of 
750-pound bombs, favored for most missions 
in South Vietnam, in the mid-1950s after 
the Korean war. Only recently did orders 
go out for renewed production. 

Due to the time required to tool up for 
production, fresh supplies of the 750-pound
ers aren't scheduled to be available before 
July, although the secretary said he believed 
the timetable can be accelerated. 

The repurchased bombs originally cost $330 
each, the Pentagon said. A similar size today 
costs $440. 

Here is what the Pentagon said in response 
to questions about the deal: 

"In March 1963 authorization was given 
to dispose of some excess 750-pound general 
purpose bombs stored in Europe. . 

"In January 1964 and April 1964, 7,562 of 
these excess 750-pound bombs were sold to 
Kaus & Steinhausen Co., of Schweinge, 
Germany. At that time this represented 
about 2 percent of the U.S. supply of 750-
pound bombs. It was determined that the 
storage space for these bombs could be bet
ter utilized and the money it cost to store 
and maintain them could be better spent. 
This was a year and a half before the B-52's 
began bombing in Vietnam." 

The reply went on to give the prices. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the Sec
retary of Defense is quoted as saying that 
these bombs were declared excess in 
January 1964, when storage space was 
short. He pointed out in defense of this 
action that it was a year and a half be
fore the B-52's began bombing Vietnam. 

This is one of the dozens c;>f examples 
available to us of how we have been 
waging the war in Vietnam. We have 
been too little, too late and on again and 
off again, until vie have confused not 
only the Vietnamese, but also a portion 
of the world concerning our objectives in 
Vietnam. 

I doubt if very many members of the 
Committee on Armed Services or of the 
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria
tions did not believe in their hearts in 
January 1964, and during that entire 
year, that a buildup in Vietnam was in
evitable. In fact, such a buildup had 
already occurred. 

Yet here we were, disposing of bombs 
in January of 1964, upon which we now 
pay them a profit of $19.30 a bomb. I do 
not know how that comes out in per
centages, but it represents somewhere 
around a 1,000 percent profit we pay 
them for the bombs that we sold them 
less than 2 years ago. 

This has come from that great com
puter factory across the river, the Pen
tagon: The know-all, see-all, divine-all 
of the future. 

How we could have been so absurd is 
beyond me. I do not wish to go into the 
many such matters, but I shall refer to 
two instances which occur to me very 
quickly. 

In that same year of 1964-when I say 
again, it should have been obvious to 
everybody, even though Secretary Mc
Namara may not have known it, that we 
were going to have to have a tremendous 
buildup in South Vietnam, or else lose 
the boys we have there-what did we do 
to support that buildup? We waited un
til May of 1965, when we starting build
ing the port at Cam Ranh Bay. Accord
ing to the recent testimony of the 
Secretary of Defense before the Defense 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, of 
which I am a member, that port is not 
operational now, and will not be fully 
operational until May. That is how we 
have intelligently faced the problem of 
South Vietnam and the war we are carry
ing on there under the great leadership 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

A NEW TYPE OF CARGO AND 
OBSERVATION PLANE 

Mr. ALLO'IT. To mention another in
stance: For several years, there has been 
discussion in the Defense Subcommittee 
of the need for a new V/STOL type of 
cargo .and observation plane for use in 
the South Pacific. Finally, after we had 
been discussing this need for at least 2 
years, and perhaps 3, the Secretary of 
Defense came to the Appropriations 
Committee in January of this year, and 
asked for the reprograming of several 
hundred millions of dollars, a part of 
which finally is to be used for that plane, 
which the committee has been saying all 
along we need--or many of its members 
have--and which the Secretary of De
fense now says has been long and b,adly 
needed. I do not need to remind Sena
tors that there are C-47's over there now 
equipped with machine guns; and this is 
just another example of the kind of war 
we have waged, with far too little, far too 
late, sadly to the detriment of the wel
fare and the lives of our boys in South 
Vietn.am. 

Mr. President, I remind Senators that 
I make this statement in the context that 
I believe we were there rightly, legally, 
and correctly in the first instance; be
cause the question of whether or not we 
have elections involves whether or not we 

shall have free elections, and also in
volves whether or not we shall abandon 
the principle of resisting the expansion 
of communism throughout the world. 
That is the re,al question, in my opinion. 
If there are to be free elections, and if 
we are to step out, I say that it will be 
the biggest single loss of prestige that 
this country has suffered in its whole 
proud history. 

But then, that is rather to be expected, 
when we consider the loss of prestige we 
suffered during the first Cuban invasion, 
or that which we suffered at the building 
of the Berlin wall, first the fence and 
then the wall, in August of 1961; or when 
we look at the subsequent action when 
India took over by force the Portuguese 
colony of Goa; or when we bowed down 
in deep obeisance to Sukarno, and aban
doned our friends, the Dutch, on West 
Irian-which most of us know as West 
New Guinea or Dutch New Guinea-an 
area to which the Indonesians never have 
had any political, s'Ocial, economic or 
ethnic claim. 

Such loss of prestige should not be 
surprising, when we consider our back
down on our brave words that we would 
insist on inspections in Cuba, during the 
second Cuban crisis, and the fact that no 
one really knows today, I believe, what 
the missile situation is in Cuba; or when 
we top all this with the complete back
down and turnaround in .the U.S. posi
tion with respect to article XIX of the 
United Nations Charter, which governs 
the right to vote at the United Nations in 
New York, in January of this year, even 
after our own position had been fortified 
by a decision of the International Court 
of Justice. 

But even with all of this loss of face 
and loss of faith of the world in the pur
poses and sincerity of the United States, 
if we should have to face the eventuality 
that has been discussed on the floor to
day, I say it will be the darkest single day 
for the position of the United States in 
the history of the world. 

Mr. President, as to the matter of the 
recent discussion on the floor with re
spect to the right of the people of South 
Vietnam to choose and select their own 
form of government, I am also concerned 
about the rights of Americans to choose 
and select their own form of govern
ment; and I wish that the same yard
sticks would be used by those who oppose 
the present resolution with respect to 
Americans that they are so anxious to 
accord to the people of South Vietnam. 

APPORTIONMENT OF STATE 
LEGISLATURES 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 103) 
proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States to preserve 
to the people of each State power to 
determine the composition of its legisla
ture and the apportionment of the mem
bership thereof in accordance with law 
and the provisions of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in 1964 
and in 1965, when we had under consid
eration in this Chamber other measures 
to return to the people of the States the 
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question of the composition of their State 
legislatures, I set forth my basic reasons 
for supporting those measures. I have 
found no strong reason to change my 
position, and I have consequently co
sponsored and warmly supported Senate 
Joint Resolution 103. 

On prior occasions, I have detailed the 
story of what transpired in Colorado, in 
regard to the apportionment of our leg
islature, beginning with the general elec
tions of 1962. I wish to repeat that bit 
of history today, because I feel it is so 
instructive on the fallacy or the folly 
involved in depending on the Federal 
courts to apportion legislatures, rather 
than having the people of the States do 
the job for themselves. Further, some 
ignorance or misunderstanding of the 
circumstances involved in Colorado has 
been demonstrated in the Senate, and 
I should like to set the record straight. 

In the general elections of 1962, two 
proposals to change our State constitu
tion's provisions poncerning apportion
ment of the legislature appeared on the 
ballot. Both proposals were initiated 
with the electorate. 

I wish to emphasize this, because a 
great deal of debate has taken place upon 
the false premise that these were initi
ated by a rurally controlled legislatureJ 
when they were actually initiated by the 
people of Colorado under the initiative 
and referendum clauses in our own Con
stitution and statutes. 

The procedure for initiating laws or 
constitutional amendments in Colorado 
is quite simple. The proposal is submit
ted to the secretary of state. He, to
gether with the attorney general of the 
State and the reporter of the State 
supreme court, assign a ballot title and 
submission clause to the proposal. If 
the persons submitting the proposal are 
dissatisfied with the titles or the sub
mission clause, they may appeal the 
matter to the State supreme court, where 
it is placed at the head of the calendar. 

The proposal is published in each 
county, and any qualified elector is given 
the right to challenge the title and sub
mission clause, and to appeal the matter 
to the supreme court in the same way 
that originators of the proposal may do. 

Petitions for the proposal may then be 
circulated, and the proposal will be sub
mitted to a vote of the people if the 
signatures of qualified electors equiva
lent to 8 percent of the votes cast for 
secretary of state in the preceding gen
eral election are obtained. 

It was in this manner that the two 
proposals for constitutional amendments 
relating to legislative apportionment were 
placed on the general election ballot in 
1962. The proposals were not referred 
by the legislature, as has been alleged 
by some Senators. For example, the 
junior Senator from Maryland, on Thurs
day of last week, charged that a rotten 
borough legislature in Colorado framed 
the referendum on apportionment, and 
framed it in such a way that the people 
of Colorado were denied a fair choice, 
and, in his words, the referendum was a 
farce. I find the Senator's description of 
events in my State offensive, and doubly 
so because it is not accurate. 

At any rate, two proposals went on the 
ballot in 1962. Amendment No. '1 was 

sponsored by a bipartisan group of .dis
tinguished and respected Colorado citi
zens. The group included Edwin C. 
Johnson, known to many of my col
leagues, a former U.S. Senat·or and Gov
ernor of Colorado, and a Democrat; 
another former Governor of Colorado, 
the late John C. Vivian, Republican; Jo
seph F. Little, lawyer and former Demo
cratic State chairman of Colorado and 
Democratic cochairman of Denver 
County; Warwick Downing, an attorney, 
Democrat; and Wilbur M. Alter, former 
chief justice of the Colorado Supreme 
Court, Republican. The amendment 
provided for a house of representatives 
based on population and a senate based 
primarily on population, but taking into 
account also the distinctive geographical, 
economic and historical divisions of the 
State, and maintaining a balance in the 
strength of urban areas, suburban areas, 
and rural areas. 

Amendment No. 8 called for both the 
senate and the house to be apportioned 
on equality of population, although it also 
recognized geographical features to a 
limited extent by allowing a larger de
viation from the strict population ratio 
for mountainous senatorial districts. 

Let me, at this point, correct another 
misstatement which has been made here 
in the Senate about our Colorado election 
of 1962. It has been said that amend
ment No. 8, the population-only plan 
of apportionment, would have required 
that in multimember districts all candi
dates for the house would have to run 
at large. To be absolutely factual about 
it, the voters of a multimember district 
could, in a referendum, elect to divide 
the district into subdistricts. The pro
cedure for subdistricting was, in my 
opinion, cumbersome. but it was unde
niably an improvement over the consti
tutional provisions which had thereto
fore governed apportionment, and which 
flatly forbade subdistricting. 

I have gone into this detail, Mr. Presi
dent, to show the errors which have been 
made in discussing our situation in Colo
rado by some of those unfamiliar with 
it. I believe the record is now clear that 
both proposals were initiated, not re
ferred by the legislature, and that the 
question put to the voters was a clear 
choice between a population-only plan 
and a weighted representation plan. 

Amendment No. '1 was adopted by the 
voters in that referendum of November 
1962, by a statewide vote of 305,700 to 
172,725. It won in every county of the 
State-63 of them-including those 
counties which the U.S. Supreme Court 
held were underrepresented when lt 
later considered our apportionment. 

Amendment No. 8, the strict popula
tion plan-which was in line with the 
consequent Supreme Court decision
was defeated by a vote of 311,749 to 
149,822, or by a · ratio of better than 2 
to 1. 

So here we have two proposals appear
ing on the same ballot, both initiated 
by the people, not by the legislature, both 
subject to the checks and balances and 
corrections provided by our Constitution 
as to title and submission, and both pro
tected all the way down the line so far 
as legality was concerned, and amend
ment No. 7 carried every one of the 63 

counties including those which the Su
preme Court stated would be adversely 
affected, by a majority of almost 2 to 1, 
and amendment No.8 was defeated by a 
majority of over 2 to 1. 

After amendment No. 7 was adopted 
by the voters o:I Colorado as a part of our 
Constitution, the legislature enacted the 
necessary implementing legislation. An 
opponent of the plan then filed suit in 
the Federal court for the District of 
Colorado, claiming violation of his con
stitutional rights. The three-judge dis
trict court convened. to hear the case
that is, the Federal court-held that 
the Colorado plan of apportionment was 
not violative of the U.S. Constitution, 
but when the case was appealed to the 
U.S. Supreme Court, the case was re
versed and remanded to the Federal 
district court. 

Thereafter, we had the following se
quence of events: The Federal district 
court, under the mandate of the June 
15 decision of the Supreme Court, de
creed that reapportionment must be ac
complished by July 15, under threat of 
the Court itself accomplishing the reap
portionment if the legislature was unable 
to do so. 

I invite attention and emphasize that 
this is the same three-judge Federal 
court which had previously held it to be 
constituitonal. 

The Governor called the legislature 
into a special session, and it proceeded to 
devise a new plan on the guidelines of 
the Colorado constitution as it stood be
fore the amendment of 1962. The new 
plan adopted by the legislature provided 
for subdistricting of multimember dis
tricts, such as the city and county of 
Denver. This plan was approved by the 
three-judge Federal court and signed by 
the Governor. Immediately thereafter 
suit was . filed in the Colorado Supreme 
Court attacking the new apportionment 
plan on the basis that provision of sub
districting contravened the old Colorado 
constitutional provisions. Simultane
ously, the backers of the amendment 
No. 7 plan of apportionment appealed 
the U.S. district court's decision that 
amendment No. '1 was not severable. 

The Colorado Supreme Court held that 
the old constitutional provision on ap
portionment prohibited the division of 
the counties into districts for the election 
of senators and representatives and held, 
therefore, that the whole Apportionment 
Act, approved by the Federal district 
court, was invalid. Nevertheless, they 
permitted elections to be held in the fall 
of 1964 under the invalid act. Subse
quently, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 
on the appeal from the district court, 
and in a per curiam opinion, said: 

Insofar as the judgment of the district 
court decides Federal questions, it is affirmed. 
Insofar as the judgment decides other ques
tions, it is vacated and the cause is remanded 
for further consideration in light of the 
13Upervening decision of the Colorado Su
preme Court. 

Four Justices, in a concurring opinion, 
said: 

It 1s our understanding that tha Court's 
disposition of this case leaves it open to the 
district court to abstain on the question as 
to the severability of the various provisions 
of amendment No. 7 pending resolution of 
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that issue with reasonable promptitude in. 
further State court proceedings. We deem 
it appropriate explicitly to state our view 
that this is the course which the district 
court should follow. On this basis we join 
the Court's opinion. 

Senators are certainly aware of some 
of the difficulties involved in determining· 
what is a Federal question. It seems to 
me that this last decision of the Supreme 
Court in the Colorado situation points up 
the near impossibility of laying down 
guidelines in the apportionment prob
lem. It clearly points up the Court's un
willingness to lay down such guidelines. 
Basically, apportionment is a political 
question and the more the Supreme 
Court is pinned down to have to provide 
guidelines, let alone draw apportionment 
plans, the more they are going to dis
cover the truth of this. 

Mr. President, I presume that it is the 
desire of Senators on both sides of this 
question to achieve the most workable, 
fairest representation possible. I feel, 
however, that we may have allowed 
slogans to cloud the issues involved. 

The slogan of "one man, one vote," for 
example, is really rather meaningless 
unless one goes to the factual situations 
which gave rise to the slogan. No man 
had been deprived of his right to cast a 
vote in the cases which spawned the 
slogan. 

But the idea behind the slogan is a 
valid one. It is that all votes cast in 
electing representatives to any repre
sentative body should be given substan
tially equal weight. Put as strongly as I 
can put it, the opponents of the resolu
tion we are debating would say that the 
right to vote is of such paramount im
portance that it should not be subject to 
dilution, even if the dilution were ap
proved by a majority of the eligible 
voters. 

If we examine this proposition, what 
is really intended is the equal oppor
tunity to have the voter's views reflected 
in the legislature; ideally, in proportion 
to the strength of those views in the vot-
ing population as a whole. · 

Let me say, however, that the principle 
of population-only apportionment is not 
the infallible guide to triumph of the 
majority will that the opponents of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 103 would have us 
believe. For example, let us postulate a 
State where 60 percent of the popula
tion is concentrated in one or two areas, 
with the remaining 40 percent scattered 
through the balance of the State's land 
area. Then assume an issue on which 
the 40 percent are solidly united-let us 
say they are opposed to passage of a par
ticular piece of legislation. Within the 
area containing the 60 percent of the 
population, opinion favors passage of the 
bill by a margin of 80 to 20. 

The legislators representing that 60 
percent of the population will certainly 
be inclined to vote for passage of the bill, 
since their constituencies favor it 80 to 
20, and the bill will pass. But if we look 
at the sentiment in the electorate as a 
whole, we find that 52 percent of the 
population oppose passage-the 40-per
cent minority group plus the 20 percent 
of the 60-percent majority group. 

The issue will seldom be this simple 
or clear cut, Mr. President, but it does 

demonstrate that governing in general, 
and apportionment in particular, is not 
quite so simple that the application of 
slogans, such as "one · man, one vote" 
will assure fairness and justice. And I 
still do not understand the conviction of 
my opponents that legislators elected 
from urban areas under reapportionment 
will somehow be fairer and wiser in 
treating all the problems of all the peo
ple in their State thJ.n legislators from 
rural areas will be. This is simply an 
area of human endeavor which, to , my 
mind, cannot be solved by the mechanical 
application of any principles enunciated 
from on high. 

On the other hand, we have been care
ful in this country to give protection to 
minority rights. From the earliest days, 
we have guaranteed that one who 
espouses an unpopular cause should not 
be throttled. And a fair system of rep
resentation should, ideally, try to make 
certain that minority views are also rep
resented in the legislative process. 

We find, then, two competing prin
ciples, both of which have merit, which 
we attempt to instill in any plan of rep
resentation in a legislative body. We 
accept the view that majority will should 
govern, but we also build into our Gov
ernment a system of checks and balances 
in order to protect minority and even 
individual rights. 

It is not my purpose to castigate the 
majority of the Supreme Court for their 
decision in Reynolds against Sims or in 
the Colorado case of Lucas against 44th 
General Assembly, but I believe it will 
be instructive to review briefly some of 

· the history of apportionment cases prior 
to Baker against Carr. That history in
cludes a long course of refusal by the 
Supreme Court to take jurisdiction over 
apportionment cases, on the basis that 
such cases involved essentially political 
questions. The earlier cases had been 
brought under article IV of the Con
stitution, which guarantees to the States 
a republican form of government. The 
court uniformly held in the cases pre
sented to it that it could not inquire into 
the "political question" of whether a 
challenged government was "repub
lican." 

Then, in 1962, the Court accepted the 
case of Baker against Carr, challenging 
apportionment of the Tennessee Legisla
ture on the basis that voters in the most 
populous districts were deprived of equal 
protection of the law by being grossly 
underrepresented in the legislature. 
There wa.s, of course, dissent over 
whether the Court should have accepted 
jurisdiction on the 14th amendment 
basis. Mr. Justice Frankfurter warned 
of the "political thic-ket." And Mr. Jus
tice Harlan, in later cases, said: 

Had the Court paused to probe more deep
ly into the matter it would have found that 
the equal-protection clause was never in
tended to inhibit the States in choosing any 
democratic method they pleased for the 
apportionment of their legislatures. This is 

-shown by the language of the 14th amend-
ment taken as a whole, by the understand
ing of those who proposed and ratified it, 
and by the political practices of the St~tes 
at the time the amendment was adopted. 
It is confirmed by numerous State and con
gressional actions since the adoption of the 
14th amendment, and by the common 

understanding of the amendment as evi
denced by subsequent constitutional amend
ments and decisions of this Court before 
Baker v. Carr-made an abrupt break with 
the past in 1962. 

I can understand, Mr. President, why 
the Court was desirous of accepting 
Baker against Carr. The legislature had 
not been reapportioned for many years, 
in either house, despite great changes in 
population. The voters of the State did 
not have available to them the initiative 
which I have referred to and which was 
used in Colorado. The Court felt that if 
it did not act, there was no remedy. 

But having stepped into the political 
thicket, it is my feeling that the Court 
simply lost its bearings and could find no 
logical stopping place short of . declaring 
that population alone was the only ac
ceptable criterion for the apportionment 
of a legislature. No other reason ex
plains to me why the case of Lucas 
against 44th General Assembly was de
cided as it was. 

I really believed, Mr. President, that 
the Supreme Court would apply a rule 
of reason to the apportionment cases 
decided in 1964. Baker against Carr did 
not demand the result in the Lucas ca,se. 
Instead, the Supreme Court could, as I 
said, find no stopping place, having got
ten lost in this political thicket, and ar
rived at a simplistic answer which ig
nores one aspect of the problem of fair 
representation. It recognizes the de
sirability of equality of the vote, but 
ignores a whole host of other problems in 
providing a voice for minorities. 

Today, Mr. President, we debate 
whether this simplistic answer is to be 
the only answer we can give to the ques
tion of providing fair representation. 
Mr. Justice Stewart, in his dissent in the 
1964 apportionment cases, summed up 
my feelings very well: 

What the Oourt has done is to convert a 
particular political philosophy into a con
stitutional rule, binding up0n each of the 
50 States, from Maine to Hawaii, from Alaska 
to Texas, wi<thout regard and without respect 
for the many individualized and differen
tiated characteristics of each State, charac
teristics stemming from each State's dis
tinct history, distinct geography, distinct 
distribution of population, and distinct po
litical heritage. My own understanding of 
the various theories of representative Gov
ernments is that no one theory has ever com
manded unanimous assent among political 

· scientists, historians, or others who have 
considered the problem. But even if it were 
thought that the rule announced today by 
the Court is, as a matter of political theory, 
the most desirable general rule which can be 
devised as a basis for the makeup of the rep
resentative assembly of a typical State, I 
could not join in the fabrication of a con
stitutional mandate which imports and for
ever freezes one theory of political thought 
into our Constitution. 

We must, then, decide between two al
ternatives. The present system of han
dling legislative apportionment requires 
that the legislatures reapportion them
selves subject to Federal court supervi
sion, or failing to do so, have the court 
make the apportionment-but in either 
case, with population as the sole, con
trolling consideration. 

The proposed alternative in Senate 
Joint Resolution 103 contemplates that 
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the legislature would draw a plan of ap
portionment and submit it to the voters 
for their approval, but still subject to 
review by the Federal judiciary. In 
addition to population, the plan would 
be allowed to include consideration of 
geography and political subdivisions to 
insure effective representation. I view 
this, Mr. President, as a return to the 
"rule of reason" which I had expected 
the Court to supply in Reynolds against 
Sims, Luca.s against 44th General As
sembly, and the companion cases. The 
proposed resolution would simply "un
freeze" from the Constitution the form 
of political philosophy which was put 
there by the Court, and the Court alone, 
and add the safeguard that if factors 
other than population are used in ap
portioning, the plan must be approved 
by the voters of the State, and when it 
is approved by the voters of the State, 
they are really running the State on a 
one-man, one-vote basis. 

There have been objections raised to 
senate Joint Resolution 103 which are 
not primary, but which I find interesting 
because I believe they show on the part 
of the opponents of the resolution a de
cided lack of trust in the good sense of 
the electorate. For example, it is 
claimed that a legislature will "rig'' the 
question presented to the vote1·s, perhaps 
by making the population-only alterna
tive which must, under the terms of 
Senate Joint Resolution 103, be sub
mitted to the electorate unacceptable in 
various ways. In this connection let me 
remind Senators that Colorado has been 
pointed to as a horrible example, and 
that the facts do not justify the 
accusation. 

There are, I think, several answers to 
the contention that the question sub
mitted to the electorate can be "rigged." 
In my own State, as I have demon
strated, the initiative is readily avail
able to the electorate. This, of course, is 
a major check on the legislature. In 
addition to this, Senate Joint Resolution 
103 does not withdraw Federal court 
jurisdiction. Having assumed jurisdic
tion, I would hope that with the passage 
of Senate Joint Resolution 103 the 
courts would apply a rule of reason and 
require that a plan of apportionment 
have some rational basis, and that it not 
be arbitrary. 

I might remark, too, that a candidate 
for public office may sometimes "rig" his 
position on an issue, be elected and in
stalled in office, and then take action 
contrary to what he had led the elec
torate to believe he would take. The 
remedy is the same in both cases-"vote 
the rascal out." 

Another contention of the opponents 
of Senate Joint Resolution 103 is that 
malapportioned State legislatures have 
weakened State government, and have 
caused urban areas to turn to the Fed
eral Government for help in solving the 
problems which the rural-dominated 
State legislatures refused to face up to. 
They say that with the new court de
cisions has come a new era in State gov
ernment, and we can now look for re
vitalized legislatures to handle these 
problems on a State level. 

Let me answer this contention in two 
ways. First, let me point out that the 
U.S. Senate, a body hardly composed on 
a strict population basis, has had a 
rather large part in giving attention and 
help to those urban problems. 

Second, I would remark that although 
the majority of State legislatures have 
now been apportioned on a strict popu
lation basis, I have seen no concerted 
effort on the part of those legislatures to 
reclaim jurisdiction over urban prob
lems, nor any effort on the part of the 
opponents of Senate Joint Resolution 103 
to return those problems to the States. 
There appeared in the Wall Street Jour
nal of March 2 an article which indicates 
that the urban areas not only continue to 
look to the Federal Government for help, 
but that they will demand a larger share 
of help. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be inserted in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HELP FOR THE CITIEs--NORTHERN CONGRESS

MEN SEEK MORE FEDERAL Am FOR NEEDY 
URBAN AREAS-THEY WOULD REROUTE FUNDS 
FROM SOUTH, RURAL WEST To FINANCE CITY 
SERVICEs--TAPPING EXISTING PROGRAMS 

(By Joseph W. Sullivan) 
WASHINGTON.-Whatever the total amount 

of Federal butter this year, northern city 
Congressmen intend to carve off a bigger slice 
of it for hard-strapped urban governments. 

Not content to wait for the slow-starting 
flow of extra money heralded in President 
Johnson's "great eities" proposal last month, 
the urban boosters are charting ways to fat
ten the cities' share under existing Federal 
aid programs. These gains would come at 
the expense of small towns and rural areas 
and, in some instances, mean a shift of funds 
into urban Northern States and away from 
the South and rural West. 

Initial rerouting plans, which call also for 
some net spending increases, aim at getting 
extra aid for urban schools, roads, hospitals, 
sewage treatment plants and certain other 
public works. Even partial success of these 
endeavors could channel far more money into 
city coffers than the $2.3 billion sprea~ over 
6 years that Mr. Johnson's new urban aid 
plan would provide. The extra money flow 
would be immediate, moreover, instead of 
starting in mid-1968 and then available only 
to selected "demonstration" cities. 

BOOM FOR LINDSAY? 
For New York City alone, shifting of cur

rent aid projects could yield an extra $100 
million or more annually for bolstering slum 
schools in Harlem and elsewhere, building 
new freeways, renovating old hospitals and 
cleaning up local waters. Such a dollar har
vest would amount to a direct political divi
dend, for new Republican Mayor John Lind
say, whose campaign promises to solve the 
city's fiscal llls were tied to getting extra 
Federal help. 

But Republican Senator JACOB JAVITS, of 
New York, has plans that extend well be
yond New York City and New York State. 
He plots a declaration of war on Federal aid 
allotment formulas generally. Present for
mula-weighting in favor of States with low 
per-capita income has well served the South, 
1n particular, under many of the more than 
100 Federal aid programs now on the law
books. 

"Favoritism toward the poorer, more rural 
States may have been justified at some point 
1n the past, but today's most pressing need.a 

are plainly those of the big population cen
ters, asserts a Javits aid. 

Such logic is, of course, repugnant to the 
senior southerners who rule several key aid
dispensing committees in both the House 
and Senate. The Dixie chieftains have re
pelled numerous northern attempts to re
write their pet allocation formulas in years 
past and will no doubt attempt to hold the 
line again. 

DIXIE DOMINATION DOCTRINES 
The southern domination is plainly ebb

ing though. At the helm of the House's 
influential Housing Subcommittee, Repre
sentative WILLIAM BARRETT, Of Philadelphia, 
last succeeded the masterful Albert Rains of 
Alabama, who retired. The departure of Oren 
Harris of Arkansas, long-time chairman of 
the House Commerce Committee, removes 
another powerful southerner. And the north
ern-dominated House Labor Committee is 
getting bolder in its grappling with Ala
bama's prestigious Chairman LisTER HILL, of 
the Senate Labor and Education panel over 
school aid formulas. 

Adding to urban hopes for a breakthrough 
this year are several external infiuences on 
Congress. For one thing, redistricting forced 
by the population shift toward urban areas 
and the U.S. Supreme Court's "one-man, one
vote" rulings is prompting greater congres
sional responsiveness to urban needs. For 
another, wide publicizing of big-city racial, 
transport, and pollution problems and gen
eral fiscal strains is adding weight to claims 
that northern population centers, while 
wealthier than the rest of the country, also 
have much costlier problems. Among Re
publicans, moreover, a current accent on 
wooing the urban vote has brought new 
stress on promoting city causes. 

Furthermore, northern city lawmakers 
sense they are gaining bargaining power with 
their southern colleagues. Growing south
ern reliance on Federal aid is eroding the 
longstanding tendency of Dixie lawmakers 
to hold out for extra benefits under an aid 
program as their price for supporting its 
enactment. As things now stand, it's rea
soned, few southerners can afford to turn 
against a going program even if Dixie's share 
of the money is whittled down. 

TAKE A SECOND LOOK 
"To get these programs underway we had 

to make a lot of concessions in order to win 
the votes of the recalcitrants. Now we're in 
position to take a second look and deter
mine where the money is really most 
needed," declares Representative HuGH 
CAREY, a Brooklyn Democrat. 

Initial projects to reroute funds are pro
ceeding piecemeal, with the prime planners, 
tactics and specific objectives varying in each 
case. In some instances, the aim is to change 
the formula for computing each State's en
titlement under a Federal aid program. In 
other cases, it's to raise a low ceiling on in
dividual project grants that reduce a pro
gram's value to big cities with large-scale 
requirements. In still others, it's to free 
a program from rigid formulas and permit 
financing local projects as administrators see 
fit. "The big cities are better versed in the 
game of grantsmanship than small towns or 
rural areas, so they would stand to gain," 
explains a proponent of more aid for big 
cities. 

Consider some details of the various ur
ban aid efforts: 

Education: Big-city and suburban Demo
crats seeking more help are pitted against 
both the Johnson administration and envoys 
from the smaller, poorer States. City law
makers will fight for use of an "incentive pay
ments" arrangement authorized by last 
year's school aid law; the administration 
wants it annulled. Incentive grants would 
go to school districts that increased their per-
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pupil spending by 5 percent or m.ore last 
year and would total about $400 m1lllon in 
the fiscal year starting in July~ Big urban 
areas, it happens, would get a much higher 
proportion. o! the incentive money than they 
d raw under· the poverty-based formula for 
distributing the law's $1.1 billion in annual 
a id to school districts generally. New York 
City would receive better than 8 percent of 
the incentive payments compared to a 5-per
cen t share of. the regular funds~ 

To forge a winning cong1:essional coalition 
for incentive grants, city strategists are ready 
to embrace plans of suburban Democrats 
for helping school systems overcrowded by 
rapid population growth. The suburban bill, 
also resisted by the administration, would 
parcel out school construction funds accord
ing to the number o'f children in oversized 
classes. outmoded classrooms, or on. half-day 
shifts. 

Roads: The U.S. Conference of. Mayors is 
leading the charge to get cities a bigger share 
of the Federal highway dollar; city spokes
men contend they've been short-changed. 
Urban driving, they argue, accounts for half 
of all U.S. auto mileage and !or more than 
half of the Federal gasoline tax receipts that 
finance the highway program. Thus, it's 
reasoned, the cities ought to get as much for 
their arterial street systems as the- States 
draw for their primary and secondary high
ways; at present, primary and secondary road 
aid amounts to $750 million yearly while 
"urban extension" systems are allotted only 
$250 million. (Allocation of funds for the 
$3 billion-a-year interstate highway program 
is not being contested. ) 

Hospitals: As urban strategists, notably 
Senator JAvrrs and Democratic Senator 
JosEPH CLARK, of Pennsylvania, had hoped, 
Mr. Johnson'& health and education message 
to Congress yesterday proposed a new loan 
and grant pl"ogram to finance hospital mod
ernization, a special big-city need. It re
mains to be seen, however, whether the not
yet-specified dollar amounts will satisfy the 
urbanites. 

Over $200 million already is being pumped 
out yearly to the States under the Hill-Burton 
hospital construction act. Many cities com
plain, however. that the bulk. of the money is 
going to suburban and rural areas (where 
the need for more beds is admittedly greater) 
while older central-city hospitals are deteri
orating in New· York City. According to a 
1965 study, all of the 130 general hospitals 
need costly modernization. 

To northerners generally, moreover, the 
Hill-Burton allocation formula (which has 
become the model for several other aid pro
grams) is a lit-tle short of iniquitous. It 
bases each State's entitlement on two factors, 
its population and its per-capita income. But 
income matters much more than population; 
the income figure is used in such a way that 
low income sharply raises a State's eligibility 
for Federal aid. As a result, Senator HILL'S 
home State of Alabama gets more than half 
as much money as New York State, which has 
mode than five times as m any people. 

To meet the cities' special hospital mod
ernization needs, and get away from a Hill
Burton division of the money among the 
States, the urbanites think a separate Federal 
program is essential, preferably one geared 
to handle individual project applications 
from all comers. 

Sewage Treatment: The target here is re
moval of a $1.2 million statutory ceiling on 
Federal aid to any one project, which com
pares with cos·ts of $100 million or. more for a 
new treatment works in a city the size of St. 
Louis. This maximum in Federal help is o! 
minimal value, asserts the recent report of a 
Senate public works subcommittee. Because 
of the low ceiling, it's estimated oniy 9 per
cent of Fede-ral sewage treatment grants have 
gone to cities o! more than 125,000 people. 
Yet together these cities bold just under half 
the total U.S. population. 

The subcommittee's recommendation, sure 
to get legislative attention shortly, is to end 
the ceiling on individual grants as part of a 
big expansion o! the $150 million-a-year aid 
program. for sewage plants. In his anti~llu
tion message to Congress, President Johnson 
called for partial removal of the ceilings. He 
asked for authority to make individual grants 
of unlimited size, but only to localities in
cluded in five model river basin cleanup 
projects. 

Economic Development: New Yorkers are 
leading the ca-mpaign to make urban ghettos 
eligible for help under the renewed aid-to
depressed-areas program Congress approved 
last year. Currently, only 14 of the 130 U.S. 
cities with population of over 100,000 qualify 
for the program's packet of grants for build
ing a variety of public facilities and loans for 
starting new enterprises; among those ex
cluded are New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
and Philadelphia. A big reason for exclusion 
is that eligibility is based on the economic 
health of a whole metropolitan area, whic-h 
may obscure high unemployment in a city's 
core. 

The House Public Works Committee ap
pears favorably dispoffi=ld toward a proposal to 
bestow eligibility on any "compact, contigu
ous areas" with population of over 100,000. 
This would accommodate the Harlem and 
Bedford-Stuyvesant sections of New York 
City, the Watts area in Los Angeles, the south 
sides of Chicago and Philadelphia along with 
such entire cities as Trenton, N.J. 

Bolstering current urban hopes are several 
1965 successes, including removal of a 50,000-
population ceiling on cities eligible for Fed
eral help in planning and building new com
munity facilities; elimination of extra-high 
eligibility standards that kept nearly all 
school systems with enrollment of over 35,000 
from qualifying for special aid that goeS' to 
school districts with heavy concentrations of 
Federal workers. 

An across-the-board assault on alleged 
abuses in allocation formulas, such as Sena
tor JAVITS plans, isn't likely to make much 
immediate head.way. But the New Yorker 
appears determined to make the effort any
way, i! only to dramatize the cause and give 
it a Republican cast. His staft' is sifting 
through present formulas in search of :fla
grant injustices; he has enlisted the help of 
New York State and New York City officials 
in the hope of pinpointing instances where 
their aid requests were axed while smaller 
States were surfeited with help. 

Tentative strategy in the Javits camp is 
press for- elimination of per-capita income 
factors that now weigh nearly all Federal al
location formulas in favor of the poorer 
States. At a minimum, Federal aid funds 
should be divided among the States in direct 
proportion to their population, Javits men 
assert. Such "one xnan, one dollar" funding, 
it's said, would still give the poorer States a 
big return on the Federal tax payments- since 
they pay less per capita. 

For programs that deal especially with 
urban problems, Mr. JAVITS probably will aim 
still higher. "In fields such as air and water 
pollution, housing, transportation, and men
tal health, we contend that city dwellers have 
more than their share of problems and are 
entitled to an extra share of aid money," says 
a Javits aid. Toward this end, the Javits 
camp hopes to devise a "population density" 
factor that would tilt future allocation for
mulas in favor of crowded cities. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The final objection I 
have heard made to Senate Joint Reso
lution 103 is that few people vote in 
referendums. I am not quite sure what 
bearing the objection has on the question 
of the inherent value or fairness of one 
system of representation as opposed to 
another. In any case, however, this ob
jection was first raised, I believe, in the 

1965 debate on apportionment, and it has 
been continued into this year. The Colo
rado elections of 1962 were again cited. 
I might remark parenthetically, Mr. 
President, that the opponents of the 
resolution are certainly determined to 
discredit the case of Colorado in this 
debate, if they can find any way to do so. 

To continue-, it was stated to prove that 
few people- vote in referendums that in 
the 1962 elections in Colorado the per
centage of the voting-age population on 
the prevailing vote on the two appor
tionment questions o-n the ballot was 31.1 
and 32.2 percent, respectively. I feel con
strained to point out, however, that if 
we are to indulge in the numbers game 
on the Senate floor, as we have seen the 
Supreme Court do across the Capitol 
plaza, the figures can be used somewhat 
differently. 

It was in a Colorado general election 
that these two proposed constitutional 
amendments were considered. It seems 
to me very definitely misleading to com
pare the prevailing vote against· the total 
voting age population. For example, we 
find that in the same 1962 election cited 
by opponents of referendums, 36 percent 
of the voting-age population of Colorado 
elected the Governor, and 31 percent of 
the voting-age population elected a 
supreme court justice to a 10-year term. 
The raw figures, without explanation, 
prove little, and certainly do not show, 
in this case, any less interest in the ap
portionment questions on the ballot than 
in the candidates for office on the ballot. 

There has never been a single issue be
fore the people of Colorado upon which 
there was so much debate, so much in
formation, or so much publicity as there 
was on these two amendments, as can 
be seen by the high vote compared with 
the vote which elected the Governor. 

I hope, Mr. President, that enough 
Senators share my faith in the good 
sense of our people that we may pass 
Senate Joint Resolution 103, and return 
to the people the decision on apportion
ment of their State legislatures. It 
seems to me that there is ample safe
guard in the plan of the joint resolution 
to satisfy reasonable men that no one 
would be unjustly deprived of his vote; 
on the other hand we would restore fiexi
bility and balance by permitting to the 
people the opportunity to express their 
will. The people of Colorado, over a 
long period of time, had worked out and 
approved in elections our method of ap
portionment. It is far wiser, I believe, to 
allow those familiar with all the prob
lems of a State to meet these problems 
which arise in apportioning the legisla
ture, as we did in Colorado, than to let 
stand the rigid system which was im
ported into the 14th amendment when 
the Supreme Court got lost in a political 
thicket, and now stands as a constitu
tional requirement absolute. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, under 

the order previously entered, I move that 
the Senate adjourn until 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
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adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
April 19, 1966, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate April 18, 1966: 
U.S. MARSHAL 

Antonio C. Baza, of Guam, to be U.S. mar
shal for the district of Guam for the term of 
4 years. (Reappointment.) · 

U.S. ATTORNEY 

Almeric L. Christian, of the Virgin Islands, 
to be U.S. attorney for the Virgin Islands for 
the term of 4 years. (Reappointment.> 

ENVmONMENTAL SCIENCE SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

Subject to qualifications provided by law, 
the following for permanent appointment to 
the grades indicated in the Environmental 
Science Services Administration: 

To be lieutenants 
James P. Brown, Jr. Richard M. Petry-
Walter L. Bradly czanko 
Ronald W. Harlan Leonard T. Lynch, Jr. 

William S. Plank 
Richard V. O'Connell 
Philip L. Richardson 
Ralph H. Rhudy 
WalterS. Simmons 
Frederick G. Paulsen 
Jeffrey L. Gammon 
Gary E. Rorvig 

Bobby D. Edwards 
Donald R. Rich 
Marshall A. Levitan 
A. David Schuldt 
George M. Ensign 
George C. Chappell 
John P. Vandermeu-

len 
To be lieutenants (junior grade) 

Clifford A. Wells Roger H. Kerley 
Thomas F. Scygiel, Jr. Irving Menessa 
Oliver R. Maclntosh,Paul M. Hale 

Jr. William IM. Noble 
Michael G. Kenny Stanley M. Hamilton 
Vincent Tabbone Leonard M. Larese-
William T. McMullen Casanova 
Gary A. Eskelln Dennis E. Youngdahl 
Theodore Wyzewski Kirk P. Patterson 
Charles R . Mcintyre Otto F. Steffi.n 
Edward M. Gelb Carl W. Fisher 
Roger A. Moyer Arthur P. Sibold III 
Fidel T. Smith John 0. Rolland 
Kenneth F. Burke Phlllip F. Dean 
Floyd S. Ito Steven M. Erickson 
Charles H. McClure Joseph L. Scott 
Christropher C. Lance W. Pape 

Mathewson Glen R. Schaefer 
Claude 0. Phipps Harold D. Nilsson 

Duane D. Helton Jack L. Wallace 
Lionel Greve Henry M. Coghlan II 
James L. Murphy Michael W. Chalfant 
William M. Goodhue, Roy K. Matsushige 

Jr. Richard T . LeRoy 
Wllliam S. RichardsonLarry K. Nelson 
A. Conrad Weymann Arthur D. Ross 

III Colin L. Campbell 
David L. Sweetland Richard F. Coons 
Gordon P. Dodge Arthur J. Kuhn 
George R . Knecht John K. Callahan, Jr. 

To be ensigns 
Terry C. de Ia 

Moriniere 
Thomas M. Wesik 
Kenneth H. Voigt 
David J. Lystrom 
Jerome F. Ewen 
James L. Ogg 
Thomas E. Gerish 
Fred S. Long 
Todd M. Gates 
Leonard D. 

Goodisman 
Melvin N. Maki 
Melvin S. Asato 
Thomas W. Wells 
Joseph R. Avampato 
Gary L. Boyack 

Robert H. Johns 
James E. Walsh 
Caron D. North, Jr. 
David M. Wilson 
James R. Vandell 
Wllliam H. Naylor 
Stephen M. Mark 
Thomas C. Kalil 
Ernest D. Harden 
Peter M. Hall 
Kenith L. Harris 
Michael Engel 
James E. Clark, II 
Donald P. Henneuse 
Dino J. Ferralli 
Keith A. Boe 
Randall B. Cummings 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Malcontents Who Refuse To Pay Income 
Taxes Because of War in Vietnam 
Should Be Sent to Prison 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. 0. C. FISHER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, April18, 1966 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, the April 
14 issue of the Washington Post carried 
a half-page advertisement signed by 
some 400 people which announced their 
intention to refuse to pay their income 
taxes voluntarily. In that publicity it 
was contended the United States, in our 
opposition to Communist aggression in 
Vietnam and the Dominican Republic, 
was guilty of atrocities against innocent 
civilians. Our actions were compared to 
Russia's intervention in Hungary, and 
other idiotic accusations were included. 

By way of retaliation these morbid 
misfits declared they would refuse to pay 
their income taxes voluntarily. 

This publicity, attributed to a group 
which includes some well-known pro
Communist, bespeaks an unpatriotic and 
anti-American attitude which could very 
well have been written or dictated from 
Moscow or Peking-or Hanoi. 

These characters, who both boast of 
and abuse freedom, quite obviously pre
fer the Communist brand of freedom. 
They talk, wrtte, and preach the Com-
munist line. It would be interesting to 
know what would happen to these weak
lings if they lived in Peking and dared 
publicize views condemning the Red 
Chinese policies of aggression in Viet
nam. They would, of course, have their 
heads chopped off. Yet as Americans, 
smugly hiding behind constitutional 

guarantees, they whine and squawl like 
poisoned pups when our Government op
poses Communist aggression anyWhere in 
the world. 

There is, however, something to be said 
for these nondescripts who would refuse 
to pay their income taxes. In that way 
they at least expose themselves to our 
penal laws which make each of them sub
ject to fines and imprisonment for de
liberate refusal to obey the laws of our 
l~nd. Surely the Internal Revenue 
Service and the Department of Justice 
will give them the full treatment they de
serve. The Congress and the American 
people will undoubtedly demand that 
every one of these criminals-and that is 
what each will be who thus violates the 
law-will be prosecuted to the full ex
tent of the law. 

When that is done our Nation will be 
relieved, at least temporarily, of the pres
ence of these bellyaching phonies who 
are obviously quite unhappy with the 
American brand of freedom and democ
racy. 

The Role of Political Parties in Congress 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. E. Y. BERRY 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, April18, 1966 
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, a new pub

lication has just been brought to my at
tention which I believe would be of 
special interest to my colleagues and to 
everyone interested in political science. 
It is the first publication in the "Ameri
can Government Studies" series by the 
Institute of Government Research at the 
University of Arizona entitled "The Role 

of Political Parties in Congress: A Bibli
ography and Research Guide." 

This very valuable research guide was 
authored by Prof. Charles 0. Jones of 
the Department of Government, Univer
sity of Arizona, and Dr. Randall B. Rip
ley, research associate with the Brook
ings Institution. I am confident it would 
be of great benefit to anyone interested 
in Congress and politics. 

Planning Conference Calls for Mid-Decade 
Census 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROBERT N. C. NIX 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, April18, 1966 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, it has come to 
my attention that the Atlanta, Ga., Re
gion Metropolitan Planning Commission 
in a meeting on March 25, 1966, passed a 
resolution supporting a mid-decade 
census. 

The resolution and the statement ac
companying it follow: 

Resolved, That this conference go on record 
as strongly favoring a mid-decade census of 
population and housing. 

We realize that this matter has come up 
frequently in recent years and that certain 
bills have been introduced in the Congress 
to provide for a quinquennial census. The 
need for a population and housing census 
more frequently than every 10 years arises 
from the increasing complexity of our urban 
society and the many programs we are de
veloping to help solve our problems. 

The resolution was introduced by Mr. 
George K. Selden, Jr., of the Southern 
Bell Telephone & Telegraph Co., Char-
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