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SENATE

MoxpAy, MarcH 6, 1967

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., and
was called to order by the President pro
tempore.

Rabbi Gerald Lerer, Congregation
Beth Ohr, Jewish Community Center of
Madison Township, Old Bridge, N.J., of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God, ruler of the universe,
we earnestly seek and invoke Thy bless-
ing upon our country, the Government
of this freedom-loving Republic, the
President of these United States, and all
who exercise just and rightful authority.
Guide and guard them in all their worthy
endeavors, so that they may administer
all affairs of state in justice and equity,
while advancing the cause of freedom
and democracy throughout the world.

Help us today and every day to be de-
serving of our rich heritage in this land
of the free and home of the brave. Let
Thy sacred light penetrate our midst, so
that we may recognize our duties
through the fog and mist of our times.
Grant us the necessary courage and per-
severance, so that we may fulfill our re-
sponsibilities, despite the cost and sacri-
fice.

Inspire those who stand at the helm of
our ship of state to continue with even
greater zeal and determination their
valiant and noble efforts toward making
these United States a powerful force for
universal peace and freedom from fear.
May this country grow from strength to
greater strength in the cause of justice
and righteousness; and may we, in con-
cert with all people who cherish freedom,
speedily achieve the ultimate triumph of
Thy kingdom of true and everlasting
peace and brotherhood on earth. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MaNsrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
March 3, 1967, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one
of his secretaries.

SELECTIVE SERVICE—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC.
NO. 75)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States,
which, without being read, will be re-
ferred to the appropriate committee, and
will be printed in the Recorp.

The message from the President was
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services, as follows:

THE BACKGROUND

To the Congress of the United States:
The knowledge that military service

must sometimes be borne by—and im-

posed on—free men so their freedom
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may be preserved is woven deeply into
the fabric of the American experience.

Americans have been obliged to take
up arms in the cause of liberty since our
earliest days on these shores. From the
militiaman who shouldered his musket
to protect his community in the wilder-
ness to the young recruit of today who
serves the common defense and then re-
turns to civilian life, we have known the
price of freedom as well as its glory.

In 1940, the mounting threat of Axis
aggression was poised against us. The
76th Congress responded by making com-
pulsory military service a legal obliga-
tion in peacetime as well as war. Al-
though this was the first peacetime draft
in our history, it was an action consist-
ent with our evolving traditions and re-
sponsibilities. As President Roosevelt
said on that occasion:

America has adopted selective service in
time of peace, and, in doing so, has broad-
ened and enriched our basic concepts of
citizenship. Beside the clear democratic
ideals of equal rights, equal privileges and
equal opportunities, we have set forth the
underlying other duties, obligations and re-
sponsibilities of equal service.

Americans ever since then have come
to know well those “broadened concepts
of eitizenship” of which Franklin Roose-
velt spoke. Little more than a year later,
war began. The Selective Service Sys-
tem established by that foresighted 76th
Congress mustered the greatest military
force in the history of the world.

After the end of World War II, in the
face of new hostile threats, the 80th Con-
gress met its obligation by enacting new
selective service legislation. Six times
since then, succeeding Congresses—the
81st, the 82d, the 84th, the 86th, and the
88th—have kept it alive as an indispen-
sable part of our defense against an ag-
gression which has taken different shapes
but has never disappeared. Twice—in
Korea, and today in Vietham—we have
borne arms in the field of battle to coun-
ter that aggression.

Thus, for more than a quarter of a
century, through total war and cold war
and limited war, selective service has
provided the Nation with the ability to
respond quickly and appropriately to the
varied challenges confronting our de-
mocracy.

THE PROBLEM TODAY

The Selective Service Act under which
men today are drafted into our Armed
Forces is now almost two decades old,
about the age of many of the men who
stand watch on the frontiers of freedom
throughout the world.

That generation, whose lifetime coin-
cides with our draft law, has grown to
maturity in a period of sweeping change.
We are in many ways a different nation—
more urban, more mobile, more populous.

The youth of the country themselves
have added most heavily to our growth
in numbers. In 1948, when the present
act was passed, less than 1.2 million male
Americans were 18 years old. Today that
number has increased about 60 percent to
almost 1.9 million, and will exceed 2 mil-
lion in the 1970’s.

Because of this population increase,
many more men of their generation are
available for military duty than are re-
quired.
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A decade ago, about 70 percent of the
group eligible for duty had to serve with
the Armed Forces to meet our military
manpower needs.

Today, the need is for less than 50
percent, and only about a third or less
of this number must be involuntarily
inducted—even under the conditions of
war. When the firing stops, as we all
fervently hope it will soon, the require-
ments will be for fewer still.

The danger of inequity is imbedded in
these statistics. It arises when not every
eligible man must be called upon to serve.
It is intensified when the numbers of
men needed are relatively small in re-
lation to the numbers available.

Fairness has always been one of the
goals of the Selective Service System.
When the present act was passed in 1948,
one of its underlying assumptions was
that the obligation and benefits of mili-
tary service would be equitably borne.

The changing conditions which have
come to our society since that act was
established have prompted concern—in
the executive branch, in the Congress,
in the Nation generally—with whether
the System might have drifted from the
original concept of equity.

That concern deepened as young men
were called to the field of combat.

A selective service system, of course,
must operate well and fairly in peace as
well as in times of conflict. But it is in
the glare of conflict that the minds of
all of us are focused most urgently on
the need to review the procedures by
which some men are selected and some
are not.

Last July, by Executive order, I ap-
pointed a National Advisory Commis-
slon on Selective Service, composed of
20 citizens, distinguished and diverse in
their representation of important ele-
ments of our national life.

I asked that Commission, headed by
Mr. Burke Marshall, to study these ques-
tions, and indeed whether the need for
the draft itself was ended or soon might
be.

I instructed the Commission to con-
sider the past, present, and prospective
functioning of selective service and
other systems of national service in the
light of the following factors: Fairness
to all citizens; military manpower re-
quirements; the objective of minimizing
uncertainty and interference with indi-
vidual careers and education; social, eco-
nomic, and employment conditions and
goals; budgetary and administrative
considerations; and any other factors
the Commission might deem relevant.

The Commission undertook this re-
sponsibility with seriousness of purpose,
and a clear recognition of the abiding
importance these issues hold in Ameri-
can life today. It consulted with or
sought the opinions of national leaders,
Governors, mayors, and officials of the
Federal Government; educators and
students; business groups and labor
unions; veterans organizations, religious
leaders and others broadly representing
every sector of our society. I asked peo-
ple across the land to send their
ggughts to the Commission and many

The Commission's work is now con-
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cluded. Its report has been made avail-
able to the American public. I have
studied that report carefully.

I have also had the benefit of two
other recent studies relating to the same
problems. Another distinguished group
of leading citizens reviewed the selec-
tive service situation for the House
Armed Services Committee. Its conclu-
sions have been made available to me.
Earlier, at my direction, the Secretary
of Defense conducted a study of the re-
lationship of the draft to military man-
power utilization policies. It was com-
pleted in June of last year.

These reports have confirmed that
continuation of the draft is still essen-
tial to our national security. They have
also established that inequities do re-
sult from present selection policies, that
policies designed for an earlier period
operate unevenly under today’s condi-
tions, creating unfairness in the lives of
some, promoting uncertainty in the
minds of more.

To provide the military manpower this
Nation needs for its security and to as-
sure that the system of selection oper-
ates as equitably as pessible, I propose
that:

First. The selective service law under
which men can be inducted into the
Armed Forces be extended for a 4-year
period, upen its expiration on June 30,
1967.

Second. Men be inducted beginning at
19 years of age, reversing the present
order of calling the oldest first, so that
uncertainties now generated in the lives
of young men will be reduced.

Third. Policies be tightened governing
undergraduate college deferments so
that those deferments can never become
exemptions from military service, and
providing for no further postgraduate de-
ferments except for those in medical and
dental schools.

Fourth. Firm rules be formulated, to
be applied uniformly throughout the
country, in determining eligibility for all
other types of deferment.

Fifth. A fair and impartial random—
FAIR—system of selection be established
to determine the order of call for all men
eligible and available for the draft.

Sixth. Improvements in the Selective
Service System be immediately effected
to assure better service to the registrant
both in counseling and appeals, better in-
formation to the public regarding the
system’s operation, and broader repre-
sentation on local boards of the com-
munities they serve.

Seventh. A study be conducted by the
best management experts in the Govern-
ment of the effectiveness, cost and feasi-
bility of a proposal made by the National
Advisory Commission to restructure the
organization of the Selective Service
System.

Eighth. The National Commission on
Selective Service be continued for an-
other year to provide a continuing review
of the system that touches the lives of
50 many young Americans and their fam-
ilies.

Ninth. Enlistment procedures for our
National Guard and Reserve units be
strengthened to remove inequities and to
insure a high state of readiness for those
units.
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CONTINUATION OF THE DREAFT LAW

The United States must meet its mili-
tary commitments for the national se-
curity, for the preservation of peace and
for the defense of freedom in the world.
It must be able to do this under any cir-
cumstance, under any condition, under
any challenge.

This fundamental necessity is the bed-
rock of our national policy upon which
all other considerations must rest.

To maintain this ability we must con-
tinue the draft.

The volunteer tradition is strong in
our Armed Forces, as it is in our national
heritage. Except for the periods of
major war in this century, it has been the
chief source of our military manpower
since the earliest days of the Republic.

It must remain so. Our Armed Forces
will continue to rely mainly on those who
volunteer to serve. This is not only con-
sistent with the American tradition, it
is also the best policy for the services
themselves, since it assures a highly mo-
tivated and professionally competent
career force.

Improving the quality of service life
and increasing the rewards for service
itself encourage volunteering. We have
taken a number of actions toward this
end and will initiate still others:

Four military pay raises in each of the
last 4 years, averaging a total increase of
33 percent in basic pay. I shall shortly
recommend another increase.

A military “medicare” program which
expands medical care for the dependents
of those on active duty, as well as for
retired members and their dependents.

The cold war GI bill of rights, which
provides education, training, medical and
home loan benefits to returning service-
men.

The Vietnam Conflict Servicemen and
Veterans Act of 1967, which I proposed
last month, to provide additional bene-
fits to members of the Armed Forces and
their dependents.

I have asked the Secretary of Defense
tu submit to me this year a comprehen-
sive study of the military compensation
and retirement system.

To attract more physicians, dentists
and other members of the health profes-
sions to volunteer for military service, I
am directing the Secretary of Defense to
develop a broad program of medical
scholarships. Students taking advan-
tage of these scholarships would commit
themselves to longer terms of obligated
service.

At the same time that we have been in-
creasing the incentive for volunteer serv-
ice, we have also taken steps to reduce
our requirements for men who must be
drafted.

I have directed that the services place
civilians in jobs previously held by men
in uniform wherever this can be done
without impairing military effectiveness.
During fiscal 1967, 74,000 former military
jobs will be filled by ecivilians. During
the next fiscal year, an additional 40,000
such jobs will be so filled. If these meas-
ures were not taken, our draft calls would
have to be much higher.

Starting last year, under Project 100,-
000, the military services have revised
mental and physical standards to admit
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young men who were being rejected—
more than half of whom had sought to
volunteer. As a result, the services will
accept this year 40,000 men who would
have been disqualified under former
standards. Next year, the Defense De-
partment’s goal is to accept 100,000 such
men.

Finally, the Secretary of Defense is
taking steps to expand opportunities for
women in the services, thus further re-
ducing the number of men who must be
called involuntarily for duty.

But in spite of all we can and will do
in this regard, we cannot realistically
expect to meet our present commitments
or our future requirements with a mili-
tary force relying exclusively on volun-
teers.

We know that vulnerability to the
draft is a strong motivating factor in
the decision of many young men to en-
list. Studies have shown that in the
relatively normal years before the build-
up in Vietnam, two out of every five en-
listees were so motivated. Since then,
the proportion has been considerably
higher.

Research has also disclosed that vol-
unteers alone could be expected to man
a force of little more than 2 million.

Our military needs have been substan-
tially greater than that ever since we
first commitied troops to combat in
Korea in the summer of 1950. The aver-
age strength of our Armed Forces in the
yvears between the end of hostilities in
Korea and the buildup in Vietham was
2.7 million. Today, we have 3.3 million
men under arms, and this force will in-
crease still further by June 1968 if the
conflict is not concluded by then.

The question, whether we could in-
crease incentives sufficiently to attract
an exclusively volunteer force larger than
any such force we have had in the past,
has been subjected to intensive study.

That study concluded that the costs
would be difficult to determine precisely,
but clearly they would be very high.

Far more important is the position of
weakness to which an exelusively volun-
teer force—with no provision for selec-
tive service—would expose us. The sud-
den need for more men than a volun-
teer force could supply would find the
Nation without the machinery to re-
spond.

That lack of flexibility, that absence
of power to expand in quick response to
sudden challenge, would be totally in-
compatible with an effective national de-
fense. In short, it would force us to
gamble with the Nation's security.

We look to, and work for, the day the
fighting will end in Vietnam. We hope—
it is the most profound hope of this ad-
ministration as it is of this generation
of Americans—that the years beyond
that day will be years of diminishing
tension in the world, of silent guns and
smaller armies. The total efforts of this
Government will be constantly directed
toward reaching that time.

But although we are hopeful, we are
realists too, with a realism bred into us
through long and lasting experience.
Any responsible appraisal of world con-
ditions leads inevitably to this conelu-
sion: We must maintain the capability
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for flexible response which we have to-
day.
The draft is one of the essential and
crucial instruments which assures us of
that flexibility.

I recommend legislation to extend for
4 years the authority, which expires on
June 30, 1967, to induct men into the
Armed Forces.

THE ORDER OF CALL

The general procedure today for the
selection of draft-eligible men is in the
order of “oldest first"—from 26 down-
ward.

In the period prior to the Vietnam
buildup, when draft calls were small, the
average age for involuntary induction
was between 22 and 24 years.

All three of the recent studies of the
draft reveal that the current order of
call is undesirable from the point of
view of everyone involved—and is ac-
tually the reverse of what it should be:

For the young men themselves, it in-
creases the period of uncertainty and
interferes with the planning of lives and
Careers.

For employers, it causes hardships
when employees are lost to the draft who
have been trained, acquired skills, and
settled in their jobs.

For the Selective Service System, it
proliferates the number of deferment ap-
plications and appeals. Claims for de-
pendency and occupational deferments
are much more frequent for men over
the age of 20.

For the Armed Forces, it creates prob-
lems. The services have found that
older recruits are generally less adapt-
able than are younger ones to the rigors
of military training.

The time has clearly come to correct
these conditions and remove the uncer-
tainties which the present order of call
promotes.

I will issue an Executive order direct-
ing that in the future, as other measures
I am proposing are put into effect, men
be drafted beginning at age 19.

DEFERMENT INEQUITIES

Almost 2 million young men—and soon
many more—reach age 19 each year.
The foreseeable requirement is to draft
only 100,000 to 300,000 of them annually.
We must ask: How shall those relatively
few be selected? As the National Ad-
visory Commission on Selective Service
phrased it, “Who serves when not all
serve?”

Past procedures have, in effect, re-
duced the size of the available manpower
pool by deferring men out of it.

This has resulted in inequities.

Two separate groups of men have been
selected out of consideration for mili-
tary service:

1, REJECTEES

In the past, many thousands of men
were rejected—and put into deferred
categories—who could have performed
satisfactorily, sharing the burdens as
well as the benefits of service. Most of
these were disadvantaged youths with
limited educational backgrounds or in
some cases, curable physical defects.

We are taking action to correct this in-
equity, I referred earlier to Project
100,000 established by the Secretary of
Defense. Under this program, the serv-
ices are taking in men who would previ-
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ously have been disqualified because of
educational deficiencies or minor medi-
cal ailments.

With intensive instruction, practical
on-the-job training and corrective medi-
cal measures, these young men can be-
come good soldiers. Moreover, the re-
medial training they receive can enable
them to live fuller and more productive
lives. It is estimated that about half the
men who enter the Armed Forces under
this program will come as volunteers, the
other half as draftees.

This will be a continuing program.
The Nation can never again afford to
deny to men who can effectively serve
their country, the obligation—and the
right—to share in a basic responsibility
of citizenship.

2. COLLEGE STUDENTS

The National Advisory Commission on
Selective Service found the issue of col-
lege student deferments to be the most
difficult problem for its consideration.
The Commission could not reach una-
nimity. This is not surprising, for it was
sufficiently representative of the Nation
itself to reflect the healthy diversity of
opinion which centers on this subject.

Student deferments have resulted in
inequities because many of those defer-
ments have pyramided into exemptions
from military service.

Deferred for undergraduate work, de-
ferred further to pursue graduate study
and then deferred even beyond that for
fatherhood or occupational reasons, some
young men have managed to pile defer-
ment on deferment until they passed the
normal cutoff point for induction.

In this regard, a recent survey revealed
that only 27 percent of one age group of
graduate school students past the age of
26 had served in the Armed Forces—
contrasted with approximately 70 per-
cent of men of the same ages with educa-
tional backgrounds varying from college
degrees to some high school training.

There is one group of postgraduate
students to whom this condition does not
apply—men who are studying to be doc-
tors and dentists. About half of them
later serve as medical officers in the
Armed Forces.

Their service is vital. Because their
studies are essential to military man-
power needs, students engaged in such
programs must continue to be deferred
until their education is completed.

I have concluded, however, that there
is no justification for granting further
deferments to other graduate school
students.

To correct the inequities in the defer-
ments of postgraduate students, I shall
issue an Executive order specifying that
no deferments for postgraduate study be
granted in the future, except for those
men pursuing medical and dental courses.

Undergraduate students present a dif-
ferent problem for consideration.

Many citizens—including a majority
of the members of the National Advisory
Commission—hold that student defer-
ments are of themselves inequitable be-
cause they grant to one group of men a
special privilege not generally available
to all. Their concern was heightened by
the belief that a student deferment in a
time of conflict might be an even greater
privilege.
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They contend that such deferments
cannot properly be justified as being in
the national interest. Moreover it is
their conviction that the elimination of
a student deferment policy would have no
harmful effect on the educational process
in this country. Indeed, they believe that
the Nation’s experience with the return-
ing veterans of other wars indicates that
interruption of college studies for mili-
tary service actually results for many
men in a more mature approach and a
greater capacity for study.

Others—including a substantial minor-
ity of the Commission—believe just as
strongly that college deferments from
service are not unfair—however mani-
festly unfair are the conditions of life
which permit some to go to college while
others cannot.

They agree that the unpredictability of
world conditions could conceivably work
to the advantage of students who were
able to defer their service. But they
point out that the same unpredictabil-
ity could work just as easily to opposite
effect, that men who were deferred as
college freshmen in 1963 would be grad-
uating this spring into a world in which
they could face the hazards of combat.
Finally, this point of view calls attention
to the fact that the elimination of stu-
dent deferments would unduly compli-
cate the officer procurement problems of
the Armed Forces, for almost four out of
five officers who come into the services
each year come from the Nation’s col-
leges.

An issue so deeply important, with so
many compelling factors on both sides,
cannot be decided until its every aspect
has been thoroughly explored.

I hope and expect that the Congress
will debate the questions this issue poses
for the Nation’s youth and the Nation’s
future.

I will welecome the public diseussion
which the Commission report will surely
stimulate.

I shall await the benefits of these dis-
cussions which will themselves be a
great educational process for the Na-
tion.

I will then take the Presidential action
which, I believe, will best serve the na-
tional interest.

A FAIR AND IMPARTIAL RANDOM (FAIR) SYSTEM
OF SELECTION

The paramount problem remains to
determine who shall be selected for in-
dg{:tlon out of the many who are avail-
able.

Assuming that all the men available
are equally qualified and eligible, how
can that selection be made most fairly?

No question has received more
thoughtful attention or more ecareful
analysis.

There is no perfect solution. For the
unavoidable truth is that complete equity
can never be achieved when only some
must be selected and only some must
serve.

But a decision cannot be avoided. It
is due. The question will become more
urgent with the passing months and
years.

I have concluded that the only method
which approaches complete fairness is
to establish a fair and impartial ran-
dom—FATR—system of selection which
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will determine the order of call for all
equally eligible men.

That FAIR system would operate gen-
erally as follows:

At age 18, all men would be examined
to determine their physical and mental
eligibility.

All eligible men reaching age 19 be-
fore a designated date would be placed
in a selection pool.

The FAIR system would then deter-
mine their order of call.

They would be selected in that order
of call, for induction at age 19, to fill
draft calls placed by the Department of
Defense.

Those not reached during this period
would drop to a less vulnerable position
on the list with the entry of the next
vear's group of eligible men into the se-
lection pool.

All men would retain their vulnerabil-
ity to the draft, in diminishing order by
age group up to 26, in the event of a na-
tional emergency. Those who had re-
ceived deferments would continue liable,
as at present, until their 35th birthday.

This system, giving young men a clear
indication of a likelihood of being
drafted, in conjunction with the “young-
est first” order of call, will further reduce
uncertainty in the planning of futures
and careers.

I am instructing the Director of Selec-
tive Service, working in collaboration
with the Secretary of Defense, to develop
a fair and impartial random—FAIR—
system of selection to become fully op-
erational before January 1, 1969. This
system will determine the order of ecall
for induction of qualified and available
19-year-olds and older men as their de-
ferments expire.

SELECTIVE SERVICE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

The proposals I am presenting in this
message have one common objective: In-
sofar as it is possible to do so, to make
certain that men who must be called to
serve their country, and fight and die for
it if necessary, will be chosen equitably
and justly.

The governing concept I propose for
selection is one of equal and uniform
treatment for all men in like circum-
stances.

The National Advisory Commission
has reported that in order to achieve
that objective in all its dimensions, the
Selective Service System itself should
be resiructured.

The Commission presented its convic-
tion that the System’s decentralized
operation, with more than 4,000 neigh-
borhood boards, 56 State headquarters
and 95 appeal boards—all functioning
under general and sometimes inconsist-
ent guidelines—is not responsive to the
requirements of our Nation today. It
believed that uniformity of treatment
would be difficult to achieve through that
System.

The Commission recommended that
the Selective Service System be consoli-
dated. It suggested a coordinated struc-
ture of eight regions, embracing from 300
to 500 area offices located in major popu-
lation centers and staffed with full-time
Government employees. It proposed a
System modernized by means of new
management techniques, communica-
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tions technology and data processing
equipment.

I believe these recommendations
should be exposed to further searching
analysis and study by management ex-
perts building on the work the Commis-
silon has done.

The Selective Service System has done
a good job for America. For a quarter
of a century those who have been respon-
sible for its operation have provided the
Nation with an inspiring study of patri-
otic citizens volunteering their time and
devotion to demanding tasks vitally af-
fecting the national welfare.

Moreover, as I have already observed,
the System itself has been flexible and
responsive, meeting the widely varying
calls for manpower placed on it over the
past 20 years.

And beyond these considerations are
others more difficult to measure, but
deeply important nonetheless.

The Selective Service System is a part
of America, a part of the process of our
democracy, a part of our commitment to
A full regard for the rights of the indi-
vidual in our society. Because of the
large number of registrants they must
classify, many local draft boards in large
cities cannot fulfill completely the func-
tion intended for them. But nonetheless
the draft board concept is built on a
uniquely American belief—that local cit-
izens can perform a valuable service to
the Government and at the same time
personalize the Government’s procedures
to a young man fulfilling one of his ear-
liest and most serious obligations of
citizenship.

We cannot lightly discard an institu-
tion with so valuable a record of effec-
tiveness and integrity.

Neither can we afford to preserve it,
if we find that in practice it cannot adapt
to the new controlling concept of equal
and uniform treatment.

These counterbalancing considera-
tions highlight the need to subject the
System’s organization to intensive study
by experts skilled in management tech-
niques and methods on the basis of the
Commission’s work.

I am instructing the Secretary of De-
fense, the Director of the Selective Serv-
ice System, and the Director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget jointly to establish a
task force to review the recommenda-
tions for a restructured Selective Service
System made by the National Advisory
Commission. This review will determine
the cost, the method of implementation,
and the effectiveness of the System the
Commission recommends, in view of the
changes in the System I am proposing in
this message.

In the meantime we can make certain
changes to strengthen the System.

The Commission study brought into
focus areas where immediate improve-
ment can and should be put into effect.

I am instructing the Director of the
Selective Service System to:

Assure that advisers and appeal agents
are readily available to all registrants.

Examine the System’s appeals proce-
dures to insure that the rights of the
individual are fully protected.

Improve the System's information pol-
icies so that all registrants and the pub-
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lic generally will better understand the
System's operations.

In conjunction with Governor Farris
Bryant, Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Planning, work with the Gover-
nors to assure that all local boards are
truly representative of the communities
they serve and to submit periodic reports
on the progress in this area.

RESERVE POLICIES

The National Advisory Commission
focused attention on the administration
of enlistments into Reserve and National
Guard units. The Commission ex-
pressed concern over the inequities it
saw in the enlistment procedures of
these units.

The Reserve forces are essential to our
military posture and are an integral part
of it. My first concern is that these
forces be maintained at their authorized
strengths, and in a state of readiness for
deployment, if and when they are needed.

I also believe that the Reserve com-
ponents should, like the active forces, be
manned primarily by volunteers.

Two steps have recently been taken by
the Secretary of Defense to assure
greater equity in the enlistment policies
of the Reserve components:

Men who meet qualification standards
must be accepted into Reserve units in
the order of their application.

Reservists who are not satisfactorily
fulfilling their obligation will be ordered
to active duty for up to 24 months.

Authority to order such reservists to
duty is provided in the Department of
Defense 1967 Appropriations Act. I
recommend that such authority be incor-
porated in permanent legislation.

I have concluded that two additional
actions should now be taken:

First, I am directing the Secretary of
Defense to give priority to Reserve en-
listees who are under draft age—those
young men 17 to 18)2 years of age—to
encourage a maximum number of volun-
teers who are not immediately draft
liable., Reserve deferments for men who
are draft liable will be authorized only to
the extent required to fill specific vacan-
cies in Reserve components.

Second, I recommend that the Con-
gress enact standby authority to allow
the Department of Defense to draft men
into Reserve and National Guard units
whenever the authorized strength of
these units cannot otherwise be main-
tained.

THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION ON

SELECTIVE SERVICE

The work of the National Advisory
Commission on Selective Service repre-
sents the most comprehensive study of
this system since it began 20 years ago.
Any citizen who reads the report of the
Commission—and I urge all citizens to
do so—will recognize that the distin-
guished members have provided the most
penetrating analysis of selective service
in our history.

To provide the American people with
a continuing review of a system which
touches every American family and to
assure the diligent pursuit of the actions
I have discussed and approved in this
message, as well as other suggestions in
the Commission report, I am extending
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the life of the National Advisory Com-
mission for an additional year.
CONCLUSION

Service performed by the youth of our
Nation honors us all.

Americans have good reason to respect
the long tradition of service which is
manifested in every flight line and out-
post where we commit our bravest men to
the guardianship of freedom.

We have witnessed in our day the
building of another tradition—by men
and women in the Peace Corps, in
VISTA, and in other such programs
whieh have touched, and perhaps even
changed, the life of our country and our
world.

This spirit is as characteristic of mod-
ern America as our advanced technology,
or our scientific achievements.

I have wondered if we could establish,
through these programs and others like
them, a practical system of nonmilitary
alternatives to the draft without harm-
ing our security.

Both the National Advisory Commis-
sion on Selective Service and the group
reporting to the Congress posed this
guestion for study.

Both found the answer to be that we
cannot.

But the spirit of volunteer service in
socially useful enterprises will, we hope,
continue to grow until that good day
when all service will be voluntary, when
all young people can and will choose the
kind of service best fitted to their own
needs and their Nation’s.

We will hasten it as we can. But un-
til it comes, because of the conditions
of the world we live in now, we must
continue to ask one form of service—
military duty—of our young men, We
would be an irresponsible Nation if we
did not—and perhaps even an extinct
one.

The Nation’s requirement that men
must serve, however, imposes this obliga-
tion: that in this land of equals, men are
selected as equals to serve.

A just nation must have the fairest
system that can be devised for making
that selection.

I believe the proposals I am making
today will help give us that system.

LyNpoN B. JOHNSON,

TrE WHITE HOUsE, March 6,1967.

COMMUNITY WORK AND TRAINING
PROGRAM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO. 76)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States,
relating to community work and training
program, which, without being read, will
be printed in the Recorp, and appropri-
ately referred.

The President’s message was referred
to the Committee on Finance, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:
Once again we have evidence that pub-
lic assistance is best achieved when we
help the poor to help themselves.
This is documented by the report I
transmit today on the community work

and training program authorized by the
Public Welfare Amendments of 1962.
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These amendments gave new opportu-
nities for community work and training
of thousands of unemployed parents of
dependent children.

Title V of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 gave further impetus to this
program. It reinforced the original act
by providing the counseling, education,
health, job placement, and other services
necessary to give the individual a new
start in life.

Experience under these programs has
shown that many people—now unem-
ployed and living in poverty—can help
themselves. Three-fourths of the 133,-
000 welfare recipients who have enrolled
in these programs since 1964 have been
helped: 22,100 have already found jobs,
70,200 are in training for productive em-
ployment, 3,500 are taking advance voca-
tional instruction, 6,700 now have the
training and marketable skills that
should enable them to find jobs soon.

In short, 102,500 Americans and their
families have been given hope where
hope did not exist before. This is an im-
pressive record.

But no statistics can measure the gain
in self-respect to these parents. These
programs substitute a productive job for
a life on welfare or in poverty. They
provide the opportunity to break the
vicious cycle of welfare dependency and
poverty which burdens our society.

I urge the Congress to extend and
make permanent this program to bring
help to unemployed parents and through
them hope to our most disadvantaged
children.

I urge the States to study the lessons
we have learned and to avail themselves
fully of the promise which these pro-
grams hold.

LyNpON B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE HoUSE, March 6, 1967,

THE PEACE CORPS—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States,
relating to the Peace Corps, which, with-
out being read, will be appropriately re-
ferred, and printed in the REecorbp.

The message was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

Of the many efforts undertaken by this
Nation to advance peace, prosperity, and
understanding, few have inspired greater
admiration among the people of the
world than the Peace Corps. In 5 years,
it has given new purpose to thousands of
Americans, and new hope to millions
abroad.

In 1968 Peace Corps volunteers will as-
sist more than 400,000 farmers in their
struggle against hunger, help educate
more than 700,000 schoolchildren, help
train 55,000 teachers, provide health
services to more than 200,000 persons,
help 75,000 men and women help them-
selves through private enterprise, and
bring greater opportunity to thousands of
people through eommunity development.

By August 1967 we will have more than
16,000 volunteers serving in 53 countries
and one territory. By August 1968 there
will be more than 19,000 volunteers—

March 6, 1967

nearly double the number in 1964—active
in 60 countries.

The Peace Corps has captured the
imagination of our youth; 210 schools in
30 nations are operating today because
American students have voluntarily as-
sisted them under the school partner-
ship program which we initiated in 1964.
Their support, together with the help of
Peace Corps volunteers, and with labor
and land donated by the host country, is
providing a home for learning for a great
many children around the world. We
hope to build 500 schools by mid-1967
and at least 1,000 schools in 45 countries
by mid-1968.

The Peace Corps has provided an op-
portunity for tens of thousands of ideal-
istic and able Americans, young and old,
to serve their fellow men—with little
thought of self or comfort, and with lit-
tle recompense other than the reward of
seeing human lives made better by their
efforts,

It is building a growing reserve of capa-
ble and tested citizens devoted to public
service. By 1970, there will be some 50,-
000 returned volunteers in the United
States. Many of them, directly or after
completing their education, plan to enter
Government service. Some have already
returned to train new volunteers, and
others are helping to administer pro-
grams throughout the world.

The Peace Corps produces a high yield
in results, at a low budgetary cost. The
number of volunteers has increased at a
much faster rate than the Peace Corps
budget. Over the years, the average cost
of the program per volunteer has de-
clined steadily—from a high of $9,074 in
fiscal 1963 to an estimated $7,400 in 1967.

Today, the Peace Corps idea—the idea
of voluntary public service abroad—is
spreading to other countries. Already
18 “Peace Corps,” most of them based on
the U.S. model, have been established
by other industrialized nations. This is
testimony, not only to the soundness of
Peace Corps principles, but also to the
living example of Peace Corps volun-
teers.

I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress the Fifth Annual Report of the
Peace Corps. It will be gratifying read-
ing to all who are interested in this
pioneering and humane endeavor,

LyNpoN B. JOHNSON.

TrE WHITE HOUSE, March 6, 1967.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE SUBMITTED DURING AD-
JOURNMENT—INDIVIDUAL VIEWS

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 3, 1967,

Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, on March 3, 1967,
reported favorably, without reservation,
Executive D, 88th Congress, second ses-
sion, the Consular Convention between
the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, to-
gether with a protocol relating thereto,
signed at Moscow on June 1, 1964, and
submitted a report (Ex. Rept. No. 4)
thereon, together with the individual
views of the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Munpr] and the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Dopp] which was printed.
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LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes.

RESOLUTION OF THE SENATE OF
THE STATE OF MONTANA

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a resolution of the
Senate of the State of Montana, which
was referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, as follows:

8. Res. 0
A regolution of the Senate of the State of

Montana requesting Congress to provide

Federal assistance to domestic gold pro-

ducers

Whereas, since 1934, domestic gold pro-
ducers have been required to sell their prod-
uct only to the Federal Government at the
established price of $35 per ounce, and

Whereas, costs of producing this precious
metal have continued to Increase at an
alarming rate reflecting the impaect of infla-
tion upon the economics of gold mining and
milling operations with the result that virtu-
ally all gold producers in the United States
have closed down their properties, and

Whereas, domestic gold production, which
amounted to approximately 5,000,000 ounces
in 1940, has now dropped to an annual rate
slightly in excess of 1,500,000 ounces while
current domestiec gold consumption for de-
fense and space needs, industrial require-
ments, the arts and crafts, and dental use
has rapidly risen to a significant rate of
approximately 6,000,000 ounces per annum,
over three times our United States produc-
tion rate, and

Whereas, the continuing outflow of gold
and fallure to solve our balance of payments
deficit continues to be of ever greater na-
tional concern, and

Whereas, the disparity between domestic
consumption and production imposes an ad-
ditional substantial drain upon the mone-
tary gold reserves of the United States, and

Whereas, Federal rellef legislation revital-
izing the United States gold mining indus-
try could well end continuing substantial
depletion of our monetary gold reserves to
supply United States internal domestic gold
consumption which should alleviate to some
extent concern in foreign circles over our
monetary policies, and

Whereas, such legislation to stimulate do-
mestic gold production is definitely in the
national interest; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Montana, That the members of the Senate
of the State of Montana respectively request
the Congress of the United States to provide
Federal financial assistance payments to do-
mestic gold producers to stabilize the few
existing United States gold propertles, to
reopen dormant gold mines, and to encour-
age aggressive exploration for new gold ore
reserves in this country: be it further

Resolved, That a duly attested copy of
this resolution be immediately transmitted to
the Secretary of the Senate of the United
States, the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives of the United States and to each mem-
ber of the Congress from the State of Mon-
tana.

I hereby certify that the within Resolu-
tlon was adopted by the Senate of the
Fortleth Legislatlve Assembly of the state of
Montana on the 13th day of February, 1967.

JAMES J, PAsMA,
Secretary of the Senate.
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare:

Alfred Robert Zipf, of California, to be a
member of the Board of Regents, Natlonal
I..lhdrary of Medicine, Public Health Service;
an

Dr. Kathryn M. Smith, of Colorado, to be
a member of the Board of Regents, National
Library of Medicine, Public Health Service.

By Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

William P, Kelly, Jr., of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity; and

William H. Crook, of Texas, to be an Asslst-
ant Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity. |

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

Elzle H, Wooten, of Tennessee, to be a
member of the Federal Coal Mine Safety
Board of Review,

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. SCOTT:

8.1179, A hill to amend the District of
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act to
prohibit the sales of alcoholic beverages to
persons under 21 years of age; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

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

By Mr. INOUYE:

S.1180, A bill for the relief of Ana Jacalne;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr,
ANDERSON, Mr. BYrp of Virginia, Mr,
BURDICK, Mr. CANNON, Mr. EASTLAND,
Mr. Fonc, Mr. FoLBrIGHT, Mr, HaT-
FIELD, Mr, HOLLAND, Mr. JACKSON, Mr,
KENNEDY of New York, Mr, LoNG of
Missouri, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MANS-
FIELD, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. Moss, Mr.
PELL, Mr. RaNDOLPH, Mr, Scort, Mr.
SmarHERS, and Mr, YARBOROUGH ) :

S.1181. A bill to exempt a member of the
Armed Forces from service in a combat zone
when such member is the sole surviving son
of a family, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

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

By Mr. YOUNG of Ohlo:

8.1182. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of congressional pages or messengers
from among young men and women between
the ages of 17 and 22 who are attending col-
lege; to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

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

By Mr. CASE:

S.1183. A blll for the rellef of Benjamin
De Eylin;

S.1184. A bill for the rellef of Miss Marlel
Madamba; and

S5.1185. A bill for the relief of Sofia
Michaelidou; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey (for
himeself, Mr. INoUYE, Mr. Fong, Mr.
FuLBrRIGHT, Mr, KENNEDY Of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. LonG of Missouri, Mr.
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McCarTHY, Mr. MoORSE, Mr. PELL, Mr.
RanNpOLPH, and Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

S.1186. A bill to amend title V of the So-
clal Security Act to provide a grant-in-ald
program to assist the States in furnishing
ald and services with respect to children
under foster care; to the Committee on
Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr, WirLiams of New
Jersey when he Introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading,)

By Mr, BENNETT:

S.1187. A bill to establish Cedar Breaks
National Monument as Cedar Breaks Na-
tional Park; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

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

By Mr. PASTORE:

S.1188. A bill for the rellef of Manual J.
Tavis; and

S.1189. A bill for the relief of Sheung
Wan Ng; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8.1190. A bill to amend the Civil Service
Retlrement Act so as to provide for inclu-
slon of certain perliods of reemployment of
annuitants for the purpose of computing
annuities of their surviving spouses; to the
Committee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. ALLOTT:

8.1191. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of a Judgment against the United States
recovered by the Southern Ute Tribe of the
Southern Ute Reservation in Colorado; to
the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. HART:

S.1192. A blll to establish in the State of
Michigan the Sleeping Bear Dunes Natlonal
Lakeshore, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and
Mr, MUSKIE) :

S.J. Res, 48. Joint resolution to designate
the 13th day of March in 1867 as “Natlonal
Electric Car Day"; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

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

PROHIBITION OF SALES OF ALCO-
HOLIC BEVERAGES TO PERSONS
UNDER 21 YEARS OF AGE IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
increase in the District of Columbia the
minimum age for the purchase of any
alcoholic beverage.

At the present time the minimum age
for the sale of hard liquor is to persons
21 or older. But there is an exception
that permits the sale of beer and light
wines to persons 18 and older. This bill
would eliminate that exception.

In doing so, I want to serve notice that
I will exert every effort to have this bill
enacted or to have its provisions incor-
porated into other legislation by amend-
ment.

Meanwhile, Mr, President, I have
noted with interest the reintroduction,
in the other body as H.R. 822, of legisla-
tion, to amend the District of Columbia
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act. This
bill would implement recommendations
made some years ago by a blue-ribbon
commission appointed by the Board of
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia to review the operations of the act.
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H.R. 822 contains a mischievous, if
innocent looking, provision. I refer to
paragraph (5) of section 1 which, by
adding the words “an original” to sec-
tion 14 of the precent act, is an attempt
to hamper the Alcoholic Beverage Con-
trol Board’s right to review a license
application to assure conformity with
the criteria specified in section 14 to an
original application only and not to the
subsequent annual applications for li-
cense renewals. This “sleeper” was in-
corporated into H.R. 10744 during its
consideration in the other body last year
at the suggestion of the local restaurant
operators, but was vehemently opposed
by the District Commissioners and the
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board.

It would be presumptuous for a Sen-
ator to give advice to Members of the
other body on legislation coming before
them. As an interested citizen, however,
I hope that in committee or on the floor
they will see fit to delete that little pro-
vision from H.R. 822 and, for good meas-
ure, to add the substance of the bill
which I am introducing today. Other-
wise, I assure the Senate that I stand
ready to do these things when H.R. 822
or its Senate companion, which has not
vet been introduced, comes before the
Senate for action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of West Virginia). The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 1179) to amend the Dis-
trict of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage
Control Act to prohibit the sale of alco-
holic beverages to persons under 21 years
of age, introduced by Mr. ScorT, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

EXEMPTION OF A MEMBER OF THE
ARMED FORCES FROM SERVICE
IN A COMBAT ZONE WHEN SUCH
MEMBER IS THE SOLE SURVIVING
SON OF A FAMILY

Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and Senators ANDERSON,
Byrp of Virginia, Burpick, CaANNON, EAST-
LAND, Fone, FULBRIGHT, HATFIELD, HoOL-
LAND, JAacKsoN, KENNEDY of New York,
Long of Missouri, MAGNUSON, MANSFIELD,
MONDALE, Moss, PELL, RANDOLPH, SCOTT,
SMATHERS, and YArRBOrROUGH, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to ex-
empt a member of the Armed Forces
from service in a combat zone when such
member is the sole surviving son of a
family, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 1181) to exempt a member
of the Armed Forces from service in a
combat zone when such member is the
sole surviving son of a family, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr, INOUYE
(for himself and other Senators), was
recelved, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
manpower demands of our present con-
flict in Vietnam are most unique. Of
those eligible to serve, many are able to
defer their military service for the pe-
riod of their college education and longer.
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Others enjoy exemptions on the basis of
family support. I have no guarrel with
these provisions for under the circum-
stances of this war, which is not a na-
tional emergency, such exemptions are
wise and necessary.

Nevertheless, it is paradoxical that
when so few must bear the burdens of
so many, some families are assuming
double risk and suffering, while other
families remain virtually untouched by
the tragic conflict. There have been
instances in my own State of Hawail
where two men within a single family
were killed as a result of the Vietnam
conflict. Also, there have been cases
where two brothers were seriously
wounded while serving concurrent tours
of duty in the combat area. I am sure
that in each of your States these situa-
tions can be duplicated and multiplied.

At the present time, Department of
Defense regulations offer two bases for
deferment of military service in a com-
bat area:

First. When one or more members of
a family have been killed, or have died
from injuries incurred in a combat area,
the sole surviving son will be exempt
from combat duty if he so requests.

The member of the military service
must initiate the action by giving this in-
formation to his superiors. If, however,
he wishes to stay on, he may sign a
waiver forfeiting his right to be removed
from the combat area.

Second. No two members of the same
family are sent into a combat zone at the
same time, provided one of the two mem-
bers requests to have his service delayed.

But the member of the military service
must initiate the action by giving this in-
formation to his superiors. If, however,
he wishes to stay on, he must sign a
waiver forfeiting his right to be trans-
ferred out of the zone for the length of
time the other member of the family is
serving there.

At the present time, the Department of
Defense does not keep records which
would reveal death of a next of kin, or
concurrent duty of a next of kin.

My proposal would deny any surviving
member of a family in which one or more
members have been killed or died as a
result of injuries incurred in a combat
area, the option of serving in a combat
zone, Second, this bill would forbid the
assignment of a second member of the
same family to concurrent duty in a com-
bat area unless the two specifically vol-
unteered for such service.

I believe the requirement that the
member of the military service initiate
the action in these circumstances is an
unfair obligation to assume. I am sure
all of us understand how a young man
filled with esprit de corps after tralning
with his unit might easily sign a waiver
to enable him to stay with his friends
and buddies. He could, of course, refuse
to sign the waiver and by so doing avoid
combat. But he would suspect that his
leaving was a cowardly act. Certainly,
it might appear so to his buddies. Also,
a member of the armed services often is
motivated by a deep sense of service and
patriotism. Each of these are pressures
which constrain him from exercising his
rights as now delineated in Armed
Forces regulations.
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Not only his interests but the interests
of his loved ones are involved. Part of
the right to make a decision must be free-
dom from coercion. With a decision of
such far-reaching implications as this,
and in view of the availability of so many
men, no coercion should be possible.

Out of consideration, therefore, to his
family and to the young man himself, I
solieit your support for these reforms.

YOUNGSTERS OF COLLEGE AGE AS
SENATE MESSENGERS—SCRAP
ARCHAIC PAGE SYSTEM

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the present method of selecting congres-
sional pages is archaic and troublesome.
The time is long past due for the Con-
gress to give serious consideration to es-
tablishing a more equitable and sensible
system of hiring pages

Under the present system pages may
be employed in the House of Represent-
atives at the age of 14 and continue un-
til they are 18. In the Senate pages start
at 14 and some remain in this employ-
ment until they are too large to serve
inconspicuously—a rather nebulous
standard for terminating employment.

The boys who presently serve as pages
in the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives are fine boys. However, they
are a part of a system which developed
historically but has no validity today.

Historically, the custom of hiring
pages goes back to the first Congress.
In those days Members of Congress who
knew of young orphan boys in destitute
circumstances had their sympathies
aroused and they were successful in hav-
ing officers of the House of Representa-
tives employ these boys as runners.

Originally, in 1789, a few runners
were employed. The earliest records
show that in the 20th Congress, which
sat from 1827 to 1829, three boys were
employed as runners. In succeeding
Congresses the number changed, but the
custom continued.

Through the years this practice has
been modified, so that today a large
number of boys between the ages of 14
and 18 are hired to serve at salaries
in excess of $5,000 a year. This is indeed
a handsome salary for a young boy just
out of grade school who answers tele-
phones and delivers messages and docu-
ments. It is more money than is paid
to many officers and soldiers serving in
combat in Vietnam.

When these youngsters come to Wash-
ington they are left on their own to se-
cure adequate housing and meals. They
are without the benefit of the parental
guidance that is so necessary for young
people. They attend the Capitol Page
School for 3 hours daily and sometimes
work as much as 40 hours a week, or
longer. This schedule would not be
tolerated in any job covered by Federal
child labor regulations.

Difficulties in the past have caused
some Senators to propose that the Fed-
eral Government provide a $1 million
dormitory for the 80-odd youngsters
who work as pages. I spoke out against
that proposal in July 1964, at that time
urging that the page system be abolished.
This would be an unconscionable waste
of taxpayers’ money. It would only
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serve to compound an already unwieldy
situation and perpetuate an outmoded,
unnecessary, archaic, and unjustified
system.

In my judgment consideration should
be given at this time to the advisability
of employing college students, young men
and women, from the ages of 17 to 22 to
serve as pages in both Houses of Con-
gress. This would give youngsters who
are college students the valuable oppor-
tunity to view the work of Congress
firsthand, help them to pay their way
through college, and relieve Members of
Congress of the responsibility of looking
after the welfare of very young hoys,
many of whom are on their own for the
first time, far from their parents and
homes.

Today, most Capitol policemen, ele-
vator operators, Post Office employees,
and other patronage jobs on Capitol Hill
are filled by young men attending col-
leges and universities in the Washington
area. This has provided a wonderful
opportunity for them, and I am sure has
helped many a young man to graduate
who otherwise might not financially have
been able to make his way through
college.

I realize that whenever a long-estab-
lished tradition or custom is set aside,
very careful consideration should be
given to the reasons for doing so. I am
convinced that in this fast-moving space
age of change and challenge, the present
method of selecting very young teenage
boys as pages for Congress is outmoded
and really serves no useful purpose.

Therefore, I introduce for appropriate
reference a bill to provide for the ap-
pointment of congressional messengers
from young men and women between the
ages of 17 and 22 who are attending col-
lege. I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be printed in the Recorp at this point
as part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred;. and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorbD.

The bill (S. 1182) to provide for the
appointment of congressional pages or
messengers from among young men and
women between the ages of 17 and 22
who are attending college, introduced by
Mr. Youne of Ohio, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

S.1182

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That no per-
son shall serve as a page of the Senate or
House of Representatives—

(1) before he or she has attalned the age
of seventeen years, or during any session of
the Congress which begins after he or she
has attained the age of twenty-three years; or

(2) during any period when he or she is
not regularly pursuing a full-time course of
study in a recogrized college or university,
if such period exceeds (i) thirty days, or
(i1) four months if the period is between
school Years and such person has a bona fide
intention to pursue a full-time course of
study in a recognized college or university
during the semester (or other period into
which the school year is divided) immedi-
ately following such period.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 243 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 88a),
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and the proviso in the paragraph under the
heading “Education of Senate and House
Pages” in title I of the Urgent Deficiency
Appropriation Act, 1947 (2 U.S.C. 88b), are
hereby repealed.

Sec. 3, This Act shall become effective at
the beginning of the first session of the
Ninety-first Congress.

CARE OF FOSTER CHILDREN

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, on behalf of myself, and Sen-
ators INOUYE, FoNG, FULBRIGHT, KEN-
NEDY of Massachusetts, Lone of Missouri,
McCarRTHY, MORSE, PELL, RaNDOLPH, and
YarBorOUGH, I am reintroducing pro-
posed legislation to establish a new pro-
gram of grants to the States to provide
aid to children in foster care.

The Federal Government acknowl-
edges the fact that it has a definite re-
sponsibility for the well-being of our
needy. This philosophy holds true es-
pecially when we concern ourselves with
the plight of dependent children.

It is unfortunate that the law makes
a distinction between a foster child and
a dependent children living with his fam-
ily. No child is more dependent on out-
side help than the child separated from
his parents by death or disaster. Until
now, because of an arbitrary distinc-
tion in the law, the Government has, in
practical effect, ignored the plight of
the foster child.

Aid to families with dependent chil-
dren—AFDC—provided under title IV of
the Social Security Act, is a typical ex-
ample. The purpose of this program is
to provide needy children with the eco-
nomic support they need for their health
and development. Presently Federal
law requires that a foster child receiv-
ing AFDC aid must have been placed in
foster care by court order and he must
also have received aid from the State
AFDC program in or for the month in
which court proceedings were initiated.
Furthermore, AFDC funds are not avail-
able to children in public child-care in-
stitutions.

Although foster care is included in the
definition of child-welfare services un-
der title V, Federal funds are not ear-
marked specifically for foster care pur-
poses. Moreover, appropriations for title
V programs are limited, and the results
have been that States have seen fit to
use Federal funds to bolster other child-
welfare programs.

Today, there are approximately 300,-
000 children in foster care. The finan-
cial burden of providing care and serv-
ices for these children falls primarily
upon State and local governments and
upon voluntary agencies supported by
charitable contributions.

Because the bill that I am reintroduc-
ing establishes a new program exclu-
sively for children in foster care, funds
received under this program would in no
way reduce a State’s share of Federal
money for general child-welfare pro-
grams under title V of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

This bill provides that each State may
receive a Federal grant, on a 50-percent-
matching basis, of not more than $45 a
month for each child living in a foster
family home.

This bill also provides that each State
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would receive a nonmatching Federal
grant of $20 a month for each child re-
ceiving care in a public or private non-
profit child-care institution.

In addition, the Federal Government
would provide 756 percent of the cost of
those services provided by State and
local personnel which have been deter-
mined necessary to promote the welfare
of children in foster care, and the Fed-
eral Government would underwrite the
total cost as determined necessary for
training personnel for work with the
State and local agencies. Fifty percent
of the cost necessary for the efficient ad-
ministration of this program would be
underwritten by the National Govern-
ment.

In order to qualify for assistance un-
der this program, each State would be
required to have its plan of welfare and
related services for children in foster care
approved by the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare. Criteria for the
State plan are modeled after those re-
quired for States for aid to families with
dependent children. In addition, States
would be required to take appropriate
steps to assure that Federal funds will
not replace State and local funds now
used to finance foster care services.

The provision in this bill for maximum
Federal grants of $45 a month for chil-
dren in foster family homes is intended
to help more families assume responsi-
bility for foster children. Except for the
child who is unable to conform to a nor-
mal family life, it seems to be the con-
sensus among the experts that foster
family care is preferable to institutional
care.

A foster child’s needs are extremely
complex. Their often deeply imbedded
hostilities toward adults make it ex-
tremely difficult for a foster couple to
establish a true parental relationship
with the child. In fact the turnover
among foster parents runs as high as 33
percent a year. Itis hoped that the pro-
visions of this bill for professional serv-
jees and the training of personnel will
greatly assist remedying these situations.

I believe New Jersey is representative
of the basic programs of other States.
In New Jersey each child boarding in a
foster home receives $77 a month in State
and local funds.

For children requiring specialized pro-
grams for treatment of physical handi-
caps or emotional disturbance, the State
of New Jersey will pay up to $153 a
month.

Although the New Jersey program is
not substantially different from foster
care programs in other States, there are,
however, motable variations. In New
Jersey the cost of foster care services
generally is borne equally by the State
and county governments. Several States
rely almost exclusively on State funds.
A few States, however, provide virtually
no State money or administrative ma-
chinery for foster care programs, pre-
ferring instead to allow local govern-
ments and voluntary agencies to do the
Jjob.

Approximately 75 additional children
each month enter the New Jersey foster
care program. As of November 1966,
8,616 children boarded in foster homes.

Numerous State and Federal officials
I have talked to express increasing con-
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cern. They view the already substantial
increase in the number of foster children
with alarm in view of the inadequate fos-
ter care services available. Many States’
budgets are now so overburdened that
only limited numbers of new children
can be admitted into foster care.

It seems clear that Federal assistance
is mandatory.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have included in the Recorp at
this point an explanation of this proposal
and that the bill be permitted to lie on
the desk for additional cosponsors for a
period of 10 days.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey subse-
quently said: Mr. President, earlier I
introduced a bill and asked unanimous
consent that it lie at the desk for addi-
tional cosponsors. The bill deals with
grants-in-aid for children in foster care.

I ask unanimous consent to withdraw
that part of my request, that it remain
at the desk for additional cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The bill will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the bill and explanation will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1186) to amend title V of
the Social Security Act to provide a
grant-in-aid program to assist the States
in furnishing aid and services with re-
spect to children under foster care, intro-
duced by Mr. WiLriams of New Jersey
(for himself and other Senators), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Finance, and or-
dered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

S. 1186

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title V
of the SBocial Security Act is amended by (1)
redesignating part 5 thereof as part 6, (2)
by redesignating section 541 as section 551,
and (3) by inserting after part 4 thereof the
following new part:

“PART —GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO CHIL-
DREN UNDER FOSTER CARE
“APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. b41. For the purpose of facilitating
the proper foster care of children whose wel-
fare can best be advanced through such care
by enabling each State to furnish financial
assistance and needed welfare services, as far
as practicable under the conditions in such
State, to children placed under foster care,
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated
for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry
out the p of this part. The sums
made available under this section shall be
used for making payment to States which
have submitted, and had approved by the
Secretary, State plans for ald and services
to children under foster care.

“STATE PLANS FOR AID AND SERVICES TO CHIL-
DREN UNDER FOSTER CARE

“Sgo. 542. (a) A State plan for aid and
services to children under foster care must—

“(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all
political subdivisions of the State, and, if
administered by them, be mandatory upon
them;

“(2) provide for financial participation by
the State;

“(3) provide that the State public-welfare
agency which administers the child-welfare
services plan developed as provided in part
3 of this title shall be designated as the
State agency to administer, or supervise the
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administration of, the State plan under this
part;

“(4) provide for granting an opportunity
for a fair hearing before the State agency
to any person whose claim for aid to children
under foster care is denied or is not acted
upon with reasonable promptness;

“(5) provide such methods of administra-

tion (including methods relating to the es-
tablishment and maintenance of personnel
standards on a merlt basis, except that the
Secretary shall exercise no authority with re-
spect to the selection, tenure of office, and
compensation of any individual employed In
accordance with such methods) as are found
by the Secretary to be necessary for the
proper and efficient operation of the State
plan;
**(8) provide that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form and con-
taining such information, as the Secretary
may from time to time require, and comply
with such provisions as the Secretary may
from time to time find necessary to assure
the correctness and verification of such re-
ports;

*“('7) provide that (A) the amount of ald,
if any, to be provided under the State plan
with respect to any child under foster care
shall be determined on the basis of his need
therefor, taking into consideration any in-
come and resources of such child which are
avallable to defray the expenses of his care;
and (B) the State agency shall not deny or
limit the amount or extent of the ald other-
wise avallable under the State plan to any
child, on the ground of his lack of need for
such aid, until such agency is fully satisfied,
as the result of affirmative evidence, that
there is a lack of need on the part of such
child for such aid;

‘“(8) provide safeguards which restrict the
use or disclosure of information concerning
applicants ‘and recipients of ald to children
under foster care to purposes directly con-
nected with the administration of the State
plan (except that this requirement shall not
be applicable in the case of ald under such
plan provided to children placed in a child-
care institution);

“{9) provide that all persens wishing to
make application for aid to children under
foster care shall have opportunity to do so,
and that such aid shall be furnished with
reasonable promptness to all eligible per-
sons;

“(10) provide that aid to children under
foster care will not be provided to any child
with respect to any pericd for which such
child is recelving aid under the State plan
of such State approved under section 402 of
this Act;

“(11) provide for the development and ap-
plication of a program for such welfare and
related services for each child who receives
aid to children under foster care as may be
necessary to promote the welfare of such
child, and provide for the coordination of
such program, and any other services pro-
vided for children under the State plan, with
the child-welfare services plan developed as
provided in part 3 of this title, with a view
toward providing welfare and related services
which will best promote the welfare of such
child;

“(12) provide for the development, with
respect to each child who receives aid to chil-
dren under foster care, an individual welfare
plan, which shall include a continulng study
of the child’s needs, of the most sultable
available home in which he can be placed,
and a periodic review of his case, and provide
that, in carrying out such welfare plan, use
may be made of services of private nonprofit
child-care agencies and organizations; and

“(13) contain or be supported by assur-
ances satisfactory to the BSecretary that
amounts payable to such State under section
543 to carry out the State plan will be so
used as to supplement the level of non-
Federal funds that would, in the absence of
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such amounts, be available in the State for
the purpose of providing ald and welfare
services to children who are under foster
care In such State.

“PAYMENT TO STATES

“Sec. 643. (a) From the sums appropri-
ated therefor, the Secretary shall pay to each
State which has a plan approved under this
part, for each quarter, beginning with the
quarter commencing October 1, 1967—

“{1) an amount equal to 50 per centum of
the total amount expended under the State
plan during such quarter as aid to children
under foster care with respect to children in
foster family homes (including expenditures
for insurance premiums for medical or any
other type of remedial care or the cost there-
of), not counting so much of any expendi-
ture with respect to any month as exceeds
the product of $90 multiplied by the total
number of children who were recipients of
such ald for such month (which total num-
ber, for purposes of this subsection, means
(A) the number of children in foster family
homes with respect to whom such aid in the
form of money payments is paid for such
month, plus (B) the number of other chil-
dren in such homes with respect to whom
expenditures were made in such month as
aid to children under foster care in the form
of medical or any other type of remedial
care);

“{2) an amount equal to 100 per centum
of the total amount expended under the
State plan during such quarter as ald to
children under foster care with respect to
children in child-care institutions (includ-
ing expenditures for insurance premiums for
medical or any other type of remedial care
or the cost thereof), not counting so much
of any expenditure with respect to any
month as exceeds the product of $20 multi-
plied by the total number of children in such
institutions who were recipients of such ald
for such month;

“(8) an amount equal to 75 per centum of
(A) the total amount expended during such
quarter in providing services (as prescribed
by the Secretary under regulations) neces-
sary to promote the welfare of children re-
ceiving aid to children under foster care
under the State plan, plus (B) the total
amount expended during such quarter as
found necessary by the Secretary for the
training of personnel employed or preparing
for employment by the State agency or by the
local agency administering the plan in the
politieal subdivision; plus

“(4) an amount equal to one-half of the
total sums expended during such quarter as
found necessary by the Secretary for the
proper and efficlent administration of the
State plan, including services and training
referred to in paragraph (2) and provided in
accordance with the requirements of this
part and regulations promulgated by the
Secretary.

The services referred to In paragraph (3)
(A) shall include only services provided by
the staff of the State agency, or the local
agency administering the State plan In the °
political subdivision, except that, subject to
limitations prescribed by the Secretary,
there may be included services provided by
nonprofit private agencies under contract
with the State agency, if, in the judgment
of the State agency, the State agency cannot
provide such services as economically or as
effectively by its staff or through a local
agency as such services can be provided un-
der contract with nonprofit private agencies,

“(b) (1) Prior to the beginning of each
quarter, the Becretary shall estimate the
amount to which a State will be entitled
under subsectlon (a) for such quarter, such
estimate to be based on (A) a report filed
by the State containing its estimate of the
total sum to be expended in such quarter in
accordance with the provisions of such sub-
section, and stating the amount appropri-
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ated or made available by the State and its
political subdivisions for such expenditures
in such quarter, and if such amqgunt is less
than the State's proportionate share of the
total sum of such estimated expenditures,
the source or sources from which the differ-
ence is expected to be derlved, and (B) such
other investigation as the Secretary may find
necessary.

“(2) The Secretary shall then pay, in such
installments as he may determine, to the
State the amount so estimated, reduced or
increased to the extent of any overpayment
or underpayment which the Secretary deter-
mines was made under this section to such
State for any prior quarter and with respect
to which adjustment has not already been
made under this subsection,

“{3) The pro rata share to which the
Unilted States 1s equitably entitled, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, of the net amount
recovered, during any quarter by the State or
political subdivision thereof with respect to
aid to children under foster care, shall be
considered an overpayment under this sub-
section.

“(4) Upon the making of any estimate by
the Secretary under this subsection, any ap-
propriations available for the payments under
this section shall be deemed obligated.

“OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

“Sec. 544. If the Secretary, after reasonable
notice and opportunity for hearing to the
State agency administering or supervising
the administration of the State plan ap-
proved under this part, finds—

(1) that the plan has been so changed
that it no longer complies with the provisions
of section 542; or

“(2) that in the administration of the
plan there is a failure to comply substantially
with any such provision;

the Secretary shall notify such State agency
that further payments will not be made to
the State (or, in his discretion, that pay-
ments will be limited to categories under or
parts of the State plan not affected by such
fallure) until the Secretary is satisfied that
there will no longer be any such failure to
comply. Until he is so satisfied he shall
make no further payments to such State (or
shall limit payments to categories under or
parts of the State plan not affected by such
failure).
“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 545. For the purposes of this part—

“(a) The term ‘child’ means a needy child
who (1) has not attained the age of eighteen,
(2) has been deprived of parental support
or care, and (3) ls not (and upon making
proper application therefor would not be) en-
titled to receive aid to families with depend-
ent children under the State plan, approved
under section 402 of this Act, of the State
in which he lives;

“(b) The term ‘ald,’ when applied to a
child under foster care, means (1) money
payments with respect to such child, plus
(2) medical care in behalf of or any type of
remedial care recognized under State law In
behalf of such child;

*“(e) The term ‘foster family home' means
a private family home, which Is licensed by
the State in which it is situated or has been
approved, by the agency of such State re-
sponsible for licensing homes of this type,
as meeting the standards established for
such licensing;

“(d) The term ‘child-care institution’
means a public or nonprofit private institu-
tion which provides foster care for children
and which is licensed by the State in which
it 1s situated or has been approved, by the
agency of such State for licensing institu-
tions of this type, as meeting the standards
established for such licensing.

“(e) A child shall be considered to be
‘under foster care’ only If (1) he is actually
living in a foster family home or a child-care
institution, and (2) (A) he has been placed
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in such home or institution as a result of
a determination, by a court of competent
jurisdiction or of a public welfare or other
public agency having a legal responsibility
for his welfare, to the effect that his welfare
can best be promoted by his placement
therein, or (B) his having been placed in
such a home or institution is approved by
a State or local welfare agency having legal
responsibility for his welfare.”

Sec. 2. (a) Section 408 of the Social Se-
curity Act s amended by striking out “Effec-
tive for the period beginning May 1, 1961"
and inserting in lieu thereof “Effective for
the period beginning May 1, 1961, and end-
ing with the close of June 30, 1968.).

(b) (1) Sectlon 1116(a) (1) of such Act is
amended by inserting “or part 5 of title V,”
after “XIX,".

(2) Section 1116(a)(3) of such Act is
amended by inserting ''544,"” after “404,”.

(3) Section 1116(b) of such Act Iis
amended by inserting “, or part 5 of title
v.’) Mter "xlx".

(4) Section 1116(d) of such Act is
amended by inserting *“, or part 5 of title
V,” after “XI1X".

(c) (1) Clause (1) of the first sentence of
section 1901 of such Act is amended by in-
serting “and needy dependent children un-
der foster care entitled to benefits under
part 5, title V" after “families with depend-
ent children”.

(2) (A) Section 1902(a)(10) of such Act is
amended by inserting “, and part 5 of title
Vv after “XVI".

(B) Section 1802(a)(17) is amended by
inserting *, or part 5 of title V" after “XVI”.

(3) Section 1902(c) of such Act 1is
amended by inserting “, or part 56 of title
V' after “XVI",

(4) Section 1903(a)(1l) of such Act Is
amended by inserting “or part 5 of title V"
after “XVI,"”.

(d) Section 121(b) of the Social Security
Amendments of 1965 i1s amended by insert-
ing *, or part 5 of title V" after "XVI”.

The explanation presented by Mr. WiL-
Liams of New Jersey is as follows:
EXPLANATION OF Binn To AMEND TrTLE V OF

THE SocIAL BSecuriTY Act To PRrROVIDE

GRANTS TO THE STATES FOR AID AND SERVICES

TO CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE

The bill provides a Federal contribution
equal to one-half the amount appropriated
by the state, up to $45 of Federal money
per month, for each child living in a foster
family home.

In addition, each State would receive a
non-matching Federal grant of $20 a month
for each child recelving care in a public or
private nonprofit child-care institution.

The Federal Government would provide
75% of the cost of those services provided by
State and local personnel which have been
determined necessary to promote the wel-
fare of children in foster care. Under certain
conditions the services of private nonprofit
agencies under contract with the State agency
may also be included.

The Federal Government would also under-
write the total cost determined necessary
for training personnel for work with the
State and local agencies.

And, the Federal Government would under-
write 50% of the cost necessary for the
proper and efficlent administration of the
program.

Because the bill establishes a new program
exclusively for children in foster care, funds
recelved under this program would in no
way reduce a State’s share of Federal money
for general child-welfare programs under
Title V of the Soclal Security Act.

The bill authorizes an open-end appro-
priation and requires that States take ap-
propriate steps to assure that Federal funds
will not be used to replace State and local
funds now used to finance foster care services.
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The bill includes standard provisions es-
tablishing the method for making payments
to the States for reimbursement in the case
of overpayment, and for the termination of
payments under specified circumstances.

Any child under age 18 who is living in a
foster family home or in a public or private
nonprofit child-care institution would be
eligible for ald under this program.

The program will be administered by the
State agency responsible for other child-wel-
fare programs operating,. in the State, In
most cases, thls agency will be the State
Welfare Agency.

In order to qualify for assistance under
this program, each State would be required
to submit ‘to the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare for his approval a plan
of welfare and related services for children
in foster care.

Requirements for the State plan parallel
the statutory requirements now in effect for
assistance under Title IV of the Social Se-
curity Act which provides ald to families
with dependent children.

The State plan must call for the develop-
ment of an Individual welfare plan for each
child receiving aid under this program. In-
dividual welfare plans will include a con-
tinuing study of the child’s needs and of the
most suitable avallable home in which he
can be placed, and a periodic review of his
case, In carrying out each plan, the services
of private nonprofit child-care agencies and
organizations may be used.

States are required to permit all persons
seeking aid under this program to apply for
such aid and to furnish aid to eligible indi-
viduals within a reasonable time,

Children in foster care will also be eligible
for medical benefits provided wunder Title
XIX of the Social Security Act in States
where the EKerr-Mills program 1is in effect.

The provisions for foster care, Title IV,
Section 408 of the Social Security Act (Aid
to Familles with Dependent Children) will
be allowed to expire and foster children who
received AFDC aid will be entitled to assist-
ance under this program.

CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL PARK

Mr, BENNETT. Mr. President, situ-
ated high on a plateau in southern Utah,
23 miles from Cedar City, is the grand
mountainside amphitheater known as
Cedar Breaks National Monument. An
immense half bowl, 2,000 feet deep, 4
miles long, 2% miles wide, and covering
almost 10 square miles, Cedar Breaks
exhibits what is probably the world's
most hreathtaking exposure of flamboy-
ant color,

Within the steep-walled amphitheater,
visitors see limestone eroded into many
fantastic shapes that have been formed
by the never-ending efforts of rain, wind,
snow, and ice.

Geologists tell us that this all started
about 55 million years ago when a limy
ooze was deposited in shallow lakes on a
land surface near sea level. About 13
million years ago the land surface was
slowly uplifted to its present elevation of
around 10,000 feet. As the plateau
lifted, it produced a steep, westerly fac-
ing escarpment of limestone, which be-
came exposed to the elements of erosion.
The rock, varying in hardness, became
susceptible to the rain and snow water
rushing down the cliffs and aided by frost
and wind, erosion occurred, some slow
and some quickly, leaving us the resistant
spires and ridges we have today.

The first protection afforded this
unique region was In 1905 when it was




5486

included as part of the Sevier—now
Dixie—National Forest and was admin-
istered by the Forest Service. On August
22, 1933, the area was placed under the
National Park Service administration as
a national monument.

Now, Mr. President, the time has come
to designate this region as a national
park.

I am, therefore, introducing today leg-
islation to change the designation of the
Cedar Breaks National Monument to
Cedar Breaks National Park.

My proposal is another step in upgrad-
ing Utah's tourist potential and giving
proper recognition to the outstanding
scenic attractions of the State.

The establishment of a Cedar Breaks
National Park has long been a dream of
local civic leaders and other State offi-
cials since it would give the Cedar Breaks
attraction the status which it well de-
serves in the national system of recrea-
tional areas. In addition, Cedar Breaks
would receive greater development and
much wider recognition and promotion
which would attract many additional
visitors to the tourist mecca of southern
Utah which is fast coming to be known
as the Land of the Rainbow Canyons.

Under my bill there would be no acre-
age increases over the current 10 square
miles within the national monument
boundaries.

Earlier this year interested parties
came to me with a proposal to add the
so-called Bristlecone Pine Tree area to
my Cedar Breaks National Park plan. I
asked for a review and a report from
persons involved in the area, from the
U.S. Forest Service, mining, grazing, and
other interests as well as making a study
of my own on the merits of adding the
bristlecone pine region to Cedar Breaks,

After reviewing all of the information
gathered I am inclined to agree with a
majority of those involved that the 1,400
acres proposed for addition should re-
main a part of the Dixie National Forest.
However, in making my study I called
attention to the Forest Service that some
protection should be given to the an-
cient bristlecone pine trees which eke out
an existence on the relatively poor lime-
stone soil that is along the rim of the
amphitheater.

I have been told that the bristlecone
pine area has been and will continue to
be of major interest to the Forest Service
and that its value for recreation and re-
search is fully recognized.

I feel, and I think the Forest Service
agrees, that added emphasis should be
given to protection for the bristlecone
pine from vandalism and destruction.
Along these lines the Forest Service has
developed a plan for access roads, bar-
riers, trails, ecamp and pienic facilities, as
well as signs and informational programs
for the protection, development, and pub-
lic use of the entire Cedar Breaks, bristle-
cone pine complex.

In this manner, the 1,400 acres can
remain under the Forest Service multiple
use program which would eliminate the
slgnificant economic impact on grazing,
hunting, and other resource uses in the
area,.

Mr. President, it is obvious to me from
the interest generated by my proposal
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this year and in the past that a Cedar
Breaks National Park has widespread
support., I am hopeful that the Interior
Department’s National Park Service and
the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee will give my proposal early
consideration.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be appropriately referred and printed
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 1187) to establish Cedar
Breaks National Monument as Cedar
Breaks National Park, introduced by Mr.
BENNETIT, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

S. 1187

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House
of Representalives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Cedar Breaks National Monument in the
State of Utah is hereby established as the
Cedar Breaks National Park to be adminis-
tered as a national park under the provi-
sions of the Act entitled “An Act to estab-
lish a Natlonal Park Service, and for other
purposes,” approved August 25, 19016 as
amended and supplemented.

THE SLEEPING BEAR DUNES
NATIONAL LAKESHORE

Mr. HART. My, President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to establish in Michigan the Sleeping
Bear Dunes National Lakeshore.

My colleagues are thoroughly familiar
with this proposal. On two previous oc-
casions the Senate has acted favorably
on it. S. 936 of the 89th Congress died
in the House Rules Committee in the
last days of the session.

The bill I am introducing today is
identical to the measure reported favor-
ably by the House Interior Committee
last year. It calls for a 61,171-acre park
that includes both North and South
Manitou Islands and numbers 64 miles
of shoreline, half of it on the mainland.
The House Interior Committee added to
the Senate-passed measure the 14,100-
acre North Manitou Island plus a buffer
zone along M-22 on the mainland.

This bill is the product of a great deal
of Committee work, both in House and
Senate.

The need for action was forcefully
stated last Wednesday at a luncheon
meeting of the Michigan delegation and
executives of the State conservation de-
partment.

Ralph MacMullan, the department's
director, made it clear that the State
administration wholeheartedly backs the
park as necessary to maintain decent
recreational facilities in the State.

Last year 55,700 families were turned
away from crowded Michigan State
parks. There is urgent need to get this
national lakeshore established.

Hopefully the introduction of this
“finished product” will help speed it
through the congressional committees.
It represents the fullest consideration of
the Senate Interior Committee, the Sen-
ate, and the House Interior Committee.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial of October 18,
1966, from the Bay City Times, which in
turn is a reprint from the Grand Rapids
Press, be inserted in the Recorp at this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the ed-
itorial will be printed in the Recorp.

The bill (S. 1192) to establish in the
State of Michigan the Sleeping Bear
Dunes National Lakeshore, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr.
Hart, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

The editorial presented by Mr, Harr is
as follows:

[From the Bay City (Mich.) Times, Oct 18,
1966]

WaAT OTHERS THINK: “JOB ON PARKS ONLY
HaLr DONE"—THE GRAND RAPIDS PRESS

Completion of congressional action on a
proposal to establish Pictured Rocks Nation-
al Seashore preserves for the enjoyment of
all Americans one of Water Wonderland'’s
most scenic attractions,

Aside from the benefits Michigan will reap
from the tourist trade this newest of the
national parks will attract, the important
thing is that an area of rare beauty is being
saved.

Commenting on completion of congres-
sional action on the Pictured Rocks pro-
posal, Rep. Raymond F. Clevenger, who co-
sponsored it with Sen. Philip A. Hart, said,
“We are looking forward for everyone in
the Middle West to come to Michigan’'s Upper
Peninsula and see what we have been look-
ing at and enjoying for years.”

Why just the Middle West? As a national
park, embracing the Grand Sable sand dunes
and numerous colorful waterfalls, the Plc-
tured Rocks Natlonal Park is a magnet for
any travel-minded American.

It is only to be regretted that members
of the House and Senate should regard ap-
proval of Pictured Rocks park as lessening
the need for similar approval of Sleeping
Bear Dunes National Lakeshore in the lower
peninsula’s beautiful Lake Leelanau coun-
try.

The Washington news story reporting ap-
proval of Pletured Rocks park said of the
Sleeping Bear bill, “It still has a chance for
House passage, but there is opposition to
glving Michigan two parks in one year.”

Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore
should be considered solely on the basls of
merit. It is geographically located within
easy accessibility of the midcontinent's peak
population density, with its unsatisfied de-
mands for pleasant outdoor space for vaca-
tion and recreation.

Long before Congress, the need for this
national park has been amply substantiated
through repeated and exhaustive studies,
and the bill has been tallored to meet any
reasonable objection from residents of the
proposed park area. Supported by Sen. Hart,
a Democrat, Sen. Griffin, a Republican, and
by all state agencies in any way involved,
Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore
should be made a reality now.

NATIONAL ELECTRIC CAR DAY

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate referral, a
joint resolution to declare the 13th day
of March In 1967 as National Electric
Car Day.

On March 14, the Committees on Com-
merce and Public Works will open hear-
ings on S. 451 and S. 453, bills to pro-
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mote the development of electric vehicles
and other alternatives to the internal
combustion engine. Enactment of these
bills, authored by Senator MUskKIE and
myself, would be a great step forward in
combating the increasing air pollution
problem and in alleviating the snarl of
urban congestion.

On March 13, in the upper level garage
of the New Senate Office Building, the
two committees will sponsor an exhibit
of electric vehicles. This exhibit will
help answer arguments about feasibility
which many have raised. Some of these
detractors of the electric car who have
been looking too hard at their mathe-
matical ecalculations can now look at
actual vehicles.

All Senators, Members of the House
of Representatives, their staffs, and the
public, are invited to this exhibition.

The American Public Power Associa-
tion has bean a leader in promoting elec-
tric vehicles. Alex Radin, the general
manager, has suggested this resolution.
I ask unanimous consent that this letter
and the joint resolution be printed at
the close of my remarks. I am pleased
to have Senator MUSKIE as a COSpONsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the joint resolution and letter
will be printed in the REcorb.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 48) ta
designate the 13th day of March in 1967
as “National Electric Car Day,” intro-
duced by Mr. Macnuson (for himself
and Mr. MuskiE), was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to
be printed in the REcorb, as follows:

S.J. REs. 48

Whereas air pollution results in environ-
mental discomfort and may be injurious to
public health; and

Whereas there is a great need to develop
an additional and practical source of trans-
portation for use in urban and suburban
areas of the United States; and

Whereas the development of electrically
powered vehicles capable of reducing air
pollution and performing transportation
tasks should be encouraged: Now, therefore
be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Congress
assembled, That the President is authorized
and requested to issue a proclamation desig-
nating the 13th day of March in 1967 as
“National Electric Car Day" and inviting the
Governors of the several States and the chief
officials of local governments and the people
of the United States to observe such day
with appropriate activities.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
is as follows:

AMERICAN PUBLIC POWEER ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., February 23, 1967.

Hon, WarreN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Senate Commerce Committee,

U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTorR Macnusown: The joint hear-
ings planned by the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee and the Subcommittee on Alr and
Water Pollution of the Senate Public Works
Committee concerning electric vehicle re-
search and development afford an excellent
opportunity to inform the people of this na-
tion about the progress being made in the
development of practical and non-polluting
electric vehicles. It also seems to me that
the demonstration of currently operating
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vehicles which is planned during the week
of the hearings will be an effective way of
showing that electrically powered vehicles
already are capable of performing a variety
of transportation tasks.

In order to afttract further attention to
the hearings and the demonstration, I urge
you to introduce the enclosed resolution
which would designate March 13, 1967, the
day of the demonstration, “National Elec-
tric Car Day”. Such a resolution would help
alert Members of Congress and the public
to the importance of the hearings scheduled
to begin the next day.

Sincerely,
ALEX RADIN,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND RESOLUTIONS

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing the names of my colleague from
California [Mr. MurpHY] and the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LauscHE] may be added as co-
sponsors of S. 889, to designate the San
Rafael Wilderness, Los Padres National
Forest, in the State of California.

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

Mr., WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that,
at its next printing, the name of the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss] be added
as a cosponsor of the bill (8. 275) to
provide full and fair disclosure of the
nature of interests in real estate sub-
divisions sold through the mails and
instruments of transportation or com-
munication in interstate commerce, and
to prevent frauds in the sale thereof, and
for other purposes.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that,
at its next printing, the name of the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY]
be added as a cosponsor of the resolution
(S. Res. 14) establishing a Standing
Committee on Urban Affairs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. HanseN] be added as a
cosponsor of the bill (S. 883) to permit
a compact or agreement between the
several States for the uniform treatment
of certain matters related to taxation.

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

Without

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 5—THE
TRUTH-IN-LENDING BILL

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
would like to announce that the Subcom-
mittee on Financial Institutions of the
Banking and Currency Committee will
begin hearings on Thursday, April 13,
on S. 5, the truth-in-lending bill. The
hearings will commence at 10 a.m., in
room 5302, New Senate Office Building,
and will continue on April 14, 17, 18, and
19.

Persons desiring to testify or to sub-
mit written statements in connection
with this bill should notify Mr. Kenneth
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A, McLean, professional staff member,
Senate Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, room 5300, New Senate Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, tele-
phone 225-3860.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
SALINE WATER PROGRAM

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on
April 3 the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee will conduct hearings on S.
1101, to authorize the appropriations for
the saline water conversion program, to
expand the program, and for other
purposes.

The program for the development of
saline water conversion processes is
making significant progress in its efforts
to develop economic methods for pro-
ducing fresh water from saline and
brackish waters. It has also supplied the
incentive for the development of de-
salting technology and has encouraged
the growth of an increasingly valuable
and scientific program.

The program originally authorized un-
der the act of July 3, 1952, was focused
primarily upon basic research. These
efforts must continue, but the program
is at a stage now where it must place
more emphasis on the practical applica-
tion of the research efforts. To achieve
this purpose it is necessary to increase
the conversion program authorization in
order to provide for fiscal years 1968
through 1970.

Anyone interested in testifying on the
proposal is welcome and should so ad-
vise the Senate Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee.

The hearing will begin at 10 am., in
room 3110, New Senate Office Building.

LEAD-ZINC HEARINGS

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senate Interior Committee I
announce that the Subcommittee on
Minerals, Materials, and Fuels has sched-
uled an open, public hearing for April 12
on S, 289, a measure designed to bring
stability to our lead-zine industry which
is so basic to our security and economic
development. S. 289 was sponsored by
the very distinguished senior Senator
from New Mexico, Senator ANDERSON, for
himself and 27 other Senators of both
political parties and from several dif-
ferent areas of our country.

S. 289, the title of which is the “Lead
and Zinc Act of 1967,” would provide for
calculation and application of an import
quota on either lead or zinc ores and
metal, if domestic stocks of either metal
reach levels defined in the legislation as
being well above normal inventories re-
quired to service the needs of consumers
of lead and zine. Accumulation of stocks
of these metals above those levels have
in past years resulted in marked market
disruption and instability which has
proved detrimental to all phases of the
lead-zinc industry—producers, smelters,
fabricators, and consumers alike. The
term of the legislation and the terms for
quotas are limited to permit a reevalua-
tion of the measure by the Congress at
the expiration date and to provide the




5488

executive departments an opportunity to
formulate a minerals policy for this as
well as other mining industries.

The sponsors are convinced that au-
thority for application of quotas should
be enacted during the current period of
improved business conditions, so that
prompt action could be taken when and
if needed.

The committee will welcome partici-
pation in this hearing by all Members of
Congress and other interested persons.

NATIONAL CARIH ASTHMA WEEK

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 63, Senate Joint Resolution 4.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
resolution will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 4) authorizing the
President to proclaim “National CARIH
Asthma Week.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the present considera-
tion of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolution.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am
obligated to the Senator from Montana
for bringing up Senate Joint Resolution
4 at this time. I hope that it will receive
immediate and favorable action. I also
hope that the resolution will receive
priority attention from the House of
Representatives.

This resolution authorizes and requests
the President to proclaim the week be-~
ginning May 1 as “National CARIH
Asthma Week.” This will focus the Na-
tion’s attention on the Children’s Asthma
Research Institute and Hospital located
in Denver, Colo., and will bring this re-
markable institution the recognition it
so well deserves.

This unique national institution spon-
sors the only program solely concen-
trated on allergic diseases of which
asthma is the most severe. CARIH pro-
vides treatment and care for intractable
asthmatic children from all parts of the
country. The care offered emphasizes
the “total child” and is much more than
just treatment. Education, recreation,
and other normal pursuits are stressed
equally in the program, accompanied by
careful medical treatment.

CARIH’s research facilities, under the
supervision of its dedicated physicians
and scientists, are being used in answer-
ing many of the questions now unan-
swered about the disease of asthma. A
recent issue of the Saturday Evening
Post described CARIH's efforts as “calm
and thoroughgoing, with emphasis on
frequent medical consultation.” The
article says that CARIH has proved that
asthma “can be controlled—even con-
quered.” Entitled, “Kids Who Conquer
Asthma,” the article is worthy of careful
reading by all of us, and for this reason
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

The
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Kms Wao CONQUER ASTHMA
(By Steven M. Spencer)

Hidden in a pile of stones on top of Mount
Morrison, in the Rockies west of Denver, sits
& gallon jar containing a list of names—
Stanton Chew, of San Franclsco; Willlam
Heinig, of Chlcago; Jack Lazar, of Windsor,
Ontario; Mike Gallagher, of Henrletta, N.Y.,
and some 30 more. Each summer the lst
lengthens as new groups of hikers toil up
the trail, 1ift & few rocks off the cairn, reopen
the jar and proudly add their signatures.

Thousands of youngsters climb mountains
every year; and except for the sense of
achievement that surges through them there
is nothing very remarkable about it. But
the kids who planted their names on Mount
Morrison did so to mark a crueial turning
point in their lives—lives which often had
been swathed in the soft, cottony wrappings
of caution and overprotectiveness. Some of
them, before coming to Denver, had never
walked to school alone, much less climbed
a mountain. Most had lived in panicky fear
of the penalties of overexertion. All of them
carried, though concealed now like spare
socks in their rucksacks, the label of chronic,
severe and intractable asthma.

The hikers were resident patients of the
Children’s Asthma Research Institute and
Hospital (shortened to C.ARIH.), a free,
privately operated establishment in Denver.
For many years it was known as the Jewish
National Home for Asthmatic Children, but
it is nonsectarian. In its cluster of small
buff-brick buildings on a 171 -acre campus
it houses and treats, for periods of one and
a half to two years, 166 of the most difficult
asthma patients (ages 6 to 16) encountered
by doctors all over the United States and in
many foreign countries. A hand-lettered
sign outside one residence cottage room
reads: No budy here only Moshe Frankel,
Haifa, Israel.

The cairn on Mount Morrison is not the
only symbol these youngster have ralsed in
triumph over near-invalldism. Most of them
participate in C.ARIH.s full sports pro-
gram, which Iincludes competition with
healthy children from Denver’'s public schools
and community centers. Last summer the
“Asthmatic Nine,” mostly fifth- and sixth-
graders, won the league baseball champion-
ship.

The team’s youngest member was elght-
year-old Mark Campbell, of Orange, Calif.
Allergic from birth and racked by asthma
from the age of one and a half, Mark had
never been able to play ball at home. Yet
a few months after arriving at C.ARIH. he
was displaying his new-found talents at sec-
ond base and in the outfield. In a 33-to-3
walkaway over the Jewish Community Center
Dodgers last August, just before his ninth
birthday, Mark chalked up four runs and,
in his own words, “stoled from first base all
the way home.”

Buch records are genuine miracles for
youngsters whose lives had previously been
ruled by a steady stream of such maternal
admonitions as:

"“Don’t play too hard.”

“Don't get too hot.”

“Don't get excited.”

These warnings have not all been without
Justification. The asthmatic child teeters
on & precarious ledge. A few grains of pol-
len, a nibble of chocolate, a single peanut, a
romp with a dog, a family argument over
neglected homework—any of these may
piteh him into a dangerous bout of wheez-
ing and gasping for breath. His face turns
blue, and in panic he crles out for help.
Usually he can be brought around with a
few puffs of bronchodilator medicine from
& nebulizer, one or more adrenalin injec-
tions, or, if those don't work, a mad dash to
the hospital. But each year in this country
5,000 such asthmatic attacks end in death.

Asthma affects some 5,400,000 persons in
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the United States, of whom more than three
million are children up to 16. And the prob-
lem continues to grow. A Boston allergist
has reported that children’s hospital ad-
missions for acute asthma have doubled
there and in several other citles since 1960.
Allergies are involved in a majority of cases,
and many patlents have both hay fever and
asthma. As in other allergic conditions
there is a strong hereditary tendency. FPol-
luted air, infections and emotional disturb-
ances are major contributing causes. But
the psychological factors are so difficult to
weigh, and all the troublesome ingredients
are so subtly intermixed, that much of asth-
ma is a mystery and each patient is an in-
dividual puzzle.

The symptoms are produced by a sudden
narrowing of the smaller bronchial tubes
in the lungs. This narrowing may result
from muscle spasm, from swelling of the
tissues, from mucus plugs or from all three,
The victim struggles with all his strength to
draw his breath in and force it out. The
National Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases, which allocates over nine million
dollars a year to research in allergy and re-
lated immunology, warns that repeated asth-
matic attacks may eventually cause a
stretched-lung condition known as emphy-
sema and may place an extra load on the
heart.

The majority of asthmatic children are
kept under fair control by bronchodilator
medicines, by avoldance of allergenic foods
and by injection of pollen and dust extracts
to reduce their sensitivity. But about 10
percent are so seriously afflicted that they
gain little help from any therapy. These
are the refractory or Intractable cases—
about 300,000 in this country—from which
C.ARIH. and 13 smaller homes in the
United States and Canada draw thelr 625
patients.

Nearly all chronic diseases disrupt family
life, but few can match asthma in its de-
mand on the patience and resources of the
parents. They drag the sick child from doc-
tor to doctor, try one medicine after another,
move to what they've been told is a more
favorable climate, exhaust their savings and
run up debts, resent the fruitless expendi-
ture of money and then feel guilty about
feeling resentful. The youngsters miss weeks
or months of school. ("I missed all of the
fifth grade, half of the eighth and half of
the ninth,” a I14-year-old California boy
told me.) Frequent respiratory ilinesses
and sharply restricted diets leave many chil-
dren frall and scrawny. About one in five
of those on prolonged thereapy with corti-
sone and related hormone products is se-
verely stunted in growth by these drugs.
Frustrated by their inability to keep pace
and by their exclusion from normal fun and
games, the asthmatic children become irrit-
able and tense, and their emotional episodes
touch off more attacks of asthma.

How to break this cycle is the challenge be-
ing taken up by the residential research and
treatment centers, among which C.ARILH. is
the ploneer and world’s largest, and the one
to which many of the most stubborn cases
are brought. In Tucson, Ariz., 13-year-old
Connie Swanick, a sweet, polsed, freckle-
faced child who aspires to be a ballerina, had
been fighting asthma since she was three.
Her family had been advised to move from
their old home to a new house in a supposed-
ly more dust-and-pollen-free suburb, but
Connie did not improve. She was so chroni-
cally short of breath that she attended school
only half days and spent the afternoons In
her ailr-conditioned home. Excitement, con-
tact with animals, being away from home
and suddenly finding she’d forgotten her
medicine—any of these situations would
throw Connle Into an asthmatic attack. On
family outings—she is one of elght children—
she was often left at home for her own pro-
tection.
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Finally, early last year, Connie was brought
to Denver. “I was homesick at first,” she said
later, “but now I love it.” Connie now plays
freely and goes on hikes. Her hopes about
ballet, dimmed at home because asthma pre-
vented her from taking lessons, have re-
vived. “And if I can't become a professional
ballet dancer—after all, thirteen is pretty
old to start—I'd like to take it just for fun,
and study to be a doctor,” she says.

Just what happened in Denver to qulet
Connie’s asthma? How does C.AR.IH, trans-
form intractable “cases” into healthy, vigor-
ous, near-normal youngsters? First, the doc-
tors appreciate the complexity of the disease.
They know that a child 1s seldom allergic to
just one thing but is explosively reactive to
many elements of his environment. He suf-
fers, as a New York psychiatrist once put it,
from an “allergy to life.’” One secret of
C.AR.IH's success Is that so many aspects
of the child's life are changed all at once.
Suddenly, he is free of the old household al-
lergens and family frictions. “We've jokingly
sald the rate of improvement seems propor-
tional to the distance traveled,” observed
C.A.R.IH.'s medical director, Dr. Constantine
J. Falliers.

Although all the patients have long his-
torles of severe asthma, and 80 percent are
on cortisone-type drugs when they arrive,
the vast majority of the whole group—about
80 percent—are rehabilitated at Denver.
Fewer than 256 percent continue to require
corticosteroids and are classed as “steroid de-
pendent,” and even for them the dosage
levels are usually tapered down. About 40
percent can be controlled with milder forms
of medication. And what is most astonish-
ing, 30 percent of the arriving patients—the
so-called “rapid remitters”—begin to improve
the moment they step off the plane and stay
well with almost no medication for the rest
of their residence period.

“It may, of course, be partly the change in
climate,” Dr. Falllers says. “Denver is five
thousand feet high and the air is fairly clear
and dry, although recently it has become
smoggler and this may be why the propor-
tion of ‘rapid remitters’ has declined some-
what.”

However, Dr. Falliers knows that questions
cannot be left half-answered if the improve-
ments the child makes in Denver are to be
maintalned when he goes home. Although
the word “cure” isn't used, follow-up studies
are continued for at least two years after the
children return home from C.A.R.IL.H. and
show that 80 percent maintaln a remarkable
degree of improvement, and many never suf-
fer another asthmatic episode.

In dealing with a disease that fluctuates
notoriously from hour to hour, day to day
and season to season, the C.A.R.ILH, doctors
find it essentlal to observe everything. The
large and closely organized stafl includes 8
full-time pediatricians and allerglsts, 7 psy-
chologists, 17 nurses, 20 house parents, 5
night attendants, a dietitian and her helpers
and a number of research chemists and
laboratory technlcians. These skilled ob-
servers note the way the young patient eats
and plays and sleeps. Some of them are
making a study of dreams as a possible
trigger of night attacks. They watch how a
child reacts to exercise and games and other
children. A program is under way to moni-
tor several hours of his dally routine with
microphones that pick up his conversation
and his breath sounds. Are asthma symp-
toms more often touched off by anger and
aggression, the doctors ask, or by anxiety and
withdrawal?

The research tasks are endless., Just the
symptoms alone may present a confusing
combination of factors. “A child may eat
eges In the winter without bad effects,” Dr.
Falllers points out, “but If he eats an egg
during the August ragweed season, he may
have trouble. He may have even more
trouble if at the same time he gets into an
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argument with his parents about why he
can’t go swimming. By feeding all the data
into computers, we can detect the interplay
of many factors. We can see the variations
in biological rhythms, the dally, weekly or
monthly changes that may, for example, sug-
gest that medication is more effective at one
hour of the cyele than at another.”

The total environment at C.A.R.I.LH. pro=
vides a kind of instant therapy. The new
arrival, previously alone in his terrifying
battle for breath, is immediately sustalned
and encouraged by 164 other youngsters who
have successfully faced the same threat, and
whose lives are obviously now freer of re-
strictions than his own has been,

Everything is at hand to cope with an
emergency, and the young patients know
it. At the first hint of trouble the child may
leave a baseball game, run to the hospital in
the center of the grounds, take a few deep
breaths from a “neb” (a bronchodilator
nebulizer), rest for several minutes and then
dash back to the game. Even the severe
night attack, which at home often meant a
terrified child, a distraught family, a strug-
gle for breath during the long ride to the
hospital and an oxygen tent, is here dealt
with simply and calmly. The child who feels
his symptoms coming on climbs out of bed,
pushes a button near the dormitory door to
flash a light alerting the nurses, and walks
with his house parent the few steps to the
hospital.

Nor is there paniec in class. C.AR.IH.
children attend public schools—and thelr
teachers know all about asthma and have
medication on hand.

At times familiarity breeds a youthful con-
tempt for the common enemy, an almost
reckless disregard that calls for adult
measures of caution., This is true especially
of the boys, who predominate here in a
ratio of 21, to 1, about usual for asthma.

“I've watched these kids at ball games,” a
nurse sald. “Sometimes they’ll turn blue
and almost fall on their faces before they’ll
ask for help.”

A typleal C.AR.IH. experience was that
of Howard Kipnes, a slender 15-year-old with
an engaging grin, who returned home to the
Bronx last summer after 20 months in Den-
ver, six inches taller and a lot healthier.

“Howard had never really known anyone
with asthma before he went out there,” ex-
plained his mother, Mrs. Irving Kipnes.
“And when he saw boys who had been worse
off than he, but who were able to do so many
things without having attacks, that made a
lot of difference in his attitude.”

In Denver, Howard played baseball and
basketball, swam and went on camping
trips. ‘‘We weren't coddled out there,” he
said. “If you coddle kids too much they
don't get enough evercise, and exercise is
what helps us. It's what improves our
breathing capacity.”

Mrs. Kipnes smiled. “Yes, but there were
times when you had to be coddled. When
you were about six years old you asked me
one day—you were having a terrible time
getting your breath—whether you were going
to die.”

Although it costs $6,000 a year to house
and treat a child at C.ARIH. the parents
are not charged. They supply only $20 or
$30 a month for clothing and spending al-
lowances. The institution’s support comes
almost entirely from private contributions,
including about half a million dollars a year
ralsed by a natlonwide network of 140
women'’s auxiliary chapters.

A happy discovery most patients make as
they settle into the life at C.ARIH. is that
they aren't allergic to as many things as
they thought. On the wall of the big, sunny
kitchen is a blackboard where Mrs. Jo Ann
Pegues, a dletitian, keeps an up-to-date list
of who can't eat what.

“Usually when & child first comes in he
has a whole list of things he is allergic to,”
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she sald. “Then as the doctors test and
study him the list narrows down to two or
three items.

“No one here gets peanuts or peanut but-
ter, But next to that there are more fish
and egg allergies than anything else. We've
had as many as thirty children sensitive to
fish at one time."”

Few threads in the puzzling skein of al-
lergic asthma are so snarled in notions, up-
proved theories and rampant controversy
as this business of food. At C.AR.IH, the
task of straightening out the tangle has been
assigned to a brisk, outspoken young pedi-
trician named Edwin Bronsky.

“Some doctors say all intractable asthma
is due to food allergy,” he told me. *“Others
believe that forty percent is directly caused
by food and forty percent has some connec-
tion with food. And a few doctors are posi-
tive asthma is never caused by food. All of
them get together at conventions and argue.
So we are trying here to find out just what
part food does play.”

In an effort to get an exact picture, Dr,
Bronsky is placing a few children at a
time on a program in which he knows the
ingredients of every bite of food each con-
sumes. He can then watch closely to see
what symptoms or measured differences in
breathing follow.

Virtually all species of family pets, with
the possible exception of goldfish and turtles,
are assumed allergically guilty until proven
otherwise. But so strong are personal at-
tachments for a dog or cat that parents will
sometimes refuse to give it up, or will deny
its existence when filling out an application
for a child’s admission to the treatment
center., One family replied “none” to the
dog-or-cat question, only to be found out
later when their son, discussing with a
C.AR.IH. doctor the parents’ forthcoming
visit, asked “Can they bring Spot with
them?"”

Parent-child relationships have long been
the favorite hunting ground of the psycholo-
gists and psychiatrists. Many have dis-
cussed the effect, In asthma, of a type of
“smother-love"” that originally flows from
concern about the youngster’s health but
eventually expresses Itself in oversolitious
or overrestrictive behavior. Some parents,
on the other hand, have been described as
resentful of the burden that the child’s
asthma places on them, or as holding an
ambivalent attitude of love and rejection.

Today's debate often focuses on whether
the emotional tensions between parent and
child are primary causes of asthma or are
only secondary effects which then enter into
the cycle that aggravates and perpetuates the
condition., The C.ARIH. physicians and
psychologists believe asthma is a heterogene-
ous symptom, and that it is important to
identify for the Individual patient which
factors are primary and which secondary.
They don't see parent-child emotional con-
flicts in every case, but in many familles the
evidence is so clear that they recommend
phychologieal counseling for parents and
child.

A youngster from the Midwest 1llustrates
the common theme of the child whipsawed
between conflicting parental attitudes to-
ward him. The father was a violent, over-
bearing and demanding man, and insisted
on high academic marks. The mother was
clinging and overprotective, Neither parent
would admit his own faults, and each blamed
the other for the child’s problems. “Donald
is afraid of his father,” the mother told a
psychiatric Interviewer. “No wonder he
wheezes and gasps.” Said the father, “I'm
sure I've had nothing to do with his symp-
toms. But my wife simply spoils the boy,
and that's why his asthma doesn't get bet-
ter.” Donald, timid, shy and in the middle,
was made to feel guilty because his asthma
caused so much parental wrangling, and yet
the only way he could stop the painful, ac-
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cusatory quarreling was to bring on asth-
matic attacks to divert their attention,

The fact that so many children suddenly
improve when separated from their parents
is seen by some observers as proof that fam-
ily stresses and conflicts are, indeed, a ma-
jor causative element. “Our ultimate goal,"”
says Dr. Falllers, “is the happy and healthy
reunion of child and family. But we be-
lieve that temporary separation is helpful
to the parents as well as to the child. Most
parents need a rest. And getting the child
away does relieve tensions and permit the
family to settle down, take a fresh look at
things and perhaps develop a calmer atmos-
phere for the child to come home to.”

Searching for helpful leads in the parent-
child relationship, a C.A.R.I.H. psychologist,
Dr. Eenneth Purcell, compared the parents
of the “rapid remitters,” with parents of
the “steroid dependent” youngsters, those
who continued to require medication. He
discovered that the parents of the “rapid
remitters”—those who get better as soon as
they leave home—were more apt to be au-
thoritarlan and restrictive in their ideas on
child-rearing.

A high proportion of the parents of the
“rapid remitters” expressed agreement with
such concepts as:

“It is sometimes necessary for the parents
to break the child's will.”

“A good spanking is often the only way to
convince children you mean it when you tell
them to go to sleep.”

Such an approach is hardly recommended,
even for the infant under 18 months, but,
says Doctor Purcell, if continued as the child
grows and strives for independence, it can
cause trouble.

“It is during this period of early child-
hood stress,” the psychologist concludes,
“that the child may be highly motivated to
learn to use asthma as a neurotic response
to cope with neurotic conflict and anxiety.”
He may do this subconsclously or deliberate-
ly. BSeveral children, talking with C.ARIH.
psychologists about what seemed to turn
their wheezing on and off, frankly admitted
they had been able to bring it on at home
by breathing hard, coughing or running.
Why did they do it? Usually, they said, to get
out of something they didn't want to do.
It was encouraging, though, Dr. Purcell com-
mented, to find that some youngsters who
were once adept at producing asthmatic at-
tacks were later, after some months at Den-
ver, unable to do so.

Asthma speclalists have always wondered
why so many of the attacks come at night.
Now Dr. Willlam Hahn, a young psychologist
and physiologist at C.A.R.I.H., is looking into
the possible role of dreams.

He told of a girl of about 12 who reported
that she had a recurring dream of falling
into a monster’s mouth. She would then
wake up in an asthmatic attack. “By her ac-
count the dream caused the attack,” sald
Dr. Hahn. “But did it? Or did the discom-
fort of the asthma cause the nightmare?”

To help Dr. Hahn find the answers, teen-
age patients volunteer to sleep In his labora-
tory. Electrodes are taped to the patient’s
head to record bralnwaves, which Indlecate
the various depths of sleep. Wires from the
eyelids record the rapid eye movements that
accompany dreams, and chest leads measure
fespiratlon and signal the on-set of wheez-
ng.

Eventually the dream project and other
research studies may lead to better ways
of managing this viclous affliction. And in
the meantime C.ARIH.s calm and thor-
oughgoing approach, with its emphasis on
frequent medical consultation, has proved
that the disease can be controlled—even con-
quered. For the fortunate youngsters at
Denver, asthma has finally lost its terror.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, we
in Colorado are extremely proud of this
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national institution, and I am pleased
that the Senate has seen fit to give recog-
nition to CARIH through Senate Joint
Resolution 4.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I rise
to join with my colleagues in their re-
marks and express my deep personal
satisfaction in seeing this laudable reso-
lution—Senate Joint Resolution 4—
adopted by the Senate.

By authorizing the President to pro-
claim the week beginning May 1, 1967, as
National CARIH Asthma Week, we give
deserving recognition and support to the
tremendous work and research being
done by the Children’s Asthma Research
Institute and Hospital.

CARIH was organized to fight a dis-
ease which today afflicts 5,400,000 Ameri-
cans. It is the largest asthma facility
in the Western Hemisphere. The tech-
niques pioneered by this organization
have been freely shared with physicians
and clinics all over the world.

There remains a great deal to be
learned about the care, treatment and
cure of asthma. CARIH's research
center is attempting to answer many of
the questions still left unanswered about
the disease. This clinical research is
backed up and paralleled by the only
basic research program in the United
States exclusively devoted to asthma.

It has been estimated that 80 percent
of the children who have been treated at
CARIH have become asthma-free or
greatly improved. The great -effort,
time, and money that have been
expended have benefited these chil-
dren and asthmatics elsewhere beyond
measure,

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
resolution and am hopeful that Gover-
nors of the States and territories of the
United States will issue proclamations
for like purposes and recognize the out-
standing contributions being made in
asthma treatment, care, and research by
the Children’s Asthma Research Insti-
tute and Hospital.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of West Virginia in the chair).
The joint resolution is before the Sen-
ate and open to amendment. If there be
no amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 4) was
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

8J. Res. 4

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President of
the United States is hereby authorized and
requested to i1ssue a proclamation (1) desig-
nating the week beginning May 1, 1967, as
“National CARIH Asthma Week”, (2) invit-
ing the Governors of the States and terri-
tories of the United States to issue proclama-
tions for llke purposes, and (3) recognizing
the outstanding contributions being made in
asthma treatment, care, and research by the
Children’s Asthma Research Institute and
Hospital (CARIH), the natlonal facility at
Denver.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 60), explaining the purposes of the
joint resolution.
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the joint resolution is to
authorize and request the President of the
United States to issue a proclamation desig-
nating the week beginning May 1, 1967, as
“National CARIH Asthma Week.”

STATEMENT

This resolution was Introduced in the U.S.
Senate by 36 Senators to call attention to a
broad program of clinical and basic research
at the Children's Asthma Research Institute
and Hospital in Denver, Colo., and is the only
program working solely in the field of allergic
diseases, of which asthma is the most severe,
The incidence of asthma in the United
States was estimated to be 5,020,000 in 1961
to 1963, With the population increase since
then, there are approximately 5,400,000 bron-
chial asthmatics in this country. This figure
may be compared with the 830,000 people in
the United States under treatment for can-
cer in 1964.

The patients treated at the Children’s
Asthma Research Institute and Hospital are
ones who do not improve at home but who
in many instances improve markedly when
placed in a speclalized treatment care center
such as CARIH. Only children with intracta-
ble asthma are eligible for the free care and
treatment offered at CARIH,

Established in 1907 as the Denvel Shelter-
ing Home, CARIH was originally a haven for
orphaned or homeless children of tubercular
parents who had come to the high, dry
mountaln eity of Denver in hopes of a cure.
Founders of the home had been a small group
of philanthropic Jewish women, who shortly
developed it into the National Home for
Jewish Children. Then when TB was vir-
tually conquered in the late thirties, the
trustees decided that the facilities and serv-
ices of the home should be used for the
treatment of intractable asthma in children.
Since then the home has been open to se=
verely asthmatic children of every race, color,
and creed, from every State in the Union and
several foreign countries,

The care at Children’s Asthma Research
Institute and Hosptial is free. Selection of
applicants is based on the severity of the
disease and a number of other factors as well
as need.

The institution is concerned with the
whole child, not just his asthma. Dentists,
dermatologists, eye specialists, and other
consultants regularly check on the young-
sters. Still every child is treated more as a
child than as a patient and goes to school
every day that he possibly can.

Unfortunately, a great deal still remains to
be learned about the care, treatment, and
cure of asthma, CARIH's research center is
attempting to answer many of the questions
still left unanswered about this disease.
This clinical research is backed up and paral-
leled by the only basic research program in
the United States exclusively devoted to
asthma,

The committee is of the opinion that this
resolution has a meritorious purpose and
will eall to the attention of the people of the
United States the great work done in the
treatment of asthma.

Accordingly, the committee recommends
favorable consideration of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 4, without amendment.

TRIBUTE TO GEORGES P. VANIER,
GOVERNOR GENERAL OF CANADA

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, we are
saddened this morning to learn of the
death of Maj. Gen. Georges P. Vanier,
Governor General of Canada.

Not only do we mourn him as Gov-
ernor General of Canada, but as a man
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who has served in the interest of his
country and of humanity for nearly 50
years.

During this period, he became widely
known for his service as a soldier and a
diplomat and since September 15, 1959,
as Governor General of his native
Canada.

He was not only the first French Ca-
nadian, but actually the first native
Canadian to be appointed to this high
position.

General Vanier’'s record has been long
and varied and most praiseworthy.

I am sure that his loss will be mourned
by all the Members of this Senate.

To Mrs. Vanier and his sons and
daughter, I wish to express our deepest
sympathy.

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

Mr. AIKEN. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to
join with the distinguished Senator
from Vermont, the ranking Republican
in this body and the chairman of the
Canadian-United States parliamentary
group, in expressing the deep regret of
the Senate on the passing of the Gov-
ernor General of Canada, Georges P.
Vanier.

The Governor General has had an ex-
ceedingly outstanding record, as the Sen-
ator from Vermont has indicated, as a
soldier in two World Wars, as a diplomat
of outstanding abilities, and as a man
who has conducted the office of Gover-
nor General with dignity and decorum.
He has been an asset to the nation which
he has so ably and proudly represented,
and he has always been a Canadian first
in his heart and in his thoughts.

‘We mourn his passing, but he has left
behind monuments which will live long
after he is gone.

HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS
REPRESENT NEW INTERNATIONAL
EFFORT TO SECURE WORLD
PEACE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as I
rise again today to urge Senate ratifica-
tion of the human rights conventions,
I wish to answer the eriticism that these
conventions are a marked departure
from our traditional American concept
of the treatymaking power.

As I pointed out last week on the Sen-
ate floor, the United States was a signa-
tory to and ratified the 1926 Convention
on Slavery. This convention, sub-
mitted by President Coolidge and ratified
during the administration of President
Hoover, was the intellectual and diplo-
matic ancestors of the human rights
convention now before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.

The human rights conventions—
forced labor, genocide, political rights of
women, and slavery—represent a con-
certed universal effort to promote human
rights throughout the world. These
conventions constitute a recognition
that world peace is ultimately a matter
of human rights; that any nation which
is dedicated to the preservation and pro-
tection of human rights at home is very
unlikely to jeopardize the human rights
of others through foreign aggression.
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Human rights and world peace are inti-
mately related and frequently interde-
pendent.

The human rights conventions are a
departure from the traditional treaty-
making function of settling commercial
and promoting international trade. But
who can maintain that the immediate
promotion of human rights and the ulti-
mate preservation of human peace is not
a far better, far nobler, and far wiser
exercise of the treatymaking power?

We have seen and been victim to inter-
national failure to protect human rights.
The horrors of World War II had their
preview in the total disregard of the
human rights of the Axis Powers’ own
citizens.

During those crucial hours, when the
world could have averted the holocaust
to come, the Western nations cringed—
frozen in a moral neutrality. These
human rights conventions are not
merely pretty platitudes on legislative
sermonizing. They are far more than
that. They are a conscientious and posi-
tive effort to establish minimum univer-
sal standards of human dignity and
achieve world peace.

John Morley perhaps best character-
ized the case for U.S. ratification of the
human rights conventions when he wrote
almost a century ago:

Those who would treat politics and moral-
ity apart will never understand the one or
the other.

WASTE IN FEDERALLY FINANCED
RESEARCH UNVEILED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
is not the first time I have risen to speak
out against what has become a national
scandal—the totally uncoordinated and
leaderless state of federally financed
research.

This year we will be asked to appro-
priate $16 billion to be tossed into the
bottomless pit labeled “research.” Re-
search has become one of those magic,
politically positive, unchallengable words.
A spender who says “research” is 90
percent of the way home. If you are
against research, you are against the
future. How silly. Some research pro-
grams are necessary. Many are not.
No Senator here is unaware of some vital
research programs that must be con-
tinued. Those programs will need money
this year they will need it in the years
to come.

But the sad thing is that no single
department, no one agency, no office, or
no one person is in charge of this wild
spending.

Now, we have available a detailed and
documented report of wasted money and
uncorrelated research—all financed by
the Federal Government. William
Schulz, a Washington reporter, has pro-
duced a devastating and penetrating
study of the waste disguised as research
for the March issue of Reader’s Digest.

So that my colleagues might have the
advantage of this important analysis,
I ask unanimous consent at this time
that Mr. Schulz’ report be inserted in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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THE GREAT RESEARCH BOONDOGGLE
(By Willlam Schulz)

Last October in Washington, D.C., news-
men were summoned to a press conference
in the offices of the Bureau of Social Science
Research, Inc. There publication was an-
nounced of a new book in which the Federal
Bureau of Investligation was assalled for ex-
aggerating the nation’s crime rate.*

Headlines carried the sweeping attack.
Less publicized was this fact: the Natlonal
Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) ladled out $231,000 to finance the
study. Why? Simply because NASA thought
that sponsoring such research, so remote
from its official mission, would, in the words
of a Washington Post reporter, lend it an
image of “social concern"!

Fantastic as it may seem, the foregoing
is a fairly typical episode in today's Wash-
ington. At this moment, when we are being
told that government is paring expenditures
to the bone, scores of similar projects are
being financed in the sacrosanct name of
“research’ by a maze of government bureaus.
‘What we have is, quite literally, a federal re-
search craze, and it has mounted to absurd
proportions.

No one denies that U.S.-supported research
has led to gains in military technology, health
and science. But this government-subsi-
dized “research and development,” now the
second largest item in the bloated federal
budget, has multiplied five times in the past
decade—to a staggering total of $16 billion
a year. Inevitably, this unchecked prolifer-
ation has brought on vast boondoggles, and
also a regrettable waste of scientific man-
power.

Researchers and sclentists are alarmed.
Famed biologist Dr, Paul A, Weiss, now on
the staff of New York's Rockefeller Univer-
sity, says that the excessive federal largess
has encouraged “shoddy, redundant, uncrit-
ical and ill-conceived research.” Basil
O’Connor, president of the National Foun-
dation-March of Dimes, says, “The log-roll-
ing and sheer waste which accompany ill-
advised, massive government appropriations
could undermine the public’s confidence in
the whole scientific enterprise.”

Most concerned of all is Congress. A half-
dozen committees have launched full-scale
investigations, audited books, held hearings,
quizzed federal officlals and issued reports.
After years of hacking his way through the
complex Jjungle of federal research, Rep.
Richard Roudebush, of the House Science and
Astronautics Committee, concludes that
there have been *“senseless, tragic abuses of
legitimate scientific inquiry.” The Indiana
lawmaker says bluntly: “The public has
been taken.”

Here are the main reasons why:

Everybody’s in the act. Recently, the Li-
brary of Congress attempted to index the
government's sprawling research program.
After months of digging, the Library’s ex-
perts reported that no one in the federal gov-
ernment knows precisely how many govern-
ment-supported laboratories are in opera-
tion where they are located or what they are
doing.

The Defense Department, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, the National Institutes of
Health, the National Science Foundation and
NASA are the glants of federal research.
But more than 30 other agencles have hopped
aboard the bandwagon. The Office of Edu-
cation in the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare spends more than $100 mil-
lion a year on research ventures, among
them: “Understanding the Fourth-Grade
Slump in Creatlve Thinking.” The Depart-
ment of Agriculture spent flve years revis-
ing pickle standards, spelling out in minute

* The FBI flatly denies the charge. ‘“The
high volume of crime natlonally,” says Direc-
tor J. Edgar Hoover, “is a fact which cannot
be rationalized away.”
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detail the difference between curved and
crooked pickles.

The Commerce Department hired a private
accounting firm to determine why shipping
rates are lower on imported goods than on
exported ones. Among the explanations: It
is “more expensive to load and stow cargo
than to unload it.”” Chairman John Rooney,
of the House appropriations subcommittee
overseeing Commerce, blew up. “Did you
have to spend 95,000 to find that out?" he
asked. "Any hatch boss on the Brooklyn
waterfront could have given you the answer,
without cost.”

One consequence of the research craze is
that federal agencles have orbited into areas
far beyond their legitimate purview. For
example, despite the reams of election analy-
ses offered by news media, the National
Science Foundation has doled out taxpayers
dollars for a computerized study of the 1966
Maryland gubernatorial campaign.

Much of the federally financed research
falls to meet what a House Government
Operations subcommittee has termed “the
test of urgency.” The number of trivial
projects has led one prominent scientist to
exclaim: "“We see bewlldered youngsters com-
posing research papers like abstract paint-
ings, picking some colorful and fashionable
words from recent literature, then reshuffiing
and recombining them into another con-
glomerate, both undigested and indigestible.
Narrow speclalists lavish their pet tech-
niques in yet another dozen ways on what
has already been superabundantly estab-
lished to everyone's satisfaction.”

Many projects are “makework."” Sen. Wil-
liam Proxmire, of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, has repeatedly accused federal
officials of engaging in “research for the sake
of research,” in costly projects of little bene-
fit to the taxpayer. “And the worst offender
of all,” Proxmire adds, “is the National In-
stitutes of Health.” The Senator maintains
that there can be no justification for NIH
support last year of such marginal projects
as “A Bocial History of French Medicine,
1789-1815" ($11,782); “Emergence of Politi«
cal Leadership: Indlans in PFiji" ($10,817);
and “Changing Patterns of (Moslem) Fam-
ily Life™ ($28,755).

The research bug has also bitten the com-
manding generals of the War on Poverty.
Hardly a month goes by that the Office of
Economic Opportunity does not award lu-
crative contracts to private researchers who
operate what the magazine New Republic
terms a “profitable parasite industry at the
fringes of government.” National Analysts
Ine., a Philadelphia research firm, was asked,
for instance, to gauge “low-income" reaction
to “It's What's Happening, Baby!”, a nation-
ally televised rock ‘n’ roll show extolling the
Job Corps. Critics roasted the program as
“tasteless, degrading and obscene,” but OEO
shelled $39,000 to determine why some un-
deprivileged youths reacted favorably to it,
while others did not.

The National Science Foundation has fi-
nanced individual foreign junkets of what
might well be considered dubious worth.
Conslider the case of Stephen Smale, a Uni-
versity of California mathematician work-
ing on an NSF project who spent the sum-
mer of 1966 traveling in Europe, with tax-
payers picking up the $6556 tab. A virulent
foe of U.S. policy in Vietnam, Smale had
organized California demonstrations aimed at
halting troop trains. In Paris, he helped
drafting an anti-American resolution. In
Moscow for a mathematiclans’ convention,
he held a press conference at which—al-
though he attacked Moscow’'s repressive in-
tellectual atmosphere—he called what his
own government was dolng in Vietnam
“much more dangerous and brutal” than
the Soviets’ massacre of Hungarian freedom
fighters ten years earlier.

Outraged, Representative Roudebush fired
off an angry letter to NSF director Leland
Haworth, insisting that federal tax funds
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should not be used to send abroad individ-
uals who would “run down the policies of
the United States government."”

Universities scramble for the dollars.
Government agencles annually underwrite #2
billion in university research alone. Inten-
sive Investigation convinced the members of
the House Subcommittee on Research and
Technical Programs that massive research
grants have actually harmed higher educa-
tion by “excessively diverting scientific man-
power from teaching.”

Rep. Henry 8. Reuss, chairman of this
group, estimates that more than 40,000 fac-
ulty members have left the classrooms to
work on federally financed research. He
echoes the warning of Dr, W. T. Lippincott, a
professor of chemistry at Ohlo State Uni-
versity, that government support of research
is “potentially the most powerful destruc-
tive force the higher education system has
ever faced."

Ome institution, the University of Cali-
fornia, receives $400 million a year in federal
research funds—and leading members of its
faculty are apprehensive about this. Soei-
ology professor Robert A. Nisbet recently
charged that many of the research projects
at Californla and other large public univer-
sities could “more easlly and appropriately
be placed in non-university settings.” He
noted disapprovingly the growing practice in
many universities of opening Washington offi-
ces, manned by “experts in the art of catch-
ing the scent of dollars over the horizon.”
(More than two dozen colleges and univer-
sities now employ Washington lobbyists.)

Several colleges receive more than 40 per-
cent of their operating budgets from federal
research projects. The vast majority of these
grants go to a relatively few universities.
Result? Says a North Dakota educator: “The
small institutions have been subject to so
much faculty ralding by the more successful
applicants for federal research funds that
higher educatlon of acceptable quality is
moving beyond the reach of many young
Americans,"”

Smoke screens vell waste, It is difficult
for any member of Congress to question the
massive research expenditures earmarked for
“national defense.” But the Special Inves-
tigating Subcommittee of the House Armed
Services Committee uncovered a shocking
situation when it probed the Aerospace Cor-
poration, a “non-profit,”” Pentagon-created
missile-research firm. To put it bluntly—
and the subcommittee did—Aerospace offi-
cials have been getting fat at the public
trough. For instance, president Ivan Get-
ting received a pay hike of $45,000 when he
left private Industry (Raytheon Co.) and
jolned Aerospace at $90,000 a year—a salary
more than double that paid to Defense Secre-
tary Robert McNamara. In addition, Get-
ting was given a 350,000 life-insurance pol-
ley, a retirement program that costs taxpay-
ers $9000 a year, and an expense account that
covered such incidentals as $3113 for trans-
porting his yacht from Massachusetts to
California.

Investigators for the House Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee uncovered a sim-
ilar situation when they audited the books
of another government-financed research
firm, One of its vice presidents, apparently
unable to make ends meet an a $42,900 sal-
ary plus a $5000 expense account, was handed
another $22,381 in taxpayer funds for the
mortgage payments and caretaker fees of his
private estate, From 1956 to 1964, the Pen-
tagon funneled more than $40 million into
this firm. ¥et nowhere in the government
flles are records of its contract negotiations
to be found. Appropriations Committee
Chairman George Mahon says flatly that the
records, required by law, “do not exist.”

Then consider the infamous care of Project
Mohole, unveiled in 1961 as a “truly exciting”
attempt to galn knowledge of our planet's
structure by boring a hole three miles be-
neath the bottom of the Pacific Ocean into
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the mantle of the earth. National Science
Foundation officials assured Congress that
the project would cost no more than $20 mil-
lon. Within five years they had hiked the
price tag to $127 million!

Why the spiraling cost? The record shows
that an NSF panel sef up in 1961 to review
potential contractors rated the Texas firm of
Brown and Root as least qualified of five
companies under consideration. Neverthe-
less, Brown and Root (with virtually no ex-
perience in deep-water or deep-well drilling,
but with White House connections) was later
awarded the Mohole contract, at a price al-
most double the lowest bid.

By 1866, Project Mohole was so far behind
schedule that disgusted members of the
House Appropriations Committee refused to
approve that year's $19.7 million request.
But at this point the President made an ex-
traordinary appeal for the restoration of
funds, as did administration lobbyists.

Then came the bombshell. It became
known that shortly before the President
turned the screws on a reluctant Congress,
the family of Brown and Root’s board chair-
man, George Brown, had contributed $23,000
to the “President’s Club,” a Democratic
fund-ralsing group. Outraged Congressmen
now killed offi Mohole—at least temporarily.

Research dollars are used to influence pub-~
lic opinion. The Pentagon, often accused of
news management, contracted in 1966 for a
£69,400 study of public reaction to controlled
press releases and the withholding of infor-
mation. The project was canceled only after
Rep. John Moss, crusading chairman of the
House Subcommittee on Government Infor-
mation, denounced the plan as “totally in-
appropriate to our free society.”

The Office of Economic Opportunity an-
nounced with fanfare last year that it would
hire prominent social scientists to conduct
“Independent” appraisals of the War on
Poverty. What the OEO didn’t say was that
anti-poverty officlals would retain absolute
authority to prohibit publication of the in-
vestigators’ findings. “These scholarly
studies of the War on Poverty will be used to
defend future budget requests and to per-
suade public opinion,” the Washington Post
commented sharply. ‘The public, which is
paying for them, would like to see the ad-
verse results as well as the favorable ones.”

Fifteen miles from downtown Washington,
in Springfield, Va., stands the Clearinghouse
for Federal Scientific and Technical Infor-
mation, a brick-and-glass monument to
government's obsession with research. Oc-
cupled for less than three years, the 30,000-
square-foot warehouse is already bulging at
the seams. Nearly half a million federally
financed sclentific reports are stacked in piles
15 feet high, and as many as 65,000 more are
expected this year.

Government publicists grandiosely speak
of a federally spurred “knowledge explosion,”
but leading scientists dissent. Dr. Paul
Welss, for one, argues that the sheer number
of reports is no more indicative of progress
than “the amount of junk mall reflects eco-
nomie growth.” It is time, he says, to re-
place the fetlsh of unfettered research with
the maxim that scientific inquiry “should
have a purpose and be selected with a sense
of relevance.”

At 1ts current rate of increase, the annual
price tag for federal research is expected to
reach $20 billion by 1970. Here is an oppor-
tunity for all political leaders who believe
in responsbile government to express them-
selves. Here is a specific area where, irre-
futably, the monstrous federal budget can
be cut—now.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar Nos. 64, 65, and 66.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Proxmire in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

BANKS LAKE RECREATIONAL
AREA

The bill (S. 605) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to determine that
certain costs of operating and maintain-
ing Banks Lake on the Columbia Basin
project for recreational purposes are
nonreimbursable, was announced as
next in order.

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

There being no objection the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, the
bill now before the Senate is S. 605. This
bill authorizes the Secretary of the In-
terior to determine that certain costs of
operating and maintaining Banks Lake
on the Columbia Basin project for recre-
ational purposes are nonreimbursable.

Banks Lake is an equalizing reservoir
on the Columbia Basin project. Under
the original authorization and at pres-
ent, the lake is operated for purposes of
irrigation alone. As a result, the water
level is subject to periodie surges and
fluctuations of as much as 18 feet.
These fluctuations have the effect of
making the use of the lake for recre-
ational purposes almost impossible.

The purpose of the bill is to permit
the Secretary of the Interior to deter-
mine that limited costs related to pump-
ing water to stabilize the lake's level are
nonreimbursable. The Department’s
report estimates that these costs would
average about $21,000 per year. The
recreational benefits which would ac-
crue are estimated at over $60,000 per
year,

The bill proposes an interim arrange-
ment, as the authorization runs for only
B years, at which time the arrangement
would be reevaluated in light of studies
now being made of recreational oppor-
tunities on Federal water projects.

Banks Lake is an important recrea-
tional resource in the eastern half of the
State of Washington. In addition to
being an excellent area for fish and wild-
life, it is a popular recreational area
that is used by residents from all over
the State when water level conditions
permit.

In view of the small cost involved, the
uniqueness of the situation, and the
present trend of allocating an increased
cost of water facilities for recreation
and wildlife purposes, the committee,
following public hearings which were
held on February 23, 1967, unanimously
endorses the enactment of S. 605 and
urges its passage by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

S. 605

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stafes of
America in Congress assembled, That pend-
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Ing additional development of the Columbia
Basin project, Washington, the Secretary of
the Interior is authorized, when estimated
added benefits will at least equal added
costs, to operate and maintain Banks Lake
of sald project for recreational purposes
consistent with authorized project func-
tions, valid contracts, and within Hmits of
pump and canal capacities, and that any
increased operation and maintenance costs
for filling of Banks Lake and for maintain-
ing water levels for the benefit of recrea-
tional purposes, including fishing and hunt-
ing, as determined by the Secretary of the
Interior shall be nonrelmbursable and non-
returnable: Provided, That the provisions of
this Act shall not extend beyond the end
of the sixth calendar year following the date
of enactment.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 61), explaining the purposes of
the bill. g

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the blll is to provide that
certain costs of operating and maintaining
Banks Lake on the Columbia Basin project
for recreation purposes are nonreimbursable.
Qualifications imposed by the bill are that
the estimated additional benefits shall, at
least, equal the added costs and that the
operation shall be consistent with authorized
project functions, valld contracts, and with-
in limits of pump and canal capacities. This
bill is intended as an interlm arrangement
pending complete development of the Co-
lumbia Basin project. It was testified that
a comprehensive long-range study of total
project operations and beneflts 1s now under-
way.

Under the present irrigation operation,
Banks Lake fluctuates considerably during
the year. These fluctuations are normal for
such equalizing and reregulating reservoirs
in an Irrigation system, but they have a very
detrimental effect upon recreational and fish
and wildlife uses. There are years when the
available water supply and other conditlons
would permit pumping additional water to
reduce reservoir fluctuations, but this would
involve additional pumping costs. Under the
present project authorizations such operat-
ing costs are relmbursable. The committee
does not belleve it is appropriate or consist-
ent with longstanding policy to include such
costs in the water charges of the irrigation
districts.

The best information avallable estimates
that the benefits resulting from the reduc-
tlon of reservoir fluctuations would provide
recreational benefits estimated to be $60,000
for Banks Lake. The average annual costs
are estimated to be about $21,000.

The committee anticipates that annual re-
ports will be furnished by the Bureau of
Reclamation as to the costs and effects of the
approval of this proposal.

In view of the present trend of allocating
an increased cost of water facilities for rec-
reation and wildlife purposes the committee
in executive session unanimously endorses
the enactment of S. 605.

CIVIL GOVERNMENT FOR THE PA-
CIFIC TRUST TERRITORY

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 303) to amend the act of June
30, 1954, as amended, providing for the
continuance of civil government for the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
and for other purposes, which had been
reported from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, with amendments,
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on page 1, line 7, after the word “exceed”,
to strike out “$32,000,000” and insert
$25,000,000”; in line 8, after “$35,000,-
000", to strike out “for fiscal year 1968"
and insert “for each of the fiscal years
1968 and 1969”'; on page 2, line 10, after
the word “Pacific”, to insert “Islands”;
in line 11, after the word “Pacific”, to
insert “Islands”; in line 13, after the
word ‘“Pacific”, to insert “Islands”; in
line 14, after the word ‘Pacific”, to in-
sert “Islands”; and, in line 16, after the
word “Pacific”, to insert “Islands”: so
as to make the bill read:

S. 8303

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 2 of the Act of June 30, 1954 (68 Stat.
330), as amended (76 Stat. 171), is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. There are authorlzed to be appro-
priated not to exceed $25,000,000 for fiscal
year 1967 and $35,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1968 and 1969, to remalin avail-
able until expended, to carry out the pro-
visions of this Act and to provide for a pro-
gram of necessary capital improvements and
public works related to health, education,
utilities, highways, transportation facilities,
communications, and public buildings: Pro-
vided, That except for funds appropriated for
the activities of the Peace Corps no funds
appropriated by any Act shall be used for
administration of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands except as may be specifically
authorized by law.”

Sec. 2. The offices of the High Commis-
sioner of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands and the Deputy High Commissioner
of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
shall hereafter be known as the Governor
of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
and the Lieutenant Governor of the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, respectively.
Appointment hereafter made to the office
of the Governor of the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands shall be made by the
President with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is about to approve vital and im-
portant legislation. By its action in
the next few months, this House of
Congress will have placed its stamp
of approval on a measure leading to
fulfillment of our Nation’s obligation to
the people who now live in the trust
territory. These islands in the Far Pa-
cific are administered by the United
States under a trusteeship agreement
with the United Nations.

There are some 2,100 of these islands
spread in a sea as large as continental
United States. Yet their total land area
is about one-half that of Rhode Island.
Ninety-seven of these islands are in-
habited. They are home to some 90,000
persons of diverse languages, customs,
and origins.

America’'s goal as trustee is to develop
the conditions of life of the peoples of
the trust territory so that they can
assume the responsibilities of self-gov-
ernment, to stimulate them to become
as nearly economically self-sufficient as
possible, and to encourage them to foster
respect for their culture while affording
them an opportunity to take on those
aspects of Western life which will enable
them to lead richer lives. S.303 will
help to turn those words into reality.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
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wish to join the distinguished acting
minority leader in what he has just said.

I am afraid that for too many years
since the end of the Second World War
we have been treating the trust terri-
tory as a poor relation. This bill at-
tempts to go further in giving to the peo-
ple of the trust territory the rights, the
consideration, and the privileges which
are their due, and which have long been
overdue.

I hope that the stepchild relationship
between this Government and the trust
territory will be overcome, and that the
people of the trust territory will be
given a good deal more than they have
had in the way of rights, confidence, and
in the way of a reasonably good and
profitable future.

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that appropriate ex-
cerpts from the excellent report which
accompanies the bill from the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of S. 303, introduced by Sena-
tor Jackson, is to authorize increased ap-
propriations for the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands for clvil works and adminis-
trative costs. The bill, as amended, Increases
the present appropriation authorization of
£17,500,000 annually to a maximum of $25
million for fiscal year 1967 and $35 million
for fiscal years 1968 and 1969. The bill also
designates the High Commissioner and
Deputy High Commissioner as Governor and
Lieutenant Governor, respectively, and pro-
vides that appointment hereafter made to
the office of Governor of the trust territory
shall be made by the Presldent, with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

BACKGROUND

The islands which form the trust territory
lie in three major archipelagoes to the north
of the Equator in the western Pacific. The
land area totals less than 700 square miles,
but it is scattered over almost 3 million
square miles of open ocean. About 97 of
the more than 2,000 islands are inhabited;
they range from low-lying coral atolls to
high islands of volcanic origin. The Mari-

anas Islands, which stretch to the north of:

Guam, and the western Caroline Islands,
are typically high islands, although coral
atolls, such as Ullthi, do occur. The eastern
Caroline Islands are similarly a mixture of
high islands and coral atolls. The Marshalls
are entirely low coral atolls, usually a loose
string of narrow sandy islands surrounding
a lagoon.

These islands were governed between World
War I and World War II by the Japanese as
a League of Natlons mandate. Converted
into military bases by the Japanese, they
were captured by allled forces during World
War II and placed under Navy military gov-
ernment. Japanese colonists and military
personnel were returned to their homeland
after the war and in July 1947 the United
States placed the former mandate under the
newly established United Nations trustee-
ship system. Under a trusteeship agreement,
the United States has undertaken to pro-
mote the educational, social, political, and
economic development of the people of the
territory.

U.8. authority is vested in a High Commis-
sioner, who is presently appointed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. The High Commis-
sioner’'s legislative authority was granted to
the Congress of Micronesia on the day of its
first session in 1965, but the High Commis-
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sioner retains veto power over measures
passed by the Congress of Micronesia.

Six administrative districts, which roughly
conform to geographic and ethnic divisions,
have been established and have formed basic
elements in American administration of the
area.

During the period of July 1, 1851, through
the end of fiscal year 1966, a total of $121,-
805,000 has been appropriated to the Depart-
ment of the Interior for administration of
the area, including capital improvements.
(This total is exclusive of funds appropriated
to the Navy for the northern Mariana Islands
during the years 1953-62.) For fiscal years
19562 through 1862 the annual appropriation
ranged from $4,271,000 to a high of $6,304,000
in fiscal year 1962. These funds were within
the $7.5 milllon authorization approved in
1854, and provided minimal basic services to
& people who were largely on a subsistence
economy.

Enactment of Public Law 87-541 in 1962
increased the Federal appropriation authori-
zation for the trust territory from #7.5 to §15
million for fiscal year 1963 and $17.5 million
thereafter.

The following Information furnished the
committee in May 1966 by the Department
of the Interior indicates recent achlevements
in the trust territory and the projects and
development recommended for completion
in the next few years.

HEALTH

Under the accelerated program commenced
in fiscal year 1963, improvement in health
services to the Micronesian people has been
considerable.

At the present time, funds are avallable
for the first increments (at about $1 million
each) for new hospitals at Truk and Ponape,
but funds are not avallable for their com-
pletion. Nor do we have amounts available
for construction of a badly needed 100-bed
hospital at Yap; replacement of completely
inadequate subdistrict health centers at
Ebeye and Kusale; construction of regional
health centers; and urgently needed commu-
nity dispensaries. If we are to bring the
medical facilities of the trust territory to an
acceptable level reasonably soon, that is, In
5 years, an expenditure of $30 mlllion must
be anticipated.

These funds would provide for completely
new hospitals of 200 beds at Truk, 150 beds
at Ponape, and 100 beds at Yap; additional
beds and improvements to those at Palau,
Majuro, and Salpan; and construction of
seven subcenter health facilities of 30- to
50-bed capacity in Ebeye, Kusaie, Jaluit, the
northern Marshalls, the Mortlocks, Woleai,
and Ulithi, 1In order to provide adequate
services, some of these regional service cen-
ters must be provided with small support
vessels. These vessels would not only be
medical vessels but would also provide for
the transportation of other personnel, such
as education supervisors and agricultural
extension agents who would be working di-
rectly with the communities. At present
time a need is foreseen for four service ves-
sels to be stationed at Jaluit and Ebeye, in
the Marshalls; in the Mortlocks, at Truk;
and at Ulithi in the Yap District. These
vessels would primarily be personnel carriers
of less than 100 feet which could respond
swiftly to emergencies, be in constant radio
contact with the regional service center and
the smaller communities, and generally pro-
vide the vital link that would bring govern-
mental services to people living on small
islands.

The other service centers are close enough
to the district centers to be supported by
present vessels. In addition to the vessels,
there is the distinct posslbility that small
support alrcraft with water landing capa-
bilities will be utilized.

These funds would also provide for about
75 community dispensaries, of two to four
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beds each, which would be located in smaller
communities in outer-island areas through-
out the trust territory. These communities
are now served by tin or thatched-roof dis-
pensaries, We would propose that radio
equipment be installed at each community
so that word of emergencies and other ill-
nesses could be received at the pertinent dis-
trict center or the regional service center,
These improvements are considered to be
the minimum needed by 1972. The public
health operational program must be greatly
improved over the next 5 years in order to
bring more effective health services to the
people of Micronesia. Under the proposed
bill, additional doctors would be recruited to
augment the doctors now practicing. It is
planned that 20 medical doctors would be
added to the staff by 1972 in order to bring
the total number of medical doctors and
medical practitioners to 60.

Registered nurses would be recruited both
for medical care in the hospitals and for
public health duty. By 1972 a total of 36
registered nurses and 13 to 21 public health
nurses should be added to the staff to provide
improved medical care, training for Micro-
nesian nurses, and Increased public health
services to many communities.

Adequate medical and paramedical staff
should be employed to operate district center
facilities, regional health centers, and out-
lylng dispensaries. Laboratory techniclans,
X-ray technicians, hospital administrators,
and health workers of all kinds should be
recruited. The trust territory will, of course,
train and employ as many Micronesians as
possible for these posts.

Special programs for the detection, isola-
tion, treatment, and rehabilitation of pa-
tlents 111 with tuberculosis, leprosy, filariasis,
and other diseases would be mounted. Pro-
vision should be made for close cooperation
with the U.S, Public Health Service, as well
as bringing short-term consultants on special
problems to the trust territory.

The estimated cost of the operational pro-
gram for public health by fiscal year may
be seen in attachment II, which indicates
that the cost will range from an estimated
$4,500,000 in fiscal year 1967 to an estimated
$7,400,000 in fiscal year 1972.

EDUCATION

The accelerated program from 1963 to the
present has resulted in 330 new classrooms
for the trust territory school system, and
enrollment has increased to about 21,500
pupils. Of this 21,600, about 19,000 are in
elementary school, compared to about 12,000
in 1960. Approximately 2,500 are attending
public secondary schools, compared to 135
in 1960.

The construction of sufficient classrooms
and related facilities, including teachers’
quarters to house adequately all eligible ele-
mentary pupils by the fall of 1972 will cost
an estimated $28 million. This will provide
834 classrooms, for a total enrollment of more
than 29,000 pupils. A construction program
for secondary and vocational facilities, in-
cluding teachers’ quarters, in order to house
adequately all eligible secondary students by
1072, will cost an estimated $£49 million. At
that time, an enrollment of more than 8,000
is anticipated at 13 high schools located at
the six district centers and the reglonal
centers.

The entire secondary program must be
evaluated In terms of the goals of Micro-
nesians and special emphasis must be placed
on training for the employment opportuni-
ties which economic development speclalists
see as the future of the trust territory.
Guidance for the high school students should
be provided and opportunities must be pro-
vided beyond high school for those who will
be seeking employment in specialized, tech-
nical, or professional skills.

The adult segment of the population
should be helped to understand the nature
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of the change that is taking place in Micro-
nesia and to bring to that change the old
values that make for strength In newly
emerging Micronesia., In addition, all who
can be taught to read and write English
should have that opportunity and other skills
should not be neglected.

Special teacher tralning courses have al-
ready been set up at Ponape for Micronesian
teachers. These courses would be greatly
expanded and opportunities for teacher
training provided in other districts. The
teacher tralning program will augment the
ongoing college training program.

The estimated program cost for education
ranges from an estimated $6 million in fiscal
year 1967 to an estimated $16,500,000 in fiscal
year 1971,

HOUSING

It is proposed to initiate a territorywide
low-cost housing program to be administered
by the government and to function in the
pattern established by HUD for the self-help
Indian housing program.

TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS

Improvements in {ransportation and com-
munication facllities are of the utmost im-
portance if health, education, and economic
advances are to be expected.

Airfields which have been built must be
surfaced and protected from erosion; run-
way lights should be installed; the airport at
Ponape must be completed; and other air-
port improvements should be provided, such
as runway lighting, navigational alds, park-
ing ramps, and terminal facilities. The esti-
mated amount for airport capital improve-
ment purposes is $7 million.

One of the most vital elements of support-
ing facilities is the network of communica-
tions among the islands, Health, education,
and economic development cannot be ex-

to function effectively without ade-
quate communications. Urgently needed
communications facilities include improved
radio equipment at each district center and
regional service center, and the installation
of two-way radio communication equipment
in each community in the trust territory with
a population over 50, to connect with the
reglonal service centers. A microwave sys-
tem s planned for the Guam-Saipan circuit
in order to enable voice communication be-
tween Saipan and Guam, and on to the main-
land United States. It is also necessary to
provide adequate telephone systems within
the district centers for both commercial and
government use. Installation of new and
improved communications facilities is esti-
mated to cost $2.8 million.

If the improved sea transportation sched-
ule is to be made most effective and if re-
glonal service centers are to be adequately
supplied by sea transportation, additional
investment must be made in docks and re-
lated facilities. Needed dock facilities and
harbor improvements are estimated in the
amount of $2 million.

HIGHWAYS

An adequate road system is essential in
order to transport children to school. With
a road system it will be possible to consoli-
date elementary schools on many islands
and achieve better educational results as
well as significantly lower costs. In addi-
tion, many of the high school children will
be able to live at home in a family atmos-
phere instead of having to live in a dormitory
at the school—an expensive and frequently
unrewarding means of education at the sec-
ondary level. Adequate roads are also essen-
tial for transporting patients to medical
facilities and for transporting agricultural
and other products to marketing or shipping
centers, thereby encovraging commercial
and agricultural production. As to this last
point, it has been estimated that if suitable
roads were available on the major islands,
for improved copra collection and transport,
the production of this valuable crop would
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double. Copra is now the leading source
of commercial income, and a major source
of tax revenue.

It is planned to construct some 290 miles
of road at an estimated cost of $10.7 million.
On a district basis, there is need for 70 miles
in the Marianas, 80 in Palau, 256 in Yap, 30
in Truk, 70 in Ponape, and 5 in the Marshalls.
Of the total, 190 miles would be gravel or
coral surfaced at an estimated cost of 830,000
per mile, and 100 miles would be asphalt
surfaced at an estimated cost of $50,000 per
mile,

UTILITIES

In order to provide the utility systems
needed, $7 million will be needed to construct
the necessary sewage disposal facilities, $13
million will be needed to provide pure water
supplies, and $12 million will be needed to
provide generating and distribution systems.

These estimates anticipate that adequate
water, sewage disposal, and power services
would be installed to meet the need of both
public and private consumers at each of the
slx district center communities as well as
the seven regional service centers. By this
means approximately 40 percent of the people
of the trust territory would have these serv-
ices. It is planned, of course, that these serv-
ices would be available for commercial and
home consumption.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The economic resources of the trust terri-
tory are limited, yet with suitable guidance
and assistance, the potentials that exist can
be developed. At the present time most of
the population is on a subsistence economy.
However, at least in the district centers and
on Ebeye, this pattern is changing and there
is significant movement into a limited cash
economy.

Exports from the trust territory in 1984
totaled $2,700,000, of which all but $400,000
represented copra sales. The largest single
employer is the trust territory government
with some 3,000 employees recelving close
to $4 million annually. Another 2,000 to
3,000 are employed in the private sector, with
total wages of $2 million to $3 million an-
nually.

At the present time a thorough analysis
of the economic structure of the territory
is underway. This analysis is being con-
ducted by a team from Robert R. Nathan
Associates and will not only involve a com-
prehensive economic development plan but
will assist in implementation of promising
potential projects.

While the economic development plan is
not yet complete, some indications of the fu-
ture are already becoming clear. It is almost
self-evident that the resources of the sea will
play a major role in the economic future of
Micronesia. A tuna freezing plant at Palau
has been extremely successful and planning
is proceeding for construction of additional
plants in Palau, in Truk, and possibly in
Ponape. Other fishery resources remain to
be explored.

There are other promising aspects of pos-
sible economic development which appear
to hold promise. Tourlsm, which is largely
undeveloped, appears to be a major possibil-
ity. The beauty of these islands, the warm
water of the lagoons, the increasing ease of
transportation as well as other factors are
making the territory increasingly attractive
as a tourism investment area.

Agriculture, even though the land area Is
limited, is capable of greatly increased pro-
duction. Cattle raising, specialty crops such
as cacao and pepper, increase of copra pro-
duction and market gardening all present
distinct possibilities.

The economlic effect of the proposed capi-
tal improvement and operations program
cannot be overestimated. Planned in con-
nection with a coherent economic develop-
ment program it will provide a powerful
stimulus to development but superimposed
painlessly on the narrowly based economy of
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the trust territory, the effect could be

devastating.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.
blThe amendments were agreed to en

oc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

EKENNEWICK IRRIGATION DIVISION
EXTENSION

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 370) to amend the Act of June
12, 1948 (62 Stat. 382), in order to pro-
vide for the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Kennewick division
extension, Yakima project, Washington,
and for other purposes, which had been
reported from the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments on page 2, at the beginning of line
8, to strike out “to the extent they may
be in excess of Yakima project net power
revenues in that period after meeting
the requirements specified in (1), (2),
and (3) above shall be returned to the
reclamation fund from revenues derived
by the Secretary from the disposition of
power marketed through the Bonneville
Power Administration from the McNary
Dam project: Provided, That section 5
of this Act shall not be applicable to the
revenues derived from the McNary Dam
project.” * and insert ‘“shall be charged
to and returned to the reclamation fund
in accordance with the provisions of sec-
tion 2 of the Act of June 14, 1966 (80 Stat.
200), as amended by section 6 of the Act
of September 7, 1966 (80 Stat. 707):
Provided, That section 5 of this Act shall
not be applicable to the revenues derived
from the Federal Columbia River power
system. Power and energy required for
irrigation water pumping for the Ken-
newick extension shall be made available
by the Secretary from the Federal Co-
lumbia River power system at charges
determined by him.” ; and, on page 3,
at the beginning of line 15, to strike out
“$5,155,000 (October 1964 prices)” and
insert “$5,352,000 (October 1966 prices)”:
s0 as to make the bill read:

S. 370

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Act of June 12, 1948 (62 Stat. 382), is hereby
amended as follows:

(a) Insert the words “and Kennewick di-
vision extension”, after the words “Kenne-
wick division” in section 1 and add the fol-
lowing items to the principal units listed in
sald section: “EKilona siphon” and “Relift
pumping plants”,

(b) Insert at the end of section 8 the fol-
lowing: “Costs of the Kennewick division
extension allocated to Iirrigation which are

determined by the Secretary to be in excess
of the water users’ ability to repay within

a fifty-six-year repayment period following
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a ten-year development period, shall be
charged to and returned to the reclamation
fund in accordance with the provisions of
section 2 of the Act of June 14, 1966 (80
Stat. 200), as amended by section 6 of the
Act of September 7, 1966 (80 Stat. T07):
Provided, That section 5 of this Act shall
not be applicable to the revenues derived
from the Federal Columbia River power
system. Power and energy required for ir-
rigation water pumping for the Kennewick
extension shall be made avallable by the
Secretary from the Federal Columbia River
power system at charges determined by him."

Sec. 2. No water shall be delivered to any
water user on the Eennewlck division exten-
sion for a period of ten years from the date
of enactment of this authorizing Act for the
production on newly irrigated lands of any
basic agricultural commodity, as defined in
the Agricultural Act of 1949, or any amend-
ment thereof, if the total supply of such
commodity for the marketing year in which
the bulk of the crop would normally be
marketed is in excess of the normal supply
as defined in section 301(b) (10) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, unless the Secretary of Agricul-
ture calls for an increase in production of
such commodity in the interest of national
security.

Sec. 8. There are authorized to be appro-
priated for the new works assoclated with
the Kennewick division extension $5,352,000
(October 1966 prices) plus or minus such
amounts, if any, as may be required by rea-
son of changes in the cost of construction
work of the types involved therein, as shown
by engineering cost indexes, and, in addi-
tion, such sums as may be required to op-
erate and maintain the extension.

Mr. JACKSON, Mr. President, the
bill now before the Senate is S. 370.
This bill would provide for the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of the
Kennewick Division Extension, Yakima
project, in the State of Washington.

The purpose of S. 370 is to bring 6,300
acres of land in the Kennewick Division
under irrigation. This would be accom-~
plished through appropriate amend-
ments to the act of June 12, 1948, which
authorized the Kennewick Division.
The act of 1948 authorized the Secretary
of the Interior to construct extra capac-
ity in the division’s main canal to pro-
vide for future irrigation of approxi-
mately 7,000 acres. S. 370 would make
use of this extra capacity and bring
operating capacity of the division up to
full efficiency.

This bill is, with the exception of two
amendments, identical to S. 794 which
passed the Senate in the 89th Congress.
The first amendment substitutes the
entire Federal Columbia River power
system for McNary Dam as the source of
financial assistance for the project.
This conforms the project to legislation
which was passed last year establishing
a Columbia Basin account. The second
amendment updates the cost figures in
the project authorization to October
1966 prices.

This project has an extremely high
benefit-to-cost ratio in excess of 3.5 to 1.

While the EKennewick division ex-
tension is basically an irrigation develop-
ment which will be especially suitable for
the production of specialty crops, there
would also be substantial benefits to
wildlife resources.

Following hearings which were held on
February 23, 1967, the committee ordered
the bill favorably reported on March 3,
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1967. The committee unanimously en-
dorses the enactment of 8. 307, and
recommends its prompt passage by the
Senafe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 63), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

FURPOSE OF MEASURE

The purpose of 8. 370, which is sponsored
by Senators Jackson and Magnuson, is fo
bring an additional 6,300 acres of land un-
der irrigation in the Yakima River Valley in
the southern part of the State of Washing-
ton. This purpose would be attained
through amendment to the act of June 12,
1948 (62 Stat. 382), the measure authoriz-
ing the parent EKennewick division of the
Yakima project, to provide for construction,
operation, and maintenance of the neces-
sary additional works to the existing facili-
ties of the Kennewick division. The pre-
sently proposed extension was contemplated
in the construction of the existing facilities,

Almost all of the lands in the extenslon
area are dry, supporting for the most part
only sagebrush and native grasses used for
livestock grazing and other uses are im-
practicable under present conditions. When
irrigated, the land will be especially suitable
for production of general row crops, and for
specialty crops and frults, such as grapes,
sweet cherrles, prunes, peaches, and apricots.

The project has a benefit-cost ratio of 8.5
to 1.

8. 870 is similar to 8. 794, 80th Congress,
as approved by the Senate on February 10,
1965; final action was not taken in the House
prior to adjournment.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

The existing Eennewick division serves
approximately 19,000 acres of land. It is
the most recent of the six operating divisions
of the Yakima project. Section 6 of the 1948
authorization act provided for extra capacity
in the division’s main canal sufficient to ir-
rigate approximately 7,000 acres over and
above the lands in the division, and recog-
nized the cost of the construction of such
extra capacity as a deferred obligation.

The extension proposed in 8. 870 would
fully utilize this previously provided capac-
ity, bullt at a cost of $341,000. Major new
facilitles would be a third pump at Chan-
dler pumping plant, the mile-long Kiona
siphon, six small relift pumping plants, 24
miles of canals and conduits, a lateral dis-
tribution system, and drainage facilities.

The average annual diversion requirement
for the extension would be 31,500 acre-feet
and would consist primarily of return flows
from irrigated lands upstream, supplemented
by natural flows of Yakima River. In 1831
the Bureau of Reclamation obtalned a per-
mit from the State of Washington for the
Kennewick Irrigation Distriet to divert up
to 1,600 cublec feet per second for irrigation
and power purposes, This permit fully cov-
ers the diversions to the extension lands.

The Kennewick division extension is basic-
ally. an irrigation development, but benefits
to wildlife resources will also be realized.
The Fish and Wildlife Service reports that
irrigation of these lands will be beneficlal to
upland game birds. Opportunities to de-
velop significant henefits to recreation, flood
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control, municipal and industrial water sup-
ply or other purposes are not available,
COSTS

The total Investment in the EKennewick
division extension would be $6,141,700, re-
flecting an updating of the cost estimate in
our feasibility report (H. Doc. 206, 88th
Cong.) which was $5,250,400 (January 1962
prices). This current estimate is made up
of $5,353,000 in construction costs (October
1966 prices); $341,400 in deferred costs of
the Kennewick division attributable to en-
larged main canal capacity and assignable
to the division extension; $189,000 for the
extension’s pro rata share of storage costs of
the Yakima project, $27,000 for settlers as-
sistance, and a $269,300 suballocation of the
commercial power allocation of the Federal
Columbia River power system costs to ir-
rigation.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
wish to thank the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Jackson], and the ranking
minority member, the senior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHgL], and all
members of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs for the dispatch
which they have shown year after year
in reporting good legislation, and the ac-
tive interest they have provided in trying
to bring about the corrections in certain
areas under their jurisdiction, sueh as
the trust territory and other parts of
the country.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD, Iyield.

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, I wish
to say to my friend the majority leader
that there is not a finer, more hardwork-
ing committee in the Senate than the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, which has as its chairman your
friend and mine, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Jackson].
The Democratic majority and the Re-
publican minority work together with a
minimum of friction and a minimum of
politics. I am delighted to have been
able to have tenure on that committee
while I have been in the Senate.

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, March
6, 1967, marks the 100th anniversary of
the creation of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the U.S. Senate. For
that reason, I wish to make a few re-
marks about the committee which was
formulated on March 6, 1867, and con-
sisted of seven members. I believe it is
worthwhile to name these members.
They were Lott M, Morrill, of Maine,
who was the first chairman; James W.
Grimes, of Iowa; Timothy O. Howe, of
Wiseonsin; Henry Wilson, of Massachu-
setts; Roscoeé Conkling, of New York:;
James Guthrie, of Kentucky; and Cor-
nelius Cole, of California.

As a personal note, may I say that at
the age of 99, Cornelius Cole came from
California to Washington, and on June
26, 1922, T heard him deliver a brief but
interesting address on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Since its formulation the committee
has been presided over by 16 different
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chairmen. There have been a total of
209 members.

To call the roll of these members would
be to name some of the most illustrious
patriots who have guided the course of
this Nation in the past 100 years. Ishall
name but a few of them. Two who be-
came Presidents served on the commit-
tee: Lyndon B. Johnson and Harry S.
Truman. Three Vice Presidents have
also been members: HuBErRT HUMPHREY,
Charles Curtis, and Henry Wilson. Two
Justices of the Supreme Court were com-
mittee members: Harold H, Burton and
James F. Byrnes. Another, Roscoe
Conkling, was appointed to the Supreme
Court but declined to serve. Among the
Presidents pro tempore of the Senate who
have been committee members were Car-
ter Glass, Kenneth McKellar, and Styles
Bridges.

Appropriations enacted during the
period total over $2.3 trillion. These
appropriations have not only affected
the lives and well-being of every
living American, but in relatively recent
years have profoundly and beneficially
influenced the welfare of countless mil-
lions spread over the surface of the en-
tire globe.

The committee has, in its routine
procedure, provided year after year the
funds which the departments and agen-
cies of the Federal Government have re-
quired for their normal operations, The
importance of this must not be under-
estimated, for through the actions of
the committee and the Congress the
work of the Government has been
maintained.

Equally important has been the influ-
ence of the committee’s judement in
initiating new measures and giving im-
petus to lagging programs through the
appropriations process.

In a deeper sense the accomplishments
of the committee are a tribute to the
understanding and cooperation of the
members of the committee, the Congress
itself and, behind this, that of the
American people. This spirit is the cor-
nerstone of our democracy.

I think that the seven members who
comprised the committee 100 years ago
would look with pride and satisfaction at
the work of the committee since then.
Today we can pay tribute to them, and
to those who followed them, in formulat-
ing the policies and procedures in the
appropriating process which today pro-
vides one of the great stabilizing factors
in our Federal Government. This proc-
ess did not present itself full blown upon
the national scene, but was hewn with
patriotic sweat and fervor from the for-
ests of trial and error. The stability
of our system of checks and balances
among the three coordinate branches of
the Government owes much to the evolu-
tion of the present appropriations
process.

Thus it is only fitting that we salute
those members of the committee, past
and present, who through the years have
demonstrated a minimum of partisan-
ship and a maximum of national inter-
est, representing their constituencies to
the full degree but never obscuring the
larger objective, the welfare of our
Nation.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
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President, I wish to join the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations in his remarks concern-
ing the 100th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of the Senate Committee on
Appropriations.

I have had the honor and privilege of
serving under three of the 16 chairmen
who have presided over the committee
since its establishment. I am sure that
no chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations has been more faithful,
more effective, and more able than our
present chairman, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEnl. He has a long
and commendable record as a member
of the committee and as its chairman.

Mr. President, there is an old saying
that in order to be popular as a Member
of Congress one should vote for all ap-
propriations and vote against all tax
measures. I wish to state from my ex-
perience in serving on the appropria-
tion committee that oftentimes one has
to vote against appropriations that have
great merit and appropriations that one
might even vote for if one were not a
member of the committee.

The committee has served a most use-
ful purpose over the years. I think that
the combined judgment of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives results in
a better final judgment than we would
have if only one committee were han-
dling appropriations matters.

I am indeed happy to join with the
distinguished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpEN] in commemorating this 100th
anniversary of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

LETTER FROM ASIAN PEOPLES
ANTI-COMMUNIST LEAGUE

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, a
letter written last fall has just come to
my attention. Addressed to all Ameri-
cans, the letter comes from the Asian
Peoples’ Anti-Communist League, and it
sets forth a formidable series of argu-
ments against recognition of the Red
China regime by the United States or
its admission to the United Nations. As
a matter of fact, words set down in this
letter of last November seem particu-
larly pertinent in light of the tremendous
political upheaval in Red China at the
present time.

It is extremely interesting that before
the United States was fully aware of the
ramifications of the Red Guard revolu-
tion, the Asian Peoples’ Anti-Commu-
nist League was setting forth a fairly
accurate pleture of today's develop-
ments.

Mr. President, I think the letter war-
rants close attention by all members of
the Senate, particularly in view of our
wholehearted and deserved preoccupa-
tion with our present problems in south-
east Asia, and therefore I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the REcorb.

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

AsIAN PEOPLES' ANTI-
COMMUNIST LEAGUE,
November 15, 1966.
DEeAr AMERICAN FRIENDS: For the last sev-
eral months, some self-styled *China experts’”
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in your country have opposed aid to South
Vietnam, have demanded the withdrawal of
American troops from that country, and now
have gone so far as to urge a policy of “con-
tailnment without Isolation” toward the
Chinese Communist regime. They seek to
appease the Chinese Reds through enlarged
contacts and even admitting the Peiping
regime into the United Nations. In so doing,
they hope to transform the militant, belli-
cose Chinese Communists and persuade them
to coexist peacefully and amiably with the
United States and other free world countries,

We are well aware of the heavy respon-
sibilities your country is shouldering and the
price you have pald to check Communist
aggression and safeguard freedom. We ap-
preciate your anxieties and those of your
government about the International situa-
tion and your earnestness in seeking world
peace. However, we wish to point out that
although peace is the common goal of all free
men, a peace obtained by surrender, appease-
ment or even compromise is dishonorable and
will only lead to an earlier war. Without
freedom, peace is impossible. Many far-
sighted people in your country long have
recognized the truth of these words. But
others are now advocating a softer U.S, policy
toward Red China. If this tendency con-
tinues, the policies of your government will
be affected, the confidence of the Asian pea-
ples in the United States will be undermined,
and the Communists’ Aslan appetite will
grow larger. The result will be the exposure
of your continent to direct Communist
threat, and the jeopardizing of world peace,
with all the ensuing implications for Amer-
lca. In view of the traditional friendship
between America and the Asians, and of our
common destiny, we the members and par-
ticipants of the Asian Peoples’' Anti-Commu-
nist League feel honor-bound to offer our
since counsel to you our American friends.

It seems to us that intellectuals of your
country who advance the policy of contain-
ment of Pelping without isolation, believe
that the Red regime is firmly established and
in effective control of the Chinese mainland.
They also believe that the Peiping leadership
will become less aggressive In future, and
that the second-generation Chinese Commu-
nists will undergo a peaceful transformation.
They see Chinese Communism as merely
transformed Chinese cultural tradition which
does not seek to communize the world.

But these suppositions are based on either
incomplete knowledge or on preconceived
ideas. The Chiness Communists have cer-
tainly had the Chinese mainland under their
despotic rule for more than 17 years. Yet
only a few Asian countries have recognized
the Peiping regime, and anti-Communist up-
risings on the Chinese mainland are mount-
ing in {fury. Anti-Mao, anti-Communist
sentiment has so increased among the masses
as well as among Iintellectuals, Communist
Party cadres and even members of the Red
armed forces, that the government has been
compelled to undertake a bloody purge in
the name of the “great cultural revolution”.
The mainland had been thrown into chaos by
the outrageous acts of the “"Red Guards” who
have been officially described as destroying
the old and establishing the new. What
they are actually dolng is to terrorize and
impoverish the population. They ramsack
private homes leaving desolation behind
them. They are reducing the people to rags
once again wiping out any possible improve-
ment in their standard of living. At the
same time, they are building up a smear and
slander campaign against non-conforming
party leaders and members who are more
flexible in their thinking and believe in good
sense in policy making. These fanatical,
militant “Red Guards” are the *‘second gen-
eration” that the Chinese Communists are
cultivating. But the “Red Guard” so far
from being less aggressive, has clamored to
march on to the world stage and bury all the
people of the free world. How can such
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“successors” be expected to make a transition
to peace?

China’s cultural heritage emphasizes eth-
ics, morals, benevolence, love for mankind,
and peace. These values are the opposite of
those of Communism, which sneers at ethics
and morals, propagates hatred, and is mili-
tantly bellicose. China's culture stresses
humanitarianism and is an important part
of the Oriental humanitarian system. The
materialism of the Chinese Communists has
contrary values. Humanitarianism regards
man as of supreme importance; materialism
views man as a vehicle for exploitation and
enslavement. The Chinese Communists are
carrying out the great cultural revolution in
order to negate China’s history and destroy
China’s cultural heritage. Mao Tse-tung and
Lin Plao have vowed to uproot China’s old
culture and thought. Communism is no
product of China’s cultural heritage.

We know from bitter experience that Com-
munism is at the root of all calamities in
East Asia and is the public enemy number
one of freedom-loving peoples. Only when
it is overthrown can the freedom and peace
of Asla and all the free world be preserved.
So at a tlme when the Chinese Reds are
encouraging the Viet Cong to enlarge the
VN war rather than accept peace talks, and
are planning for encroachment upon and in-
vasion of their Asian countries, we must
place our earnest hopes on your country as
leader of the free world. We trust that you
and your government will reject the illusion
appeasing the Communists through contain-
ment without isolation and will act in ac-
cordance with the U.S. tradition of uphold-
ing freedom and justice. In Vietnam, we
hope you will adopt a policy of winning total
victory, for only so can you restore peace
and security to Asia. We sincerely trust
that you will take a resolute stand against
the admission of the Chinese Communist
regime by the United Nations. For Peiping
plots to sabotage the world body from within.
‘We are unanimously of the view that this
is the time to support wholeheartedly the
effects of the Republics of China, Korea, and
Vietnam to destroy the Aslan Iron Curtain
and overthrow the Communist regimes in-
stalled in parts of these countries.

We are wholly convinced that the aggres-
siveness of the Chinese Communists betrays
their infernal weaknesses. The Reds are not
invincible. But the hesitation and vacilla-
tion of the democracies could make them so.
The United States is the leader of the free
world. Your policy toward the Peiping re-
gime will have a direct bearing on the future
of Asla and the rest of the world. We sin-
cerely hope therefore that your government
and people, upholding the glorious tradition
of freedom and justice, will adopt a wise and
correct Asian Policy under the strong and
able leadership of President Lyndon B. John-
son. We appeal to you to abandon all illu-
slons of appeasement, see the Communists
for what they are and act accordingly
against them without compromise.

SIGNATORIES
Member units

Mr. Chung Yul Kim, Chalrman of the 12th
APACL Conference.

Australia, Hon. Marie Breen O. B. E,, Sena-
tor.

Ceylon, Mr. Valentine S. Perera, President
of APACL Ceylon Chapter.

China, Dr. Eu Cheng-kang, President of
the China Chapter, APACL; Member of Na-
tional Assembly and Vice Chairman of Com-
mission for the Study on Constitutional Af-
fairs.

Hong Kong, Mr. Chang Kuo-sin, Director
of the Asia Publishing Company.

Indla, Mr. Rama Swarup, Responsible per-
son of APACL India Chapter.

Iran, Dr. Parviz Kazemi, Senator.

Japan, Prof. Juitsu Kitaoka, Secretary Gen-
eral of APACL Japan Chapter.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Jordan, Mr. Hani Tabbara, Responsible per-
son of APACL Jordan Chapter.

Kenya, Hon. John Okwanyo, Member of
Parliament,

Korea, Dr, Chol Doo Sun, Former Premier
of the Republic of Eorea.

Laos, Hon. Cho Sopsaisana, Congressman
of Laos.

Liberia, Hon. Nathan Ross, Mayor of Mon-
rovia.

Libya, Mr. Zahri Muntassern, Entrepre-
neur.

Macao, Hon. Leonel Borralho, Senator.

Malaysia, Hon. Dato Hussein, Member of
Parliament,

New Zealand, Mr. E. O. E. Hill, Chairman
of Welllngton Branch, the Labor Party.

Pakistan, Dr. Mahmud Brelvl, Professor.

Philippines, Hon. Cornelio T. Villareal,
Speaker of House of Representatives,

Ryukyus, Mr, Tsai Chang, External Minis-
ter, Nationalist Party.

Thailand, Dr. Vibul Thamavit, Professor;
Chairman of APACL Thailand Chapter.

Turkey, Hon. Fethi Tevetoglu, Senator.

Vietnam, Dr. Nguyen Tlen Hy, Secretary
General of National Party, former Minister
of Education.

Observer units

The American Afro-Asian Educational Ex-
change, Prof. David N. Rowe, Member of
Board of Directors and concurrently Chair-
man of Publicatlon Committee of AAAEE.

All-American Conference of Combat Com-
munism, Mr. Donald L. Miller, Execuflve
Director of AACCC.

Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of Natlons, Mr. Yaro-
slav Stetsko, Chairman of ABN.

Assembly of Captive European Nations, Mr.
Vaclovas Sidzikauskas, Chalrman of ACEN.

Belgium, Knight Chevalier Marcel De
Roover, Chairman of Belglum Committee of
C.I.AS.

Chile, Hon. Sergio Fernandez Larrain, for-
mer Senator and Ambassador to Spain.

International Conference on Political War-
fare of the Soviets, Madame Suzanne Labin,
Writer, Publicist and Sponsor of the CIGP.

Congo (Leopoldville), Mr. Philibert Luyeye,
President of Anti-Communist League of
Congo.

Denmark, Hon. Ole Bjorn Kraft, former
Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Free Pacific Association, Father Raymond
de Jaegher, Representative of FPA.

Inter-American Confederation for the De-
fense of the Continent, Admiral Carlos Penna
Botto, Chairman of JACDC.

West Germany, Prof. Theodor Oberlander,
former Refugee Minister of West Germany.

Italy, Hon. Ivan Matteo Lombardo, former
Trade Minister of Italy.

Lebanon, Mr. George Elias Bitar, Beirut
Bureau Manager of UPL

National Captive Nations Committee, Dr.
Lev E. Dobriansky, Chairman of NCNC.

Union of Russian Solidarists, Mr. Viadmir
Poremsky, Chairman of NTS.

Saudi Arabia, Mr. Shakeeb Amawl, Writer.

Spain, Hon. Alberto Martin Artajo, former
Spanisih Foreign Minister.

Sweden, Mr. Arvo Horm, Secretary General
of the Baltle Committee.

THE UNITED STATES-U.SS.R.
CONSULAR TREATY

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, unusual
attention has been devoted to the United
States-U.S.S.R. Consular Convention,
both in the Senate and by the general
public. Any proposed change, no matter
how slight, in our relation with the So-
viet Union, must be weighed solely in
terms of its effect on the interests of
the American people.

The Consular Convention is not a dra-
matic new proposal to remake our policy
toward the Communist world. Negotia-
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tion of this treaty is part of the course
of normal diplomatic relations. There
may be those who believe that the United
States should never have recognized the
Soviet Union. In my opinion, their view
ignores history and accepts the argu-
ment that even communiecation with a
potential Communist adversary means
eventual submission to its false ideology.
Today the need for communication be-
tween our two nations, which jointly
control a near monopoly of the obliterat-
ing power of the world’s nuclear weap-
ons, is vitally important if we are to try
to avoid nuclear war.

The issue of a Consular Convention is
neither partisan nor new. The first con-
crete proposal to negotiate a treaty came
26 years after the establishment of diplo-
matic relations, when General Eisen-
hower proposed it to Premier Khru-
shchev at Camp David in 1959. Subse-
quent administrations continued this
initiative. General Eisenhower endorsed
the finished product as recently as Feb-
ruary 2, 1967, when he announced to the
press:

I have not changed my bellef that such a
convention is in our national Interest, that
it will not impair our national security, that
it should enlarge our opportunities to learn
more about the Soviet people and that it is
necessary to assure better protection for the
many thousands of Americans who visit the
Soviet Union each year.

The Consular Convention is not a
proposal which the Soviets have sought
to push down our throats. On the con-
trary, our Government proposed it,
rather than the other way around. If
the conclusion of a consular treaty were
a vital Soviet objective, why was it up
to us to press for negotiations? If the
reciprocal establishment of consulates is
50 important to the Soviets, why did they
not jump at Vice President Nixon’s 1959
offer to exchange consulates in Lenin-
grad and New York? Clearly the So-
viets did not believe these moves were as
much in their interests as we have be-
lieved they are in ours.

The Consular Convention is not a
measure which this administration has
forced on Congress. It has been before
us for 3 long years—and before it was
even signed, the Under Secretary of
State discussed its draft provisions with
the Foreign Relations Committee. It has
been given careful consideration in pub-
lic hearings in 1965 and 1967 and it has
been fully aired in public.

The Consular Convention is not a
threat to our internal security. The
President and the Secretary of State
have given assurances that if an ex-
change of consulates is proposed, with,
or without a treaty, some 10 to 15 Soviet
consular personnel would come to this
country. President Johnson, General
Eisenhower, the Attorney General, and
FBI Director Hoover are all on record as
saying that such an influx of Soviet
officials on top of the 1,018 already here
would create no problems with which
the FBI cannot deal effectively and effi-
ciently.

The Consular Convention does not
provide aid and comfort to the enemy in
Vietnam. It offers timely and prudent
protection to American citizens who are
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in the Soviet Union. In these crucial
times, they badly need such protection,
as the tragic case of Newcomb Mott
clearly demonstrates. Refusal to ratify
this treaty which the United States
asked for and worked for, would not be
a blow to the Russians, but a denial of
our own self-interest.

What, then, is this treaty? I believe
it is a necessary step which ought to
benefit the United States more than the
Soviet Union. The convention provides
us with something we very much need—
better tools to aid and protect our fellow
citizens. Last year, 18,000 Americans
visited the Soviet Union. The treaty will
not, of course, cloak American tourists
with immunity from Soviet law—nor So-
viet tourists with immunity from Ameri-
can law. But its concrete, carefully
negotiated provisions for prompt notifi-
cation will serve to bring every case of
arrest of an American traveling in the
U.S.S.R. to the attention of our Govern-
ment within 3 days so that we can seek
at once to provide assistance to him and
to obtain his release. At the same time,
such cases will be brought to the atten-
tion of the highest levels of the Soviet
Government, where they can be consid-
ered from the point of view of Soviet
foreign policy and national interest,
rather than the narrow point of view of
the internal police policy of the KGB.
Access by U.S. consular officials within 4
days after the arrest of an American and
on a continuing basis thereafter, will
enable us to break down the isolation in
which all prisoners are held in the Soviet
Union and reassure them that their
?ovemment. will not rest until they are
ree.

The treaty provides far better rights
of access and notification for Americans
than the Soviet Union gives its own
citizens. These rights are vital to an
American under continuous interroga-
%:lmg in a police state where hope dies
ast.

The treaty also provides reciprocal au-
thority for the conduct of normal con-
sular activities, such as the rendering
of commercial information to American
businessmen, the issuance of passports
and visas, the drafting of legal docu-
ments, and the usual services rendered
in maritime and estate matters.

The treaty provides that the consular
officials of both countries will be im-
mune from criminal prosecution by the
host nation in exactly the same manner
that diplomatic personnel of the two
countries, now serving in Washington
and Moscow are immune. In a police
state like the Soviet Union it is essential
that this immunity not only cover our
consular officers, but secretaries, code
clerks, and other consular staff mem-
bers who are conducting the business of
the American people. In view of the
many difficulties encountered by Ameri-
can Foreign Service personnel in con-
ducting their official duties behind the
Iron Curtain, I believe that the exten-
sion of immunities both to our officers
and their staff is essential. A Soviet
employee arrested in the United States,
even if he had no immunity would be
treated fairly, I have no doubt. But,

from our point of view, this is not so in
the Soviet Union, where a person may
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be held for investigation for as long as
9 months without being charged or hav-
ing access to counsel.

There are a number of safeguards,
should any aspects of the treaty fail to
serve American interests. All nominees
for consular assignments are to be
screened in advance by the receiving
state. If they do not respect the stand-
ard of conduct expected, they can be de-
clared persona non grata and expelled
from this country. As a final protection
against abuse, there is a provision for
termination of the treaty by either party
by giving 6 months’ notice.

In short, I do not believe this treaty
represents any sort of dramatic develop-
ment, nor any vast change in our deal-
ings with the Soviet Union. Examined
on its own merits as an agreement which
we worked for over many years on a bi-
partisan basis and obtained on favorable
terms, I believe it deserves the support
of Senators regardless of their position
on bridge building or détente. It is not
a question of extending a hand of friend-
ship to the Soviet Union but rather our
extending a hand of ready and constant
assistance to American travelers, assist-
ance they may badly need if they run
afoul of Soviet authorities during a pe-
riod of strained United States-Soviet
relations.

America is an open society; the Soviet
Union is closed. Many more Americans
go to Russia than Russians visit here. I,
for one, believe we will benefit from this
treaty and that its ratification is justified
solely in the interest of service to the
American people.

General Eisenhower supports this
treaty. Barry Goldwater supports if.
Our leader in the Senate, EVERETT DIRK-
SEN, supports it. But, however persua-
sive these endorsements, this treaty
ought not to be judged on a partisan
basis. The sole, relevant question is:
does it serve the interests of the United
States? After careful study, I have con-
cluded that it does.

LIMITATIONS IMPOSED ON AMERI-
CAN MILITARY COMMANDERS IN
VIETNAM

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. MTr. President,
this morning I invite the attention of the
Senate to a portion of a newspaper col-
umn written for publication yesterday by
William Randolph Hearst, Jr., editor in
chief of the Hearst newspapers.

Mr. Hearst protests strongly that—

American fliers are still not permitted to
bomb the communist airfields in North Viet
Nam. If ever there was a more ironic dem-
onstration of the foolishness of this particu-
lar kind of restraint, it would have to top
what happened at Da Nang.

The incident at Da Nang to which
Mr, Hearst referred occurred a week ago
today when Russian-made and Russian-
supplied 140 millimeter artillery rockets
were fired on the American airbase
there. These were the most powerful
weapons the Vietcong has used in the
war to date.

They were fired from a distance of al-
most 2 miles from 134 emplacements.
In one attack, Mr. Hearst pointed out,
they killed 12 Americans and wounded
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32 more. Some 35 South Vietnamese
troops were killed at the same time and
70 wounded. Eleven of our planes were
damaged.

Mr. Hearst asks this question:

Did you hear any of our companions speak

out that the North was escalating the war?
I didn't.

The veteran newspaper editor who has
been to southeast Asia many times said:

I am convinced that from now on the only
way to get the enemy to talk peace and really
mean it is for us to make the going too rough
even for him.

To me, this seems logical. Bear in
mind that the United States is suffering
1,000 casualties a week, or an annual rate
of 50,000. During the calendar year just
passed, the calendar year of 1966, Ameri-
can casualties totaled 35,000.

To me, this seems logical.

The attack on the American airbase
at Da Nang last week by Russian-made
and Russian-supplied artillery rockets
dramatizes the need to remove the lim-
itations now imposed upon American
military commanders in Vietnam.

To me it is tragic that we should have
415,000 ground troops in Vietnam fight-
ing in the jungles and swamps and
caves—and yet simultaneously prevent
the military commanders from hitting
vital military targets in North Vietnam,

The airflelds of North Vietnam which
now are in effect a sanctuary—safe from
attack—is the dramatic case in point.

Like Mr. Hearst it does not seem logical
to me that American fliers should be pre-
vented from bombing and straffing this
obvious and meaningful military target.

I want to say again, as I said on the
floor of the Senate on January 23, and
again on February 15, that so long as we
have great masses of American troops in
Vietnam, more freedom must be given
our military leaders in determining how
best to protect American troops and to
bring the war to an early and honorable
conclusion.

I say today that the place to start in
removing those restrictions would be to
permit the bombing of the enemy air-
fields and the bombing or straffing of
those enemy planes on the airfields.

The American airbase has been at-
tacked. Yet American military com-
manders are prevented from attacking
the enemy airfields. Does this make
mt ? To my way of thinking, it does
not.

LAW ENFORCEMENT

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 20
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, to-
day is the beginning of Law Enforcement
Week, and significantly tomorrow the
Judiciary Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures begins the first of
a series of hearings on various bills de-
signed to strengthen the arm of law-en-
forcement officials in the fight on crime.

One of these bills is the President’s
proposed Safe Streets and Crime Control
Act of 1967, a long-range measure en-
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titled “A bill to assist States and local
governments in reducing the incidence
of crime, to increase the effectiveness,
fairness, and coordination of law en-
forcement and criminal justice systems
at all levels of government, and for other
purposes.”

While that type of approach to the
problem is necessary, and I support it,
the more immediate, pressing, and urgent
question is what can be done now to stop
our trial courts from having to turn loose
upon the public unpunished murderers,
rapists, and other dangerous and vicious
criminals, solely because of recent ill
advised, unsound, and unjust 5-to-4 Su-
preme Court decisions.
~ Mr, President, every newspaper we
pick up contains some news item like the
following in the Washington Daily News
of February 28 under a New York date-
line:

A 21-year-old confessed raplst was freed in
Bronx Supreme Court yesterday when the
court was told he had not been advised of his
Constitutional rights before he made his
confession.

The defendant, Michael Stern, was ar-
rested on February 27, 1965, and charged
with first degree rape of a 75-year-old
widow. Her name with withheld.

Bronx Assistant District Attorney Seymour
Rotker told State Supreme Court Justice
Mitehell D. Schweltzer that while Stern had
signed a confession it was invalid in the
light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s 54 deci-
sion in the Miranda case of June 13, 1966.
Judge Schweitzer dismissed the case without
comment,

On March 3, at my request, there was
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD an
editorial by James J. Kilpatrick, pub-
lished in the Washington Evening Star
of February 21. After commenting upon
the long-range proposals made by the
President’s National Crime Commission,
Mr. Kilpatrick concluded:

The figures compiled by the commission on
the Incidence of crime are as famillar as
they are appalling. They need no recapitu-
lation. What matters to the average citi-
zen is not so much the abstract of statistical
problem, or even the sociologists’ long range
solution. His concern goes to the mugger,
the rapist, the dope-crazed thief, the ar-
rogant young punks who infest his streets.
What can be done about them now? One of
the commission's answers is to provide text-
books for slum schools that are written in
slum English. Okay, okay. But what can
be done tomorrow, next week, next month,
to lock up the hoods and thieves?

Mr, President, I agree with the senti-
ment expressed in this editorial. Con-
gress needs to pass legislation that will
be effective, and produce some corrective
results, now—not just laws that it is
hoped will reduce crime in future years.
We need to enact some laws that will
put a stop now to this utterly ridiculous
spectacle of justice denied that is fright-
ening and dismaying our people, de-
moralizing our law enforcement person-
nel, and contributing immeasurably to
the alarming increase in the incidence of
violent crime.

Many, many letters are pouring into
my office from police chiefs and other
law enforcement officers, from all over
our country, urging action and com-
mending those of us in the Congress who
are seeking the enactment of legislation
to alleviate the conditions resulting from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

recent 5-to-4 Supreme Court decisions.
Their damaging effect, foreseen and pre-
dicted by the dissenting opinions of the
other four Justices, is now being posi-
tively and painfully demonstrated. We
do not need to rely on the views of police
officials, distriet attorneys, and lower
court judges to thus characterize these
majority rulings. The predictions of
the other four Justices as to the harvest
that would be reaped by these rulings are
now daily coming to pass.

Those who speak of our being able to
live with these decisions—and what a
sad commentary that is, to live with—
do not take into consideration the thou-
sands of criminal cases that will go un-
solved and the countless number of
vicious eriminals who will go unpunished
because police officers, under these re-
strictive and obstructive decisions, can-
not act with commonsense in the per-
formance of their duties to solve crimes
and bring the guilty to the bar of justice.

One chief of police writes me:

The entire situation is absurd * * * De-
spite the lack of figures, the Miranda case
has hampered the administration of justice
and law enforcement. Our office has dis-
missed numerous felonies, including murder
cases, where the defendant had made written
confessions. The confession would have
been inadmissible if presented in court be-
cause of a lack of an affirmative walver of a
lawyer.

Another police chief characterizes the
present deplorable situation in our
criminal courts as a farce. Another
writes that he is so disgusted with what
he has to contend with, as a result of
what he considers the reckless interpre-
tation of the law by the Supreme Court,
that he is resigning. His letter is rather
brief. Listen toit:

The recent Supreme Court decisions favor-
ing the criminals at the expense of our citi-
zens is shameful, Chief Justice Warren has
set law enforcement back a hundred years,
His fifth deciding vote has made it well nigh
impossible to punish the guilty criminal
element. The innocent publie, police who
are hamstrung in trylng to perform their
duties, judges whose hands are tied in decid-
ing a case, all these are practically at the
mercy of any person who decides to commit
a criminal act.

I never arrested, or tried to convict an
innocent man. Today I fear making an
arrest because of the loopholes expressly put
into the law by the courts to aid a criminal
to avold paying the penalty for his misdeeds.

I am so disgusted with what we have to
contend with in law enforcement since the
U.S. Supreme Court saw fit to so recklessly
interpret the law to benefit lawbreakers, to
misinterpret the will of our law makers, that
I am resigning my position as chief of police,
effective 31 December 1067.

Another police chief writes in part:

Senator, as a career man in law enforce-
ment, and Chief of Police for the past thirty-
four years, I am wholehartedly in favor of
your bill to try to give the police officers
part of the rights back that rightfully be-
long to them. We are operating under con-
ditions now where the criminal is the most
respected person and the law enforcement
officer is the out-cast. Unless the law en-
forcement men of this country get some re-
lief from some of the Supreme Court de-
cisions rendered, then I feel that in a matter
of a few years true law enforcement will be-
come a thing of the past and the criminal
element will take charge. I am sure you
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are aware of what this will mean to society
and our way of life.

Common Pleas Judge Vincent A. Car-
roll is quoted in an editorial in the
Philadelphia Inquirer of March 4 as
saying:

Maudlin sentimentality gets in the way of
proper law enforcement and there has been
a wave of hysteria about rights in the last
ten years. But there doesn't seem to be
much heard about the rights of those who
get hurt.

Peter J. Gannon, Chief, Bureau of
Navigation, Trenton, N.J., has forwarded
to me a memorandum prepared by Mr.
William H. Fennecken, who is division
chief of the marine patrol. This memo-
randum so well expresses, from the po-
liceman’s viewpoint, the plight of law-
enforcement officers that has been
brought about by the present majority
on the Supreme Court, that I feel it
highly appropriate to quote it in full:

It is common knowledge today that a po-
lice officer’'s lot is not a happy one. Pressures
from all sides, particularly in the fleld of
clvil rights and recent Supreme Court de-
cisions, has lowered the police image to be-
low that of the local garbage collector. With
the bombardment of his image, his morale
has also tumbled. The average Cop today
is a disgruntled individual, who is doing
only what is necessary in the performance
of his duties; to have a spark and be ener-
getic is to look for trouble and further
critieism.

The picture was not always thus. When
I first entered the police field thirteen years
ago, 1t was on the way to becoming an hon-
orable profession. I can recall how proud
I was when I first donned the uniform.
Walking my post as the local symbol of jus-
tice, I felt more like a knight in shining
armor, ready to protect the proverbial damsel
in distress. No apprehension entered my
mind. All people from all walks of life were
treated with equal candor.

As a police officer, I soon learned that in
Rome you do as the Romans do. As I
gained experience I learned to size people
up. Basic philosophy began to take hold. I
found that all people desire to be treated as
individuals, to be accepted for their own sake
regardless of their position in life. Everyone
wants to be understood and in their own
way be important, The wise guy had his
underlying motive, the recidivist his,

Today the task of getting to the under-
lying motive has all but vanished. The police
officer’s approach to people has, by mandate,
radically changed. The violator of public
trust seeks no help because he expects none
from the man in blue, The once human
bond, the old avenue to justice 1s as cold as
a weather front from Canada.

Recent Supreme Court decisions have
heaped coals upon the relationship between
the law enforcement officer and the accused.
The policeman, must of necessity, change his
entire outlook bringing into enforcement a
different approach. An approach that is
cold and calculating. For an officer with
years of experience, this becomes a bitter pill
to swallow and is not easily comprehended.

Most police officers today are disillusioned
men, fighting frustration at every turn.
Nothing to an officer can be more heartbreak-
ing than to see weeks of work for naught,
because of some court technicality. When
the criminal is turned loose to ply again on
the public, the officer wonders why he ever
pinned a badge on in the first place.

Something must be done in the immedi-
ate future to restore the policeman to the
symbol of old; the pillar of the community;
respected as the protector of every citizen's
rights, and a very pleasant help In time of
trouble.
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The foregoing are but representative
samples of the letters I have received
within the past 2 weeks from police
chiefs in villages, towns, and cities in
practically every State of the Union.
I could go on and on quoting similar
comments, but time will not permit. I
ask unanimous consent that a repre-
sentative group of such letters be
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do, however,
want to take time to call attention of
my colleaguies to another editorial that
has come to my attention. It is written
by a professor of law at Northwestern
University, Prof. Fred E. Inbau. It is
published in the Journal of Criminal
Law, Criminology, and Police Science in
the December 1966 issue. It is entitled
“Playing God: 5 to 4.”

Professor Inbau reminded his readers
that for several years prior to the
Miranda decision the American Law In-
stitute had devoted a tremendous
amount of time and effort toward the
formulation of a proposed tentative leg-
ijslative code prescribing interrogation
procedures for the police, and that the
printed draft had been disseminated at
least 3 months before the Miranda de-
cision. He also called attention to the
fact that the American Bar Association’s
Committee on Minimum Standards of
Criminal Justice had been working
closely with the institute members, and
the President’s Commission on Law En-
forcement was also deeply engaged in a
study of the problem, as was the Dis-
trict of Columbia Crime Commission,
the Georgetown Law Center, and others
under a Ford Foundation grant. He
concluded the editorial as follows:

All of these efforts would have resulted
in a full airing of the interrogation-confes-
sion problem, based upon practical as well
as legal consideration. But a one man ma-
jority of the Court in Miranda “pulled the
rug” from underneath all of these studies
and research groups, and effectively fore-
closed a final evaluation of thelr ultimate
findings and recommendations. * * ¢

Considering the complexity of the inter-
rogation-confession problem, a summary b
to 4 nullification of much of the aforemen-
tioned group efforts directed toward the
preparation of the legislation guidelines is
awesomely inconsistent with fundamental
democratic concepts.

It's more like “Playing God: 5 to 4.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I ask
unanimous consent that the editorial be
printed in full in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to continue for an additional 5
minutes.

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

Mr. President, as I came to the Senate
Chamber this morning, I was handed the
March 1967 issue of the FBI Law En-
forcement Bulletin. The initial article
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in the issue is a message from the Direc~
tor, John Edgar Hoover.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp first among the
articles immediately following my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. McCLELLAN. I read three short
paragraphs from the editorial:

The American public is seeking and sore-
ly needs, a proven formula to deter crime.
The people are growing tired of substitutes.
Swift detection and apprehension, prompt
prosecution, and proper and certain punish-
ment are tested crime deterrents. As we
have seen, however, this combination of de-
terrents can be ineffective because of break-
downs in one or all of its phases. That is
why we cannot expect high-quality police
service alone to bring full relief from the
crime problem. If the hardened criminal
is arrested but not punished, he is not long
deterred from his criminal pursuits.

One State supreme court justice recently
stated that it is completely unrealistic to say
that punishment is not a deterrent to crime.
“It is simply contrary to human nature” the
justice explained, “not to be deterred from
a course of action by the threat of punish-
ment.” This is the kind of reasoning and
straight talk that makes sense to both the
public and law enforcement. It is a refresh-
ing contrast to the weak theories which
rationalize criminal behavior and make vil-
lains of all policemen.

Coddling of criminals and soft justice in-
crease crime; denials to the contrary have no
valid support. Yet these truths are still lost
in the maze of sympathy and lenlency
heaped upon the criminal. Lame excuses
and apologies offered for the lawbreaker are
exceeded only by the amount of violence he
commits. Meantime, law-abiding people
who have a right to expect protection from
criminals have this right abused and ignored.

Mr, Hoover concludes his article with
this statement:

Let the public remember, however, that de-
tecting and apprehending criminals are not
the whole answer. The criminal must know
that his destiny also includes prompt prose-
cution and substantial punishment.

I wish that some of that sentiment,
logie, and profound wisdom would be-
come and have a guiding influence upon
the Supreme Court of our land, especially
those five Justices who, I think, have so
grossly erred in their opinions that the
law now favors the criminal to the detri-
ment of society.

I hope that all Senators will atten-
tively follow the hearings which com-
mence tomorrow, and give us the benefit
of their counsel, so that when the bills
reach the floor for consideration we will
be able to speedily pass the most effec-
tive legislation we are collectively able to
formulate. The gravity of the situation,
and the great public concern require it.

ExHIBIT 3
MEessAGE FROM THE DIRECTOR

Could it be that 1967 will be remembered as
the year the American people demanded re-
spect for law and order and a halt to rising
crime in our country?

While this hope may not fully materialize,
there dre some promising symptoms of grow-
ing public concern. In many areas, cltizens
are genuinely alarmed, and rightly so, by in-
creasing criminal violence. Indications are
that more and more people want effective
enforcement of the law and realistic punish-
ment of those who break it. Federal, State,
and local governments are initlating new
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and broader programs to aid law enforcement
and to provide better training and equipment
for the enforcement officer. Civic and patri-
otic groups are rallying to support police and
are calling for citizens to obey the law and
to help prosecute those who refuse to obey
it. These are encouraging signs.

Actually, the American public is seeking,
and sorely needs, a proven formula to deter
crime. The people are growing tired of sub-
stitutes. Swift detection and apprehension,
prompt prosecution, and proper and certain
punishment are tested crime deterrents. As
we have seen, however, this combination of
deterrents can be ineffective because of
breakdowns in one or all of its phases. That
is why we cannot expect high-quality police
service alone to bring full relief from the
crime problem. If the hardened criminal is
arrested but not punished, he is not long
deterred from his criminal pursuits.

One State supreme court justice recently
stated that it is completely unrealistic to
say that punishment is not a deterrent to
crime. *“It is simply contrary to human na-
ture,” the justice explained, “not to be de-
terred from a course of action by the threat
of punishment.” This is the kind of reason-
ing and straight talk that makes sense to
both the public and law enforcement. It is
a refreshing contrast to the weak theories
which rationalize criminal behavior and
make villains of all policemen.

Coddling of criminals and soft justice
increase crime; denials to the contrary have
no valid support. Yet, these truths are still
lost in the maze of sympathy and leniency
heaped upon the eriminal. Lame excuses
and apologies offered for the lawhreaker are
exceeded only by the amount of viclence he
commits. Meantime, law-abiding people
who have a right to expect protection from
criminals have this right abused and ignored.

Certainly, the American public must soon
take positive action to curtail crime and
violence. Good intentions are worthless.
Funds for better law enforcement will help,
but will not do the complete job. Commu-
nity and civic authorities, educators, reli-
gious leaders, and prominent men and women
from all walks of life must speak out, de-
mand justice for law-ablding citizens, and
unite the people in a forceful campaign
against crime. There is nothing wrong with
the clergy’s warning against excessive com-
passion for the criminal at the expense of
innocent victims. There is nothing wrong
with educators’ denouncing rabble rousers
and agitators who disrupt the orderly proc-
esses of the academic community and defy
authority, And there is nothing wrong with
community and city officlals’ crusading to rid
their streets of thugs, rapists, and robbers.

Law enforcement, of course, is gratified
with the great strides that have been made
in the profession in recent years. It is also
appreciative of new efforts to make its fight
agalnst crime more effective. Law enforce-
ment will take full advantage of all ald and
assistance and meet its obligations with a
determination to give the public adequate
protection. Let the public remember, how-
ever, that detecting and apprehending crimi-
nals are not the whole answer. The criminal
must know that his destiny also includes
prompt prosecution and substantial pun-
ishment.

J. EpGArR HOOVER,
Director.

ExHIBIT 1

PoLICE DEPARTMENT,
Huntington, W. Va., March 2, 1967.

Hon. JouN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, Wash=
ington, D.C.

DeAr Smm: Law abiding citizens have every
right to be concerned over the rapid rise in
the crime rate. Each day there is an in-
crease In the citizen’s chance of becoming a
victim of crime. Even if they are not in-
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volved they are exposed to the higher cost of
crime, inadequate police protection, lessening
of their personal liberties, and the ever pres-
ent fear for their life and property.

The plight of the law enforcement officer
whose duty it s to protect life and property
is becoming more and more difficult. The
law enforcement effectiveness is being cur-
talled by some recent U.S. Supreme Court
rulings.

The citizens in many parts of the United
States are now paying because of some of the
recent Supreme Court rulings that seem to
serve the purpose of throwing protection
around the criminal. Those who think that
the police officer can cope with crime under
these conditions should try to question a
criminal. The police depend a great deal on
their abllity to interview and interrogate.
Approximately seventy percent (70% ) of the
major crimes are solved by interviews and
confessions.

Locally in the City of Huntington, West
Virginia, our criminal judge will not allow
& confession or statement entered as evidence
in his court even if the officer has obtained
& walver.

The responsibility of a police officer is
great. The police officer’s daily task is not
one of research, nor are his decisions made
in the quiet of the Judge’s Chambers with
time to arrive at a decision with all the rules
and guidelines to study. Instead, his deci-
sion is made hurriedly and most often amidst
disorder and confusion. Not only must the
officer protect the innocent, find the guilty,
but he must also protect the public. Ours
is a government of laws—not men. Woodrow
Wilson once said, “The first duty of the law
is to keep sound the society it serves.”

The law enforcement officer today already
has a greater responsibility than he can fully
understand and is capable of discharging.
We feel the Scales of Justice have been
dipped too far in favor of the criminal. You
are in the position of possibly bringing the
scales more in balance and giving the officer
an equal chance. You can be assured of
our one hundred percent (100%) cooperation
in this mutual effort.

Sincerely,
G. H. ELEINKNECHT,
Chief of Police.
By Sgt. Sam WaTKINS,
Commander, Investigations Unit.

OKLAHOMA CITy POLICE DEPARTMENT,
Oklahoma City, Okla., February 28, 1967.
Hon. JoHN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Crim-
inal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR McCLELLAN: I join with, I
am certain, the overwhelming majority of
law enforcement officers in wishing success
for your efforts to improve the condition
under which officers must operate. While
there is an abundance of groups and indi-
viduals arguing the cause of the criminal,
there is a dearth of such advocates on the
side of law and order.

For too many years, the psyche of soclal
welfare has been allowed to supplant social
responsibility and one of the results is re-
flected in a growth of lawlessness that
threatens the roots of this nation in a way
exceeding the wildest dreams of the inter-
national communist conspiracy. The most
recent example of this philosophy was evi-
denced in the Miranda decision, but despite
the notoriety of Miranda, it would be in-
accurate to blame much of what is now his-
tory on that or indeed, any single ruling of
the Court.

Too often, in fact ordinarily, the concern of
society has been with protecting the rights
of accused, including analyzing his subcon-
sclous, without regard for the rights of
society or the victim of crime. If, as some
say, the criminal is the product of his en-
vironment, then what of the other and much
larger public that is of this same environ-
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ment but respects the law? Responsibility,
or the absence thereof, is the difference be-
tween orderly and lawless soclety.

A second element appears in the recent
decision of the Supreme Court: that is the
obvious and announced intent to “control”
the police. Repeated reference is made to
the Wickersham Crime Report of the early
1930s as though law enforcement had not
had enough sense to change one whit in over
thirty years.

The Court has confused the understandable
desire of the framers of this Constitution to
escape oppression at the hands of a foreign
king with the right of a housewife to escape
assault in the parking lot of a supermarket.

Consider the “police” that were known to
colonial times and imagine their effective-
ness in any matter of more consequence than
discovering a fire. The power was then and
is now in the military establishment. The
police are neither capable nor desirous of
overthrowing the government. They are
capable of enforcing the criminal laws but
are not allowed to do so. The early distrust
of the Crown has been transferred to the po-
lice operating in a fleld foreign to that which
gave rise to the historical distrust. To this
mania to control the police has been added
the psyche of soclal welfare so that now a
man is not even responsible for what he says,
much less what he does, and especlally so if
he says he did it and can show that he is of
humble origin or is a member of a minority.

The “blameless” philosophy is exemplified
in the bit of doggerel by the unknown au-
thor who paraphrased the story of Tom the
Piper’s Son to show the current thinking of
those who say the criminal is the misunder-
stood product of psychological trauma, as
follows:

“The pig was hissed, but Tom was kissed
And sent to see a psychlatrist.”

This sounds extreme and even silly, but
really is this not the case when automobile
owners are told that they are to blame for car
thefts by virtue of leaving their vehicles un-
attended? Buch thinking zeros in with
deadly accuracy on the entire system of
property rights as known in this nation. It
is but a matter of degree to shift the blame
for bank robbery to those wicked bankers
who have all that money lying around . . .
and besldes, it's all Insured so nobody really
gets hurt!

The insurance is a story by itself. It has
advanced to such a degree that it would come
as no surprise if a professional thief's policy
were placed on the market with low monthly
premium, providing a policy to cushion the
impact of arrest with its attendant incon-
venience and expenses. (Ultimately, I sup-
pose the “Company” would provide a sub-
stitute to serve the “insured’s” time if all
legal appeals falled.)

This department has noticed, as I am sure
have others, a growing trend by victims of
crime, especially national chain stores, to
provide only sketchy details of crimes which
appear to have their base in some sort of
company policy related to the concept that
whether solved or unsolved, the loss is in-
sured and if solved, there could be recuper-
cussions in the form of law suit, producing
of records, witness time away from the job,
intimidation of witnesses, and other related
phenomena. If the police feel that they are
in some way being “used” it is because they
know that the Insurance companies uni-
formly require that crime be reported before
a settlement can be made. We receive daily
numerous reports of crimes that were dis-
covered days and sometimes weeks earlier.
The delay is explained by the victim when
he reports that his company required that
the incident be reported to the police. The
age of insurance and Irresponsibility seems
to be upon and a part of us. There is hope
though that a distinction can be made that
will distinguish between asoclial acts and
anti-social acts.
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Whether a man pay his bills, support his
children, work for a living or not do these
things should have no bearing on his per-
sonal responsibility if he decides to steal, rob,
rape or murder, There is a difference be-
tween flunking school and stealing cars.
There is a difference between assembly and
petition and looting and burning. Illiteracy
should not be confused with burglary. Sure-
ly, the United States of America and the sev-
eral states have the ability and the sovereign
right to make such distinctions that will
prevent establishment, on an all-encompass-
ing front, of a police state but will assure
responsibility for those acts which have, since
recorded time, been crimes. It is perfectly
reasonable to set all sorts of technical rules
around technical crimes. It is an absurdity
to so surround crimes at common-law.

Sincerely yours,
HIiLToN GEER,
Chief of Police.
[From the Journal of Criminal Law, Crimi-
nology, and Police Science, December 1966]

“PLAYING GoD:” 5 TO 4
(The Supreme Court and the Police)

Over the past several years, whenever the
Supreme Court of the United States rendered
a decision that imposed a new restriction
upon the police, many persons were heard to
say: “If only the police, prosecuting attor-
neys, the organized bar, the state courts, or
the legislatures had taken the initiative and
done something about the situation there
would have been no need for the Court to
step in.” To some of us this always seemed
to be a nalvé explanation of the motivation
of a majority of the Justices.

Recent developments have established, to
my satisfaction, the fact that the Court's
majority has been determined all along to do
its own policing of the police regardless of
what any other group or any other branch of
government might do by way of attempting
to solve the law enforcement problems about
which the Court has been so concerned.
The Court's one man majority was going to
continue to “play God”. And “play God” it
did in its June, 1966 decision in Miranda v.
Arizona (384 U.S. 436).

For the past several years an American
Law Institute committee, composed of law-
yers, law teachers, and judges, with diver-
gent viewpolnts upon the subject, has de-
voted & tremendous amout of time and effort
toward the formulation of a proposed tenta-
tive legislative code prescribing interrogation
procedures for the police to follow. These
endeavors of the American Law Institute
began a year before the Court’s 5 to 4 de-
cision of June, 1964 in Escobedo v. Illinois
(878 U.8. 478), and the tentative draf of the
Committee’s proposed code had been printed
and disseminated at least three months be-
fore the Miranda decision.

As the Institute's committee was working
on its project, so was a comparably composed
American Bar Association Committee on
Minimum Standards of Criminal Justice.
One of its sub-committees had been assigned
to deal specifically with the police interro-
gation problem and to make recommenda-
tions, and it was working closely with the
Institute’s committee toward that end. Its
existence and activities were also known to
the Court long before the Miranda decision.

The President’s Commission on Law En-
forcement and the Administration of Crimi-
nal Justice was also deeply engaged in a
study of many aspects of criminal investiga-
tion that inevitably would have produced
facts and figures helpful to a full considera-
tion of the interrogation-confession problem.
And other studies were underway, such as
those by the District of Columbia Crime
Commission and the Georgetown Law Cen-
ter. Also, the Ford Foundation had recently
awarded a grant of £1,000,000, in part, for a
study of arrests and confessions in New York.
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Here, then, was action—in truly demo-
cratic fashion—seeking to find a proximate
solution to some very difficult problems.

All of these efforts would have resulted in
a full airing of the interrogation-confession
problem, based upon practical as well as legal
considerations. But a one man majority
of the Court in Miranda “pulled the rug”
from underneath all of these studies and re-
search groups, and effectively foreclosed a
final evaluation of their ultimate findings
and recommendations. It did so by branding
as unconstitutional a substantial segment
of the very practices and procedures that
were under consideration by these- various
groups. As Justice Harlan sald in his dis-
senting opinion In Miranda, “the legislative
reforms” that may have emanated from such
group efforts “would have had the vast ad-
vantage of empirical data and comprehen-
sive study” and “they would allow experi-
mentation and use of solutions not open to
the courts’”, Also in Justice Harlan’s opin-
ion, “they would restore the initiative in
criminal law reform to those forums where
it truly belongs.”

With its Miranda limitations upon the va-
lidity of a suspect’s waiver of the Court’s
newly conceived “rights” about which he
must be informed, there will be many in-
stances where police Investigators are
deprived of an essential means for the solu-
tion of a substantial percentage of the seri-
ous crimes that now plague this country.
Only by a deliberate evasion of the Miranda
rules might the police prevent this conse-
quence; and this they should not do! Le-
gally, as well as morally, the police have no
alternative but full and good faith compli-
ance. Whatever deleterious effects their
compliance may bring with respect to the
safety and security of law abiding citizens do
not constitute a responsibility with which
they should concern themselves. To use
the words of one of the Supreme Court Jus-
tices in another context, “There are others
who must shoulder much of that respon-
sibility”.

Considering the complexity of the interro-
gation-confession problem, a summary 5 to 4
nullification of much of the aforemen-
tioned group efforts directed toward the
preparation of legislative guidelines is awe-
somely inconsistent with fundamental dem-
ocratic concepts.

It's more like “Playing God: 5 to 4”.

Frep E. INBAU, Editor-in-Chief.

Crry or XENIA, OHIO,
Divisionw oOF POLICE,
March 3, 1967.

Hon. JouN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S5. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

HonNorABLE SIr: Thank you for your re-
quest asking for my views and suggestions
regarding the decisions of the Supreme Court.
Although many of the decisions of the Su-
preme Court have affected the Police Service,
I doubt whether all of them collectively have
cla.used an impact such as the Miranda decl-
sion.

It seems to me that the Supreme Court has
attempted to right the wrongs of a few police-
men by penalizing all of us. There is no
denying that many citizens were denled their
constitutional rights before we started to
train our men; there Is no denying that many
policemen guarded the citizen’s constitu-
tlonal rights and obtained convictions
through the practice of proper investigation
techniques, thus giving soclety proper pro-
tection and service—these officers have been
slapped down for doing a good job for the
actions of a few.

It seems inconceivable that we, as police
officers, are not allowed to gquestion a sus-
pect without the suspect’s council present.
Are we allowed to be present when the sus-
pect confers with his attorney?

I do not advocate an unreasonable perlod
of time for questioning, however, it seems
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that we should be allowed a sufficlent period
of time to question a suspect in proper sur-
roundings, without interference from out-
side sources. Proper questioning will many
times eliminate suspicions from a subject
completely, Proper questioning will many
times solve a case in a very short time.

Thus, with proper questioning, under proper

conditions, without interference or outside

influences, we would be able to serve the
citizens of our City in the manner they
demand.

How are crimes to be solved when the re-
quired evidence is non-existent?

We are not asking for complete freedom
in our investigations; we are asking for real-
istic procedures that we can follow with the
knowledge that our properly conducted in-
vestigations will be accepted and not thrown
out of court by a technicality.

Yours very truly,
HaroLp W. MILLER,
Chief of Police.
BoroUuGH OF RIVER EDGE,
PoLICE DEPARTMENT,
River Edge, NJ., February 28, 1967.

Hon. JoHN L, MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR McCrerran: In compliance
with your request that members of the In-
ternational Association of Chiefs of Folice
write to you expressing their views and offer-
ing suggestions regarding the Supreme Court
decisions, I am writing to you to give you an
example of one instance In which the efforts
of this department were thwarted in the
prosecution of complaints of larceny against
two adults and one juvenile. The matter
was dismissed upon the mere allegation that
the defendants had not been advised of their
rights. ’

T realize that the instance I cite is Indeed
minor compared to the many perpetrators of
heinous crimes who have gone scot-free be-
cause of the effect of recent Supreme Court
decisions. Not only have these culprits gone
unpunished for the crimes they have com-
mitted but also are free to prey upon so-
clety with what amounts to immunity from
the law.

The last thing that those of us in law
enforcement desire to do is to deprive any
individual of his rights. It is part of our
duty to protect the rights of the citizenry.
It is also part of our duty to protect life,
limb and property and to apprehend those
people who have violated the laws of the
land so that they may be brought to the bar
of justice.

We do not want to judge the guilt or in-
nocence of any defendant but we do wanf
to have the tools with which to gather the
true facts of a case and present the evidence
found as the result of a good and honest in-
vestigation, made in good faith and taking
every reasonable means to protect the rights
of the accused. It cannot be expressed too
emphatically that to lose the right to inter-
rogate a suspect is tantamount to losing the
ability to fight crime at all.

The seasoned criminal does not have any
need for advice as to what his rights are, be-
cause he knows them better than anyone
else. He is hoping for the police to make
that one mistake which will enable him to
claim a violation of his rights so that any
physical evidence which may be used against
him will be barred from belng introduced into
the proceedings. This is not an individual
viewpoint; it is an actual fact.

I cannot express too emphatically the dis-
astrous effect that recent decisions have had
upon the morale of the police. This effect
is even being felt by the dedicated police-
man who, in the past, has risen above the
obstacles placed In his path In his fight
against crime. How much longer can he be
expected to dedicate himself to his job if he
isﬁ th:mrt.ed and frustrated in his every
effort?
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We, In law enforcement, hope that men
such as you will take up this fight and return
to the police those tools which are necessary
for them to do an honest job of protecting
all of the Citizenry.

With thanks for anything you may be able
to do in aiding the fight for law enforce-
ment against crime, I am,

Respectfully yours,
EVERETT M, CRANDELL,
Chief of Police.

THE TOWNSHIP OF BRIDGEWATER,
POLICE DEPARTMENT,
Somerville, NJ., March 1, 1967.

Hon. Joan L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I have been in-
formed that you, as Chairman of the Senate
Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Pro-
cedures, have scheduled hearings on March
7, 8 and 9, 1967, regarding the United States
Supreme Court decisions which have so
much affected local law enforcement.

The most recent decislons have placed a
severe hardship on the local enforcement
officer and his supporting taxpayers, as an
example; this department was bothered by &
rash of break, entry and larcenies in one sec-
tion of our municipality where there are
new homes belng erected, At 3:00 a.m. one
morning, one of our patrol cars found a
man coming out of a woods in the midst of
this housing development. This person is
well known to the department because of his
prior criminal record, When the officer
stopped to question the man and informed
him of his rights under the recent Supreme
Court declslon, the suspect stated that he
did not wish to be questioned and our man
could go no further because if he were de-
tained and brought to headquarters, we
would be violating his constitutional rights
by questioning him in a “custodial atmos-
phere.”

I am sure you are well aware of the re-
cent bitter dismissal in New York State, of
murder convictions against a man who very
frankly admitted killing six people. It is
horrible to think that this person is free
to roam the streets and commit his atrocities
again.

I don’t believe any police department is
seeking a completely free hand in the ap-
prehension of criminals or would deny any-
one the due process of law, but we do very
strongly feel that the Supreme Court has
overstepped its bounds, especially in the
Miranda et al case.

I realize you are fighting a tremendous
uphill battle in attempting to lessen the
burden placed on police officlals, and I wish
you the very best in your endeavors.

Very truly yours,
Dix R. M, FerzeR,

Chief.

MARYLAND PoLICE TRAINING COM-
MISSION,
Pikesville, Md., February 27, 1967.
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
geév Senate Office Building, Washington,

Sm: The International Association of
Chiefs of Police has called to my attention
the hearing scheduled before your Commit-
tee on March 7, 8 and 9, 1967, relative to
S, 674 intended to amend Title 18, U.S. Code
with respect to the admissibility in evidence
of confessions.

Without commenting in any way as to the
correctness of recent Supreme Court deci-
sions dealing with the conduct of law en-
forcement in the course of criminal investi-
gation, I cannot help but express my sym-
pathy with any legislation having as its ob-
ject the lessening of such restrictions placed
upon law enforcement., I am completely
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mindful of the necessity for zealously pro-
tecting the rights of individuals, which
rights have been granted to them by the
Constitution of the United States. I cannot
help but wonder, however, at the necessity
of some decisions, particularly where there
has been a close division in opinion on the
part of Justices when such decisions obvious-
1y favor the rights of an individual over the
seemingly more important rights of society,
particularly with respect to the protection
of society against the actions of criminal and
subversive elements.

Accordingly I should like to commend your
Subcommittee for its concern in this respect
and its efforts within the framework of the
Constitution to make easier the role of law
enforcement in the protection of soclety.

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT L. VAN WAGONER.
CI1Ty OF GRANDVIEW HEIGHTS,
Columbus, Ohio, February 24, 1967,

Hon, JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

DEeAr SENATOR McCLELLAN: With respect to
your proposed legislation, 8. 674, I would
like to offer the support of our small muniei-
pal police agency. We are a suburban com-
munity of approximately 10,000 population,
located in the metropolitan area of Colum-
bus, Ohio.

The resultant theory to the recent Esco-
bedo, Miranda, Mapp, and other Supreme
Court decisions, that police investigations
must rest basically upon sclentific evidence
is, in my opinion, a gross injustice to the law
ablding American citizen. It is unreason-
able to believe that the majority of enforce-
ment agencles can equip, train, or hire per-
sonnel so as to conduct criminal investiga-
tions with the same professional approach as
that of the Federal Agencies or the large
metropolitan departments.

We, of course, cannot permit police mis-
conduct, third degree tactics, nor the abridg-
ment of our civil liberties, however, I sin-
cerely believe that the rights of the innocent
must take precedent to those of the criminal.

I, therefore, urge and support your com-
mittee's efforts to correct, through legisla-
tion, the adverse effects imposed upon local
law enforcement by the United States Su-
preme Court.

Very truly yours,
D. L. MILLER,
Chief, Division of Police.
OFFICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF POLICE,
Saugus, Mass., February 24, 1967.

Hon. JoHN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Crim-
inal Laws and Procedures, U.S, Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
bgC.

Dear Sm: It is gratifying to know that
someone knows about the problems of Law
Enforcement Agencies and is dolng some-
thing about it. You are to be congratulated
for your stand in reference to the recent U.S.
Supreme Court one-man majority decisions.

Much has been sald about these decisions
and how they hamper the normal process
of reasonable criminal investigations, and
whatever I may say would be superfiuous.

I do find from my own personal expe-
rience, as a law enforcement officer, that
many cases have been lost in court as the
result of these declsions and some cases did
not even reach the court because the police
were unable to interrogate the suspect.

Time will not permit me to give you the
facts on every case but here are a few
examples.

1) A short while ago we had an epidemic
of school, church and hospital fires. We
apprehended the culprit responsible for the
school and church fires because he did not
invoke his constitutional rights. The per-
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son responsible for the hospltal fires refused
to say anything and although our investiga-
tion disclosed that he was responsible for the
fires, the evidence was not sufficient to prose-
cute. Needless to say he committed similar
crimes with the same results.

2) Two burglaries occurred one night in
Saugus. A few days later culprits were ar-
rested in another jurisdiction for crimes
committed there. At the time of the arrest
property was seized including property that
had been stolen in two Saugus burglaries.
The subjects refused to speak invoking their
constitutional rights, When brought before
the court the judge sustained a motion to
suppress all evidence for the illegal search
and seizure and the case was dismissed. Is
it any wonder that the crime rate is increas-
ing enormously year after year in every city
and town of our country? With the ridicu-
lous decisions of individual rights for the
criminals, the erime rate is golng to increase
rather than diminish.

I believe that greater latitude should be
given to Law Enforcement Officers in the
field of Arrest, Search & Selzure and inter-
rogation in order to combat crime.

Thank you for your cooperation and with
deep personal regards I am,

Very truly yours,
FreEp FORNI,
Chief, Saugus Police Department.

DEPARTMENT OF PoLICE, CITY OF
MeQuon, Wis.,
Mequon, Wis., February 23, 1967.

Hon, JoEN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee, Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: My purpose In corresponding
with you is to commend you for your * * *
personnel. Recent decisions involving Mi-
randa and Escobedo have certainly tipped
the scales of justice directly in favor of the
criminal element.

Another impending declsion, namely U.S.
versus Lewis could effectively decision law
enforcement out of exlstence, should the
U.S. Supreme Court reverse the lower court
decisions.

Although our agency has complied with
the requirements of the Fifth Amendment
for many years, we have found that this is
not sufficient for it is incumbent upon the
prosecution to prove not only that the
suspect was properly advised of his rights,
but further that he thoroughly understood
them. You might be interested in knowing
that our agency lost a court decision in
Circult Court that involved the arrest and
subsequent prosecution of an intoxicated
driver of a motor vehicle involved in a fatal
auto accildent wherein an innocent person
was killed. The court held that although
the arresting officers had twice advised the
suspect of his Constitutional Rights, it felt
that because the subject was so intoxicated,
he was unable to properly understand them.
The burden placed upon law enforcement
today is truly difficult to contend with.

It is my opinlon that the U.S. Supreme
Court has read this “advising” requirement
into the Fifth Amendment, for exhaustive
research on my part fails to delineate any
directives requiring that police officers must
so0 do.

Yours truly,
RoserT L. MILKE,
Chief of Police.
Crry oF NorTH OLMSTED,
POLICE DEPARTMENT,

North Olmstead, Ohio, February 24, 1967.
Re bill, 8. 674.

Hon. JoHN L. McOLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR McOLELLAN: It is very grat-
ifying to see legislation being Introduced on
the above Bill.
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If it takes an unanimous decision of the
jury to find a defendant guilty of a felony,
I feel that there should be a greater major-
ity than five to four in handing down deci-
sions which become the law of the land.

I had the occaslon to attend a seminar in
Ann Arbor, Michigan on August 1, 1966,
There were mostly Defense Attorneys present
and the common thought among them was
that “they at last had the law enforcement
officer where they wanted him.” A few ex-
amples were mentioned concerning “police
brutality,” but none were recent occasions.
They were all at least forty to fifty years ago.

I wholeheartedly agree with rights for the
individual, but all I have been noticing in
recent decisions is “rights for the criminal.’
When is the law ablding citizen going to have
representation?

Any person who has any law enforcement
experience knows that confession alone does
not make a case, There should be some coor-
dinating evidence to build a case. At the
same time, one of the most important points
of investigation is interrogation. Many times
during an interrogation the smartest suspect
may unconsciously drop a remark which
presents a lead to the crime. Even this is
ruled out now. For example; a woman’s
scream is heard from a house at 3:00 AM.. A
male runs from behind the house. The law

officer stops suspect and asks the following
questions.

1., Who are you?

2. Where do you live?

3. Where have you been?

4. Where are you going?

If the officer did not advise the suspect of
his rights before he asked questions three
and four, the officer has violated the suspects
rights.

My honest feeling is that we are going over-
board to protect the criminal in recent deci-
sions and it is about time to protect the hon-
est and law abiding citizen. It is about time
the cases were tried on the merits of the cases
instead of technicalities,

As I sald before, it is highly appreciated
that a person of your status and Importance
as taken an interest in our problems. I sin-
cerely hope you will receive the response
and support for the Bill 8. 674.

Sincerely yours,
HARRY W. Hirb,
Chief of Police.
Crry or CupaHY, Wis.
PoOLICE DEPARTMENT,
February 25, 1967,

Hon. JoEN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Ojfice Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: As Chief of Police in the
City of Cudahy, I heartily endorse any legis-
lation that will 1ift some of the burdensome
restrictions brought about by the Miranda
Decision.

The full impact of this decision cannot be
adequately assessed by merely comparing
the number of confessions obtained before
and after the decision was rendered. A more
realistic picture is presented when one con-
slders the following:

Witnesses and other people with pertinent
information are now reluctant to cooperate
with investigators, especially after the re-
quired warnings are recited.

Physical evidence at crime scenes is over-
looked, or its value to the prosecution de-
terlorates, because investigators are prohib-
ited from making the necessary inquiries
that would lay proper foundation for intro-
duction in court.

Many prosecutors have become so sensitive
to the rules set down by Miranda that they
often talk the defendant out of cooperating
by long, detalled and repetitious warnings
with regard to the defendant's rights. There
also seems to be a good deal of confusion
among prosecutors and some members of the
Judiclary as to the application of these rules.
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It is now impossible to find two officers of
the court who will give similar answers to
questions on such matters as Tacit Admis-
slons, Res Gestae Declarations, ete.

Probably the most damaging result of
these decislons has been its effect on the
public’s attitude toward police. Many peo-
ple feel that the laws and ordinances can be
violated with impunity, Matters that were
once treated as routine incldents now require
extensive investigation and sometimes
lengthy court proceedings.

This is having an adverse effect on the
efficlency and morale of the police.

I honestly feel that unless some of the
restrictions on questioning suspects prior to
arrest are removed, ¢rime figures will soar
and conviction rates will drop.

Very truly yours,
ANTHONY M, WISE,
Chief of Police.

DEPARTMENT OF POLICE,
Muskegon Heights, Mich.,
! February 24, 1967.

Hon. JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Sencte Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: I am very pleased, and in
accord with your dismay in regard to the
U.S. Bupreme Court declsions of late. That
this affects the ability of local law enforce-
ment is certainly very disturbing. In the
relatively short time that tliese decisions
have been in effect, they have had adverse
effects on even the very smallest police
agency. 1 believe that this is a very im-
portant and the most significant fact con-
cerning this matter.

Every law abiding citizen in the land is
deprived of common sense law enforcement.
I am sure that we are, or at least should
be, cognizant of the fact that our society
was founded and has been built on volun-
tary obedience to the law. Without this
voluntary obedience by the great majority
of the populace there would be utter chaos.
This I am sure is evident to everyone. How-
ever, the recent Miranda decision is a great
step against being part of the law abiding
community. In a small department such as
ours, we regard crime prevention as our num-
ber one job. The education of our youth
is of prime concern, for in their hands will
rest the reins of government in the future.
This is most difficult when confirmed crimi-
nals are set free because of some small
technicality of the law. It seems that there
are factions in our soclety that would make
it appear that voluntary obedience to the
law is not what our forefathers meant in
drafting the Constitution. Many of our laws
refer to “reasonable and prudent person”, but
it certainly appears that some of the most
recent decisions of the Supreme Court have
disregarded reason.

We as law enforcement officers have a
definite responsibility—to ourselves for
choosing this profession, and to the people
we serve, for their faith and confidence in us
to maintain a peaceful society. I am sure
they reallze we cannot do the job alone, and
it is most gratifying that you have shown
your position by the introduction of S. 674.
As a small community police department,
the examples and statisties I could give you
would be minute compared to the larger
cities, but I can tell you this—it has affected
our arrests, and most important to us, it has
affected police performance. It has made
police recruiting ten fold more difficult.

I sincerely thank you for the opportunity
to make this brief expression and wish you
all the success in your endeavors. You are
an extremely popular Senator in the eyes of
law enforcement and I hope all law abiding
citizens. Your immediate constituents can
be very proud of their man in the Senate.

Respectfully,
JaMEs J. FARKAS,
Chief of Police.
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CiTty oF STREATOR, ILL.,
Streator, Ill, February 24, 1967.

Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommiittee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

Your Honor: Law enforcement in our time
is very difficult and trying operation. Break-
ing and entering, Larceny and Burglary is
taken for granted by many persons to be
their legal right.

In Chicago during their heavy snow,
breaking into business establishments, car-
rylng and hauling away merchandise was a
huge operation and when officers attempted
to make arrest, resistance occurred and they
were accused of brutality as they were when
the so called peaceful demonstrations were
held.

After arrests are made, proof beyond doubt
is demanded by attoriieys for their clients.

Under present conditions a perscn is not
safe in his own home. Forced entries are
made, occupants are threatened, tortured.
raped, tled up, valuables stolen and some
are murdered and the offender is not easily
apprehended. If and when apprehension is
made, proof must be established of guilt,

We know we must inform those who are
placed under arrest as to what their Consti-
tutional rights are.

Release on Bond, especially on offenses in
Chapter 38 of the Criminal Code of the IRS.,
is a simple matter. Once out on bond, many
commit other crimes and some fail to appear
in court on date set for them.

Long delays in bringing cases to trial.
Changes of location for trial to be held takes
additional time. All such actions pile up a
backlog and bring on discouragement.

I do not belleve that the Founding Fathers
of our Constitution intended for the crimi-
nals to be protected as they are today. I
believe that this protection be given to the
Law Abiding Citizens.

In recent years, Attorneys for the Defense
have used and are using every technicality
to sway Jurors and Judges to point out and
define a Statute in a manner that their
Client is innocent of the offense committed.

Even Attorneys do not agree on definitions
many times of the Statutes.

The Supreme Court of the United States
has lald down Rules that we as Officers must
follow. We have been Handcuffed. Crime
can be reduced. We as officers have the
knowledge, ability and are willing to enforce
the State laws and City Ordinances and assist
each other of any department and the F.B.I.
We are and there is no doubt every depart-
ment has and is. The Handcuffs Must Be
Removed from us.

The pendulum has swung too far in favor
of the criminals. It must swing back to ours
and swiftly, When it does, there will be a
reduetion.

Allocating of monies to fight crime is nec-
essary. Just as necessary are, Amendments
or Enactments of laws which will permit offi-
cers to protect Law abiding citizens and our
free way of life.

Respectfully yours,
ANDREW KOLESAR,
Chief of Police.
Crry OF MERIDIAN,
Meridian, Miss., February 24, 1967.

Hon. JoEN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommiitee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senatle,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR: I am in receipt of a mem-
orandum dated February 21st, 1967 from
the International Assoclation of Chiefs of
Police of which I am a member and it is
my understanding in this letter that you
have introduced Bill No. 8. 674, which Is to
amend Title 18, U.S. Code with respect to
the admissibility in evidence of confessions.
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Senator, as a career man in law enforce-
ment and Chief of Police for the past thirty-
four years, I am whole heartedly in favor of
your bill to try to give the police officers part
of the rights back that rightfully belong to
them. We are operating under conditions
now where the criminal is the most respected
person and the law enforcement officer is the
out-cast. Unless the law enforcement men
of this country get some relief from some of
the Suprenie Court decisions rendered, then
I feel that in a matter of a few years true
law enforcement will become a thing of the
past and the criminal element will take
charge., I am sure you are aware of what
this will mean to society and our way of life.

I would like to relate a case we recently
had in our County: There was a sallor at
the McCain Alr Force Base who beat his two
year old son to death and threw his body
into a nearby lake. The Navy personnel
handled this case. He was indicted at the
last term of the Grand Jury and the Dis-
trict Attorney, Mr. George Warner felt under
the “Miranda” decision that he had no al-
ternative but to noll-process this case and
send it to file.

This case was an unusual one and when
this happened the public became highly in-
dignant. Nevertheless, the man was set free.

It is time for true Americans who love
their country more than anything else stand
up and be counted and you can put me down
as on2 of these. It is my prayer and my
earnest hope that you will meet with unan-
imous approval and favorable consideration
in the passage of your bill which will enable
us to start back on the long road of forcing
the eriminals of our country to respect and
fear the laws of the land,

Sincerely, your friend,
C. L. GunnN,
Chief of Police.

CI1TY OF ALBUQUERQUE,
PoLICE DEPARTMENT,
February 28, 1967.

Hon. JouN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Crim-
inal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
gew Senate Office Building, Washington,

.C,

Dear Sm: I am convinced that recent
United States Supreme Court decisions have
put a burden on police in the nation and
have affected every law abiding citizen of
this country.

These decisions, in effect, have not caused
less respect for law and order by criminals
and hoodlums because they have none to be-
gin with. It has caused a lack of respect
for the police, being unable to enforce the
law, and a lessening of fear for the conse-
quences, If caught.

The police can adjust to the interpreta-
tionus of the Court but the law ablding cit-
izen will never be able to understand why
we cannot protect his rights from the crim-
inal and hoodlum.

It is my opinion that Mr. Average Citizen
does not appreciate nor understand the re-
lease of admitted murderers, sex criminals,
ete., merely because the accused had not
cionrerred with an attorney before the admis-
sion.

Sincerely,
PAuL A. SHAVER,
Chief of Police.

Wausau PoLICE DEPARTMENT,
Wausau, Wis., February 27, 1967.

Hon, JoHN L., MCcCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittiee on Crim-
inal Law and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
geéa Senate Office Building, Washington,

Dear SEnNaTOR: I wish to take this oppor-
tunity to express my views and objections to
the problems fostered on the police by the

Supreme Court Decisions in the Escobedo

and Miranda decisions.
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We have experienced a great deal of diffi-
culty in clearing cases involving criminals
with previous records. These persons, when
apprehended, are hiding behind their so
called rights and refuse to answer questions,
consequently only cases with physical evi-
dence and witnesses are being cleared. We
are not having any problems with the first
offenders. These persons willingly walve
their rights and confess to their crimes.

The retroactive order of the Miranda De-
cision suppressed evidence secured by a
statement in a viclous sex murder case in
Wausau in July 1966. The statement was
suppressed in its entirety due to the ruling.
Included in the statement was an account
of happenings leading to the crime which
were not witnessed by anyone except the
victim and the murderer. As a result the
Murderer pleaded insanity and was found in-
sane which would not have been possible had
the statement been allowed as evidence.

Other points that I wish to make and feel
are important are: the many man hours
needed to secure evidence enough for con-
viction of the criminal and the great lack of
available laboratory facilities to examine the
evidence secured.

Then also the image of Law Enforcement
has been harmed. The feeling of the man
on the street is that the police have “goofed”
and had to be put in their place by the
Court. There has been relatively no feeling
exhibited for the victims of crime.

These are only a few of the views and as
time goes by the real damage will be noted.
As a policeman for the past thirty years I
wish God’s speed in correcting a bad situa-
tion.

Sincerely,
EVERETT (GLEASON,
Chief of Police.

DEPARTMENT OF POLICE,
Manteca, Calif., February 28, 1967.

Hon, JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I would like
to add my support to your bill (S, 674). It
is my opinion, related on my personal ex-
perience, that the Supreme Court has gone
past a reasonable man’s interpretation of the
Constitution. I think it is time the rights
of the victims of crimes be considered and
soclety’s right to be protected against vio-
lence and crime be brought to the forefront.

Guilt or innocence no longer seems to be
a factor in our courts. The contest now
is to see if the defense can find any minute
detail that may have been overlooked by the
police to free a guilty person and return
him to prey on society.

Very truly yours,
Davip WALSH,
Chief of Police.
STATE OF LOUISIANA,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY,
Baton Rouge, February 28, 1967.

"Hon. JouN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

DeAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I have just re-
ceived a memorandum from Mr. Quinn
Tamm, Executive Director, International As-
soclation of Chlefs of Police, Inc., regarding
hearings by the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on
Criminal Laws and Procedures scheduled
March 7, 8, and 9, 1967.

Law enforcement agencies join you and
the other Senators and Representatives in
your concern with regard to recent U.S. Su-
preme Court decisions which are adversely
affecting the ability of those agencies to ful-
fill their responsibilities.

This will advise you that the under-signed
strongly favors legislation such as 8. 674,
which I understand is a bill to amend Title
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18, U.S. Code with respect to the admissi-
bility in evidence of confessions. Such
legislation, I belleve will do much to relieve
the almost impoesible situation law enforce-
ment agencies have been faced with since
the Miranda decision.

With best wishes for success in this mat-
ter, I am

Yours very truly,
THoMAas D. BURBANK,
Director.
LANE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE,
Eugene, Oreg., February 28, 1967.

Hon. Joun L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I was requested
by Quinn Tamm, Executive Director, of the
International Assoclation of Chiefs of Po-
lice, Inc., of which I am a member, to con-
tact you regarding the Senate Subcommittee
on Criminal Laws and Procedures. I would
like to express my opinion as follows:

The lack of statements from accused crim-
inals has forced the police to pursue a more
painstaking and expensive type of investiga-
tion than was formerly necessary prior to the
Supreme Court Decisions which re-defined
the rights of the accused.

Formerly the police interrogated a subject
and in most cases there was no reluctance on
the part of the suspect to give a statement.
This eliminated the painstaking technical
search of each and every crime scene for
Physical evidence necessary to connect the
suspect with the crime.

This time consuming police work coupled
with the expensive laboratory work necessary
to process evidence obtained has posed the
problem of obtaining more personnel, more
laboratory space and equipment. Personnel,
time, laboratory expense, all run into vast
amount of money which is absolutely un-
called for in this writer's opinion. The ac-
cused was never mistreated by any enlight-
ened enforcement officer and in most cases
was always willing to admit a crime in which
he was involved. The scientific crime scene
search and laboratory evaluation has merely
replaced scientific interrogation with no ad-
vantage to the criminal, but adding a great
burden on the taxpayer.

We in law enforcement certainly feel that
the recent U.S. Supreme Court decisions are
adversely affecting the ability of local law
enforcement agencies to fulfill our respon-
sibilities.

Very truly yours,
HARRY H. MARLOWE,
Sheriff, Director of Public Safety.

Crry oF CoLUMBIA, 8.C.,
February 28, 1967.

Hon, JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommiitee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

DeAr SgNnaTOR: I am in receipt of a memo-
randum from Mr. Quinn Tamm, Executive
Director of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, relative to Bill 5. 674,
which is a Bill to amend Title 18, U.S. Code,
with respect to the admissibility in evidence
of confessions.

Senator, I have looked at several major
cases which were committed recently in our
city. PFrankly, I could clite many, many cases
of this nature. We've found that the Su-
preme Court rulings have caused us con-
siderable hardship in preparing cases for
Court, They have not only tied our hands
in readying a case for Court, but burdened
us in that three or four days are now re-
quired to prepare a case. In many instances,
the suspects have gone free, when we knew
they were guilty.

It is my personal feeling as a veteran law
officer with 37 years’ service, 26 as Chief of
Police, that the Supreme Court rulings have
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hindered law enforcement far more than
anything that I can recall during my long
career. The demonstrations by the youth on
the Civil Rights issues were the beginning of
crime increase in our nation., In addition
to this, the Supreme Court rulings have
added a “stumbling block” to the enforce-
ment of law and order in our present day
society.
Very truly yours,
L. J. CAMPBELL,
Chief of Police.
Attachment.

ReceNT U.S. SUPREME COURT DECISIONS
AFFECTING LOCAL LAwW ENFORCEMENT

It is our opinion that the recent U.S, Su-
preme Court decisions in the “Miranda Case'”
have hindered law enforcement. The Su-
preme Court should give thought to the
rights of law-abiding citizens as well as the
undesirables. Under presently-existing con-
ditions, the law-abiding citizens, who are
victims of rape, murder, and other type
crimes, have no rights. The Supreme Court
has leaned over so far that they have fallen
off the cliff in favor of the criminals, in
guaranteeing them of their personal rights.

CASE ILLUSTRATION NO, 1

A subject was apprehended running from
a resident yard at 2:00 a.m. The residence
had been burglarized. This subject was
warned of his rights, that anything he said
could be used against him in Court, that he
had the right to engage an attorney before
answering questions, and, if he could not
financially afford one, the Court would ap-
point one, without cost. This hardened
criminal was allowed to go free as he re-
fused to answer any questions. The owner
of this residence was unable to identify
subject.

CASE ILLUSTRATION NO, 2

The Crystal Linen Service, 803 Main Street,
this City, was entered on Christmas Day,
1966. The owner came by his business at
which time two burglars ran out the back
door. The owner could only describe them
as two white males. The police apprehended
two men, one fleeing approximately two
blocks from the business, who was later
identified as one Eenneth Chapman. He
refused to answer any questions, giving only
the name of Bill Spivey, which was false.
During his incarceration (bond was set, but
he was unable to make it), a report of his
fingerprints was received, indicating that he
was an escaped prisoner from the State of
Georgla, where he was serving twelve years
for bank robbery.

Subfect #2 iIn this case, one Walter
Turner, refused to make any statement and
demanded an attorney. After getting his
prints off to the Bureau in Washington and
a report therefrom, he had been released on
bond, and it was learned that he was wanted
for parole violation. As of this date, the
subject is still at large. His car was found
less than a block from the Crystal Linen
Service with a complete set of burglary tools
in it. The car was properly registered to
Walter Turner of Georgla. He was indicted
in this city for possession of burglary tools.
These two subjects had entered this business
establishment, moved the safe to the rear of
the bullding where they were performing a
“peel” job, and was surprised by the owner.
They did not enter the safe.

This case was marked “cleared” by the
arrest of Chapman. His attorney advised
him that, through the Police Department
returning him to Georgla with no prosecu-
tion on this end, we were able to clear this
case. Through advice of his attorney, he re-
enacted the erime for us, so there is no doubt
concerning this crime.

CASE ILLUSTRATION NO. 3

A man died and an autopsy was performed
to ascertaln the cause of death.
revealed polsoning. During the investiga-
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tion, it was revealed that his wife had taken
out a $5,000 life insurance policy on subject
several months prior to death. The wife was
brought to headquarters for questioning, but
prior to leaving home she called her attorney
who met her at headquarters. On the very
first question, In the presence of her attor-
ney, she was asked, “can you tell us about
your husband having been poisoned;” and
this concluded the interrogation. The case
iz still unsolved.

I could, without any difficulty, cite many
other cases where the “Miranda Case” has
hindered law enforcement. Since this decl-
slon by the U.8. Supreme Court, cases that
usually took one day to investigate, now
take three to four days.

DRAPER PoLICE DEPARTMENT,
Draper, N.C., February 28, 1967.
Hon, JoHN L. Mccr.n.r.m
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

S: As one who has been in law enforce-
ment work for seventeen years, I wish to
protest the U.S. Supreme Court Declsions
affecting local law enforcement.

The Miranda decision has practically
paralyzed the Police Departments’ efforts to
make an honest investigation and is an
insult to American intelligence.

Anything that can be done to relieve this
situation and allow the Police Departments
to help make our Country a safer place for
honest God-fearing citizens, will be appre-
clated.

Yours very truly,
‘WiLLE H. ADKINS,
Chief of Police, Town of Draper, Draper,

MonMoUTH COUNTY POLICE CHIEFS
ASSOCIATION, INC,, OF NEW JERSEY,
February 27, 1967.

Hon, JorN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: Our Assoclia-
tlon wishes to advise that we are entirely
in accord with your expressions and actions
relative to the hearings to be held by the
United States Senate Subcommittee on Crim-
inal Laws and Procedures, March 7, 8 and
9, 1967 regarding U.S. Supreme Court deci-
slons affecting local law enforcement.

We forward this communication to you
for use at said hearings as we would like our
position noted on the record. We greatly
respect all laws of our country but feel that
recent U.8. Supreme Court decisions have
adversely affected the ability of local law
enforcement agencles to fulfill their respon-
sibilities, to the greatest degree possible.

‘We respect and protect the rights of all
citlzens but do not feel that the public's
welfare should be jeopardized by unreason-
able legislation or judicial Iinterpretation
that unreasonably hampers law enforcement
activities.

We feel that the degree of limitation as
to the obtaining of confessions should be
specifically delineated in legislation so that
investigative procedures by law enforcement
agencies would grant unto such agencies the
ability to interrogate suspects in such lati-
tude to protect everyone's interest and to
still have justice preserved.

The broad spectrum of recent court de-
cisions, including the Miranda case goes, we
feel, beyond reasonable limitations and does
in many instances create situations which
are adverse to the public's best interests.

We trust that our experience and our
views based thereon, will be of ald concern-
ing this vital issue.

Respectfully yours,
MoNMOUTH COUNTY PoLICE CHIEFS
ASSOCIATION oF NEW JERSEY,
Francis M, ScaLry, President.
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DEPARTMENT OF POLICE,

Grand Forks, N. Dak., February 18, 1967.
Hon. JoBN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEeAr SENATOR: We, in law enforcement, are
sincerely interested in the recent Supreme
Court decisions affecting law enforcement
over the nation. Most people fail to realize
that law enforcement is the first line of de-
fense of our nation and unless we are able
to do the task assigned, then, certainly we
all must fail.

Today’'s youngsters are losing their respect
for law enforcement and the courts because
of the conditions imposed upon law enforce-
ment and on the ability to handle juveniles
with dispatch and clarity.

In the past few days we have arrested
one-eighteen year old and two-sixteen year
old boys involved in approximately fifteen
burglaries. The eighteen year old was
treated as an adult and placed in jail. The
two-sixteen year olds had to be turned loose
to go on their way and supposedly in charge
of their parents. Equal treatment is not
for all this day and age.

Changes must be made to protect the
citizen for he is the forgotien person in the
United States today.

Yours for equal law enforcement with

Justice,
S. D. ENUTSON,
Chief of Police.

DrEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAPETY,
BureaU oF PoLIcE, CITY OF
MouNT VERNON, N.Y.,

Hon. JoaN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S, Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Re U.S. BSenate hearing regarding U.S.
Supreme Court decisions.

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I wish to con-
gratulate you for the fine speech that you
delivered before the Senate recently. As a
member of the TACP and as a professional
police officer since 1932, I too have expressed
dismay with regard to recent United States
Supreme Court Decisions which are adversely
affecting the ability of local police officers
to fulfill their responsibilities in combatting
the ever mounting acceleration of crime.

The Court seems to prey on the victims of
crime instead of safeguarding society
against the viclous confirmed criminals. The
Court is not even certain of its own findings
in giving 5 to 4 decisions and is committed
to the illoglical pursult of tenuous technical-
ities which it recklessly invokes to nullify the
convictions of confirmed criminals, These
decisions affect every city, village and hamlet.

As Inspector of Police of Mount Vernon,
New York Police Department in 1953, I in-
vestigated the apprehension and conviction
for murder of one Chester Lee. Thirteen
years later, in 1966, as a result of the Miranda
decision, a retrial disputing the statement
taken by a District Attorney, resulted in the
release of the defendant. I enclose a news-
paper article from the New York Dally News
which illustrates the case in point.

I exhort your Senate colleagues to vote
favorably on your Bill 8. 674 to amend Title
18, U.S. Code, with respect to the admissibil-
ity in evidence of confessions.

I also recommend the national legal use
of wiretapping and eavesdropping to curb
the accelerating rise of the sale of narcotics,
the violation of gambling laws, the viclous
felonies that terrorize our residents and
homeowners and the destruction of crime
syndicates,

It is time that the people support and the
Leglslators enact laws that favor police in-
vestigation and police action to deter the
rise of crime.
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Rest assured of our cooperation in an
matters of mutual concern.
Very truly yours,
GEoRGE F. KUMMERLE,
Commissioner of Public Safety,
City of Mount Vernon, N.Y.
Crry oF BingrAMTON, N.Y.,
February 28, 1967.

Hon. JoHN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTOR McCLELLAN: This is in re-
sponse to the memorandum forwarded to
members of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, Inc., by Mr. Quinn Tamm,
Executive Director regarding Supreme Court
decisions concerning the function.

I will restrict myself to one consideration
only which to my knowledge I have never
heard come under discussion. This is the
necessity for police officers to glve, what has
come to be called “The Miranda Warning"”
to suspects.

Specifically, that this places an unfair
burden on a policeman in that he 15 required
to “educate” citizens as to their constitutions
contents. Were the suspect an alien I could
understand and appreclate this warning but
I feel that all citizens should know the U.S.
Constitution forward and backwards.

Buf, my main thought on this matter is
that this requirement places another oppor-
tunity for corruption in an enforcement of-
ficer's hands in that he could effect the re~
lease of a defendant by failing or stating he
falled to comply with this requirement.

If for no other reason I oppose this require-
ment.

Respectfully yours,
JoaN V. GILLEN,
Chief of Police.
81. Croup, MINN,,
March 2, 1937.

Hon, JounN L. McCOLELLAN,,

Chairman, Senate C‘ommittes on Criminal
Law and Procedure, Washington, D.C.

DearR SBENATOR McCLELLAN: We have re-
cently recelved a letter from the Executive
Director of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, which indicates that your
committee will hold hearings on proposed
changes In the laws of admissibility of con-
fessions in criminal procedures. In the
letter, it was indlcated that you requested
correspondence from members of the IACP
regarding Supreme Court decisions, with
emphasis on the recent Miranda decislon, I
would presume that you have received replys
from Police Administrators throughout the
country, and that some of them will be heard
before your committee. As a police officer I
am vitally interested in the outcome of the
hearings, and more important, the possi-
bility of remedial legislation.

We In the police profession have been
plagued in recent years with adverse de-
cisions which have allowed criminals to go
free, even though guilty, and in many cases
belng set free before any criminal prosecution
is started, simply because of a narrow Su-
preme Court decision, I think it 1z Im-
portant to point out that Police officers
generally agree that the rights of the ac-
cused are important, but they do not agree
with the methods of the court in setting up
guidelines in how these rights should be
protected.

The reason for my writing to you is that
I sincerely hope that not all of your witnesses
are Police Chiefs or Police Commissioners of
large citles. I would hope that you would
talk to the Police Officer who is out dolng
the work. The detective or Police patrolman
{8 much mnearer the problem in many
instances, than the Police administrator.
The administrator will bring out statistics
on the number of cases that have been lost
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because of the court decislon, but the Police
officer will be able to testify to the actual
difficulties involved in attempting to remain
within the law in clearing a case,

St. Cloud is not a large city, population is
about 40,000, but our problems in this area
are the same as those in Chicago, New York
City & Los Angeles. Our crime rate is prob-
ably not as high, but when we come in con-
tact with a suspected criminal, our procedure
is the same as that in any other part of the
country. You have requested specific ex-
amples of cases involving the Miranda de-
cision. In the past week our department
recovered a stolen car under circumstances
that if the Miranda decision had not been
made, a charge of unauthorized use of a
motor vehicle would certainly been made.
Due to a recent snow our officers tracked an
individual to his home. He was a known car
thief, but was not contacted on the nite in
gquestion. The following day he was picked
up on a warrant on another charge and
lodged in the County Jail. When one of our
Detectives attempted to question him regard-
ing the car theft he first advised him of his
rights and the person in custody refused to
talk to him. An auto theft may not seem
too important in an isolated instance of this
nature, but multiplied nationally it becomes
8 Very grave problem.

A case I was involved in may, or may not
be affected by the Miranda decision, even
though the Miranda ? was given. I
was assigned to investigate a possible viola-
tion of the National Firearms Act at a local
manufacturing plant. The case involved the
possession of a sawed off shotgun by one of
the employees. I entered the office of the
personnel manager and he, his assistant and
another man were present. The personnel
manager was examining the gun in guestion
and stated that the foreman had informed
him that one of the employees had the gun
in the plant. Since this was a violation of
the company rules, the manager explained
that he had gone to the work area in ques-
tion and had confiscated the gun. I ques-
tioned him for several minutes and then
turned to the third man in the room, pre-
suming him to be the foreman and asked
him about the situation. It turned out that
this individual was the owner of the gun and
he stated that it was his and that he had
modified it himself. He stated that he had
brought it to the plant with the intention
of showing it to another employee with the
possibility of selling it to him, It was at
this point that I informed him of his rights
based on the Miranda decision. There is the
possibility that the Government may not
prosecute this individual under the National
Firearms Act, but merely content themselves
with collecting the tax due on the weapon,
However, if the Federal District Attorney
should decide to prosecute on the charge, I
suppose that the possibility exists that the
admissibility of the man’s statements might
be successfully argued by a defense attorney.
This of course involves a great deal of specu-
lation, and I am quite sure that you would
be able to secure much better cases to illus-
trate the effects of the Miranda decision, but
I did want to point out that all Police of-
ficers are bound by the same rules.

In closing I would like to make one more
plea to have at least some of the working
force of Police departments testify before
your committee. Only by talking to the men
directly involved, and hearing from them the
number of times that they have had to aban-
don a sure case merely because they have not
been able to question a suspect, will your
committee have an opportunity to assess the
real impaect of these decisions.

I would llke to add that the Supreme
Court has had one good effect on the Police
Profession. Because of the increasing de-
mands on law enforcement, it has become
incumbent on police administrators to at-
tempt to attract highly qualified people to
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the careers in the Police service., Our de-

partment has become aware of the need of

careful selection of qualified persons for the
department. We have had a difficult time in
the last few years to fill vacancles, but our

Chief would rather run a man or two short,

rather than hire an unqualified person for

the mere sake of being at full strength.

I would like to thank you for the interest
you and your committee have shown in the
problems of the Police Profession. I sincerely
hope that some remedial legislation will be
forthcoming as a result of recommendations
of your committee.

Sincerely yours,
Sgt. JaMes J, MoLINE,
Saint Cloud Police Department.
Crry oF CAsPER, WYO.,
DEPARTMENT OF POLICE,
Casper, Wyo., March 1, 1967.

Hon, JoaN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I am in recelpt
of a letter from the International Assoclation
of Chiefs of Police in regard to your work on
the Senate Subcommittee on Criminal Laws
and Procedures.

I wish to commend you in your efforts to
restore some logic in the handling of state-
ments taken from defendants and evidence
obtalned during investigation through inter-
rogation. A typlcal case of Injustice through
the recent supreme court decision was in the
City of Douglas, Wyoming, in 1965.

On December 27, 1965, Lynette Powell, age
16, disappeared from a home where she was
babysitting. The following morning her body
was found in the river and she had been
stabbed twice In the chest. A short time
later Richard Rogers was arrested, advised of
his rights, and confessed to the murder, He
showed the law enforcement officers where
he had hidden the knife he had used in the
stabbing of the girl and told them where he
had thrown the body in the river. This case
was not taken to trial because the judge
ruled under the supreme court decision that
no evidence could be allowed through inter-
rogation. Richard Rogers was turned loose
and never tried for the crime.

I hope through your efforts that at least
common sense can be used in the handling
of prisoners, and again, I want to commend
you for all the work you have done to help
the law enforcement profession.

Respectfully,
PauL V. DANIGAN,
Chief, Casper Police Department,
CitY oF ENOXVILLE, TENN.,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY,
February 28, 1967.

Hon. JoEN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: As Chief of Police of Knoxville,
Tennessee, I should like to express our sin-
cere appreclation for your introduction of
Senate Bill 674, and to assure you of our
support of any legislation designed to free
Law Enforcement from the shackles of re-
cent Supreme Court declsions,

Every person with any knowledge of Law
Enforcement realizes that interrogation is a
necessary part of Police investigative pro-
cedure and that, In many cases, 1t 1s the
only key to the solution of the crime, If
we apprehend a known criminal in the vi-
cinity of a burglary, with the loot therefrom
in his possession, must we have his attorney
present before we ask him how he came by
that stolen property? If, because of
the overwhelming ecircumstantial evidence
against him, he confesses his gullt to the
Officers bringing him to Police Headquarters,
shall the court rule out his subsequent con-
fesslon because his attorney was not present
when he made his original admission of
gullt?
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We make no attempt to justify the iso-
lated instances of abuse of Police powers in
the past. In common with Law Enforce-
ment Agencles everywhere, we guard zeal-
ously against even the appearance of such
abuse. We have no “third degree”; officers
interrogating suspects are very careful to
offer neither threats nor promises. For
many years, our State Courts have provided
counsel if the defendant in a criminal trial
is unable to afford an attorney.

With these policies, we are in whole-
hearted agreement. However, to arrest a
criminal under suspicious circumstances
and to be unable to even question him re-
garding his guilt; or to be unable to use as
evidence his voluntary statement regarding
that guilt is an illogical overemphasis on
the constantly-increasing rights of the
criminal, while totally ignoring the declin-
ing rights of his victims—the right of so-
clety as a whole to protection under the
law. It is emasculation of Law Enforcement,
to the point where Police and the Courts
are well-nigh impotent in the performance
of our sacred trust as guardians of the pub-
lic safety.

We offer you the whole-hearted coopera-
tion of this Office and of this Department,
in your commendable efforts to remedy this
situation.

Sincerely yours,
H. C. Husksson,
Chief of Police.
Crry oF MENASHA, Wis.,
DEePARTMENT OF PoLIcE,
March 1, 1967.

Re Senate Hearings, bill S, 674.

Hon. Joun L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR BENATOR MCOLELLAN: AS a represent-
ative of law enforcement, I strongly support
a change in the law regarding the admissi-
bility of confessions. The quagmire pro-
duced by recent court decisions is effecting
police operations because of the lack of oper-
ational guidelines.

In many circumstances, a confession is
readily avallable from a suspect when he is
confronted with facts relating to the case.
The restrictions set forth in the Miranda
rulings and the various interpretations given
in the news media confuse everyone in-
volved.

I am certain that no one who lives in this
country wants to lose any of his rights grant-
ed under the Constitution. By the same
token, a truly professional enforcement of-
ficer does not want to violate those rights.

The rights of law enforcement should also
be considered and liberalized, and such leg-
islation is long overdue.

Very truly yours,
LeSTER D. CLARK,
Chief.

DEPARTMENT OF PoOLICE,
Danbury, Conn., February 23, 1967.

Senator JorN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
DC.

Drar SENATOR: First, let me tell you how
happy I am that you are the Chairman of
this very important Committee, also that
you are such an outstanding member of the
Democratic party.

It is with a deep feeling of respect and
admiration for you that I ask that you do
everything within your power to have 8. 674,
which will amend Title # 18, U, 8. Code, with
respect to the admissibility in evidence of
confessions.

All police departments are having a very
difficult time in recrulting men to the de-
partments and it is all due to the decisions
which have been handed down by the Su-
preme Court.
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With all due respect to this fine group of
men, it is a general feeling that an age limit
should be set for the members of this august
body.

With every best wish and trust the good
lord will bless you with continued health
s0 that you can serve your country for some
period of time.

Bincerely,
J, HowARD McGOLDRICK,
Chief of Police.
DEPARTMENT OF POLICE,
Kirkwood, Mo., February 23, 1967.

Hon. JouN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.gC.

Dear Mr. McCrELLAN: I wish to thank you
very much for introducing Senate Bill 674
which would amend Title 18 of the U.S. Code.

In the face of the many recent Supreme
Court decisions that directly affect the abil-
ity of the police to serve the publlec, it oc-
curs to me that we need new rules such as
the one that you propose. I think too that it
might be nice if it could be legislated into
being that our courts recognize a certain
amount of error or mis-judgment on the
part of police when cases are presented for
adjudication. In any event, the bill that you
have proposed would certainly go a long way
to assist us in law enforcement.

Thank you very much.

Yours truly,
EmEWOOD PoOLICE DEPARTMENT,
Max A, DurBiN, Chief of Police.
Crry or RavereH, N.C.,
February 22, 1967.

Hon. Jouw L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Crimi-
nal Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building, Washington,
D¢

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I am sure that
I only speak the sentiment of all law en-
forcement officers that we appreciate your
and Senator Ervin's efforts to assist law en-
forcement officers to do their job. Recent
Supreme Court decisions have handicapped
us to some extent and the situation cer-
tainly needs clarifying. I believe that our
people should have enough confidence in
the great majority of their law enforcement
agencies to trust them with the tools needed
to do an acceptable job in protecting the
lives, rights and property of those same peo-
pl

e.
Best wishes to you and if either I or this
department may serve you in any way, I as-
sure you it shall be done to the best of our
ability.
Sincerely,
Tom Davis,
Chief of Police.
POLICE DEPARTMENT,
Phillipsburg, N.J., February 23, 1967.

Hon. JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENaTOR: I welcome your concern of
recent Supreme Court decisions. It is hard
to conceive just how the Miranda Supreme
Court decision has shackled the eficiency and
performance of police work,

While pursuing our obligation to preserve
life and property, we are in turn very con-
cerned with the rights of every citizen, being
ourselves citizens and a member of the
same soclety.

Our concern over the known criminal ele-
ment walking free in our cities and towns
has caused great dismay to every policeman
dedicated to his career and his obligations to
the people he serves.

It 1s with great hope that you, Senator,
will be one of the first ploneers to make this
Miranda decislon more flexible in the name
of every American citizen who cries out for
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the pursuit of happiness and the absence of
fear in walking the streets of our nation.
Bincerely yours,
Jorn W. Buop,
Chief of Police.

CrrY oF ORLANDO,
Orlando, Fla., February 23, 1967.

Hon. JoEN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommiiltee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

HonoRABLE Sir: We have a very timely
memorandum from our Executive Director,
Mr. Quinn Tamm concerning the very imma-
ture decisions made by the Supreme Court,
adversely affecting Law Enforcement. These,
of course, being the Mapps, Mallory, Jencks,
Miranda, Escobedo and the more recent ex-
tension of the Escobedo Decision.

As a member of the Law Enforcement pro-
fession, with almost forty years experience in
this field, I am truly amazed by the deci-
sions in the above cases, along with others
that have handcuffed the Police throughout
our nation,

We, here in our city, have an organization
of five people who have been speaking to
church groups and other organizations for
the past year, trying to enlighten them with
the bare facts and not nebulous intangibles.
It is believed that we have made some prog-
ress In this direction and we will continue to
make our presentations and appearances as
long as we feel that the desired and ultimate
goal can be reached.

It is absolutely nauseating to see the direct
result of these decisions, public apathy; com-
placency; and fallure of our parents to as-
sume their God Given Responsibilities. We
have too many houses and not enough homes
in our nation today.

Then, of course, we shouldn’t overlook
these so-called do-gooders who are slobber-
ing over these "“so-called unfortunate indi-
viduals” in a vain effort to find excuses for
their senseless transgressions.

It is my firm belief that unless the decent
law-ablding Americans, which compromise
approximately ninety percent of our popula-
tion, stand up and be counted as tried and
true Americans, the other ten percent, which
give us ninety percent of our trouble, will be
dictating policies and procedures for our
guidance in the future.

Maybe, Sir, my words may be a little
strong, but they describe my convictlions
most thoroughly.

If there is anything we can do here to
assist you in your wonderful undertakings,
please advise,

Kindest personal regards and very best
wishes.

Sincerely,
CARLISLE JOHNSTONE,
Chief of Police.

POLICE DEPARTMENT,
City oF NEw BosToN, OHIO,
February 23, 1967.

Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: The Miranda decislon Is a great
deterrent to effective law enforcement. I
feel that the law-abiding citizens of our
great country should be able to expect and
receive better protection from those who
commit crimes than the Miranda declsion
permits.

Respectfully yours,
Russerr IMES,
Chief of Police, New Boston, Ohio.

NEw JERSEY ARMORED CAR SERVICE, INC.,
Pleasantville, N.J., February 24, 1967,

Hon. JorN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Criminal
Laws and Procedures, U.S. Senate, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR McoCrLErrAN: I regard with
dismay recent and not so recent U.8. SBupreme
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Court decisions which prevent law enforce-
ment agencies from protecting us from the
murderer, raplst, robber and knife wielder.

The recent release in Brooklyn, N.Y. of a
confessed murderer who destroyed his wife
and b children and walked away a free man
is a case in joint. How can this be possible?
Dally our newspapers carry items of crimi-
nals being set free to continue their depreda-
tions of plunder and ravage.

Please, do your best to nullify these bad
U.8. Supreme Court decisions and as a mem-
ber of the International Association of Chiefs
of Police I can vouch that we are 100% be-

hind you.
Respectiully yours,
ERNEST O. SCHEYDER,
ExHIBIT 2

[From the Journal of Criminal Law, Crimi-
nology, and Polce Science, December 1966]

“PLAYING GoD": b TO 4—THE SUFREME COURT
AND THE PoOLICE

(Nore.—With this number of the Journal a
practice is Inaugurated of publishing edi-
torial comments upon controversial subjects
in the field of criminal law, criminology, po-
lice science, and police administration.

(Upon some occasions one of the editors,
or an editorial consultant, will present an
issue and express his own views upon it; at
other times the initlative may come from
writers not associated with the Journal, In
either event an opportunity will always be
afforded for responsible response. The re-
sponse, however, must fall within the space
confines of editorlal comment.

(Following is an expression of a viewpoint
by the Journal's Editor-in-Chief that will
unquestionably draw opposing comment—
very likely from one or more of the Journal's
own editorial consultants.)

Over the past several years, wherever the
Supreme Court of the United States ren-
dered a decision that imposed a new restric-
tlon upon the police, many persons were
heard to say: “If only the police, prosecuting
attorneys, the organized bar, the state courts,
or the legislatures had taken the initiative
and done something about the situation
there would have been no need for the Court
to step in.” To some of us this always
seemed to be a naivé explanation of the
motivation of a majority of the Justices,

Recent developments have established, to
my satisfaction, the fact that the Court's
majority has been determined all along to
do its own policing of the police regardless
of what any other group or any other branch
of government might do by way of attempt-
ing to solve the law enforcement problems
about which the Court has been so con-
cerned. The Court's one man majority was
golng to continue to “play God"”. And “play
God” it did in its June, 1966 decision in
Miranda v. Arizona (384 U.S. 4386).

For the past several years an American Law
Institute committee, composed of lawyers,
law teachers, and judges, with divergent
viewpoints upon the subject, has devoted a
tremendous amount of time and effort to-
ward the formulation of a proposed tenta-
tive legislative code prescribing interrogation
procedures for the police to follow. These
endeavors of the American Law Institute
began a year before the Court’s 5 to 4 deci-
slon of June, 1964 in Escobedo v. Illinois (378
U.8. 478), and the tentative draft of the
Committee’s proposed code had been printed
and disseminated at least three months be-
fore the Miranda decision.

As the Institute’s committee was working
on its project, so was a comparably com-
posed American Bar Assoclation Committee
on Minimum Standards of Criminal Justice.
One of its sub-committees had been assigned
to deal specifically with the police interroga-
tion problem and to make recommendations,
and it was working closely with the Insti-
tute’s committee toward that end. Its exist-
ence and activities were also known to the
Court long before the Miranda declsion,
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The President's Commisslon on Law En-
forcement and the Administration of Crim-
inal Justice was also deeply engaged in a
study of many aspects of eriminal investiga-
tion that inevitably would have produced
facts and figures helpful to a full consldera-
tion of the interrogation-confession problem.
And other studies were under way, such as
those by the District of Columbia Crime
Commission and the Georgetown Law Center.
Also, the Ford Foundation had recently
awarded a grant of $1,000,000, in part, for a
study of arrests and confessions in New York.

Here, then, was action—in truly democratic
fashion—seeking to find a proximate solu-
tion to some very difficult problems.

All of these efforts would have resulted in
a full airing of the interrogation-confession
problem, based upon practical as well as legal
considerations. But a one man majority
of the Court in Miranda “pulled the rug”
from underneath all of these studies and re-
search groups, and effectively foreclosed a
final evaluation of their ultimate findings
and recommendations. It did so by branding
as unconstitutional a substantial segment
of the very practices and procedures that
were under consideration by these various
groups. As Justice Harlan said in his dis-
senting opinion in Miranda, “the legislative
reforms” that may have emanated from such
group efforts “would have had the vast ad-
vantage of empirical data and comprehen-
slve study” and “they would allow experi-
mentation and use of solutions not open to
the courts”. Also in Justice Harlan’s opin-
ion, “they would restore the initiative In
criminal law reform to those forums where
it truly belongs.”

With its Miranda limitations upon the va-
lidity of a suspect's walver of the Court’s
newly concelved “rights” about which he
must be informed, there will be many in-
stances where police Investigators are
deprived of an essential means for the solu-
tion of a substantial percentage of the seri-
ous crimes that now plague this country.
Only by a deliberate evaslon of the Miranda
rules might the police prevent this conse-
quence; and this they should not do! Le-
gally, as well as morally, the police have no
alternative but full and good Latin compli~
ance. Whatever deleterious effects their
compliance may bring with respect to the
safety and security of law abiding citizens do
not constitute a responsibility with which
they should concern themselves. To use
the words of one of the Supreme Court Jus-
tices in another context, “There are others
who must shoulder ‘much of that respon-
sibility”.

Considering the complexity of the interro-
gation-confession problem, a summary 5 to 4
nullification of much of the aforemen-
tioned group efforts directed toward the
preparation of legislative guldelines is awe-
somely inconsistent with fundamental dem-
ocratic concepts,

It's more like “Playing God: 5 to 4".

FreD E. INBAU,
Editor-in-Chief.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Arkansas for
his excellent, thought-provoking speech
on the problem which confronts the
people of the United States more than
any other except that of Vietnam. This
matter demands some remedy against
the abuses that are being practiced by
the many individuals who defy law and
order.

I think it must be said that encour-
agement has been given to them because
of the breakdown of our legal processes
resulting primarily from the decisions of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the Supreme Court, so excellently dis-
cussed by the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank my distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wish
to join the Senator from Ohip and the
Senator from Arkansas in calling this
matter to the attention of the Senate,
and I hope that at an early date this
Congress will enact some remedial legis-
lation which will protect the innocent
as well as give protection to the accused.

The members of the Supreme Court,
who were so zealous in trying to protect
the constitutional rights of these crim-
inals, should also be reminded that each
of these criminals has destroyed the
constitutional rights of a law-abiding
American citizen.

Mr. McCLELLAN. To be safe in his
home, in the streets, and in his place of
husiness.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator is correct.

Mr, McCLELLAN. That is a consti-
tutional right that certainly is equal to
all the so-called civil rights of any in-
dividual. He should have equal consid-
eration.

In conclusion, I should like to remind
Senators that the Subcommittee on Cri-
minal Laws and Procedures of the Com=-
mittee on the Judiciary will begin a series
of hearings tomorrow, and we earnestly
invite each Member to give thought and
consideration to the problem that is con-
fronting us, and we solicit from them
every counsel and any contribution they
feel they can possibly make toward a
solution of this problem.

Mr.,

COST-PRICE SQUEEZE TIGHTENS
ON KANSAS WHEATGROWERS
AND CATTLEMEN

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, Kansas
wheatgrowers and cattlemen have been
experiencing an ever-tightening cost-
price squeeze which has been of several
months’ duration.

In a period when the Government
encourages production, when our food-
stuffs are needed to still starvation in
many parts of the world, the genius of
America’s farm production experiences
price declines while cost increases. La-
bor, machinery, and land costs are all up.

It has been written that bankers in
some farm communities are reporting a
strong demand still for credit to buy
machinery and land, and even to provide
for the cost of living.

In the drought conditions which affect
the wheatgrowers of Kansas—indeed, it
is said that only the eastern part of
Kansas now shows the green of the
winter wheat which was planted late last
fall—reports of farmers plowing under
wheat acreage to bring supply-demand
more in line may be premature. For the
truth of the matter is, Mr. President,
that the Kansas wheat producers do not
revolt nor do the Kansas cattlemen go
on strike as the press so often character-
izes their concern. Yet the situation
today approaches the point of a farm
economy crisis.
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Mr. Ray Frisbee, president of the
Kansas Farm Bureau Federation, re-
cently stated:

The economic scale is terrifyingly out of
balance . ., . farmers have got to have more
for their produce or there is going to be a
deterioration of agriculture which could
affect this nation’s economy.

I am advised that the following is the
wheat situation in Kansas: last year at
harvesttime, wheat was $1.86 a bushel,
and in the anticipation that it would rise
to $2 a bushel, many producers and
growers sought to hold out until the
market went up. The situation, instead,
was that the market went down; and as
the producers waited, the price dropped
further, and last week the price had
fallen to $1.47 a bushel. Perhaps this
discipline on the part of the farmer is
having some effect, because last week, for
the first time in 8 months, the price of
wheat in Kansas markets went up after
the low of 2 weeks ago.

Under these circumstances, it is a mat-
ter of great concern that the Secretary
of Agriculture, who previously seemed so
confident of his plans and farm policies,
can now only be quoted as saying that
the Government is “exploring every pos-
sible avenue” to halt the price slide.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. PEARSON. 1 ask unanimous
consent that I may proceed for 4 addi-
tional minutes.

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

Mr. PEARSON. I would suggest that
one of the avenues that the Secretary
should explore to the fullest possible ex-
tent and as soon as possible is that of
how to correct the image which has de-
veloped over the past 12 to 18 months
that the administration is committed to
a policy of keeping the lid on farm prices
and, in fact, is quite willing to pursue
those actions which will depress farm
prices.

On February 23 I wrote to Secretary
Freeman, asking for his explanation of
the drastic drop in wheat prices over the
past 8 months, His reply, in a letter of
March 3, stated: .

The decline from wheat prices quoted last
summer has been attributed to a reduction
in speculative activity, and the prospect of
an increased world production of wheat.

Mr. President, I have quoted only part
of the letter. I ask unanimous consent
that the Secretary’s entire letter be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, March 3, 1967,

Dear SBEwaTorR: This 1s in reply to your
letter of February 23 concerning a drop in
wheat prices in Kansags and suggesting ad-
vance distribution of the 1967 wheat certifi-
cate payments. I, too, am concerned with
farm prices weakening, costs rising, and
agriculture in general still a long way from
parity of income.

Commodity prices are determined by
many factors. The marketing factors bring-
ing about the decline from the wheat prices
quoted late last summer have been attrib-
uted to a reduction in speculative activ-
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ity, and the prospect of an increased world
production of wheat. Last week the wheat
market showed a considerable strengthening
in cash prices and futures. We now have
a8 free market in action. Reduction of
stocks has created a greater flexibility in
market prices and wider price fluctuations
are being experienced more than during the
years of burdensome stocks when market
prices closely paralleled loan rates. The
market 1s now more independent of govern-
ment pricing than at any time In more than
30 years.

We have not made advance payments
under the wheat program because the time
between signup and final payment has been
relatively short. Funds have not been in-
cluded in the current fiscal year budget. We
are studying the possibility of making our
payments somewhat earller than last year,
including some payment before June 30, but
we cannot be sure we will be able to do it.

Sincerely yours,
OrviLLE L. FREEMAN.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I
would suggest that the price rise last
summer occurred partly because the De-
partment of Agriculture had consider-
ably underestimated world wheat pro-
duetion. The decline in what prices then
began after the Department’s report in
late fall that world production would be
at an alltime record high, and shortly
after the Department had called for an
additional increase in domestic wheat
acreage of 15 percent. Furthermore,
about this time reports began to circu-
late that wheat shipments under the
Public Law 480 program were to be cut
by at least 25 percent.

Mr. President, I do not suggest that
the earlier miscalculations about the
size of the world wheat crop were de-
liberate on the part of the Department
of Agriculture. However, the fact re-
mains that the Johnson administration
during the first part of 1966 had taken
a whole series of actions designed to
freeze or roll back farm prices. These
earlier actions, combined with the call
for an increase in wheat acreage of 32
percent, plus the curtailment of wheat
exports, have had the effect of creating
the distinct impression that the admin-
istration would not allow open markef
farm prices to achieve a level that pro-
vides fair and honest return to the Amer-
ican family farmer.

The current farm price situation is
unjustified and intolerable. One cannot
help continuing to wonder at the para-
dox of abundance in America and star-
vation abroad while the genius of Amer-
fcan farm technology is being rewarded
only by a decreasing compensation.

REVISION OF THE SELECTIVE
SERVICE SYSTEM

Mr, KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr,
President, over the weekend President
Johnson released the report of the Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Selective
Service. It is an event of high sig-
nificance.

For the report is an insistent call to
Congress for action. It spotlights the
inequities plaguing our present system
of Selective Service, and then makes
sound recommendations for their elim-
ination. We in the Congress cannot
tolerate the continuance of these in-
equities in a system charged with heavy
responsibility of choosing some few who
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will bear the risk of bearing arms from
among the many who will not. The re-
port calls for action, and act we must:
the induction authority under the Uni-
versal Military Training and Service Act
expires this June 30.

When we do act, we must construct a
system as just, as fair, and as equitable
as possible, Our system must be flexible,
to meet changing manpower needs of
the military. And it must be predictable,
to allow our young men to plan their
lives free from draft-eligible years of
uncertainty.

The Commission’s recommendations
go far toward meeting these goals.
They give us a sound framework within
which our work can proceed. The
Chairman of the Commission, former
Attorney General Burke Marshall, de-
serves the thanks of every one of us in
this Chamber for the Report he guided
to completion.

Our newspapers, reflecting the intense
concern generated by the prospect of
draft reform, have given the report
thorough coverage. They have as well
made many constructive analyses of the
problems the draft reform proposals
face. I ask unanimous consent that
several of these articles and editorials
be printed in the Recorp.

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

[From the Boston Globe, Mar. 5, 1967]

Drarr REPORT UrRGES: END STUDENT
DEFERMENTS

(By Martin Nolan)

WasaiNGTON.—A  presidential advisory
commission has called for the abolition of all
student draft deferments as part of its plan
for revamping the Selective Service System.

The 21-member commission, which has ex-
amined the draft since July, released Its
findings Saturday in a 218-page report called
“In Pursuit of Equity: Who Serves When Not
All Berve?"

President Johnson is expected to incorpo-
rate many of the commission’s findings in his
message to Congress next week. The draft
law expires July 1 and presumably a new law
will take effect this Summer.

The commission was headed by former As-
slstant Attorney General Burke Marshall,
now general counsel of I.BM. 8ix college
teachers or administrators were members of
the group, along with businessmen, labor
leaders, and four former Pentagon officlals.

Besldes calling for an end to “further stu-
dent or occupational deferments,” the com-
mission urged the reversal of drafting oldest
men first to a policy of drafting youngest
men first, beginning at age 19.

It also proposed a lottery, which it defined
as “an order of call which has been impar-
tially and randomly determined,” as well as
procedural changes within the Selective
Service System Itself to reduce the autonomy
of local draft boards and to make standards
for induction more uniform.

The commission also urged the armed serv-
ices to make more use of women volunteers
and to tighten standards for enllstment in
the National Guard and Reserves.

‘Most of the reforms had been urged by
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy in speeches a year
ago, as well as by Pentagon studies and other
reports on the nation’s draft system.

But the far-reaching changes involving
students are the most controversial aspects
of the report. These recommendations may
ignite a debate on the draft as widespread as
that accompanying the reintroduction of
peacetime conscription 20 years ago.
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The commission report admitted that the
abolition of student deferments had caused
the deepest division within the commission
during its seven months of work.

“No fssue received such prolonged and
thorough dellberation,” the report sald.
“Only on this issue did the commission con-
tain a substantial division of opinion.”

Both sides agreed on one thing concerning
deferments, that they “should never be
allowed to become, in effect, exemptions”.

“All members agreed that one of the
gravest inequities in the present system is
that what starts out as a temporary defer-
ment for college enrollment is easily ex-
tended into a de facto exemption—by grad-
uate school, by occupation, by fatherhood,
and ultimately by the passage of time and
advance of age.”

The report cited statistics showing that of
men between 27 and 34, only 27 per cent of
those who went to graduate school have seen
any military service. Of those whose educa-
tlion stopped at high school, 74 per cent wore
uniforms.

In this age bracket, 70 percent of those
who finished college have served, the same
percentage as high-school dropouts.
~ College dropouts in this age category had
a rate of 68 per cent in uniform. At the
other end of the educational spectrum, 41 per
cent of those with eight grade or lower edu-
cational level have served.

MAJORITY VIEWPOINT

The majority viewpolnt noted the effects of
the new GI Bill, which rewards veterans with
& chance for college, and sald that ““the edu-
cational processes would not be harmed, and
indeed may well be strengthened, by the
abolishment of student deferments.”

The minority argument was the same as
that advanced by Sen. Kennedy last week,
that deferments “be continued through the
baccalaureate degree,” i.e., at least four years.

Yale President Kingman Brewster Jr., a
member of the commission, was one of the
first to call attention to the inequity of col-
lege students and the military when he re-
ferred last year to the abllity of collegians
“to hide in the endless catacombs of formal
education."

In a New York speech Friday, Brewster
also spoke with favor of a “break” between
high school and college to ald young men’s
maturity.

All commission members agreed that the
“endless catacombs” of graduate school would
be sealed up.

OFFICER . SHORTAGE?

One of the minority’s objections, that
absence of deferments would create an officer
shortage, was answered in one of the four
exceptions to the no-deferment policy: “Men
who undertake officer fraining programs in
college should be deferred, provided they
commit to serve in the Armed Forces as en-
listed men if they do not complete their
officer programs.”

Another exception covered *hardship de-
ferments, which defy rigid classification, but
which must be judged realistically on indi-
vidual merits.” Local boards would do the
Judging.

Also, college students whose number came
up in the lottery “would be permitted to fin-
ish their sophomore year before induction.”

The fourth exemption provided for a
phase-out of the present system, allowing
those in school or in apprentice training “to
complete the degrees or programs for which
they are candidates. Upon termination of
those deferments, they will be entered into
the random selection pool with that year's
18-year-olds.”

The majority based its stand on total abo-
lition of deferments on the war in Vietnam.
“A chance to postpone service right now
might mean the difference betwen the obll-
gation to serve in a shooting war and the
possibility of serving later when the war
might have come to an end.
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SPOTLIGHTED BY WAR

The report’s introduction sald that the
draft was “floodlighted today by the war in
Vietnam. The echo of American battle fire
impels, as 1t always should, the hard probe
for better solutions.

The war was also cited in rejecting the
“National service"” concept proposed by De-
fense Secretary McNamara last May. “No
fair way exists to equate voluntary service
programs with military service,” the report
sald.

The report also rejected an all-volunteer
army as an inflexible means of obtaining
military manpower in an emergency. It
added that “some members of the commis-
sion see unfortunate soclal consequences in
an all-volunteer military force sustained only
by financial incentive ... a mercenary
force unrepresentative of the nation.”

The commission's advocacy of a lottery
involved no specifics, saylng only that “the
computer and the fishbowl are two that have
been suggested.” It did recommend that
the “order of call could be done once a year,
or at more frequent intervals if found prac-
tieable.”

“Men would be called for induction in the
order determined. Every man in the eligible
pool would know where he stood on the list.”

IMPARTIAL METHOD

The commission based its arguments for a
lottery on population figures showing two
million men reaching 18 every year, of whom
the draft requires between 100,000 and 300,-
000. The random-selectlon process, it sald, is
“as impartial a manner as can be devised.”
The system would require a full year of
“maximum vulnerability” to the draft. Of
the expected 1,5 million men in the pool
(after immediate physical examinations had
rejected some 500,000), beefed-up and more
glamorous recruitment programs would lure
some 450,000 men, the commission sald. This
would leave 150,000 men who ‘‘could be sure
of being drafted at some point during the
year.”

But because many of the 150,000 chosen
would enlist in other services, “many men
immediately below the first 150,000 would
also expect to be drafted.”

Those at the bottom of the order that year
would be safe while those in the middle of
the 1.5 million pool “might have some un-
certainty about their situation for the dura-
tion of the year."”

After the year, however, all “would retain
a diminishing vulnerability to the draft until
they reached 26,” barring a larger war.

The commission devoted much of its report
to internal reforms with the 27-year-old
Belective SBervice System, taking away much
of the power of the 4000 local boards and
saying that it urged “the rule of law to re-
place the rule of discretion.”

Although calling for pay ralses for the
clerks of the local boards, it t.n-ged new faces
on the boards themselves. Noting that the
average age of board members was 58, it also
pointed out that 12 members are over 90,
400 over B0 and that one-fifth of all local
board members are over 70 years old.

The commission reproduced questionnaires
showing that some boards conslder college
students more important than fathers and
vice versa, showing a haphazard pattern of
equity.

NEW BOARDS

It called for changes in appointing new
boards including 8 maximum retirement age,
a2 maximum of five years' service, the eligi-
bllity of women to serve on the boards and
changing “their composition to represent all
elements of the public they serve.”

Most board members, even in Negro areas,
are white and most are professional men or
white-collar workers even In areas where
most of the reglstrants are from lower-in-
come classes,

_ The commission concluded that the doe-
tors’ and dentists’ drafts would have to con-
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tinue despite the ‘“‘double jeopardy” such
men who had already served at age 19 might
face. The new draft system would compen=-
sate for this, the commission said, by placing
veterans at the bottom of the induction list
when drafting doctors and dentists.

[From the Boston Globe, Mar., 5, 1967]
STUDENTS PREFER LOTTERY
(By Jeremiah V. Murphy)

Greater Boston college students viewed
with mixed reactions Baturday the changes
proposed by the Natlonal Advisory Commis-
sion on Selective Service.

A survey at Harvard, Boston College and
Boston Unlversity revealed one point of
agreement—the need for changes in the ex-
isting draft laws,

‘Most students felt that a lottery system
would be fairer, would not discriminate
against young men with neither the financial
nor intellectual ability to attend college and
thus be deferred from military service.

Several others sald the lottery leaves “too
much to chance.”

One Harvard student sald, “I don't like
the idea of my life being used up, perhaps by
a name being pulled out of a hat."

Following are student reactions:

Andrew Effron, 18, of Poughkeepsie, N.Y.,
a Harvard freshman—"I think they should
abolish student deferments altogether. 'The
lottery should start the year a student gets
out of high school. The way things are now,
the draft is keyed on a social class level,
Some fellows can't afford college or don't
have the educational background. Today
they're drafted. It is not fair.”

Philip Boswell, 17, of Washington, Harvard
freshman—*"A lottery would be more moral,
but student deferments are more practical.
The lottery is much fairer to everyone. Gen-
erally, I would favor the new proposals.”

Robert Mintz, 18, of Burbank, Calif., Har-
vard freshman—"Improvements in the draft
law are necessary, but I don’t like the lottery
idea—too much hit or miss. I do not like the
idea of my life being used up, perhaps, by &
name being pulled out of a hat. We need a
more rational system, but it is difficult to
decide who should be killed and who should
live. The existing system is unfair to those
who can’t go to college.”

Mrs. Pamela Salvatore, 23, of Milbrae, Calif.,
Harvard graduate student—"It is an improve-
ment over our present system, but I don’t
think it is the total answer.”

Stephen Ryack, 24, Brookline, University of
Chicago student at Harvard—'"“The plan is
unfair, because the country needs to main-
tain its leadership. I think the whole pro-
posal is misdirected. Would be better if we
used all our resources to eliminate reasons
for the need for a draft.”

Robert Wood Jr., 19, Harvard sophomore—
“I don't think a lottery would be fair . .. too
much left to chance, random.”

Edward Jakush, 21, of Chicago, M.I.T. sen-
for—"A lottery system would be cruel,
You'd never know who is going to get drafted.
You'd take people for military service who
have no particular qualifications. It would
be square pegs in round holes,”

Michael Pabts, 21, of Milwaukee, Boston
College senior—"The new plan is short sight-
ed. I'm willing to serve but I think I would
be more valuable after I finish school when
I am a biochemist., The plan would be a
waste of talent for idealistic reasons.!

Willlam Brobowski, 21, of Norwich, Ct,
Boston College senior—"I wouldn't want to
see student deferments abolished, but a lot-
tery would be more democratie.”

William Schoenfield, 21, of Bradford, Bos-
ton College senior—"I am in fayor of military
training for everyone. With a lottery, some
people—with luck—wouldn’t serve.”

Julian Podbereski, 19, of Toronto, Boston
University sophomore "I am a pacifist, so
I am opposed to the draft in any form, but
I think a lottery would be fairer. It would
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not discriminate against those not in col-
lege.”

Kli:mil;r Hassen, 20, of New York, Boston
University junior—“It would be a better sys-
tem, because everyone would have an equal
opportunity to serve. Student deferments
are unfair to those who can't afford to go to
college.”

Warren Cohen, 23, of Newton, Boston Uni-
versity graduate student—"The new plan is
a good idea. Gets them when they are
young, easier to train.”

[From the Boston Globe, March 5, 1967]

THE REACTION: “EXCELLENT JOB” . , .
“QOVERDUE"

(By Richard J. Connolly)

Proposals by President Johnson's Natlonal
Advisory Commission on Belective Service
stirred a wave of reaction among educa-
tors, government officlals and civil rights
activists Saturday night.

Sen. Edward M. Eennedy halled the com-
mission’s study as “an excellent job, point-
ing up the inequities” of the draft system.

“There can be little question that the
present system is uncertain, unfair and un-
just because of its crazy-quilt pattern of
deferments, its geographical disparities and
its Inherent lack of predictability,” he sald.

He had called for the baslc reforms in a
Benate resolution last week.

John C. Carr, state selective service direc-
tor, sald, “I wouldn't be at all unhappy if
no changes are made at all. |

“It's impossible to eliminate inequalities
entirely. I think the present system has
smoothed out many of the possible in-
equities.”

He sald a proposal to grant deferments only
to college students in technical fields would
appear to discriminate against students with
a liberal arts talent.

He added, however, that any of the pro-
grams proposed by the commission would be
easy to administer if they become law.

The commission’s recommendations re-
garding student deferments prompted Sta-
ton Curtls, dean of students at Boston Uni-
versity, to point out that students have
had an almost blanket deferment.

“I would certalnly favor revision of the
draft which would eliminate this inequity
because I think the college student, under
the present system, has enjoyed a kind of
preferential treatment which is thereby an
inequity,” Curtis sald.

If there is a proposal for revision of the
draft system, which would tend to eliminate
or minimize this inequity, I'd be in favor of
it. College students themselves are quite
aware of this inequity.” }

Dr. Asa S. Knowles, president of North-
eastern University, sald there are many in-
equities in the draft and a revision is long
overdue,

‘“I'll be happy to see the report of the
commission, this should bring greater equity.
It's a complicated question and should be
carefully studied.”

He added that all inequities could not be
removed untll everyone is drafted.

Very Rev. Michael P. Walsh, president of
Boston College, sald that perhaps the draft
has been unfair in allowing total de facto
exemptions.

“But I think it would be unwise not to de-
fer students. There is a broader need in this
country than defense. We still need scien-
tists, engineers and medical personnel.”

Even in World War II and the Korean War,
he pointed out, students in particular fields
were deferred.

Dean Harold L. Hazen of the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology's Graduate School
said education up to the top level is the only
way for the country to develop foundations
for leadership.

“The question is whether our society can
afford, statistically speaking, to dispense
with a significant fraction of such people,”
he added.
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He sald the subject dealt with a basic phi-
losophy involving the wise use of manpower,
the contributions of leadership by specially
qualified in the fields of medicine, sclence
and engineering.

Bob Eubanks, co-chalrman of Afro-Ameri-
cans Against the War in Vietnam, sald, "It
comes as no surprise that they would admit
that an inequity against Blacks exists, but it
will take a complete change and overhaul
of the draft system to change it."

His group sponsored a “funeral march”
Saturday through Roxbury to “mourn the
deaths of 2,600 black men in Vietnam.”

““More blacks are always going to be drafted
than whites under the present system,” he
sald, “because of their lower education and
lack of the kind of jobs that would give them
a deferment.

“The main thing is not that more blacks
are being drafted than whites, but that
blacks have nothing to fight for in Vietnam
in the first place.”

et

LocAr Drarr Boarns WouLp BE DROPPED

San AnTONIO, TEX—The nation’s 4,100
local draft boards—survivors of a century-
old concept of having men chosen by their
own neighbors for military service—would
go out of business under proposals by Presi-
dent Johnson's Selective Service Advisory
Commission.

The boards would be replaced by 800 to
500 “area offices,” operated by hired person-
nel who would register and classify youths
for induction under “clear and binding” na-
tional standards. The local boards are run
by volunteers operating under standards
which vary from place to place,

There still would be volunteer "local
boards”—but only 300 to 500 of them, work-
ing in conjunction with the area offices and
limited to hearing appeals from Iinductees.
‘They would be the first court of appeal,

Instead of the 50 state offices which now
exist, there would be 8 regional offices, where
regional appeal boards as well as adminis-
trative functions would be housed, and the
national headquarters, with its presidential
appeal board would remain as presently con-
stituted.

[From the New York Times, Mar, 5, 1967]

PRESIDENTIAL UNIT ASKS DraFT BY LOT OF
19-YEAR-OLDS—PANEL URGES YOUNGEST OF
Avy ErLiciBLES BE CaLrLeDp Fimst, WirH FEw
ExeMPTIONS—NO STUDENT DEFERMENT—
MoRe UNIFORMITY PROPOSED—MNEGRO '‘IN-
EQUITIES” NOTED—WHITE HOUSE PLEASED

(By Max Frankel)

BSan AnTONIO, TEX.,, March 4—A radical re-
organization of the military draft, altering
the methods and standards of selection, has
been proposed to President Johnson by the
National Advisory Commission on Selective
Service.

The panel, which was appointed by the
President, calls for a virtual lottery among
eligible 19-year-olds, which would work im-
partially throughout the country and deter-
mine a young man's fate at an early stage
of his career. It would also replace the na-
tion's 4,100 neighborhood draft boards with
no more than 500 area centers applying uni-
form policies of classification and appeal.

The Texas White House published today
the commission’s plan, which was also re-
leased in Washington, with evident enthu-
slasm but without formal comment. The
President is expected to endorse most of the
recommendations in a special message on
Monday, inviting Congress to help arrange
thelr gradual adoption.

After an exhaustive seven-month study,
the select commission concluded that the
youngest of all qualified men should be
drafted first, starting at age 19, and that
they should be summoned in a random and
impartial order, in effect, by lot.
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EXEMPTION CHANCES IMPROVE

However, fewer than half of these men
would be needed by the armed services, even
in a sizable war such as that in Vietnam.
The rest, having escaped call-up in their
period of “maximum vulnerability,” would
therefore become virtually exempt, more cer-
tainly so with each passing year as ever
larger groups of younger men were enrolled.

The commission also called special atten-
tion to what it called the Negro's “inequi-
table” status, partly reflecting social and eco-
nomic injustice, and perhaps, it hinted, more
direct discrimination in the selection of fewer
Negroes as officer and technical trainees.

A majority of the commission urged the
abolition of almost all student and occupa-
tional deferments so as to subject nearly
all physically and mentally fit 19-year-olds
to one simultaneous risk of induction.

But a substantial minority, seven or eight
of the 20 commission members, favored con-
tinued deferments for undergraduate study,
provided that the beneficiaries were required,
upon graduation, to expose themselves to
random selection with the next group of
19-year-olds.

The majority, officials indicated, was led
in this argument by the commission chair-
man, Burke Marshall, former Assistant At-
torney General for Civil Rights, who is now
vice president and general counsel of the
International Business Machines Corpora-
tion.

REEDY HEADS MINORITY

The minority forces are said to have been
led by George E. Reedy Jr., President John-
son’s former press secretary, who is now
President of the Struthers Research and De-
velopment Corporation,

The panel differed from a civilian advisory
group on the draft appointed by Congress.
This committee, whose recommendations to
the House Armed Services Committee were
released this morning, called for severe meas-
ures against draft evaders and draft card
burners, and found the Selective Service Law
basically falr.

All the members of the Presidential com-
mission agreed that too many students had
parlayed deferments into exemptions, and
they urged strict safeguards against “one of
the gravest inequities in the present system.”
They advised against deferments for most
graduate students.

The unanimous recommendations also in-
cluded the following:

That men eligible for the draft should not
gain immunity by direct enllstment in the
Reserves or Natlonal Guard.

That possible shortages in the Reserves or
Guard be filled by the draft, with the same
random selection system.

That the need for draftees be reduced by
creating more military jobs for the surplus
of women volunteers and by developing pro-
grams to traln men who volunteer but do
not meet induction standards.

That policies toward allens be modified
to exempt tourists and other temporary visi-
tors and give immigrants time to adjust.

That study begin at once on the feasibility
of an “ideal” peacetime system that would
let all drafted men decide when, between
the ages of 19 and 23, they wish to serve.

Some of the commission’s most far-reach-
ing proposals, including random selection,
the drafting of younger men first and the
abolition of most deferments, could be de-
creed by Executive order of the President
without new legislation,

EXECUTIVE 'ORDERS SUGGESTED

The Selective Service Act, which expires
in June, would be renewed under the com-
mission’s plan for four years, with the same
flexibility for the President. It would be al-
tered, however, to “consolidate" the system
under more centralized administration, to
make new regional appeal boards more rep-

5513

resentative of different population groups
and to provide equitable appeal procedures.

The commission met for more than 100
hours and read hundreds of reports on the
views of all major organizations and man-
power experts, students and Cabinet offi-
cials, all 60 Governors and many Mayors. It
studied the need for the draft and all pro-
posed variants and known consequences
thereof.

It began with these central facts—that
about two million men will reach draft age
in the coming years, three-fourths of whom
will qualify under current standards; that
of that 1.5 million, only 600,000 to one mil-
lion will be needed; and of these, only be-
tween 100,000 and 300,000 may have to be
drafted, Then It asked how they should
be chosen,

Ralsing standards or expanding defer-

ments, the commission decided, will onl

promote “harmful and undesirable” in}usg
tices. It decided that the drafting of older
men first, as at present, would leave all men
in uncertainty for many years and impose
unequal risks of selection.

Accordingly, it suggested a complete re-
versal of concept. It proposed the universal
testing of all young men, for social as well
as draft purposes, soon after they registered
at the age of 18. Boon thereafter, those
found physically and mentally eligible for
the draft pool would be ranked at random in
an order of call, a list from which the Defense
Department would draw the needed number
when they turned 19.

Whether the random ranking should be
done by computer or by the drawing of num-
bers from a fishbowl, according to registra-
tion numbers, birth dates or otherwise, must
be determined by special studies, the report
sald.

In addition, the report asked for a total
overhaul of the Selective Service administra-
tion. Though restrained in its language,
the panel was highly critical of the existing
structure, which it portrayed as diffuse, in-
efficient, often arbitrary and indifferent to
the rights and needs of the registrants and
soclety.

Top officials in the system are “heavily
oriented toward the military,” the commis-
slon saild. Local board members, it found,
are all male, mostly veterans and white-col-
lar workers and almost exclusively white—
96.3 per cent, with only 1.3 per cent Negro
members, The average age 1s 58, with 20 per
cent over 70.

The commission would create a centralized
system built around elght regional centers
directing the work of 300 to 500 area centers.,
It would install modern data handling equip-
ment and synchronize all policies.

Attached to each center, but independent
of it, would be appeal boards of volunteer
citizens representing all elements of the pub-
lic, serving five-year terms on Presidential
appointment, allowing a month for appeal,
recording decisions in writing and assisting
the appellant in every way.

The percentage of Negroes qualified for
service is considerably smaller than that of
whites, the report said. Yet 30.2 per cent
of the qualified Negroes are drafted, agalnst
only 18.8 per cent of the qualified whites.

Fewer Negroes get into Reserve and officer
training programs, it was found. Fewer
Negroes in the Army get jobs requiring tech-
nical skills, thus leaving the path to an in-
fantry division as ‘““the only one entirely
open. "

FEWER NEGROES CHOSEN

Though the over-all proportion of all Negm
enlisted men in Vietnam is only 11 per cent,
the report said, their percentage in Army
units there is 14.5 per cent, their representa-
tion in combat units is appreciably higher
still and they account for 22.4 per cent of
all Army troops killed in actlon.

Nonetheless, the commission rejected the
idea of using the compulsory draft for the




5514

“worthwhile objectives” of rehabilitating the
millions of men who are being rejected for
educational or health deficiencies—700,000 in
the fiscal year 1966 and five million men be-
tween those now aged 181, and 34.

This, the report said, is a “national shame”
and “threat to the national security,” the
report said, but a system of universal train-
ing to promote fitness, training, discipline
and patriotism, it added, cannot be justified
on the grounds of military need and should
therefore be attacked by other means.

The commission also rejected the elimina-
tion of the draft and the total reliance on
volunteers, above all because this would rob
the nation of a flexible system capable of
rapid mobilization in ecrisis.

Also rejected were the many proposals for
compulsory national service of some kind,
such as in the Peace Corps abroad or in
Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) at
home, or for:voluntary service as an alterna-
tive to military duty. These pose difficult
policy and constitutional issues, the com-
mission sald.

Moreover, it could find no fair way of
equating civilian with military service. It
questioned the quality of volunteer programs
that became draft alternatives and recom-
mended the rigid separation of programs on
military as opposed to educational and social
needs,

After a slde study, the commission voted
to stand by the existing rules for consclen-
tious objectors, recognized only If they are
morally opposed to war in all forms, not just
a particular war.

One or two commission members sup-

the ildea of permifting a so-called
“selective pacifism,” but the majority
thought this was essentially a political
rather than a moral expression that ought
to be channeled through the recognized
political processes.

By far the most prolonged and thorough
debate inside the commission dealt with
student deferments.

The majority concluded that the inequity
of giving students a speclal privilege had
been compounded by the administrative in-
equities invited by a system of discretionary
student deferment. The system was said to
have bred cynicism about military service
and education.

ALTERNATE SYSTEMS SEEN

The dominant view held that educational
processes would not be harmed by an end of
deferments, It expressed confidence that
the armed forces, which draw about 80 per
cent of their new officers from the colleges,
could develop alternate recrulting systems.

The majority would not cancel the defer-
ments of students who were already enrolled
for degrees when the system change oc-
curred, But thereafter, it would defer only
to the end of the sophomore year those
students already at college whose order of
call was randomly determined at age 18.
Full student deferments would be offered
only to men in officer programs bound by
contract to serve as officers, or as enlisted
men in case of default.

The minority, concerned about the mili-
tary need for officers and by the general need
for physicians and dentlsts, favored defer-
ments for students in a “serious' college
undertaking and for medical students in
professional school provided they accepted
an Irrevocable commitment for eventual
military service.

The Johnson Administration’s enthusiasm
for the report and admiration for the man-
ner in which it was compiled were evident
from comments by staff members and the
care with which it was released.

Also, the unusual release of the report just
two days before the Presldent’s own state-
ment on the subject suggested that he was
willing to give the report’s release precedence
and welcome a comparison of his proposals
with those of the commission.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The concept of drafting younger men first
has won almost universal favor, It has long
been pressed by the Defense Department
and was endorsed by the special study com-
missioned by the House Armed Services
Committee, conducted by Gen. Mark Clark,
retired. But that study favored most col-
lege deferments, except for “nonecritical”
graduate students, and rejected random
selection.

Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara is
on record favoring a lottery of some kind
and Senator Edward M. Kennedy, Democrat
of Massachusetts, anticipated this and most
of the other major recommendations of the
National Advisory Commission in a resolu-
tion he submitted to the Senate. Mr. Mar-
shall, the commission chairman, is a close
iriend of the Kennedy family.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 5, 1967]
CaLn-Up TiME Is NEAR FOR DRAFT REVISION
(By John Herbers)

WasHINGTON, March 4.—"It seems to me,”
a 24-year-old soldier wrote Senator Edward
M. Eennedy from Thalland, “that soclety de-
mands the young men of our era to somehow
accomplish three objectives between his 18th
and 25th birthdays. :

““He 1s supposed to attain a position of se-
curity in life; he is supposed to defend his
country; and he is supposed to get married.”

The soldier then went on to enumerate in
detall the conflicts and confusion that a
young man encounters in trying to achieve
all three, He ended with a plea for the Gov-
ernment to help by straightening out the
military draft,

What to do about the draft 1s causing al-
most as much perplexity for the Government
as the young man encounters in trying to ac-
commodate to a system that is now widely
acknowledged to be outdated, frequently un-
falr and an inefficient use of manpower.

RELUCTANT CONGRESS

Congress has been reluctant to come to
grips with these problems, even though they
have been accumulating over a period of
years. The present draft law was renewed
lf):l;e four years in 1963 without study or de-

But now both Congress and the Adminis-
tration have been driven by political neces-
sities to initiate reforms. Several factors
have intensified the crisis.

The present law expires July 1. The draft
is biting deeply to provide manpower for
Vietnam, a war that in itself is bitterly con-
troversial. Youths, parents and educators
are bringing pressures for change.

The trouble is that there are deep-seated
disagreements on how the procedures should
be changed. This was apparent in the com-
misslon that President Johnson appointed
last summer to make a study and recommen-
dations on the draft.

DIVIDED ON DEFERMENTS

This commission, which was chosen fo rep-
resent a cross-section of society, was deeply
divided over the question of student defer-
ments. In its report released today by the
White House, the commission recommended,
among other things, that student defer-
ments be ended with these exceptions; that
those now in school be permitted to complete
the degrees for which they are candidates;
and that thereafter those In college when
selected be permitted to finish their sopho-
more year before induction.

Earlier in the week, the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee released a report of its own
study conducted by a commission headed by
Gen. Mark W. Clark (U.S. Army retired).

The study had been ordered last fall to
glve Congress an independent basis for ac-
tlon. One of its chief recommendations was
that student deferments be continued ex-
cept for graduate students in noncritical
fields:
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This disagreement between the two study
commissions points up the fact that there is
yet no consensus even within the Govern-
ment on many important aspects.

There does, however, seem to be a con-
sensus on some points.  Both commissions
and many other concerned with the draft
agree that the younger men should be drafted
first—a reversal of the present practice of
taking the oldest first from the pool of men
between the ages of 18 and 26.

Purther, there iz general agreement that
the system should be more uniform from
state to state and district to district. As
Senator Edward EKennedy polnted out in a
recent speech, some citles draft 19-year-olds
while others draft 22-year-olds, and married
men are called up in one state while many
thousands of single men remain untouched
in another. r

But the areas of agreement soon run out
and disagreements emerge. The Adminis-
tration and Senator Eennedy are promoting
a random selection system for picking those
to be inducted from the pool of those de-
clared to be most eligible. But the Clark
commission rejected outright use of any
lottery. ]

The outcome depends to a large degree on
President Johnson. Many of the changes—
taking the youngest first, for example—can
be accomplished by Executive order without
any change in the law.

But the President must look to Congress
to give him the kind of law that will permit
him to put the reforms he desires into effect.
And Congress, responding to political pres-
sure, is taking the Initiative in seeking
reforms.

NEW HEARINGS SCHEDULED

The House Armed Services Committee will
renew hearings on the draft In April. A Sen-
ate subcommittee on employment, manpower
and poverty, with Senator Eenedy presiding,
will begin hearings on March 14.

The Kennedy subcommittee does not have
Jurisdiction. That belongs to the Armed
Bervices Committee headed by Richard B.
Russell of Georgla, But after the young
Massachusetts Democrat took the initiative
in draft reforms, Senator Russell announced
he would be glad to let him conduct the
hearings with the understanding, of course,
that the Russell committee would decide
what kind of bill is reported out.

[From the Washington Post, March 5, 1967]

PaNgErn Wourp Drarr 19-YEar-OLps FiImsT,
ABOLISH STUDENT AND JOB DEFERMENTS—
JornsoN CoMmISsioN UrceEs LOTTERY-TYFE
SELECTION OF INDUCTEES

(By Carroll Kilpatrick)

Sanw AnTONIO, TEX., March 4—A basic re-
organization of the Selective Service System
with the ending of student and occupational
deferments and the ealling of the voungest
men first was proposed to President Johnson
:ioday by a presidential advisory commis-

on.

It recommended that a “random" selection
system using a fishbowl or computer be de-
vised to pick those men to be drafted. The
word “lottery” was not used, but it was im-
plied. If approved, the system proposed
would mean that in the future 19-year-olds
would be drafted first instead of the “oldest
first.” Those not drafted when 19—barring
&  greater natlonal emergency—probably
would never be called.

President Johnson has been studying the
report, published today, for about a month,
officials said, and plans to make his recom-
mendations on it to Congress on Monday.

The President appointed the National Ad-
visory Commission on Selective Service last
July. Burke Marshall, former Assistant At-
torney General and now vice president and
general counsel of International Business
Machines Corp, was chairman of the 20-man
Commission. ! '
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BUFPORT INDICATED

Officials declined to say whether the Presl-
dent's recommendations to Congress would
follow the Commission’s recommendations.

The college deferment issue is among the
most controversial in the Commission’s far-
ranging report.

Deferred students now in school would be
permitted to complete the degrees for which
they are candidates, but upon termination
of the deferments they would be entered
into the random selection pool with that
year’'s 18-year-olds,

In the future, those already in college
when called would be permitted to finish
thelr sophomore year before induction.

All young men on reaching 18 would be
examined and those qualified for service
would be classified 1-A. When they are 19
they would be included in a pool from which
that year’s inductions would be made.

For the year they are 19, they would ‘‘un-
dergo their maximum vulnerability to the
draft,” the report said.

When the period of maximum vulnerability
elapsed an order of call would be determined
for a new group of 19-year-olds and those
who were not inducted would be called only
if military circumstances required.

In the year ending June 30, 1966, some
840,000 men were drafted. Draft calls in the
latter half of 1966 ran about 50,000 a month.
This year the calls are between 11,000 and
15,000 a month,

No new student or occupational deferments
would be granted, but hardship deferments
“Judged realistically” would be granted.

With nearly 2-million men reaching draft
age each year—more than the armed services
require—some kind of “random' selection is
the fairest possible way of choosing those to
be inducted, the Commission sald.

At present, the Armed Forces need only
from a half to a third of the 2 million men
annually reaching draft age.

The Commission rejected proposals to elim-
inate the draft, to adopt a system of uni-
versal tralning (proposed by former President
Eisenhower), or to establish a compulsory
national service or a volunteer service as an
alternative to military service. All these, it
sald, were objectionable for one reason or
another.

The Commission proposed what one official
called a “total” reorganization of the Selec-
tive Service system, but its continuance.
The law expires June 30.

The boards should represent all elements
of the population they serve, the Commission
sald, and women should be eligible to serve
on them. It proposed that board members
serve & maximum of five years and that a
maximum retirement age be established.

“The application of universal rules will
remove the need for most of the routine
declslon-making which now is the chlef func-
tion of local boards,” the Commission said.
“Elimination of most deferments and the
policy of selecting youngest men first for
induction will make classification far more
an impartial and standardization procedure
than it presently 1s.”

THIRTY DAYS FOR AFFEALS

The Commission sald that registrants could
make appeals to local boards regarding their
classifications and should be given 30 days
to do so instead of 10 days as at present.

The Commission refused to recommend &
major change in the rules regarding con-
scientious objectors. A minority in the Com-
mission wanted to recognize an objector's
opposition fo a particular war, but the ma-
jorlty sald the present rule requiring objec-
tion to all wars was falr.

It cited the Supreme Court's 1965 U.S. vs.
Seeger decision, which broadened the defini-
tion of religious bellefs that consclientious
objectors may cite. The Court said “a sin-
cere and meaningful belief which occuples
in the life of its possessor a place parallel to
that filled by the God of those admittedly
qualifying for the exemption comes within
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the statutory definition.” The Court did
not take up other, even broader arguments
of objectors in this decision.

The Commission called for “an adequate
number of special panels” to hear conscien-
tious objector appeals. At present, the Jus-
tice Department conducts such hearings, as
well as prosecuting those who refuse to serve.

The report said that its study impressed on
it that there are “serious defects in our na-
tional life” since one-fourth to one-third of
registrants are found ineligible for service
because of educational or health deficiencies.

MORE NEGROES REJECTED

It sald it found that Negroes were insuf-
ficlently represented on draft boards. But
it sald that the number of Negroes in the
Armed Services 1s not out of proportion to
thelr number in the population,

A far greater percentage of Negroes than
whites are rejected for service. Enlistment
rates are about equal for qualified white and
Negro men.

“However, Negroes already in the service
re-enlist at a substantially higher rate than
do white servicemen—their first-term re-
enlistment rates have been more than dou-
ble that of whites in recent years,” the re-
port sald.

The over-all proportion of Negroes in re-
lation to all enlisted personnel in Vietnam
is only 11 per cent, the report said. As of
late 19656, however, it added, 22.8 per cent of
the enlisted men in combat units in Vietnam
were Negro. And during the first 11 months
of 1966, Negro soldiers comprised 22.4 per
cent of all Army troops kllled in action.

The Commission was unanimous on most
issues, but it was divided on the question of
college deferments. The majority, however,
argued against all future deferments.

“There is no evidence, in the opinion of
most members of the Commission, that the
abolishment of student deferments would
deter young men selected for service from
going to college, or returning to college, when
their service was completed,” the report sald.

MORE WOMEN URGED

“This being so, the actual effect of stu-
dent deferments as these members see it is
unrelated to the national interest. Quite to
the contrary, they belleve, student defer-
ments have become only a convenient device
to shrink the ever-increasing pool of avall-
able manpower.”

The Commission urged that more women
be permitted to serve in noncombat roles,
and officials reported that the Defense De-
partment was undertaking plans to increase
the number of women In uniform from about
82,000 to more than 37,000.

The Board sald that men who undertake
officer training programs in college should be
deferred, but only if they commit themselves
to serve as enlisted men if they do not com-
plete thelr officer programs,

The Commission urged a study to deter-
mine whether a plan could be worked out
which would permit those selected at 18 for
induction to decide when, between the ages
of 19 and 23, they wish to serve.

Most of the recommendations for reor-
ganization of the system would require leg-
islation; most of the proposals affecting de-
ferments and drafting 19-year-olds first could
be put into effect by presidential order.

SYSTEM OUTGROWN

“The United States has outgrown its Se-
lective Service System,” the report said, add-
ing that 4000 local boards can no longer be
called “nelghborhood” committees.

Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.) sald
last night he was opposed to any kind of
a draft lottery system. Jackson, a member
of the Senate Armed Services Committee,
sald men with certain skills should be de-
ferred.

Sen, Edward M. EKennedy (D-Mass.), a
long-time critic of the current draft system,
sald Mr. Johnson's Commission had *“done
an excellent job in pointing up the inequities
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of the draft system and recommending solu-
tlons for them."

Sen. Richard B. Russell (D-Ga.), chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, declined
to comment. He sald his committee prob-
ably would begin considering the Commis-
sion’s proposals by mid-April.

THE FAcTs ARE THESE

Some 2 million men will be reaching draft
age each year. Nearly three-fourths of them
will be qualified for service under current
Department of Defense standards. Of that
1.5 million, only 600,000 to 1 million—varying
with the circumstances—will be required to
serve. And of these, between 100,000 and
300,000 may have to be inducted, The prob-
lem is: How shall those men be selected?

[From the Washington Post, March 5, 1967]

ONE oF REPORT'S CONCLUSIONS: QUALIFIED
Necro Is Founp TO RECEIVE INEQUITABLE
TREATMENT UNDER DRAFT

(By Willlam Chapman)

Under the current military service system
the qualified Negro 15 more apt to be drafted,
to be placed in a combat unit, and to meet
death in Vietnam than the white man.

These are conclusions drawn from the re-
port of the National Advisory Commission on
Selective Service which found the Negro's
participation in the draft to be “in several
ways Iinequitable.”

The report issued yesterday did not label
the draft itself inequitable, but said that the
Negro’s long-standing social and economic
handicaps have led to his unfair status in
the military.

By extensively documenting these inequi-
ties, the report confirmed the charges of
many eivil rights leaders 'and other analysts
that the draft burden falls more heavily on
Negroes than on whites.

It expressed hope that the Commission’s
recommendations for draft revision, which
include a random selection system and an
end to most student deferments, will correct
the inequities.

The report also recommended that new lo-
cal draft boards represent all elements, “in-
cluding ethnic" elements, of the population.
At present, the Commission found, only about
1.3 per cent of the 16,632 local board mem-
bers are Negroes.

The report found that the number of
Negroes called to service is not out of pro-
portion to their total population. However,
many more Negroes than whites are rejected
by the draft, primarily because they fall
written tests.

From the remaining pool of service-quali-
fied men, the report found, a much higher
percentage of Negroes than whites is finally
drafted. In one test year, the Commission
found that 30.2 per cent of the qualified
Negro group was drafted, as against only 18.8
per cent of the qualified whites.

The major reason for this, it said, is the in-
ability of Negroes to get into reserve pro-
grams or into officers’ programs. The Com-
mission also pointed out that in low-income
slum areas of a sample-study state were
found the fewest student deferments.

' EFFECTS OF HANDICAPS :

The same educational and soclal handicaps
that bring proportionately more Negroes
than whites into service also channel Negroes
into combat units. Fewer of them are guall-
fled for technical training, and they may
therefore look on infantry service as the only
open path to advancement.

“Approximately 20 per cent of all person-
nel assigned to combat occupations through-
out the Army are Negro,” the report added.

The raclal composition of combat units is
even more striking in Vietnam. The report
found that in late 1965, 22.8 per cent of en=-
listed personnel in combat units were Ne=
groes; yet Negroes made up only 11 per cent
of the total enlisted personnel serving In
Vietnam.
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.. “The casualty figures reflect this;” the
Commission said. “During +the first 11
months of 1966, Negro soldiers comprised
22,4 per cent of all Army troops killed m
action.”

DRAFT BOARD MEMBERSHIP

In an extensive questionnaire survey of
local draft boards, the Commission found 23
states In which no Negroes serve as members,
None serve in Mississippi, for example, al-
though 42 per cent of the State’'s population
1s Negro.

Forty per cent of the District of Colum-
‘bla's board members are Negro, it found.
But.only 2.7 per cent of Maryland's and 2.2
;per cent of Virginla's are Negroes.

Three members of the presidential Com-
mission were Negroes and one of them, Ver-
non E, Jordan Jr. is-of draft age. Jordan is
director of the Southern Regional Council’s
voter education project.

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 5, 1967]
CENTRALIZATION OF DeAFT PoWER Is UrGED
; (By George C. Wilson)

“The United States has outgrown its Se-
Adective Service System,” a: presidential ad-
visory commission sald yesterday in recom-
-mending that local draft boards be stripped
©of their authority to classify young men.

The National Advisory Commission on Se-
lective Service recommended that the power
to draft should be vested instead In a cen-
.tralized system.

A central office in Washington would lay
down the rules and then let area offices In
each state implement them.

Instead of some 4000 draft boards across
the Nation deciding the fate of young men
in their areas, computers as: impartial as
traffic lights would do much of the selecting.

President Johngon must decide how much
of the Commission’s report to adopt.  His
message outlining proposed draft
will go to Congress on Monday.

The Commission noted that the local
draft board concept dates back to right after
the Civil War, when a report recommended
putting the power to draft in the hands of
“ecivillan neighbors.”

While the local boards are still portcrayed
as giving personalized service, the Commis-
sion sald America has urbanized so much in
the last century that few people know the
draft board members in their community.

The Commission drew this picture of the
18 632 local draft board members—the first
such national portrait:

.. All are male and almost all of them white.
Only 1.3 per cent are Negro, 0.8 per cent
FPuerto Rican, 0.7 per cent Spanish American.

Average age 15 658, with one-fifth over 70—
including 400 members over 80 and 12 be-
tween 90 and 99.

Almost half have served more than 10
years; 1335 members have served more than
20 years.

.. About 67 per cent are veterans.

/They are above average in education--
with one-third of them college graduates,
as compared with 10 per centdn the general
population of that age group.

~ Seventy per cent are in white-collar jobs,
with 20 per cent of that portien in the pro-
fessions. This means that craftsmen and
Taborérs are not represented proportionally
on the boards.

More distressing, said the Commission, 1s
thetﬁctthatthe‘ioood:attboardm&cﬂng
as independent units often have conflicting
rules for deciding who goes to war. Student
deferment policlies were cited as an example,

The members themselves usually ean give
little time to the day-to-day work of the
draft boards, the Commission found, and
thus entrust much authority to the clerks,
often underpaid,

" 'The appeal boards, where men can protest
the draft status given them by their local
board, also are in'a jumbled state, the Com-

_fices near their home.
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mission found. Their work loads and rules
vary widely.

“To the Commission,” the report said, “all
of these factors together strongly describe a
critical need for policy uniformity through
the application of clear regulations con-
sistently applied. Many local board members
themselves agree.”

This is how the Commission would reor-
ganize the Selective Service System to sub-
stitute “the rule of law"” for the “rule of
discretion:™

Eeep the national headquarters, which
now exists in Washington,

Establish a regional office in each of the
eight reglons of the Office of Emergency
Planning. The elght cities where emergency
planning reglonal headquarters are situ-
ated: Harvard, Mass,; Olney, Md.; Thomas-
ville, Ga.; Battle Creek Mich.; Denton, Tex.;
Denver, calo Santa Rosa, Cal!f and Everett,
Wash,

Create 300 to 500 area offices—at least one
in each state—near population centers.

“Clear and binding policy regarding clas-
sifications, exemptions and deferments
would be established at the national level,”
the report sald, The rules would go to the
regional ‘offices and then to the area offices.

Young men would register at the area of-
Clerks from the
existing local boards might be hired for these
area offices. Computers would do much of
the paperwork at the headquarters level.

‘While the present local boards would have
no authority to classify young men at the
outset under this proposed system, the for-
mat of these boards would be kept for the
300 to 500 appeal boards that would be es-
tablished, one for each of the area offices,

There would also be appeal boards for
.each of the eight regional offices and also a
National Appeal Board, A young man could
appeal within 30 days after being classified,
instead of the present 10-day limit.

The Commission recommended that these
appeal boards at the area offices be more
typical of the community around them.
This would mean primarily, more Negro

-members, ‘A term of five years would be set

as well as. & maximum age. Women now
barred would be' allowed as members. Fi-

-nally the President would not be limited to

Governors selections in naming appeal board

-members.,

[From the Washington Post, March 5, 1967]

vo-m To ABOLISH APPARENTLY WaAs CLOSE—
STUDENT DEFERMENTS SPLIT Bom
(By Williamm Chapman)
Eliminating student deferments from the
Selective Service System was the most di-
visive issue confronting the presidential
commission on the draft.
. It apparently was by a narrow margin that
the National Advisory Commission on Se-
lective Service voted to abolish, with few
exceptions, the policy of de!emﬂng college
students.
: GROWING comoma-z

The close division indicates the ticklish
nature of President Johnson’s problem in
declding  whether to recommend abolition
of student deferments. He is expected 'to
make his position known early this week.

College ' déferrals “have been & ‘¢enter of
controversy In recent years. Critles con-
tend  fhey lead to a permanent exemption
of upper and middleclass young men who
remain in college on the gradﬂaf.a level
simply to evade the draft.  Draft boards
have been accused of fa.s'orltlsm in granting
or withholding deferrals and universities are
entangled in arguments over whether grade
records should be made available to selec-
tive service authorities.

In its key finding, the Commission ma-~
jority held that college deferrals do not, as
originally intended, serve the natiomal in-
terest. They had been granted on the as-
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sumption that a steady flow of college-
trained manpower is necessary for the
economy and other national purposes.

. “There is8 no evidence, In the opinion of
most members of the Commission, that the

_abolishment of student deferments would

deter young men selected for service from

going to college, or returning to college, when

their service was completed,” the report said.
DETRIMENTAL EFFECT

““This being so, the actual effect of student
deferments, as these members see it, s un-
related to the national interest. Quite to
the contrary, they believe, student defer-
ments have become only a convenlent device
to shrink the ever-increasing pool of avail-
able man] er."” ;

Even if administration were improved to
prevent deferments from becoming virtually
permanent, a privileged group—the college
students—would ' be permitted to decide

“when 1t would start military service, the com-

mission said.

The group, for example, could choose de-
ferment now when a shooting war is under
way in Vietnam and hope the fighting ended
be?m its turn came, the majorlty pointed
ou
~ The majority contended that few students
deemed necessary for national interest pur-
suits would be diverted from studies by ‘a
two-year interruption for military service,
“Indeed, it was felt that many young men
might gain in educational ambition, motiva-
tion, maturity and capacity for achievement
as a result of such a detour,” it declared.

OFFICEE RECRUITMENT

The minority warned that abolishing col-
lege deferments would seriously impede the
military's procurement of officers, since al-
most 80 percent of new officers come from
the campus.

The majority replied that officer-recruit-
ment problems could be overcome and cited a
-Defense Department statement which sald
these problems are ‘‘not insuperable.” The
report suggested that Defense augment its
ROTC programs, granting deferments to
those students accepting binding contracts
to serve as officers or enter the draft.

The minority contended that criticism of
the deferments is based not on the principle
but on administrative abuses. If the abuses
are corrected, making it impossible for de-
ferrals to be stretched into permanent ex-
emptions, the system would work satisfac-
torily, the minority sald.

The majority found that deferrals had
fostered “a degree of cynicism about both
military service and education.”’ It cited re~
ports of both students and educators that
young men increasingly looked upon college
as a haven from the draft.

[From the Washington Post, March 5, 1967]
GUARD AND REservE HiT As EvADERs' HAVENW
(By John Maffre)

Two high-level commissions urged the
President this week to rule out the Natlonal
Guard and the Reserve as a draft evaders’
haven.

But to some extent, Pentagon action has
already begun to overtake suggestions of the
President’s National Adyisory Commission on
Selective Service and of the House Civilian
Advisory Panel on Military Manpower Re-
guirement.

Both groups focused attention on “REP,”
the inactlve man in, or trying to enter the
Reserve Ennsr.‘mgnt Program that calls for
six months actlve duty training and 5%
years of hometown drills.

The Presidential Commission, headed by
Burke Marshall, would rule out draft im-
munity for new, reservists with no prior
service, except those who enlist before being
classified 1-A. It would also use the pro-
posed lottery induction system to fill reserve
ranks If voluntary enlistment fell short.
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The House panel headed by Gen. Mark W.
Clark, proposed that REPs be lable for more
active duty if for any reason they failed to
complete their reserve obligation, as long
as they still had up to 156 months of un-
served active duty. But the panel rejected
the lottery system for either filling reserve
ranks or drafting men outright. i

In mid-February when both these reports
were at the printer’s, the Pentagon sald it
would soon begin to call some 31,000° REPs
with little or no active duty and who' belong
to no unit, The Army alone has more than
55,000 men with no unit afiliation.

This is the first exercise of authority
granted—but not' sought—by Congress for
the President to call individual reservists
without declaring a national emergency.

The 'chief problem facing would-be re-
servists is that virtually every Guard and
Reserve unit in the nation has a full com-
plement, and a walting list as long as its
roll call. '.In Maryland, for -example, the
Guard has for more than a year been up to
its 8300-man ceillng and has only one under
strength unit—a Speclal Forces company
that imposes stiff requirements.

- Bome reservists of long experience saild
that unless draft calls became much higher,
both the Marshall and the Clark proposals
would have relatively little effect, and that
their chlef value would be in the public
relations sense.

One officer sald he was puzsled and dis-
turbed by the suggestion that a “mix" of
voluntary enlistment and induction be used
to keep inactive unit ranks filled.

“That’s bad—the reserve outfits have al-
ways done pretty well on the volunteer sys-
tem,” he said. “I'm always unhappy when
somebody talks about a draft for the
reserves.”

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star
Mar. 6, 1867T]

Drarr THE 19-YEAR-OLpg Fmst, CUT DEFER-
MENTS, PANEL UrGES—LOTTERY-TYPE PLAN
GIVEN TO JOHNSON

(By Garnett D. Horner)

SAN AnTONIO, TEX—A lottery-like sys-
tgmorselectmgdrarbees starting at age
19, and a general ban on future student
_and occupational deferments were recom-
mended to President Johnson last night.
_Centralizing the Selective Service System
to apply draft rules uniformly across the na-
tion—doing away with local boards as mow
known—also was urged by the President’s
National Advisory Commission on Selective
Service.

The commission’s recommendations were
contained in a 218-page report formally sub-
mitted to the President last week and made
public at the Texas White House last night.

Omne practical effect of the commission’s
proposals would be to reverse the present
policy of drafting the oldest first and limit
the draft to 19-year-olds unless there should
be a sharp increase In military manpower
needs. If a youth were not drafted 'at 10,
his chances ‘0f being called up would grow
less and less each year until he reached 26,

Adoption’ of the ‘recommendations also
‘probably wotlld mean that more youths
would put off their higher education until
they ' completed ‘military service and then
go to college with GI bill benefits.

AIM FOR EQUAL TREATMENT

Major dims of the commission, headed by
former Asst. Atty. Gen. Burke Marshall were
to assure the most equitable treatment
possible and to make it easier for each youth
to predict when he would be called up if
he was going to be.

The President, who received a draft copy
of the report three or four weeks ago before
getting a printed copy last week, is expected
to reveal his own ideas about revision of
the draft system in-a special message to
Congress early this week.

The fact that the White House made pub-
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lic the commission's report shortly before
the President’s message was due seemed to
indicate that he generally approves its rec-
ommendations, but he could approve some
and reject others or delay action on some
of the ' more controversial proposals.

Officlals sald the bulk of the most contro-
versial of the commission proposals—includ-
ing random selection of draftees from a
nationwide pool of qualified youths and
abolition of most deferments—could be put
into effect by executive order or Selective
Service rule changes without legislation.

Congressional action is necessary, however,
to extend any draft law at all beyond its
expiration date of June 30. Leglslation also
would be needed to centralize administra-
tion of the BSelective Service System as
recommended.

Under the commission proposals, youths
would register at 18 through one of 300 to
‘500 “area offices” taking the place of local
boards. Soon thereafter they would be
tested to determine whether they qualified
for military service under Defense Depart-
ment physical, mental and moral standards.

Those qualified would go into a natlon-
wide pool. The order for calling them into
military service at age 19 would be deter-
mined through “a system of impartla.l rans
dom selection.”

Avolding use of the word "lot'aary," which
1t considered might be misleading, the ¢om-
mission sald “random selection” could work
in one ‘of several ways such' as “fishbowl"
drawing, a computer system or simply in
order of birthdays.

Men in the pool would have “maximum
vulnerability” to the draft for a year or less.
Then another pool of 19-year-olds would
come along. Those left over from the pre-
vious pool would not be called up later
unless military needs required calling up
first all those in the new group—and so on
to age 26.

TRANSITION PERIOD

While further student or occupational
deferments would be generally banned, stu-
dents in school and men in ap-
prentice training when the proposed plan
went into effect would be permitted to com-
plete the degrees or program for which they
were candidates. Then they would go into
the “random selection pool” with that year's
18-year-olds.

After this transition period, men already
in college when randomly selected for serv-
ice would be permitted to finish their soph-
omore year before induction,

Men who join the ROTC or other officer
training programs in college could be de-
ferred only If they committed themselves
to serve in the armed forces as enlisted
men if they did not complete their officer
programs,
Hardship deferments would conﬁnue to
be granted.

The commission decided that de! ni
the order of callup from among eligible 19-
year-olds eliminates any need, under present
circumstances at least, for mupational ‘des
ferments or deferments for volunteers in'the
Peace Corps or Vista. It suggested, however.
that ‘any deferred Peace Corps’ volunteers
‘overseas when thé proposed plan goes into ef-
feet be permitted to complete their contracts
before entry into the random selection pool.

MOST CONTROVERSIAL ISSUE

The student deferment issue was the most
controversial studied by the eommission. A
“substantial” -minority, sald by an official
to amount to a little more than one third
of the 20 members of the commission, fa-
vored continuing student deferments.

The minority group argued that elimina-
tion of student deferments would serlously
interrupt the output of college-trained men
to meet essential needs of the civillan econ-
omy,

The majority argued that in any tmly ran-
dom selection system college students and
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potential students would be drafted in the
same proportion as other elements of the
population. For example, they contended
that in any year in which one-fourth of the
eligible 19-year-olds were drafted, three-
fourths of the draft-eligible student group
would be free to continue their studies.

Most members of the commission also felt,
they reported, that few of those drafted
would be permanently diverted from college
by walting two years. They contended that
many youths might gain in educational am-
bition, motivation, maturity and capacity for
achievement as a result of a detour in mill-
tary service.

PRAISED BY KENNEDY

Another major argument by the minority
favoring continued student deferment was
that ending such deferments would hamper
procurement of officers by the military forces
through the ROTC and other college sources.
The majority concluded that this problem
could be solved by the Defense Depart-
ment.

In Washington, Sen. Edward M. Kennedy,
D-Mass., who has advocated basic changes to
assure fairness in the draft system, pralsed
the commission's proposals particularly in
connection with student deferments.

“The problem of student deferments is &
very difficult ome,” he saild.” "I am mnot cer-
tain that the commission's suggestion that
service begin after completion of the sopho-
-more year is the best we can devise. ' But it
is extremely significant that the commis-
slon has dealt with the problem of defer=
ments. That Is & part of the draft system
which produces considerable unfairness.”

Sen. Henry M. Jackson, D-Wash., said he
was opposed to ary kind of a draft lottery
system because in his view men with certain
skills should be deferred.

Sen. RicEARD B. Russeryn, D-Ga., chairman
of the Benate Armed Services Committee,
sald his committee probably would begin
considering the commisslon’s proposals by
mid-April.

NATIONAL POLICIES URGED

Under its centralizatlon proposals, the
commission sald National Selective Service
headquarters should issue “clear and binding
policies” concerning  classifications, exemp-
tlons and deferments “to be applled uni-
formly throughout the country,”

];t proposed setting up eight reglonal of-

with some 300 to 500 ‘“area offices”
loca{ed according to population, with at least
one in each state. ‘

The area offices would handle the register-
ing of youths for the draft and classifying
them, This is now done by some 4,100 local
boards of volunteers.

. “New local boards” would be set up only in
connection with the area offices and would
enter the draft picture only as the regis-
trants’ first court of appeal.

The registration and classification at area
offices would be handled by civil service em-
ployes Instead of by volunteers as under the
present local board system. ...+

LOCAL BOARD CHANGES

.. The commission proposed that, “all ele-
mente of the public they serve” should be
represented on the new local boards acting
as appeal agenctes,. It also urged that mem-
bers’ terms be limited to 6 years; a maximum
retirement age should be fixed; the presi-
dent's power to appoint members should not
be limited to those nominated by state gov-
ernors, and women should.be eligible.

The commission found many things wrong
with local boards as now set up. It Teported
all board members now are male; only 1.3
percent are Negro; one-fifth are over 70, and
400 of these are over 80.

The commission recalled that when the
system was established in 1940, the local
board concept was thought to:be fair because
it meant having a man chosen for the draft
by his neighbors.
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But only in rural areas does this *“per-
sonalized concept"” appear to be true today,
the report sald. It explained that urban
board members usually work in anonymity,
and rarely know the men they classify.

In fact, the commission found that “the
United States has outgrown its Selective
Service System" which under present con-
ditlons generates ‘“needless inequities and
confusion.”

BACKGROUND DIFFERENCES

It noted a “substantial degree of differ-
ence” in chances of men with differing edu-
cational and economic backgrounds being
drafted.

While low-income slum areas have the
greatest number of men rejected because
they fail to meet Defense Department stand-
ards, high income areas usually have a high
proportion of student deferments.

Men with less than an eighth-grade educa-
tlon and Negro high school dropouts are less
likely to enter service because they fall the
written examinations, while graduate stu-
dents are less likely to see active duty be-
cause many continue student deferments
until they become, in effect, exemptions.

The commission found the Negro's posi-
tlon in the total military picture “in several
ways inequitable.”

It sald the Negro does not serve In the
armed forces out of proportion to his repre-
sentation in the population as a whole. The
proportion of Negroes in relation to all en-
listed personnel in Vietnam is about 11 per-

cent.

But the commission found that 30.2 per-
cent of a qualified Negro group was drafted,
while only 18.8 percent of the qualified whites
were. Among reasons cited for this were
that fewer Negroes are admitted into reserve
or officer programs.

While Negroes made up only 11 percent
of all enlisted personnel in. Vietnam, the
commission reported that as late as 1965, 22.8
percent of the enlisted men in combat units
in Vietnam were Negro.

The commission sald (its proposals
amounted to replacing the “rule of discre-
tlon" with the “rule of law.”

It argued that “fairness, uniformity, and
equal treatment for all can best be achleved
through a system administered without re-
gard for any geographical boundaries.”

YOUNGEST FIRST ARGUMENTS

Even simple reversal of the present policy
of drafting 26-year-olds first, then 25-year-
olds, and so on down the line, and starting
with 19-year-olds will make classification
more impartial than it now s, the report
contended.

Arguing for drafting men in the “youngest
first” order, the commission sald:

“Interruption of a man’s life at that time
(19) is less serlous than at an older age.
The uncertalnty which now confuses many
in thelr 20s as they attempt to set their
careers in order would be reduced, if not
eliminated. : : :

Fewer men are marrled at that age.
Fewer, too, have acquired gkills in industry.
SERVICES PREFER

“The order is also preferable to the serv-
ices, who believe that younger men are better
able to respond to military training, and in
general make better soldlers.”

To remove present inequities in Reserve
and Natlonal Guard p ms, the commis-
sion recommended that “direct enlistment
into Reserve and National Guard forces
should not provide immunity from the draft
for those with mo prior service except for
those who enlist before recelving their 1-A
classification.”

The commission also recommended a na-
tional computer file of draft-eligible doctors
and dentists to help make sure their draft-
Ing would cause the least possible disruption
in the medical needs of the community where
they are living, and liberalization of policles
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regarding drafting of allens in the United
States.

Among ideas considered but rejected by
the commission were rellance on an all-vol~
unteer army instead of the draft, universal
training, compulsory national service, and
volunteer national service as an alternative
to military service.

A substantial majority also refused to
recommend recognizing as conscientious ob-
jectors those who might oppose the Vietnam
war, or any particular war, rather than war
in any form.,

“The majority believes,” the report sald,
“that the status of consclentious objection
can properly be applled only to those who
are opposed to all killing of human beings
under any circumstances.

“Legal recognition of selective pacifism
could open the doors to a general theory of
selective disobedience to law, which could
qulckly tear down the fabric of government.”

The commission—which included three
Negroes—was named by President Johnson
last July 2. In its study, the commission in-
vited opinions from more than 120 organiza-
tions—veterans, religious and civil rights,
among others; some 250 editors of college
student newspapers; each of the 4,100 local
draft boards and 97 appeal boards; every
state governor; many mayors, and others.
Two MANPOWER PooLS FEATURE REVISED DRAFT

SysTEM PLAN

Here, step by step, is the way the draft
system proposed to President Johnson by an
advisory commission would work:

1. At age 18, as now, all men would regis-

ter. As soon as possible, they would be given
the standard physical, education and moral
tests.
2. Those classified 1A after the testing pro-
cedure would be included in a pool of men
subject to first call for military service if
they would reach age 19 before a designated
date, Those reaching 19 after that date
would be placed in a second pool.

3. Through a random, lottery-type process,
those in the first pool would be arranged in
the order in which they would be subject
to Induction, If needed, These men would
be most vulnerable to the draft for a period
of one year, possibly less.

4, After the period of maximum wvulner-
abllity had elapsed, names of all men in the
next-in-line pool would be ranged by a lot-
tery-type procedure and the process would
begin all over again with that group, Mean-
while, men in first pool who were not in-
ducted would not be called unless military
circumstances first required the call-up of all
men in the second pool.

[From the National Ohbserver, Mar. 8, 1967]
THE DrarT Brows UP A STORM AS EXPERTS
REPORT—VOLUNTEER ArRMY, LOTTERY, UNI-
VERSAL TRAINING Win Vocar Foes AND

FRIENDS

“The whole system is honked up,” grouses
& 20-year-old San Dilego father of one
daughter. Asks George Feldman, a round-
faced psychology major at Yale University,
of the proposals of an all-volunteer army:
“No matter what they pay you, who would
volunteer to get shot at?” Students can
easlly win draft deferments until they are
out of school, says the editor of Georgla
Tech’s student newspaper, *“Then if you're
smart,” counsels this Atlantan, John Gill,
“you go get married and manufacture an-
other deferment.”

All across the nation last week the topic
on target was the military draft and what
Congress should do about it, In Washing-
ton, D.C., the Presldent's special National
Advisory Commission on BSelectlve Service,
after an elght-month study, recommended
far-reaching reforms in the nation's 27-
year-old' Selective Service System.

The report’s conclusion: “The TUnited
States has outgrown Iits Selectlve Service
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System.” The committee's recommenda-
tlons, prepared under the direction of
former assistant Attorney General Burke
Marshall, would reduce the power of the
nation’s 4,061 local draft boards and elim-
inate inconsistencies in their administra-
tlon, curtall student and occupational de-
ferments, and reverse the present “oldest-
first” order of call so the youngest men,
beginning at age 19, would be taken first.

A Natlonal Observer survey of dozens of
draftees, college students, draft-board offi-
cials, wives of soldiers in Vietnam, and com-
munity leaders in 13 States from Connecti-
cut to California tapped the growing
uneasiness over the draft system. Uneasi-
ness over the draft, has, of course, been a
continuing matter since before World War
II, But certainly there is a new flurry of it.

Not everyone favors changes now. “The
hysteria to change the draft law has come
because of our involvement in war in Viet-
nam," reflects the Rev. Derian Yallan, pastor

of the United Presbyterian Church of Solana

Beach, Calif. Had the present “hysteria”
prevailed during World War I or II, says the
minister, “I don’t think any of us would
have to worry about the draft—we would be
conscripted by a dictator and have no choice
in the matter.”

Saying he's a hawk and defending the pres-
ent law, which ‘“uses everyone's potential
where he fits best,” the Rev. Mr, Yalian pro-
tests: “Let's not cripple ourselves so we can't
defend ourselves. I get awfully tired of peo-
ple who say let’s divorce ourselves from the
past. Let's do something brand new. To
think this way is national suicide.”

Yet Congress must act. The present Selec-
tive Service law, which was adopted in 1940,
expires June 30. Before then, Congress must
declde whether to continue the present sys-
tem, overhaul it, or replace it with an en-
tirely new procedure for filling the nation’s
military manpower needs.

SPECTAL COMMISSION REPORTS

Several alternatives and dozens of altera-
tions are being debated. Among them are a
volunteer army, a national lottery, universal
military training, and optional national serv-
ice In groups such as the Peace Corps.
Spokesmen for each of these plans will ex-
press their views at public hearings of the
House Armed Services Committee, probably
sometime in April. A special House commis-
sion headed by Gen. Mark W. Clark (U.S.
Army, Ret.) last week presented a study of
its own; this study will become the focal
point for the April hearings.

General Clark's panel recommended that
the youngest men, rather than the oldest,
be drafted first. It also called for the re-
stricting of graduate-school deferments to
those fields judged to be “critical to the na-
tional security.” Yet unlike the Presidential
commission, the House committee rejected
the use of a random-selection system.,

President Johnson's proposals on the draft
were being prepared over the weekend. With
ferment in the air, Congress seems destined
to overhaul the Selective Service for the first
time since just after World War II.

“You shouldn't ask me about this, because
I'm bitter,” warns Dick Floberg, the 20-year-
old San Diego father of one daughter, a for-
mer professional baseball pitcher, and now
a golf professional. F

I WAITED FOR 18 MONTHS
- “T wanted to go when I got out of high
school, get In my six months, and get out,”

he explains. *“But Selective Service rejected
me. Said I had a bad leg and bad back from

baseball. Then I got married—and they
called me! I took the exam and I liguidated
everything. I even quit my job. I walted

for 18 months. Nothing happened. BSo I
wrote my congressman.

“8ix months went by and I got a 1-Y
classification, whatever that is. I never did
If you want my opinion, the draft

go.
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should be for both men and women—get
them off mama's apron strings. Then we
wouldn't have so many Berkeleys. If they
all went in at say 16 and came out at about
18, they would be better men and women.”

John Wilson, a 21-year-old Northwestern
University advertising major from Wilming-
ton, Del, agrees. “I would much rather
have served at 18,” he says. “Now I'm anx-
ious to start a career, but I'm faced with the
prospect of two years of service."” If he were
killed in Vietnam, he complains, “it would
be a net loss of $20,000 spent on my educa-
tlon.”

Gaylord Fagerhand, a Moorhead, Minn,,
Alr Force veteran and a church-choir direc-
tor, would like to see some of the college
loopholes tightened up. He winces: “There
are too many ways of getting out of the
draft. You go to school and get a deferment
and then keep going from one deferment
to another, I think when you complete one
deferment you should be drafted.”

EXPELLED, THEN DRAFTED

Even students have trouble justifying such
deferments. Britt Kolar, a beefy junior from
Texas who plays linebacker on Yale's foot-
ball team, recalls a classmate who was ex-
pelled for a fight and subsequently drafted.
“He made a slip his freshman year, and now
he’s in Vietnam,” moans Mr. Eolar. *“Those
guys over there fighting are just like us—
maybe not quite so smart—but that
shouldn't make them less qualified to be
living when the war's over.”

Says Keith Marshall, 20, a Yale student
from New Orleans: “I'd have more trouble
Justifying draft-dodging than I would jus-
tifying fighting in Vietnam if I were drafted.”
He doesn’t weigh the war philosophically.
“I've made it very simple. It’s my country,
right or wrong.”

Others are unhappy that some people es-
cape the draft. “If you have money and con-
nections, you're OK,” notes a draftee stand-
ing in line at the Whitehall Street induction
center In New York City. ‘“Look how Cas-
slus Clay and George Hamilton have avolded
the draft.”

George Hamilton, the film star who oceca-
sionally courts the President’s daughter,
Lynda Bird, received a “hardship” deferment
because his soclalite mother depends on his
$250,000 annual income; she lives in a 39-
room Beverly Hills mansion. Cassius Clay,
the heavyweight boxing champ, has been try-
ing to avold induction by arguing that his
Black Muslim religion entitles him to defer-
ment as a consclentlous objector or as a
minister.

A HOUSEWIFE'S VIEW

A slender, brunet San Diego housewife,
Mrs. Betty Daun, a mother of three little
girls, steps from her 1967 Volkswagen camp-
er, protesting: “Why shouldn’t George Ham-
ilton go? I don't see any reason why he
shouldn't. They say he is sole support of
his mother. Why can't she get up and get
a job? If we're going to fight wars, I think
the rich and poor should go just the same.”

Shaking his head in disagreement is James
A. Nelson, 22, a University of Nevada senior
who is single. “There are many complaints
about Clay and Hamilton, but they've just
been made scapegoats by the publie,” he be-
lleves. “The guy who would criticize Clay's
not being drafted is probably trying to keep
his own kid out of the service.”

When it comes to alternatives to the pres-
ent system, few have any well-thought-out
ideas. One exception is Francis N. Connol-
ly, editor and publisher of the Tempe
(Ariz.) Dally News. He favors a form of
universal military training for all Americans
for a minimum of one year. “There’s some-
thing everybody can do—even those in a
wheel chair,” he argues.

J. W. Mitchell, a Negro veteran from At-
lanta, rejects the voluntary-army idea. He
asks, “How would you volunteer for some-
thing you didn't want in the first place?”
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THE BOTTOM OF THE BARREL

“I guess the lottery would be falr,” com-
ments the Rev. George Hagen, associate min-
ister at the Pirst Congregational Church in
Branford, Conn., on a proposal for selecting
draftees at random from a general pool.
“But I'm sure our government can come up
with something with a little more meat to it.
A lottery would be scraping the bottom of
the barrel.”

Says Gerald Bankers, a chemistry major at
North Dakota State University in Fargo:
“This lottery ldea stinks. First of all, those
guys who aren't doing anything might just
as well go into the service, And second, I
don’t think a guy should be jerked out of
school. I don't want to be in the middle of
a quarter and get jerked out.”

The Rev. Mr. Hagen sees an expanded
choice as an answer to the “traitor-patriot”
divislon some say is created by the present
Selective Service procedure. “There are very
interesting possibilities in VISTA-like na-
tlonal service corps,”” he says. He suggests
this option to the draft would be better ad-
ministered - through the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare or the Office
of Economlie Opportunity than through the
Defense Department.

“There is something wrong with a system
which casts you either as a patriot if you're
willing to bear arms in Vietnam or a non-
patriot if you object to fighting in this war,”
he laments.

A 2l1-year-old El Centro, Calif,, profes-
sional photographer, Bert Hope, senses the
immense difficulty of the task ahead for Con-
gress. “Sure, the law ig full of loopholes,"”
he says. “And the law should be tightened.
But then you can't build a bureaucracy big
enough to screen every case. There are too
many people in this country.”

Egy PoINTS IN DRAFT REPORT

The President’s special National Advisory
Commission on Selective Service, after an
elght-month study, recommended far-
reaching reform of the nation’s Selective
Service System. In all, the commission
made 13 major recommendations and dozens
of minor ones. Here are the main points in
the report:

The system’s administration would under-
go a major reorganization. The commission
would phase out the system's current de-
cenfralization in 4,061 local draft boards and
replace it with a more centralized adminis-
tration characterized by a strong national
headquarters. The goal would be to elimi-
nate inconsistencles in local administration.
The new structure would include 8 reglonal
offices and 300 to 500 area offices. Local
boards, composed of volunteer citizens,
would serve as the registrants’ court of first
appeal on complaints,

The present “oldest-first” order of call
would be reversed so that the youngest men,
beginning at age 19, would be taken first.

No further student or occupational defer-
ments would be granted, with minor excep-
tions. Gone would be widespread deferment
for undergraduate and graduate study.
Present deferments would be allowed to
continue. But thereafter, men who are
already in college when they are randomly
selected for service would be permitted to
finish only their sophomore year before
induction.

Draft-eligible men would be inducted into
service as needed according to an order of
call that would be impartially and randomly
determined. Eliminated would be some
local-board procedures that encourage con-
sideration of special circumstances, such as
performance in school and family environ-
ment.

Direct enlistment into Reserve and Na-
tlonal Guard forces would not continue to
provide immunity from the draft for those
with no prior service except for those who
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enlist before recelving their 1-A classifica-
tions.

If Reserve and National Guard units were
not able to maintain their force level with
volunteers, they would be filled by induc-
tlons. Inductions would be determined by
the order of call for active-duty service.

The commission proposes further study to
determine the feaslbility of a plan that
would permit all men who are selected for
induction at 18 to decide themselves when,
between 19 and 23, to fulfill their military
obligation.

The commission rejected several widely
discussed alternatives to the Selective Serv-
ice System. Among them were reliance on
an all-volunteer military force, a system of
universal training for all young Americans,
and a system of optional service in groups
such as the Peace Corps.

[From the New York Times, Mar, 6, 1967]
A FAmeR MILITARY DRAFT

President Johnson’s National Advisory
Commission on Selective Service has made
generally admirable proposals for eliminat-
ing the lnequities of the present military
draft.

Obviously, no formula that puts on 19-
year-olds—men too young to vote—the pri-
mary responsibility for fighting the WViet-
namese war is going to evoke cheers in the
streets. But the commission has effectively
documented its conclusion that the present
system discriminates grossly against the poor,
particularly the Negroes, and that most al-
ternatives would aggravate, not cure, the
existing unfairness.

Its own proposals are geared to the speclal
needs of the war in Vietnam, a conflict that
imposes a substantial draln on the nation's
treasure of young men without approaching
the dimensions of total war. The worldwide
commitments the United States has under-
taken are too great to be met through re-
llance on a volunteer military force unless
the inducements for enlistment are made
so alluring that the country would risk
creating an of mercenarles,

Yet these commitments are not so demand-
ing that the nation requires an elaborate
selectlon system to guard against the danger
of crippling gaps In its homefront reservoir
of scientific and industrial specialists to fill
essential jobs.

Student deferments under the present sys-
tem have In too many cases turned into
outright exemptions, thus accentuating the
burden on those who are already the most
deprived of America's citizens. Indeed, de-
ferment standards are becoming increasingly
quixotic under pressure of the movement on
many campuses to withhold data on class
standings from the draft authorities.

Begulling as is the notlon of offering
youngsters the option of national service in
areas remote from the battlefleld and valu-
able as such service can be, the commission
is right in belleving that no fair way exists
for equating it with military duty in a shoot-
ing war.

In assessing the post-Vietnam outlook, the
commission envisages a situation In which
those chosen by lot from among each group
of 19-year-olds will have maximum latitude
in deciding whether to serve at once or at any
time up to their 24th birthday. It is not
at all clear why some such latitude cannot
be Introduced even now, especlally if new
Incentives are established to encourage early
service.

Congress will undoubtedly insist on explor-
ing more closely this possibility, It will
also encounter politcial resistance to the
proposed abolition of local draft boards,
which served with distinction in World War
II and the Korean war, But we belleve the
speclal requirements of the current confliet
make advisable changes along the lines of
the commission’s report. The cause of equity
in national defense will be advanced by ap-
proval of its recommendations.
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[From the Washington Post, Mar. 8, 1867]
OUTGROWN SYSTEM

No one who takes time to read the report
of the National Advisory Commission on Be-
lective Service is likely to question the need
for a change. The system by which men are
now drafted for military service is virtually
the same as it was when the legislation was
passed in 1940 on the eve of World War IL
But the needs are very different. The Com-
mission concluded that “the United States
has outgrown its Selective Service System.”

The original concept was that men would
be drafted by a local board made up of their
neighbors, Except in a few rural commun-
itles, this concept has been lost in the com-
plexities of our urban soclety. Members of
the local draft board are rarely known to the
men whom they classify. Much of their
work is routine, and the impression prevalls
that they do little more than rubberstamp
the decisions of thelr clerks.

The current dissatisfaction with the work
of the boards stems largely from the wide
variations in the standards they apply. The
Commission found that some boards never
reclassifiy men with deferments in effect and
others shift men into the A-1 category
before their deferments expire. Confusion
and inequity often result from the fact that
instructions go out to local boards from state
directors as well as from national head-
quarters. Some states allow a student to be
deferred if he carries 12 semester hours;
others require 15. Some local boards take
into account a student’s self~-support in col-
lege; others disregard it.

During the first five months of 1966, 90
per cent of the local boards in the States
of Washington and Alabama had to induct
married men to fill their quotas. But none
of the boards in Connecticut drafted married
meén, The Commission also noted a strong
tendency for local boards to draft men who
have moved out of thelr community, and
appeal boards more sympathetic to the in-
dividual in his new location reverse many
of these decisions,

Although the Commission found that the
Negro does not serve in the armed forces out
of proportion to his representation in the
population as a whole, he encounters in-
equities at several points in the system.
This 1s one of many factors pointing to the
need for uniform standards and greater con-
sistency in thelr application. The Presi-
dent’s message to Congress today will indi-
cate the extent to which the Commission’s
recommendations are to have Administration
support, but it is quite apparent that the
reorientation of the Selectlve Service will
need to be drastlc.

THE CIA AND STUDENT ORGANIZA-
TIONS

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, the re-
cent furor over CIA funding of student
organizations’ activities abroad has
caused many -observers to condemn both
giver and recipient. It has caused others
to question why such secret methods of
finance were used. Indeed, it has caused
a great deal of discussion and given wri-
ters many a story. I think, however,
that the most rational statement con-
cerning the CIA link to American stu-
dent organizations is a column published
in the Washington Star yesterday. It is
in defense of the CIA.

I ask unanimous consent that the col-
umn, authored by Howard K. Smith, be
printed in the Recorpo.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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In DereENsE oF Usine CIA FUNDS For
STUDENTS
(By Howard E. Smith)

The most constant feature of real life is its
inconstancy. It is a distressingly untidy
process which confounds every effort to make
a system of ideas fit or explain it.

Prof, Arnold Toynbee, who tried to sche-
matize the record of life more elaborately
than anybody since Marx and failed—for life
simply bulged right out of the complex cor-
set of system he designed for it—was once
tempted to think that only one theory would
fit it: The “it's-just-one-damned-thing-
after-another” theory of history.

Life does not even accommodate high
principle very well. The recent trouble over
the CIA is an example, There 18 no doubt
whatever that in prineiple it is wrong for a
secret spy agency to finance, and therefore
compromise the purposes of, a free organi-
zation of Amerlcan students. Yet, there is
also no doubt that this method of financing
the students worked when no other way
would have.

Consider the circumstances in which the
method was begun. It was in the early fif-
ties. The Communists had tried to take
Greece and falled; they had tried to strangle
Berlin by blockade and failed. So the vio-
lent phase of the Cold War in Europe was
ending and the contest was turning into a
competition of ideas and images between
America and Russia.

International student conferences were
proving good arenas for this competition to
impress students from the underdeveloped
lands of Africa, Asla and Latin Amerlca, fu-
ture sources of trouble.

American students arrived at the con-
ferences in limited delegations and possessing
only the money acquired from dues, which
barely paid their keep. The Communists
arrived with abundant finanecing, bushels of
expensive literature and squads of agents to
keep them Informed as to which delegates
from the new countries were most susceptible
of influence.

The richly endowed Communist delega-
tions danced rings around the impoverished
Americans. In the eyes of the neutral dele-
gations, precisely, the Images designed by
Moscow were created: The Americans were
slugglsh representatives of a way of life clear-
ly on the way out. The Communists were
dynamic examples of a way of life sure to be
the future’s wave.

It became obvious that the American stu-
dents were suffering from lack of what their
nation had most of: money. Two general
sources of funds were scouted. First, pri-
vate sources were tried but found ungen-
erous. Then the thought of asking Con-
gress for open appropriations of funds was
considered. But that appeared equally un-
promising, for two reasons:

To begin with, paying students to go to
yakking sessions was just the kind of vague
do-goodism that Congress was, and is, stingy
about; so it would have appropriated too
little. And, then, it would have demanded
student conformism as compensation for its
handout,

As an example of the latter problem, every-
one remembered the art exhibit the USIA
put on in Berlin in order to compete with
the Communists, To prove new art forms
were belng sought, some pretty farout Amer-
ican paintings were exhibited. Some junket-
ing Congressmen saw the avant-garde pleces
and blew up at this misuse of the taxpayers’
money. So the art had to be replaced with
some non-controversial photographs of
Amerlcan life.

Had Congress appropriasted some inade-
quate “smallesse”—the opposite of lar-
gesse—its members would have become
apoplectic at the first student delegation who

dissented from an American policy in pub-

lie. Since dissent comes as naturally to stu-
dents as speechifylng does to congressmen,
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there would have béen an embarrassing
brouhaha and a cutting off of funds.

It is one of life’s little perversities that
only a secret spy agency could permit free-~
dom to dissent at government expense. And
that vision—of American students free to
dissent confronting Communists harnessed
to a strict party line—was exactly the right
one to display to the students from the new
nations. So, that is what was done.

That Cold War emergency is over and we
have come out of it just fine. So the pro-
cedure of CIA financing of students could
be—or should have been some time back—
stopped. It is a pity it was ever necessary.
But that is the way life is.

ACCELERATED CONSTRUCTION OF
BONNEVILLE AND OTHER UNITS
OF CENTRAL UTAH PROJECTS—
RESOLUTION

Mr. MOSS. Mr, President, the Utah
State Legislature, now in session, has
adopted a resolution, in which the
Governor of Utah concurs, requesting the
acceleration of construction of the
Bonneville unit and other units of the
central Utah project.

I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution be printed in the Recorp.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
who have been in Congress since 1956,
when the upper Colorado River storage
project became a reality, have been
fighting almost annually for enough
consfruction money to keep this great
project on the track,

Some years have been good, and some
have been lean. We are now in a lean
time in the history of this project; how-
ever, it is my hope that after 2 extremely
lean years we have made the turn and
are heading toward added emphasis of
one of the major participating projects,
the central Utah project.

So that the Senate and the country can
be made aware of the importance of this
project to Utah’s future, I join in the re-
quest of my colleague from Utah [Mr.
Moss] to haye printed in the REcorp a
resolution passed by the Utah State
Legislature requesting Congress, the
President, and the Department of the
Interior to accelerate the construction of
the Bonneville unit and the planning and
construction of the other units—Upalco,
Jensen, Uintah, and Ute Indian—of the
central Utah project.

The resolution was one of the first
items of business to be passed by the
Utah State Legislature, and I agree with
it wholeheartedly,

It asks support for the $11.1 million
which provided in the fiscal year 1968
cou;un:mzctlon program for the Bonneville

It also asks for $25 million for fiscal
year 1969, and for the acceleration of
many of the related projects, as well.

I think that the resolution represents
a falr and accurate cross section of the
thinking of the people in my State and
I hope that Congress, the President and
the Department of the Interior will see
fit to concur.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senators
from Utah?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:
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S. Con. REs. 1
(By Wallace H. Gardner, Ernest H. Dean,
and 'W. Hughes Brockbank)

A concurrent resolution of the senate and
house of representatives of the thirty-
seventh Legislature of the State of Utah,
the Governor concurring therein, request-
ing the Congress, the President, and the
Department of the Interior of the United
States to accelerate the construction of
the Bonneville unit and the planning and
construction of the other units (Upalco,
Jensen, Ulintah, and Ute Indian) of the
Central Utah Project
Be it resolved by the Legislature of the

State of Utah, the Governor concurring

therein:

Whereas the record is replete with evi-
dence that water development projects con-
structed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclama-
tion contribute materially to the national
welfare, and, in addition, reimbursable costs
of such projects are repaid to the Federal
Treasury; and

Whereas the confinued economic growth
of the state of Utah is directly dependent
upon the development and utilization of
Utah's legal entitlement of Colorado River
water, as set forth in the Colorado River
Compact of 1922 and the Upper Colorado
River Basin Compact of 1048 in order to
provide water to meet Increasing municipal,
industrial, and agricultural requirements of
the state; and

Whereas units of the Central Utah Partic-
ipating Project of the Colorado River Stor-
age Project are under construction and in
various stages of planning by the United
States Bureau of Reclamation; and

Whereas funds appropriated by the Con-
gress for fiscal year 1966 for the Bonneville
Unit of the Central Utah Project were di-
verted to other uses and of the $7.56 million
appropriated by Congress for fiscal year 1967,
with direction from the Congress that these
funds be spent exclusively on the Bonneville
Unit, only £4.6 million has been programmed
by the United States Bureau of Reclamation
for the current fiscal year; and

‘Whereas the President of the United States
included in his Budget Request an $11.146
million program for fiscal year 1068 for con-
tinuing construction of the Bonneville Unit
of the Central Utah Project.

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the
Thirty-seventh Legislature of the State of
Utah, the Governor concurring therein, does
hereby unanimously support the President's
budget request of $11.145 million to continue
construction of the Bonneville Unit of the
Central Utah Project.

Be it further resolved, that the Congress of
the United States i{s urged to appropriate the
necessary funds to accomplish the President’s
program, and, that the Department of the
Interior proceed with construction of works
to utilize these funds during fiscal year 1968,

Be it further resolved, that to meet the
future water requirements of Utah all of the
Units of the Central Utah Project will be re-
quired at the earliest practicable date, and
it is therefore urged that the Congress of
the United States, the President, and the
Department of the Interlor continue to ac-
celerate the construction of the Central Utah
Project by authorizing the necessary works,
appropriating the necessary funds, and
issuing pertinent directives to the Bureau of
Reclamation to accomplish the following:

(1) A progressive and economic construc-
tion program on the Bonneville Unit of the
Central Utah Project amounting to at least
$25 million for fiscal year 1969; and

(2) The completion of advance planning
reports and initiation of construction on the
Congressionally~-authorized Upalco and Jen-
sen units of the Central Utah Project prior
to 1969; and

(3) The completion of feasibility reports
prior to 1972 on the Uintah and Ute Indlan
units of the Central Utah Project.
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Be it further resolved, that the Secretary
of State of the State of Utah be, and he here-
by 1s, directed to transmit coples of this
resolution to the President of the United
States, to the Secretary of the Interior, to
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to
the Upper Colorado River Commission and
to the Senators and Congressmen represent-
ing the State of Utah in Congress,

THE SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, al-
most two decades ago—in 1948—an act
of Congress established the Selective
Service System. Men who were infants
that year are today being drafted under
that m for military duty, More-
over, the basic system itself, which was
in effect reactivated by the 1948 legisla~-
tion, was created in 1940. Men who

were born that year—the same year the.

System was born which has had such a
dominating influence on the lives of an
entire generation—are today too old for
the draft. Those who have received de-
ferments are technically still vulnerable,
but even so the draft rarely touches men
above the age of 26.

The Selective Service System has en-
dured all these years, substantially with-
out modification, because it was, to an
extent, effective and responsive to the
country’s needs. .

It was also considered a fair system
when it was established. It was built on
the  assumption that men who were
called through the draft to serve their
country would be chosen equitably.

It might well have remained that same
way had the world—and the Nation with
it—remained unchanged.

But change has come—change so vast
that our vital statistics sound like those
of a different Nation from that which
existed a quarter of a century ago.
Some of those changes, particularly
those in our population growth, have
brought with them conditions out of
which ineguities arise when young men
are selected to serve.

Today more men are available for the
draft than the Armed Forces need. The
basic condition is as simple as that. But
the steps the Selective Service System
has taken to accommodate that condi-
tion have not been simple at all. They
have involved an extremely complicated
program of deferments of various kinds
which have in practical effect exempted
large numbers of men from the draft,
placing the burden of involuntary serv-
ice increasingly on one group.

The President’s message to Congress
offers a way and is open to suggestions
to bring back to the Selective Service
System the principle of equity which
Congress always intended for it.

It would subject all eligible men
equally and fairly to the process of selec-
tion. None would be favored. All would
be treated as complete equals.

So long as we must continue to have a
draft—and it is obvious that a draft will
be necessary for at least the years ahead
that we can now foresee—we must have
the fairest draft system that a demo-
cratic nation can devise.

I believe the program the President
has submitted is a proposal worth our
most serious consideration. The Senate
will serutinize his recommendations care-
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fully and serupulously and will consider
changes which will treat all as equitably

as possible and endeavor to do away
with inequities wherever they may exist,

NATIONAL CARIH ASTHMA WEEK

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, I wish
to commend my distinguished colleague
from Colorado [Mr. Dominick] for the
introduction of Senate Joint Resolution
4, authorizing the President to proclaim
“National CARIH Asthma Week.”

It gives me much pleasure to be a co-
sponsor of this joint resolution, and I do
so with deep regard for the devotion of
those Americans who have taken up the
challenge of transforming intractable
asthmatie children into healthy, vigor-
ous youngsters.

Mr, President, this remarkable institu-
tion continues to provide for the needs of
severely asthmatic children of every race,
color, and creed from every State in this
Nation. We owe a great debt of gratitude
not only to the CARIH institution itself,
but also to the dedicated efforts of the
140 CARIH auxiliaries throughout the
country who, through private effort, pro-
:'iide the funds for this nonprofit institu-

on,

Mr. President, I urge the speedy adop-
tion of this joint resolution.

JACK W. HALL—LEADER OF LABOR
MOVEMENT IN HAWATIIL

Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, in the
relatively brief history of the labor move-
ment in Hawaii, one name stands alone
in terms of leadership, aggressiveness,
and a determination to secure a fair
share of the fruits of our soclety for
workers. That name belongs to Jack W.
Hall, regional director of the Interna-
tional Longshoremen & Warehousemen’s
Union.

In a recent speech, Mr. Hall outlined
the philosophic approach of the ILWU
in Hawaii to social problems and eco-
nomic change. Because of the union’'s
success in helping to resolve human prob-
lems created by industrial change, I
know that Mr. Hall’'s remarks will be of
inferest to my colleagues.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of Mr. Hall's speech be printed in
the RECORD. ;

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

HUMAN CosTs OF PROGRESS

(EpnrTor's Note.—In a recent speech, Jack
W. Hall, regional director, set forth the
philosophic approach which he sald has
motivated his union, the IL.L.W.U,, in its ap-
proach to social problems and technological
change.

(Because the IL.W.U. has been a major
force in re-shaping post-World War II
Hawall, the text is reprinted in full.)

(By Jack W, Hall, ILWU Reglonal Director)

Let me start off by stating how trade
unions as they function today in the United
States see their primary responsibility. A
union’s first responsibility is to the mem-
bers it represents. It must be able to safe-
guard the jobs and conditions of the mem-
bers in its ranks, not those it has repre-
sented in the past, or those it may orga-
nize in the future.
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From this point of view we in the I.L.W.U.
have been in the forefront In seeking new
answers to the technologically-created prob-
lems of our members. In a moment I will
describe some of the answers we found—
new approaches which were first developed
in Hawail,

Before I do, I want to say that the narrow
view of labor’s responsibilities which I have
given you does not meet the larger soclal
problems. This narrow view is generated
by the system within which we operate. It
reflects the correspondingly narrow view
which most employers take of their respon-
sibility under a free enterprise system. As
& matter of fact, a great deal of the free-
dom of free enterprise has been precisely
the freedom from responsibility for the so-
cial and human consequences of the enter-

rise.
e Our traditional ideology . . . and let me say
right here that I don't believe this ideology
corresponds to the facts of modern life, which
include giant corporations and imperfect
competition . . ., but the tradition, neverthe-
less, does hold that the employer's first re-
sponeibility is to profits and that if each
employer pursues this interest energetically
and efficiently, some will fail, but the best
will succeed and—as Adam Smith expressed
it—as If guided by an “unseen hand,” all this
self-centered striving will result in general
economic and soclal progress which will
benefit us all. (Here in Hawali we never
really believed that, of course. We know we
cannot permit some of our basic industrial
firms to fall even if they are not the “best.”)

This progress Adam Smith spoke of is evi-
dent enough, however.

Less well understood by those who should
know is the terrible human cost of much of
this progress . . . the cost to millions of lowly,
inarticulate people whose lives have been de-
stroyed or blighted by the shifting demands
and upsetting effects of the industrial revo-
lution which has been transforming life on
our planet at an ever faster pace for more
than two centuries.

The progress has always left a frightful
human wreckage in its wake—from the mill-
towns in 19th century England and the mod-
ern slums and mines of South Africa and
South America to the black ghettos of our
own country or our urban and rural slums
right here In Hawail.

It hasn't been progress at all—it has been
a disaster for millions of individuals . . . for
underpaid workers in unregulated industries,
for middle-aged workers whose skills have
become obsolete, for uneducated Negroes re-
placed by cotton-picking machines, for slum-
reared youngsters who drop out of school
and can't find a job in a soclety which de-
mands more and more education.

Trade unions were born as workers sought
to defend themselves against the soclally ir-
responsible use of economic power. In many
countries this effort produced soclalist par-
ties, striving to establish a political-economy
in which the criterion for economic decisions
would be the general welfare, rather than
private profit.

In the United States, for the past B0 years,
the labor movement has generally concen-
trated on winning recognition and defending
the interests of its members within a glven
industry. I believe that unions have an im-
portant secondary responsibility to be activ-
ists and agitators for solutions to broader
social problems which cannot be met by col-
lective bargalining. Only once in my lifetime
has the American labor movement under-
taken anything like structural reforms in our
soclety, however. That was when the CI.O,,
led by John L. Lewis, backed Roosevelt's New
Deal and initiated our present system of so-
clal security and public welfare measures.

These measures, along with the Keynesian
concept that government fiscal policy could
be used to stabilize the economy, recognized
the fact that economic change and progress
create human problems which cannot be pre-
vented or resolved by private decisionmak-
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ing, and that soclety as a whole has a re-
sponsibility to its members who are the vic-
tims of change. A high-water mark of this
thinking was the Full Employment Act of
1946. That Act in its declaration of policy
BAYyE:

'T"F'The Congress hereby declares that it is
the continuing policy and responsibility of
the Federal Government to use all practi-
cable means consistent with its needs and
obligations and other essential considera-
tions of national policy, with the assistance
and cooperation of industry, agriculture,
labor, and State and local governments, to
coordinate and utilize all its plans, functions,
and resources for the purpose of creating
and maintaining, in a manner calculated to
foster and promote free competitive enter-
prise and the general welfare, conditions
under which there will be afforded useful
employment opportunities, including salf—
employment, for those able, willing, and
seeking to work, and to promote maximum
emploq’mt. production, and purchasing

wer,

The cold war prevented us from bullding
further on these foundations, until very
recent years.

Finally, shocked by revelations of wide-
spread poverty, nt unemployment,
human deterioration and waste, in the midst
of general afluence, we started to take some
relatively small-scale public steps under the
slogans “A War on Poverty” and a “Great
Soclety.” Unfortunately, these beginnings

are starving in the cradle because of our dis-
nat.roua involvement in Vietnam, with its
overwhelming cost of more than $2 billion
& month.

I say all this to indicate how narrow our
own achievement has been, and to indicate
that we are aware of this. We have simply
concentrated on those solutions which were
possible for us within the context in which
we worked.

There are some unique features of Hawail's
industry which favored our efforts to make
employers accept responsibility for helping
to resolve the human problems created by
industrial change. These include:

1—Insularity which makes problems like
unemployment more critical. They have to
be solved by us here. There is no frontier
or neighboring state, to take the pressure off.

Also, insularity makes it easier to trace
the effects of economic decisions back to
their causes.

2—Concentration of ownership. The Big
Five were the declslon-makers and everyone
here knew it.

3—Importation of the Labor Force by the
Big Five. Workers were brought in from
many countries, but by one group, for one
purpose. They may have worked for several
companies, or for several Industries, but
still they worked for the same general group
of employers and thought of themselves as
having had their fate determined by the
Big Five.

4—The union to be successful was com-
pelled to forge an inter-racial solidarity,
which is unique in America.

On the mainland, the late-comer immi-
grant group has always been the shock ab-
sorber of industrial change. As each group
was assimilated, 1t escaped from the prob-
lems and left them to the group which took
its place. The Negro is the last of these,
with no replacements in sight. This 1s one
reason for a general lack of soclial solidarity
and responsibility in American life. It also
helps us understand the Negro crisis,

In Hawall only an inter-racial, statewide
union could cope with the Big Five. To hold
the union together we had to represent the
interest of every racial group.

5—Changes came faster in Hawall, With-
in 16 years after the war, the workforce in
sugar and pineapple was cut in half,

With this background, how did the Union
seek to discharge its responsibilities to its
members and the community?

In the sugar industry more than 15 years
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ago, the union made the basic decision not to
waste its strength in a losing fight against
mechanization and job eliminations. In-
stead it demanded that the workers be given
a share in the benefits of the machine and
be protected agalnst victimization, This
required workers as well as employers to act
in a responsible way.

In the sugar industry, for example, instead
of permitting layoffs of younger, low senior-
ity workers, who would have to join the
ranks of the unemployed and who then and
for several years after would become public
welfare burdens, we Initiated two programs—
designed to shrink the work-force from the
top—both at the expense of larger wage
increases:

l1—Incentives—in the form of separation
pay and repatriation allowances—were pro-
vided fo encourage the older worker to vol-
untarily leave the workforce. Older workers
were permitted to substitute for younger
workers who would otherwise have been laid
off. Repatriation Incentives encouraged
older workers, particularly Philippine na-
tionals, to return permanently to their
homeland before normal retirement age,
with sizeable sums of American dollars,
which vastly expanded in purchasing power
in the Philippines, These repatriates on
reaching normal retirement age were all
eligible for social security and collective bar-
gaining pensions.

2—We took money that would otherwise
have gone to active employees to buy pen-
sions for older workers so they could afford
to leave the workforce and we negotiated for
them and their spouses the best medical plan
in the nation for retired workers.

‘;1 similar program was followed in pine-
apple.

Together with the above efforts to get
older workers out of the workforce, the union
encouraged the employers, with some degree
of success, to retrain workers displaced by
technological change for more skilled jobs.
Rate protection was assured for extended
periods depending on length of service.

In the longshore industry, the displace-
ment problem has been relatively much
greater and has come in a much shorter
period of time.

Containerization and bulk shipment of
practically all Matson cargo to Hawall has
had a tremendous impact on jobs and work
opportunity here in Hawaii. Hawall is the
destination point of all Matson cargo flow=
ing out of the Pacific Northwest, the San
Francisco Bay Area and Southern California.

In less than 10 years, Hawall's longshore
workforce has been cut in half, and work
opportunity for the individual has gone
down by a third. The outer-islands have
been hit hardest.

How did we go about easing the impact
of these changes? We did it by:

1—Providing jobs for men who wanted to
transfer to the Pacific Coast ports where
work was plentiful and giving them travel
allowances of $850 for family men ($325 for
single employees).

2—Permitting employees to repatriate to
home lands with lump-sum settlements of
pension equities. Some left with as much
as $20,000.

3—Offering generous severance allowances
to older workers. Employees leaving or re-
tiring at age 60 under the old agreement,
in addition to all other pension and sever-
ance arrangements recelved a supplemental
severance bonus of $6,000.

Today the statewide longshore work force
is down to what seems to be minimum needs
for the next several years. The problem now
is the distribution of work opportunity be-
tween Out-ports, especlally Eaual
and Hilo, have the minimum number of men
required to handle a conventional ship but
barging of containers has cut work oppor-
tunity to less than subsistence level.

We are meeting this problem in current
negotiations by establishing a statewide
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labor pool with hours equalized on a state-
wide basis. Workers will be moved from
port to port by air to accomplish this equal-
ization and if work opportunity falls below
an average of 38 hours weekly, over a four-
week perlod, wage supplementation will be
paid from Mechanization Funds to bring
earnings to that average.

We are now engaged in energetic efforts
to promote and to organize Hawail’s newest
industry—tourism—with the hope that this
expanding industry will be the source of
decent jobs at union wages and conditions
for those displaced by future economic
change and for our young people entering
the labor market for the first time.

We are supporting and encouraging train-
ing programs, government and private, so
these displaced and new workers will have
the skills to fill these new jobs.

I am confident that through the process
of collective bargaining we will be able to
handle the problems of our present mem-
bers as economic change continues. But
this is only a small part of the overall State
and national problems., The big job will
have to be done by government, labor and
business working together. Only in this way
can the larger social problems be mitigated,
let alone solved.

NEW YOREKERS ARE BEING SOLD
OUT TO IOU'S

~Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the
New York press is providing excellent
coverage of the big, but generally unre-
ported stories of our times. I refer to
the overcharge exacted by the investor-
owned utilities, the failure of State regu-~
latory bodies to regulate and the arro-
gant efforts of the IOU’s to attain com-
plete monopoly on their essential elec-
tricity by excluding city-owned and cus-
tomer-owned power systems from essen-
tial wholesale power supply.

The situation is worse in some other
States than it is in New York. But it is
bad there, and I compliment newspapers
such as the New York Times, the New
York World Journal Tribune, and the
Watertown Daily Times for their cover-
age and editorials.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp two
editorials entitled “Selling Out on Pow-
er,” published in the March 2 and March
3 issues of the Watertown, N.Y., Daily
Times, and the March 4 editorial, en-
titled “Assessing the PSC” published in
the New York Times.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Watertown (N.Y.) Daily Times,
Mar. 2, 1867]
SELLING OUT ON POWER

The proposal for an $8,000,000,000 atomic
power program in New York state 1s a sellout
to the private power companies. No other
conclusion can be reached because the New
York state power authority will be forbidden
to construct atomic power plants in the
future and will at the same time be confined
to hydroelectric considerations as an operator
of Niagara and Massena and a coordinator
in other hydroelectric matters. This pro-
posal must receive legislative enactment.
May the legislature insist that the authority
be given as many rights to the construction
of nuclear plants as the private utilities.

The statement is made by Gov, Rockefel-
ler that the New York utilitles must double
thelr annual electricity production in the
next ten years, from 17,000,000 kilowatts to
85,000,000 kilowatts. This sounds big, but it
is absolutely the same program that the
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utilities have set for themselves ever since
World War II, namely an increase of ten per
cent a year. So suddenly a deal is made that
will enable them to keep up what they have
been doing in the past, In return for
which the power authority, which was con-
ceived as an agency to represent the citizens'
interests in power making and power dis-
tribution, will be shoved over into the corner
and given a job of keeping the old power
plants swept out.

Incidentally, the power authority today is
producing approximately a little more than
one-fifth of the state’s annual power pro-
duction. By 1977, if the scheme is accepted
by the legislature, the authority will produce
a little more than one-twelfth of the annual
production. Many people fought the better
part of 40 years to assure the state of an
adequate share of the power production.
Suddenly in the prospect of an $8,000,000,000
expansion, the state’s role is downgraded so
that the private needs for capital can be
advanced, with the lenders being assured
that they will not have any Increase in the
amount of competition from the power au-
thority. The statement is made in news
stories that there will be no competition in-
sofar as the atomic power production is
concerned; continue to limit the state power
authority to hydroelectric operations to avoid
competition with the utilities in the field of
nuclear energy.

There is language In the announcement
about a role for the power authority. It is
supposed to make power available to munici-
palities and public power districts in greater
amounts through a withdrawal of power
from private utilities. They in turn would
get their increased electriclty requirements
from the nuclear plants. This seems to be
saying that public power will go to publicly
owned installations primarily, and privately
built nuclear power will go toward the in-
dustrial needs of consumers.

We cannot believe that the farsighted pro-
grams In this state, originally concelved by
the late Franklin D. Roosevelt, enhanced and
enlarged by the late Gov. Herbert H. Leh-
man, brought to culmination by Gov. Thomas
E. Dewey, should now by a simple legislative
enactment be placed in a deep freeze,

[From the Watertown (N.Y.) Dally Times,
Mar. 3, 1967]
SeLLiNG OuT oN PowEr—II

Continuing the comments against the
Albany power plan that would deny the New
York State Power authority the right to con-
struct nuclear plants, we call attention to
the efforts during the past seven years to
broaden the state power franchise. The
suddenness of the announcement Wednes-
day that the private utilities would be given
free rein in the fleld of nuclear electricity
production might lead some citizens to think
that a major need had only recently been
discovered, and the cost of meeting that need
was particularly high, $8,000,000,000, over the
next ten years, and finally there was an im-
mediacy about accomplishing the objective.

In 1960 the New York State Power author-
ity publicly called attention to the role that
the authority should be given in meeting the
needs of the electricity consumers during the
years to the 1980's. In 1860 the authority
sought permission of the legislature to build
and operate nuclear power plants. At the
time two temporary committees on power
resources had recommended against the
authority’'s request for nuclear privileges, al-
though the autherity was the one state
agency that was supposed to be responsible
for publicly owned electric power produc-
tion. The authority itself had made studies
and the then chairman, Robert Moses, had
sought with his persuasiveness the oppor-
tunity at legislation. Again in 1861, he and
the authority asked for atomic privileges.

The Power Authority Act was confined to
hydroelectric developments, nuclear power
not being in the picture when the early laws
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were passed. Never, however, did the
authority seek to restrict the private utilities
from the nuclear fleld. The thinking has
been that both the privately owned and the
publicly owned utilities had an important
role in meeting consumer needs.

In 10656 the authority went at it again,
proving conclusively that in behalf of the
public it should have a nuclear opportunity.
The 1965 effort, however, was made behind
the scenes, although the justification and
the statistics amply supported authority rec-
ommendation., Although the proposal never
saw the light of day, suggested amendments
to the Power Authority Act were couched
in terms that the public interest requires
“that the state as well as the private utility
companies should participate in the devel-
opment of electric power from nuclear flelds
and other forms of atomic energy.”

There was apparent rejection of this in
Albany, although the public never had a
chance to express itself,

In 1966 the authority came at it again,
unfortunately in an informal manner, and
got nowhere. This Is the kind of issue that
should have been in the forefront of the
campaign, but for reasons that aren't under-
stood never a mention was made. Late in
1866, once again the authority prepared doc-
umentation as to why it should be given the
right to bulld nuclear power plants.

As soon as word of 1ts efforts got out, there
was a gang-up against it so that within a
period of a little more than a month the
authority recommendations were rejected as
though they never existed, and the governor,
together with the speaker of the assembly,
Mr. Travia, are proposing to introduce legis-
lation that 1s 100 percent against the in-
terests of the state power authority, the
traditional power agency of the state. It has
been sald that the power authorlty will be
given permission to develop electricity on
some setfling pools, but this lsn't the big
power producer of the future. Nuclear
power will be the big producer. Yet Albany
says that it 1s going to limit the state power
authority to hydroelectric operations to
avold competition with the utilities in the
fleld of nuclear energy.

Is there anyone in the state who is ready
to rise up and head off the legislative em-
bargo against the authority’s entering the
nuclear power development? Who will stand
up and assist the agency in carrying out the
public power policy of this state which dates
back for 40 years. Certainly there has been
no mandate for reversal, but that seems to
be what is happening.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 4, 1967]
AssESSING THE PSC

The city’s request for greater control over
utilities comes too late in this legislative ses-
slon for comprehensive consideration. But
it will be unfortunate if it does not become
the basis for a thorough study of the state’s
regulatory laws and of the operation of the
Public Service Commission,

Mayor Lindsay's proposal that the PSC be
required to hold public hearings before au-
thorlzing rate Increases follows his unsue-
cessful protests In November when the com-
mission granted a $32.4-milllon rate boost
to Consolidated Edison first and ordered
hearings afterward. These hearings, now in
adjJournment, are to be resumed March 14,
Meanwhile, New Yorkers are paylng bigger
electric bills.

The Mayor’'s bill and alternative proposals
should be considered by a Joint Legislative
Committee, which could hold hearings over
the summer. Its job would be to evaluate
the commission’s work, and to revise and
update the state’s laws In this fleld. The
Transportation Corporations Law, for ex-
ample, unchanged since 1840, is more at-
tuned to conditions in primitive rural com-
munities than to the aggravating problem of
urban life, yet this law sets many of the
standards for utility regulation today. Such
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a committee also could consider qualifica-
tions for PSC membership and staff. Politics
often seems to have been the primary requi-
site in past appointments.

A real assessment of the commission and
a dispassionate look at its declsions are
doubly important in the light of the program
just announced by Governor Rockefeller and
the state’s public utilities for an $8-billlon
expansion program in the next decade. New
York’s need for much more power is clear,
but the public is entitled to assurance that
it has an effective watchdog in deciding how
that power is produced and what it costs.

THE QUIET PAIR OF
PHILANTHROPISTS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it has
been more than a month since the small
airplane carrying Mr. and Mrs. Stephen
Currier vanished over the Caribbean. It
must now be presumed that they are
lost.

These were remarkable individuals.
Born to great wealth, they made a pact
to invest their inheritances in solving
social problems in the United States,
rather than investing in their own pleas-
ure. They preferred to remain anony-
mous; and made more efforts to escape
publicity than most people make to get it.

Mrs. Currier was the daughter of our
Ambassador to Great Britain, the Hon-
orable David Bruce, and granddaughter
of Andrew Mellon. In 1955, while a stu-
dent at Radcliffe, she married Steplien
Currier, son of the late painter Richard
Currier.

In 1958 the couple set up the Taconic
Foundation. Through this outlet, they
poured funds into the struggle to obtain
equal opportunities for Negroes, although
it was not then fashionable to do so.

More recently, the attention of the
Curriers turned to the growing urban
problem. Last year, Mr. Currier formed
Urban America, Inc., which is studying
such problems as bad housing and in-
adequate urban planning., The couple
had also been working on plans for beau-
tifying the Washington area.

Stephen Currier was not a philanthro-
pist from afar. He spent time in the
slums he sought to improve. He saw
his role as that of catalyst in problem-
solving; typically, when the Federal
Government authorized funds for mental
health research, the Taconic Foundation
departed from the field.

Characteristic of the couple is the
fund known as the Harvard Gamble,
which provides means for worthy stu-
dents wishing to go to Harvard, but are
below the scholarship level and are
without funds.

Mr. President, many eloquent tributes
have been made to the Curriers in this
Chamber. Many others have appeared
in the press and have been broadcast on
radio and television. One of the best
was delivered by Edward P. Morgan over
the American Broadcasting network on
February 3. I ask unanimous consent
that Mr. Morgan's fine remarks be
printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Epwarp P, MORGAN AND THE NEWS,
FEBRUARY 3, 1967

Almost everybody wants to make more

money but too many people who strike it rich
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leave a trail of trampled bodies and ideals
behind, And then, sour grapes or not, a lot
who don’'t make it automatically equate
wealth with evll, sin, reckless Hving and the
exploitation of soclety.

History brims with the depredations of
cruel, selfish captains of industry, the ruth-
less rascality of the robber barons and their
ilk. But perhaps the greatest mistake Karl
Marx ever made was to overlook the fact that
there Is a little avarice in almost all of us.
The appetite for tangible gain i1s a human
one; keeping up with the Joneses—or, pref-
erably, passing them on the curves—can
have as much motive power as an ideology.
There 1s another truth which Marx missed
and a lot of the rest of us are inclined to
forget. It is that many men—and women—
of wealth have been powerful Influences for
good, Maybe some are actlvated by a feel-
ing of gullt over “ill-gotten gailns.” But
there is another breed consisting of people
who use money joyously as a tool to bulld, so
to speak, a social structure that lends a little
more grace to the landscape of civilization
than existed before they came along. Very
likely they would have drawn the same plans
without a bankroll but it is marvelous how
money can help franslate a blueprint into an
edifice.

Seventeen days ago Mr. and Mrs. Stephen
R, Cuwrrler were lost on a chartered flight
from Puerto Rico to the Virgin Islands. They
were virtually unknown to most Americans.
But thelr generosity, commitment and deep,
energetic concern for the human race
warmed and lit up the lives of countless peo~
ple so that while the loss of this young couple
is a cruel tragedy it is counterbalanced by
the glowing fact that they did such an in-
credible amount of good in such a breath-
lessly short time.

Inevitably, most of the news stories about
the missing Currlers zeroed in on their
wealth. Audrey Currier, 33, was the daugh-
ter of David K. E. Bruce, now U.S. ambassador
to Britain, and granddaughter of Andrew
Mellon, Pittsburgh banker and multimil-
lionaire who was Secretary of the Treasury
under FPresidents Harding, Coolidge and
Hoover. Steve Currier, 36, stepson of Ed-
ward M, W. Warburg, himself a prominent
philanthropist and patron of the arts, was a
Harvard dropout who enhanced his own for-
tune, small by comparison to his wife's, with
wise investment.

But the real story involves what the Cur-
riers, who leave three small children, did
with themselves and their money. They did
it so quietly that thelr immediate families
are only now to discover the ex-
tent of their activities. They created a pri-
vate foundation, Taconic, and no tax dodge,
it. The young man who never finished Har-
vard and the girl who finished Radcliffe with
honors, used it to help through college stu-
dents who just missed qualifying for other
scholarships. The number of “Taconics,” as
they are called, on the Harvard campus today
would be hard to count. Before Birmingham
Police Chief Bull Connor made ecivil rights a
national issue with his dogs and firehoses,
Currier was unobstrusively immersing him-
self in the cause. Through Potomac Insti-
tute, financed by the Taconic Foundation, he
contributed money to hire expert help in the
drafting of elvil rights legislation in the mid-
608, so Inadequate were Congressional staffs
dealing with it. He substantially supported
the NAACP Legal Defense Fund and the
Southern Reglonal Councll, He went to Har-
lem, not to “slum” but to try to find answers
to soclal problems. He was instrumental in
organizing Urban America, Incorporated, to
fight poverty and prejudice in conjunction
with governmental efforts. He became enor-
mously and expertly interested in conserva-
tion, gave an iImportant private boost to Lady
Bird Johnson’s beautification program.

Currier designed himself the fabulous
home they built in the Virginia hunt coun-
try and Audrey Currier did her own interior
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design and ‘decoration. The magnificent
estate, after their children's use of it, will
be left to the U.S. government hopefully as a
sort of American Chequers where presidents
can take important guests for quiet week-
ends as British prime ministers have done in
that famous country place in England.

The Curriers were not of the jet set and
they shunned publicity. Indeed protecting
their near-anonymity was one of the assign-
ments of Currier’'s public relations men,
though they were far from recluses and once
organized with the other Warburg children a
huge and hilariously happy weekend
as a wedding anniversary presents for Steve's
mother and step-father.

Eddie Warburg once encountered a moving
passage in a collection of quotations which,
he remembers, struck Steve as a creed worth
living. It runs like this: “I shall pass through
this world but once. Any good thing there-
fore that I can do, any kindness that I can
show to any human being, let me do it now.
Let me not defer it nor neglect it, for I shall
not pass this way again.”

It would hardly have mattered if Stephen
and Audrey Currier had never heard that
creed for they lived it anyway.

FARM BUREAU SUPPORTS MARKET-
ING RIGHTS BILL

Mr. CHURCH. Mr,  President, the
current issue of Nation's Agriculture,
monthly publication of the American
Farm Bureau, discusses the Agricultural
Producers Marketing Act. The bill is
designed to stop unfair practices affect-
ing producers of farm products and their
marketing associations.

It is my belief that any sound farm
policy should support the farmer’s inde-
pendence and at the same time encour-
age and protect his right to take collec-
tive action as a means of improving the
price received. That is why the bill, sup-
ported by the Farm Bureau, makes good
sense: it gives the farmer protection
when exercising his right to bargain.

As this article points out:

The market system provides an opportu-
nity for what, in reality, is an economiec con~
test between buyer and seller., . . . Farmers
have little or no negotiating strength and
.+« the handlers are winning the contest—
buying at the lowest possible cost.

Iam pleased to have added my name to
that of Senators Aren, Younc of North
Eﬁaikota. and LAUSCHE as a sponsor of the

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle “Farm Bureau United Behind Mar-
keting Rights Bill” be printed in the
RECORD,

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

FarM  BUREAU UNITES BEHIND MARKETING
RIcHTS Bin

Marketing rights for farmers and thelr
marketing and bargaining associations will
be a major issue in the 90th Congress.

The Agricultural Producers Marketing Act
—a bill which recelved widespread support
at hearings last year—has been re-introduced
by Senators George D, Alken (R.) of Ver-
mont, Frank Lausche (D.) of Ohio and Mil-
ton Young (R.) of North Dakota.

The bill—designed to stop unfair practices
affecting producers of farm products and
their marketing associations—is strongly
supported by Farm Bureau.

The Alken-Lausche-Young bill will be
known as 8. 109, the same number assigned
to it during the past Congress. Similar bills
are being introduced by prominent members
of the House of Representatives.
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The marketing rights bill would forbid
handlers to:

Deny any producer his right to join and
belong to an assoclation of producers.

Discriminate—or threaten to discrimi-
nate—against a producer because of his
membership in or contract with an associa-
tion of producers.

Coerce or intimidate a producer into with-
drawing from his association.

Offer any inducement or reward to a pro-
ducer for refusing to join or ceasing to be-
long to an assoclation of producers.

The need for such legislation was made
very clear at hearings on 8. 109 held last
year by a subcommittee of the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. Chuck
B. Shuman, President of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, pointed out to the Sen-
ators that since the early 1920's public policy
has encouraged farmers to form marketing
associations which could negotiate contracts
for farm products,

“These laws,” Shuman sald, "in effect
granted farmers the right to market coopera-
tively through their own marketing associa-
tions. Unfortunately, farmers have been
discouraged from exercising their right to
act cooperatively because of reprisals and
fears of reprisals from some processors,”

The Senators heard testimony from several
farmers who had participated in cooperative
marketing activities and who had—as a
consequence—experienced acreage cuts and
unusual treatment by processors. There can
be no doubt that farmers' marketing rights
have been denied and thwarted by some pro-
cessors.

Today, processors deny that they practice
the unfair acts set out in S, 109. Even If that
is true, processors know they can use the
unfalr practices without suffering legal pen-
alties, and farmers know it, too. A poor nifar-
ket is better than no market at all; so many
farmers do not joln cooperative marketing
efforts for fear of reprisals such as loss of
acreage or termination of a contract.

Those who recognize the need for better
marketing also recognize the desirability of
protecting farmers' rights to cooperatively
market thelr products, Leglslation which
will establish *“rules of fair play’ on the part
of processors and others in their business
relationships with farmers should eliminate
these threats of discrimination agalnst farm-
ers for having joined a marketing association.

President Shuman has said, *This is mod-
erate legislation that is truly in the best
long-time interests of producers and proces-
sors who are really interested in responsible
marketing practices.”

One would think, from an ordinary knowl-
edge of agricultural marketing, that S. 109
is a fairly straight-forward idea that will
quickly become law. Such is not necessarily
the case.

The market system provides an opportun-
ity for what, in reality, is an economic con-
test between buyer and seller—one trying
to buy at the lowest possible cost and the
other trying to sell under the most favor-
able terms. However, there is little oppor-
tunity for millions of farmers, acting indi-
vidually, t0 be very eflective in the contest
when the buylng, processing and distribu-
tion of agricultural products is concentrated
in the hands of a relatively few large
DProcessors.

The processors know that, under the pres-
ent rules of the game, the cards are stacked
on their side of the table, that farmers have
little or no negotiating strength, and that
the handlers are winning the contest—buy-
ing at the lowest possible cost.

Opponents to 8. 109 are opposing a fair
game. And there is danger that they may
win in the legislative halls just as they have
won In the fields of crops and pens of live-
stock. One way farmers may do better at
the market place 1s to support “rules of fair
play” to govern conduct there.

Consequently, Farm Bureau is strongly
urging the enactment of legislation, such as
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8. 109, which will prohibit unfair practices
designed to discourage voluntary farmer par-
tlcipation in marketing associations. Farm-
ers should not be denied the right to market
their products because of voluntary mem-
bership in their assoclations.

THE SEARCH FOR ALTERNATIVES
TO GAULLISM IN EUROPE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President—

Some new sounds are being heard in Eu-
rope and they aren't The Star-Spangled
Banner.

This is the opening sentence in a most
provocative editorial entitled “Seeking
Alternatives to De Gaulle,” published in
the February 10 issue of Life magazine.

The “new sounds” to which the edi-
torial refers are Harold Wilson’s “play-
ing it a little anti-American” in order to
gain admission to the Common Market
and Chancellor Kiesinger’s renewal of
close French-German collaboration.

The editorial observes:

They're all talking De Gaulle's language
these days.

Life then goes on to outline an alter-
native to De Gaulle’s policy, an alterna-
tive based on four propositions:

Britaln’s admittance to Europe, Europe
technologically Independent of wus, Bridge-
building to the East and a Germany free to
be itself.

Life concludes that “our job is to re-
fine these ingredients of Atlantic policy
so that we are able to pose to Europeans
a clear alternative—as we do not at
present—+to all that is narrow and in-
adequate in De Gaulle’s policy.”

I commend the Life editorial to the
attention of Senators. The editorial car-
ries a step further some of the thoughts
I included in an article I wrote in the
October 1966 issue of Foreign Affairs. I
concluded that article by saying:

For our fundamental national interests
can easily accommodate the changing mood
of Europe. We need sacrifice nothing to keep
our policies relevant. But only by so doing
can we preserve our influence in the Europe
of today—and tomorrow.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
REcorbp.

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

BEEKING ALTERNATIVES To DE GAULLE

Some new sounds are belng heard in Eu-
rope and they aren’t The Star-Spangled Ban-
ner. Harold Wilson urges Britain’s accept-
ance into the Common Market ‘“so that we
can speak from strength to our Atlantlc
partners.” He added, “Let no one here
doubt Britain's loyalty to NATO and the
Atlantic Alllance. But loyalty must never
mean subservience.” As Germany's Willy
Brandt said, Wilson had to play it “a llttle
antl-American” if he expects Britain to be
admitted. West Germany’s new Chancellor
EKurt Kiesinger is out to make friends with
Communist East Europe and has already
won diplomatic recognition from Romania,
He pursues this new ‘“great policy” in col-
laboration with France. They're all talking
De Gaulle’s language these days.

It's possible to dismiss such European de-
velopments as being beyond our concern.
As Europe grows more prosperous and more
independent of us, we even like to think
that we planned it that way. In a sense,
we did. We knew that our relative ascend-
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ency in the Western alliance would gradu-
ally diminish and generously looked forward
to the economie rivalry of a strong and in-
dependent Europe—though in the context
of what Jack Kennedy called “a mutually
beneficial partnership.”

It isn't quite working out that way.
There are other trends to note in Europe:
NATO humiliatingly evacuating its head-
quarters, with a gaping hole in its defenses;
De Gaulle feting Kosygin and denouncing
the U.S.; Britain wondering whether it can
any longer play a world role; West Germany
outgrowing its policy of close dependence
on the U.8,

What has gone wrong is not the health
of Western Europe, in which we can rejoice,
but the health of the alllance. ‘“Treaties
are like young girls and roses,” Charles de
Gaulle has said.. “They last while they last.”
He expects the West to take his Westernness
for granted while he seeks an accommoda-
tlon with the East. He believes, as the for-
eign editor t;t L%V Monde puts it, that “it is
unnecessary for Western Europe to pay any-
thing for American protection a.gsmit tl{e
Soviets since it clearly is in the American
interest to provide it.” From this De Gaulle
proceeds to his next conclusion: “I am not
displeased to have the U.S.S.R. as a counter=
weight to American hegemony—and I am no
more displeased to have the United States
as & counterweight to Soviet hegemony.™
Here is the core of Gaullism,

We are often assured that of course and
at heart De Gaulle is a Westerner, a believer
in the Atlantic Alllance. This would be true
of him if the West were faced with a threat
of imminent Soviet attack. But the kind of
Europe, and world, that De Gaulle seeks in
his own maneuvering has some important
differences from our goals, including his de-
sire to use Russia and us as counterbalances,
In this sense, he is not on our “side” at all,
He wants the cold war ended—fine;: but he
also believes it is the U.S.—and not Soviet
Russia—that threatens the peace and jeop-
ardizes the détente. In his New Year's mes-
sage he proclaimed that France, having ‘“re-
gained her independence,” seeks “continental
rapprochement” and a “European Europe.”
“While Europe thus takes the road to peace,”
the U.S. wages its “unjust war” in Vietnam,
a “detestable war, since 1t leads a great na-
tion to ravage a small one.” From these at-
titudes it can be seen that De Gaulle, if an
ally, is an ally on Judgment Day only.

He has regained his “independence.” We
accordingly have a right to ours,

It would be merely annoying, and dismiss-
able as “typlcally French,” if De Gaulle's
thesls was confined to him alone. But his
thinking appeals to an Increasing segment
of European opinion. Nationallsm is back
in style In Europe, reinforced by the eco-
nomic advantages of a larger community,
De Gaulle also speaks to some basic Euro-
pean instinct about itself; that it should not
be allowed to harden any longer into a di-
vided continent, with the division running
dangerously down the center of Germany.,
His vision of opening relations with Eastern
Europe was earlier than ours. But, alas, this
initlative, and all the good it might bring
to Europe, is also perverted by the narrow
French ambitions it serves.

We could more easily accept the loss of
our Atlantic Partnership dreams if we
thought De Gaulle’s own conception of Eu-
rope would work. But his is a vision haunt-
ingly dated by 19th Century notions of main-
talning France’s key role, which is too small
for the modern necessities of Europe. If
De Gaulle’s formula fails, as it very well may,
we must have an acceptable alternative at
hand. This alternative may have no success
while De Gaulle’s veto 1s in foree, but it
needs to exist to be ready when he is gone.
Here are some of the ingredients of such an
alternative: .

Britain’s admittance to Europe. A Britain
wholeheartedly in Europe's councils will cer-
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talnly not speak captively with America’s
voice, as De Gaulle fears. But with its
worldwide experience and traditions parallel
to ours, it will help to break up some of that
claustrophobic Franco-German atmosphere.

Europe technologically independent of us.
Harold Wilson warns against the dangers of
“industrial helotry” if Europe is too depend-
ent on “American business for the sophisti-
cated apparatus which will call the tune in
the "70s and '80s.” This European concern is
legitimate, and the ground rules need to be
worked out.

Bridge-building to the East. The U.S.
should join this effort to draw back into
Europe those Communist nations which are
no longer satellites. President Johnson has
already so urged us, but the Vietnamese war
inhibits both East European countries and
U.S. congressmen.

A Germany free to be itself. Now that it
is no longer a “client"” of ours and is taking
its own initiatives, we are freed from having
to think of MLF or other intricate nuclear
roles for Germany and, in doing so, stirring
up bad memories. The Germans will have
to welgh thelr own sacrifices in the pursult
of a unified nation, and this is healthier all
around. *“We seek neither natlonal control
nor national ownership of atomic weapons,”
Kiesinger has promised. Territorlal pledges
to the East will come next.

The danger is that these new German
sacrifices will not produce reunification
either. If in the future there emerges a
frustrated and nationalistic Germany, this
will be chargeable to De Gaulle.

At this point, if not much sooner, the At-
lantic connection and what is left of NATO
will be plainly relevant. For Russia, which
recognizes only real power, shows little readi-
ness to make any hard concessions to De
Gaulle. The help of the U.S. will be required
to bring unity to divided Germany. The
pullback of Russian forces can be purchased
only by a reciprocal pullback by the U.8. So
long as our intentions are made clear to our
allies in advance, it is not too soon for the
U.S. to consider bringing home one or two
of its five German-based divisions now., Our
Atlantic and NATO commitment will still
be there. Even many of the French, after
De Gaulle, will come to see that with the
superpower of Russia as a neighbor, there
is no safe Europe except in an Atlantie con-
text. Our Job is to refine these ingredients
of Atlantic policy so that we are able to pose
to Europeans a clear alternative (as we do
not at present) to all that is narrow and in-
adequate In De Gaulle's policy.

EDITORIAL COMMENT ON CONSU-
LAR TREATY WITH USSR.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, since the
Senate will soon be confronted—prob-
ably later this week—with the monu-
mental and precedent-shattering deci-
sion on how to vote on the proposed rati-
fication of the consular treaty with
Russia and its close tie in with the ad-
ministration’s companion effort fo in-
crease East-West trade with Communist
countries, I submit for publication in the
REecorp some highly interesting editorials
on these matters coming to my attention
from various sections of the country.

The first editorial is one from my
home State—the Daily Plainsman of
Huron, 8. Dak., and is entitled “Consular
Treaty With U.S.SR. Should Wait on
End of Red Aid to Hanoi.” It tells its
own persuasive story.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:
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ConsurLar TreaTy Wire U.S.S.R. SHoULD
Warr oN Exp oF REp Am TO HANOI

One of the many strange maneuvers in the
current confused world political situation is
the emphasis which the administration is
putting on ratification this year of a con-
sular treaty with Russia,

Last year the proposal did not come to the
Senate for a vote. But Senator Karl Mundt,
who has vigorously opposed ratification dur-
ing Senate Foreign Relations Committee
hearings, predicts that the issue will come to
the floor this time as a presidential “must”
measure.

Proponents of the consular treaty argue
that it will help our government to assist
and protect a handful of tourists in Russia
and that it will open more channels of com-
munieation which might help in some fashion
to build more amicable relations with the
Boviet Union.

Opponents of the freaty—the American
Leglon is one of the most vocal—argue that it
is not in the national Interest to enter into
an agreement of this nature with a Com-
munist power that is providing massive mili-

assistance to a third party with whom
the United States is engaged In combat.

Regardless of the goed or bad long term
effects of a consular agreement, there are
many reasons why this does not seem to be
the correct time for Senate ratification.

No one questions the fact that the Soviet
government is furnishing massive aid to the
North Vietnamese—sophisticated military
hardware without which the war could not
be continued. Senate acceptance of any type
of treaty at this time implies condonation of
this conduct.

The Red Chinese have reportedly informed
Hanol that peace overtures must not be made
through Russia, and the British claim that
there are now 100,000 Red Chinese in North
Vietnam for the prime purpose of stiffening
resistance against anything unsatisfactory
to Peking. Obviously any agreements with
Russia at this time will serve only to stiffen
Red Chinese resistance to all efforts to end
the Vietnamese conflict.

Soviet leaders alternately plead an Interest
in peace and threaten increased military
assistance to North Vietnam., All of their
ideas for a settlement in Vietnam are equally
as unacceptable to the U.S. as those emanat-
ing from Hanol.

In fairness to the nearly half-million
service men now on duty in Vietnam—the
men whose lives are risked dally to Soviet
Russian weapons—the United States Senate
should either table the consular treaty, or
demand the cessation of hostilities in Viet-
nam on terms acceptable to this country as
a condition for ratification of such a treaty.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the sec-~
ond editorial to which I invite careful
consideration comes from the Mount
Washington Press, of Cincinnati, Ohio,
and is entitled *“Advertising Legerde-
main.” From it, many Senators may
learn for the first time that the Russian
Communists are now advertising in our
metropolitan press, urging Americans to
support expanded trade with Russia. In-
deed, this is a most unusual and brash
attempt by a foreign government to sup-
ply its economic deficiencies at the very
time it is providing every sophisticated
weapon the North Vietnamese need and
use to prolong the war and to expand
our American casualties in that war. I
think Senators and others will find the
last three paragraphs of the Mount
Washington Press editorial especially
illuminating and shocking.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed at this point in the Recorn.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Mount Washington Press,
Feb, 16, 1967]
ADVERTISING LEGERDEMAIN

This newspaper, like most, relies heavily
on advertising revenue. We do reserve the
right to refuse certain advertisements, as
do most papers. But in general we think the
businessman is entitled to tell the public of
his services or products in his own language.

However, a piece of advertising legerde-
main was managed last month which re-
quires comment. We refer to that big, eye-
catching two page spread which appeared in
the New York Times under the banner:
“Foreign Trade—Two Way Traffic.” It was
purchased by the USSR. The date is impor-
tant: January 16, 1967, pages 56 and 57.

On page 67 of that newspaper, one finds
a three-column news s headed: “Soviet
Ad Seeks Wider U.S. Trade.” The lead para-
graph reads: “A Two-page Soviet advertise-
ment in the New York Times today is viewed
by observers as the most important positive
response President Johnson has yet received
in his effort to bulld a trade bridge to the
Soviet Union.”

Seven paragraphs further along we find
this: “In his State of the Union message last
week, President Johnson indicated that he
would press again at this session of Congress
for passage of the East-West trade bill. This
measure would give the President authority
to extend most-favored-nation treatment to
Communist countries, to conclude bilateral
trade and other economic agreements with
them, and to extend some types of com-
mercial credits to them , . ”

Having read this long story, we turn back
to inspect that big U.8.8.R. advertisement in-
viting Americans to advertise their products
in the U.S.SR. The advertisement even tells
us that “direct mail advertising will be an
effective channel through which to inform
the Soviet market of foreign products.”
That invitation, from a country where a
letter is about as private as a bulletin board
by the time the censors finish.

Knowing something about newspapers and
advertising, it dawned on us that it would
have been a superhuman task for this ad
to have been written, laid-out, artwork done,
type set, and copy submitted in a period of
Just six days between the President’s State
of the Union speech and the publication
date. How then could it be a response?

We decided to find out. We did. For this
special edition the New York Times rate
card stipulated: *Closing Date: Tuesday,
December 27, 1966. All materlal, copy and
layouts must be in New York by this date.”
The price: $6,240 per full page, for the U.S.
edition.

Bince the Soviets couldn't have been re-
sponding to Mr., Johnson, do you think it
possible that Mr. Johnson was .., ? Idon't
even want to say It.

—Lyre H. MUNSON.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the
third editorial comes from the State of
Oregon and was published in the Hills-
boro Argus, Hillsboro, Oreg., under the
title, “Wishful Thinking Seen.” It
makes excellent and effective use of in-
formation available to all of us from the
great weekly magazine, U.S. News &
World Report, to point out the futility
and the bad judgment of encouraging
increased exports of American supplies
to Russia and of approving the consular
treaty as a step toward that objective at
the very time when American boys are
dying every day on the Vietnam battle
front, solely because of the weapons of
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war the Russians are sending the Viet-
namese to be used for that purpose.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Hillsboro (Oreg.) Argus, Feb. 6,
1967]

WisaFUL THINKING SBEEN

The snow job that has heen coming out of
Washington in recent years relative to the
possibility of Russia serving as an Inter-
mediary in bringing peace in Asia is, it seems
to us, based on wishful thinking rather than
horse sense.

High officials talk of the need to become
<loser to Russia because the Soviets want
peace. Why shouldn't people have occasion
to wonder why US seeks to make one deal
after another with the Russian Communists
considering their stated longstanding goal
of “burying us?” Their vital role of supply
to North Vietnam and the Viet Cong is pro-
longing the war and bringing death and
wounds to more and more of Amerlca's
young men every day in the effort to spread
Communism further into SE Asia.

US officials back space treatles, airline
pacts, establishment of more consulates in
both countries and expandsion of East-West
trade. All the while war goes on with Rus-
sia the prineipal supplier of war material for
the forces fighting against wus.

We have long felt that it is a waste of
time to think that Russia would work to
bring about peace and take us off the hook
in Vietnam., What could sult their long
range goals any more than to lend encour-
agement and materiel to bleed us white in
manpower and dollars as we get more and
more mired down in jungle warfare? And
this comes in many instances as our hands
are tled behind our backs through political
conduet of the war that has now put Hanol
out of bounds to US bombing.

The U.S. News & World Report, in its is-
sue of Jan. 30, clearly points to the role of
Russia in Vietnam with facts and figures
that leave little room for question on our
part and anyone not governed by wishful
thinking

We certainly wish there were grounds for
hope that Russia was changing its attitude
and sincerely wants peace. The whole his-
tory of Communist Russia’s relations with
the US and violation of past treaties, how-
ever, belies this.

Mr. MUNDT. Finally, Mr. President,
I invite attention to a recent edlt.orlal
entitled “The Russian Enemy,” with the
subhead, “When Will We Learn?” pub-
lished in the St. Louis Globe-Democrat.
Starting with the blunt opening sen-
tence—

The greatest continuing miscalculation in

the Vietnam war is our looking to the Rus-
slans as a hope for peace—

The editorial hammers hard at the un-
precedented policies of President John-
son, whereby he urges ratification of the
consular treaty with Communist Russia
and expanding American exports to the
Communists, when every report from
the battlefront lists American casualties
resulting from the arms and weapons
that the Russians are giving our enemy
in Vietnam in steadily expanding num-
bers. It is an editorial all should read.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, Feb.
186, 1967]
WHEN WIiLL WE LEARN ?—THE RUSSIAN
ENEMY

The greatest continuing miscalculation in
the Vietnam war is our looking to the Rus-
sians as a hope for

The real enemy in Vietna.m is not Red
China or even the North Vietnamese. It is
the Russians.

More than 80 per cent of all the war mate-
riel used to klll American troops comes from
Russia, at a cost to them of $1,000,000,000 &

ear,
X There would be no war today in Vietnam
if it were not for the Russians.

The Red Chinese have no industrial capac-
ity and are more than occupied with the
chaotic state of their own affairs.

The North Vietnamese have few industrial
or transportation facllities and are utterly
incapable of mounting any offensives or even
maintaining the gains which they have made,
except through Russian aid.

The formidable enemy, the enemy who
keeps the war alive, is Russia and Russia
only,

Under these facts it makes absolutely no
sense whatsoever to treat the Russians as if
they have the same desire for peace that we
have, or to have any hope at all that they will
seek to bring peace except on the terms of
American surrender.

Notwithstanding, the fatuous Prime Min-
ister of Great Britain, Harold Wilson, pleads
with Premier Kosygin to use his good influ-
ences for peace. This makes as much sense
as talking to the hungry lion as he contem-
plates the sacrificial goat.

President Johnson speaks of *“bullding
bridges” of understanding by Increased trade
with Russia and the satellites. All that this
trade does is release Russian industrial capa-
bilitles for supplying more war materiel to
Southeast Asia.

At the same time, the President is urging
the Senate to ratify the Consular Treaty with
Russia which gains nothing for the United
States except the rights which were granted
when President. Roosevelt first recognized
Russla in 1033, but which have been denied
then and since.

If, in one-third of a century, the Russians
have not kept their promises, what reason
have we to hope that they will suddenly
change and keep them now?

These are the same Russlans of duplieity
who allled with Hitler in World War II.
When Hitler characteristically turned on
them, we gave them billlons of dollars in
ald—because at the very least we were fight-
ing a common foe.

The Russlans were never truly our allles
but only co-belligerents. They never co-
operated with us in the slightest meaningful
way. As soon as World War II was gver,
they began their campaign against those
who had helped them so enormously.

The result was the virtual seizure of
Berlin and the Russian offensives in Greece,
Turkey and the Middle East; the arming of
Cuba as & base of operations against the
Western Hemisphere, and continuing efforts
to overthrow governments in Latin America,
Africa and throughout the world.

American Presldents over the years have
gone to inconceivable lengths trying to pacify
and make decent world citizens of the
Russians. ;

Roosevelt tried when he first recognized
them in 1938 and when he gave them vast
concessions at Tehran and Yalta to satiate
their greed for power.

Truman continued the Roosevelt policy at
Potsdam and after the surrender of the
Japanese in the Pacific which had already
been promised—although it must be sald for
him that he and President Eisenhower rec-
ognized the Russian evil for what it was more
than other Presidents.

Eisenhower once again extended the olive
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branch at Camp David and Khrushchev's
answer was to subvert Cuba and establish
& missile base 90 miles from our shores.

Kennedy went back to the Roosevelt policy
of sweet reasonableness and almost cost us
our country in the missile crisis in Cuba, and
gave away our strength in Southeast Asla by
virtually consigning Laos and Cambodia to
the Communist camp in the valn hope that
the Communists could be appeased.

Now, finally, President Johnson scarcely
gets off his knees in trylng to give away more
and more to the Russians in the hope that
they will embrace peace. The Consular
Treaty, the nuclear treaty which has allowed
the Russians to carry on while our nuclear
capabilities stand still, the “bullding bridges™
by trade and ald to Communists and Commu-
nist dominated states, all have falled and
failed miserably.

All will continue to fall until we speak the
one language the international bullies can
understand—the language of strength.

Until we recognize that the real enemy is
Russian and apply meaningful restraints, the
USSR will continue to nibble away at us—
both at our armed might and our solvency—
until there is nothing left.

The old slogan, “The devll i1s a devil though
he may come in the guise of an angel” never
applied more to any country in the history of
the world than to Communist Russia today.

Unless we recognize this fact and act de-
cisively while there is still time, we will be
bled dry In Asla and bankrupted at home.

The facts of history are staring President

Johnson in the face. Every conceivable al-

ternative has falled. We shhll have peace
only when he recognizes the Russian enemy
for the enemy he is—and tries strength, not
abject appeasement as a solution to our
problems.

THE PRECEDENT OF PANMUNJOM

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Wall
Street Journal for today, March 6, con-
tains an editorial entitled “Precedent of
Panmunjom,” which I believe makes
much sense.

In Korea, in 1951, the United Nations
forces had the Red Chinese and the
North Koreans on the run. The Com-
munists, as we now know, entered into
negotiations at Panmunjom at that time
hoping to take the military initiative
away from our troops and gain time to
regroup their own defeated forces. That
is precisely what happened, and the war
continued for two more long years, dur-
ing which some 20,000 Americans were
killed.

This country is currently engaged in
a strugegle in Vietnam that is surrounded
by confusion and conflicting opinions.
My own view on this subject is well
known, but I do not care to get involved
in a discussion about what course we
should or should not follow at this time.
I merely say that I believe it is impera-
tive that we profit from our past experi-
‘ences in dealing with the Communists,
if we are to be successful in our present
efforts in Vietnam.

The Wall Street Journal editorial of
today clearly brings out this obvious
fact, and I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the REcorb.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 6, 1967]
PRECEDENT OF PANMUNJON

Senator Robert Kennedy solemnly assures

the nation he is aware of the precedent of
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Panmunjon,
wonder.

In any event, the lessons of the Eorean
War negotiations deserve more than the
passing mention they received last week
in the Senator’s speech urging that the U.S.
stop bombing North Vietnam to “test the
sincerity” of Communist hints that negotia-
tions might follow.

In April and May of 1951, the Eighth Army
broke two Red Chinese offensives in Korea
.and, launched a highly promising drive of
its own. The Chinese were in ragged retreat;
in one week during June, 10,000 of them sur-
rendered. “In June, 1951, we had them
whipped,” General James A. Van Fleet sald
afterwards. “They were definitely gone.”

On June 23, Soviet UN delegate Jacob Malik

suggested negotiations. The first meeting
was held on July 8. Omne history of the epl-
sode records that . a New York Times dis-
patch warned against excessive optimism;
“fighting for several weeks is foreseen by
Washington.”
. The fighting lasted two more years. With
the U.S. offensive called up short, the Com-
munists proved willing to sit across the table
from us, but only to hurl invective. During
the talks, as the South EKoreans recently
reminded Ambassador Goldberg, the U.S. lost
some 20,000 of the 54,000 dead it suffered
in that war.

Now, the Communists have been hinting
that if only the U.S. would unconditionally
stop bombing North Vietnam, they would
condescend to sit with us at another nego-
tiating table. Senator Kennedy may. be right
that these hints are evidence of “a new and
more hopeful moment of opportunity for set-
tlement.” On_ the other hand, as he also
recognizes, they may be merely an attempt
to get U.S. concessions in return for mean-
ingless talks, or even, if you look suspiclously
at what the North Vietnamese say, perhaps
for no talks at all.

The Senator’s “plan” to deal with the sec-
ond eventuality is worthy of any good high
school debating team. There would be an
international control commission to tell the
world if the Communists used the talks to
build up their military forces, notwithstand-
ing that none of the several such commis-
slons has ever been effective in policing any-
thing about any Communists.

And if the other side did step up its mili-
tary effort, the U;S. could simply walk out
of the talks and resume bombing. We would
then gain “far clearer international under-
standing of our motives and necessities.”

In the real world, though, precisely the
opposite would be more likely to happen if
the U.8. ever did break up even the most
pointless negotiations under the mere provo-
cation of more Red infiltration. The cries
of the hypocrites would reach an unprece-
dented roar, and “world opinion” would con-
demn not the Communists but the U.8.

The lesson of Panmun;om then, is the old
one that negotiations are not an end in
themselves, but merely a means to a settle~
ment. There is no point, and considerable
Tisk, In making concessions to the Commu-
nists for nothing ‘more than the dublous
pleasure of their company at a negotiating
table. Anyconcessions must be based on
some assurance they are sincerely willing to
see talks through to a setflement.

How do we judge if the Communists are
willing not only to talk but to settle? That
seems o us fairly stmple. If they want nego-
tiations without settlement they will demand
U.8. concessions matched by none of their
own. If they are willing to settle, they ought
to be ready to express that willingness in not
only words but acts; that is, they ought to
match any substantive concessions the U.S.
makes,

THese léssons seem to elude Senator Ken-
nedy and other stop-the-bombing advocates.
Certalnly we need to “test the sincerity” of
the barrage of negotiation hints from the
Communists. That is precisely what the Ad-

but his proposals make us
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ministration is doing in. demanding, so far
vainly, some token of Communist good faith
to match the token we would offer in calling
off our planes.

Like many other Americans, we are un-
easy about this war—whether it is advancing
the nation's best interests. But on the spe-
cific question of the bombings the case seems
clear.

Until a token of Communist willingness to
settle is forthcoming, the bombings, even if
contrary to common sense they had no mili-
tary effect, serve an essential purpose. Our
determ!nstlon not to stop them without a
reciprocal slowdown by the Communists ls
our best protection' against another Pan-
munjom.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO AGREE-
MENT FOR COOPERATION WITH
‘COLOMBIA '

Mr. GORE.  Mr. President, it is ‘the
practice of the Joint Committee on Atom-
ic Energy to inform the Senate when any
proposed agreement for cooperation con-
cerning the peaceful uses of atomic en-
ergy has been submitted to the commit-
tee pursuant to section 123c of the Atom-
ic Energy Act of 1954. In accordance
with that practice I, as chairman of'the
Joint Committee’s Subcommittee on

-Agreements for Cooperation, wish to in-
‘form the Senate that on February 24,

1967, a proposed amendment fo this
country’s civil agreement for cooperation
with the Republic of Colombia was sub-
mitted to the committee.

The amendment, which has been nego-
tiated by the State Department and
Atomic Energy Commission and ap-
proved by the President, would extend
the existing research-type agreement for
another 10 years, to March 28, 1977.
Among the more significant revisions in
the agreement which this amendment
would effect, perhaps the most note-
worthy is that providing for the transfer
to the International Atomic Energy
Agency of the responsibility for applying
safeguards to materials and facilities
transferred under the agreement for co-
operation. Presently, safeguards against

the diversion of these materials and fa-

cilities to military purposes are admin-
istered by the United States.

Under the terms of the Atomic Energy
Act, this amendment must lie before the
Joint Committee for & period of 30 days
while Congress is in session before be-
coming effective. It is anticipated that,
in accordance with the general practice
of the Joint Committee, a public hearing
on this matter will be held prior to ex~
piration of this statutory waiting period.

My, President, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of the amendment to the
agreement with Colombia together with
supporting correspondence be printed in
‘theé RECORD.

There being no objeqt,ion, the amend-
ment and correspondence were ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

U.S. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,

; © Washington, D.C., February 24, 1967,
Hon, JouN O, PASTORE,
Chairman, Joint Committee on ~Atomic
Energy, Congress of the United States.
DeAR SEnNATOR PAsTORE: Pursuant to Sec-
tion 123¢ of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, there are submitted with this
letter:
a. & proposed “Amendment to Agreement
for Cooperation Between the Government of
the United States of America and the Gov-
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ernment of the Republic of Colombia Con-
cerning the Clvil Uses of Atomic Energy”; .

b. a copy of a letter from the Commission
to the President recommending approval of
the amendment; and' '

¢. a copy of a letter from the President to
the Commission containing his determina-
tion that its performance will promote and
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security, and ap-
proving the amendment and authorizing its
execution.

. The proposed amendment, which has heen
negotiated by the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon and the Department of State pursuant
to. the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, revises and extends the Agreement
for Cooperation between the United States
.of America and the Republic of Colombia
‘which was signed at Waahlngton on April 9,
1862,

Article I of the amendment incorporates
in Article I of the Agreement definitions for
terms listed In the present formulation of
the Agreement, but currently defined only
by reference to definitions of the same terms
in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended.

Article IT updates the formulation of lan-
guage specifying types of information which
.may be exchanged. It also provides that in-
formation may be exchanged on matters
of health and safety related to all the areas
of information specified in Article II, Para-
graph A, of the Agreement, rather than just
to research and materials testing reactors
and reactor experiments.

Article IV of the amendment modifieg Ar-
ticle IV of the Agreement to permit the
transfer to Colombia of material enriched to
more than 20% in the isotope U-235 when
there is a technical or economic justification
for such a transfer for use in fueling research
reactors, materlals testing reactors, and re-
actor experiments. Article IV of the amend-
ment further modifies the Agreement by de-
leting the obsolete requirement that Co-
lombia retain title to enriched uranium until
private users in the United States are per-
mitted to acquire title to such material,

Article VI reflects the “Private Ownership”

‘legislation of 1964 by permitting arrange-

ments for the transfer of special nuclear ma-
terial to be made between either Party or
authorized persons under its jurisdiction and
authorized persons under the jurisdiction of
the other Party. Such arrangements would
be in addition to the government-to-govern-
ment transactions currently allowed and
would be subjeet to applicable laws, regula-
tions, policies, and license requirements of
Colombia and the United States.

. Article VII provides that the International
Atomic Energy Agency will promptly be, re-
quested to assume responsibility for. applying
safeguards to materials and facilities subject
to safegunrds under the Agreement for Co-
operation., This article envisages suspension
of bilateral safeguards during the time when
Agency safeguards are in effect,

Article VIII extends the Agreement for ten
years, through March 28, 1977. The remain-
ing articles provide editorial modifications.

The amendment will enter;into,force on
the day on. which each Government . shall
have recelved from the other Government
written natification that it has complied with
all 'statutory'“and - constitutional require-
‘ments to bring the' amendment into idrce
i34 Ma.lly,

{rumria 01r GLENN T, SEABORG,
[ Chairman.
U.8. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., Febmary 6, 1967,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

DeAr MR. PRESIDENT:  The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed amendment to the
Agreement for Cooperation Between the
Government of the United States of America
and the Government of the Republic of Co-
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lombia Concerning the Civil Uses of Atomic
Energy, determine that its performance will
promote and will not constitute an unrea-
-sonable risk to the common defense and
security, and authorize its execution. The
Department of State supports the Commis-
elon's recommendation.

The proposed amendment which has been
negotiated by the Atomlc Energy Commis-
sion and the Department of State pursuant
to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, would revise and extend the Agree-
ment for Cooperation between the United
States of America and the Republic of Co-
lombia which was signed at Washington on
April 9, 1962, and which expires on March
28, 1967.

The proposed amendment would extend
the Agreement for ten years, through March
28, 1977. In accordance with the policy of
the United States, Article VII of the amend-
ment provides that the International Atomic
Energy Agency will promptly be requested
to assume responsibility for applying safe-
guards to materials and facllities subject to
safeguards under the Agreement for Coopera-
tion. This Article envisages suspension of
bllateral safeguards during the time when
Agency safeguards are in effect.

In addition to editorial modifications and
deletion of the obsolete requirement that
Colombila retain title to enriched uranium
until private users in the United States are
permitted to acquire title to such material,
the proposed amendment contains the provi-
slons discussed below, These visions are
designed basically to reflect new policles or
to extend to Colombia benefits already in-
cluded In other research-type Agreements for
Cooperation, as well as to improve and re-
formulate language to conform with cur-
rent usage.

(a) In lieu of relying on crous-—mterencea
to an internal law of the United States,
namely the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, Article I of the amendment would
incorporate definitions for terms listed in,
but currently defined only by reference in
the preae::t formulation of, Article I of the

ent.

(b) Proposed Artlcle II updates and ex-
pands the formulation of language specifying
types of information which may be ex-
changed. Information could be ex-
changed on health and safety related to all
the areas of information specified in Article
II, Paragraph A, of the Agreement rather than
just to research reactors, materlals testing
reactors, and reactor experiments, as is pres-
ently the case.

(¢) As in several recent amendments to
other Agreements for Cooperation, for exam-
ple those with Turkey, Austria, the Philip-
pines, China, and Israel, Article IV would
permit the transrasr of u.ranlum enriched to
more than 20% in U-2356 when there is. a
technical or economic justification for such
a transfer for use in fueling research reac-
tors, materials testing reactors, and reactor
experiments.

(d) Article VI would reflect the “Private
Ownership™ legislation of 1964, by permitting
arrangements for the transfer of special nu-
clear material to be made between elther
Party or authorized persons under its juris-
digtion and authorized persons under the
Jurisdiction of the other Party. Such ar-
rangements would. be in additlon to the
government-to-government transactions cur-
rently allowed and would be subject to ap-
plicable laws, regulatlons policies, and license
requirements of Colombia and the United
States.

Following your approval, determination,
and authorization, the proposed amendment
will be formally executed by appropriate au-
thorities of the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of the
Republic of Colombia. - In compliance with
Section 123¢ of the Atomie Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the amendment will then
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be placed before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.
Respectfully yours,
GLENN T. BEABORG,
Chairman.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, February 10, 1867,
Hon. GLENN T. SEABORG,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington.

Dear Dr. SeaABoRG: In accordance with
Section 123a of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Atomic Energy Com-
misslon has submitted to me by letter dated
February 6, 1967, a proposed Amendment to
the Agreement for Cooperation between the
Government of the United States of Amer-
ica and the Government of the Republic of
Columbia Concerning the Civil Uses of
Atomic Energy and has recommended that
I approve the proposed Amendment, deter-
mine that 1ts performance will promote and
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security, and au-
thorize its execution.

Pursuant to the provisions of 123b. of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and
upon the recommendation of Atomic Energy
Commission, I hereby:

(a) approve the proposed amendment and
determine that the performance of the Agree-
ment, as amended, will promote and will not
constitute an unreasonable risk to the com-
mon defense and security of the United
States of America;

(b) authorizeé the execution of the pro-
posed amendment on behalf of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America by
appropriate authorities of the Department of
State and the Atomic Energy Commission,

Sincerely,
Lynpow B, JoHNSON.

AMENDMENT TO. AGREEMENT FOR COOPERA=-
TION BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
UNITED SBTATES OF AMERICA AND THE Gov=-
ERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC oF COLOMBIA
CoNCERNING THE Civi. UsEs oF ATOMIC
ENERGY
The Government of the United States of

America and the Government of the Republic

of Colombia,

Desiring to amend the Agreement for Co-
operation between the Government of the
United States of American and the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Colombia Concern-
ing the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, signed
at Washington on April 9, 1962 (hereinafter
zt-:ferrled to as the “Agreement for Coopera-

on* ;

Agree as follows:

b ARTICLE I

Arblcle I.of the Agreement for Cooperation
is amended to read as follows:

“For the purposes of this Agreement:
*“(a) ‘Atomic weapon' means any device
utilizing atomic energy, exclusive of the
means for transporting or propelling the
device (where such means is a separable and
divisible part of the device), the principal
purpose of which is for use as, or for develop-
ment of,’a weapon, & weapon prototype ora
weapon test device, -

“(b) 'Byproduct material’ means. - any
radioactive material: (except speclal nuclear
material) yielded in or made radioactive by
exposure to, the radiation incident to the
process of producing or utilizing special nu-
clear material

“(a) ‘Gommisalon' means the United States
Atomic Energy Commission.

“(d) ‘Equipment and devices’ and ‘equip-
ment. or device’ means any instrument, ap+
paratus, or facllity and includes any facility,
except an atomic weapon, capable of making
use of or producing special nuclear material,
and component parts thereof.

“(e) ‘Parties’ means the Government of
the United States of America, including the
Commission on behalf of the Government of
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the United States of America, and the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Colombia. ‘Party’
means one of the above ‘Parties’.

“{f) ‘Person’ means any individual, cor-
poration, partnership, firm, asaoc!atlon
trust, estate, public or private institution,
group, government agency, or government
corporation but does not include the Parties
to this Agreement.

“(g) 'Research reactor’ means a reactor
which is designed for the production of neu-
trons and other radiations for general re-
gearch and development purposes, medical
therapy; or training in nuclear sclence and
engineering. The term does not cover
power reactors, power demonstration reactors,
or reactors designed primarily for the pro-
duction of special nuclear materials.

“(h) ‘Restricted Data’ means all data con-
cerning (1) design, manufacture, or utiliza-
tion of atomic weapons; (2) the production
of speclal nuclear material; or (3) the use
of special nuclear material in the production
of energy, but shall not include data declassi-
fled or removed from the category of Re-
stricted Data by the appropriate authority.

“(1) ‘Source material’ means (1) uranium,
thoriiim, or any other material which is de-
termined by the Commission or the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Colombia to be
source material; or (2) ores contalning one
or more of the foregoing materials, in such
concentration as the Commission or the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Colombia may
determine from time to time.

*(]) ‘Special nuclear material’ means (1)
plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope
233 or in the isotope 235, and any other ma-
terial which the Commission or the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Colombia deter-
mines to be special nuclear material; (or)
any material artificially enriched by any of

the foregoing,”

ARTICLE II

Paragraph A of Article III of the Agree-
ment for Cooperation is amended to read as
follows:

“A. Subject to the provisions of Article II,
the Parties hereto will exchange Information
in the following flelds:

“{1) Design, construction, operation, and
use of research reactors, materials testing
reactors, and reactor experiments;

“(2) The use of radioactive isotopes and
source, speclal nuclear, and byproduct mate=
rial in physical and biological research, medi-
cine, agriculture, and industry; and

“(8) Health and safety problems related
to the foregoing.”

ARTICLE ' ITX

Articles IV and IX of the Agreement for
Cooperation are amended by deleting the
words “intermational organization” wher-
ever they appear and substituting in leu
thereof the words “‘group of nations'.

ARTICLE IV

A, Paragraph C of Article IV of the Agree-
ment for Cooperation is amended to read as
follows:

Q. The Commission may, upon request
and in its discretion, make all or a portion
of the foregoing special nuclear material
available as uranium enriched to more than
twenty percent (20%) by welght in the
isotope U-235 when- there is a technical or
economic justification for such a transfer for
use in research reactors, materlals tesung
reactors, and reactor experiments, each ca-
pable of operating with a fuel load not to
exceed elght (8) ograms of the isotope
U-236 contained in such uranium.”

B. Paragraph D of Article IV of the Agree-
ment for Cooperation is deleted in its en-
tirety and Paragraphs E, F, G, and H of sald
Article are relettered, respectlvely. as D, E,
F, and G.

ARTICLE V

References to Paragraphs E, F, and. G, of
Article IV of the Agreement for Cooperation
in Articles IV and VIII of the Agreement for
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Cooperation are changed, respectively, to
Paragraphs D, E, and F,
ARTICLE VI

Article VII of the Agreement for Coopera~-
tion is amended to read as follows:

“With respect to the subjects of agreed
exchange of Information referred to in Article
III, it is understood that arrangements may
be made between elther Party or authorized
persons under its jurisdiction and author-
ized persons under the jurisdiction of the
other for the transfer of materials, including
speclal nuclear material, and equipment and
devices, and for the performance of services.
Such arrangements shall be subject to:

“(a) Article II;

“(b) The limitations applicable to trans-
actions between the Partles under Article IV;
and

“(e) Applicable laws, regulations, policies,
and license requirements of the Parties.”

ARTICLE VII

Article X of the Agreement for Cooperation
is amended to read as follows:

“A. The Government of the United States
of America and the Government of the Re-
public of Colombia, recognizing the desira-
bility of making use of the facilities and
services of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, agree that the Agency will be
promptly requested to assume responsibility
for applying safeguards to materlals and
facilities subject to safeguards under this
Agreement. It is contemplated that the
necessary arrangements will be effected with-
out modification of this Agreement through
an agreement to be negotiated between the
Parties and the Agency which may Include
provisions for suspension of the safeguard
rights accorded to the Commission by Article
VIII of this Agreement, during the time and
to the extent that the Agency's safeguards
apply to such materials and facilities,

*B, In the event the Parties do not reach
a mutually satisfactory agreement on the
terms of the trilateral arrangement envisaged
in Paragraph A of this Article, elther Party
may, by notification, terminate this Agree-
ment. In the event of termination by either
Party, the Government of the Republic of
Colombia shall, at the request of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America, re-
turn to the Government of the United States
of America all speclal nuclear material re-
celved pursuant to this Agreement and still
in its possession or in the possession of per-
gons under its jurlsdiction. The Govern-
ment of the United States of America will
compensate the Government of the Republic
of Colombia for its interest in such material
50 returned at the Commission’s schedule of
prices then in effect domestically.”

ARTICLE VIII

Paragraph A of Article XI of the Agreement
for Cooperation is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“A. This Agreement shall enter into force
on the date on which each Government shall
have received from the other Government
written notification that it has complied with
all statutory and constitutional requirements
for the entry into force of such Agreement
and shall remain in force for a period of
fourteen years." :

ARTICLE IX

This Amendment shall enter into force on
the date on which each Government shall
have recelved from the other Government
written notification that it has complied with
all statutory and constitutional requirements
for the entry into force of such Amendment
and shall remain in force for the period of
the Agreement for Cooperation, as hereby
amended.

In Wrrwess WHEREOF, the undersigned,
duly authorized, have signed this Amend-
ment.

Dowe at Washington, in duplicate, this
twenty-fourth day of February, 1967.
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For THE GOVERNMENT OF THE TUNITED
STATES OF AMERICA:
ROBERT M, SAYRE
GrLENN T. SEABORG
ForR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF
COLUMBIA:
HERNAN ECHAVARRIA
Certified to be a true copy, February 24,
1967,
BArBARA H. TrHoMAS, AEC,

EXPEDITING PATENTS

Mrs. SMITH, Mir. President, recently
President Johnson urged Congress to
join with him in modernizing the patent
laws of this country. The basic laws
have remained fundamentally unchanged
for over a century. During that time,
the United States has changed from an
agricultural society to a highly sophis-
ticated technological society. The num-
bher of patents issued has risen from 109
in 1836 to more than 60,000 this year.
There are long delays in the issuance
of patents today and the backlog of ap-
plications is very high. Clearly, mod-
ernization is long overdue.

In 1965, President Johnson appointed
8 special Commission to study this prob-
lem. Their report was released last year,
and legislation based upon the Commis-
sion’s recommendations has been intro-
duced in Congress for the purpose of
overhauling the procedures of the Patent
Office. There is near unanimity on the
need for this action, as is attested to by
an editorial in the Wall Street Journal
of February 28, 1967. I urge Senators to
read the editorial, and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the Recorbp.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 28, 1967)
A SWIrTER PACE FOR PATENTS

Under present Governmental procedures,
an inventor can only hope that he'll live
long enough to obtain a patent on a new
idea. The average time required for proc-
essing a patent 1s two and one-half years,
and complex applications often take up to a
decade,

Correctly declding that the long delays
make little sense, the Administration is rec-
ommending the first major changes in the
patent system Iin more than a century.
While there may be quarrels with a few of
the proposal’s specifics, the alm is impec-
cable: To help cut the maximum patent-
issuing time to a year and a half,

This nation enjoys the world’s highest
standard of living in part because gains in
technology have come more rapidly here than
anywhere else, despite the patent lag. There
is reason to wonder whether the pace would
have been quite so rapid If inventors had
not been assured, with patents finally In
hand, that success would bring them a re-
spectable return for their labors. If the
paper work is speeded, they should be even
better off. i

Thén there is the bearing of patents on
research. Though U.S, research is not al-
ways ideally directed, 1t is sure to continue
to be of considerable slze. The need to
provide jobs for a growing labor force and
the intensifylng pressures of competition,
both at home and abroad, will see to that.

The U.8. effort is so energetic that it at-
tracts growing numbers of sclentists, not only
from American universitles but from other
nations—the “brain drain” that understand-
ably concerns those countries. With all the
research that's golng on, it's not surprising
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that 93,482 patent applications were filed
last year, an increase of 109 from 1060.

It is this influx of ldeas, and the growing
backlog at the Patent Office, that makes re-
form necessary—Ilest technological progress
be snarled in the wheels of antique bureauc-
racy.

THE CONSULAR CONVENTION WITH
THE SOVIET UNION—SOME QUES-
TIONS AND ANSWERS

Mr., FULBRIGHT, Mr. President, in
the near future, the Senate will consider
whether to give its advice and consent
to ratification of the Consular Con-
vention with the Soviet Union.

I assume that Senators will wish to
inform themselves before we begin the
consideration of the convention. The
hearings and the committee report were
distributed to all Senators’ offices this
morning.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the text of some
questions and answers on the conven-
tion, prepared by the Department of
State, which I think provide much use-
ful information on some of the questions
ﬁthat have been raised about the conven-

on.

There being no objection, the questions
and answers were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

Unitep StaTEs-U.S.SR. CoNsULAR CONVEN-
TION—QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

1. What was the historical origin of the
Convention? -

When we first established relations with
the USSR in 1933 an exchange of letters be-
tween President Roosevelt and Soviet For-
elgn Minister Litvinov stated that it had
been agreed that a consular convention
would be negotiated "“Immediately follow-
ing the establishment of relations between
our two countries.” Other problems inter-
vened, however, and negotlations were never

It was Presldent Eisenhower’s proposal
at the 19566 Geneva Summit Conference for
“concrete steps” to lower “the barriers which
now impede the opportunities of people to
travel anywhere in the world” and subse-
quent relaxation by the Bulganin-Khru-
shchev regime of tight Stalinist controls
which led to greatly increased American trav-
el fo the USSR and to the reallzation that
we needed to protect U.S. citizens by nego-
tlating an explicit consular convention with
the Soviet Union. At the Camp David talks in
1969, Becretary of State Christlan Herter
proposed such a treaty to Soviet Forelgn
Minister Gromyko. Drafts were exchanged
in early 1960 but there was little further ac-
tivity because of subsequent strains in US-
Soviet relations until September 1963 when
formal negotiations began in Moscow, After
8 months of hard negotiations, the Conven-
tion was signed on June 1, 1964, and sub-
mitted to the Senate by President Johnson
on June 12, 1964,

2. What 1is the basic purpose of the Con-
vention?

We need this treaty to secure rights for
Americans in the Soviet Union that they do
not now have. Under present Soviet law
Soviet cltizens and foreigners allke can be
held incommunicado for nine months or
more during investigation of a criminal
charge. The Consular Convention contains
major concessions by the USSR. It specifies
that U.S. officlals will be notifled immedi-
ately (within 1-3 days) when an American
citizen is arrested or detained In the USSR
and it stipulates that these officials will have
rights of visltation without delay (within
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2-4 days) and on a contlnuing basis there-
after.

3. Why do we need additional protection
jor American citizens?

Because increasing numbers of them trav-
el to the Soviet Union and the number which
encounters difficulties rises proportionally,
Between 1962 and 1966 the number of Amer-
icans travelling to the USSR rose by 50%
to 18,000, while the number of Soviet travel-
ers remained static at about 900 per year
Bince the Convention was signed in 1964,
more than 20 arrests or detentions of Ameri-
can citizens in the USSR have come to our
attention. In none of these cases have we
been notified of the incident or allowed to
visit the American within a reasonable pe-
riod and certainly not within the time lim-
its specified in this treaty. Meanwhile, our
own constitutional system and democratic
soclety automatically provide Soviet travel-
ers here with protections similar to those
our travelers would obtain from the con-
vention.

Without the protection of such an agree-
ment, Americans have frequently been iso-
lated in Soviet prisons for long periods and
kept from contact with American Embassy
consular officers. One, Newcomb Mott, died
in Soviet hands under these circumstances.
During periods of strained US-USSR rela-
tlons such as the present Soviet treatment
of Americans accused of violating their law
is likely to be harsher than usual.

4. Does the Convention provide for the
opening of mew Soviet consulales in the
uUs?

No. It does not authorlze, propose, sug-
gest, provide for or require the opening of
a single US consulate in the USSR or a single
Soviet consulate in the US. It does not per-
mit the Soviets to send a single extra person
to this country nor does it let us send any-
one to the USSR. What it does do is to pro-
vide ground rules for the protection of
American citizens in the USSR—ground rules
which we badly need.

Under the Constitution, the President's
approval is all that is needed to permit for-
elgn governments to establish consulates in
the US. Between 1934 and 1948 there were
three Soviet consulates in the US and an
American consulate in the USSR, though
there was no US-USSR consular agreement
in force.

5. Why do we grant Soviet consular o,mcers
immunity from our eriminal jurisdiction?

Because we believe it is vital to have the
same protection for American consular offi-
cers and clerical employees in the USSR
Since 1946, 31 Americans at our Embassy in
Moscow have been expelled by the Soviets,
most often on allegations of esplonage.
Without immunity our consular employees
could be jalled or suffer even harsher
punishment on similar trumped-up charges.
Furthermore, action against American con-
sular personnel serving in the USSR with-
out Immunity could be a temptation to So-
viet ‘authorities whenever a Soviet citizen
is ‘arrested in this country for esplonage.
Other governments similarly protect their
officials and clerical employees in the USSR;
the British and the Japanese recently negoti-
ated consular conventions with the Soviet
Union containing immunity provisions
modeled after those in the US-USSR agree-
ment.

8. Is it right to extend this immunity to
clerical employees as well?

We believe that the American secretaries,
file clerks and communications and admin-
istrative personnel whom we might send to
a consulate in the USSR need and deserve
the proteéction of immunity as much if ‘not
more than the consular officers. Clerical
employees we would send to a consulate in
the Soviet Union would often be young
women and it would be both unfair and
from a security point of vlew unwise to give
them less protection than we give our expe-
rienced officers.

Of course, the Soviets would not be al-
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lowed to station a staff of Soviet nationals
at a consulate in the US larger than the
number of Americans we send to the USSR.
If we send a staff of 10 to the USSR the
Soviets may have a total of ten here.

7. What is the prospect for the reciprocal
opening of consular offices?

There are no formal proposals or plans
pending for the opening of separate con-
sular offices of elther country in the other.
If at a later date it was decided to be appro-
priate to open one outside the respective
capitals, it would be the subject of careful
negotiation on a strict quid-pro-quo basis.
SBuch an office would probably involve 10 to
15 Americans in the Soviet Union, with the
Soviets permitted to send the same number
here. In accordance with Becretary Rusk's
statement before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee, we would plan to consult
that body and the state and local officlals
of the community to be affected, before con-
cluding such an agreement. While, as noted,
such an arrangement would be reciprocal, the
fact that the Soviet society is a closed one
while the United States is open, and that the
U.S. citizens needing service and protection
while travelling in the Soviet Unlon far out-
number Sovlet citizens with like needs in the
U.S., indicate that the balance of advantage
would be on our side.

8. If a Soviet consulate were eventually
opened would it represent a 'threat to the
security of the US?

The opening of one Soviet consulate in the
US would not materially affect our internal
security. The number of Soviet citlzens now
enjoying immunity, 452, would be increased
by only 10 or 15 persons. We have the right
under the treaty to screen the personnel of
such an office before agreeing to their assign-
ment. We are also authorized by the treaty
to prevent them from travelling to sensitive
areas in the country and to expel them if
they prove to be undesirable. We could
close a Soviet consulate in the US whenever
we wished, and we could cancel the Consular
Convention on six months' notice. Both
Acting Attorney General Ramsey Clark and
FBI Director Hoover have stated that 10 to
15 additional Soviet officlals in this country
would not place an undue burden on their
organizations.

9. What effect will the immunity provi-
sions Nhave on our agreements with other
countries? Would immunities received by
the Soviets be automatically extended under
MFN clauses to other countries?

‘We have 85 agreements in force with other
countries which require us, on the basis of
reciprocity, to extend most favored nation
treatment to consular officers and occasion-
ally consular employees. A recent survey
showe that 27 of these countries have con-
sular offices here with about 577 personnel.
Should these countries agree to grant im-
munity from eriminal jurisdiction to the 424
American consular officers and employees sta-
tloned there, we would have to extend the
same treatment to their people here. All
twenty-seven of these countries can be de-
scribed as either friendly or neutral.

Our Embassies in these 27 countries were
asked to estimate whether thelr host country
would ask for most favored nation treat-
ment—and give it to us in return, The re-
plies Indicated that at most 11 might make
such requests, with 290 officers and em-
ployees. Assuming that we eventually de-
cide to open a consulate in the USSR with
15 people, we would permit the opening of
a Soviet consulate with 15 people here. In
this case a total of 305 forelgn consular of-
ficers and employees would be affected. This
compares with the estimate of 9400 forelgn
diplomatic officers, members of thelr fam-
ilies and employees who now enjoy full diplo-
matic immunity in the US.

10. What do other countries do about
their consular relations with the USSR?

Prior to the negotiation of the US-USSR
convention the Federal Republic of Ger-
many and Austria’ were the only non-com-
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munist countries which had consular trea-
ties with the USSR. Nelther of these
treaties contained firm guarantees on notifi-
cation and access similar to those in the
US-USSR treaty.

Since 1964 the French, Finns, British,
Japanese and Itallans have negotiated con-
sular conventions with the USSR. The Brit-
ish and Japanese conventions are modeled
after the US treaty both In the guarantees on
notification and access and in the immuni-
ties provision. Of the non-communist
countries, India and Turkey have consulates
in the USSR. Italy, Japan and Finland
hope to open consulates soon,

11. What effect does the Convention have
on estate and tax matters in the US?

The estate and tax provislons of thls con-
vention are the same as those in other con-
sular conventions which the US has nego-
tiated recently. The United States made no
concessions about estates In this Conven-
tion, In the negotiations the Soviet Govern-
ment attempted to obtaln wide powers for its
consular officlals in the settlement of es-
tates of American citizens where a Soviet
citizen iIs a beneficiary, or In the settlement
of estates of Boviet citizens who die in the
United States. The Soviet Government did
not obtain these powers.

The Convention provides that consuls can
play a role in the settlement of estates
only if permissible under the existing appli-
cable local law, If the Convention is rati-
fied, therefore, the laws of the individual
states would continue, as they do now, to
govern the extent to which a Soviet con-
sul can play a part in the settlement of an
estate.

This convention, like many others to which
the US is a party, exempts the consular per-
sonnel of the sending state from Federal and
State taxes with certaln exceptions. ' Also,
property used for a consulate or as resldence
for consular and diplomatic personnel would
be exempt from real estate taxes. This is
normal international practice.

12, In view of the Soviet record of treaty
violations, how can you make them observe
this one? And what can be done if they
don't?

It is true that, particularly in the Stalin
years, the Soviet Union violated a number
of international agreements and treaties. A
careful study of serious violations can be
found in “Bac d Information on the
Soviet Union in International Relations" pre-
pared by the Department of State in 1861.

Despite its earlier record of repeated vio-
lations of international obligations, the So-
viet Union is party to & number of multi-
lateral and bilateral agreements which it
has not been accused of violating. There
may have been infractions of some of these
agreements, but the Soviet Government can
be said to have generally found it to be in its
Interest to live up to them. Among the
most important of these agreements are the
Austrian State Treaty (19565), the Antarctic
Treaty (1959) and the Limited Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty (1963).

Treaties between sovereign governments
are negotiated on the basis of mutual self-
interest, not as rewards for good behavior or
as evidences of good falth. We believe there
are areas where the US and Soviet interests
coincide, though these areas must be care-
fully delineated and explored before arriving
at any agreement. The Limited Test Ban
Treaty, the Treaty on Outer Space which we
have just signed, and the treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons which is
now under discussion are examples of agree-
ments covering such 'areas. Each of these
agreements either has built-in safeguards or
is self-enforcing. The consular treaty 1s no
exception—it is carefully drafted to provide
full protection against abuse.

Should the Soviet Union violat-e the terms
of this agreement we could suspend it or,
with six months’ notice, terminate {t. Should
a Bovlet consulate be opened in this coun-
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try and should its personnel violate our laws
or the standards of behavior we would ex-
pect, we could expel them or close the con-
sulate.

13. Does the Convention prejudice the po-
sition of subject peoples incorporated against
their will into the Soviet Union?

No, it does not. The United States Gov~-
ernment has never recognized the forcible
annexation of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
Ratification of this convention would in no
way change our policy in this respect, nor
would any subsequent opening of a consulate
or demarcation of a consular district. Rec-
ognition of incorporation of states into the
Boviet Union would require a positive state-
ment or act by the United States. The con-
vention contalns no such statements and
provides for no such act. It is United States
policy to support the just aspirations of all
peoples of the world and to look forward to
the day when all will be able to express these
aspirations freely. The ratification of this
treaty will not change this policy—any more
than did the signing of more than 105 other
bilateral and multilateral agreements which
we have entered into with the USS.R.

THE MENACE OF AIR AND WATER
POLLUTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Washington
[Mr. MacNuson] expressed his views to
the Senate on February 17 on the menace
of air and water pollution. The Senator
outlined steps that business firms in his
State are taking to combat this continu-
ing problem.

I congratulate the people of Washing-
ton for taking vigorous action to eradi-
cate pollution. They have shown fore-
sight in utilizing a program already
available from the Federal Government.
I refer to the business loan program of
the Small Business Administration.

Having served as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Small Business of the
Committee on Banking and Currency
from 1959 through the last session of
Congress, I am acutely aware of the
problems that small firms face, and I
know the excellent programs the SBA
has developed to deal with these prob-
lems. The President and his adminis-
tration are making a concerted effort to
define all of the problems that face the
Nation and to develop programs that will
deal effectively with these problems.

In his state of the Union message,
President Johnson said:

We should vastly expand the fight for
clean alr with a total attack on pollution
at its sources. And because air, llke water,
does not respect man-made boundaries, we
shall set up “regional airsheds” throughout
this great land.

We should continue to carry to every
corner of the Nation our campaign for a
Beautiful America, to clean up our towns,
to make them more beautiful.

I concur with the President’s remarks.
We must not wait, we must act now with
the resources we have at our command.

My constituents in Wisconsin, as other
citizens throughout the country, are
faced with the problem of reducing and
if possible eliminating air and water
pollution. I am pleased to say that
small firms in Wisconsin also have made
extensive use of the financing available
from SBA to install pollution abatement
systems and to manufacture devices to
cut down pollution. As a matter of fact,
eight SBA loans to firms in my State

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

were made to help combat the pollution
problem. I want to state for the record
the names of these firms that are ac-
tively trying to reduce air and water pol-
lution in the State:

Exhaust Aid Corp., Milwaukee, is using
funds from a $15,000 loan to make de-
vices which reduce auto exhaust; Bris-
ko’s Mileage Saver, an Ojibwa, Wis,
firm also makes these devices for auto-
mobiles and received a $29,000 SBA loan;
Carm Grain Co., of Sheboygan used an
$80,000 loan to install a dust collector in
a grain elevator; the Oconomowoc Elec-
tro Plating Co. used a $96,000 loan to in-
stall new acid vats which eliminate
drainage into the sewer system.

A Platteville firm, Platteville Dairy,
obtained a $150,000 loan to install equip-
ment to dry whey and keep waste out of
the river adjacent to the dairy. Milk
Products, Inc., of Weyauwega, used a
$275,000 loan for the same purpose.
Jaski Construetion Co., of Green Bay,
which installs sanitary and storm sewers,
obtained a $175,000 loan, and Engels
Plumbing & Heating firm, in Kewaunee,
obtained $7,500 for use in its business for
special equipment required by State law
in installing septic tanks.

I concur wholeheartedly with the Sen-
ator from Washington that the problem
of pollution is one of the most urgent
problems of the day. I join with the
Senator in recommending that small
firms throughout the Nation explore the
possibility of using this valuable SBA
program to help in eradicating the pol-
lution problem.

THE NATION’S THIRD GREAT CRISIS

Mr. DODD. Mr, President, Howard
K. Smith has been a highly respected
news commentator and writer for some
years.

I have often found his commentaries
on events and men to be among the most
enlightened and informative of anyone’s.

An interesting article, entitled “A Na-
tion Heading for Its Third Great Crisis,”
written by Mr. Smith, was published in
the Washington Star a few days ago.

He describes this crisis as follows:

It involves the quality of American life
which declines ever faster as the Nation
grows ever richer.

He then goes on to describe crime, pol-
lution of the air and water, and traffic
jams, in Washington, a city which suffers
from pretty much the same problems and
in the same magnitude and degree of
severity as any other city its size.

The point is not that these features are
bad—

Which they are, of course—

but that they grow worse at breath-taking
tempo. One cannot guess what forms they
will take, but at the present rate of defile-
ment, grave emergencies are bound to break

out,

Mr. Smith continues.

I do not agree with his view that the
British, or parliamentary system, is vast-
ly superior for meeting modern prob-
lems. I am convinced that with strong
and effective leadership, such as Presi-
dent Johnson has shown during his years
in office, we can meet these problems and
master them, in our own way.
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But I do agree with Mr. Smith’s con-
cluding paragraph:

As our system is not about to be changed,
the only alternative is an awakened public
alarm. This recourse had better make itself
felt soon or Great Crisis number three is as
certain as tomorrow.

The problems of our cities already seem
insoluble, or almost so, and we do seem
t-ori;: “careening downhill” to a great
c i

I hope that the people and we in Con-
gress will take this article to heart, and
will awaken to the seriousness of the
situation.

I ask unanimous consent that Howard
K. Smith’s article be printed in the
REcorbD.

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

A NaTioN HEADING FOR ITS THIRD GREAT CRISIS
(By Howard K. Smith)

In its short life the U.S. has had but two
really searing crises with enduring traumatic
effects. One was the Civil War whose polsons
still run in our veins, The other was the
Great Depression whose central feature of
utter impotence amid great might scarred at
least one generation. Next to those two,
the Cold War and the World wars were slight
in effect, or were even beneficial,

The U.S. is now headed like an uncon-
trolled vehicle careening downhill to its third
great crisis. It is as different from the other
two as they were from one another. It In-
volves the quality of American life which
declines ever faster as the nation grows ever
richer. People talk about it so much that it
has become & cliche. There is an abiding as-
sumption that something is being done, but
in fact nothing effective is even projected.
And, sure as sunset, it is going eventually to
do permanent damage.

The elements of the trouble are well
known. But it may be useful to cite the
specific example of Washington, D.C. It
should be noted, however, that—contrary to
the fulminations of rural congressmen—
Washington is not exceptional; it is about
the median for American citles of its size.

The other day the head of the clity’'s big-
gest drugstore chain repored that in 56 weeks
his stores have suffered 62 burglaries and 31
armed robberies, Money losses were $116,000.
But the terrifying feature was vlolence to
employes, one of whom was kidnaped in his
home, forced to reopen the store, then pistol-
whipped to unconsciousness, The chain can
stand the losses, but smaller businesses have
shut up shop and quit.

The lovely stream that runs through the
city’s central park, Rock Creek, has become
so polluted that it is described as an open
sewer and may have to be covered over, The
Potomac River, in whose lucld waters John
Quinecy Adams and Theodore Roosevelt swam,
is so fillthy that a fall into it justifies pre-
ventive hospitalization.

Washington is a city without industry.
Yet when the weather is wrong, the air be-
comes pure poison, s0 bad Is exhaust from
multiplying cars and burnings of trash from
its swelling population. Traffic congeals so
badly at some hours that one fears a crisis
in communications could occur in the na-
tion's government.

The point is not that these features are
bad, but that they grow worse at breath-
taking tempo, One cannot guess what forms
they will take, but at the present rate of
defilement, grave emergencies are bound to
break out.

There are surveys galore. They emphasize
two problems: first, remedy will take lots of
money, and second, getting action from gov-
ernment is like trying to move Gibraltar with
& crowbar.

Of these two problems, the easler to meet is
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cost. A nation really concerned about the
wreckage of its environment would agree to
devote the whole increment in its GNP for
several years to meeting the troubles.

The really hard problem is getting action
from government, If systems of government
were named after their ‘most conspicuous
functional feature, ours would be known not
as republican or democratic but as a disaster
form of government, Only catastrophe trig-
gers action. It is an ambulance rather than
a preventive clinie.

The point has been made that our Civil
War could have been prevented by timely
action, as the British acted to pass the Great
Reformy Bill of 1832 and avolded civil con-
fllet. Our Depression could have been miti~
gated and shortened, had Congress followed
Europe's example and passed welfare and
other mechanisms at the turn of the cen-
tury instead of waiting till disaster had
struck in the mid-thirties.

Our essential trouble is that, two centuries
later, we are still fighting George III. Our
form of government is designed to prevent
strong executive action by means of a hob-
bling system of negatives. Yet it is hard to
think of an instance in which our nation
has really been endangered by strong execu-
tive action, and it is easy to list disasters
caused by our system of ‘“checks and bal-
ances” which is nothing more than a way
of preventing action. The British system
which allows an executive the power to carry
out a program until he loses his mandate is
vastly superior for meeting modern problems.

As our system is not about to be changed,
the only alternative is an awakened public
alarm. This recourse had better make itself
felt soon or Great Crisis number three is as
certaln as tomorrow.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, is there further morning busi-
ness?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is concluded.

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1967

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of 8. 355, the
unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecistATIVE CLERg. A bill (8.
355) to improve the operation of the leg-
islative branch of the Federal Govern-
ment, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of the
bill

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. 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. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the gquorum call be
rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask that the Chair recog-
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nize the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Youna].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ohio
yvield to me so that I may make a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the time taken by the Senator from
Ohio not be taken from either side.

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

JOHN W, DONAHEY—A GREAT
AMERICAN

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
last Thursday John W. Donahey, one of
Ohio’s outstanding citizens, died in Co-
lumbus, Ohio, at the age of 61.

Few men in my State of Ohio have had
as long and as distinguished a record as
a public servant. He was elected Lieu-
tenant Governor of Ohio in 1958, I
have a happy personal recollection of
campaigning with him throughout Ohio
day after day in the summer and fall of
that year. He served with distinetion in
the office of Lieutenant Governor of
Ohio for 4 years.

Before that period he served in
various capacities as an official in the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation.
At the time of his death he was regional
director of the southern district of Ohio
for the Small Business Administration.
I know from personal conversations with
the present SBA Administrator and his
predecessor that John Donahey was one
of the most valued officials in that im-
portant agency.

John Donahey was a member of one
of the prominent political families in
Ohio. He was an outstanding citizen of
Ohio by reason of his knowledge, ability,
and industry. He was most person-
able—a most attractive man, and a fine
friend to many thousands of Ohio men
and women. I am sure that some of my
colleagues will recall his father, the late
Vie Donahey, who was Governor of Ohio
from 1923 to 1929, and U.S. Senator from
1935 to 1941.

John W. Donahey was a fine human
being, a great statesman, and a dedicated
public servant. As Lieutenant Governor
of Ohio he was the presiding officer of
the Ohio Senate. On one occasion he
made a statement which perhaps ex-
emplifies the type of leader he was when
he said:

Everyone who has a right to speak in the
Senate will always be given the chance to
be fully heard. Partisanship makes no dif-
ference.

Mr. President, Ohio has lost a great
public servant, a very fine son. I have
lost a very dear personal friend. John
and his attractive wife, Gertrude, have
been guests in my home. For many
years John Donahey has been my very
dear friend. Mrs. Young and I extend
our deepest and most heartfelt sympathy
to his lovely wife, Gertrude, his son, John
W. Donahey, Jr., and to all the members
of the Donahey family.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I wish to associate
myself with my colleague in the words of
condolence he has expressed on the pass-
ing of John W. Donahey.

John Donahey came from a distin-
guished Ohio family. His father was a
three-term Governor, having served from
1923 to 1928. John Donahey, whose
death we mourn, was possessed of an ex-
cellent character and reputation. He
was deeply devoted to the rendition of
public service. He was unselfish, and,
in my opinion, had a reverence for the
State of Ohio that was surpassed but in
very few instances.

I also campaigned with John W. Dona-
hey. He was an indefatigable worker.
He fought cleanly but vigorously.

I join with my colleague and the peo-
ple of Ohio in the expression of condo-
lences to his wife and son, and to the
members of the Donahey family, in par-
ticular, for the deep bereavement which
they have suffered.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
my colleague and I both have a feeling
of sadness that is shared by many thou-
sands of citizens of Ohio.

I ask unanimous consent that news-
paper articles from the newspapers of
Columbus, Ohio, be printed in the Rec-
ORD as a part of my remarks,

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Columbus (Ohio) Citizen
Joumal]

J. DoNAnEY, EXx-OHIO AmE, Is DEAD AT 61

CorLvmBus.—Services will be 11 a.m, Mon-
day for John W. Donahey, a former Demo-
cratic lieutenant governor whose father was
a governor and U.S, senator, He died in
Grant Hospital here yesterday at the age
of 61.

A graveside service will be 8 p.m. Monday
in New Philadelphia, Calling hours at the
Schoedinger Funeral Home, E. State St., in
Columbus, will extend from noon Sunday.

Donahey, who had been administrator of
the Columbus district office of the U.S. Small
Business Administration, served as lieuten-
ant governor from 1859 to 1963 under the
administration of Michael V, DiSalle.

Donahey, a native of New Philadelphia,
entered the hospital last week for gall blad-
der surgery. It was reported that complica-
tions had developed from a heart condition
and he was placed in an oxygen tent.

Donahey’s father, the late Vic Donahey, was
Ohio governor from 19823 to 1929. He was
U.S. genator from 1935 to 1941,

Survivors include his wife, Gertrude, secre-
tary in the Columbus office of Sen, Stephen
M. Young; and a son, John Jr., of Nashville,
Tenn,

Donahey was defeated for state auditor in
1962 by Roger W. Tracy, a Republican, who
also has died. !

As lieutenant governor, he was presiding
officer of the Ohlo Senate. He had been
quoted as having said, “Everyone who has &
right to speak in the Senate will always be
given the chance to be fully heard, Partisan-
ship makes no difference.”

[From the Columbus (Ohio) Dispatch]

DonNAHEY, FORMER LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
DiEs oF HEART ATTACKE AT AGE 61

John W. Donahey, 61, former Ohio leu-
tenant-governor and son of a former gover-
nor and U.S. senator, died Thursday after-
noon in Grant Hospital. ;

He had undergone surgery Feb. 24 and had
been convalescing satisfactorily. Death was
due to a heart attack.
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The state's lieutenant-governor in the Di-
Salle administration, Donahey had been
district director of the Small Business Ad-
ministration since leaving the state position,

He was born Aug. 26, 1905, at New Phila-
delphia, one of the 12 children of Mr. and
Mrs. A. Vie Donahey. His father was Ohlo
governor from 1923 to 1928 and U.S. senator
from 1935 to 1941.

Donahey received his early education in
New Philadelphia and attended Ohlo State
University and Cleveland College.

His first positions were as commission
clerk for the state, fleld supervisor for
Motorists’ Mutual Insurance Co., and general
agent for the Donahey Insurance Agency.

From the mid-30s until the late 40s he was
associated with various offices of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation. In 1952,
he made his first bid for elective office in an
unsuccessful race for the nomination for
U.8. Benate.

Donahey was defeated again in a 19564 bid
for the Democratic nomination for state
treasurer. He was nominated for the post
in 1966, but lost in the general election. He
won the nomination for lieutenant-governor
in a seven-way contest in 1958 and was
elected to the office that November.

An advocate of economy in government,
Donahey believed in it down to the string-
saving level and prided himself on turning
back something from his office budget each
year.

He also good-naturedly accepted the jibes
of skeptics for his work with grain enzymes,
research which he pursued during his years
in state office and which he confidently be-
Heved would some day yleld some miracle
products.

He was & member of Christ Episcopal
Church and the Masonic Lodge.

Surviving are his wife, the former Ger-
trude Walton, of the residence, 2338 Sher-
wood Rd.; one son, John Jr., Nashville, Tenn,;
three sisters, Mrs. Park G. Ogden, Toronto,
Ohio; Mrs. James B. Johnson, Sarasota, Fla.,
and Mrs. H, Lloyd Smith, Marlon, and five
brothers, Robert F., Shaker Helghts; Hal and
Richard, Logan; Jim, Reynoldsburg, and Vie
Jr., Worthington, and three grandchildren.

Funeral will be Monday at 11 aum. in the
Schoedinger State St. chapel, where friends
may call after noon Sunday. Burial will be
in New Philladelphia,

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 355) to improve the opera-
tion of the legislative branch of the Fed-
eral Government, and for other purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may be permitted to offer an amend-
ment, notwithstanding the previous
unanimous-consent agreement, as it
would apply to the Ellender amend-
ments,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr,
Winriams] will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Mr. WiLLiamMs
of Delaware proposes an amendment:

On page 67, between lines 14 and 15 insert
the following new sectlon:

“CONVERSION OF PAY RATES OF SENATE EM-
PLOYEES TO GROSS RATE BASIS

“Sec. 324. The Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate is requested to prepare,
and make recommendations to the Senate

at the earliest practicable date with respect
to— °

*“(1) a plan for the conversion to a gross
rate basls of pay rates of employees of the
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Senate who are being pald on a basic plus
additional compensation basis;

“(2) a schedule of gross salary rates to be
applicable in fixing and adjusting pay rates
of such employees; and

“(3) a plan for the conversion of Senator’s

clerk hire allowances from an aggregate
basic salary basis to an aggregate gross sal-
ary basis.
Such recommendations shall include, or be
in the form of, legislative proposals designed
to carry into effect the plans and schedule
referred to in this section.”

On page 3, in the table of contents, after
item 323 insert the following new item:

“Sec, 324. Conversion of Pay Rates of Sen-
ate Employees to Gross Rate Basis.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Delaware yield him-
self time?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
10 minutes. :

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. = Mr.
President, I have discussed this amend-
ment with the manager of the bill. I
understand he is willing to accept it.

The bill as it is presented to us now
contains a provision that in the House
of Representatives the pay scale will be
converted from the present use of a basic
rate to one of gross payments. This is
a step in the right direction, For a num-
ber of years I have advocated that the
Senate follow such a procedure.

Last week I advised the chairman of
the committee, the manager of the bill,
that it was my intention to offer today
an amendment which would make the
same provision applicable to the Senate
employees as it now provides for em-
ployees of the House of Representatives.

Over the weekend, however, working
with legislative counsel we encountered
a draffing problem. I concluded thatthe
proposal needs more legislative consider-
ation than we are able to provide by act-
ing on the floor of the Senate.

Mr, President, the problem is differ-
ent in the Senate. The House of Repre-
sentatives can freeze the basic allow-
ances for Members of the House because
the population bases of congressional
district are quite evenly divided. Sen-
ators, however, represent both small
States and large States, and to freeze
the gross as it is today would freeze a
different level for Senators from States
with the same population.

Perhaps the two Senators from the
same State are now using different al-
lowances, yet the gross allowance should
be the same. The entire matter needs
more consideration than we might obtain
by acting on the floor of the Senate.

Nevertheless, something should be done
to correct the condition because it is
utterly ridiculous to have the base rate
as one figure and the gross amount re-
ceived as an entirely different one.

The proposed amendment would in-
struct the Committee on Appropriations
to report a legislative proposal which
would provide the maximum allowance,
based on population, that would be al-
lowed each State, with such allowance
computed on a gross salary basis rather
than at the present formula.

This proposal certainly should be
adopted to pave the way for a change to
the gross formula. I wish I had an an-
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swer to offer today, but at this moment
I do not. I therefore offer this amend-
ment in order to put the Senate on rec-
ord as favoring this change.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, may
I inquire how much time the Senator
from Delaware has remaining? ¥

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware has used only 5
minutes of his time.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
have discussed this matter with the Sen~
ator from Delaware. It is one which was
studied at considerable length by the
Joint Committee on Reorganization, in
an effort to simplify the salary scale by
reducing it to the gross figure only. The
existence of both a basic and a gross
figure has been confusing to everyone,
including Senators.

As the Senator has well said, this prob-
lem is more complicated than it seems
at first blush.

Because the congressional districts
are similar in size, we could convert the
system in the House to the one gross pay
schedule. In the Senate, the various po-
sitions and numbers of States having dif-
ferent populations, and the different
ways in which the pay scale has been
used, means that the total salary break-
out in gross can be considerably more
for a particular employee on the payroll
than would be possible if more higher
paid workers are employed in Senators’
offices.

Because of the flexibility required by
the average Senator in meeting the needs
of his own BState, it was inappropriate
for us to rush this. As the Senator has
stated, he has himself found, in check-
ing the matters out, that is a difficult and
complicated system to change without
damage to the present-day allowances
that each Senator is using, or can con-
tinue to use, perhaps if present employ-
ees in his office were to be replaced by
others.

For this reason, it seems to me that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Delaware is acceptable. It would
request the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, which is the proper committee,
to study the matter and report back rec-
ommendations in legislative form for the
adoption of a gross pay scale and the
elimination of the basic pay scale which
is now the rule of the Senate.

I am happy to accept the Senator’s
amendment to the bill, as it merely pro-
vides for a study to be made by the
proper committee of the Senate.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator for accepting the amend-
ment.

Let me add that last week I thought
I had a solution to the problem, but on
discussing this with legislative counsel,
additional problems were pointed out.
‘We were unable to come up with a solu-
tion for a vote today. For that reason
I merely ask that the Senate go on record
that it will instruet the committee to
consider ‘all these problems and then
report back to the Senate the necessary
legislation.

I will make available to the committee
the results of the study which I have
made and the solution we have found to
some of the problems as well as point
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out to it a couple of the remaining prob-
lems for which we as yet have not found
a solution. I am more than confident
that it can be worked out if we just sit
down and determine that we want to
change the present cumbersome and
antiquated method of computing legis-
lative salaries.

The present method of listing a clerk’s
salary as $2,220 basic when in reality
that means a gross salary of around
$6,437 is a farce.

It should have been corrected long ago.

Mr. MONRONEY. I think such a so-
lution will take a great deal more time
than we can devote to it this morning.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I came
to the same conclusion, but I am still
convinced that it can be solved. The
thing to do is just sit down and solve it.

Mr. MONRONEY. As the Senator
has wisely and correctly stated, the pres-
ent report on the employment of Senate
staff on committees is now printed and
available and is in the gross amount
rather than the basic amount.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. There is nothing confusing
from the standpoint of reporting. The
present system conceivably could lead to
abuse by utilizing the lowest ratio in the
basic formula and an inflated expendi-
ture obtained.

A correction of the situation is long
past due. The time has come to over-
haul the system, prevent possible abuses,
and put it on a realistic basis. I am sure
that this amendment will be a step which
will lead in that direction.

For example, a Member now can list
an employee as receiving a basic salary
of only $60, yet this employee would re-
ceive $1,142.52.

This is misleading and is wide open
for abuse. Let us correct it before it
develops into a scandal.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr., MONRONEY., Mr. President, I
feel certain that the committee will work
hard and diligently and report its recom-
mendations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Oklahoma yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time for
the quorum call not be charged to either
side.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. 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. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
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for the yeas and nays on the amendment
I am about to propose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator offer his amendment?

Mr., ELLENDER. Yes. It is amend-
ment No. 110.

Mr. President, in that connection, since
the amendment was printed, the words
“in addition to” on page 16, lines 7 and
8, appear in the new unofficial print at
the bottom of page 18a and top of 18b.

I now ask unanimous consent that I
may modify my amendment so as to di-
rect it to the words “in addition to”
where they now appear in the bill.

The amendment is as follows:

In the language of section 106 of the bill
which amends section 136(c) of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, strike out
“in addition to" and imsert *“within".

Beginning with line 23, page 56, strike out
all to and including line 6, page 60, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“Sgc. 801. (a) Section 202 of the Leglsla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended
(2 U.8.C. 72), is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsections:

“*(g) (1) Each standing committee of the
Senate or’.”

On page 61, line 17, strike out “(J), and in-
sert in lleu thereof “(h)”, and reletter the
following subsections.

Beginning with line 8, page 64, strike out
all to and including line 12, page 64.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modified.

Will the Senator renew his request for
the yeas and nays?

Mr. ELLENDER. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield himself?

Mr. ELLENDER. Ten minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
10 minutes. :

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, last
Friday I submitted a series of amend-
ments to S. 355, the bill now before the
Senate. Most of them deal with the
number of employees added by the bill
to those now provided for under the act
of 1946 and in addition to those provided
by the various resolutions. Since at least
four or five of these amendments deal
with the question of the overall number
of employees, I have asked that I be given
a little more time on my first amend-
ment, so that I can go into a little more
detail in discussing the subject and can
cover at one time the reasons why these
five amendments should be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
pending amendment, then, the amend-
ment on which the Senator requested
more time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; No. 110.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has a half hour on this amend-
ment and 15 minutes on each of the
other amendments,

Mr, ELLENDER. Yes. Before I am
through I may ask unanimous consent,
with the approval of my friend from
Oklahoma, that I may take time from
the other amendments on this amend-
ment, which will merely reduce the time
on the other amendments. It will not
add to the time taken. If that should
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oceur, I shall ask unanimous consent
for additional time on this amendment.
I am sure the Senator from Oklahomsa
will not object, provided I do not go
over all the time provided for all the
amendments I am offering.

This amendment would strike out the
provisions of the bill which authorize
or require additional staff for com-
mittees.

The Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 authorized a staff of 10 for each
committee, consisting of four profes-
sional and six clerical members. Each
committee may appoint this number
without special authority from the Sen-
ate. Where a greater number can be
justified, authority to hire them can be
obtained from the Senate or House. The
report on this bill—page 8—points out
that 27 of the 36 standing committees
now exceed the statutory provision and
each of the 27 has more than 12 staff
positions.

The bill, by increasing the number of
positions which may be filled without a
showing of need to 13, and by providing
that the additional three shall be in ad-
dition to any other additional staff mem-
bers authorized prior to January 1,
1968, may encourage waste. In addition
to these three additional professional
staff members, section 301(c) of the bill
provides in certain circumstances for
the appointment of two additional pro-
fessional staff members and one addi-
tional clerk for the minority, making a
total possible addition of six staff mem-=-
bers as the bill has been amended by
the Metcalf amendment. The additional
professional staff members could each be
paid as high as $23,583.70. Counting
only the three professionals that could
be employed under all circumstances,
the cost of their salaries alone for each
committee could come to almost $70,000,
For 36 committees this would be over
$2,520,000. They would, of course, re-
quire office space, secretarial assistance,
travel expenses, and other items which
would increase the cost considerably.
They might also prepare reports which
are not prepared today because of the
lack of need for them, and these reports
would be printed and distributed at
Government expense.

The changes made at page 16 of the
bill by this amendment would require
the review specialist to be included with-
in, rather than be additional to, the four
?rc:lressional staff members now author-
zed,

The balance of the amendment would
strike out those provisions of the bill
which first, increase the authorized pro-
fessional staff from four to six; second,
permit a majority of the minority to ap-
point two of the professional staff mem-
bers and one of the clerical staff mem-
bers; and, third, permit the staff ap-
pointees of a majority of the minority
to be in addition to the 13 authorized
staff members where there are no va-
cancies at the time of their appointment.

As I informed the Senate a few days
ago, when we considered the various
resolutions dealing with so-called tem-
porary employees, it has been my priv-
ilege for the past 15 years, or more, to
question the advisability of providing so
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many more employees each year than
that authorized by the act of 1946.

Mr. President, when the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946 was adopted, we re-
duced from 30-odd to 15 the number of
standing committees. We provided 10
employees for each committee, four of
whom would be professionals and six
clericals.

To facilitate the work of the commit-
tees, to make possible for each commit-
tee the necessary research, and to enable
the administrative assistants and the
office forces of Senators to have ways
and means of obtaining information, we
created the Legislative Reference Service
in the Library of Congress. That Service
was to be for the benefit of all Senators
and all committees. AsI pointed out last
week, we spend for the Legislative Refer-~
ence Service $3,428,000, and there are
presently employed 304 specialists in
various lines to give information to the
committees through their staffs, to the
Senators through their staffs, and, of
course, to the Senators directly.

It was my belief then that such a pro-
cedure would not only be workable, but,
would alleviate much of the load in the
Senator's offices, by enabling them to
to make a telephone call to the Legisla-
tive Reference Service and obtain much
of the information necessary to conduct
the affairs of the committees as well as
the work of Senators.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield for a ques-

tion?
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Does the pending

amendment or one of those which will
later be offered by the Senator deal with
the question as to whether or not the
additional committee employees provided
by the bill before us are to be in addition
to or without regard to employees au-
thorized and employed by special resolu-
tions, and paid from the contingent
funds?

Mr. ELLENDER. Special authority to
obtain additional employees is not af-
fected by my amendment at all. It deals
only with the additional employees pro-
vided under this aet, in amending the
1946 act.

In other words, Mr. President, my
point is this: We have 15 standing com-
mittees. Those standing committees
now have, in addition to the employees
provided by the original act of 1946, a
total of 465 additional employees,

My amendment does not disturb that
situation, as much as I should like it to.
Those employees remain intact. And,
Mr, President, I wish to make the point
clear that even though this amended bill
is enacted, the Senate will still have the
right to make provision for subcommit-
tees each year, as in the past.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the BSenator.
My question does not go to the argu-
ment whether or not a particular com-
mittee should have a certain number of
employees, or a few more or a few less.
I do think it is important that the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Rules under-
stand the issue. Perhaps the author of
the bill ean help clarify the problem I
have in mind.

A number of committees have been
provided additional stafiing under reso-
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lutions which have passed, which will
carry through all of calendar year 1967.

This bill, if enacted, will take effect
soon after it passes and is approved. In
the case of a committee that has sought
and obtained from the Committee on
Rules and from the Senate funds from
the contingent fund to employ additional
employees, will this bill give such a com-
mittee employees in addition to those?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. That is what
I am trying fo take from the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. It does not differentiate
between the committee that has not
sought additional employees to be paid
from the contingent funds, and the com-
mittee that has?

Mr. ELLENDER. No. In other
words, Mr. President, under the original
act of 1946, we had provided four pro-
fessionals and six clericals. This amend-
ment adds three for each committee,
whether they need them or not, and
whether or not they are provided for by
special resolution.

In other words, Mr. President, let us
take for example the Committee on Aero-
nautics and Space Sciences. That com-
mittee, under the act of 1946 and the
resolution recently adopted, now has six
professionals. It also has eight clericals,
for a total of 14 employees.

If this bill passes, it will give that com-
mittee three additional professionals,
whether it wants them or not.

Mr. President, I think it would be hor-
rible for a thing like that to happen. I
do not believe any committee which has
applied for additional employees did not
receive the number of employees de-
sired. I think it is extravagant to pile
up for each committee employees addi-
tional to the number it now has, whether
they are needed or not.

Mr. CURTIS. I agree with the Sen-
ator, but I also think that the fact that
this bill would take effect, perhaps, in the
middle of the year, also creates an odd
situation. In passing on the funds from
the contingent fund, there is no oppor-
tunity to take into account what the
committees are entitled to by statute.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, of
course, all employees——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10
minutes which the Senator allotted him-
self have expired. Does the Senator
wish to use additional time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 5 more
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
5 additional minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. I say further to my
good friend that under resolutions here-
tofore adopted, eight of the committees
now have additional permanent profes-
sionals. They do not have to come back
each year and obtain funds, as is the
case with employees provided by resolu-
tlons.

For instance, last week the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare obtained
seven new professionals who will be
permanent. They do not have to come
back each year and ask for money for
those eight new professionals; the funds
will be provided automatically, just the
same as would be the case in the event
this bill is enacted and the additional
employees are provided.
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What I seek to do, Mr. President, is
simply to say to the Senate that the
number of employees now employed will
be retained—that is, the four profes-
sionals and the six clericals for each
committee, provided by statutes, and the
additional employees made available by
the committees by resolution are not dis-
turbed. As a matter of fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, this bill does not in any manner
change the law or the rules or regula-
tions to prevent special committees, sub-
committees, or standing committees from
coming before the Senate and asking for
more people.

Mr. President, I wish again to reiter-
ate how wrong I think it would be to
provide additional unneeded employees
for such committees as the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, which now
has 50 employees—24 professionals and
26 clericals. The bill would provide three
more professionals whether they are
needed or not.

Senators know what will happen if the
bill in its present form is enacted. Of
course the additional employees will be
put on the payroll. The urge will be
there to put them on—all this in addi-
tion to what the law now provides.

There is another quirk in the pending
bill to which my pending amendment is
directed. A provision in the pending
legislation would give the majority of
the minority party the right to select
two additional professional employees
and one clerical should there be no va-
cancies in the committee. For example,
the minority on the Committee on Fi-
nance could demand, by a majority of
the minority, three additional employees
and the majority would have to furnish
those three employees to them.

The majority, on the other hand,
would have the right to curtail the num-
ber of employees on the committee, but
those employees who were placed on the
committee staff by the majority of the
minority cannot be affected unless the
majority of the minority takes action
against them,

I am sure that my good friend, the
senior Senator from Oklahoma, did not
intend to do that, but yet that provision
is contained in the bill.

The bill provides for more profession-
als and more clericals for the benefit of
the minority. As to whether these em-
ployees are needed, the majority of the
minority party merely has to state that
they want them. If one of them makes
a motion that they need three additional
men and the motion is carried, the ma-
jority of the committee would have to
accept that demand. I do not think it
is right.

I am sure that no standing commit-
tee has been reticent in coming before
the Senate and asking for additional
employees.

It happens that there are only two
committees that have not come before
the Senate to ask for additional employ-
ees. These committees are the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, of
which I am chairman, and the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia. Those
are the only two committees that have
not come before the Senate to ask for
additional employees. Every other
committee has presented resolutions
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every year to the Senate asking for ad-
ditional employees.

As I have just indicated, some of the
committees have actually had resolu-
tions to make these employees perma-
nent.

I think it is wrong for us at this time
to amend the present law and add other
employees to the employees that are
now employed by the committees. It
would greatly increase the cost of run-
ning the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr., MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
rise in opposition to the amendment,
principally to try to straighten out the
numbers confusion that exists.

We are talking here about a total of
three professional employees authorized
in the bill. Two of these three pro-
fessional employees may be employed at
the beginning of next year if the Re-
publican members of the standing com-
mittees claim that they need additional
staff because the present staff is im-
balanced as a result of the vast majority
of the staff devoting its time to serving
the majority party.

We are talking about three employees
in the professional classification and
two in the clerical, one of which would
be hired from the regular staffi, One
new clerical position is provided.

The reason why that date is contained
in the bill is that by that time they will
be coming before the Senate for addi-
tional resolution money with which to
operate the staff. Provision is contained
in the bill for two employees with ref-
erence to the minority staff, and the one
man in the review specialist classifica-
tion will be taken into consideration, I
am sure, by the Committee on Rules and
Administration when it requests addi-
tional money for the staffing of these
standing committees.

The committee is aware, I am certain,
that the very diligent, energetic, and dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Louisiana
will be watching, because there will then
be three additional professional staff
members authorized for employment. If
committees have employed them, I am
sure the Senator will not be willing to
give them three additional staff members
merely because they come in with a reso-
lution.

This is the control that we have over
the additional members who are not in-
cluded here, except for the review spe-
cialists this year. The other two will be
subject to the decision of the committee
as to when they should be put on as
members to serve the minority as regular
members of the duly constituted staff.
The question was whether the commit-
tees should come in on a year-to-year
basis, as they sometimes do, to ask for
additional professional staff members
with which to conduct public business re-
quirements of the committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, sup-
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pose that there were no vacancy. What
does the language of the Senator mean
when it states that even though there is
no vacancy at the time, if the majority or
the minority should desire to press its
case, they can be appointed.

Mr. MONRONEY. That would not
take effect until January 1. That is on
page 125.

Mr. ELLENDER. I refer to page 9.

Mr. MONRONEY, I am talking about
the effective date of the act. Part of the
suggestion of the Senator relates to that.

Mr. ELLENDER. Why is it then nec-
essary to include in section 202 the sug-
gestion that if there are no vacancies the
majority of the minority can force the
issue, and if they vote to put on addi-
tional employees the majority of the
committee must accede to that request?

Mr. MONRONEY. The minority
would not otherwise have any right to
staff unless it were given to them by the
majority.

We are trying to provide—and we have
stated it a number of times and written
the language as clearly as we know
how—that when the majority complains
that they are not getting the staff help
that they need, there will be two profes-
sional positions that are authorized and
can be filled by the minority.

That would be effective, with reference
to parts 2 and 3 of title IT, on January 1,
1968. That is to be found on page 125.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
vield myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Senator can look at the language and see
that in the original act of 1946——

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, may
the Senator be charged with his time
and I with mine. I want the Senator to
ask questions, but I do want to keep
from running out of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Louisiana want to ask
questions on his own time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Not on my own
time. I am just asking questions.

Mr. MONRONEY. I was trying to
divide the time. I do want to answer all
of the questions.

Mr. ELLENDER. I wonder why the
new law seems to change the original
law, in that the original law intended
that these people be appointed on a non-
partisan, permanent, and career basis.

If that be the case, why did the com-
mittee put in the bill the language that
these two employees selected by the mi-
nority will serve the minority and not
the full committee? That is what I can-
not understand. We would veer away
from the original concept of the act of
19486,

Mr. MONRONEY. The testimony was
irrefutable that there was an imbalance
in many committees. Many other com-
mittees scrupulously observed the non-
partisanship of the career staff, but there
are cases that need adjustment.

In order to provide this, we did au-
thorize, when requested by the minority
because there was not adequate staffing—
and I am sure they will not abuse that
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provision—the employment of two pro-
fessional staff members.

That is a cheap price to guarantee bi-
partisanship in the consideration of these
matters.

The situation is worse in the other
body. Complaints in the House have
been much more numerous than they
have been in the Senate, because our Sen-
ate committees go on and on for several
years, and they have become generally
nonpartisan as they have worked to-
gether. We received not too many com-
plaints in the Senate, but we had many in
the House. For that reason, we pro-
vided for the two extra staff members, if
requested by the minority leadership,
and they would be requested on the basis
that adequate staffing cannot otherwise
be achieved.

I do not believe that any member of the
majority really wants to monopolize com-
mittee staff or to prevent the minority
from having access to information and
to staff work.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ty-
DINGS in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield myself 1
additional minute.

‘We in the majority have men down-
town—or are suspected, at least, of hav-
ing them—in the executive departments
who do much extra work in giving us in-~
formation and research on legislation, I
do not see it, but it is claimed that we do
have, and for that reason we wanted to
make sure that the minority will have
this equal access.

I would hate to see the review special-
ist cut out, because the majority leader
has specified that we need to do extra
work, to follow up on legislation we have
passed, and this gives us a man who will
devote his time to that work. Common-
sense experience over the years indicates
that unless you have a staff member ap-
pointed for that specific duty, you will
not have that work done. It is a specific
pverformance that will be required, and
for that reason we have the review spe-
cialist and the two staff specialists who
will be used by the minority. If they are
not used by the minority, I would say that
they are entitled to work as career staff
members, and thus they would be reduced
from the numbers that would be voted on
as the resolutions for extra money are
presented in the Senafe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MONRONEY. On the time of the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana?

The PRESIDINIG OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator has
stated that there is an imbalance in some
things—the minority is not adequately
represented, the majority is overrepre-
sented—and therefore it has been de-
cided, in justice, to give the minority the
right to select two members when it does
so by a majority vote of the minority.

ngr. MONRONEY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Now, then, if all the
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posts are filled and the minority desires
two members, two new men will go on the
posts. My question is this: “Why not
remove two of the employees of the ma-
jority, to give the minority proper and
just representation?”

Mr. MONRONEY. None of these staff
members will be appointed until Janu-
ary 1968. b

Mr. LAUSCHE. That doesnot change
the situation at all.

Mr. MONRONEY. The resolution
money expires at that time, and many
of the staff members are on the resolu-
tion. The matter can be taken into con-
sideration at that time, when we author-
ize additional money in the resolutions,
which we do in great amounts, for addi-
tional professional staff members.

This gives the distinguished Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration—and
the distinguished Senator from ILouisi-
ana—the right to make sure that reduc-
tions are made in the staff if the minor-
ity has asked for these two staff special-

ists.

Mr., LAUSCHE. My question is this:
“Why not remove two staff members
from those of the majority, so that two
could be given to the minority, instead
of increasing the total number by two?

Mr. MONRONEY. Itisup to the com-
mittee. They can do that. They do not
have to add two more. But the distin-
guished Senatfor from Ohio knows, and
Iknow, that the staff of these committees
must be valued and experienced men
The extra men are employed on & year-
to-year basis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I will permit the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT]
to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 3 minutes
to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr, MUNDT. Mr. President, I rise to
support the argument so ably presented
by the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa in opposition to amendment No.
110, offered by the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana.

The review specialist, who would be
eliminated by the action of the resolution
in the form of an amendment by the
Senator from Louisiana, is, in my opinion,
one of the most important reforms we
have encompassed in this entire piece of
legislation. If this review specialist, op-
erating as he does under the direction
of the majority leader and the minority
leader, remains in the bill, this will pro-
vide all Members of the Senate with val-
uable information, which inevitably will
result in a great saving to the taxpayer,
because it provides, for the first time,
the means whereby legislative commit-
tees ean fulfill a function which they are
presumed to be able to fulfill but never
have fulfilled. It will mean that not
only the Committee on Government Op-
erations, on which the Senator from
South Dakota serves as ranking minority
member, will have this responsibility, but
also that each legislative committee will
be empowered and authorized and di-
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rected to make these annual reviews and
to make the facts known to Congress.

Our able, overworked Committee on
Government Operations cannot begin to
do the supervisory job which the legis-
lative branch should engage in concern-
ing the executive departments, to deter-
mine whether or not, first, they are carry-
ing out the intent of Congress; second,
whether there are duplications and over-
lapping of efforts and ways by which the
situation could be corrected if the facts
were brought to the attention of Con-
gress and the Committee on Appropri-
ations. :

I am surprised that the Senator from
Louisiana, who has been a consistent ex-
ponent of economy in this country, would
object to establishing the tools required
in order that the Senate and the House
can bring about these economies. We
cannot shoot in the dark, We must get
the information. We spent literally days
and weeks, as the members of our joint
committee know, attempting to work out
a formula which would be both effective
and just and which would result in the
programs we have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr, MUNDT. Iyield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator knows
that we have as our watchdog the GAO.
They do a good job. Under the act of
1946, each committee can call on them.
I know that we do it in our committee.

Mr, MUNDT. We do it, but not nearly
so well as we should do it. We should
supervise more carefully a great many
operations of the Department of Agri-
culture. We have an excellent staff,
which serves on a bipartisan basis; and
I salute the chairman for his selection
of it. But it does not have the man-
power to get the job done adequately.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have never heard
of any complaints.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator may not
have heard of any complaints because
of the respect that we generally have for
the chairman. But the job has not been
done adequately, and the Senator recog-
nizes that the size of our staff is utterly
inadequate to cover an operation as
broad as the Department of Agriculture.

The General Accounting Office does
a good job. It sends up the reports. We
do not even have the staff members and
the time necessary to devote adequate
analysis to what the reports provide
when they come from the GAO.

As to the other aspect, I do not believe
that our chairman is partisan. He never
proved that when I served on the com-
mittee. I do not believe that the leopard
changed his spots.

We had much testimony before a joint
committee of the Senate and the House,
where this situation does not obtain; and
if we believe in bipartisan government—
which we do—we should give at least
this small recognition to the minority.
It is not very large. In the whole staff,
it reserves only two for that purpose,
and then only where conditions prevail
so that the minority feels that in order
to have have an adequate “look-see” and
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the necessary information, it should pro-
vide the necessary staff.

I sincerely hope that the Senate will
not destroy the hard work of this joint
committee by deleting from it two of
the most important reforms which we
put in by unanimous vote.

Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator
answer this question?

Mr. MUNDT. Surely.

Mr, ELLENDER. As I pointed out to
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoNRrRONEY], we had in mind
that the staff of all committees would
be selected by the majority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? i

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, 1
yield myself 1 minute.

We had in mind that the staff of all
committees would be selected by the
majority, and be assigned by the chair-
man and the ranking member,

These additional employees and staff
members appointed pursuant to request
by the minority members of the com-
mittee in this instance shall be assigned
to such committee business as such
minority members deem advisable.

We are getting away from the original
concept of the act of 1946, whereby the
employees of the committee are to serve
all of the members. Here they could be
st:lxl'ving a majority of the minority group
only.

Mr. MUNDT. I wish to say to the
distinguished Senator that we would not
be gefting away from the original con-
cept. It provided for one position for
the minority. On the Committee on
Government Operations, of which the
chairman is the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCrLeLLAN], and on which I have
the honor to serve, we are faithfully fol-
lowing the right of the minority to pick
this single member.

If the minority feels that it can be best
served by Democratic employees, they
all serve the full committee, and they
would in this case.

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the bill, as 1
read it, it would not do that.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, may 1
have 30 seconds?

_Mr. MONRONEY, I yield 30 seconds
to the Senator from South Dakota.,

Mr. MUNDT. This section would
provide exactly as Is now provided, but
it provides a safeguard for the minority
where it becomes necessary to have
someone serve them. If that becomes
necessary, then they can have someone.
But in 90 percent of the cases, the mem-
ber picked by the majority and the mi-
nority will serve the full committee.

I am shocked that the Senator says
the majority picks them all and they
serve the full committee. I think that
the majority should pick most of them,
and the minority should pick a part of
them, and they would all serve the full
committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. METCALF, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me for 1 minufe?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 1 minute
to the junior Senator from Montana.

Mr. METCALF. Actually, the testi-
mony before the committee was to the
effect that the system that we had be-
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fore had not worked in some of the com-
mittees, mostly in the other body.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.

Mr. METCALF, We tried to take care
of the problem to protect the rights of
the minority. In many cases the chair-
men and acting minority chairmen came
in and testified that they were satisfled
We who serve on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations are satisfied. Ap-
parently those who serve on the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry are
satisfied. However, there were instances
where the minority was not satisfied,
and we were anxious to take care of the
problem. Is that correct?

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield me 5
minutes?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I sup-
port the proposal of the Senator from
Louisiana. I begin with the premise that
on some committees of the Senate the
minority is inadequately represented by
staff members; and I subscribe to the
proposal that the minority, in order to
function efficiently, should have ade-
quate representation on the staff to keep
it informed and to provide information
and papers for it.

But the weakness of what is happen-
ing is that in the effort to cure a wrong,
the minority—and I address this remark
to the minority—have taken the plum
by which they are supposed to get some
assignments, but allow the majority to
remain with an imbalance of strength.
There are violations of the old prineci-
ple.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I cannot yield. I
have only 5 minutes.

Too many employees are on one side
of the staff. Instead of reducing the
number of the majority, they are allow-
ing the majority number to remain in-
tact, and are then adding two employees
to the number they now have on the staff
membership.

I have read the document, and I un-
derstand clearly what it says. If and
when a majority of the minority deter-
mines that it wants representation and
it so votes, it shall be given two members,
provided there are vacancies, one would
think; but the language further states
that if there are no vacancies, the staff
number shall be increased by two.

Mr. President, in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, as this session continues, one
will find argument being made, espe-
cially during the authorization and the
appropriation periods, for a reduction
of expense in order to avoid the imposi-
tion of a surtax. That argument will be
resounding through the Chamber day
after day.

Buried in this bill is a proposal of
$950,000 for new employees for 15 com-
mittees. Three new employees for each

committee would mean a total of 45.
The salaries will be about $22,500 a year.
I figure that to mean $900,000. But that
is not all.

Two weeks ago we added new em-
ployees, new staff members.

When the
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Reorganization Act of 1946 was passed,
it was contemplated that there should
be four professionals and four clerks on
each committee. Manifestly, that num-
ber is not adequate. But throughout the
20 years since 1946, the number of pro-
fessionals has been expanded and the
number of clerks has been expanded.

In 1946, the Committee on Commerce,
of which I am a member, was given four
professionals and six clerks. It now has
how many?

Mr. ELLENDER. It now has 44.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It has 22 clerks and
22 professionals. This proposal would
give that committee three more employ-
ees. The taxpayers bleed and sweat.
The burden will be heaped upon them
with increasing frequency as this Con-
gress goes on.

If there is to be economy in Govern-
ment, I respectfully submit that the
place to start is in the House of Rep-
resentatives and in the Senate. If there
is to be obedience to law and order, re-
spect for constitutional government, and
the sovereign strength of the State,
cbedience must first began in Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. We will demand
economies from all. We will be yelling
for the maintenance of law and order
so far as it pertains to activities outside
Congress; but within Congress, anything
goes.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma has 14 minutes
remaining; the Senator from Louisiana
has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. MONRONEY. I have 14 minutes
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from
Louisiana is using a full hour on this
amendment?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, I wish to
ask the following question: Does the
wording of the bill mean that the senior-
ity system on the minority side is elimi-
nated and that the chairman of the com-
mittee deals with the majority of the mi-
nority members, rather than doing busi-
ness at all with the ranking member?

Mr. MONRONEY. There are some es-
sential gquestions involved here. Page 57
of the bill states:

Such professional staff members shall be
assigned to the chairman and the ranking
minority member of such committee as the
committee may deem advisable, except that
whenever a majority of the minority mem-
bers of such committee (other than the Com-
mittee on Standards and Conduct of the
House of Representatives) so request, two
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of such professional staff members may be
selected for appointment by majority vote of
the minority members and the committee
shall appoint any staff members so selected.

This is customarily the uniform prac-
tice of all of us. Committee employees
are assigned to the chairman and rank-
ing minority member, but the commit-
tee as a whole authorizes the selection,
usually by resolution.

Mr. AIKEN. It means also that the
minority ranking member has no more
to say about selection of who shall be
assigned to him than any of the other
members on the committee.

Mr. MONRONEY. No. The ranking
minority member of each committee——

Mr. AIKEN. Would be assigned to
him, yes; but the selection is made by the
majority of the minority.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is right. Au-
thority to select committee staff gener-
ally is delegated to the ranking minority
member by the minority side, and to
the chairman by the majority side. That
is the custom. But the law requires,
uniformly, that all committee employees
be selected by a majority of the com-
mittee.

Mr. AIKEN. If the majority of the
minority party on a committee have a
lack of friendly feeling for the ranking
member, they could select a staff mem-
ber who might not work with him, could
glxleg not—but who would be assigned to

?

Mr. MONRONEY. The minority.

Mr. ATKEN. Yes.

The other question which I had is on
page 59, where it states:

(g) In any case in which a request for the
appointment of a minority staff member un-
der subsection (a) or subsection (¢) is made
at any time when no vacancy exists to which
the appointment requested may be made, the
person appointed pursuant to such request
may serve in addition to any other staff mem-
bers authorized by such subsections and may
be paid from the contingent fund of the Sen-
ate or House of Representatives, as the case
may be, until such time as such a vacancy
occurs, at which time such person shall be
considered to have been appointed to such
vacancy.

On the two additional members pres-
ently appointed to the staff, what pay
would they get? Would they be expected
to receive the same pay as the regular
members of the staff?

Mr, MONRONEY. I would say that
they would, but this would be only until
the first of the year. This is to take care
of the contingency.

Mr. ATIKEN. That means that they
might become regular members of the
stafl after 15 or 20 years if a vacancy oc-
curs then?

Mr. MONRONEY. If there is no va-
cancy on the staff until the first of the
year, we would provide for the contin-
gency and keep them on as staff members
until the new funds were adjusted by
resolution, or by the thinning down of
the number on the committee, or by ad-
dition under a section of the bill which
would provide for the additional two
staff members after January 1, 1968.

Mr., AIKEN. Yes. Would they be
listed in such a way that they would re-
ceive full retirement credit?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes.
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Mr. AIKEN. It is intended that that
should be the case?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
should like to read to my good friend
from Vermont—he raised a very impor-
fant question as to the change of concept
on the way we have been going on:

That that staff member and members all
appointed pursuant to request by minority
members of the committee shall be assigned
to such committee business as such minority
members deem advisable.

Mr. AIKEN. We might find a cam-
paign going on to get the majority of
the minority membership on a committee
which might agree with someone who
had some particular idea to promote.

Mr. ELL.ENDER. This is a change of
concept, as I said. In the bill as now
written, if it is enacted next week, the
minority members dre desirous of in-
creasing the amount. All they need to
do is meet, and we can adopt two or
three—whatever the number is.

Mr. AIKEN. And the ranking minor-
ity member in order to protect himself
would have to see to it that the new
members coming on his committee were,
perhaps, sympathizers, or at least would
not tend to thwart him.

Mr. MONRONEY. I have compiete
faith in the minority. They will be fair
and not request the two additional staff
members——

Mr. AIKEN. I have been in the Sen-
ate long enough to know that we cannot
take everything on faith.

Mr. MONRONEY. I still have that
faith. I am certain that it will work out.
There are few exceptions in the Senate—
perhaps more in the other body—where
there is unfair or a disproportionate divi-
sion of the stafing. But, if that is the
case, that would be intolerable to me
and should be corrected. I am willing to
risk the fairness of the minority rather
than leave that situation——

Mr, ATKEN. I would not want to see
even one instance of unfairness. I hope
that it would never come to light.

Mr. MONRONEY. I am sure that the
minority would not unfairly use this pro-
vision.

Mr. President, the Senator’s amend-
ment would delete two provisions of the
bill which I think are quite important
and which are recommended by the com-
mittee on a unanimous vote: first, in
correcting the staff situation, the com-
mittee felt it was quite important that
one staff position should be separated
completely from the others; namely, the
position of review specialist. If we feel
that the job of looking backward to
see how the programs we have enacted
are actually working out is an important
task, there must be someone to attend to
that job. In all likelihood, the job
probably will fall to a senior, present-
day staff member. There will be new
people coming to the committee staff,
but more than likely there will be pro-
motion of a present outstanding staff
member to the position of review
specialist. I think it is necessary that
we have this provision in the bill. If
we are going to look backward at our
mistakes on many pieces of legislation,
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review the faulty administration of many
programs where the bureaucrats, those
appointed to administer the programs,
do not follow the wishes or the expecta-
tions of the mandate of Congress, we
need a review specialist on each of the
appropriate committees.

I would desperately hate to see the re-
view specialist provisions cut out of the
bill because what is everyone's business
is no one's business. We have to have
someone on the staff following up the
programs we passed last year.

The other matter—of striking the pro-
vision for minority staffing—would be
eruel. I think it would be destructive of
a very necessary but probably little used
provision in the rules where the staflfs
are out of balance.

Another point relates to the Rules
Committee and the very diligent and
vigilant efforts of the Senator from
Louisiana for the control of cutting down
of the provisions for professional mem-
bers when money is requested in the res-
olutions at the first of the year. With
the addition of the two additional mi-
nority staff members who are possible
under the provisions of the bill, many
people who are presently requested in
these resolutions would not be neces-
sary. The professionals can be cut out
of the resolution money, and certainly if
it is the feeling of the Senate itself and
the Rules Committee that the position of
the staff member who has been made
the review specialist is not needed to be
filled, then they can cut that money
out. But there are dozens and dozens
and dozens of professional jobs that go
through these resolutions, and this is the
place to cuf, not in the bill providing the
permanent professional staff which we
need so badly and which as the Senator
says, is costly; but I repeat again that the
entire cost of running House and Senate
together is less than the cost of operation
of the office of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to me for
2 minutes?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. MUNDT, I take this time pri-
marily to answer the misimpression that
fhie Senator from Ohio apparently has,
concerning the operation of minority
staff members. There is nothing in the
legislation at all which indicates this is
in addition to the staff. As the chair-
man of the joint committee has pointed
out, that is in the way staffs are selected.
At fthe beginning of a Congress, we de-
cide among ourselves as committee mem-
bers the size of the staff which we will
need to do the job, and prepare a budget
which goes to the Rules Comimittee.
That budget includes the salaries of
those who are appointed by the majority
of minority members. It does not add
anyone e€lse. The Rules Committee
ordinarily—not always—gives the
amount of money that the committee
requires. Then it comes up on the Sen-
ate floor. But we are dealing with a
changed budget. We are not adding ad-
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ditional expenditures simply because a
part of the staff finds that such has been
agreed to by a committee session, or
simply because two members of that staff
are going to be appointed by the minor-
ity ranking member on the committee.

I would point out that this particular
section—I ask the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroNEY ] to correct me if
I am wrong—becomes effective on the
first day of the next calendar year. So
we have this maxim established for de-
veloping a staff suitable to do the job,
no more or no less in the aggregate than
if the minority continued to be ignored.
It operates precisely in conformity with
the existing policy on the committee that
I mentioned, on which I serve, the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee, that,
according to the Reorganization Act of
20 years ago, the minority nominates its
fair quota and they are a part of the
package.

Concern has been expressed that they
are serving minority interests; we pro-
pose that they serve with the staff as a
part of the staif team. There is no di-
vision there. There is a feeling that a
staff picked by the majority and directed
by it to carry out its position is not satis-
factory. Whatever needed safeguards
may be necessary in the House commit-
tees, it is necessary in only a few com-
mittees of the Senate. I hope we do not
destioy that which has now been ac-
corded us by unanimous consent thus
far from the joint committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has 4 minutes
remaining and the Senator from Okla-
homa has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
am willing to yield back my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do
not like to repeat myself too often, but
as Senators know, for the past 15 years
I have been interested in trying to keep
the subcommittees in line. Over the
years, I cannot claim to have been very
successful. Every year there is an in-
crease in the number of employees on
practically every subcommittee. More
money is being requested. Now, we are
told, “Provide in the bill two addiitonal
employees for the minority, and next
year, when the subcommittees are
created, we are going to lop them off.”

As I recall, Mr. President, in practically
every resolution that was adopted creat-
ing the subcommittees, the minority was
pretty well taken care of. I recall that
practically every resolution had some
wording in it whereby the patronage—
because that is what it is—will be divided
up, not equally, but the minority will have
so many, and majority will have so many.

What I resent, and what I think is
wrong, is that we are getting away from
the act of 1946, under which employees
on these commitiees represented both
sides, Republicans and Democrats. No
preference was shown. It was supposed
to be bipartisan. However, under this
language, as I understand it—and I chal-
lenge any one to read it and not come to
this conclusion—the members of the mi-
nority that are appointed on it will owe
allegiance to the majority of the mi-
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nority. Even the ranking Republican on
a committee will not have any say if the
majority of the minority decides against
his wishes.

I repeat, it changes the entire concept
of the act of 1946.

I shall place in the Recorp at this time
a table to indicate what is happening.
The cost of running the Congress has
been on the increase every year, partic-
ularly with respect to the subcommittees.
In the 84th Congress the amount ex-
pended was $4,769,598.02. In the 89th
Congress, it was just double that amount.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
for 1 minute on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator ask unanimous consent?

Mr. ELLENDER. I ask unanimous
consent that I may be permitted to take
another minute from the time allotted
on the next amendment that I intend
to offer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing none, the Senator
may proceed.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I said, the cost
for the subcommittees has grown greatly
from the 84th Congress. The amount of
expenditures has doubled. Now, instead
of trying to remedy the situation, we
are simply making it possible for each
standing committee to have three addi-
tional members appointed. Of course,
it applies to a large number of commit-
tees in the House as well.

We are not trying to cure the evil that
I have been pointing out for the past 15
years. Even though we are increasing
the number of employees for each com-
mittee, the fact remains that next year,
and the year after, the chairmen of the
subcommittees will be able to come be-
fore the Senate, and I am sure with suec-
cess, judging from the past, and con-
tinue to increase this number.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there may be printed in the
Recorp at this point a table showing the
cost of running the subcommittees alone.

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

Summary of committee authorizations and
expenditures for ingquiries and investiga-
tions, 84th through 90th Cong., 1st sess.

Authorized Expended
84th Cong. (1955-56):
Inquiries and investi-
e S N $6, 578, 850, 94 | $4, 530, 074. 67
Routine.... ..o .- 315, 000. 00 239, 523. 35
e R A T 6,803,850.94 | 4,760, 508. 02
85th Cong. (1957-68):
Inquiries and investi-
gatlons__________.____ 7, 058, 780. 14 5, 6046, 275. 34
Routlng... - oeveoaae 320, 000. 00 210, 445. 89
PRl iy s 8,278, 780. 14 | 5,006,721.23
86th Cong. (1950-60):
Inquiries and investi-
gationd. .« ______.__ 10,458, 231,37 | 7,619, 895. 65
Routine_ ... .. ....i. 300, 000. 00 214, 328. 52
b, e el 10,758, 281. 87 | 7,834,222.17
87th Cong. (1061-62):
Inquiries and invest
gatlons.______________ 9,458, 700. 00 | 7,308, 844. 72
Routine..______________ 283, 800. 00 215, 888, 67
Pamari I sat . 9, 742,000.00 | 7,524,733.30
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Summary of committee authorizations and
expenditures for inquiries and investiga-
tions, 84th through 90th Cong., 1st sess.—
Continued

Authorized Expended
88th Cong. (1963-64):
Inquiries and investi-
gationa .. __L..... $9, 802, 933, 00 | §7, 716,828, 20
Routine: - Locei oyl ‘280, 000. 00 202, 089, B5
Potalr il g Ll 10,082, 933. 00 | 7,918, 918, 056
89th Cong. (1965-66):
Inquiries and investi-
gations (total)..__..__.. 12,208, 415. 00 | 1 9, 597, 682. 49
90th Cong., 1st sess..
Inquiries and investi-
gations (projected)
fatal). o o e o 5,806, 000. 00 |o-oceaciseaana
1 Through Dec. 31, 1966.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I

pointed out a while ago that we have now
on the books resolutions that provide for
465 employees in addition to the ones
provided by the act of 1946, at a cost of
$6.5 million.

My time is up, I think.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Oklahoma yield back
his time?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
only wish to say that the Senate itself
can correct the imbalances in staffing if
too many are being hired. The Senator
from Louisiana need make no apology
to anyone for the fight he has made for
economy. The chairmen of the commit-
tees should be interested in cutting down
on so-called part-time employment of
committee professionals provided for by
resolutions. I think it is far better to
have a complete staffing pattern by way
of permanent appropriations, so the
committees will have the benefit of the
knowledge, skill, and understanding of
highly trained professional employees.

This amendment would delete a very
valuable part of the organization pro-
posal by striking out the provision for a
review specialist. Without such a staff
member, we will not have a specialist
who can follow up on legislation that has
already been passed, a function that has
been needed for so long.

I feel that there is an exaggeration of
the problem of over-staffing, particularly
in the Senate, by saying that minority
staff professionals will be placed on every
single committee. I doubf that. I think
that only a few committees will ask for
them, when they feel the need, in justice,
to have an equal opportunity to have staff
help.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
I think the yeas and nays have already
been ordered on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired or been
yielded back.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Are we voting on the
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
vote is on the amendment of the Senator
from Louisiana, as modified.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, MeTcALF in the chair). With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The dquestion is on agreeing to the
amendment (No. 110) of the Senator
from Louisiana. On this question, the
yveas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (after hav-
ing voted in the negative). Mr. Presi-
dent, on this vote I have a pair with my
senior colleague, the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanporpH]. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “nay.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
‘“yea.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpickl, the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. Gruening], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MacNuson], the
Senator from Wyoming, [Mr. McGegl,
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McInTyRE], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. MonpaLE], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Montoyval, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Mogrse]l, and the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. Muvuskie]l are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Bavsu]l, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BRewsTER], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervinl, the
Senator from Indiana [Mr, HaArRTRE],
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Horrings], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lowng], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr, RanporprH], the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SpargmaN], and the
Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. Bayxl, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BRewsTER], the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GrueEniNg], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. HarTel, the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeg]l,
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr, Ervin] is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lowagl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “yea” and
the Senator from Louisiana would vote
unay'”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
Brookel, the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr, CoorErl, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansen]l, and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HatrieLn] are absent
on official business.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Tower] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
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from Massachusetts [Mr. Brooke]l, the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HaANSEN],
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs],
and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 51, as follows:

[No. 50 Leg.]
YEAS—23
Alken Fulbright Bmathers
Byrd, Va. Hil Spong
Cannon Hruska Stennis
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Church Lausche ‘Willlams, N.J.
Curtis McCarthy Williams, Del.
Eastland Pastore Young, Ohio
Ellender Russell
NAYS—b1

Allott Hart Morton

Hayden Moss
Baker Hickenlooper Mundt
Bennett Holland Murphy
Bible Inouye Nelson

Jackson Pearson
Case Jordan, Idaho Pell
Clark Kennedy, Mass. Percy
Cotton Kennedy, N.Y. Prouty
Dirksen Euchel Proxmire
Dodd Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Dominick Mansfield Bcott
Fannin McClellan Smith
Fong McGovern Symington
Gore Metcalf Thurmond
Griffin Miller Tydings
Harris Monroney Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING—26
Bartlett Hansen Mondale
h Hartke Montoya

Brewster Hatfleld Morse
Brooke Hollings Muskie
Burdick Javits Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Long, La. Sparkman
Cooper Magnuson Tower
Ervin McGee Yarborough
Gruening McIntyre

So Mr. Erienper’s amendment (No.
110) was rejected. _

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Ty~
pmvGs in the chair). The bill is open to
further amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 113

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 113.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Beginning on page 64, with line 15, strike
out all through line 13 on page 65.

Renumber succeeding sections according-
1y.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do
not think it will take very long to con-
sider the pending amendment.

The pending bill would provide for an
additional legislative assistant for each
Senator. The funds with which to pay
these legislative assistants are not to
come frora the regular amount allotted
to each Senator for his other employees.

With respect to the State of Louisiana,
which I represent in part, $57,000 is
allotted to each Senator to operate his
office. That is the base amount that I
receive.

I do not care to have everyone do what
I am trying to do, although I am sure
many are, but each year I return to the
Treasury approximately $75,000 which I
could use to operate my office. However,
if I were to use all of it, I would feel like
a burglar because I have no need for it.

The great trouble that I find today
with the operation of the Senate is that
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Senators have too many advisers. They
have too many people telling them what
they ought to do. And I doubt that all
Senators do the job that should be done.

We now have administrative assist-
ants and they are paid for out of the
regular allotment of each Senator. The
base is $8,880, out of the $57,000 base
that I am allotted. There is added to
that from the contingent fund an
amount sufficient to pay each admin-
istrative assistant as much as $24,460.

Mr. President, in addition to that help,
we now propose to add a legislative as-
sistant for each Senator. According to
the committee report, section 321(a) au-
thorizes the employment by each Sena-
tor of a legislative assistant to assist him
in the performance of duties involving
legislation.

I wonder what the administrative as-
sistant does for the Senator? What does
his staff do for him?

Is this person to be employed by a
Senator to look into only legislative
matters? I think we are simply over-
doing it.

The report provides:

The basic compensation of the legislative
assistant may be fixed by the Senator at
a rate not in excess of $8460 per annum.

That is the base.

The report further provides:

The compensation of this employee would
not be chargeable to a Senator’s regular
clerk hire allowance, and no part of the
amount available for the payment of such
compensation could be pald to any other
employee in the Senator's office. Subsection
(b), of section 321 makes a technical amend-
ment to the provisions of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, to make it
clear that the legislative assistant would be
in addition to the other two Senate em-
ployees in a Senator's office whose basic com-
pensation may be fixed at an annual rate
of $8,460.

As I understand the purpose of the
proposed legislation, this legislative as-
sistant will be limited to looking into
legislative matters only, and I am won-
dering where we are going.

As 1 pointed out earlier the cost of
operating the Senate has increased tre-
mendously since the 84th Congress. For
the life of me, I cannot see why each
Senator, irrespective of the size of his
State, should be entitled to a legislative
assistant whose salary could be as much
as $23,244.66. That would mean that
each Senator, whether he needs him or
not, would have the opportunity to ap-
point this legislative assistant, who
evidently would be a specialist in legis-
lation.

Mr., ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
BSenator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. The authority to appoint
a legislative assistant does not disturb
me nearly as much as does the listing of
the base salary of $8,460 a year. Will
the Senator advise us what the real sal-
ary of this person would be?

Mr. ELLENDER. $23,244.66.

Mr. ATKEN. And can the Senator tell
me why, when we read the salaries paid
by the House, the base salary is made
public, I believe, whereas in the Senate
the exalted salary is the one that is al-
ways published, making it appear that
the Senate pays it employees about three
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times as much as the House? What is

~the use of carrying on this deception

against the public any more?

We do not pay legislative assistants
$8,460. We pay them almost three times
that, and the Government takes nearly
half of it for taxes, of course. But that
is a deception on the public which ought
to be eliminated.

Mr. ELLENDER. That has been my
contention all along. I will not say it is
& deception, because each year—in fact,
every 6 months—a publication is issued
by the Secretary of the Senate——

Mr, ATKEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. In which is set forth
the exact amount received for each quar-
ter by a Senator’s employees.

As I pointed out earlier, I employ 12
people in my office. I take out of my
base pay about two-thirds of the base
pay, and then the contingent fund adds
to that, to make the salaries increase
from the base pay of $8,860 to $24,460.

Under the Base Pay Act, you could use
$60, as I recall, of your base pay, and the
contingent fund would put in about $1,-
700 more. So that by taking $60 out of
your base pay, you could hire somebody
who would get $1,800. I do not like that
system, but that is the method we have
been using for quite some time.

As I have said, In my opinion, each
Senator has enough money to properly
operate his office; and for us to add an-
other employee who will be paid $23,244 .-
66 merely to look into the legislative as-
pects of the work of the Senator, I be-
lleve we are simply outdoing ourselves.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator that the Senator from
Florida has had a legislative assistant
in his office for a great many years who
draws pay at the second rate permitted
under the pay scale, which I think is
something like $1,000 under the maxi-
mum. I have understood that many
Senators have followed that same course,
having both an administrative assistant
and a legislative assistant. Does this
mean that we are going to have a second
legislative assistant?

Mr. ELLENDER. It does. And he
will be a real one, because the intention
is that he do nothing but that, and he
will not be paid out of the same funds
as the Senator’s present legislative as-
sistant.

Florida having about 4 million
people——

Mr. HOLLAND. Six million.

Mr. ELLENDER. I presume that in
operating his office, the base pay of the
Senator from Florida is over $60,000, per-
haps §70,000.

Mr. HOLLAND. Whatever it is, not
only are we getting along on it, but also,
we have an administrative assistant and
a legislative assistant, whom I have just
mentioned, and 13 others, and still do
not quite use up our allowance.

Am I correct in my understanding that
this amount, while it is paid out of
another fund—of course, it comes from
the same Government—will not be shown
in the law as added to our allowance for
our office?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator’s
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understanding is correct. It will be paid
out of a separate fund, and the Senator’s
present allowance will not thereby be
affected.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thoroughly agree
with the Senator in his approach on this
amendment, and I expect to support him.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

This is a provision of the bill on which
I believe the committee was unanimous,
to put additional emphasis on the pri-
mary job that we are sent to the Senate
to do, and that is to legislate.

I do not know how many committee
assignments Senators average, but I
would guess that we would average at
least three, and in many cases four,
counting the special, joint, and other
committee efforts.

I do not know how many conflicts other
Members experience each day in com-
mittee meetings, but scarcely a day
passes when I do not have at least one
conflict in getting to one of the subcom-
mittees on appropriations or to subcom-
mittees on commerce or in providing my-
self time to go to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. We all have
these conflicts.

We are sent to the Senate primarily
to legislate. Providing a legislative as-
sistant who could cover a meeting in the
compelled absence of the Senator he rep-
resents, who must be at another commit-
tee meeting, and detail to the Senator
the proceedings of the testimony and the
discussion that took place, would be the
next best arrangement we could institute
to having the Senator himself present.
It will require a man of some ability to
be able to gather and understand the
testimony, to be able to switch back and
forth among several committees, to re-
port to the Senator what occurred, to
bring back the information as to why
the request perhaps for a billion dollars,
$2 billion, or $10 billion additional is nec~
essary, in the appropriations subcommit-
tee or in the authorization committee at
which he was present.

We set this aside as a matter in which
we desired economy. Most of the com-
mittee members and those who testified
before us believe that the job of adminis-
trative assistant is filled well. But we
all know that this man generally must
take care of the multitude of problems
that are waiting to be solved back in the
Senator’s home State, problems which
require some agency or departmental
checkup by someone of high skills and
talents in the office. He must handle
the problems of constituents by the hun-
dreds who ask for guidance in finding
information regarding their economic in-
terests or problems.

The administrative assistant must
handle almost all of the service problems,
and the problems of constituents, upon
which a Senator must render assistance.
If the offices of other Senators are like
mine, this service has been escalating at
a tremendous rate, to the point where an
administrative assistant no longer has
the time to double in brass and become
an expert in legislation and also take
care of the problems which the adminis-
trative assistant was employed to help
the Senator handle. Above all, the ad-
ministrative assistant must followup,
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after he gets the problem, to see that the
agency or the department of Government
involved makes some interpretation on
what this problem is.

For those reasons, I believe that there
is a clear need for the Ilegislative
assistant.

He does not have to be paid $23,244 per
year. At no time has this committee
ever released a figure lower than the
gross figures because we feel, since we
are compelled to act on a basic figure,
we owe it to the public to translate that
into a clear listing of what it is going
to cost.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is speaking
of the Senate.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. AIKEN. I have seen salary figures
emanating from the other body—
whether the House of Representatives
does it as a practice, I do not know—
listing the base pay, which make it ap-
pear that the Senate is paying three
times as much for the same help that
the House of Representatives is paying.

I realize that there are some States
where a Senator needs more money.
Whether he needs 70 or 80 employees
would be another question. However, it
seems to me that it would be a simple
matter to add more money to the amount
available to Senators from States of 3
million to 5 million people or more.

Mr. MONRONEY. We have been
doing that lately.

Mr, AIKEN. I think that would be the
better way to handle the situation.

Mr. MONRONEY. Before the Senator
from Vermont entered the Chamber we
had agreed to an amendment which was
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WirLiamsl, to re-
quest that the Committee on Appropria-
tions work out a schedule that would re-
flect only the actual pay.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Har-
RIS in the chair). The time of the Sena-
tor has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. MONRONEY. We are trying to
work out this matter. Itisnot aseasy as
it would sound. Even though we have
tried to work it out, an answer has not
been found that would treat all Senators
fairly.

Mr. AIKEN. If the House of Repre-
sentatives would do that, it would not
make the Senate look so extravagant.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
know of no Senator who would want to
use this legislative assistant position if
he did not need it. The reason we did
not add it to the general pay was that
we did not feel we wanted to put $23,000
more in the clerical account and have it
used for employees back home, or low
pay salaries for clerks, secretaries, or
stenographers. We wanted to specify
that this was to be used only in the
event that the Senator felt he needed
the services of a legislative assistant who
would report to him on the dozens of
committee matters each month which
the Senator might miss, or to report
to him on hearings, and advise him of
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things that he should know with respect
to legisaltion that is going to come up
which is of vital importance. Since we
are here to legislate primarily, it is
proper to have a man, if we feel we need
him, who ecan supplement the limited
time that we have to inform ourselves
about the legislation we are called upon
to consider.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma has 8 minutes
rem X
Mr. MONRONEY. We are on a limi-
tation of 30 minutes to an amendment.
Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The Senator now
has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr., STENNIS].

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
for yielding to me.

Mr, President, I have not addressed
the Senate, as the Chair knows, in any
way on this bill. In my humble opinion,
and based on my experiences here, there
is not a greater need that the average
Senator has, that the average Senator
needs, than a qualified, competent, per-
manent legislative assistant; a chance to
pay him enough money to get the man
in the first place who is qualified, and
keep him after he gets him. I have had
some good ones but lost them to industry.

The way legislation sails through this
Chamber, without a proper chance, as I
see it, for the average Senator to know
what is in it, is becoming a very serious
matter for the Congress and for the
country.

I voted for the last amendment of the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
a few minutes ago. He is sincere, he is
always alert, and he is the hardest
worker in the Senate. He is an out-
standing chairman of an important,
major committee, and he has all of that
staff at his beck and call. He does an
excellent job as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Public Works of the
Committee on Appropriations. His serv-
ice there is outstanding and he has the
benefit of that staff. However, the aver-
age Senator does not have added staff
members at their call.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Russern] told me a few years ago in
the appropriations bill for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture alone, as I recall the
number, there were 3,100 different line
items that have to be passed on. I am
on that subcommittee. It is impossible
for a member who is on that subcom-
mittee to have personal knowledge of
that many items. He must have a great
deal of assistance and it must be quali-
fied if he is to keep up with the items
affecting his State.

Last year I saw appropriation bills sail
through this Chamber with $4 billlon to
$6 billion in them. They were reported
one night and passed the next morning.
I recall in the case of one bill that was
brought in of about that magnitude, the
report was not filed until the next morn-
ing around 10 or 11 o’clock. There was
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not a scintilla of testimony from the
hearings until just before the bill was
voted on; still it sailed through the
Senate like a kite.

I am on the Committee on Appropria-
tions and I have a chance to know some-
thing about those matters. My legisla-
tive assistant had a long list of items
about which I needed information in
order to protect my State. We need a
highly superior man to do this work.

Sometimes these bills are reported one
night, there is no report available, and
the next morning the bill is passed. That
usually happens near the end of a ses-
sion. Many other bills are passed in the
same way.

I now have more money available than
I am using for the staff, but there have
been times when I did not have enough.
I recall 2 or 3 years ago in my office I
said to one of my secretaries, “It looks
like things are piling up in the office.”
She said, “Senator, we are all just tired
to death, and we have been for almost a
year.” There is no secretary on the Hill
who is superior to her and she was never
a complainer. I have no drones on my
staff, and whenever I have had one they
did not stay long.

Mr. President, I think that this matter
presents one of the gravest problems that
could possibly confront the Senate. The
idea that too many of these people are
employed now, that they do not do any-
thing, and that the Senator would be
better off with less help around him, with
all deference to my friend, is exactly
contrary to my experience over the years;
not only now, but over the years. I think
that the problem is becoming graver
every day. I hope that we retain this
provision.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 2 minutes?

Mr. MONRONEY. Ihad toldthe Sen-
ator from Colorado that I would yield to
him. I have 4 minutes remaining. Is
that correct, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
shall yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. ArrorT] and 1 minute to
the Senator from California [Mr.
MurpPEY].

Mr. MURPHY. I shall be pleased
with whatever time is yielded to me.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 3 minutes
to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish
to say a few words on this matter, and
I say them with this background.

Everyone in the Senate knows that
there is no harder working Senator than
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana. In addition to that, we admire him
for his adherence to principle and his
courage.

However, I have to disagree with him
this aftermoon. I do not exactly like the
way this particular problem has been
brought out in this bill. I had hoped
that they would expand the opportunities
for the employment of specialists in given
areas. This could be done now. It is
rarely done, so that we have more com-
mittee background in given areas and
committee advice, independent advice on
certain phases of legislation. I wish to
give the following example. I serve on
the Subcommittee on Independent Of-
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fices, on which the Senator from Lou-
isiana serves. We have matters coming
before us dealing with space, FAA, or did
have, CAB, all regulatory agencies, hous-
ing, and veterans. We run the whole
gamut on our committees such as HEW
on which the distinguished Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hiir] and I serve. There
is involved there questions of medicine.
I felt, and so testified before the com-
mittee, that what we needed was inde-
pendent expert advice. We needed leg-
islative assistance. They have gone at it
the other way, but I think it is an
improvement.

I rise today because of some of the
things the Senator from Louisiana has
said that have a negative reaction on
some of our problems.

I have 15 people in my office. I do not
think any of them are overpaid. I have
never, at any time, carried on any kind
of business or any remnants of my law
practice in my office.

It is devoted completely, wholly, 100
percent, to the legislative business of the
Senate and the servicing of my constit-
uents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Colorado has ex-
pired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Colo-
rado from the time on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator.

The people in my office—and I believe
this to be true in many offices—work 9
and 10 hours a day—sometimes longer.
The girls in the office, particularly, work
every other Saturday at least a half day,
so that they are putting in more work
than we could get anyone to work in
private employment almost anywhere. I
do not feel that any of my employees are
overpaid in any respect. The point is,
they are doing only one thing. They are
helping me take care of my legislative
business. They are not taking care of
any business outside the Senate, either
for me or for anyone else. They are not
moonlighting. Frankly, I am proud of
my loyal staff. I am proud of their com-
petency.

As I say, I did not quite agree with the
way the committee worked this out. I
think perhaps it would be better to put
this in the form of legislative history.
It could be a part of the budget of each
individual Senator including limitation
as to how the money could be used.

Frankly, I feel that with the expanding
science and technology apparent on
every side of us in this country, with so
few of us in the Senate being educated
along mathematical or scientific lines, we
badly need—I repeat, badly, because it is
costing us hundreds of millions of dol-
lars a year—people on our staffs, and on
committee staffs, on whom we can de-
pend for an independent voice, iIndepen-
dent thought, who can bridge the gap—
soon to become a big gap, an ever-en-
larging gap—between testimony which
comes to us from the scientific commu-
nity. I think, for example, of NASA and
other places, of the gap which exists be-
tween those scientists who appear as
witnesses, and the training which most
Senators have had.
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Thus, Mr. President, while I would
rather have done this another way, I
want to support the distinguished chair-
man of the committee. I think that we
should not agree to the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yvield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Rhode Island on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. PASTORE. I am going to vote
for the amendment, perhaps not for the
same reasons as the Senator from Louisi-
ana, but because I think that the timing
of this provision is very unfortunate.
Here we are, talking in terms of a $135
billion budget—even if the 6 percent
surtax is imposed, we are going to end
up with a deficit in that budget of $8.1
billion, and if we do not impose the 6
percent surtax, the deficit will be over
$13 billion. Furthermore, we are the
one body in Congress which should be
setting an example to the country at a
time when the country is talking in terms
of guns or butter; but what are we doing
in the Senate?

We are going to increase our staffs to
the total of $23,000 a year more for each
Senator.

I say that this is unfortunate, because
the minute this is done for the Senate,
the House will do the same thing and
there will be 435 extra jobs in the House.

Here we are at a very sensitive time
in the fiscal stability of the Nation, when
we are spending $2 billion & month in
Vietnam and do not know what the end
will be; yet we are setting this question-
able example.

I ask the proponents of the reorgani-
zation bill which provides for the extra
jobs: What have we been doing up to
now? What has been the deficiency of
the Senate? I think that we have been
doing a pretty good job. We have done
our work with the existing help we have.
We have no apologies to make. But if
we are to increase the number of our
employees, why do we not do it in the
regular way? Let us do away with all
this hocus-pocus of paying for it out of a
special fund.

The basic argument I make in support
of the amendment is: This is the wrong
time and the wrong place for the Senate
to be inecreasing its help.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I join
with other Senators in my admiration for
the Senator from Louislana. I would
also like to point out, in deference to the
Senator from Rhode Island, that pos-
sibly had the staffs been more able, pre-
viously enacted programs might be work-
ing better and more efficlently. Perhaps,
we might have avoided the precarious fi-
nancial position we find ourselves in to-

day.
I should like to point out that I repre-
sent a State, with a population of 19 mil-
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lion persons, over 1,000 letters come to
my office each day. I have a staff which
completely uses up my budget. I have
had to put people on at my own expense,
in order to get the work done,

I reiterate what has been said by the
distinguished Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Arvorrl, that these youngsters
come in and they work 10, 11, and 12
hours a day. They come in on Satur-
days. They also come in on Sundays, if
necessary. The work is endless.

In all my life—which has been a long
one—I have never seen a more con-
scientious or harder working group than
those who work in my office.

Thus, I assure the Senate that there
would be no wasted money.

Let me suggest that a State as large
as California has many, many problems.
It has air space, yes—lots of it. It has
fisheries. It has lumber. It has mining.
It has the motion picture industry, of
course. The list is endless.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from California has
expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yleld 1 addi-
tional minute to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized
for 1 additional minute.

Mr. MURPHY. It has many military
installations, shipping, and transporta-
tion industries, and a great agriculture
industry.

I can therefore assure the Senate that
the addition of a legislative assistant in
my office would not only increase its
efficiency—and I already have one good
legislative assistant and he works full
time, but the workload is impossible.
There is enough work for another full-
time expert—but I am also quite certain
it would also more than pay for itself
in a short period of time.

If this did not prove to be so, I am
sure that Senators know my reputation
for economy, I would be against the
pending amendment.

In this particular case, I think it is
something which is badly needed. I
know that I would greatly appreciate
having another legislative assistant.
One is clearly needed in my office at this
time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we
talk about eliminating the Teachers
Corps, doing away with rent subsidies,
doing away with other programs affect-
ing the well-being of our people—the
poor and the poverty stricken. We talk
in terms of cutting those things out, yet
we talk in terms of increasing jobs in
our offices.

I say that we are working under a
double standard. We should do unto
others what we do unto ourselves. We
should do to ourselves what we are try-
ing to do to others.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. 1 yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not criticize the point of view of any
Senator. I merely wish to call attention
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to the fact that nearly every Senator has
a legislative assistant. I have had one
ever since I came to the Senate. He
has been paid, as I recall it, something
like $1,000 less per year than the ad-
ministrative assistant; yet I have had
no difficulty in obtaining very able men
for that job.

The pending amendment provides for
an additional legislative assistant. My
feeling on that is this: If we get a second
top level man, that will mean another
clerical worker, too. We cannot do it
any other way.

If any Senator thinks there is room
for 200 additional workers over there in
the two Senate office buildings, he is
mistaken. I think it means that we will
be committing ourselves to the expan-
sion and completion of the New Senate
Office Building right away.

I think this is the wrong thing, at the
wrong time, for the wrong reason, and
is being done in the wrong way. When
the time comes that we need extra as-
sistants, we should put it in a bill so
that everybody will see that we are in-
creasing the allowance of a Senator in
proportion to the size of his State. That
és the proper and appropriate way to

o it.

I shall support this amendment be-
cause I think that otherwise we are
committing ourselves to a long-term and
expansion of the Senate if we ever vote
for the provision in the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes on the bill to the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE].

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, it has
been argued that, because of the com-
plexities of a multitude of issues that
come before us, we Senators need addi-
tional help. If that argument is appli-
cable to each Senator, I submit that it
is also irrefutably applicable to each of
the Members of the House. Each Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives is
confronted with the same multitude of
problems that I am. If I am entitled to
another legislative assistant, it cannot
be argued logically that a Member of
the House is not entitled to cne.

The bill does not provide for a legis-
lative assistant for each Member of the
House; but if each Member of the House
demands it, how can I, or any Member
on this floor, say that an individual in
the House does not need the help, but
he, the individual Member of the Sen-
ate, does need it?

We added an expenditure of $900,000
by voting down the amendment that was
just offered. The pending amendment
will impose a potential cost of 100 times
$23,000—in other words, $2.3 million.
If the House demands what we are giv-
ing to ourselves, it will be 435 times
$23,000, or $10 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr., LAUSCHE. May I have a half
a minute more, please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio be granted 1 minute.

Mr. DIRKSEN. No., I yield 2 min-
utes on the bill to the Senator from Ohio.
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Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator.
I doubly thank him.

Mr. LAUSCHE, It means that we are
already adding to the costs of the fax-
payers about $13 million, and we are not
through.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for 15 seconds?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would like to make
the observation that late last year the
House of Representatives passed legisla-
tion providing each Member of the House
with a legislative assistant.

Mr. LAUSCHE. They asked for an-
other one after we set this great example
of thrift with the taxpayers' money; and
that remark is directed to that side of
the aisle in the main.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 2 minutes on
the bill to the Senator from California.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I mere-
ly wish to say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Ohio that, in the construction
of my State of California, the complexity
of the entire State does not always affect
each Individual Member of the House of
Representatives from my State. For in-
stance, we may have a man who repre-
sents a certain district. The population
for that activity may be increasing, but
the problems involved are nearly the
same. Another man may represent a
district interested in timber. The same
thing takes place there. As Senators,
we must face and answer all the problems
of all the State. Our focus is not only
on a single district.

With regard to the two Senators from
my State, Senator KEvucHEL and myself,
the complexity increases as new indus-
tries come into our State. Ours is not
a regional approach; ours has to be an
overall, complete knowledge.

I am sure the Senator from Ohio will
understand the importance of staff to a
man of my background and experience
coming into this distinguished body. I
have had no legal training and no former
knowledge of the complicated rules and
procedures of this high Chamber. The
Senator will understand the problems
placed on such a man who must answer
on how he votes and how properly to rep-
resent his State.

I assure the Senator that I am for cut-
ting costs. I assure him that I do not
want to spend one unproductive dollar.
But I assure him that, coming from the
No. 1 State of the Union, I would
like to try to represent the people of my
State to the best of my ability. There-
fore, I assure him that everyone em-
ployed in my office, as is now the case,
will be a hard working employee. There
is a crying need for large States, like I
represent, for the additional staff.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Al
time on the amendment has expired.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana (No. 113). On this question, the
veas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick], the Senator from
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Alaska [Mr. Gruewingl, the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
McInTyRE], the Senator from New Mexi-
co [Mr. MonToYal, and the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskie] are absent on of-
ficial business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Bavul, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr, Ervin], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr, Lowng], the Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. RanooLrH],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK-
MAN], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YARBOROUGH] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT] the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Bayna], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrueNing], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. Hartkel, and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLPH]
would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin], is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Louisiana would vote

(lnay-ll
Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.

Brookel, the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr. Coorer], the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansen], and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HaTFIELD] are absent
on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansen] is paired with the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brooke]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Wyoming would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Massachusetts
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 51 Leg.]
YEAS—26
Alken Holland Prouty
Anderson Jordan, N.C. Russell
Bible Jordan, Idaho Smith
Cannon Lausche Talmadge
Church Mansfleld Thurmond
Dirksen McCarthy Williams, Del.
Ellender McClellan Young, N. Dak.
Hickenlooper Miller Young, Ohio
1 Pastore
NAYS—66

Allott Griffin Moss

: Harris Mundt
Bennett Hart Murphy
Boggs Hollings Nelson
Brewster Hruska Pearson
Byrd, Va Inouye Pell
Byrd, W.Va Jackson Percy
Carlson Javits Proxmire

Eennedy, Mass. Riblcoff
Clark Kennedy, N.Y. Scott
Cotton Euchel Smathers
Curtis Long, Mo, Spong
Dodd McGee Stennis
Dominick McGovern Symington
Eastland Metcalf Tower
Fannin Mondale Tydings
Fong Monroney Willlams, N.J.
Fulbright Morse
Morton
NOT VOTING—19

Bartlett Hansen Montoya
Bayh Hartke Muskie
Brooke “Hatfleld Randolph
Burdick Hayden Sparkman
Cooper Long, La. Yarborough
Ervin Magnuson
Gruening MelIntyre
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So Mr. ELLENDER'S amendment (No.
113) was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 117

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendments numbered 117, and
ask that they be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] proposes
amendments, as follows:

On page 114, strike out lines 7 through 21,
and insert the following:

“{e) Each employee of the professional
staff, and each employee of the clerical staff,
of each standing or select committee of the
House of Representatives or the Senate (in-
cluding the majority and minority policy
committees of the Senate, the majority con-
ference of the Senate, and the minority con-
ference of the Senate), and of each joint
committee of the two Houses, shall receive
a per annum (gross) rate of compensation,
constituting his total rate of compensation,
to be fixed by the chairman, which Is not in
excess of $24,460.”

On page 115, beginning in line 9 with the
words “the highest" strike out all through
the word “Code” In line 11, and Insert
“'$24,460",

On page 64, between lines 12 and 13, Insert
the following:

“(g) (1) The paragraph relating to rates of
compensation of employees of committees of
the Senate, contalned in the Legislative Ap-
propriation Act, 1956, as amended (2 U.S.C.
72a~la and 72a note), and Public Law 4,
Eightieth Congress, as amended (2 U.S.C.
T2a~1), are repealed.

*“(2) The paragraph imposing limitations
on basic and gross compensation of officers
and employees of the Senate appearing un-
der the heading ‘SENATE' in the Legislative
Appropriations Act, 1956, as amended (74
Stat, 304; sec. 302(h) of Public Law 89-504),
is amended by inserting before the word
‘law’ the following ‘section 202(e) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 or
other’.”

On page 78, line 4 strike out *“(1)".

On page 78, line 11, strike out “(1)".

On page 85, line 5, strike out “(1)”,

On page 85, line 18, strike out “(1)".

On page 87, line 17, strike out *(1)".

On page 117, line 12, after “section"” insert
“(other than subsections (f) and (g))".

On page 125, line 5, after the second com-
ma, insert “and".

On page 125, beginning in line 6 with the
comma strike through the word “Act” in
line 7.

On page 125, in line 9 before the period,
insert a comma and the following: “except
that section 301(g) shall take effect on the
thirty-first day after the date of enactment
of this Act”.

On page 125, beginning in line 12 with the
second comma, strike out all through line 21,
and insert the following: “sections 471(f)
and 471(g) shall take effect on the first day
of the first pay period which begins after the
date of enactment of this Act.”

On page 125, after line 21, insert the fol-
lowing:

“(4) This section shall take effect on the
date of enactment of this Act.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield him-
self?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Does the Senator request that these
several amendments be considered en
bloc?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mareh: 6, 1967

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

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President,
these amendments would reduce the top
pay for employees of House committees
to $24,460; and give Senate committee
chairmen the authority to pay any em-
ployees of their committees that
amount. It would thus provide equal
authority for House and Senate com-
mittee chairmen, and permit equal pay
for positions of equal responsibility.

At present House committee chairmen
can pay any member or members of
their committee staffs any amount up to
$25,800. Senate committee chairmen
are limited to one aft not more than
$24,460, two at not more than $23,244.686,
three at not more than $22,230.09, four
at not more than $10,479.21,

The restrictions on Senate committee
chairman were imposed by Public Law
4, 80th Congress, and the Legislative Ap-
propriation Act, 1956, all of which con-
flict with section 202(e) of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946. Pub-
lic Law 4 and the conflicting portions of
the Legislative Appropriation Act, 1956,
would be repealed or made inapplicable
by the amendment. The amendment
would also extend section 202(e) to se-
lect and joint committees and Senate
minority and majority policy committees
and Senate majority and minority con-
ferences. All of these, except House se-
lect committees and joint committees
paid other than from the contingent fund
of the Senate, are now covered by the
Legislative Appropriation Act, 1956.

The provisions of this amendment
would be effective beginning with the 31st
day after the date of enactment of
the bill. It would then supersede the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MeTcaLF] which the
Senate adopted yesterday.

Mr. President, judging from the re-
sults of the last two votes, I can see the
futility of having any more record votes.
on the remaining amendments I propose
to offer.

Nevertheless, I am compelled to say
that we should not aggravate the situa-
tion that I have been complaining about
for quite some time, That situation is
one in which the House of Representa-
tives is able to pay its employees a greater
rate of pay than we in the Senate can
pay our employees for the same work,

We are aggravating the situation by
consenting to the pending bill, That bill
would provide for three additional posi-
tions for each standing committee of the
Senate and the House.

In the Senate the top amount that
could be paid to one of these employees
is $23,583.70, whereas in the House for
an employee doing the identical work
the pay would be $25,890.

We would provide, in other words, in
the pending bill for three additional posi-
tions on the standing committees of the
Senate and the House, and the most that
could be paid by the Senate for any one
of these positions is $23,583.70, whereas
the House could pay $25,890 for each of
the three positions.

I think that is unfair. If leads to
pirating. As I stated on the floor of the
Senate last week, it happened in my com-
mittee.
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I was not able under the rules 'to pay-
the same amount as the House -could’

pay for an attorney for the committee.
So an attorney who had been with the
Senate and with the committee of which
I am chairman for a total of about 20
years was able to obtain more money
from the House committee than I was
permitted to pay. What did he do? "He
resigned from my committee so that he
would get $25,890 from the House.

Mr. President, I think pirating is
wrong. My amendment seeks to equalize
the payments and have the same pay on
each side.

My good friend, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. METcALF], had an amend-
ment last week to raise the pay. My
amendment would put the pay at the
same level.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. METCALF. The amendment of
the Senator from Louisiana would lower
the pay fto the Senate level and wipe out
the amendment agreed to last week
which would increase the pay of the Sen-
ate employees to that of the House level?

Mr. ELLENDER. That would be the
effect of it.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator is one which
would strike at comity between the two
Houses. It would raise a problem that
I think we would regret to raise.

Nothing ties the two bodies together
except the good will, spirit of coopera-
tion, and friendship that have existed
down through the decades. We have no
more chance of successfully telling the
House to reduce the pay of its top staff
people in charge of their committees
than I have of telling any Senator how
much he is going to pay a stenographer
or a clerk in his office.

It has been an historic right of the two
Houses to act independently.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Louisiana is a member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and I am sure
he is aware when an appropriations bill
comes over from the House that we do
not have—because of comity between the
two Houses that has existed down
through the years the right to cut the
salaries that the House pays to its staff
people whether they be office, commit-
tee, or other employees.

The Parliamentarians are paid accord-
ing to the level the House sets for them.
Our Parliamentarians are paid at the
level that we set. Our doorkeepers are
paid the sums that we set over here.

‘The House of Representatives does not
attempt to dictate to us, and we do not
dictate to them. Such action would re-
sult in the destruction of the pending bill.

I am familiar enough with House pro-
cedures, having served there for a great
many years, to know that if we were to
send a bill over there cutting the House
salaries, saying we are doing this because
we are going to lower the salaries to
what we think the House should pay,
which is what we pay here, we would
have no bill at all.

I do not think we want to get into
the position of building this clash be-
tween the House and the Senate into a
full head-on collision. We would ac-
complish nothing by such action.
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The House would not even sit down:
. they can pay every employee of a com-

and discuss the matter. i

I feel, for that reason, that agreement
to this amendment would be extremely
dangerous to the relationship existing
between the two Houses. It would ac-
complish nothing because the bill would
not be agreed to. It might result in the
defeat of any legislation for the modern-
ization and reorganization of Congress.

For that reason, I ask that the amend-
ment—which is, I think, ill-conceived in
the light of what the distinguished Sen-~
ator from Montana has accomplished—
be rejected. :

We held out for about 4 years by exam-
ple, hoping that the House would meet
the lower figures we were paying for our
top assistants on our commitiee staff.

The House would not do so. So the
junior Senator from Montana offered his
amendment after a long period of wait-
ing and wishful thinking that they might
readjust. We felt sure they would not,
but our people were compelled, as the
Senator said, to take less pay for the
same work over a great many years.

Our only course, I think, is to accept
this scale, because every Senator knows
that the top staff members of the Senate
can go downtown and work in depart-
ments at higher pay or can be hired by

national trade associations at higher.

pay.

We would be not only stirring up un-
necessary disagreement with the House
on this matter, but we would also run the
risk of losing our top staff people to pri-
vate employment and other employment,
if we were to attempt at this point to roll
back the approximate 5-percent raise in
top salaries that was necessary to bring
the two in line. I ask, therefore, that the
amendment be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
simply want to bring to the attention of
the Senate the import of the Metcalf
amendment.

My amendment, as I said, would bring
the House to the level of the Senate. If
my amendment is rejected, it means that
even under the Metcalf amendment we
do not equalize the figures at all.

As I understand the Metcalf amend-
ment, no effort is made to cut back on
what the House can do. Under the
Metcalf amendment the House can pay
all of its help the top figure of $25,890,
whereas the Metcalf amendment pro-
vides for only two employees at $25,890,
four at $25,100, and three at $23,583.70,
and four at $10,479.20.

It can readily be seen that the Met-

calf amendment will increase the cost
to the Senate but still leave that in-
equity, still leave the House committees
with the capability of being able to pay
all their employees the full $25,890. It
is a wrong that should be corrected, and
the purpose of my amendment is simply
to put the House on the same basis as
the Senate.

I yield.

Mr. METCALF. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield a few minutes to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Montana.

‘Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the
amendment I have submitted is subject
to the inequity that the Senator from
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Liouisiana has presented. In the House,

mittee $25,890. 'They do not. They have
not dbused that privilege.

My amendment attempts to bring
some of the chief staff officers of the Sen-
ate up to the level of the House employ=-
ees, some of the other stafl officers to the
level of the other staff officers in the
House, so that we would have equality.

I do not believe that we should come
into the Chamber and say that we should
be permitted to pay every clerical em-~
ployee $25,000 a year. In the House of
Representatives, 50 employees of the

staff are paid $25,000 or more. Thirty-’

four employees of the staff in the House
receive the maximum amount. TUnder
my statement, we would permit the chief
clerk and the chief counsel and other
members of our staff to receive an equal
amount.

We approached the matter from a
different angle. We said that we would
not go to the Civil Service Commission
and get a GS-19; we would try to apply
own own Senate pay schedule. In
dollars, it comes out the same.

Actually, under my amendment, there
cannot be any more raiding of Senate
committees by the House. Under my
amendment, the morale in the Senate
would be the same as in the House.
There would be a possibility of every
Senate staff employee reaching the top
staff salary, just as any House employee
can reach the top staff salary in the
House.

But if we adopt the amendment of the
Senator from Louisiana, it would mean
that we would cut everybody in the
House back to the Senate level.

I have served in the House, and the
Senator from Oklahoma has served in
the House. We know very well what
will happen there. They will not accept
it. This amendment, if it is adopted, will
not only correct the inequities that the
Senator from Louisiana is speaking of,
but will also kill the bill. It will abso-
lutely kill all the other changes and all
the other improvements that have been
made in the proposed legislation.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois such time as he may
require.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, let me
make two points with respect to the pro-
posed amendment.

I served on the joint committee with
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa in 1945 and 1946. Well, that is a
little over 20 years ago. And we en-
countered the same difficulty then that
is encountered now. ; 4

I remember that in many of the tiffs
that we had with the House, they simply
and politely said, “Well, suppose you go
and fry your own fish, and we’ll fry ours.”
They insisted always that that comity
of relationship between the two bodies be
maintained. They have done that al-
ways in every respect of which I have
any knowledge.

When, for instance, we violated the
rule with respect to appropriations, they
were quick to send a resolution over
here, telling us to mind our own business.
They have done that so far as the con-
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stitutional provision is concerned with
respect to taxes, and we have always
tried to be mindful of those limitations
and considerations, because we have to
maintain a good relationship.

That very philosophy runs through our
own rule book. No Member can get up
on this floor and speak disparagingly of
a House Member without violating the
rules of the Senate; and yet, they would
figure that we were trying to disparage
their privileges and prerogatives if we
tried to tell them what to pay for their
help. It simply is not being done. It
has not been done. And I am just as
confident as I stand on this Senate floor
today that it will not successfully be
done, because the House will just politely
tell us, “Mind your own business.”

8o, rather than fracture this relation-
ship, which has been delicate but has
been preserved rather nicely in all these
years, an amendment of this type should
not be adopted. I think when they took
care of it by the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Montana, that took care of it,
and they lifted the pay so as to be at
parity with that of the House.

There is one other consideration. I
never cease to marvel at the fact that
we can be so meager with respect to our
own help. There can be these emotional
outbursts about the welfare of everybody
and everything. But how does this work
get done in a country where the popula-
tion will reach over 200 million people
before the year 1967 is out? I have been
watching the census figures, and it can
probably be early in the fall when the
United States of America will be a coun-
try of 200 million people or more.

Well, obviously, a staff that would do
in the days of Abraham Lincoln, when
the population certainly did not exceed
32 million, would not do so far as 1967
is concerned. The country grows, the
needs grow, the activities grow, and cer-
tainly the activities of Congress grow.
You have to keep pace, and, in addition,
you have to be able, in a competitive
market, to pay a salary that is reason-
ably comparable.

We adopted the comparability prin-
ciple so far as the Post Office is con-
cerned. We tried to equalize it so that
at the different pay levels they would
be paid for comparable responsibilities
what is paid in industry today. Well,
if we expect to get the kind of talent
that we so richly deserve, to carry on
the business of the legislative branch, we
have to be competitive in the brains mar-
ket. It is just that simple. I think the
wise solution was to bring up the Senate
level and let it go at that.

I make one other point., I remember
that whole series or articles, published
either last year or 2 years ago, written
by the well-known Columnist Roscoe
Drummond, in which he unmercifully
scolded Congress for its failure to ade-
quately staff itself. The executive branch
does not go about it in so restrained and
delicate 2 fashion, When they need
somebody, they get him, and they pay
whatever they have to pay in order to
get that talent.

Well, the situation is no different here.
There are many abstruse problems that
require a high degree of skill and compe-
tence, so let us pay for it, because we
are not going to get them any other way.
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And by all odds, let us not fracture that

relationship that has existed so long and

has been so beautifully balanced between

Ele Senate and the House of Representa-
ves.

This noon I made a little telecast on the
question of electing the President by the
direct popular vote of the people, and it
occurred to me that while we have made
some modest changes, we have followed
that old system for nearly 177 years. It
is a testimony to the viability and robust-
ness of our form of government. In that
scheme of government are these two
branches of Congress, which have to op-
erate together and in tandem, to pass
upon matters of congressional impor-
tance before they are ever inscribed upon
lawbooks of the country.

We cannot afford to ruin or fracture
that relationship, and for that reason I
think that the amendment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana ought
to be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back the remainder of their
time?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time is yielded back. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the ]Sena.bor from Louisiana [Mr, ELLEN-
DER].

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BartLETT], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Burbick], the Sen-
ator from Alaska [Mr, GrRUeENING], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN],
the BSenator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. McINTYRE], the Sena-
tor from New Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYAl,
the Senator from Maine [Mr. MuskiE],
and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
seLL] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr, Bays], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervinl, the
Senator from Indiana [Mr, HarTKE],
the Senator from Loulsiana [Mr. Longl,
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RanporLpH], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr, Spargman], and the Senator from
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr, BarTtLETT], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. Bayu]l, the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GrueNmng], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
poLpH] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the
Senator from Loulsiana [Mr. Lonc]l, If
present and voting the Senator from
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North Carolina would vote “yea,” and
P}le Bsnator from Louisiana would vote

nay.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brookel, the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. Coorerl, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansen] and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HaTrFIELD] are absent
on official business,

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Brooke] and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Han-
sEN] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 14,
nays 66, as follows:

[No. 52 Leg.]
YEAS—14
Byrd, W.Va. Lausche Talmadge
Cannon McClellan Thurmond
Ellender Miller Williams, Del.
Hickenlooper Pastore Young, Ohio
Holland Bmathers
NAYS—G66
Alken Gore Monroney
Allott Griffin Morse
Anderson Harris Morton
Baker Hart Moss
Bennett Hill Mundt
Bible Hollings Murphy
Boggs Hruska Nelson
Brewster Inouye Pearson
Byrd, Va. Jackson Pell
Carlson Javits Percy
Case Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Church Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Clark Kennedy, Mass. Ribicoff
Cotton Eennedy, N.Y. Scott
Curtis Euchel Smith
Dirksen Long, Mo, Spong
Dodd Mansfield Stennis
Dominick McCarthy Symington
Eastland McGee Tower
Fannin MeGovern Tydings
Fong Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Fulbright Mondale Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—20
Bartlett Hansen Montoya
Bayh Hartke Muskie
Brooke Hatfleld Randolph
Burdick Hayden Russell
Cooper Long, La. Sparkman
Ervin Magnuson Yarborough
Gruening MeIntyre

So Mr. ErLrLEnNDErR’S amendment (No.
117) was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 111

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 111 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Beginning on page 15, with line 11, strike
out all up to but not including line 6 on

page 20.
On page 20, line 7, strike “Sgc. 106.” and
insert “Skc. 105.”

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Senate partially voted on this matter a
while ago. I merely wanted to make the
complete record.

This amendment would strike out the
provisions of the bill dealing with legis-
lative. review by standing committees.
It would strike out: First, the provision
authorizing each standing committee to
employ a review specialist, who would
be additional to the number of other pro-
fessional employees authorized by law;

second, the detailed list of review activi- .

ties required of each standing commit-
tee; third, the requirements for an an-
nual report by each committee on its
oversight activities and for transmission
of those reports to various officials; and
fourth, exemption of the Appropriations
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Committee from legislative review re-
quirements.

This amendment would leave the ex-
isting provisions of section 136 of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
which provides for legislative oversight,
exactly as they are today.

All committees today review and study,
on a continuing basis, the application,
operation, administration, and execution
of the laws within their jurisdiction.
When correction or improvement in ad-
ministration is required they may recom-
mend such action as may be necessary
to the Executive or to the Senate. This
type of oversight, which results in real
improvements in the laws and their ad-
ministration, can be handled by the regu-
lar committee staff which works on the
legislation and legislative reports han-
dled by the committee. With this effec-
tive type of oversight, the annual report
would largely be a report on matters
which had already been corrected or
matters which needed no correction.
However, if the committee is required to
make such a report, it would be required
to employ the necessary staff to conduct
the review and make the report.

Furthermore, the Congress has created
the General Accounting Office as its in-
vestigative arm to oversee all agencies
of Government. The General Account-
ing Office is responsible directly to the
Congress for conducting independent re-
views, audits and investigations of pro-
grams, activities and financial transac-
tions of Federal agencies. It is respon-
sible for the rendition of legal decisions
relating to Government fiscal matters;
for developing, reviewing, and evaluating
Federal agency accounting systems; and
for advising and assisting the Congress
and Government agencies on matters re-
lating to public funds. In addition, the
General Accounting Office stands ready
to make any special reviews or investiga-
tions desired by the Congress. Asa mat-
ter of fact, on occasions the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry has
requested certain reviews, all of which
have been highly beneficial. The pro-
posed budget for the General Accounting
Office for 1968 amounts to $52,965,000.
It is authorized a total of 4,600 perma-
nent positions and the average GS salary
is $10,196. With this huge reservoir of
trained and specialized manpower at the
beck and call of the Congress, I can see
little purpose in adding one review
specialist to each standing commitiee.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
this section of the Reorganization Act
has been discussed a great deal during
the course of debate. In order to avoid
any misunderstanding, the cost of this
was $42 million, was it not—that was
the cost of the GAO?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, sir. We are
printing that money. We are adding on
to it.

Mr. MONRONEY, That is a very im-
portant figure because at the present
time there is no organized or general
committee pattern for any one in charge
to follow up in detail the reports made
by the GAO on many departments and
agencies of government which it inspects
and Investigates.

The reports kick around in Congress.
Sometimes, someone will pick them up
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and discuss them and talk about them
on the floor, or introduce legislation to
correct the failures; but there is no
regular committee procedure to deal
with amplifying, or utilizing, or having
this as evidence to correct failures in the
various departments. It is left up to
the legislative requirements, or talks
about normal rules of economy in mat-
ters of this kind.

We feel—and I think the vote was
unanimous in the committee—that one
of the purposes of a legislative review
specialist is to vitalize and make effec-
tive recommendations of the General
Accounting Office. We do not have any-
one to follow through on reports, to call
such matters to the attention of the
committee, to propose changes in leg-
islation as a result of discoveries and
failures reported by the General Ac-
counting Office. Without such a review
specialist, we are not going to have
many corrections, A legislative review
specialist is needed to follow through
and determine whether programs en-
acted by Congress are being carried out
by administrators in accordance with
the intent of Congress. We need some-
one to carefully review these matters
and recommend changes in law, if cer-
tain administrators or certain activities
are not in line with what the committee
or Congress had in mind at the time the
legislation was enacted.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The law as it now is
gives each committee such power; does
it not?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes, the commit-
tee has such power. The purpose of this
provision is to see that it uses the power.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator means
that is to be done simply by employing
more people?

Mr. MONRONEY. By employing a re-
view specialist, by making it mandatory
that he report to the committee, and
check up on information that may have
been provided, to correct the errors
found. The greatest trouble with the
committees is that they never look back
to see what they have done or what has
happened to legislation passed last year;
they are always thinking of legislation
to be passed next year.

For that reason, I think it is essential
that the committees have one man who
can follow up on legislation or inquiries
made by Members of the Congress or
the Senate or committees, so that the
committees can have a real review fune-
tion performed which will require the
full time of the man working in that
position. He could be a man from a
committee’s own staff, who would be
identified as the review specialist, if
there are staff members on that com-
who could do that work and who are
not otherwise too busy with other
committee work. Most of the special-
ists will be selected from members
of the staff, who will be promoted to this
responsible position. I think it is high-
1y important to the committees that they
have such a review specialist looking in-
to programs that cost a great deal of
money.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
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Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana.

The amendment (No. 111) was re-
jected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I call
up my amendment No. 112.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment (No. 112) , as follows:

On page 57, beginning in line 7 with the
comma, strike out all through the word
“advisable” in line 186.

On page 57, beginning in line 19 with the
word “and”, strike out all through the word
“request” in line 232,

On page 58, beginning with the comma at
the end of line 12, strike out all through the
word “selected” in line 18.

Beginning on page 58 with the comma in
line 22, strike out all through the word
“work” in line 4 on page 59.

Beginning on page 59 in line 6 with the
word “and”, strike out all through line 6
on page 60, and insert a perlod, closing quo-
tation marks, and another period.

Redesignate succeeding sections accord-
ingly.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
wish to advise the Senate that there was
quite a discussion of this same matter
earlier in the day. This amendment
would strike out the provision for ap-
pointment to the committee of employees
by a majority of the minority members.

As I pointed out, we are simply chang-
ing the complexion of the act of 1946.
As I see it, from this point on, we will
not have employees on the committees
who will serve the majority of the com-
mittee, but will have appointees by a
majority of the minority who will stand
separate and apart from those appointed
by a majority of the committee.

This amendment would strike out the
provisions for the apppointment of com-
mittee employees by a majority of the
minority members of a committee.

The law now provides for the appoint-
ment of professional staff members
“without regard to political affiliations
and solely on the basis of fitness to per-
form the duties of the office.” Such staff
members are to be ‘“assigned to the
chairman and ranking minority member
of such committee as the committee may
deem advisable.”” The clerical staff
members are “to be attached to the office
of the chairman, to the ranking minority
member, and to the professional staff,
as the committee may deem advisable.”
This rule is completely fair. It provides
equitably for both the majority and mi-
nority, and leaves the committee in com-
plete control of its staff.

The proposed rule, on the other hand,
is manifestly unfair and unwise. It gives
the minority rights that are not possessed
by the majority or even by the whole
committee. It permits the committee’s
business to be controlled in part by a
minority, and concentrates greater au-
thority in minority members as the size
of the minority diminishes.

Let us consider a 15-member commit-
tee consisting of 10 majority members
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and five minority members. A majority
of the majority—six members—have no
authority to appoint a single staff mem-
ber, while a majority of the minority—
three members—can appoint three staff
members. Furthermore, the profession-
al employees appointed by a majority of
the whole committee are to be assigned
to the chairman and ranking minority
member as the committee may deem ad-
visable, while the professional employees
appointed by a majority of the minority
are to be assigned to such committee
business as such minority members deem
advisable. Thus, the three least senior
minority members might have two pro-
fessional employees under their direec-
tion, while nine members of the majority
and one member of the minority would
not be entitled to have any staff mem-
bers under their direction. In addition,
a clerical staff member appointed by a
majority of the minority would handle
committee correspondence and steno-
graphic work for the minority members
of the committee. Majority members
are not accorded a similar right.

In addition, a majority of the commit-
tee could not discharge an unsatisfac-
tory employee hired by a majority of the
minority, no matter how objectionable
he might be.

Committee staff members should be
employed by, work for, and be answer-
able to the committee to which they are
attached.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 1
yvield myself 1 minute.

This is the second half of the amend-
ment that we voted on earlier to elimi-
nate the provision for two staff mem-
bers for the minority when members of
the minority request them on the basis
that they cannot get fair treatment as
the staff exists. I feel it is fair to have
this provision for extra staffing. There
is no use further debating it, because
the amendment, relating to the legisla-
tive review section, was rejected by an
overwhelming majority only a few mo-
ments ago. Therefore, I seek the defeat
of the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
sﬁg;;.or from Louislana yield back his

Mr, ELLENDER. Ido.

Mr. MONRONEY. Ido.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time on the amendment has
been yielded back.

The question is on the amendment of
the Senator from Louisiana.

The amendment (No. 112) was re-
Jjected.

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 114.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the amendment, as follows:

On page 18, line 10, strike the word “shall”
and insert “which during the immediately
preceding calendar year has employed a Re-
view Specialist shall, and each other stand-

ing committee of the Senate and House of
Representatives may,”.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I was
in hopes that the distinguished chair-
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man of the committee would accept this
amendment. It is a very simple one.
It makes reporting optional for com-
mittees not appointing review specialists.
The amendment simply means that if a
committee decides not to appoint a spe-
cialist, it will not be compelled to make
a report on review activities. It would
be made if the committee appointed a
specialist. It is that simple. I hope
my friend from Oklahoma will accept at
least this amendment.

As I understand it, under the bill it
is optional whether the committee ap-
points a specialist. Under the amend-
ment, if it appoints a specialist, then it
will have to file a report of its review
activities. The specialist will have to
make a final report. If a committee de-
cides not to appoint a specialist and de-
cides to act as it has done heretofore,
it will have the privilege of so doing.

The salary of a review specialist and
such clerical assistance as he might need
would probably approximate $30,000 per
year per committee, or $1,080,000 for 36
standing committees. In addition, the
chairman, ranking minority member,
the committee as a whole, and other
staff personnel would undoubtedly be
required to devote considerable time to
supervision and assistance in the work
of the review specialist, increasing the
cost by a further considerable amount,
not counting the cost of reports, mate-
rials, and additional work on the part of
the executive which would be generated
by the review specialist.

All committees today review and study,
on a continuing basis, the application,
operation, administration, and execution
of the laws within their jurisdiction.
When correction or improvement in ad-
ministration is required they may recom-
mend such action as may be necessary
to the executive or to the Senate. This
type of oversight, which results in real
improvements in the laws and their ad-
ministration, can be handled by the reg-
ular committee staff which works on the
legislation and legislative reports han-
dled by the committee. With this effec-
tive type of oversight, the annual report
would largely be a report on matters
which had already been corrected or
matters which needed no correction.
However, if the committee is required to
make such a report, it would be required
to employ the necessary staff to conduct
the review and make the report.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
regret that I must oppose the amend-
ment, As the Senator has said, the
employment of a review specialist is
optional, and who is appointed is optional
with the committee. We did it on the
same basis that the Senator referred to;
namely, that this function can be per-
formed by a committee’s present staff.
But if a member of the staff can perform
the function of the review specialist by
being assigned from his present position,
that does not and should not relieve the
requirement of a report which the entire
Senate is entitled to from any one of the
committees, whether it be the Commerce
Committee, the Banking and Currency
Committee, or any other committee.
The Members of the whole Senate are
entitled to a report as to what the com-
mittee believes has been done with re-
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spect to the operation of legislation
which has passed under its jurisdiction.
It is the only way we can check on it.
It is the only way to have a better
function. It is an inexpensive way to
require the bureaus and agencies to ex-
plain whether legislation is being ad-
ministered within the perimeters and
aims and objectives that Congress had
in mind when the legislation was
enacted.

So even if the committees have per-
sons on their staffs whom they feel
they want to serve as review specialists,
this fact should not relieve them from
reports giving details of legislation over
which committees have had jurisdiction.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do
not want to change the present law to
force a committee to file an unnecessary
report. If a committee sees fit to re-
view past legislation at length and has
a reason for it, leave it to the commit-
tee. If this amendment is not adopted,
it means that each committee will be
compelled to employ a specialist. I know
what is going to happen. What I am
proposing to do is to leave the law as
it now stands. If the committee thinks
it is necessary to make an annual report,
it can now do so. However, if a com=-
mittee hires a review specialist then it
should be compelled to file a report on
review activities.

We have done it for my committee
every year. I do not see why we should
impose on committees and more or less
force them to employ specialists by fore-
ing them to make the reports.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ELLENDER. Iyield.

Mr. AIKEN. Iask the chairman of the
committee if he knows of any instances
when this privilege of providing for a re-
view or not has been abused by any Sen-
ate committee,

Mr. MONRONEY. Isthe Senator’sin-
quiry addressed to me, or to the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry?

Mr. AIKEN. I ask the Senator from
Oklahoma, on this compulsory feature
of the provision, have there been abuses
on the part of Senate committees?

Mr. MONRONEY, There has been
very little action or operation of the legis-
lative oversight function. It was written
into the act 20 years ago, and there has
been almost a negative response through-
out the House and the Senate.

It was to bring that 20-year-old pro-
vision more closely into line that this re-
view specialist procedure was instituted.
We feel that it will do a great deal toward
formalizing and regularizing the function
of reporting how the laws passed last
year or the year before have been found
to operate by the committee generating
the legislation, and whether or not it is
meeting the objectives the Senate had in
mind

Mr. ATKEN. Isitthe contention of the
Senator from Oklahoma that the failure
of Senate committees to take advantage
of this review privilege provided in the
LaFollette-Monroney Act——

Mr. MONRONEY. Actually, it was not
intended to be a privilege. It was a di-
rection which the committees should
have followed.

Mr, AIKEN.. It is the Senator’'s con-
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tention that the failure of the commit-
tees to follow through on this privilege,
or duty, if the Senator wishes to call it
that, is in itself a failure on the part of
our committees.

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe this is the
one important reason we have gone to
recommending a review specialist, be-
cause that man will have this as his
principal duty, to collect the information
from the General Accounting Office re-
ports and other sources, together with
complaints, perhaps, from outside
sources, or from the industry that may be
affected, and call the matter to the at-
tention of the committee having jurisdic-
tion.

Mr, AIKEN. What do we do when a
review has been made and submifted to
the members of the committee? Do the
members of the committee then read,
analyze, and digest the review, or is there
something in this bill which will permit
them to hire other staff members to
read, analyze, and digest the review?
Is there any end to it?

Mr. MONRONEY. I would say that
committee members, once they have the
reports of the staffs, would then be
ready to issue that report to the Senate
for action, or have it printed in the
CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD or as a separate
document.

Mr, AIKEN. Is the Senator from
Oklahoma reasonably sure that all mem-
bers of committees would read the re-
views?

Mr, MONRONEY. I believe it would
be read, and would be helpful. I am not
saying that all 100 Senators would read
it. I am saying that many beyond the
scope of the committee would read it.
Certainly the Appropriations Committee
should read it.

Mr. AIKEN. I can tell the Senator
one thing: If the review related to trans-
ferring the functions of the Department
of Agriculture to an urban committee,
the Senator from Vermont would cer-
tainly read it.

Mr. MONRONEY. I think that it
would serve to add to the information
that Congress otherwise obtains on the
workings of the legislation it has passed.
I believe that it is an important item, an
important detail that we are not carry-
ing out, and the committee feels that by
the employment of this mechanism, the
information can be reported and made
available to Congress, to help to call at-
tention to what Congress had in mind
at the time the Act was passed and
turned over to the executive depart-
ments for administration,

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
ylelds time?

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Vermont hits the nail on
the head when he states that these re-
views will not be read by too many
Senators.

If my amendment were adopted, it
would simply mean that the committees
would keep on reporting as they have
in the past, and only if they appoint a
specialist would they be required to make
this type of report. If the amendment
is not adopted, it means we are forcing
the committees to make these reports,
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and of course, if the reports must be
made, they are going to employ a special-
ist, and probably four or five or six
clericals to assist him.

In other words, we are simply giving
ourselves more and more work. I
should not be a bit surprised, as I heard
a Senator state a while ago, if we would
be required not only to complete the
New Senate Office Building, but build
a new and separate additional one. All
of this means a great deal more work
for the Senate, and more work means
more employees. I am trying to prevent
that if I can.

Mr. President, I do not see why an
amendment of this kind is not accept-
able. I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
thing Congress needs most in its work
and effort is brief, well-chosen, well-or-
ganized, concise information on the job
being done downiown. We can save
millions of dollars by spending a very few
dollars in organizing for adequate re-
view, properly prepared and presented,
by a committee.

I think this is an important part of
the bill, and I ask for a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield back the remainder of
his time?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment (No.
114) of the Senator from Louisiana
[putting the question].

The nays appear to have it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I ask
for a division.

%:r. MONRONEY. I ask for a rolleall
vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick]l, the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GruenNmng], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HavypEN], the Senator
from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. MacNUsoN],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McInTYRE], the Senator from New Mexi-
co [Mr. MonToyval, the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskiel, and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Bayu], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HArRTKE], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. Horrings],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone],
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RawporprH], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr, SpargMaN], and the Senator from
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTrLETT], and the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Bava] would each vote
una.y'n

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the
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Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY].
If present and voting, the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “yea” and
the Senator from New York would vote
um_n

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GRUENING] is paired with the Sena-
tor from West Virginia [Mr. RaNpoLPH].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from West Virginia would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr, Long] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. Hartgel. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Louisiana would vote “yea’” and the Sen-
abtor from Indiana would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brookel, the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. Coorer], the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansenl, and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HaTFIELD] are absent
on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Brookel, and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HaN=-
sEN] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 53 Leg.]
YEAS—23
Aiken Hickenlooper Smathers
Byrd, Va. Hill Smith
Carlson Holland Talmadge
Church Jordan, N.C. Thurmond
Curtis Lausche Tower
Eastland MeCarthy Willlams, N.J
Ellender Miller Williams, Del.
Fulbright Pearson
NAYS—b5
Allott Harris Moss
Anderson Hart Mundt
Baker Hruska Murphy
Bennett Inouye Nelson
Bible Jackson Pastore
Boggs Javits Pell
Brewster Jordan, Idaho Percy
Byrd, W.Va Eennedy, Mass. Prouty
Cannon Kuchel Proxmire
Case Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Clark Mansfield Scott
Cotton MeClellan Spong
Dirksen McGee Stennis
Dodd McGovern Symington
Dominick Metcalf Tydings
Fannin Mondale Young, N. Dak
Fong Monroney Young, Ohio
Gore Morse
Griffin Morton
NOT VOTING—22
Bartlett Hartke Montoya
Bayh Hatfleld Muskie
Brooke Hayden Randolph
Burdick Hollings Russell
Cooper Kennedy, NY. Sparkman
Ervin Long, La. Yarborough
Gruening Magnuson
McIntyre

So Mr. ErrLenpEr’s amendment (No,

114) was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 118

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
distinguished Senator from Delaware
[Mr, WiLriams] be added as a cosponsor
to my amendment No. 119.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 119.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read, as
follows:

On page 118, between lines 7 and 8, insert
the following:
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“PART 7—MISCELLANEOUS

“Stationery Allowances of Senators and
Representatives

“Sec. 481, (a) The paragraph under the
heading ‘Stationery (revolving fund)’ in the
appropriations for the Senate in title IV of
the Foreign Aid and Related Agencles Ap-
propriation Act, 1964 (77 Stat. 864; 2 U.S.C.
46a), is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following: “The allowance for sta-
tionery shall hereafter be available only for
(1) purchases made through the Senate sta-
tlonery room of stationery and other office
supplies for use for official business, and (2)
reimbursement upon presentation, within
thirty days after the close of the fiscal year
for which the allowance 1is provided, of
receipted invoices for purchases elsewhere
of stationery and other office supplies (ex-
cluding items not ordinarily avallable in the
Senate stationery room) for use for official
business in an office maintained by a Senator
in his home State. Any part of the allowance
for statlonery which remains unobligated at
the end of any fiscal year shall be withdrawn
from the revolving fund established by the
Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1957
(71 Stat. 188; 2 U.S.C, 46a-1), and covered
into the general fund of the Treasury.’

“(b) The stationery allowance, as au-
thorized by law, for each Member of the
House of Representatives and each Resident
Commissioner shall hereafter be available
only for (1) purchases made through the
House stationery room of stationery and
other office supplies for use for official busi-
ness, and (2) reimbursement upon presenta-
tion, within thirty days after the closec of the
sesslon for which the allowance is provided,
of receipted invoices for purchases elsewhere
of stationery and other office supplies (ex-
cluding items not ordinarily available in the
House stationery room) for use for official
business in an office maintained by a Mem-
ber in his home State. Any part of the
stationery allowance which remains un-
obligated at the end of the session for which
it is available shall be withdrawn from the
revolving fund established by the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1948 (61 Stat.
366, 2 US.C. 46b-1), and covered into the
general fund of the Treasury.”

On page 125, after line 21, add the follow-
ing:

“(4) Section 481(a) shall take effect with
respect to the stationery allowance for the
first fiscal year beginning after the date of
enactment of this Act. Section 481(b) shall
take effect with respect to the stationery
allowance for the first sesslon of Congress
beginning after the date of enactment of this
Act.”

On page 4, in the table of contents, below
the description of section 471, insert the fol-
lowing:

PART 7—MISCELLANEOUS
“Sec, 481. Statlonery Allowances of Senators
and Representatives.”

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I re-
gret that the last amendment offered by
me was rejected. As I recall, about 18
Senators were present during the debate.
The amendment was really adopted by
standing vote. The Senators who were
present in the Chamber and heard the
debate were convinced, but then the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma requested a rollcall,
and it was then rejected. I have three
more amendments to offer, but I am not
going to offer them. It would be use-
less. This will be the last one.

This amendment is No. 119. It would
provide that the stationery allowances
for Members of the House and Senate
be used only for stationery and office
supplies, and that any part not so used
be returned to the Treasury. It is the
same in substance as the amendment
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which was offered by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams] on July 28,
1966, to H.R. 15456, 89th Congress, the
current Legislative Appropriation Act,
and which was adopted by the Senate
by a vote of 56 to 25. The Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrRONEY] was one of
those who voted for it. However, it was
omitted in conference.

As Senators know, each year we are
allowed so much for telephone expense,
so much for telegraph expense, and that
part which is not used goes back to the
Treasury. Each Senator gets so much
for stationery, and the part unused
should go to the Treasury. Buf in many
cases it does not.

If the Government makes an allow-
ance of $2,400 for stationery, that money
should be used by the Senators and the
House Members for stationery; and if
they do not use the money for that pur-
pose, they should not be permitted to
withdraw it and keep it as income. We
have raised the salaries of Senators two
or three times since I have become a
Senator, and it strikes me that the way
to do it is to do it openly. If Represent-
atives and Senators need additional
pay, let us be honest and give it to them.
But whenever we make available to Sen-
ators and to Members of the House a
certain specified amount for stationery,
they should not pocket that money if
they do not use it to buy stationery.

That is all this amendment would do.
It would not cut the stationery allowance
at all. I would not want to do that. I
understand that some Senators spend
more than the amount allowed. I would
have no objection to raising the amount.
But whatever amount we raise it to, the
portion not used by the Senator or the
Representative should go back to the
Treasury.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld for a question?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MORTON. Under the terms of
the Senator’s amendment, if a Senator
should purchase from private sources,
stationery or other supplies necessary for
the operation of his office, this would not
apply?

Mr. ELLENDER. No. It is not sup-
posed to, unless it is used by the Senator
for official business in an office main-
tained by him in his home State.

Mr. MORTON. In other words, if I
get $2,400 and I say that I am going to
spend $1,000 of it in New Orleans at a
printing shop and I am going to spend
the rest at the stationery store of the
Senate——

Mr. ELLENDER. Well, if the sta-
tionery is used in the office of the Sena-
tor in Washington it has to be obtained
from the Senate stationery room. If it
is to be used in his home State it may be
purchased elsewhere. In either case it
must be used for official business.

Mr. MORTON. That is what I mean.
It must be used for my business as a U.S.
Senator.

Mr., ELLENDER. That is right, for
official business.

Mr. MORTON. And anything that
remains I must return, as I do with my
telephone expense?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator Iis
correct.
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Mr. MORTON. I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
New Hampshire complains—I do not
blame him—that the amount allotted
now is not sufficient. Well, if it is not
sufficient, let us give him more. And if
he does not use all that is allotted to him,
let him give the money back to the
Treasury and not pocket it.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? He mentioned my name.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thought I would
answer the Senator’s question before he
asked it.

Mr. COTTON. The Senator from
Louisiana answered it by talking about
my putting money in my pocket. Will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
tion, if it is not too long, because I have
only 15 minutes.

Will the Senator from Oklahoma yield
some time?

Mr. ‘MONRONEY. I yield to the
Senator from New Hampshire such time
as he may require.

Mr. COTTON. I simply wish to bring
up what the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has brought up before on the floor
of the Senate. I believe that other
Senators are in a similar situation,
although perhaps not to the same degree.

Up until World War II, in addition to
the stationery allowance, each Senator
could draw envelopes and offset printing
paper which was used for the newsletters
and reports which most Senators, and I
believe many Representatives, send back
to their States.

In the interest of conserving paper
during World War II, instead of allow-
ing each Senator an unlimited amount—
it was only for his use—this was cut
back so that each Senator was allowed
10,000 sheets and 10,000 envelopes a
month. For some reason or other, after
the war was over, this arrangement was
not changed.

In the case of the Senator from New
Hampshire, for many years he has main-
tained a mailing list of a little over
100,000 addresses in his State. Getting
the mailing list, which he pays for him-
self, is expense enough. But he sends
two mailings, two newsletters, each
month, to over 100,000 addresses. Those
newsletters cannot be political for him-
self, because they are checked by the
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate. They
are reports of what takes place in the
Senate and are a legitimate use of the
frank and a legitimate use of the paper.
But by the second month of each fiscal
year, this Senator has exhausted his en-
tire stationery alowance, and from then
on he has to put in from $500 to $700 a
month out of his own pocket, in order
to maintain this service to his constitu-
ents.

I made the complaint several years
in succession, and the good minority
leader took up the cudgels for me. He
came back all smiles and said, “NoRris,
I've succeeded in winning your ecase.”
When I was a lawyer and I told some-
one I had won their case, they said,
“What have you done?”

The minority leader said, “I've got
you 15,000 sheets Instead of 10,000. Each
Senator may have these each month.”
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Fifteen thousand sheets and envelopes,
when you are sending out 230,000 each
month, is not enough.

Of course, I can be very generous
about this, because I have never been
able to draw a cent out of the stationery
allowance in all the years I have been
in the Senate. I have needed the paper.

If you are going to provide that only
the stationery allowance that is actually
used in official duties as a Senator shall
be permitted, and there shall be no re-
funds, then I believe that coupled with
it in this bill should be a provision—I
do not ask for an unlimited amount—
to allow 50,000, if it is so desired, or
60,000 sheets of offset printing paper and
envelopes for the use of Senators. I
am willing to pay my share if I am
sending more than other Senators are
sending—more than this amount.

In other words, let us go both ways.
I am perfectly willing to have the sta-
tionery allowance revert, but if we are
going to do that, I think that some-
thing should be done about this need
which is, in some cases—and certainly
in my case for I am not a man of per-
sonal means—very costly and a real
hardship.

Mr. President, I wanted to get that
plea in. I have made it every year for
12 years. As I have said, I did at one
time succeed in getting 5,000 sheets and
5,000 envelopes.

> of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, as a cosponsor with the Sen-
ator from Louisiana I join in support-
ing this amendment.

The amendment would not in any
way change the existing law as to the
stationery allowance of Senators. It
would not restrict or expand the right
of a Senator to use his stationery allow-
ance.

I appreciate the problem of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, but if that
is to be dealt with we should increase
the amount of that type of paper and
get an allowance in that category.

The pending amendment merely pro-
vides that if there are any funds left
over, to the extent that any moneys are
not spent for stationery, those moneys
revert to the Treasury. Why should
they not revert to the Treasury? We
have passed laws providing that the
businessman must account for his ex-
pense allowance; otherwise it is not al-
lowable as a deduction on his income
tax return.

This amendment provides that Mem-
bers of Congress would not be able to
pocket a profit on the stationery ex-
pense account for operating their of-
fices. I have supported this measure
each time there has been a question of
increasing the amount. I know that for
some of the larger States the amount
is not adequate. I would support what-
ever amount is necessary to pay for the
legitimate operation of a Senator’s office
for official stationery use. That should
be paid, but at the same time if there
is $1 left over it should be handled in
the same manner as we now handle the
allowance for Western Union, tele-
phones, and other allowances whereby if
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the amount is not spent it automati-
cally reverts to the Treasury. That is
all that is involved in this amendment.
Unexpended funds would revert to the
Treasury.

Mr. President, I had an experience
several years ago in this connection, in
which I had not used all of the allow-
ance. This had been going on for 4 or 5
years. The Treasury Department ruled
that I would have to pay taxes on that
amount even though I had not collected
a refund. They said that it was there
for me and therefore it was taxable.
That matter was straightened out, and
the ruling was withdrawn. The Comp-
troller General ruled in that case that
not only would a Member not have to
take the unexpended funds but also that
he had no right to take it unless it was
needed to pay for stationery used to con-
duct official duties of his office.

Mr. President, the amendment should
be adopted. I hope that the Senator
from Oklahoma is willing to accept the
amendment. If not I would ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
shall take only a moment on this amend-
ment because the amendment involves
the same principle that we had a while
ago in trying to set salaries for the top
legislative assistants for the House of
Representatives. The same principle
applies, in that we have no right under
traditional and long adopted comity be-
tween the two Houses to fix the allow-
ance of or decide what the House of
Representatives shall pay for its station-
ery or the requirements under which it
will be done.

I have voted in the past to eliminate
any refunding of the stationery allow-
ance, as far as Senators are concerned.

When we took a proposal that was
almost identical to this proposal to con-
ference a couple of years ago, the House
of Representatives adamantly refused
and broke up the conference under the
threat that they would not submit to any
deductions by the Senate on their sta-
tionery account.

I am afraid, again, that we would
endanger the bill by including in it a
limitation on the House stationery ac-
count, because this matter must be re-
solved by sitting down and working it
out. We have provided in the bill for a
joint committee on congressional opera-
tion, and I would hope that we can begin
to sit down and arrive at some standard-
ized amounts by joint agreement.

I know from past experience the
adamant feeling that the House of Rep-
resentatives has in connection with any
attempt by the Senate to limit this ac-
count in the House of Representatives.
They are sovereign in their right to run
their side of the Capitol, and for that
reason it would be a mistake to pass any
legislation to include a limitation on
expenditures over which the House, for
a long period of time, has had the right
to make its own decision ir this matter.

Therefore, I cannot agree with the
amendment, although I would agree to
all provisions provided for in connection
with the Senate. However, I do not feel
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that we would foster a reorganization or
have any hope of getting a bill through
Congress which contains a limitation,
such as this does, in connection with the
House of Representatives in connection
with how they shall handle the matter
of their stationery account.

I want to make it clear that I am not
speaking in opposition to the merit of
the Senator’s proposal but only to the
form in which it is presented: that is, as
gﬁl amendment to this reorganization

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield such time
as the Senator from Florida requires.

Mr. HOLLAND. I agree with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma that
we have no business putting this amend-
ment on the bill. It presents to those
in conference the possibility of no bill at
all in this sincere effort to reorganize the
Congress.

However, I go further than the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma does, because I think
this amendment, as drawn, does not cov-
er the real purposes now existing for
which the stationery account is granted,
In the beginning, years ago, when sta-
tionery accounts were granted, as such,
cbviously they were of limited effect be-
cause in those days practically the full
communication between Members of the
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, and their constituents, was
through correspondence.

The real purpose of this provision in
the law was and is to allow for the cost
of communication between Members of
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives and their constituents back home.

I fully agree with the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Corron] that those
who use newsletters, as he has for g
long time, are certainly within the pro-
visions of this law, because that is the
method that they have adopted for com-
munication with their constituents.

The Senator from Florida has used
that method for many years and he
agrees entirely with his friend from New
Hampshire. But he goes further than
that. Many Senators, instead of rely-
ing upon newsletters, rely upon radio
communications. In the case of the Sen-
ator from Florida, the last time he used
radio communications they were car-
ried, as a matter of public service, by
over 80 radio stations in his State, but
the cost of preparing the radio tapes was
very considerable. The cost of mailing
the radio tapes was very heavy. Later,
some of us have gone into the use of
television in the same way. The cost
of the making of the television films and
the mailing of them is heavier than is
the cost of radio transeriptions.

So we have improved our methods of
communication but I do not think that
we have changed at all the original prin-
ciple that this allowance is to enable the
Senator or Representative to communi-
cate with his people, to give them the
benefit of information as to what he is
doing, and what Congress is doing that
affects them vitally in their business and
otherwise.

Of course, many of us through the
years have decided that one of the means
of communication is through the pur-
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chase of daily newspapers in our States.
In the case of the Senator from Florida,
he believes that he buys most of the daily
papers in his State—perhaps not all,
but certainly most of them, as anyone
can see who comes into my office, be-
cause they are kept there and are ex-
amined as they come through as to edi-
torial comment, favorable or otherwise,
relating to what I am doing, and fo en-
able me to make appropriate responses,
or to see how contributors to “Letters to
the Editor” columns feel on certain sub-
jeets and what is going on in the State
which demands my attention.

I know that other Senators have spent
large sums on this method of communi-
cation, to make sure that their people
receive the information which they say
they want, either through the editorials,
or contributors of letters printed in the
paper, or otherwise.

I would be very happy to vote for this
measure if it applied only to the Senate,
and if it included all of these methods of
communication between ourselves and
our constituents, because all are for the
same purpose and are of the same pat-
tern. Long, long ago, when this meas-
ure was first enacted, it was called a sta-
tionery allowance which does not affect
at all the fact that the real purpose of
the allowance was to enable Members of
Congress to communicate with their peo-
ple back home.

Thus, I would not vote for this meas-
ure in the form in which it is presently
drafted, even if it applied only to the
Senate, not because I want a dime out of
any unexpended balance or because
think any other Senator or House Mem-
ber, wants to make any profit of any sort,
but because it is not drawn up in a form
which includes the actual purpose of the
allowance to Members of Congress for
funds to help them to communicate with
the people back home, or elsewhere,
either, because we represent the whole
Nation, who want to know about our
points of view and who write us request-
ing the reasons for our actions, or re-
questing our expressions, or requesting
help of one kind or another.

Thus, the Senator from Florida would
not vote for this matter even if it were
reduced to a form where it covered only
the Senate’s so-called stationery funds.

Of course, I agree completely with the
distinguished Senator handling the bill,
that to put it in the bill in the form now
presented would be an exercise in futil-
ity, because we know that the House
would not aceept it, that they would take
it as an effort to control their actions by
the Senate in dealing with their own sta-
tionery fund, which is set up in accord-
ance with thelr own desires.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I believe I have 6 minutes re-
maining; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware has 7 minutes
remaining.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Chair. I yleld myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for

3 minutes.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I want to point out that this
same amendment was offered several
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years ago as applying only to the Senate.
At that time the argument was made—
most effectively and successfully to de-
feat it—on the basis that it was not fair
to single out the Senate but that if we
were going fo change the rules we should
change them for both the House and the
Senate.

Today the amendment as offered is
applicable to both the House and the
Senate and is offered to a bill which re-
organizes both House and Senate.

The amendment would not, in one iota,
attempt to tell the House of Repre-
sentatives how much it should allow for
stationery. It would not increase or de-
crease the amount in any present or
future figure.

Under the amendment the House
could increase its allowances in the years
to come if it thought it necessary. The
House could do this without even asking
the Senate. The Senate could do like-
wise. This amendment would not ex-
pand or reduce the stationery allowance.
The items covered by this allowance are
not changed one iota from that which is
now permissible under the law.

All the amendment would do is accept
the stationery allowance as fixed by the
House and Senate at whatever figure
they wish and then say that to the extent
that there is any left over and not spent
for the purpose outlined under the rules
of the Senate or the House, it would au-
tomatically go back to the Treasury De-
partment.

Why should it not? Why should any
Member of Congress be permitted, under
any circumstances, to put a part of the
stationery allowance into his pocket to
defray his campaign expenses or any
other kind of living expense which may
not be listed and provided for under the
rules of either the House or Senate?

I repeat, all the amendment would do,
without changing in any way at all the
rules of either the House or Senate,
would be merely to state that if a House
Member or a Senator does not spend all
of the money for the purpose for which
it is appropriated it will revert to the
Treasury Department, as is true in every
other: expense allowance of the Senate.

I think the amendment should be
adopted, and unanimously.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time, but first I wish to reiterate
that when we start fixing the means of
repayment for an allowance made for
Members of the House by the House of
Representatives, we will be getting into
very deep water, We have worked for a
longer period of time on this bill than on
any bill that I can remember. We have
considered in the neighborhood of 100
amendments. Here we are on the last
day, apparently, and we want to set a
time fuse which could blow us right out
of the water.

It has been my experience with the
House of Representatives in dealing with
an appropriation which would attempt to
restrict, by Senate dictation, any House
action in the way the House would like
to handle its own financial affairs, that
we will be accused of absorbing and as-
suming control over that body, which
justly claims to be coequal. I believe
that is would be a great mistake to in-
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clude them in our individual amend-
ments, and I ask that the pending
amendment be rejected.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield for a very
quick question on that point?

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I will be happy to yield time
to the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield myself 3
minutes from the time on the bill in
order to yield to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let the Senator
from Delaware yield the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have
the recollection that we had a similar
situation in regard to the privilege of the
so-called bulk mail.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct.

Mr, COTTON. The Senate did not
permit itself that privilege and cut it
out of the bill. The House retained the
privilege. When the conference commit-
tee met, the House kept that privilege,
but the Senate did not.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. COTTON. Is there anything to
prevent the same thing from happening
in this case?

Mr. MONRONEY. Not at all, because
we had that case—and one parallel—
where we attempted to control the House
in the matter of handling its own sta-
tionery account, and we were thrown out
of the conference the first day. The
House would not accept the limitation,
not even on an appropriation bill for all
legislative affairs. )

They were unwilling to accept any
limitation whatsoever.

Mr. COTTON. My point is we should
go ahead and adopt the amendment. I
have always felt disposed to support
such a measure. When the conference
committee meets, we can give up that
privilege easily enough and the House
can retain it.

Mr. MONRONEY. But they will not
agree to accept an amendment, in my
opinion, that would deal with their
method of handling anything. They
just will not consider it in conference.

Mr. COTTON. My point is that they
could reject it in conference.

Mr, MONRONEY., They did.

Mr. COTTON. In the case of the bulk
mail, we offered a compromise which
permitted the House to govern and re-
strain its use of money. It would not
affect them. The conference committee
agreed to it. That is what happened in
that case, was it not?

Mr. MONRONEY. But an exactly
parallel case on this matter is that they
would not consider the bill at all, as long
as that was in the bill. It had to be
stricken out completely before they
would go forward with the conference.
That is exactly the point.

Mr. COTTON. It could be stricken
out——

Mr, MONRONEY. I do not think the
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House would permit it as part of the
amendment.

Mr. COTTON. What is to prevent our
trying it?

Mr. MONRONEY. Nothing, except
that I think it would jeopardize the
chance of their agreeing to go to con-
ference as long as they were tied into
this by Senate dictation. That is what
riles the House on legislation requiring
them to conform to Senate dictation.

This is the issue that is before us. I
think the amendment should be de-
feated.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I wish to take just 30 seconds
to say that the previous amendment was
attached to an appropriation bill, and
the argument was made that such legis-
lation should not be attached to an ap-
propriation bill. This is legislation, a
reorganization bill, which applies to the
practices, rules, and procedures of the
House and Senate. It is a most appro-
priate vehicle on which to attach this
amendment since it deals with both
Houses.

I yield back all remaining time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time on the amendment has
been yielded back or used. The question
is on the amendment of the Senator
from Louisiana. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpickl, the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr, KENNEDY], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MacNU-
son], the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. McInTYRE], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Monrtoyval, the Senator
from Maine [Mr. Muskie]l, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLr], and the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Bavu], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. HoLrinesl,
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Longl,
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK-
man]1, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typines], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YARBOROUGH] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BartLETT], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Bayu]l, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruENING], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. HarTrEl, and the Senator
from New York [Mr. Eennepy] would
each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “yea,” and
the Senator from Louisiana would vote
“nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr., BrookEel,
the Senator from KEKentucky [Mr.

Coorer], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Hansen], and the Senator from
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Oregon [Mr. HaTFiELD] are absent on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK-
sEN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. BrookEl, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKsEN], and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Han-
seN] would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 18, as follows:

[|No. 54 Leg.]
YEAS—59
Alken Gore Murphy
Allott Griffin Nelson
Anderson Hart Pastore
Baker Hickenlooper Pell
Bennett Hill Percy
Boggs Hruska Prouty
Brewster Inouye Proxmire
Byrd, Va Jackson Randolph
Byrd, W. Va Javits Ribicoff
Carlson Jordan, Idaho ' Smith
Case Kuchel Spong
Church Lausche Symington
Cotton Long, Mo. Talmadge
Curtis Mansfield Thurmond
Dodd MeClellan Tower
Dominick McGovern Williams, N.J.
Ellender Miller Williams, Del.
Fannin Morse Young, N, Dak,
Fong Morton Young, Ohio
Fulbright Mundt
NAYS—18
Bible Jordan, N.C. Monroney
Cannon Kennedy, Mass. Moss
Clark MeCarthy Pearson
Eastland MeGee Scott
Harrls Metcalf Smathers
Holland Mondale Stennis
NOT VOTING—23
Bartlett Hansen McIntyre
Bayh Hartke Montoya
Brooke Hatfield Muskie
Burdick Hayden Russell
Cooper Hollings Sparkman
Dirksen Kennedy, N.Y., Tydings
Ervin Long, La Yarborough
Gruening Magnuson

So Mr. ELLENDER’S amendment (No.
119) was agreed to.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, for the
information of the Senate, I ask our
friend, the majority leader, what he
plans for the remainder of the day and
for tomorrow, and any other pertinent
and relevant information he might give
us.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Colorado
call up his amendment, and then yield to
me while he has the floor?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am
happy to comply with the request of the
Senator from Montana.

AMENDMENT NO. 87

Mr. President, I call up my amend-
ment No. 97. Since the explanation of
it will be full, I ask unanimous consent
that the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment (No. 97) of Mr.
ALvorr is as follows:

At an appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

“DECLARATION OF POLICY

“SectioN 1. The Congress declares that 1t
is the continuing policy and responsibility of
the Federal Government to promote and en-
courage the orderely development of sclence
and technology, while seeking to eliminate
nonproductive duplication in Government-
sponsored or Government-supported re-
search, and to assure that the benefits of
sclence and technology are used most effec-
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tively In the interests of national security
and the general welfare,

“REPORT ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

“Sec. 2. (a) To ald in the development and
assessment of measures designed to carry out
the policy enunciated in section 1 of this Act,
the President shall transmit to the Congress
not later than January 20 of each year a Re-
port on Sclence and Technology (hereinafter
referred to as “the sclence report”) setting
forth (1) the existing major policies, plans,
and programs of science and technology of
the various departments, agencies, bureaus,
offices, foundations, and instrumentalities of
the Federal Government, and changes pro-
posed to be made in those policies, plans, and
programs; (2) major plans and programs of
sclence and technology of non-Federal agen-
cles, organizations, and institutions so far as
the same may be known; (3) the status of
coordination of the policles, plans, and pro-
grams of the various departments, agencies,
bureaus, offices, foundations, and instrumen-
talities of the Federal Government, both
among themselves and with non-Federal
agencies, organizations, and institutions, and
further steps anticipated or proposed to fos-
ter such coordination; (4) the impact of re-
cent major scientific and technical develop-
ments and programs, whether developed by
the Federal Government or non-Federal
agencles, organizations, or institutions, and
the anticipated impact of foreseeable, future
developments and programs on national pol-
icy and the general welfare; (5) major goals
of the Federal Government and, to the ex-
tent they may be known, of non-Federal
agencies, organizations, and institutions, in
the fields of sclence and technology, major
problems foreseen in such fields, and prog-
ress anticipated in meeting the problems and
achieving the goals so set forth; (6) the level
of funding proposed for science and tech-
nology in the Federal budget submitted for
the fiscal year beginning July 1 of the calen-
dar year such sclence report is transmitted
to the Congress, and the estimated amount
which will be invested by non-Federal agen-
cles, organizations, and institutions in sci-
ence and technology during such fiscal year;
and (7) any recommendations of the Presi-
dent, including any recommendations for
legislation which he may deem necessary or
desirable, for carrying out the policy declared
in section 1 of this Act.

“(b) The President may transmit from
time to time to the Congress supplementary
reports, each of which shall include such sup-
plementary or revised recommendations as he
may deem necessary or desirable,

“(¢) The sclence report, and all supple-
mentary reports transmitted under subsec-
tion (b) of this section, shall, when trans-
mitted to Congress, be referred to the joint
committee created by sectlon 3 of this Act.

“ESTABLISHMENT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
BCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

“Sec.8. (a) There 1s hereby established a
Joint Committee on Science and Technology
(hereinafter referred to as the *“joint com-
mittee”) to be composed of elght Members
of the Senate, to be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the Senate, and eight Members of
the House of Representatives, to be appointed
by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives. In each case, the majority party shall
be represented by five Members and the
minority party shall be represented by three
Members.

“(b) The joint committee shall select a
chairman and a vice chairman from among
its members at the beginning of each Con-
gress. The vice chairman shall act in place
of the chairman in the absence of the chair-
man. The chalrmanship shall alternate
between the Senate and House of Represent-
atives with each Congress. The chairman
shall be chosen by the Members from the
House which is entitled to the chalrmanship,
and the vice chairman shall be chosen from
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the House other than that of the chalrman
by the Members from that House.

“(e) Vacancies in the membership of the
joint committee shall not affect the authority
of the remaining members to execute the
functions of the joint committee, and shall
be filled in the same manner in which
original appointments thereto are made.

“DUTIES OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE

“Sec. 4. (a) It shall be the function of the
joint committee—

“(1) to make a continuing study of matters
relating to the science report and supple-
ments thereto;

“(2) to study means of coordinating poli-
cles, plans, and programs of science and tech-
nology of the Federal Government, both
within the Federal Government and with
non-Federal agencles, organizations, and in-
stitutions, in order to further the policy of
this Act; and

“{3) as a gulde to the several committees
of the Congress dealing with legislation re-
lating to the science report and supple-
ments thereto, not later than March 1 of
each year (beginning with the year 1967)
to fille a report with the Senate and the
House of Representatives containing its find-
ings and recommendations with respect to
each of the main recommendations made
by the President in the sclence report or sup-
plements thereto, and from time to time to
make such other reports and recommenda-
tions to the BSenate and House of Repre-
sentatives as the joint committee deems ad-
visible.

“(b) No proposed legislation shall be re-
ferred to the joint committee and such com-
mittee shall not have the power to report
by bill, or otherwise have legislative juris-
diction.

“POWERS OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE

“Sec. 5. (a) For the purposes of this Act,
the joint committee, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to hold
such hearings and sit and act at such times
and places during the sesslons, recesses, and
adjournment periods of the Congress as it
deems advisable; and, within the limitations
of its appropriations, the joint committee
is empowered to appoint and fix the com-
pensation of such experts, constultants,
technicians, and clerical and stenographic
assistants, to procure such printing and
binding, and to make such expenditures, as
it deems necessary and advisible,

“(b) With the prior consent of the de-
partment or agency concerned, the joint
committee 1s authorized to utilize the serv-
ices, information, and facilities of the de-
partments and agencies of the Government,
and also of private research agencles, and
employ on a reilmbursable basis or other-
wise the services of such personnel of any
such d t or agency as it deems ad-
visable. With the consent of any standing
select, or special committee of elther House
of Congress, or any subcommittee thereof,
the joint committee may utilize the facilites
and the services of the staff of such com-
mittee or subcommittee whenever the chalr-
man of the joint committee determines that
such action is necessary and appropriate.

“EXPENSES

“Sgc. 6. (a) The expenses of the joint com-
mittee shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate from funds appropriated
for the joint committee, upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman. The cost of steno-
graphic service to report public hearings
shall not be In excess of the amounts pre-
scribed by law for reporting the hearings of
standing committees of the Senate. The
cost of stenographic service to report execu-
tive hearings shall be fixed at an equitable
rate by the joint committee.

“(b) Members of the joint committee, and
its employees and consultants, while travel-
ing on official business for the joint commit-
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tee within or outside the United States, may
recelve elther the per diem allowance au-
thorized to be paid to Members of the Con-
gress or its employees, or their actual and
necessary expenses provide an itemized state-
ment of such expenses is attached to the
voucher.
“SECURITY SAFEGUARDS

“Sec. 7. The joint committee may classify
information originating within the commit-
tee, in accordance with standards used gen-
erally by the executive branch for classifying
restricted data or defense information. All
committee records, data, charts, and files
shall be the property of the joint committee
and shall be kept in the offices of the joint
committee or such other places as the joint
committee may direct under such security
safeguards as the joint committee shall de-
termine to be required in the interest of the
national defense and security.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield without
losing his right to the floor?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.

ORDER OF BUSINESS—ORDER FOR
ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 AM, TO-
MORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. In response to the
question raised by the distinguished act-
ing minority leader, the senior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL], it is my
understanding that the Senate has com-
pleted action on the amendments which
will be offered today, except for the
pending amendment; that the pending
amendment will be the last one to be
considered; and that there will be no
rollcall vote on the pending amendment,
if I am correctly informed.

Mr, ALLOTT. That is correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Therefore, Mr.
President, if that be the case—and it is
the case so far as the leadership knows—
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 11 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that all com-
mittees may meet during the session of
the Senate tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 355) to improve the op-
eration of the legislative branch of the
Federal Government, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that before the
Senate concludes its business today, the
so-called Hruska amendment be laid be-
fore the Senate, so that it will be the
pending business at the conclusion of
morning business tomorrow.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, that
is all the information I have as to the
order of business tomorrow.

i Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the majority
eader.

A HISTORY OF THE DEMOCRATIC
PARTY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
Democrats throughout the Nation will
soon again commemorate the founding
of the Democratic Party—the oldest po-
litical party in the world—through our
traditional Jefferson-Jackson Day din-
ners. This year has special meaning
and significance; we celebrate on these
occasions our 175th anniversary of dedi-
cated service, constructive leadership,
and progressive accomplishment benefit-
ing generations of our fellow American
citizens down through the years.

It was in May 1792, that our founder,
Thomas Jefferson, characterized our
party in a letter to President Washing-
ton. In the years that followed, orga-
nizational substance and philosophic al-
ternatives to the prevailing Federalist
viewpoints were developed. By 1798 a
vigorous party had grown up, which 2
years later elected Jefferson as the first
Democratic President of the United
States.

Some 20 years later, a vigorous fron-
tier Democrat took his place on the na-
tional scene—Andrew Jackson of Ten-
nessee. The hero of the Battle of New
Orleans in 1815, Jackson’s words and ac-
tions caught the imagination of Ameri-
cans everywhere. Southern farmers,
small planters, pioneer farmers of the
newly settled Northwest Territory, Ger-
man and Irish immigrants, countryfolk
of New England and New York—all
rallied to the Democratic Party. Work-
ers in the cities, in the process of form-
ing the Nation’s first labor unions, saw
in the Democratic Party principles
then—as now—a sympathy for their
own aspirations. This new coalition
elected Andrew Jackson the seventh
President of the United States in 1828.

These two pioneer founders and lead-
ers of the Democratic Party are being
honored in Jefferson-Jackson Day din-
ners in this our 175th anniversary year.
We could very well add the illustrious
names of other great Democratic Presi-
dents who by their courage, leadership,
and dedication to the principles of our
Nation and our party have helped make
possible the tremendous advancement
of our -civilization—Woodrow Wilson,
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry Truman,
John F. Kennedy, and our current occu-
pant of the White House, President Lyn-
don B. Johnson.

Mr. President, our party has made a
record down through the years of which
we can all be proud. The Democratic
Party is truly the party of the people.
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recoro at this point the text of
an excellent document entitled “A His-
tory of the Democratic Party” so that
this historic record of accomplishment
may be properly commemorated in this
175th anniversary year of its founding.
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There being no objection, the docu-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

A HisToRY OF THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY
CHAPTER 1: THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY IS BORN

The year was 1966, Speaking to the peo-
ple, President Lyndon B, Johnson said:

“Our party has greatly contributed to the
American Experiment. We have never rep-
resented a single interest; we have never
represented a single section of the country.
The Democratic Party has endured and pros-
pered because it rested on the belief that
a party exists to advance the freedom and
the welfare of all the people.”

The year was 1962, President John P.
Kennedy, delivering his State of the Union
Message before a joint session of the Con-
gress said:

“A strong America cannot neglect the
aspirations of its citizens—the welfare, of
the needy, the health care of the elderly,
the education of the young. For we are
not developing the nation's wealth for its
own sake. Wealth is the means—and peo-
ple are the ends.”

And the year was 1824. Thomas Jefferson,
author of our Declaration of Independence,
was asked how his new political party dif-
fered from its opponents. He sald:

“Men by their constitutions are naturally
divided into two parties; those who fear and
distrust the people, and wish to draw all
powers from them Into the hands of the
higher classes; and those who Iidentify
themselves with the people, have confidence
in them, cherish and consider them as the
most honest and safe . . . The appellation
of aristocrats and democrats . . . expresses
the essence of them both."”

In the span of more than a century and
a half from Jefferson to Johnson, a great
nation, and the world’s oldest democracy,
has sprung from the waiting lands of a con-
tinent and the hearts of a people—and
spread across the waters beyond. And
across that nation, as in the words of Harry
Truman, is inscribed the record of the Dem-
ocratic Party—its bellef in the people.

This belief in the people has shaped Dem-
ocratic thinking in every field of govern-
ment. It has meant that government should
do what it can to insure the richest, fullest
possible life to all the people. It has led
to the belief that every citizen should have
the chance to take some part in politics.
It has commanded the preservation of cer-
tain personal liberties, without which man's
dignity would be lost. And it has based its
foreign policy on a sincere concern for the
people of every other nation in the world.
Much of the story of the Democratic Party
is the story of how these goals were fought
for, won, lost, and fought for again in the
never ending conflict with those with little
trust in the people.

Perhaps the most eloquent testimony of
the wisdom and vitality of the principles of
the Democratic Party is the fact that it is
the oldest political party In the world. It 1is
difficult to fix an exact birthday for the
Democratic Party—the most usual date given
is May 23, 1792, the date of a letter from
Jefferson to Washington giving a name to
the party then headed by Washington. But
the event primarily responsible for breath-
ing life into the party was the fight for the
Bill of Rights, These rights, which insure
freedom of religlon, speech and press, and
guarantee fair trials to the accused, had
been left out of the origlnal draft of the
Constitution. The delegates to the Consti-
tutional Convention, mostly plantation own-
ers and merchants, had been so concerned
with building a government able to keep the
peace and protect property rights, that they
failed to provide these necessary safeguards.
Thomas Jefferson was not at the Convention;
but when he saw of the omission, he moved
into action. In letters to friends and follow-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ers throughout the country, the author of
the Declaration of Independence declared:

“A Bill of Rights is what the people are
entitled to against every government on
earth, and what no just government should
refuse . . .

Despite opposition, Jefferson rallied enough
support to make acceptance of the Bill of
Rights a condition of the Constitution’s ap-
proval. The organization he bulilt up in this
fight became the core of Jefferson's new
party; and the principle of individual liberty
became a gulding star in the Democratic
constellation.

Thomas Jefferson, founder of the Demo-
cratic Party, was the leading Democrat of
his day. Despite his aristocratic upbringing,
he shunned powdered wigs and finery, and
greeted callers in an old brown coat and
breeches. An optimist, he believed in the
inevitable improvement of the world and its
people. A religious man, he carried his faith
into his politics. “I have sworn upon the
altar of God,” he said, “eternal hostility
against every form of tyranny over the mind
of man.” A respecter of property rights, he
nevertheless believed that in any conflict be-
tween property and men, the rights of men
came first.

But most strongly of all, Jefferson believed
in the Inherent worth of the common man.
“Every man, and every body of men on
earth,” he wrote, “possess the right of self-
government,” He was certaln that given the
facts, the people would use that right cor-
rectly. So, to educate the people, Jefferson
called for the founding of schools, newspa-
pers and libraries. Especlally in the frontier
states, his followers reshaped the laws to give
every man a vote.

Jefferson’s party first sought office in oppo-
sition to the governing class of the time, the
Federalists. The Federalists had done much
to bring the new American nation to life.
They had been the driving force behind the
Constitution, and, under George Washington,
had started the operations of the new Fed-
eral Government. But the Federalists' view
of government was naturally limited by their
own aristocratic backgrounds, and by the
administrations of monarchs among the
then-great natlons of Europe. As thelr
leader, Alexander Hamilton, put it, “Our real
disease is democracy.” “All communities,”
Hamilton believed, “divide themselves into
the few and the many, the first are rich and
the well-born, the other the mass of the
people. The people are turbulent and
changing, they seldom judge or determine
right.” Hamilton believed that support of
the rich was necessary, and that the Gov-
ernment could not last unless the wealthy
people of the country could make money un-
der it. To assure this, the Federalists passed
a tariff law, founded a national bank, and
made other moves to benefit the creditors,
merchants and propertied interests.

Thus, the issue of government for the
many versus government for the few was
drawn before the United States was 10 years
old. Jefferson’s party took up the challenge
laid down by the Federalists. It was no easy
Job. The riot and bloodshed of the French
Revolution had momentarily discredited the
idea of democracy, and the Federalist press
interpreted every criticlsm of the Govern-
ment as a forelgn revolutionary plot. As his-
torlan Wilfred Binkley has sald, “The Fed-
eralists succeeded, to thelr own satisfaction,
in making the terms ‘Federallst’ and *patriot’
synonymous.” But this did not check the
Jeffersonians. Through their own news-
papers and speeches, they aimed a running
fire of criticism at the Federalist government.
Small farmers, workers and frontiersmen
were urged to use their votes to give them-
selves a volce in the Government.

By 1788, a vigorous party had grown up.
Because the word “democrat” was then in
disrepute, Jefferson’s party took the name
“Republican,” to show its determination to
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keep the nation a republic. As the strength
of the party increased, the Federalists took
alarm. Exploiting fear of foreign infiltra-
tion, they passed an Alien Law, which eased
deportation of political objectionables, and
a Sedition Law, which made possible the
punishment of anyone who dared criticize
the Government. But the laws backfired.
They smacked too much of kingly tyranny,
against which a Revolutionary War had just
been fought. The state legislatures of Vir-
ginia and Kentucky denounced them as un-
constitutional and called on other states to
join in resisting them. Following their ex-
ample, the common people in other states
rose in protest and, in 1800, voted in Thomas
Jefferson as the first Democratic President
of the United States.

If the Democrats have been the party of
strong Presidents, Jefferson was the first. In
1803, he negotiated the Loulsiana Purchase,
bringing into the nation the most productive
river valley in the world. In 1804, he sent
Lewis and Clark to blaze a trail through what
was to become the Great Northwest. Less
daring Presidents might have hesitated be-
fore taking these steps, thus holding up
development of the Western states. But Jef-
ferson’s vision stretched across a continent
and through a hundred years of history.
Foreseeing the rich returns the Mississippl
Valley would someday repay, he proceeded to
use the power of the Presidency to its fullest
to double Amerlca's size.

In 1808, when Jefferson retired to his home
in Monticello, he left the Government in the
hands of his two trusted lieutenants, James
Madison and James Monroe., Madison had
been a general in the fight to ratify the Con-
stitution. His faith In the American form
of government had been intensified by a life-
time spent studying every other government
history had known. Drawing on his vast
knowledge, Madison taught the nation the
benefits of government through political
parties, and the danger of allowing one group
to gain control of the Government. The par-
ty behind Madison, made up as it was of
Southern planters, city workers, small farm-
ers and frontiersmen, was as diverse for a
nation its size as is the Democratic Party
today. Some thought it hypocritical that
conflicting groups should unite to support
the same candidate and program. To them,
Madison said:

“In the extended republic of the United
States and among the great variety of inter-
ests, parties and sects which it embraces, a
coalition of a majority of the whole soclety
could seldom take place on any other prin-
cig:}l;s than those of justice and the general
s '”

Madison was elected President twice. His
first administration was harassed by war
with England, but his second was peaceful
and prosperous. The small nation beside the
Eastern Seaboard was growing strong, and it
was bullding the Cumberland Road and the
Erie Canal to clear its way westward. The
irontier, pushing its way across the Appala-
chian forests toward the Mississippi, acted as
a generator of democracy. There were no
extremes of wealth or social classes on the
frontier. Men were measured by what they
could do with their hands. Because every-
day life was dangerous every man was need-
ed, and a spirit of cooperation developed
between towns and families. Such people
were naturally drawn to Jeffersonian democ-
racy, and their votes helped keep it in office
from 1800 to 1824.

James Monroe was President for the last
eight of these years. He was the last of the
“cocked hats"—leaders of the Revolution—
to be President. During his Administration,
the principles underlying Democratic Party
foreign policy were first put into action. Re-
lations with other countries were as impor-
tant in Monroe's day as they are now—but
for a different reason. The United States was
a new nation, fighting for respectability
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-among the world’s powers. It could have cut
itself off from the world and dealt with other
countries only when threatened. But a party
and a nation that believed, with Jefferson,
that man’s worth and his right to self-
government were universal, could not close
its eyes to world events. So when Europe
cast eyes on the new states of South America,
President Monroe gave notice that America
would protect its neighbors from foreign in-
terference. Designs on the independence of
these countries, Monroe sald, would be inter-
preted as designs on America itself. In a
sense, this was America'’s first security pact.
It was a daring gamble for a young nation,
but it worked. And ever since, the principles
of the Monroe Doctrine have been the root
and core of American forelgn policy. Despite
times when the Democratic Party has fol-
lowed the national trend toward isolationism,
it has always come back to the fundamental
principle that the safety and rights of the
common people cannot long be protected if
protection stops at the shores of our oceans,

CHAPTER TWO: OLD HICKORY COMES TO WASH-
INGTON—PEOPLE VERSUS PRIVILEGE

During Jefferson's and Madison’s terms, the
Federalist Party was withering away. In
Monroe's years, it died. In 1820, Monroe was
reelected without opposition. Everyone in
public life proclaimed himself a Jeffersonian
as the nation embarked on its political “Era
of Good Feeling.”

But the truce did not last long. Broad as
it was, the Democratic Party could not em-
brace every reglon and every interest group
in the nation. Party unity became increas-
ingly stralned until, in 1824, it burst. Four
different candidates ran for President of the
United States.

Amid this confusion, the Democratic Party
temporarily lost sight of its Jeffersonian
principles. The men of wealth and privilege,
In whose hands Hamilton had unsuccessfully
tried to place the reins of government, were
quick to seize upon the Democratic split.
During the Administration of John Quincy
Adams, they regained influence in govern-
ment., Rallying, as Jefferson had feared, be-
hind the Bank of the United States, they
seized control of the nation's credit and used
this to try to get control of the nation.

The time was ripe for a new champion of
the common people, and in Andrew Jackson
the Democratic Party had a man to meet the
oceasion. A true son of the frontier, Jack-
son had lived in the backwoods, fought
Indians and beaten the British In the War
of 1812. He was tall and raw-boned, and
his soldiers had nicknamed him “Old Hick-
ory,!” after the toughest thing they could
think of. Stern and wupright, Jackson
possessed an intense patriotism, a razor-
“sharp sense of honor, and a burning dedlca-
tion to the common man.

Entering politics, Jackson and his fol-
lowers fashioned many of the tools of politi-
cal democracy. The national convention,
the party platform, and the election cam-
paign, were theilr inventions, and through
them, men from all walks of 1ife were given
an opportunity to take part in politics. In
the election of 1828, three times as many
people voted as in any election up to that
time, and Jackson was elected President.

Fortified by his victory, Jackson went after
the Bank of the United States. As the offl-
clal depository of the nation’s funds, the
Bank had become a vast monopoly, control-
ling all banking transactions and credit In
the country. It kept newspapers and Con-
gressmen on its payrolls, and they ruth-
lessly attacked anyone who interfered with
the Bank's activities. Near the end of Jack-
son’s first term, Congress extended the
Bank's charter. But Jackson vetoed the bill,
and withdrew all government deposits from
the Bank. In a veto message which re-
asserted baslc Democratic principles, Jackson
said:

“Every man is equally entitled to protec-
tlon by law; but, when the laws undertake
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to add to those natural and just advantages
artificial distinetions, to grant titles, gratuil-
ties and exclusive privileges, to make the
rich richer and the powerful more potent,
the humble members of soclety—the farm-
ers, mechanics and Ilaborers—who have
neither the time nor the means to secure
like favors to themselves, have a right to
complain of the injustice of their govern-
ment.”

Jackson's words and actions caught the
imagination of common people throughout
the country. Southern yeomen and small
planters, pioneer farmers in the Northwest,
German and Irish immigrants, plain country
folk of New England and New York—all
rallied to the Democratic Party. City work-
ers, forming their first unions for the im-
provement of working conditions, saw in
Democratic principles a sympathy for their
own aspirations, These were the people be-
hind  Jacksonian Democracy. Their votes
re-elected him President. With Jackson as
their leader, they so impressed their spirit
upon American life that history marks Jack-
son's terms as the era of “the rise of the
common man."”

In 1836, Jackson returned to his beloved
home, the Hermitage, in Tennessee. His
successor in the White House was Martin
Van Buren, former Secretary of State, who
had become Jackson’s most trusted ad-
viser. Van Buren, a skillful politician, was
one of the earliest leaders of the political
organizations of the large Northern cities.
But he did not inspire the other elements
of the Democratic Party as Jackson had.
Van Buren's attempts to extend Jacksonian
Democracy were thwarted by a financial
panic which hit the country in 1837. In
the resulting depression, the common
people suffered most. Van Buren, in his bid
for a second term, became the first Presi-
dent to be punished at the polls because of
a depression during his Administration.

The party that ousted Van Buren from
office called itself the “Whigs,” after a Brit-
ish party of the same name. As historian
Roger Butterfield says, “the Whigs . ..
took their political technique from the
Democrats themselves, improving it as they
went along. The Whigs were the new party
of business and property, but they care-
fully suppressed—in public, at least—the
old Federalist prejudice against ‘the people.’
Since Jackson had won his battles by ap-
pealing to the common man, the Whigs an-
nounced they were common men, too, and
their campaign posters showed them with
their shirtsleeves rolled up, hammering at
a forge or following a “plow.” Behind a
milltary hero, Willlam' Henry Harrlson, the
Whigs scored a sweeping victory in the elec-
tion of 1840. The era of Jacksonian Democ-
racy was ended, but it was to remain as a
model for Democratic leaders of the future.

The story of the Democratic Party from
1840 to the Clvll War 1is closely bound up
with the breakup of the Union. Although
Jackson had declared “Our union—it must
be preserved,” forces were at work in both
North and South to destroy it. Slavery was
an issue beyond the reach of politics. The
Northern abolitionist and the Southern
planter had between them none of the com-
mon ground necessary to political com-
promise. As thelr anger at each other rose
in pitch, their political parties were swept
up in the bitterness that led to secession
and war. Abolitionist Democrats, unable to
gain control of thelr party, helped form the
Free Soil Party, which tried to keep slavery
out of the new Western lands. In 1848 they
called Van Buren out of retirement to run
for Presldent on the Free Soll ticket.
Northern Democrats gave him strong sup-
port. Thus Democrats were early leaders in
the anti-slavery fight, even though the
party itself was split over the great issue.

Despite growing sectlonal divisions, the
Democratic Party accomplished three im-
portant goals in these years: the acquisition
of the remainder of the West, the expansion
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of trade, and the suppression of racial and
religious intolerance in the Know-Nothing
movement.

Much of the credit for the Western expan-
sion goes to James K. Polk, a Democratic
President of the 1840s. Polk believed that
it was the nation’s “manifest destiny” to
bring all the land to the Pacific under the
American flag—by negotiation if possible,
but by war if need be. By settlement with
Britain, he won title to the Pacific Northwest.
Texas entered the Union peacefully, but a
war with Mexico was necessary to gain the
California country. Thus, in four years,
Polk had added half a million square miles
of some of the richest and most spectacular
countiry on the continent, finishing the task
that had begun with Jefferson’s Louisiana
Purchase.

It was in Polk’s Administration also that
the Democrats passed the Walker Tariff.
The Democratic Party has always favored
moderating tariff charges on imports from
abroad, both to ald the consumer and to
improve relations with countries whose econ-
omies depend on what we buy from them.
The Walker Tariff did both. So sound was
it economically, that it remained unchanged
until the Civil War.

History credits the Democratic Party with
lowering the tariff and gaining the West.
But almost forgotten is the strong stand the
Party took against the Enow-Nothing move-
ment., The Know-Nothings were organized
to end the immigration from Europe which,
even in the 1850s, had reached 600,000 a
year. BSince most of the immigrants were
of the Catholic faith, the ugly mark of re-
ligious bigotry stained EKnow-Nothing be-
liefs. Members of the organization burned
churches and beat up immigrants on the
streets. When questioned about their ac-
tivities, they replied, “I know nothing.”

By 1856, the Enow-Nothing Party had
elected seven Governors, and was threaten-
ing to make a party of intolerance a major
political force in America, But the Demo-
cratic National Convention unanimously
adopted this resolution:

“Resolved, that a political crusade in the
nineteenth century, and in the United States
of America, against Catholics and foreign
born, is neither justified by the past history
or the future prospects of the country, nor
in unison with the spirit or toleration and
enlightened freedom which particularly dis-
tinguished the American system of popular
government.”

This united Democratic opposition broke
the back of the Enow-Nothing movement,
In the spirit of Jeflferson and the Bill of
Rights, the Democratic Party had spoken
up for the rights of minorities. More than
this, the defeat of the Know-Nothings showed
the common people of Europe that America
welcomed them to a new life. Our Western
lands would have been of little use without
people to fill them. The Democratic sym-
pathy for the immigrant quickened the

‘movement that sent strong men Westward to

build a nation.

Towering over all other events of the period
was the widening gulf between North and
South. Some Democrats, led by the “Little
Glant,” Stephen A. Douglas, strove to com-
promise the differences, In his famed doc-
trine of “squatter sovereignty,” Douglas pro-
posed that the people of each new state de-
cide for themselves whether to allow slavery.
But It was too late for compromise, By 1860
the Democratic Party had split again, the
Northern wing supporting Douglas for Pres-
ident, the Southern behind John T, Breken-
ridge. The result was a victory for the
newly-formed Republican Party, led by Abra-
ham Lincoln.

CHAPTER THREE: WILLIAM JENNINGS BRYAN—
REDEDICATES THE PARTY

From 1860 onward, the newly-born Re-
publican Party was to provide the main op-
position for the Democrats. When first
formed, the Republicans were a party of free
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soll and idealism, attracting many believers
in Jefferson’s prineciples. Lincoln himself
was a devoted Jeffersonian. It was he who
sald that “the principles of Jefferson are the
definitions and axioms of a free society.”

But with Lincoln’s assassination the found-
ers of the Republican Party were rudely
shoved aside. The new leaders, called “Rad-
ical Republicans,” were men with blood in
their eyes. Disregarding Lincoln’s plea for
“malice toward none,” they set up a military
dictatorship in the South, and almost im-
peached a President who would not go along
with thelr wishes, By their Reconstruction
Acts and Force Bills,. they held up progress in
the South for many years.

The Democrats tried to fight these actions,
but they were seriously weakened. Repub-
lican leaders had disfranchised the Demo-
cratic South, and had massed behind their
postwar candidate, Gen. Ulysses S. Grant,
the voting strength of the Grand Army of
the Republic. When Democrats criticized
Reconstruction measures, their opponents
accused them of being rebels and traitors,
unfit to govern the country. By waving the
“bloody shirt” of the War, historian Charles
Beard says, “the Republicans managed . . .
to make party loyalty equivalent to national
patriotism and voting the opposition ticket
identical with sedition.'

It was after the Civil War that American
big business made its historic alliance with
the Republican Party. The need for produc-
tion and credit during the War had forced
the government into measures which greatly
profited industrialists and financiers of the
North. After the war, the bankers, railroad
magnates and the other industrial giants
agreed with the party in power, to exchange
campalgn contributions for beneficial legis-
lation. At first, the people did not mind
this. They admired the men who were forg-
ing an industrial America, and were dazzled
by their show of wealth. They even got the
idea that the tremendous amounts of money
being amassed at the top would trickle down
to improve their own living standards.
Events were soon to prove this theory wrong.

Grant's Administration provided the per-
fect setting for business domination of the
Government. Grant himself admired and
liked to associate with the millionaires and
manipulators of the day—Jay Cooke, Jay
Gould, and Jim Fiske, the speculators whose
names have survived as symbols of financial
piracy. Although personally honest, Grant,
as he later admitted, let crooked friends take
advantage of his trust. As a result, not only
was Grant’s Administration run openly and
notoriously for the benefit of big business,
but corruption flourished on a wide scale.
The Vice President, members of the Cabinet
and chairman of Congressional committees
took bribes and graft. They made money on
government contracts and tax frauds. As
historlan Allen Nevins says, “The Grant era
stands unique In the comprehensiveness of
its rascality.”

This stealing did not stop with money, but
extended to natlonal elections. In 1876, the
Democrats nominated for President Samuel
J. Tilden, the brilliant reform Governor of
New York, He had broken the Tweed Ring
in New York City, and was pledged to break
the ring of thieves around Grant. With the
people aroused to Republican corruption,
Tilden’s integrity was a welcome change. He
appeared to have won the election, 4,300,690
votes to 4,026,298 and 196 electoral votes to
173. But through bribery and forgery, the
Republlcans changed the totals in three
Southern states, where Federal troops still
were stationed under the Reconstruction
Acts. A Republican Electoral Commission
ratified the changes. It was the only stolen
election In American Presidential history.
More impulsive Democrats were ready to don
their war uniforms and take the White House
by force, but the calm hand of Samuel Tilden
restrained them. Putting his respect for
orderly government above both party and
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personal advantage, Tilden acquiesced in the
decision of the Electoral Commission and re-
tired to private life.

By 1884, the Republicans had been in power
for 24 years. The “bloody shirt” of the “re-
bellion” was being waved more and more
feebly, and people were becoming tired of
men who looked upon government service
simply as a road to personal profit. So they
elected to the White House another Demo-
cratic reformer from New York, Grover Cleve-
land. A big, gruff man whose honesty was
unshakable, Cleveland devoted his two terms
to raising the moral standard of government,
His motto was: “A public office 1s a public
trust.” Where Presidents before him had
allowed ralds on the Treasury for private
pensions and pork-barrel appropriations,
Cleveland used the Presidential veto to pre-
vent them. He relaxed the demands of
patronage and put more workers under the
Civil Service system. Officials who had a
stake in the old system, including some
Democrats, resented Cleveland’'s reforms.
But the voters agreed with his nominator,
Danlel Dougherty, when he sald of Cleveland:
“We love him for the enemies he has made.”

But honest and devoted as he was, Cleve-
land did not fully sense the needs of the
common people. In fact, a large segment of
the Democratic Party had fallen under the
influence of the big industrialists and their
retainers. There followed a period of years
in which, from the standpoint of party pro-
gram, the average voter could not tell one
major party from the other.

The Democratic Party needed a transfusion
of new leadership and spirit. And in the
agrarian movements of the Middle West, this
was found. Between 1870 and 1895, the na-
tion witnessed a series of depressions, the
historic price of unrestrained industrial de-
velopment. True, the small businessman of
the East had suffered. Twenty-three thou-
sand small firms had failed in one 3-year
period alone, True, the workingman was
putting in 12 to 14 hours a day, and his at-
tempts to organize unions were being frus-
trated by unsympathetic legislatures and
courts, But the farmers were destitute.
Crop prices had fallen 40 to 50 per cent under
the impact of Republican high tariff laws.
Farms were mortgaged to Eastern bankers to
the sum of a billion dollars. The cost of sell-
ing farm produce was steadily rising as the
trusts and railroad monopolies levied their
annual tribute upon the plain people of
America.

So, organizing for political action, the men
of the Midwest brought new blood and spirit
into the Democratic Party. Their wants, by
our standards, were not radical: they desired
a graduated income tax, regulation of rail-
road rates, popular election of Senators, and
relaxation of the Gold Standard, which held
them in perpetual debt to the financiers of
the East. But their opponents called these
measures “the dreams and fantasies of Karl
Marx,” and cried to the voters to “stop this
communist march on private property.”

Out of the Midwest came these agrarian re-
formers, and into the Democratic Conven-
tion of 1896. Thelr leader was Willlam Jen-
nings Bryan of Nebraska, and the speech he
made at that convention stands as perhaps
the greatest in American political history.
Picture Bryan, with his enormous head,
strong, fashing eyes, and vibrant volice,
20,000 delegates and spectators hanging on
his words:

“When you come before us and tell us that
we are about to disturb your business inter-
ests, we reply that you have distributed our
business interests by your course. We say to
you that you have made the definition of a
businessman too limited in its application.
The man who is employed for wages is as
much a businessman as his employer. The
farmer who goes forth in the morning and
tolls all day, and by the application of braln
and muscle to the natural resources of this
country creates wealth, is as much a busi-
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nessman as the man who goes upon the
Board of Trade and bets upon the price of
grain. The miners who go a thousand feet
into the earth to bring forth from their
hiding places the precious metals to be
poured in the channels of trade are as much
businessmen: as the few financial magnates
who in the back room corner the money of
the world. We come to speak for this
broader class of businessmen, ... We have
petitioned, and our petitions have been
scorned. We have entreated and our en-
treaties have been disregarded. We have
begged, and they have mocked when our
calamity came. We beg no longer; we en-
treat no more; we petition no more. We
defy them . . . Having behind us the pro-
ducing masses of this country and the world,
supported by the commercial interests, the
laboring interests and the tollers everywhere,
we will answer their demand for gold stand-
ard by saying to them: You shall not press
down upon the brow of labor this crown of
thorns. You shall not crucify mankind upon
a crass of gold.”

Jefferson or Jackson would have felt at ease
delivering this speech.

In Bryan, the Democratic Party had found
its volce. With a great shout, the conven-
tion nominated him for President, and he
went forth to wage one of the most exciting
campaigns in American history. Bryan was
the first modern Presidential candidate. He
traveled 18,000 miles and addressed more
than 5 million people—a remarkable feat for
the days before radio and television.

Alarmed by Bryan's strength, the Repub-
licans got busy. Their leader, Mark Hanna,
shook down insurance companies, railroad
and trusts for an estimated $16 million, the
biggest campaign fund yet collected.
Fourteen hundred speakers were sent out to
answer Bryan., Contracts were made contin-
gent on his defeat. Workers were told that
if Bryan won on Tuesday, they need not
show up for work on Wednesday. The
pressure paid off: Bryan lost the election.
But in so doing, he rededicated the Demo-
cratic Party to the common people.

CHAPTER FOUR: WOODROW WILSON MAKES
AMERICA A WORLD LEADER—REFORM AT HOME
AND WAR ABROAD

For the 16 years following his first race for
the Presidency In 1896, Willlam Jennings
Bryan was his party's acknowledged leader.
And though he lost three times for the Presi-
dency, the influence of his cause spread be-
yond his own party. In the opposition ranks,
it inspired a new breed of Republican, which
called itself, at varfous times, Bull Moose or
Progressive. Its aims as expressed by Repub-
lican William Allen White, included “clean-
ing up local politics, ending the wholesale
buying of state legislatures, and giving a new
chance to the economiec underdog.” The
names of their leaders are well known: Rob-
ert LaFollette of Wisconsin, George W. Norris
of Nebraska, and, of course, the leader of
the Bull Moose Party, Theodore Roosevelt.
These men were true followers of Lincoln,
but the rest of the Republican leadership,
known as the Old Guard, fought them as
much as they did the Democrats,

Under Bryan's leadership In foreign af-
fairs, the Democrats opposed much of the
imperialism arising from the war with Spain.
Many Americans thought it great sport to
shake “the big stick” at the small nations
of South America, Republican foreign
policy reversed the spirit of the Monroe Doc~
trine by declaring that, although Europe
could not interfere in South American af-
fairs, the United States could, These ac-
tions caused a resentment among our Latin
American neighbors that still colors thelr
view of the United States. But the baslc
sympathies of the Democrats were opposed
to taking this advantage of thé people of
weaker natlons.

The Democrats worked on more than just
the national level during these years,
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aign of 1896 had Invigorated the party
m%e?tate and local level as well. In the
West and South, Democrats ltst;neg to
speakers, voted in primary elections,
:;u;npburp;ed bonfires on election mnight.
Democratic state administrations served as
testing grounds for rallroad regulation,
minimum wages, and many other programs
later to be adopted by the Federal Govern-
ment.

With the quickening of immigration, the
Democratic organizations of the large cities
had a special task: to cast new citizens in
the mold of the Republic. Milllons of im-~
migrants were streaming into America each
year. Democratic ward leaders found them
living space, helped them secure thelr citi-
zenship, brought them food and coal when
times were hard. True, the immigrants gave
their votes in return. But there were other
reasons for these services. The ward lead-
ers had been immigrants themselves, not
too long ago. They knew that, with a little
help, these “foreigners” could become
worthy Americans. One of the marvels of
America is how these different ethnic
groups, whose countrymen were fighting
each other so bitterly in Europe, could live
beside each other in the great clties in peace.
Much of the credit must go to the under-
standing help of the politicians.

The tireless work of Bryan and his follow-
ers bore fruit in 1912, A split in the Re-
publican Party between the Old Guard and
Progressives allowed an easy Democratic
Presidential victory. The President-elect,
Woodrow Wilson, pledged himself to remedy
the evils exposed by earlier Democrats, As
he said in his inaugural speech:

“We have been proud of our industrial
achievements, but we have not hitherto
stopped thoughtfully enough to count the
human cost, the cost of lives snuffed out, of
energles overtaxed and broken, the fearful
physical and spiritual cost to the men and
women and children upon whom the dead
weight and burden of it all has fallen . . .
There can be no equality of opportunity, the
first essential of justice in the body politics,
if men and women and children are not
shielded from the consequences of great in-
dustrial and soclal processes which they
cannot alter, control, or singly cope with.”

As President, Wilson put the strength of
the Federal Government behind improve-
ment of the life of the common man. He
believed, in the words of Abraham Lincoln,
that “the legitimate object of government is
to do for a community of people whatever
they need to have done, but cannot do at
all, or cannot so well do for themselves.”

Applying this philosophy, Wilson’s Demo-
cratic Administration built an Impressive
record of achievement. The Federal Re-
gerve Act took the control of the nation's
currency, which had been centered in Wall
Street, and dispersed it among 12 regional
Federal Banks. The Clayton Aect attacked
monopolistic trade practices, and expressly
declared that “the labor of human beings is
not a commodity or an article of com-
merce.” An income tax law was passed, to
distribute equitably the burden of running
the Government,

The dreams of the reformers of the 1890s
had been realized.

Also during Wilson's Administration, wom-
en won the right to vote. This doubled the
size of the electorate and destroyed the last
artificlal barrier on the road to full citizen
participation in government.

But impressive as were Wilson's achieve-
ments, history will remember him as a leader
of the world. For in this broader task, his
idealism and eloguence, his ability to plumb
the moral reserves of the people, found full-
est expression. America had been lucky. An
ocean had isolated her from the continual
strife in Europe, allowing her to develop in
peace. But now that she had grown large

and powerful, as the world’s most success-
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ful democracy, she was destined to lead the
cause of democracy in the world,

Wilson did not want to enter the First
World War. But with the German forces
overrunning peaceful nations and sinking
American shipping, the time came when, in
his words, “the right was more precious than
the peace.”

To achieve victory, the country equipped a
large army, mobilized the home front, and
greatly enlarged government services to co-
ordinate the war effort. But, according to
historlan Mark Sullivan, “the largest single
factor in the war was the mind of Woodrow
Wilson.” Wilson's thoughts and words were
weapons, In the most discouraging days of
the war, they gave the Allled nations fresh
awareness of a reason for their sacrifices.

During this period, Wilson gave classic ex-
pression to the principles of Democratic
Party foreign policy. The national interest
would best be served, he sald, by the attain-
ment and preservation of world peace. He
knew that just as war arose out of ill-feeling
between nations, peace could only be based
on mutual understanding and mutual re-
spect. To achieve this, he proposed a League
of Natlons, where each country would have
& volce in settling international differences.

But beyond the elimination of war, Wilson
had the vision of the world becoming more
democratic—not by force, not by economic
coerclon and “dollar diplomacy;” but by the
strength of the American example. This was
the hope behind Wilson’s Fourteen Points, a
serles of peace aims which not only short-
ened the War, but made Wilson the great-
est leader for peace in the world.

To make his vision a reality, Wilson went
to Europe at the close of the war to help con-
struct the League of Nations, But when he
returned, he found Congress, controlled by
isolationist forces, unwilling to accept his
plans. So Wilson toured the nation, carry-
ing his fight for the League to the people. If
the League were not approved, he warned,
“I can predict with absolute certainty that
within another generation there will be an-
other world war.” But too many people
would not listen, Wilson lost his fight, and
in the process, his health and strength as
well. He returned to Washington a broken
man, comforted only by the ploneer's knowl-
edge that history would show him to be
right.

CHAPTER FIVE: F.D.R. LEADS AMERICA TO NEW

FRONTIERS—FROM “NORMALCY” TO THE NEW

DEAL

When the Republicans took over the na-
tional Government in 1921, back into con-
trol came the men representing the same
groups that were the favored Interests of
Hamilton's day. They moved more carefully
now. They hired high-priced publicity men
to dress up their schemes in fine-sounding
slogans like “normalcy” and “rugged indi-
vidualism.” Instead of openly opposing laws
which regulated big business in the public
interest, they sabotaged their administration.

But the results were the same: The tariff
went up; speculation and credit schemes in-
creased, creating an illusion of prosperity.
There was a serles of scandals and a long
farm depression. Then the whole economy
came foppling down in the greatest depres-
sion in history.

Deprived of Wilson’s leadership, Democrats
became confused once agaln. The party be-
came tangled up in the prohibition issue.
But although the party lost three consecu-
tive elections, some victories were achieved.
Led by Sen. Thomas Walsh of Montana,
Democrats in Congress exposed the corrup-
tlon of Teapot Dome, a plot to rob the people
of hundreds of millions in oil reserves.
These were the years of bitter struggle for
farm relief legislation. Though the McNary-
Haugen farm bill was vetoed by Coolidge,
and again by Hoover, and though the farm
program which was written into law in 1929
was an inadequate stop-gap, the champions
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of farm parity in this period laid solid
groundwork for the constructive measures
for agricultural recovery which came in the
New Deal years,

One of the Democratic leaders of this time
deserves special mention. His career shows
how, in the Democratic Party, men from the
humblest beginnings have been able to make
important contributions to good govern-
ment. Al Smith was an orphan boy. He
grew up in a tenement house in New York’s
lower East Side, where lived Irish, Italians,
Poles and other new Americans, Al Smith
never had a formal education. But he had
& deeper understanding of the common
people, of which he was surely one, than any
leader of the time. He started in politics at
the bottom: poll watching for his ward or-
ganization. Through native brilliance and
hard effort, he worked his way through every
level of government to become four times the
Governor of New York. In his administra-
tlons were nurtured many of the programs
later to be adopted on a national scale.
Nominated for President by the Democratic
Convention of 1928, Smith was beaten in a
campaign in which religious bigotry was cal-
lously exploited for political advantage. But,
like Bryan before him, he had awakened a
new spirit which was to contribute enor-
mously to the party's future success.

What ultimately brought victory, setting
the stage for the longest continuous period
of Democratic Government the nation had
seen, was 1) the inability of the Republican
Hoover Administration to deal with the
Great Depression, and 2), the Democratic re-
sponse to that challenge. Volumes have
been written trying to explain the causes of
the national catastrophe which struck the
country in 1929 and deepened through the
next three years. But whatever the cause,
the Republicans had no cure. Trapped by
their own philosophy of negative govern-
ment, they waited vainly for the stricken
business community to right itself. At the
depth of the depression, unemployment
stood at 14 million persons. Wages were
down 60 per cent, business income down 50
per cent. One of every four farms was
bankrupt, and two thirds of the nation’s
banks were closed. Without jobs, often
without food, millions saw their savings dis-
appear and thelr years of work and educa-
tion go for nothing,

In this crisis,. the people turned once again
to the Democratic Party. They elected as
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, who
had pledged them a “New Deal” and fresh
opportunity in their economic life. From
that day and for the next 20 years, under
Roosevelt and later under Harry S. Truman,
the Democratic Party worked to make good
on these promises. The story of the Demo-
cratic Party during these years is partly the
story of how a party helped a country con-
vert economic disaster into unparalleled
prosperity, partly the story of how a great
leader turned the country away from isola-
tionism to undertake tasks which made it
the foremost nation in world affairs.

Few need to be reminded of Franklin D,
Roosevelt. The confident smile, the jaunti-
ly-tilted cigarette holder, the magnetic per-
sonality are deeply etched into the American
memory. Roosevelt combined Jefferson’s
philosophy and Jackson's courage with Wil-
son’s ability to tap the moral reserves of the
people.

When he took office, Roosevelt frankly sur-
veyed the desperate conditions about him,
but he did not despair. ‘“The only thing we
have to fear,” he sald, “is fear itself,” He
regarded the crisis as an opportunity for a
modern application of Jefferson’s faith in the
people and the pioneers’ faith in themselves.
He saild:

“These unhappy times call for plans that
build from the bottom up instead of from the
top down ... that put thelr falth once
more in the forgotten man at the bottom
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of the economie pyramid . . . I, for one, do
not believe that the era of the pioneer is at
an end; I only believe that the area for
pioneering has changed. The period of geo-
graphical ploneering is largely finishied. But,
my friends, the period of social pioneering is
only at its beginning. And make no mis-
take about it—the same qualities of heroism
and faith and vision that were reguired to
bring the forces of nature into subjection will
be required—in even greater measure—to
bring under proper control the forces of mod-
ern society.”

With these words, the Roosevelt Admin-
istration set in motlon a program that
reached to every major source of economic
distress.

In retrospect, the speed and the orderliness
of the New Deal achievements seem almost
equally as remarkable as their magnitude.
These features of the Roosevelt leadership are
emblazoned on the record of F.D.R.'s “first
hundred days.”

In that relatively brief period, the main
structure of the New Deal was built. All
of that was done without any semblance of
Executive dictation. Measures were sub-
mitted to the full test of unfettered debate in
Congress and the other public forums. Ac-
tion resulted not from the cracking of Exec-
utive or Legislative whips, but from general
recognition that the proposals constituted
urgently needed reforms. This represented
Executive leadership and governmental team-
work in their finest sense.

From the White House came a series of
Presidental messages dealing with emergency
banking legislation, economy in government,
repeal of prohibition, agricultural and un-
employment relief, a new farm program, safe-
guards on stockmarket trading, mortgage
relief, railroad coordination, government re-
organization, industrial recovery, world dis-
armament and other major questions.

From Congress came legislative enactments
which set the nation on the high road to
recovery and expansion—the Emergency
Banking Act, Agricultural Adjustment Act,
Civillan Conservation Corps, National Re-
covery Administration, Public Works Admin-
istration, Securlties and Exchange Act, Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, Home
Owners Loan Corporation, Tennessee Valley
Authority, and the Farm Credit Act, among
others.

None of these programs passed without
opposition. Roosevelt’'s New Deal was ac-
cused of subverting the American system of
free enterprise. Actually, it was designed to
save it. The New Deal was based on a con-
cept it took America five depressions to learn:
that the roots of free enterprize are In a
prosperity that is broadly shared by all ele-
ments of the population. The soundness of
these programs show up in the fact that,
25 years later, they are an accepted part of
American life.

At the same time that it combatted the
depression, the Democratic New Deal had
vision enocugh to make longer range plans
for the prosperity of the country. America’s
soll and forests had become depleted through
reckless use. A large-scale conservation pro-
gram was instituted, so that Americans in the
future could have the full benefit of this
natural wealth.

The potentialities of another resource,
water power, had long been neglected. But
in programs like the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, it was used to bring the comforts
of modern civilization to people who had
never seen an electric light.

Under President Truman's leadership, the
major New Deal programs were broadened
and extended. The fight against monopoly
was stepped up, and -slum clearance proj-
ects were started to give decent housing to
those whom large-city life had crowded to-
gether. At the end of 20 Democratic years,
the nation could look with pride at this
record:
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Unemployment:

1932 (million) 14

1968 HimtHen S 2 Ly Lol el 1.9
National income:

1932 (billion) $87.8

OB IO . < S e e $328
National product:

1932 (billion) $110

1952 (billion) $328
Worker's weekly paycheck:

11 G - et (1T

e AL ST P TS X SRS R $65
Net farm income:

kL T T N S B $1.9

1858 (bfiHom) o~ $814. 1
Corporation income (after tax):

1932 (billion) - —§3.4

T952 I DAIen YIS IS ST sl $18.3

CHAPTER SIX: DEMOCRACY ON TRIAL IN WAR AND
IN PEACE—COMBATING THE FASCISTS AND THE
COMMUNISTS

The Democratic Party rolled up victory
after victory in the elections of the 20 years,
19382-52. The biggest vote-getter was Roose-
velt, four times the unbeaten champion of
American politics. In 1936, he topped his
opponent by 11 million popular votes and
523 electoral votes—the biggest majority in
Amerlcan history.

Presldent Truman, also undefeated, had a
political style all his own. With his simple,
direct approach to the voters, he was able,
in 1948, to score an amazing political upset.

Harry Truman did not mind being called a
politician, “Politics,” he once sald, “is pub-
lic service.” The tarnish that clung to the

word could be removed if enough citizens,
through their parties, took part in politics.
So, working behind Roosevelt and Truman,
were countless Democrats of lesser fame but
equal dedication. They manned sound
trucks, rang doorbells, watched polls and
cheered speeches, in that great turmoil of
democracy that is an American campaign.

It was Important for the people of the
world that the faith of Americans in demo-
cratic government had been restored by the
Roosevelt Administration’s battle against the
depression, For history had chosen America
to lead the democratic countries in the his-
torie struggles of the 20th century, against
Fascism and Soviet Communism. These twin
dictatorships, to whom popular government
and individual liberty meant nothing, were
to challenge the democracies first in a global
hot war, then in a cold war. The stakes
were to be no less than the freedom of every
person on earth. It was a fight that was to
test all the nerve and strength America could
muster.

For a democracy to meet this challenge first
involved a great risk of popular education.
During the 1920s, the United States had be-
come increasingly isolationist. Minds had to
be changed, people convinced that the world
had become so small as to make events in
other lands bound to affect the well-being of
America itself. President Roosevelt pointed
up the evils of the Fascist dictatorships. He
also took action to strengthen the bastions
of freedom. A reciprocal trade program was
passed to promote friendship through in-
creased trade. In South America, the “big
stlck” was replaced by the policy of the Good
Nelghbor. Over bitter opposition from iso-
lationist forces, a Democratic Congress ap-
proved, in 1940-41, a peacetime draft. This
provided at least partial preparation for the
war launched by the treacherous Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor.

Pear] Harbor changed minds quickly. It
unified America as never before. The mighty
story of victory over Germany and Japan is
too recent to need retelling. No political
party can take credit for winning that strug-
gle and ending the war. To do so would be
to disparage the work of the Armed Forces
and the performance of the great industrial
machine on the home front. But directing
the entire effort was Franklin D. Roosevelt.
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Desplite his concern with the fighting, he
never ceased to plan for permanent peace.
His declaration of the Four Freedoms and
the Atlantic Charter were elogquent state-
ments of the peace aims of democracy. The
entire allied world hailed him as the supreme
spokesman in the struggle for the preserva-
tion of liberty. But on the eve of victory,
exhausted by his labors, he died. Although
an entire world poured out its grief, the
most fitting epitaph was that on his tomb-
stone: “Died in Action.”

But victory over the Axis meant the end of
only one form of dlctatorship. Russia,
America's wartime ally, also had designs on
the freedom of the people of the world. The
free world scarcely had time to catch its
breath before the well-organized forces of
world Communism moved into the power
vacuums Fascism had left.

After four years of sacrifice and war, many
in America wanted to relax. But the Tru-
man Administration kept a close eye on
Russian actions. One of the earliest and
most important examples of President Tru-
man's alertness to Russian tactics occurred
in 1946, when the Russians failed to live up
to their agreement to evacuate their troops
from strategle, oil-rich Iran. As a result of
President Truman's forceful insistence, the
Russians finally backed down and withdrew
their troops.

In February, 1947, with Communist guer«
rilla activities gaining in intensity in Greece,
Britain advised the U.S. that it could no
longer maintain its forces In Greece and
Turkey, and would be forced to withdraw
them in a matter of weeks. Presldent Tru-
man made a quick, bold decision. On
March 12, before a jolnt session of Congress,
he enunciated the now famous Truman Doc~
trine—a policy of U.S. intervention where
necessary to save nations in danger of being
taken over by a dictatorship—and asked
Congress to authorize a $400 million program
of economic and military aid to Greece and
Turkey.

The Truman Doctrine 1s now regarded as
a major turning point in the cold war with
the Communists, for it told the world that
America was determined to lead the free
world in the fight against Communism and
its causes. It was followed by a series of
dramatic programs that literally saved West-
ern Europe from the grip of Communism: an
emergency aid program that helped Europe
survive the cold winter of 1947-48; the his-
toric Marshall Plan (a long-range coordi-
nated ald program to take the place of previ-
ous piecemeal programs) and the Berlin
Alrlift another dramatic example of U.S. de-
termination to resist every Russian pressure.

As the economic strength of the free world
began to grow, the Truman Administration
turned to the task of shoring up its military
strength. The North Atlantic Treaty be-
came the first in a series of collective security
pacts, designed to prevent Communist ag-
gression by making it plain that any attacker
of free nations would have to contend with
the armed might of the U.S. This treaty
was supplemented by a program of U.S. mill-
tary aid to the member nations.

While building these safeguards, the Tru-
man Administration did not neglect the
United Natlons, the dream of Franklin
Roosevelt as the right institution for last-
ing peace. The crucial test of the UN came
in Eorea In 1850, where troops from UN
countries turned back a naked act of ag-
gression on the part of Soviet and Chinese
Communism. The heavy sacrifices made by
the American people in this combat put a
brake to Communist expansion in the Far
East, paving the way for a relaxation of
world tensions in the following years.

Thus, in 20 years, the American people,
under Democratic leadership, had revolution-
ized their thinking about world affairs. They
had accepted the responsibilities of being
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the greatest nation on earth. They had de-
feated Fascism and buillt up a strong net-
work of defense against Communism. The
entire economy had adjusted to the fact that,
as long as aggressors exist, the only sure way
to keep peace was to keep strength. Demo-
cratiec forelgn policy was so well-grounded
in the realities of the world situation, that
the Republican Party, despite its criticlsms,
found it could not do away with a single
major program when It came to power.

As the cold war progressed, defenses against
Communists also had to be raised within the
United States. The Communist Party in
America was at peak strength during the
Hoover Administration, when 108,000 per-
sons voted the Communist ticket for Presi-
dent. During World War II, some of these
Communists had taken advantage of the
spirit of wartime friendship to try to infil-
trate government and industry. But as soon
as the aggression became evident,
the Democratic Party began to dig them
out.

When the Democrats left office in 1852,
there was only one-fourth as many Com-
munists in the country as 20 years earlier.
The top leadership of the Communist Party
had been wiped out—prosecuted and im-
prisoned by Democratic Administrations.
New laws were added to the statute books,
a loyalty program was set up in the Govern-
ment, and the protective strength of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation greatly in-
creased.

To administer a successful internal se-
curity program required a delicate balancing
between the dangers of subversion and the
importance of individual freedom. The dis-
loyal had to be separated from the dissenter,
and the old-style progressive not confused
with the Communist. The Democratic Party
opposed those who tried to use fear of
Communist inflltration to check soclal prog-
ress and defame minority groups. In
fashioning its internal security programs, it
tried to be guided by the warning of Presi-
dent Roosevelt: that “if the fires of freedom
and clvil Uberties burn low in other lands,
they must be made brighter in our own."”

The program to extend the New Deal and
defend democracy from Communism occu-
pled most of Harry Truman's terms in office.
After seven of the most eventful years In
history, he retired, and in 1952 the Demo~
cratic Conventlon selected Adlal Stevenson
as its Presidential candidate. Stevenson,
despite his disinguished record as Governor
of Illinois, was not well known nationally
at the time of his nomination. But be-
ginning with his famous acceptance speech,
in which he sounded the keynote for the
Democratic campaign—"Let’s talk sense to
the American people”—the elogquence and
forthrightness of Stevenson’s campaign
speeches made a quick and deep impression
on the voters in the short period between the
conventlon and the election. Although de-
feated by a military hero who had been in
the public eye for a full decade before
Stevenson appeared on the natlonal scene,
the Illinoils Governor recelved more votes
than any other Presidential candidate in
history except two: Franklin Roosevelt and
Dwight Elsenhower.

General Eilsenhower's victory was not a
vietory for the Republican Party. Not-
withstanding his personal popularity, the
party won the Congress by the narrowest of
margins, and quickly lost it two years later,
Nor was the Eisenhower victory a repudia-
tion of the Democratic legislation of the
previous 20 years. Public pressure forced
Eisenhower to embrace the New Deal in his
campaign to keep the basle domestic and
:kgejgn programs intact during his terms in
office.

Not content merely to oppose, Democratic-
controlled Congresses from 18563 to 1960
fashioned constructive programs of their
own. They passed the first civil rights leg-
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islation in 85 years. They launched a mas-
sive program of research into the prevention
of cancer and heart disease. They provided
the funds through which America reached
out into the exploration of space.

But directlon from the Republican Ad-
ministration was badly lacking in the 1850s.
New problems, new needs, challenged the
nation, at home and abroad. Without posi-
tive, assertive Administration leadership,
America drifted, People's hopes for better
futures were clouded by spreading slums,
crowded schools, high mediecal costs, tech-
nological changes that eliminated jobs.
Three recessions in seven years wracked the
economy, the final one leaving almost seven
million unemployed. Abroad, communism
found new ways to encroach upon the free
world through subversion and guerrilla war-
fare. Among friends, allles and uncom-
mitted peoples of the world, who looked
vainly to America to lead the way to peace
and progress, American prestige hit bottom.

Among millions of those increasingly dis-
turbed by America’s drift in such perilous
times was Senator John F. EKennedy of
Massachusetts, who looked forward and saw
a New PFrontier of “uncharted areas of sci-
ence and space, unsolved problems of peace
and war, unconquered pockets of ignorance
and prejudice, unanswered questions of pov-
erty and surplus.” As the 1960 Democratic
Presidential nominee, Kennedy asked all
Americans to join as “new pioneers on that
New Frontier"—and in a close, hardfought
campaign marked by four precedent-shat-
tering television confrontations between him
and his Republican opponent, Richard M.
Nixon, Eennedy was elected 36th President
of the United States.

In his first words as Chlef Executlive,
President Kennedy made it clear “that the
torch has been to a new generation
of Americans” and that America would pay
any price, bear any burden, “to assure the
survival and the success of liberty.”

Once again the Democratic Party had pro-
vided a leader to summon the Nation to
greatness,

John Fitzgerald Kennedy, with his in-
cisive sense of history, will be remembered
as the man who fought for peace in a
turbulent, diversified world. He will be
remembered for his leadership in obtaining
the nuclear test-ban treaty, the first tenta-
tive step toward lasting peace.

President Johnson has eloguently sum-
marized the Kennedy legacy this way:

“The dream of conquering the vastness of
space—the dream of partnership across the
Atlantic—and across the Paclfic as well—
the dream of a Peace Corps in less-developed
nations—the dream of education for all our
children—the dream of jobs for all who seek
them and need them—the dream of care for
our elderly—the dream of an all-out attack
on mental illness—and above all, the dream
of equal rights for all Americans whatever
their race or color—these and other Ameri-
can dreams have been vitalized by his drive
and by his dedication.”

President Eennedy, after taking office,
moved swiftly to implement his programs.

Acting in the Democratic tradition that
produced the Good Neighbor Policy, Lend
Lease, Point Four and the Marshall Plan,
he moved to recapture the Initiative in for-
eign affiairs.

The Peace Corps was Initlated to give
young Americans a chance to help under-
developed countries help themselves. This
program captured the imagination of the
world and enhanced the prestige of Amer-
ica.

ams like the Alllance for Progress
for Latin America were developed to give
peoples of the world’s under-developed na-
tions new hope for a better life, stable gov-
ernments and social justice.

Above all, President EKennedy sought to
blaze a trail to lasting peace, realizing that
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such a peace could only be negotiated from
a position of strength. Our Defense estab-
lishment was streamlined, strengthened and
readied to meet any of the diverse challenges
of the nuclear age.

The United States stood ready to meet any
threat to its security and freedom—from a
guerrilla uprising to a nuclear confronta-
tlon.

The Communist tide of expansion was
repelled in the Congo, blocked in Berlin,
held in Vietnam, stalemated in Laos.

In October 1962 the Soviet Union attempt-
ed to establish offensive missile bases on the
island of Cuba, precipitating the first direct
confrontation between two nuclear powers.

The iron will of President Kennedy,
backed by our vast military strength, forced
a humiliating Soviet backdown and removal
of offensive missiles and bombers. Presi-
dent EKennedy had acted judiclously and
with restraint. A situation that might have
ended in a nuclear holocaust was resolved
without violence.

The Cuban confrontation was a turning
point in the cold war., It convinced the
Soviet Union of the determination of the
United States to protect its interests and
drove home the horrors of possible nuclear
destruction.

It was only after Cuba that the Soviets
reversed a long-standing policy and agreed
to sign a test-ban treaty with the United
States. The treaty, forbidding atmospheric
nuclear testing, was hailed around the world
as a first step in the long, hard journey to-
ward a lasting peace In the nuclear age.
More than a hundred nations signed the
treaty.

In the critical area of space exploration
President Eennedy fought to help the United
Btates achleve supremacy. He named Vice
President Johmson to head a newly-created
National Aeronautics and Space Council to
coordinate this national effort. More than
130 vehicles were placed in orbit. The
United States assumed a position of pre-
eminence as it met man's great new chal-
lenge—space.

While he was reasserting United States
leadership abroad and in space, President
Kennedy did not forget the importance of
meeting our problems at home, nor did he
forget the heritage and traditions of the
Party of the People.

In the crucial area of Civil Rights, he be-
came the architect of a comprehensive pro-
gram to insure all Americans an equal op-
portunity to develop and utilize their tal-
ents. The government was mobilized to fight
segregation in housing, employment, trans-
portation and voting. An executive order
forbade any discrimination in the Federal
government. Qualified Negroes were ap-
pointed to key posts In the Administration.
The Equal Employment Opportunities Com=
mission was established and, under the ener-
getic leadership of Vice President Johnson,
worked to eliminate discrimination both in
Federal Service and in companies doing busi-
ness with the Federal government. A eivil
rights bill to guarantee all citizens full par-
ticipation in American life, a bill to enable
men of good will to work out their prob-
lems within the framework of law and order,
was drawn up and submitted to Congress,

The President also moved to strengthen
our economy and improve the lot of our
people.

His first executive order released surplus
food to the families of the unemployed; steps
were taken to extend unemployment benefits
to the victims of the recession which held
the country in its grip when President EKen-
nedy took office.

Area redevelopment was Initiated to help
communiites eroded by economic change di-
versify their economies and provide more
jobs. Accelerated public works were initiated
to create more job opportunities as well as
provide needed public facilities. The Man-
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power Development and Training program
was started to teach workers new skills that
would enable them to gain employment in
our increasingly more complex societies.
Incentives were provided to encourage
greater business investment, strengthening
the economy and providing more jobs. The
development of small business was encour-

The Kennedy programs to increase the Na-
tlon’s educational opportunities were the
most comprehensive since the land grant col-
lege act was passed almost a century ago.
Existing programs were expanded and new
programs were begun—such as the compre-
hensive bill to aid medical education and the
$1.2 billion college facilities construction act.

The first extension in the history of the
minimum wage act was secured, and the
minimum wage was ralsed. The Nation’s
first Equal Pay Act was passed to protect
the rights of working women. New programs
to ald rural development were begun while
agricultural surpluses were cut and food
prices stabilized.

Under these programs the number of em-
ployed rose to record heights, while the num-
ber of unemployed was reduced. The Gross
National Product climbed to a record $600
billion, factory wages topped $100 per week
for the first time in history, and industrial
production, profits and personal income went
up.

Despite these gains our economic growth
rate remained below its potential and close to
4 million Americans remained unemployed.
To counter this situation, to attack the waste
of resources and the human suffering Presi-
dent Eennedy proposed a tax cut. The tax
cut was designed to stimulate the economy
by generating increased activity in the pri-
vate sector of the economy, rather than
through inecreased government spending,

President Kennedy moved the Nation ahead
on other fronts too. He focused attention
on the problems of our rapidly expanding
cities, mapped a bold new approach to the
problems of mental illness and mental re-
tardation, increased consumer protection and
undertook many other important programs.

On November 22, 1963, President Een-
nedy was tragically assassinated. His Presi-
dency had lasted scarcely more than a thou-
sand days, yet, in that time, he left his stamp
indelibly on the Nation, He brought a stand-
ard of excellence to everything he did—
whether it was the appointment of an Am-
bassador or the encouragement of American
culture. He renewed America’s faith in 1t-
self, its tradition and its future.

CHAPTER EIGHT: THE PRESIDENCY OF LYNDON
B, JOHNSON—"'LET US CONTINUE . . "

Lyndon B. Johnson became the 36th Presi-
dent of the United States upon the death
of John F, Eennedy. His energy, skill and
knowledge were quickly evident as he moved
to carry on the work begun by the late
President. And the dignity and strength
with which he grasped the reins of govern-
ment reassured the Nation and the world.

In a specldal message to Congress delivered
Just three days after he took office, and
again in his State of the Union message,
President Johnson reviewed his philosophy
and outlined his programs.

Not surprisingly, his concerns were those
that had always been at the core of the Dem-
ocratic Party’'s phillosophy—the vislon of
American greatness and the desire that the
United States play its rightful role of leader-
ship in world affairs; the desire that the na-
tional interest be placed above all else; the
concern for the welfare of the common man;
the desire to see all Americans—regardless
of their economie background or their race or
their religion—receive an equal opportunity
for full participation in our society.

President Johnson began his political
career as an ardent supporter of Franklin D,
Roosevelt. As a government administrator
and a young Congressman he gave his full
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support to the Roosevelt programs. Presi-
dent Roosevelt, in turn, took an interest in
young Johnson and helped further his career,
Lyndon Johnson never forgot the lessons he
learned from F.D.R. Presldent Johnson's
interest in the common man, his concern
that the U.8. malntaln its greatness as a na-
tion and assume its responsibilities in For-
elgn affairs are a part of this heritage.

“Our prineiples, our programs, our achieve-
ments represent the hopes and needs of the
great majority of the American people—in
every walk of life and in every part of the
country,” Lyndon Johnson has sald of the
Democratic Party.

As a good Democrat, Lyndon Johnson was
above narrow partisanship. As Vice Presi-
dent he had explained, “We are partisans not
merely for the fact of partisanship, but be-
cause through the Democratic Party we have
found a way of organizing ourselves to do
for the Nation those things we feel must be
done.”

The President of the United States, re-
gardless of Party, knew that Lyndon John-
son would give his full support to those pro-
grams and policles which were genuinely in
the national interest, regardless of any polit-
ical reaction his position might cause. For
almost eight years he was the leader of the
opposition party in the United States Sen-
ate. Never during that period did he allow
the Democratic Party to fall into a pattern
of negativism. When, in a matter of vital
importance to national security, the Presi-
dent needed the support of the Democrats,
he recelved it.

And as Vice President Lyndon Johnson
fought for the principles of equal oppor-
tunity that are the foundation of the Demo-
cratic Party. As head of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunities Jommission he was in
the vanguard of the fight to obtain equal
opportunity for all Americans (just as he
had been in the Senate where he guided the
first Civil Rights legislation since the Civil
War to passage). He fought to malntain
United States leadership in world affairs,
carrylng the message of his government to
83 countries in more than 150 speeches.

President Johnson sensed while a Senator
the implications of a Russian Sputnik derl-
sively circling the globe. The Preparedness
Subcommittee which he headed investigated
the nation’'s space and missile activities and
recommended a 17-point program to revital-
ize them.

His interest played a key role in the drive
by American technology to surpass the Rus-
slan space effort.

As Vice President he became head of the
National Aeronautics and Space Council
where he continued to preach the impor-
tance of supremacy in space.

So Lyndon Johnson came to the Presidency
well grounded in the principles of the Dem-
ocratic Party, skilled in the art of politics,
and tempered by the responsibilities of na-
tional leadership.

Two of the hallmarks of Lyndon Johnson's
career had been his tremendous capacity for
work and his ability to “get things done.”
President Johnson threw himself Into the
Presidency with characteristic energy.

For example, he pushed for passage of the
tax cut bill and signed it into law. In the
short run the new tax cut will increase the
take home pay and improve the living con-
ditions of every American wage earner. In
the long run it will give the economy a
needed boost and provide the increased rev-
enues that will lead the way ultimately to a
balanced budget.

While cutting taxes, the President initi-
ated a strenuous drive to cut government
costs and maintain economy in government.
The American taxpayer, he said, deserved “a
dollar of value for a dollar spent.”

The President explained his approach this
way in his Budget Message to Congress:

“When vigorous pruning of old programs
and procedures releases the funds to meet
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new challenges and opportunities, economy
becomes the companion of progress .

“This, is, I belleve, a budget of economy
and progress.”

So the new President reafirmed by word
and action his party's interest in people,
in seeing that all Americans shared in the
American dream.

One of his first acts was to declare his
unequivoeal support of the Civil Rights bill
before Congress. President Johnson pledged
to do all he could to secure the bill's passage
and dedicated his Administration to the
principles that underlie the bill.

President Johnson also moved to help the
Nation's poor and underprivileged. Declar-
ing all-out war on poverty, he outlined a
comprehensive plan, national in scope but
geared fo local initiative, to give the Nation's
poor a chance to help themselves. The Pres-
ident’s anti-poverty program was designed
to help those who have been forced into
poverty by eircumstance and who cannot
escape without outside help.

In 1964 President Johnson and Democratic
candidates for Congress campaigned on a
platform of precise, forthright proposals de-
signed to answer the Nation’s need in the
mid-1860's. The American people responded
with overwhelming approval at the polls, re-
turning Lyndon Johnson—with Vice Presi-
dent Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota—to
the White House with the largest plurality
ever accorded a candidate. The President
and the Democratic 89th Congress turned to
the task of enacting the 1964 Democratic
platform, keeping the promise to the voters.
The result was the greatest record of crea-
tive legislation in the Nation's history, sur-
passing both the 63rd Congress under Wood-
row Wilson and the historic 738rd under
Franklin Roosevelt.

More than 90% of the President’s 170
major recommendations were enacted by the
80th Congress. But statistics tell only a
small part of the story, for the achievements
of the 89th were registered by breaking
through obstacles that had blocked earlier
efforts—and passing legislation that an-
swered the needs of all Americans,

This historic partnership between the
White House and Congress overcame the bar-
riers that had held up federal funds so vital
to insuring every child the best possible
education. Landmark actions were the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act,
which provided federal grants administered
under local control and specialized aids for
school districts with a high concentration of
poor families, and a Higher Education Bill
authorlzing scholarship grants and loans to
college students.

With the passage of Medicare legislation
in 1965, a two-decades old controversy was
resolved in favor of 19 million older Amer-
icans who now recelve the medical attention
they need—and often cannot afford. Medi-
care provides a baslc hospital insurance pro-
gram under Social Security, a voluntary
health Insurance program, and expanded
Social Security benefits.

‘Meeting the President’s challenge to build
the Great Soclety, Congress expanded the
1964 Economic Opportunity Aect, to bring
new weapons into the arsenal to defeat pov-
erty—rent supplements, Teachers Corps, the
Model Cities program, an economic devel-
opment program for the depressed 1ll-state
Appalachia region, and expanded manpower
retraining programs.

In other important legislation the Presi-
dent was supported in his call for a new
cabinet-level Department of Housing and
Urban Development to administer federal
housing and urban development programs,
a new Department of Transportation, a Vot-
ing Right of Act to insure against local dis-
crimination, major steps to combat water
and air pollution, the beautification pro-
gram, a minimum wage increase and exten-
sion of coverage, exclse tax reductions to
stimulate the economy, immigration law re-
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form, and the long-awaited Truth in Pack-
aging bill to protect consumers.

There can be little doubt that historians,
reviewing the achievements of the Demo-
cratic 89th Congress, will agree with Presi-
dent Johnson's assessment: “An inspired
group of Americans, representing a sense of
national purpose, has written for the United
States a new chapter in greatness.”

The world has changed in the 1756 years
that have passed since the beginning of the
Democratic Party, but the principles and
ideals that are the foundation of the Party
are still valid. Proud of its traditions, secure
in its heritage, the Democratic Party wel-
comes the challenge of the future. The Party
of the architect of this Nation's beginnings
is today the Party that maintains the vision
of American greatness in the nuclear age.
The mantle of Jefferson, Jackson, Wilson,
Roosevelt, Truman and Kennedy has passed
to Lyndon Johnson. President Johnson set
the tone of his Administration in his first
address to Congress.

“Let us continue,” he said.

CHAPTER SEVEN: DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTS OF
THE UNITED STATES AND OUTSTANDING DEM-
OCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES

Thomas Jefferson, third President of the
United States

Life: born April 13, 1743, In Albemarle
County, Virginia . . . educated, William and
Mary College . . . married Martha Skelton
. . + 8ix children, four of whom died in in-
fancy. . . died July 4, 1826 at Monticello,
Virginia.

Career: lawyer, writer, sclentlst and archi-
tect . . . Justice of the Peace, member of
the Virginia Legislature, Governor of Vir-
ginia . . . member of the Continental Con-
gress . . . minister to France and Secretary
of State in Washington’s cabinet . . . Presi-
dent from 1801 to 1808 . . . close advisor to
Presidents from 1808 to 1826.

Achievements: wrote the Declaration of
Independence . . . wrote the Virginia Dec-
laration of Religlous Freedom . . . Founded
the University of Virginia and planned its
architecture . . . wrote the Northwest Ordl-
nance . , . As Presldent, negotiated the
Loulsiana Purchase—800,000 square miles for
15 million dollars; initiated Lewls and Clark
Expedition; fought Alien and Sedition laws,
sent armed forces to Tripoll to protect Ameri-
can trade from Mediterranean pirates.

Jefferson on the future of democracy:
“Whenever the people are well-informed,
they can be trusted with thelr own govern-
ment; whenéver things get so far wrong as
to attract their notice, they may be relled
upon to set them to rights . . . I have no
fear, but that the result of our experiment
will be, that men may be trusted to govern
themselves without a master. Could the
contrary of this be proved, I should conclude,
either that there is no God, or that he is a
malevolent being.”

James Madison, Fourth President of the
United States

Life: born March 16, 1751, at Port Conway,
Virginia . . . educated at the College of New
Jersey (now Princeton) ... married Dorothy
Payne Todd . . . dled June 28, 1836, at Mont~
pelier, Virginia.

Career: lawyer and political sclentist . . .
member of the Virginia legislature . . . dele-
gate to the Continental Congress and the
Constitutional Convention . . . member of
the House of Representatives from Vir-
ginia . . . Secretary of State under Jeffer-
son . . . President from 1809 to 1817.

Achievements: “Father of the Constitu-
tion” and leader in the fight for its ratifica-
tion . . . helped write the Bill of Rights ...
As President, fought the War of 1812 and
strengthened the permanent military and
naval forces.

Madison on the separation of powers:
“The great security against a concentration
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of powers . . . consists in giving to those
who administer each department the neces-
sary constitutional means and personal mo-
tives to reslst encroachments of the others
... It may be a reflection on human nature,
that such devices should be necessary to
control the abuses of government. But what
is government itself, but the greatest of
all reflections on human nature? If
men were angels, no government would
be necessary. If angels were to govern men,
controls on government would not be nec-
essary . . . In framing a government which is
to be administered by men over men, the
great difficulty lies in this: you must first
enable the government to control the gov-
erned; and then oblige it to control itself,”

James Monroe, Fifth President of the
United States

Life: born in Westmoreland County, Vir-
ginia, April 28, 1758, educated at Willlam
and Mary College . . . married Elizabeth
Kortwright . . . two children . . . died July 4,
1831, in New York City.

Career; soldier in the Revolution . . . mem=~

ber of the Virginia legislature . . ., Governor
of and TU.S. Senator from Virginia .
minister to France and England . , . Secre-
tary of State under Madison . . . President
from 1817 to 1825.

Achlevements: as President, fought

Beminole Indian War; acquired Florida Ter-
ritory from Spain; announced Monroe Doc-
trine, basis of American forelgn policy for
100 years.

Monroe on equal rights for all: “If all enjoy
rights, merit is rewarded, and punishment
inflicted only on those who have committed
crimes; the number of discontended and dis-
orderly will be inconsiderable, the great mass
will cling to and cherish the government
which is strictly their own.”

John Quincy Adams, Sizth President of the
United Stales

Life: born July 11, 1767, in Quincy, Mas-
sachusetts . . . educated at Harvard . . .
married Louisa Catherine Johnson , . . died
in Washington, D.C., February 23, 1848.

Career: lawyer and professor . . . member
of the Massachusetts Legislature and U.S.
Senator from Massachusetts . . . minister to
Portugal, the Netherlands, Russia and Great
Britain . . , Secretary of State under Mon-
roe . .. President from 1825 to 1829 . . . after
leaving the Presidency, served in Congress
for many years until his death.

Achievements: wrote Monroe Doctrine . . .
helped acquire Florida from Spain . . .
advocated roads and canals, a national uni-
versity, and national aid to scientific en-
terprise.

Adams on national preparedness: “The
firmest security of peace is the preparation
during peace of the defenses of war.”

Andrew Jackson, seventh President of the
United States

Life: born March 15, 1767, In Unlon
County, South Carolina . . . no formal edu-
cation . .. married Rachel Donelson ...
died at Hermitage, Tennessee, June 8, 1845.

Career: soldler and lawyer . .. Judge of
Tennessee Supreme Court . . . Congressman
and Senator from Tennessee . . . President
from 1829 to 1837.

Achlevements: fought the Seminole and
Creek Indlans . .. led American forces in
Battle of New Orleans . . . helped write the
Constitution of Tennessee . . . as President,
vetoed the re-chartering of the United States
Bank, and withdrew public deposits from
the Bank . .. prevented state nullification
of national tariff law . . . paid off the entire
United States debt.

Jackson on the dangers of special priv-
llege: “Many of our rich men have not been
content with equal protection and equal
benefits, but have besought us to make them
richer by Act of Congress. By attempting to
gratify their desires we have in the results
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of our legislation arrayed section against
section, interest against interest, and man
against man. . . . There are no nec

evils in government. Its evils exist only in
its abuses, If it would confine itself to equal
protection, and, as Heaven does its rains,
shower its favors alike on the high and the
low, the rich and the poor, it would be an
unqualified blessing.”

Martin Van Buren, eighth President of the
United States

Life: born at Kinderhook, Columbia
County, New York, December 5, 1782 , . . no
formal education . . . married Hannah
Hoes . . . 4 children . .. died at Einder-
hook, July 24, 1862.

Career: lawyer . . . member of New York
State Senate . . . Attorney-General and
Governor of New York ... United States
Senator from New York ... Secretary of
State under Jackson ... Vice President,
1833 to 1837 . . . President, 1837 to 1841.

Achievements: widened the suffrage In
New York ... fought to end imprisonment
for debt . . . helped to kill the Bank of the
United States ... as President, initiated
Independent treasury plan; opposed specula-
tlon In public lands; and instituted a maxi-
mum 10-hour working day in all Federal
public works.

Van Buren on public opinion: “The sober,
second thought of the people is never wrong,
and always efficient.”

James Knox Polk, 1ith President of the
United States

Life: born November 2, 1795, at Mecklen-
burg County, North Carolina . . . educated
at the Unlversity of North Carolina ...
married Sarah Childress . .. no children
... dled June 15, 1849, in Nashville,
Tennessee.

Career: lawyer ... Congressman from
Tennessee . . , Speaker of the House of
Representatives .. . Governor of Tennes-
see . . . first "dark horse” candidate for the
Presidency . . . President from 1845 to 1849,

Achievements: as President, annexed the
Oregon territory ... won the Mexican
War . . . re-established an independent
treasury system . . . reduced the tariff . . .
acquired territory comprising California,
TUtah and New Mexico.

Polk reaffirms the Monroe Doctrine: “The
nations on the continent of America have
interests peculiar to themselves. Their free
forms of government are altogether dif-
ferent from the monarchial institutions of
Europe . . . To tolerate any interference on
the part of European sovereigns with contro-
versies In America, or to suffer them to
establish new colonies of their own, would
be to make, to some extent, a voluntary sac-
rifice of our independence. . . . Liberty here
must be allowed to work out its natural
results, and these will, ere long, astonish
the world.”

Franklin Pierce, fourteenth President of the
United States

Life: born November 23, 1804, at Hillsboro,
New Hampshire . . . educated at Bowdoln
College . . . married Jane Means Appleton . ..
two children . . . died October 8, 1869, at
Concord, New Hampshire.

Career: lawyer . . . member of New Hamp-
shire legislature . , . Congressman and Sena~-
tor from New Hampshire . . . Federal Dis-
tirict Attorney . . . fought and wounded in
Mexican War . ., . Presldent from 1853 to
1857.

Achlevements: sent Commodore Perry to
open up Japan . . . reorganized diplomatic
service . . . paved way for transcontinental
railroad to Northwest . . . acquired 50,000

square miles of Southwest Territory in Gads-
den Purchase:

Plerce's political creed: “Our forefathers
of the thirteen united colonies in acquiring
their independence and founding this Re-
public, have devolved upon us, their de-
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scendants, the greatest and the most noble
trust ever committed to the hands of
man. . . . We have to maintain inviolate the
great doctrine of the inherent right of pop-
ular self-government; to harmonize a sin-
cere and ardent devotion to the institutions
of religious faiths with the most universal
religious toleration; to carry forward every
social improvement to the uttermost limit of
human perfectibility, by the free action of
mind upon mind, not by the obtrusive inter-
vention of misapplied force; and to cherish
with loyal fealty and devoted affection this
Union, as the only sure foundation on which
the hopes of civil liberty rest.”

James Buchanan, fifteenth President of the
United States

Life: born April 23, 1791, in Franklin
County, Pennsylvania . . . educated at Dick-
ensen College . . . unmarried . . . died in
Lancaster, Pennsylvania, June 1, 1868.

Career: lawyer ... member of Pennsylvania
Legislature . . . n and Senator
from Pennsylvania . .. Ambassador to Great
Britain and Russia . . . Secretary of State
under Polk . .. President from 1857 to 1861.

Achievements: as Secretary of State, wrote
the peace treaty with Mexico . . .as President,
lowered the tariff; opposed secession; trled
to prevent civil war by enforcing the Fugl-
tive Slave Act and advocating popular
sovereignty.

Buchanan on economy in government:
“We ought never to forget that true pub-
lic economy consists, not in withholding
the means necessary to accomplish important
national objects . . . but In taking care that
the money appropriated for these purposes
shall be falthfully and frugally expended.”
Grover Cleveland, tweniy-second and

twenty-fourth President of the United

States

Life: born in Caldwell, New Jersey, March
18, 1837 . . . one of nine children . . . mar-
ried Frances Folsom while President . . . five
children . . . died at Princeton, New Jersey,
June 24, 1908.

Career: lawyer . . . Sheriff and Mayor of
Buffalo, New York . . . Governor of New
York . .. President from 1885 to 1889 and
again from 1893 to 1897.

Achievements: greatly enlarged the Civil
Service . . . vetoed “pension grab” bills ., . .
built a Treasury surplus . . . fought for a
lower tariff . . . encouraged arbitration of
disputes between Europe and South Ameri-
can countries.

Cleveland on the forms of communism:
“Communism is a hateful thing. But the
communism of combined wealth and capital
is not less dangerous than the communism
of oppressed poverty and toil.”

Woodrow Wilson, twenty-eighth President of
the United States

Life: born December 28, 1856, in Staunton,
Virginia . . . educated at Princeton Unlver-
gity . . . married Ellen Louise Axson and
after her death Married Edith Bolling Galt
. . . three children . , . died in Washing-
ton, D.C,, February 3, 1924,

Career: historian and political sclentist
. . . President of Princeton Unlversity .. .
reform Governor of New Jersey . . . Presi-
dent from 1913 to 1921.

Achievements: led Amerlean participation
in World War I . . . enunclated the Fourteen
Points for lasting peace . . . fought for the
establishment of the League of Nations.
His domestic policy, the “New Freedom,"
initiated the Federal Reserve Act, Federal
Trade Commission Act, Clayton Anti-Trust
Act, Rallway Hours Bill, Natlonal War Labor
Board, United States Employment Service,

Espionage Act .. . settled differences with
Mexico and prepared the Philippines for self-
government.

Wilson on the importance of liberty: “A
patriotic American is a man who is not sel-
fish in the things that he enjoys that make
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for human liberty and the rights of man. He
wants to share them with the whole world,
and he is never so proud of the great flag
under which he lives as when it comes to
mean to other people as well as to himself
a symbol of hope and lberty ... I would
rather belong to a poor nation that was free
than to a rich nation that had ceased to be
in love with liberty. We shall not be poor if
we love liberty."”

Franklin Delano Roosevelt, thirty-second
President of the United States

Life: born January 30, 1882, at Hyde Park,
New York . .. educated at Harvard Univer-
sity . . . married Anna Eleanor Roosevelt, &
sixth cousin . .. five children . .. died at
Warm Springs, Georgia, April 12, 1945.

Career: lawyer . . . New York State Sena-
tor . . . Assistant BSecretary of the Navy
under Wilson . . . candidate for Vice Presi-
dent in 1920 . . . Governor of New York ...
President from 1033 to 1945,

Achievements of his Administrations

Recovery measures: bank holiday, Gold
Embargo, Relief, WPA and CCC Act, Agricul-
tural Production and Marketing laws, Home
Owner's Loan Corporation, Securities and
Exchange Act.

Welfare and resource development meas-
ures: Tennessee Vally Authority, Wagner
Act, SBoclal Security Act, Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, Parm-Tenant Act.

Anti-monopoly legislation: Robinson-Pat-
man Act, Public Utility Holding Company
Act, Rural Electrification Act.

Foreign policy: Reclprocal Tariff Act, Good
Nelghobr Policy, Lend-Lease Act, Four Free-
doms, Atlantic Charter, lald groundwork for
United Nations Organization.

Roosevelt on the bases of world peace:
“Today we seek a moral basis for peace. It
cannot be a real peace if it fails to recognize
brotherhood. It cannot be a lasting peace
if the fruit of it is oppression, or starvation,
or cruelty, or human life dominated by armed
camps. It cannot be a sound peace if small
nations must live in fear of powerful neigh-
bors. It cannot be a moral peace if freedom
from invasion is sold for tribute. It cannot
be an intelligent peace if it denies free pas-
sage to that knowledge of those ideals which
permit men to find common ground. It
cannot be a righteous peace if worship of
God is denled. ... We must as a united
people keep ablaze on this continent the
flames of human liberty, of reason, of democ-
racy, and of fair play as living things to be
preserved for the better world that Is to
come."”

Harry S. Truman, thirty-third President
of the United States

Life: born May 8, 1884, in Lamar, Mis-
sourl . . . no college education . .. mar-
ried Bess Wallace . . . one daughter.

Career: drug clerk, bank clerk, farmer and
haberdasher . . . artilleryman in World War
I ... county judge ... Senator from Mis-
sourl . . . Vice President under Franklin D.
Roosevelt ., . . President from 1945 to 1953.

Achievements: Marshall Plan, Truman
Doctrine, breaking of Berlin Blockage, North
Atlantic Treaty . . . halting of Communist
aggression in Korea, Greece, Turkey, Iran

. . re-armament programs . . . Point Four
program . . . ralsed minimum wage, ex-
tended Soclal Security, extended farm price-
suppeort program . . . established housing
and slum-clearance programs . . . I'ecOg-
nized new State of Israel . .. fought for
Civil Rights program . .. Atomic Energy
Act . . . unified the Armed Services...
established National Science Foundation.

Truman on equal rights for all: “Even-
tually, we are golng to have an America in
which freedom and opportunity are the same
for everyone. There is only one way to
accomplish that great purpose; that is to
keep working for it and never to take a
backward step . .. We know that our de-
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mocracy is not perfect. But we do know
that it offers a fuller, freer, happler life to
our people than any totalitarian nation has
ever offered.”

John F. Hennedy, thirty-fifth President
of the United States

Life: born May 29, 1917, Brookline, Massa-
chusetts, first President born in the 20th
Century . . . educated at Harvard Univer-
sity . . . married Jacqueline Lee Bouvier
. - . two children . . . died in Dallas, Texas,
Nov. 22, 1963.

Career: decorated by the Navy for “cour-
age, endurance and excellent leadership”
demonstrated when he towed injured crew
members to safety and brought them
through enemy lines after his PT boat was
rammed and sunk in World War II ...
newspaper correspondent at San Francisco
Founding United Nations Conference, the
Potsdam Conference and the British elec-
tion of 1945 . .. author of Why England
Slept, the Pulitzer Prize winning Profiles in
Courage, and The Strategy of Peace ...
Congressman and Senator from Massachu-
setts . . . Inaugurated Presldent January 20,
1961.

Achievements and goals of his administra-
tion: President Kennedy gave the Nation a
program for greatness in the nuclear age

. . achieved a treaty enacting a ban on at-
mospheric testing of nuclear weapons—an
historic first step in the long journey to-
ward peace . .. captured the imagination
of the world by initiating the Peace Corps
to help under-developed nations to help
themselves . . . initiated programs llke the
Alliance for Progress to give peoples of the
world new hope for a better life . ..
strengthened and increased the flexibility
of our military establishment, thus fashion-
ing the weapons to halt the spread of Com=-
munism and cause a humiliating Soviet de-
feat in Cuba by forcing the Communists to
remove all offensive missiles . . . initiated
programs like Area Redevelopment, Acceler-
ated Public Works and Manpower Develop-
ment and Training to help communities
eroded by economic change and teach work-
ers new skills for and increasingly more
complex soclety ... led the drive to ob-
tain equal opportunity for all Americans—
fighting against discrimination in education,
employment and voting . . . architect of the
tax cut and the civil rights bill.

Kennedy on the role of Americans today:
“In the long history of the world, only a
few generations have been granted the role
of defending freedom in its hour of maxi-
mum danger. I do not shrink from this
responsibility—I welcome it. I do not be-
lieve that any of us would exchange places
with any other people or any other gener-
atlion. The energy, the falth, the devotion
which we bring to this endeavor will light
our country and the glow from that fire can
truly light the world.

“And so, my fellow Americans: ask not
what your country can do for you—ask
what you can do for your country.”

—Inaugural Address
January 20, 1961

Lyndon B. Johnson, thirty-sizth President
of the United States

Life: born in Johnson City, Texas, August
27, 1908 . . . educated at Southwest Texas
State Teachers College . . . married Claudia
Alta Taylor . . . two children . . .

Career: Administrator of the Natlonal
Youth Administration for State of Texas...
United States Congressman ... Li. Cmdr,
U.S. Navy ... United States Senator ...

Senate Majority Whip and Leader . . . Vice
President of the United States . . . Inaugu-
rated President November 22, 1963 . . . and

won 1964 Presidential election with largest
plurality ever accorded a candidate.
Accomplishment and goals: set up and
headed the Senate Preparedness Subcommit-
tee which uncovered military waste and in-




efficiency in the 1950s ., . . outlined pro-
gram for U.S. to gain supremacy in space
following the first Sputnik . . . secured pas-

sage of the Civil Rights bills of 1957 and
1960—the first civil rights legislation to win
Congressional approval since the Civil War
.« . 88 Vice-President headed the Commit-
tee on Egqual Employment Opportunity and
the National Aeronautics and Space Council
.« « ‘As President, he led the fight to obtaln
aqual opportunity for all Americans—the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights
Act of 1965, secured passage of the tax cut,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, rent supplements, Model Clties pro-
gram, Department of Transportation, Beau-
tification program, Elementary and Second-
ary Education measure . .. other historic
legislation enacted by the B9th Congress un-
der his leadership included air and water
pollution control measures, water resources,
Medicare and social security improvements,
reform of the immigration laws, health and
consumer protection measures, highway
safety, expansion of the minimum wage law,
extension of the GI Bill of Rights . . . also
the Appalachia program, Federal and postal
employees pay raises, mine safety, Manpower
Development and Training expansion, the
anti-poverty program, farm program, im-
provements, and an expansion of Food for
Peace . . . our economic and military commit-
ments to preserve freedom in Vietnam and
other parts of the world have been coura-
geously honored. [

Johnson's faith In America: “The treasure
of America today as always s its young peo-
ple. We must not permit that treasure to
be lost or wasted.”—Feb. 22, 1963.

“I happen to believe that a strong, vibrant
economy is as essential to our leadership of
the free world as the military hardware.”—
Dec. 13, 1963.

“This nation is going to be solvent, be-
cause this Administration believes that you
can be frugal and thrifty without being re-
actionary.”"—Jan. 28, 1964.

“. . . we do not intend to allow the tempo
of America’s unprecedented prosperity to ever
muffle the cries of those who are denied a
fair share of it.,"—Apr. 24, 1964

“If a nation is to keep its freedom it must
be prepared to risk war. When necessary, we
will take that risk. But as long as I am
President, I will spare neither my office nor
myself in the quest for peace.””—June 20, 1964

“The task of achieving a life of quality and
dignity in rural as well as in urban America
is one that will engage our minds and our
energles for a lifetime . . . the unparalleled
harvest of today’'s rural America has been
achieved because our ancestors sald this too
was a reasonable goal."—Feb. 4, 1965

“Qur conservation must be not just the
classic conservation of protection and de-
velopment, but a creative conservation of
restoration and innovation. Its concern is
not with nature alone, but with the total
relation between man and the world around
him. Its object is not just man's welfare but
the dignity of man’s spirit."—Feb. 8, 1965

“America has become a highly urbanized
nation, and we must face the many meanings
of this new America . . . In the next 35 years,
we must literally bulld a second America—
putting in place as many houses, schools,
apartments, parks and offices as we have bullt
through all the time since the Pllgrims
arrived on these shores. . . ."—8Sept. 9, 19656

“Our beautiful America was bullt by a
nation of strangers. From a hundred differ-
ent places or more, they have poured forth
into an empty land, joining and blending
;ntoaoﬁue mighty and irresistible tide."—Oct.

, 191

“The . . . most important prineciple of our
foreign policy is support of national inde-
pendence—the right of each people to govern
themselves and to shape their own institu-
tions. For a peaceful world order will be pos-
slble only when each country walks the way
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that it has choosen to walk for itself.—
Jan, 12, 1966 '

“We have threatened no one, and we will
not.” 'We seek the end of no regime, and we
will not. Our purpose is solely to defend
against aggression. To any armed attack we
will reply, We have measured the strength
and weakness of others, and we think we
know our own, ... We will bulld freedom
while we fight, and we will seek peace every
day by every honorable means. But we will
persevere along the high hard road of free-
dom. We are too old to be foolhardy and we
are too young to be tired. We are too strong
for fear and too determined for retreat.”—
Feb. 23, 1966

“Our goal I1s not just a job for every
worker. Our goal Is to place every worker in
a job where he utilizes his full productive
potential, for his own and for society’'s bene-
fit."—Mar. 8, 1966

“This Administration has pledged that as
long as racial discrimination denles op-
portunity and equal rights in America, we
will honor our Constitutional and moral re-
sponsibility to restore the balance of
justice.—Apr. 28, 1966

“Let us start here and now to bulld a new
ideal of what ought to be the meaning of
growing old. Let us here proclaim a bill of
rights for older Americans. Let us make it
our guide in the years ahead. . . .,"—June 8,
1966

“Our Nation is stronger today than ever
before. We need not, indeed we dare not,
forsake our basic goals of peace, prosperity,
and progress. The pursult of peace s essen-
tlal for the continued advancement of our
Nation and all mankind., Prosperity and
progress will lead us toward a society where
all can share in the bounty of nature and
the produects of man’s Ingenuity and crea-
tivity. . . ."—Jan. 24, 1967

Hubert H. Humphrey, Vice President of the
United States

Life: born in Wallace, South Dakota, May
27, 1911 . . . education at Denver College of
Pharmacy, University of Minnesota, Loulsi-
ana State University . . . married Murlel
Buck . . . four children.

Career: Mayor of Minneapolis, Minn.
United States Senator . . , Senate Majority
Whip . . . elected Vice President, 1964 . . .
serves ag Chairman, President’s Council on
Equal Opportunity, Committee on Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity, National Aeronau-
tics and Space Council, Council on Youth
Fitness, Economic Opportunity Council, and
the National Security Council

Accomplishments and goals: authored
legislation that created the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, the Peace Corps,
Food Stamp , Food for Peace Pro-
gram, National Defense Education Act, Drug
Regulation Act, International Health Act ...
as Majority Whip he played leading role in
the enactment of every major bill during the
Kennedy-Johnson Administration.

Humphrey on America’s future: “I am one
who belleves this nation is as strong, not as
the Chase National Bank, not as the stock
market, not even as the great powerful cor-
porations, but the nation is only as strong
as the productivity, the intelligence, the
health, and the education of its people.”

“We do not seek to make America strong
for purposes of aggression, but actually to
safe freedom. We do not want Amer-
ica's wealth just for the purpose of luxury,
but rather for the enrichment of life; yes, the
beautification of our country and the better-
ment of our education, the improvement of
our cultural standards and cultural institu-
tions, so that the wealth, the economic wealth
of an economic system is in a sense partially
used to bring about the spiritual wealth of a
social structure.”

“I believe the people of America ...

Desire a safer more peaceful world for
themselves and their children;
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BSupport the efforts of the Eennedy-John-
son Administration to expand the full rights
of ‘citizenship everywhere in this country;

"SBeek an end to poverty and deprivation
for all peoples everywhere:

Want to provide security and dignity to
our elderly;

Desire to improve and expand our educa-
tional system to prepare every child for a
wholesome and productive life;

Seek to transform our cities into pleasant,
stimulating and decent communities.

“The hard facts of life are simply these:
we cannot afford to be anything but a pros-
perous, booming America. We must have
increased productivity, rising sales, increased
employment, higher wages and bigger profits.
Only under these conditions does the Great
Soclety have meaning. These goals are clearly
within reach. Our free-enterprise economy
still possesses an enormous capacity to
grow—and thereby to contribute to greater
economic and social justice for every citizen.”

Adlai E. Stevenson

Life: Born in Los Angeles, California,
PFebruary 5, 1900 . . . educated at Princeton
University . . . married Ellen Borden . . .
three sons . . . died July 14, 1965, in London.

Career: reporter and lawyer . , . Assistant
to the Secretary of the Navy during World

War II ... Assistant to the Secretary of
State . . . delegate to the United Nations
Governor of Illinois . . . Democratic candi-

date for President in 1952 and 1958 . . . US.
Ambassador to the U.N. from 1961 to 1965.

Achievements: helped rebuild Italian econ-
omy after World War II ... helped get
United Nations Organization under way . . .
as Governor of Illinois, built new roads and
schools, reorganized the Mental Health Pro-
gram, strengthened the civil service, achleved
Constitutional reforms, and effected numer-
ous economies to balance the budget . .. as
Democratic spokesman and United Nations
Ambassador, Stevenson won worldwide ad-
miration for his integrity, eloquence, and
humanitarian vision.

Stevenson on the struggle against commu-
nism: “The preservation of the free world
hangs upon our ability to win the alleglance
of those millions and millions of people
throughout the world who have not yet made
their cholice between our democratic system,
on the one hand, and the promises which
Communism offers, on the other. That
choice will be malnly shaped by our own
performance. It will turn upon such things
as our ability to avoid the disruptions of
depression, to guarantee equality of oppor-
tunity, to narrow the gulfs ting eco-
nomic status, to preserve freedom of thought
and action, to 'make democracy accord in
practice with its premise and professions of
faith . . . No one can be certaln about the
meaning of peace. But we all can be certain
about the meaning of war. The future is
stlll open—open for disaster, if we seek peace
cheaply or meanly, but open for real peace
if we seek it bravely and nobly,”

Alfred E. Smith

Life: born in New York City, December 30,
1873 . . . no formal education , . . married
Catherine Dunn . . . five children . . . dled
October 4, 1944, in New York City.

Career: trucking hand and fish peddler

. « member of New York State Assembly
.+ . Sheriff of New York County ... Gov-
ernor of New York, 1918 to 1920 and 1922
to 1928 . . . Democratic candidate for Presi-
dent in 1928,

Achievements: as Governor: factory safety
laws, child welfare programs, housing and
mental institutions, veteran's bonus , . .
revised New York State Constitution and
reorganized the State Government.

Al Smith on religion in polities: *I can
think of no greater disaster to this country
than to have the voters of it divide upon
religious lines. Nothing could be so out of
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line with the spirit of America ... I do not
wish any member of my faith in any part of
the United States to vote for me on any
religlous grounds. I want them to vote for
me only when in their hearts and consciences
they become convinced that my election will
promote the best interests of our country.
By the same token, any person who votes
against me simply because of my religion is
not, to my way of thinking, a good citizen
. . . The absolute separation of State and
Church is part of the fundamental basis of
our Constitution. I believe in that separa-
tion, and in all that it implies. That belief
must be a part of the fundamental faith of
every true American.”

James M. Coz
Life: born March 31, 1870, at Jacksonburg,

Ohio ., . . married Margaretta Blalr , . .
four children . . . died July 15, 1957.
Career: school teacher, reporter, news-

paper publisher, author . . . Congressman
. + « Governor of Ohlo, 1913-15, 1817-21
.+ » Democratic candidate for President in
1820.

Achievements: as Governor of Ohio,
achieved workmen’'s compensation, budget
reform, school reorganization, public utility
regulation and state banking code,

Cox on democratic progress: “Some people
have been saying of late: ‘We are tired of
progress, we want to go back to where we
were before; to go about our business; to
restore ‘“normal” conditions’ They are
wrong. This is not the wish of America,
We can never go back . .. For our eyes are
trained ahead—forward to better new days

. . We cannot anchor our ship of state in
this world tempest, nor can we return to the
placid harbor of long years ago. We must
go forward or founder.”

Williams Jennings Bryan

Life: born in Salem, Illinois, March 18,
1860 . . . married Mary Elizabeth Baird
. . . three children . . . died at Dayton,
Tennessee, July 26, 1925,

Career: editor, orator, reporter and law-
yer . .. Colonel in the Spanish-American
War . . . Congressman from Nebraska . . .
Secretary of State under Wilson . . . Demo-
cratic candidate for the Presidency in 1896,
1900 and 1908.

Achievements: fought the gold standard
and protection in trade . . . foe of imperial-
ism and frusts . . . as Secretary of State,
worked for arbitration as method for peace-
ful settlement of international dispute . ..
instrumental in establishment of popular
election of Senators, the Income Tax, Woman
Suffrage and the Department of Labor.

Bryan on the Importance of agriculture:
“Burn down your cities and leave our farms,
and your cities will spring up again as if by
magic; but destroy our farms, and the grass
will grow on the streets of every city in the
country."”

Samuel J. Tilden

Life: born in New Lebanon, New York,
February 9, 1814 , . . educated at Univer-
sity of New York City ... unmarried ...
died In Yonkers, New York, August 4, 1888,

Career: lawyer and essaylst . . . chairman
of the New York State Democratic Commit-
tee . . . member of the New York Assembly

. . reform Governor of New York ...
Democratic candidate for President in 1878.

Achlevements: exposed the Tweed Ring in
New York City ... fought corruption in
State and in the Grant Administration.

Tilden on the dangers of corrupt govern-
ment: “Eliminating corruption does not
alone effect the saving of dollars and cents.
You cannot preserve your present system of
government unless you purify administra-
tion and purify legislation. The evils of cor-
rupt government are not confined to the
taking of money from the people to enrich
those who are not entitled to its enjoyment,
but the growth of such a system saps all pub-
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lic virtue and all public morality; and at last
‘a government of the people, and for the
people’ will cease to exist.”

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 355) to improve the opera-
tion of the legislative branch of the Fed-
eral Government, and for other purposes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Colorado yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida for a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, I am
happy to yield to the Senator from Flor-
ida, provided I do not lose my right to
the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for yielding. My inguiry is, what is the
time allotted under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement that will bind the Senate
in the morning for the consideration of
the so-called Hruska amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
hours, one hour to each side.

Mr. HOLLAND. May I propound an-
other parliamentary inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may.

Mr. HOLLAND. What is the time
agreed upon for the debate upon final
passage of the bill, and how much of
that time remains?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
I may answer that question, there was 2
hours on the bill, the great majority of
which, if not all of it, is still remaining.

It is anticipated, barring the offer of
further amendments, that it is quite
likely we will be able to finish within a
4-hour period after morning business is
concluded.

However, the distinguished minority
leader, on Friday last, did make a state-
ment to the Senate that if further time
was needed, it would be forthcoming;
and I am sure that the Senator from
Florida would agree to that.

Mr, HOLLAND. I thank the majority
leader and the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, by this
amendment I am proposing the estab-
lishment in the Congress of a Joint Com-
mittee on Science and Technology be-
cause I feel strongly that the time is
overdue for the Congress to organize
itself in a manner enabling it to respond
more adequately and intelligently to the
challenge posed by the phenomenal
growth of science and technology in this
Nation in the past 25 years, and to take
a greater lead in developing and guiding
our national science policy.

It is now commonplace to recognize
that we are living in the midst of a sci-
entific revolution, the impact of which
affects the lives of each and every citizen
in profound and often unpredictable
ways. This revolution Is manifested
particularly by developments in the mili-
tary sciences, agriculture, medicine, bi-
ology, transportation, communications,
new systems for the accumulation and
retrieval of information, by the intro-
duction of atomic power, and by the
opening up of whole new areas of sci-

5567

entific endeavor aimed toward the ex-
ploration and conquest of outer space.

The Federal Government has become
deeply committed to and heavily in-
volved in research and development pro-
grams in all these and many other areas.
A recent National Science Foundation
publication lists 35 departments and
agencies supporting or engaged in scien-
tific and technical research and develop-
ment.*

This involvement increasingly has be-
come a major factor of our political life
since the Second World War, when there
first developed a national awareness of
the essential relationship between the
utilization of science and technology and
the national welfare. According to
figures compiled by the National Science
Foundation, Federal expenditures for re-
search and development in 1940
amounted to only $74 million,* or less
than 1 percent of the fotal Federal
budget.” By 1945 Federal R. & D. ex-
penditures amounted to $1,5691 million,
a little less than 2 percent of the Fed-
eral budget; by 1960 to $7,738 million or
10 percent of the budget and by 1965 to
$14,875 million, or 15 perent—a level at
which such expenditures have been fairly
consistently maintained.*

Concomitant with the growth of Fed-
eral support has been a great expansion
on the body of related knowledge and in-
formation. However, because of our
highly compartmentalized congressional
committee structure, with its dispersed
legislative authorities and jurisdictions,
I find it difficult to obtain the compre-
hensive information describing the total
Federal, scientific, and technical effort.
And, although the Appropriations Com-
mittees of both Houses review all Fed-
eral spending, I have found it impossible,
even as a member of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, to gain an overall
picture of our research and development
programs because the enormity of the
Federal budget necessitates its appor-
tionment among the various appropria-
tions subcommittees.

In the Congress as a whole, scientific
and technical programs are reviewed in
a fragmented manner by various com-
mittees and subcommittees, according to
their jurisdiction over specific depart-
ments or agencies. As revealed in a
survey made in 1965 by the Science Policy
Research Division of the Legislative
Reference Service, there are in the
House and Senate combined a total of
32 committees and 109 subcommittees
having jurisdictional interest in scientific
and technological activities” These in-

1National Science Foundation. Federal
Funds for Research, Development and Other
Scientific Activities. Vol. XV, NSF 66-25.
Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office,
1966, pp. 82-83. (The Departments of De-
fense, Army, Navy and Air Force are counted
separately.)

2 Loccit., p. 4.

3 Ibid.

4 Ibid.

s Donnelly, Warren H. and Brezina, Dennis
W. Listing of Congressional Committees and
Subcommittees Indicating Jurisdictional In-
terests in Scientific and Technological Ac-
tivities. Legislative Reference BService, Li-
brary of Congress, 89th Congress, 1st sesslon.
19656, 28 pages.




5568

clude a number of subcommittees in each
House which exercise oversight of the
Government's research and development
activities. The problem is not, therefore,
one of a lack of review, but a lack of
coordination of reviews.

For this reason, I am advocating the
establishment within the Congress of a
Joint Committee on Science and Tech-
nology which, although lacking in leg-
islative authority and jurisdiction, would
be empowered to review Federal scientific
and technical programs on a continuing
basis, and could make recommendations
to the appropriate committees having
jurisdiction over specific agency pro-
grams, to the Congress as a whole, and
to the executive agencies and depart-
ments.

What is perhaps most important, it
would provide a congressional focal point
for the gathering of relevant, significant,
and detailed information on all govern-
mental and nongovernmental scientific
and technical plans and programs. Thus
centralized, this information would be-
come more readily accessible to all the
Members. This is essential to our pur-
poses as the number of pressing bills
dealing with science and technology
grows with each congressional session.
A very significant indicator of this leg-
islative activity is contained in a recent
bibliography of congressional publica~-
tions prepared in the Legislative Ref-
erence Service entitled “An Inventory of
Congressional Concern With Research
and Development.”® Although it deals
only with the 88th Congress and the first
session of the 89th, it is 120 pages long
and contains approximately 1,400 en-
tries.

We of the Congress will increasingly
be called upon to make major decisions
with respect to our support of science
and technology. These will be among
the most significant we have ever faced,
for, not only are vast expenditures in-
volved, but the scientists have warned
us that our very survival on this earth
has become more completely dependent
than ever before on the wise use of scien-
tific knowledge.

The most politically sophisticated of
the scientists recognize that many prob-
lems are created by technological devel-
opments that they alone eannot solve;
that there are social, economiec, and
political considerations involved in the
declisions that have to be taken; and
that the Members of Congress, who daily
make decislons in which all these con-
siderations have to be weighed, must
bring their practical experience to bear
upon them.,

Certainly we of the Congress do not
wish to hamper our national scientific
progress in any way, but I consider it
our duty to see to it that our Federal
sclentific programs are more thoroughly
coordinated, systematically prosecuted,
and economically administered; to help
formulate national goals and objectives;

8U.8. Congress, Senate. Committee on
Government Operations, Subcommittee on
Government Research. Committee Print:
An Inventory of Congressional Concern with
Research and Development: a Bibliography.
89th Congress, 2d sesslon. Washington, U.8.
Government Printing Office, 1966, 120 pages.
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and to clarify the scope of Government
involvement in scientific activities.

More specifically, we shall have to
consider such problems as the establish-
ment of priorities in terms of our na-
tional goals for support of programs in
space, agriculture, health services, edu-
cation, oceanography, and so forth. We
shall have to determine how best to allo-
cate our resources in terms of scientific
manpower, money, facilities, and natural
resources. These are not unlimited, and
choices will have to be made as to how
best they are to be utilized for maximum
public benefit.

We should examine the relationship
between governmental and nongovern-
mental organizations engaged in scien-
tific and technical pursuits to find what
measure of cooperation exists between
them.

There is the problem of distributing
Federal research grants and contracts in
a manner that will be geographically
equitable without sacrificing the quality
of research obtained.

All these problems and issues can be
considered adequately and responsibly
only if the Congress provides itself with
such machinery as I propose in the form
of a Joint Committee on Science and
Technology where a proper perspective
can be achieved by viewing them in the
context of total governmental and non-
governmental involvement.

It is frequently said in the Congress
that too much power has shifted to the
executive branch of the Government, I
believe that we have been somewhat at
fault, because in the past we have been
prone to accept programs which are con-
ceived in and proposed by the executive
branch with too little question, and this
is especially true of programs having ma-
jor scientific and technical content.
Furthermore, we must realize that the
executive branch perhaps responded to
the challenge of modern science and
technology with more foresight than we.
Within the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent there is a Special Assistant for
Science and Technology, the President’s
Science Advisory Committee, the Office
of Science and Technology, and the Fed-
eral Council for Science and Technology.
Through these bodies the Executive has
Immeasurably strengthened its hand
both with respect to shaping national
science policy and to drafting legislation
designed to implement that policy.

However, despite the establishment
of the above-mentioned offices, the ex-
ecutive branch has not demonstrated
that it is able to guarantee the efficient
management of Federal programs or
their effective intergovernmental coordi-
nation. For example in a recent case
study of Federal laboratory resources,
significant management deficiencies
were revealed. I quote from the report:

The Federal Government appears to know
only approximately how many laboratories
it has, where they are, what kinds of people
work there, and what they are doing. Equip-
ment is purchased, capitalized, and often for-
gotten. It seldom appears to reenter the
management purview as a cost of laboratory
operation. The laboratories themselves ap-
pear to be eternal. As national goals change,
as agency missions shift to meet new public
needs, and as the public becomes aware of
these needs, new laboratories are created and
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present laboratories expand. Rarely are ex-
isting laboratories cut back or terminated.
There is little evidence to suggest that Fed-
eral laboratories are treated as a national re-
source to be continuously challenged by the
assignment of important problems, requiring
a continuing appraisal of capabilities and
alternative courses of action.”

With specific reference to lahoratories
working on environmental pollution the
report states:

It was learned that well In excess of 1,000
projects related to research and development
on environmental pollution are belng con-
ducted in from 100 to 200 installations in
at least O agencies and departments. In
many instances this work was indicated as
being unrelated to the primary missions of
elther the laboratories or the agencies®—

And suggested that—

This situation may prevail for many multi-
agency programs of the Federal Government.?

It becomes apparent, therefore, that
the Congress must assume greater re-
sponsibility for the thorough surveil-
lance of Federal scientific and technical
programs, and for suggesting new
courses of action and fresh approaches
to problems. We shall also have to de-
mand more adequate accounting from
the executive branch with regard to its
conduct of its research and development
programs, That it has been deficient in
this respect has been acknowledged with-
in the executive branch itself. In the
words of Mr. William D. Carey:

If the Congress feels starved for facts, if
it 1s baffled at finding science behind every
bureaucratic rock, if it falls to see intrinsie
merit in the more arcane nooks of basic
sclence, if it hunts vainly for signs of a
broad strategy for science, if it cannot
identify priorities for scientific choice, we
have ourselves to blame.

The bill I propose would require sub-
mission by the President of an annual
report, similar in nature to the Eco-
nomic Report now rendered periodically
to the Joint Economic Committee. This
report would be reviewed by means of
hearings to be held by the Joint Com-
mittee on Science and Technology. It
should describe all relevant plans and
programs and the steps being taken to in-
sure their efficient management, such
as the extent of the application of cost-
benefit analyses; outline the methods
being used to effect coordination within
the Government and between the Gov-
ernment and nongovernmental orga-
nizations; account for expenditures each
fiscal year; and estimate anticipated fu-
ture expenditures.

With respect to the latter, I feel it es-
peclally important that the executive
branch be required to provide informa-
tion to Congress on its long-range scien-
tific and technical planning in order that
we may get a more definite idea of the

TU.8. Congress, House. Commlttee on Gov-
ernment Operations, Research and Techniecal
Programs Subcommittee. Committee Print:
A Case Study of the Utilization of Federal
Laboratory Resources. 89th Congress, 2d
sesslon.  Washington, U8, Government
Printing Office, 1966, p. 56.

& Joc. cit., p. 59.

® Ibid.

1 Carey, William D, A Proposal for a Yearly
Presidential Report on Science. Saturday Re-
view of Literature, November 6, 1965, p. 57.
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extent of the commitment of public
funds and resources that may be in-
volved in future plans and programs
which we will be asked to support. The
executive branch has been reluctant to
inform us along these lines, but I think it
altogether necessary that we receive such
information if Congress is to fulfill the
responsibilities imposed upon it by the
Constitution to promote the general wel-
fare of the American people. And, as a
consequence, I should hope to see a more
creative relationship develop between the
executive and legislative branches of
Government in the interest of obtaining
the greatest public good and healthy eco-
nomic growth through wiser utilization
of all our resources.

Mr. President, I have discussed this
matter with the manager of the bill, the
Senator from Oklahoma, and he has in-
formed me that although he thought
this might pertain somewhat to the bill,
he did not feel that he could accept this
amendment. I should like to inquire of
him at this time if he is still of that
mind, or if he has yet seen the great
light.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my col-
league, the Senator from Colorado, for
the opportunity of hearing his address
on this very much needed joint commit-
tee operation which he has so clearly
outlined. He has made a very impor-
tant proposal.

Had we had the advantage of this
matter prior to the last day of the dis-
cussion on the bill, which has taken
some 3 or 4 weeks of the Senate’s time, I
believe that would have been very help-
ful to the Senate. However, as the
Senator knows, we have just about com=
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pleted the actions on the bill. I wish the
distinguished Senator would present this
matter to the legislative committee, the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
which I am sure would be glad to hear
and consider it. Without any testimony
having been given in the joint commit-
tee, the House would be completely ob-
livious to the reasons given by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Colorado
for the establishment of this committee,
and therefore I would appreciate his
withholding action on it at this time.

Mr, ALLOTT. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. He has been complete-
ly frank, and I am not surprised at his
remarks, but I appreciate them, anyway.

Mr. President, this being the situation,
I should like to propound a parliamen-
tary inquiry. If this amendment is in-
troduced as a bill, will it go to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would have to study that matter.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am prepared to dis-
cuss the matter privately, with the Par-
liamentarian and with the Chair, at the
conclusion of the session.

iIrI1 will withdraw the amendment at this
time.

I should like to announce for the
benefit of the Senate that this bill was
introduced last summer. It is a matter
on which I have been working a long
time, and, much to my surprise, I found
a very great and wide interest in it all
over the United States.

Therefore, in view of the present situ-
ation, parliamentary and otherwise, I
will withdraw the amendment. But I
also wish to announce that I will intro-
duce this amendment as a bill on
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Wednesday, March 15, and I would be
happy to have such Senators who are
Interested and would desire to cosponsor
it contact my office in the meantime.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 120

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursu-
ant to the previous unanimous-consent
agreement, the clerk will report the
Hruska amendment.

The assistant legislative elerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 4, in the table of contents, strike
out all matter relating to title V of the bill,

On page 4, in the table of contents, strike
out “TrrLe VI” and insert in lieu thereof
“TITLE V.

On page 4, in the table of contents, strike
out “Sec. 601.” and insert in lieu thereof
“Sec. 501.”.

Beginning with line 8, page 118, strike out
all to and including line 18, page 124.

On page 125, line 1, strike out “TITLE VI"
and Insert in lieu thereof “TITLE V”.

On page 125, line 3, strike out “Sec, 601"
and insert in lleu thereof “Sec. 501",

On page 125, line 8, immediately after the
words “title IIL,"” insert “and”.

On page 125, line 9, strike out “, and title
V.”

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, in
accordance with the order previously
entered, I move that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 11 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 7 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday,
March 7, 1967, at 11 o’clock a.m.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Mrs. Katie Callaham’s 100th Birthday
March 11

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. JAMES B. UTT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 6, 1967

Mr. UTT. Mr. Speaker, Saturday,
March 11, marks the 100th birthday
anniversary of Mrs. Katle Callaham, who
now resides at Hillhaven Convalescent
Ho{.ne, 2210 East First Street, Santa Ana,
Calif.

Mrs. Callaham lived in Orange County
for over 40 years, and her sons, daugh-
ters, grandchildren, and great grand-
children all live near her. A reception
will be held in her honor on Sunday,
March 12.

It is a great accomplishment to reach
such an age, and particularly when one
considers the comparative hardships
which Mrs. Callaham's generation expe-
rienced in thelr younger years.

President Johnson will join me in
sending a congratulatory message to pay
tribute to my constituent on that special
occasion.

Society for Nondestructive Testing

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. RICHARD D. McCARTHY

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 6, 1967

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, on
April 1 of this year, the western New
York section of the Soclety for Nonde-
structive Testing will hold its first sym-
posium, at Erie County Technical Insti-
tute in Williamsyille, N.Y.

I believe that this group—first orga-
nized a quarter century ago at Canisius
College in Buffalo, N.¥Y.—deserves na-
tional recognition at this time,

Its first symposium comes in a day
when the entire Nation is concerned
about alr and water pollution and the
dangerous results of jet-radiated energy.
And its 25-year history has placed it in
high regard as a national pioneering
group.

Founded after the college offered a
training program in X-ray inspection of
war materials during World War II, its
members are highly trained and re-
spected scientists. I feel that their pres-

ence in western New York is a boon to
those associated with the many indus-
trial and technical activities of the area,
as well as to the Nation at large.

Salute to Morocco, America’s Longtime
Friend

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. PAUL G. ROGERS

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 6, 1967

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, In the course of our Nation's
history there are several sovereign States
which have bonded with us since our in-
ception and kept that alliance and
friendship.

Morocco is one of those nations. So
on this, the Moroccan National Day, I
would like to join other Americans in
extending a hand of gratitude for this
friendship and alliance

The bonds that ha\re been welded be-
tween our two nations is not a new one.
Nor one formed out of expediency.
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