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those committees, because of the lateness
in the organization of the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
and because of the pressing business of
the Senate, I ask unanimous· consent
that the Committee on Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs have until March 15,
1971, to include its rules in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD.

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

Mr. JAVITS· subsequently said: Mr.
President, I rose when the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) asked unani
mous consent to defer the filing of the
rules for the Banking, Housing and Ur
ban Affairs Committee, because I wished
to reserve the right to object. It is not
material, and I shall not press it. But I
dowish to call the attention of the Sen
ate to the fact that this is a very desir
able provision, and if committees loosely,
in a sense, can just get up and get unani
mous consent to put it over, it can easily
mean nothing.

Therefore, while I reallie that this
committee has a special problem, and I
have no objection to an extension for
them, I serve notice that I shall object to
any effort to extend that particular pro
vision hereafter except for cause,and I
shall, as any Senator is entitled to, ask
for the cause. There may be good reason,
in that the committee cannot get to
gether, or something like that. But I do
feel, in all honesty, since I was the au
thor of this particular prOVision, that it
can be made meaningless by successive
unanimous consent extensions; so I shall
object unless extension is sought for
proper cause.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the motion to proceed to the
consideration of the resolution· (S. Res.
9) amending rule XXII of the Standing
Rules of the Senate with respect to the
limitation of debate.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the experi
ence we have had here today indicates
to us how much things change, and how
rapidly change can be brought about. It
is well, however, in the midst of change, .
that some things should remain con
stant.

In the future, I suppose the day will
come when we will be sending men to
distant planets far beyond the moon.
Some of those journeys may very well
take years. I suppose, if I am around, I
shall be praying for their safe return,
just as I did for the other astronauts on
previous trips.

I think we should all pray that this
may still be the land of the, free when
they have returned, because that is
basically why we have been debating here
in the Senate for the past several weeks
the right of free speech, the right of free
dissent, the right of a minority to make
itself heard and to state its case.

We have already had enough votes to
have made it clear, that. this Senate is
not' going to· shut·off .. debate under the
rules 'of the· Senate. The ,. only way to
achieveTthat result is. by. rape of the
Senate and by rape of its rules. That

kind of thing can be done whenever the
Senate of the United States feels that
the situation is so dire as to result in an
emergency that would require us to set
aside all rights which Americans possess,
and engage in usurpation such as we
have seen the Supreme Court of the
United States engage in repeatedly, and
such as we have, on occasion, seen the
Executive engage in.

The Senate can do that whenever it
wants to do it. But I would submit 111is
question: What need is there, or what
problem exists or, what is today so es
sential about prompt action in this body,
that we must dispense with, compromise,
or dispose of the right of free men to
stand here and fight for that in which
they believe?
. Mr. President, in years gone by we

have heard it said that free speech could
not be so important that it should jeop
ardize the passage of a civil rights bill.
Well, the civil rights issues have come
and gone. Everything that someone could
suggest in the name of civil rights has
been enacted. So far as I am able to de
termine, there is nothing that can muster
a majority vote that would be entitled
"civil rightS" which anyone is now pro
posing. No one now contends that free
speech must be discarded in order to
protect someone's civil rights, or in order
to meaningfUlly guarantee the civil
rights of some citizen. That is behind us.

Quite to the contrary, so many bills
have been passed in the name of "civil
rights" that it may well lead, some day,
to an effort to repeal some of those
measures. Those who have favored the
civil rights laws may very well themselves
want to clalm tlllS right of free speech
which impeded some of those civil rights
bills in years gone by, to protect the
rights they now enjoy. It may well be
that the shoe will be on the other foot.
That would not be at all unusual, in the
way this Government tends to work. The
weapOns now available for one minority
may well be used by another completely
new minority which happens on. the
scene. It works both ways, and it may
well be that the freedom of debate which
exists here in the Senate might some day
be the greatest bulwark of civil rights
that exists.

But the free speech we have here has
protected us against a lot of unwise deci
sions, and it will do so again if we but
have the good judgment to preserve and
retain it. What were the measures, in the
previous Congress, that failed to come to
a vote? Ul recall correctly, there was a
proposed constitutional amendment. It
had to do with equal rights for women,
and it presented a number of problems.
Eventually, these measures were voted
upon.

Then we had another proposal that
had to do with the direct election of a
President. As has been discussed in the
Senate by the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. CURTIS), even the proponents of
that measure, at the time it was passed
by the House, could not foresee all the
problems that the measure would raise.
We did not vote on it. But if a two
thirds majority had wanted to vote on
it, they could have brought that debate
to a close, and it would thus have taken

a two-thirds majority to pass the meas
ure.

Mr. President, we saw in the last Con
gress the first version of a guaranteed
annual income for not working, proposed
by the President and passed with only
token resistance by the House of Repre
sentatives. After the bill passed, defects
were uncovered, shortcomings of the
measure were brought to the attention
of Senators, and we found that a great
number of problems were involved that
had never been pointed out before. We
found that it could lead to a kind of
welfare state that no one really wanted
and I am not opposed to something just
because it has the word "welfare" in it.

This was a proposal which could
well have resulted in more than dOUbling
the welfare rolls immediately. In the
long run, with benefit increases, it could
have resulted in 50 percent of the entire
country drawing welfare payments. It
would have set precedents which would
have plagued this Nation for all time to
come.

This measure had been labeled "wel
fare reform." Yet, when we analyzed it,
we found that in fact there was prac
tically no reform in it. We were told that
although 14 million welfare recipients
were going to be added to the welfare
rolls, there would be a strong work
requirement. Then we discovered that
there was no intention of putting any
substantial number of these people to
work, that the proponents of the plan,
themselves, had estimated that only
225,OOO-less than 1 percent of all the
new welfare recipients-would even re
ceive work training.

So it was not really a "workfare" pro
posal at all. It was just a guaranteed
income for not working. Having said that
welfare recipients should register for
"SUitable" work, the bill, by its own
terms, then proceeded to define "suit
able" in a way that would offer any
recipient who wanted to avoid a job a
multitude of excuses for not going to
work. It would seem to me that "reform"
would convey the idea that present
abuses and defects should be corrected.
Yet we saw that, far from welfare reform,
every mischief of the existing welfare
system would have remained in effect
under the bill and that new mischief
would be heaped on top of that.

All the dangers of this measure have
not yet been fully brought out. We
are still discovering new shortcom
ings that had not been disclosed. Yet
those who would change the rules of the
Senate would denv those who have found
defects in these kinds of proposals, those
who bring out the shortcomings, the op
portunity to hold the floor of the Sen
ate and to freely explain and expose the
defects, and to insist on fighting such a
measure until they were confident that
the Senate had been adequately advised
of the dangers inherent in the proposal.

Mr. President, it is not just adequate
to guarantee that a Senator have the
right to make a speech. It is not a new
experience to this Senator to speak to an
empty Chamber. U one is right about
something and Senators are not present
to hear one make the speech, he has to
hope that they will read it in the RECORD.
U they do not read it in the RECORD,
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and one is determined to prevail, then
he has to make his speech more than one
time.

Senator Burton Wheeler used to say,
that to be sure the Senate knew what you
were proposing, you had to make the
speech at least twice. After 23 years of
service in this bodY, I am constrained to
believe that one has to make his point
much more than twice to be sure Sen
ators are aware of the dangers one is
pointing out. The speech has to be made
enough times so that people hear it, talk
about it, think about it, and become
aware of the fact that what is being pro
poeed in the nature of a reform is not a
reform at all but is a danger to the Re
public; and when in due course they
learn the facts, learn what is right, learn
both sides of a problem, they will take
an entirely different point of view about
it.

As I have said, I doubt that even to
this day the President of the United
States, himself, even begins to realize all
the shortcomings and defects of the so
called family assistance plan. Some of us
will have the duty of trying to enlighten
those who ::<re trying to pass the meas
ure, to show them what is involved, and
to offer amendments to improve upon it.
But that we cannot do if we are to be
rushed in such a fashion that the Senate
insists on voting, whether or not it knows
what it is doing.

I have seen what happens when the
Senate votes cloture. When it does so,
the Senate is in a completelY unreason
ing mood. I have seen situations on the
floor of the Senate in which the ma
jority had the bit in its teeth, so to speak,
and was not disposed to accept any
amendments, was determined that it
would not accept any amendments, and
proceeded to beat down amendments
even though they obviously were con
structive. I have seen situations in which
we have been under a unanimous con
sent agreement to vote, or situations in
which the Senate first voted cloture,
when the Senate was not even willing
to correct a grammatical error. No-just
a majority determined to do something,
no matter what violence it did to our
institutions, and having made up its
mind that it was going to do it, pro
ceeded to insist on the right to shut off
debate and to vote these measures
through, although some tried to point
out that such action was not wise.

Those kinds of things should not be
done, Mr. President. There is no emer
gency anywhere to suggest that that
should be the case. Yes, I admit that free
debate, like free speech, like the freedom
of the press, can be a very vexatious
thing. It angers one to read something
with which he does not agree. It irritates
one to be compelled to hear an argument
with which he is familiar and with which
he does not agree. It is tiresome; it is
bothersome; it is irritating. But of such
things freedom is made. I do not agree
with many things I hear and read, but I
would be the first to say that the right
of the other person to speak is a neces
sary counterpart of my right to be heard
and to explain why I think those people
are wrong or why I think I am right
in the position I take.

Mr. President, one of the articles in the
Bill of Rights relates to the protection of
the individual in the freedom of religion.
No matter how humble he may be, the
Bill of Rights guarantees to every indi
Vidual the right to freedom of religion.
That right cannot be taken away by all
the minions of groups in the United
States. A majority vote cannot take away
from him his right to religious freedom.
A two-thirds vote cannot deprive him of
that sacred privilege. It is guara.nteed by
the Constitution of the United States.
He does not require anyone to sponsor
him. He stands on his own feet, in his
own right, and says, "The Constitution
is my authority. I am entitled to free
dom of religion; and if I do not get it I
shall go to a Federal court where that
right will be asserted, and I will be
protected."

I cite these things to show that it is
the genius of the Constitution of the
United States to have prohibitions and
limitations, and to have aU these funda
mental rights guaranteed by the Gov
ernment of the United States.

Another clause in the Bill of Rights
relates to the right of every citizen to
bear arms. That is a right which cannot
be taken away by any majority. It can
not be taken away by a two-thirds vote
of the Senate. It cannot be taken away
by a unanimous vote in the Heuse of
Representatives. The rights of an indi
vidual citizen of this Republic cannot be
taken away from him in any such man
ner. He can wrap the Constitution about
him and say, "This is my protection; this
is my defense."

No soldier can be billeted in the house
of any citizen of the United States ex
cept in time of war, and then only upon
the payment of adequate compensation.

These are fundamental rights. I cite
them to show that there are some things
which cannot be controlled by majorities,
which cannot be wiped out by a two
thirds vote, which cannot be negated by
a group meeting in some caucus room or
by a policy committee in the chambers
of the Government of the United States.

The Bill of Rights protects citizens
against unreasonable searches or sei
zures. I shall not elaborate upon that
question because Senators know what
that means. It means that all the king's
armies cannot put upon a citizen an un
reasonable search of his private posses
sions. It is done sometimes, but when it
occurs it is in violation of law, and in
defiance of the law.

Another right guaranteed by the Bill
of Rights is the right of freedom of ex
pression. How are we to have freedom of
expression if we limit the representa
tives of the people and tell them how
little they can say and how seldom they
can say it in this Chamber? There should
be more freedom of debate in the Senate
than in any other agency of the United
States. When we speak we are not speak
ing for ourselves. We are speaking for
the people in the States whom we repre
sent. When my colleague speaks in this
Chamber, it is the voice of my State. It
is the voice of Louisiana when the Sen
ator from Louisiana speaks in this Cham
ber. That right ought not to be limited.
Should we limit an entire State which

wants to speak upon' some public ques
tion through its representative and ad
vise other Senators what the position of
that State may be? Shall we say, "No;
you cannot do it. We have heard a great
deal of talk, and we are not going to hear
any more. We have already heard the
boss' voice, that this bill must pass, and
that is the only voice we are going to
listen to."

No, Mr. President; if we are to preserve
the freedom of a citizen's opinion, we
should also guarantee the freedom of
expression of his opinion. An opinion
locked within the privacy of a man's
bosom does not do his fellow citizens any
good. But if he has convictions and views,
and speaks them through his representa
tives, they will impress the world, and
leave their influence upon the action
which may be taken.

The Bill of Rights requires a unani
mous verdict of the jury in a Federal
court. A man cannot be sent to jail by a
majority vote. He cannot be sent to the
penitentiary by a two-thirds vote. There
must be a unanimous vote. The accused
has the right to be heard in his trial. He
has the right to be represented by coun
sel. He has the right to face his accusers
and deny the charges brought against
him. Yet I suppose there are those who
would say, "That takes up too much
time. There is nothing involved but a
man's life. We cannot put up with this
tomfoolery. We are going to bring in a
cloture rule limiting the accused to one
witness and limiting his lawyer to 30
minutes. We want to get some action and
dispose of these cases."

No, Mr. President. That is not the
genius of our country. That is not the
genius of our courts. That is not the
genius of our people, and ought not to
be the genius of any group in our Re
public.

The Constitution requires that the ac
cused be confronted by his accusers. I
am amazed that someone has not sug
gested a rule limiting the accused to two
witnesses, and limiting their testimony
to 30 minutes. I am surprised that some
one has not said, "We are going to cut
him off. We are going to have action. We
are not going to let the minority of a jury
keep us from executing the law. We were
elected last fall, and we have somo
pledges to keep, and we must put them
into effect. We must find some shortcut
to fulfill our pledges.

Mr. President, the Senate of the United
States is a great institution which has
served this Nation well while operating
under essentially the existing rules for
over 170 years. Through crisis and war,
through peace and good times, the Sen
ate has never failed the American people.
To be Sill'e, things have not always run
smoothly in this bodY and often many
of us have felt the irritation of lengthy
debate by one or a few of our colleagues.

However, Mr. President, I have looked
back over my 22 years in the Senate and
even beyond that to find a single occasion
when material damage has been done to
the interest of the Nation or to the people
through the operation of the rules as
suring free and full discussion to every
Member of this body. I have found no
such occasion,Mr. President. To the
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contrary, the present rule has prevented
much more harm than it has worked.

It was under existing rules that the
Senate acquired the proud title of t.he
world's greatest deliberative body.. The
rules by which we have so long conducted
our business have, over time, marked the
Senate of the United States as the last
citadel of free and full discussion.

It is here in the Senate that the rights
of the minority can be fully heard and
fully protected. To my knowledge, only
in the Senate of the United States among
the parliamentary bodies of the earth,
may Members speak fully and freely to
bring to the attention of the people they
represent, vice in measures which are not
readily apparent and which the major
ity are prone to gloss over.

I consider it a great honor to be a
Member of the Senate and I feel strongly
the great responsibility that member
ship imposes on each of us. We have a
glorious heritage to carry forward and
none of us may escape the full aware
ness of the responsibilities and many
burdens that are being thrust upon us.
The problems this country faces have
caused the duties of the U.S. Sen
ator to be greatly increased over the
past few years. This Nation is growing
and changing rapidly from within and
the place it has taken in leadership
among the nations of the world, has
brought to the fore many vital and
complex problems which cry out for
solutions.

While I, in no way, wish to iilfer that
Senators in a prior time of our history
had little to do, certainly all of us must
agree thht during the last half of this
century there has been a tremendous
increase in the work and responsibility
of the Senate and its Members. Most of
this has been of our own creation, as we
continually expanded the powers of the
Federal Government.

With Congress now in session most of
the year, as compared to the shorter
sessions in past years, it requires no
elaboration to point out that the duties
of a U.S. Senator and of the entire mer:c
bel'ship as a whole, has been vastly
increased.

Regardless of these pressures, it would
be tragic beyond description if this bodY
were ever stampeded into adopting rules
of procedure which would deny to any
Senator a full opportunity to be heard on
any matter brought before the Senate.

I do not intend to be a party to any
such effort.

In no legislative body in the world is
the right to fUlly deliberate more care
fully protected and guarded than in the
Senate of the United States. We must
keep in mind that the minority has
rights that p,re just as inviolable as ':hose
.ofthe majority.

The full truth and meaning of that
statement goes to the very form and sub
stance of our republican system of gov
ernment. A look at our history will bring
to light many instances to support that
statement. Great reforms or great steps
forward for our people often began
through the advocacy of small minori
ties, minorities that gradually through
the years swell into majorities. In time,
·ideas for advanCement that were almost

universally frowned upon in years past
come to be taken for granted as right
and proper. Anyone who has been a
Member of this body should be able to
cite notable instances in which waves
of enthusiasm for legislation or action
by the Senate have given way to equally
persistent waves of enthusiasm for their
rejection after the proposal had been
thoroughly debated, thoroughly discuss
ed, and eventually understood by the
people. For this reason, clearly, we
should take no action for revision of the
rules that would in any way f.oreclose
constructive and necessary debate and
thorough exploration of controversial is
sues that come before us.

I hope I never see the day when the
Senate imposes upon itself rules to per
mit crushing of the rights of minorities
to be heard and to be given no opportu
nity to persuade others to conversion of
their views.

Some years ago this body lived through
a striking example of how the freedom
of debate and freedom of deliberation in
the Senate serve as a bulwark against
revolutionary changes in our Govern
ment.

I refer to the so-c:llled Supreme Court
packing proposal presented to this body
in 1937.

While I was not a Member of the body
at this time, that great moment in our
history remains fresh in my mind.

It is easily conceivable that similar
proposals, disastrous t'J our republican
way of life, may be made in the future.
Some of them are at our doorstep today
but I remind Senators that the most un
fortunate Supreme Court packing pro
posal never reached the stage in the Sen
ate where resort to cloture was invoked.

The historic processes of the Senate
committee hearings and full publicity
worked so well that that threat to our
form of government was averted by utter
rout of the forces that had advocated the
proposal.

Yet, Mr. President, the committee pro
cedure which is so much a part of our
process of legislating and guaranteeing
the wisdom of the legislation has been
bypassed. Every Senator, when he is con
vinced he is right about a measure, is in
clined to feel that a committee should be
bypassed. We have seen the procedure
used of taking a measure proposed by
the House, putting it at the desk, and in
due course calling it up from the calen
dar.

We see a proposal now that the Senate
rules should be changed without per
mitting the committee to consider it.

I am one of those who once served on
the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration. It is my experience that that
committee does a very good job. It works
diligently and consciously. It contains
good men. Those men should be accorded
an opportunity to consider any proposed
change of our procedure in the Senate.

Yet we see here an effort not only to
do violence to the right of free debate in
the Senate, but also to bypass the appro
priate committee and to deny the meas
ure thorough study, the right of hearings
within the committee, the right of com
promise which the committee tends to
develop, all in the effort of some to shut

off debate. And for what? Where is their
bill? Where is their justification for re
stricting and eliminating the right of
free debate in order to legislate more ef
fectively?

~.s was pointed out by the very able
Senator from Arkansas in his speech the
other day, it is not our job to legislate
rapidly. Our job is to deliberate, to stUdy,
to analyze the facts, and to consider the
altEJrnatives in an effort to be sure that
we are right when we make a change in
the laws of our country.

If it is efficiency which is desired, I
point out that there is no greater waste
of tim3 than that which has taken place
in the Senate for the last month. This
as been time and again with every new
Congress.

We have rules that say that it requires
a '"wo-thirds majority to shut off debate
and force a measure to a vote. Those who
oppose the change in the two-thirds rule
do not desire to have debate shut off.

The sponsors of the measure have de
nied us the right to committee hearings.
They seek to shut off debate and not
consider the arguments of all Senators
even though they must know that they
cannot bring the measure to a vote and
force this measure through. They knew
it on earlier occasions. They know it now.
But notwithstanding that, they insist on
a number of cloture votes. How many
votes have they changed? So far as I
know, they have changed none. But sup
pose they do change some. They would
still be far from having their two-thirds
majority required to force the Senate to
restrict the right of free debate.

This is all for no good purpose. They
have no bill in mind.

They have yet to point out what meas
ure they propose to enact under a gag
rule which could not be enacted under
free debate in the Senate. Where is it?
What is that measure?

There have also been efforts to bypass
the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration and to do violence to Senate
tradition and Senate procedure.

They have wasted enough time with
this proposal and with this bum's rush
approach to constitute an entire session
of Congress, notwithstanding which, I
suppose at the beginning of the next
Congress and at the beginning of the
next Congress after that, we will see the
same bum's rush approach attempted in
an effort to try to deny Senators the
right of free speech.

This is at a time when they cannot
suggest any bill, any single bill that must
be the subject of shutting off debate.
As I say, I can understand how one or
two Senat:<Jrs who are ::oncerned about
a proposed constitutional amendment
which did not become law would like to
bring their amendment to a vote. But
if they had the two-thirds majority need
ed to pass this constitutional amend
ment, I point out that it requires noth
ing more than two-thirds of the Sena
tors. If those two-thirds of the Senators
who would vote for the constitutional
amendment were to vote to limit debate,
it would be self-evident that if they had
a two-thirds majority they could· obtain
the requirement to shut off debate. That
would be the end of it. .
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The other measure that could well be
the subject of extended debate is the
Family Assistance Plan, which I referred
to briefiy earlier. No one in the Senate
would contend that that measure had
been adequately debated.

From my point of view, I have no in
tention of conducting a filibuster on that
measure. I have no knowledge of anyone
else who does. But I will say that if the
plan which is presented to the Senate is
as unsound and has as many defects in
it as the amendment offered to the Sen
ate the last time, if it is fraught with
hazard and peril to the country as the
measure tl1at was considered by the pre
vious Congress, I would feel compelled
to oppose it and to debate that matter
at considerable length.

I will say that I have no intention of
conducting a filibuster against the meas
ure. If the Senate by and large voted
to pass some measure that I believed
totally unsound in the welfare area, I
would be content that the Senate voted
to pass it, but only if this Senator and
others who found grave shortcomings in
that measure had the opportunity to dis
cuss it, only after we had had the op
portunity to offer amendments and have
a vote on our amendments, and only af
ter we had had an opportunity to expose
the shortcomings we found in such a
proposal.

Mr. President, just to point out one of
the defects that were so much a part of
the President's Family Assistance Plan
proposed in the last Congress, it was said
that under the existing law a father
was encouraged to leave his family sO
that the family could gO on welfare. Mr.
President, that same defect would exist
if the Family Assistance Plan were law.

The only difference would be that we
would be paying a lot more money to the
family on welfare when the father de
parted than we are paying under the
existing law. If the family assistance plan
became law, a father making about $3,000
in income would be eligible for a small
family assistance payment. But if that
father simply left the family, and under
departmental regulations he would not
have to go very far and perhaps he could
stay with them and just pretend his in
come is not available to them, they could
draw a much larger benefit in most States
by simply working out an arrangement
whereby it is made to appear that the
.father was not present and not support
ing his family.

Now, one of the worst things about the
existing welfare law, and the same thing
would be true under the family assistance
plan, is that there is an incentive to de
stroy the institution of marriage. I will
explain how that works. It is an incen
tive fer people who have children not to
get married. If a man marries a woman
who has children by him, welfare law
assumes he will support the wife and
children with his income, and they are
not eligible for welfare. But if he declines
to marry that person, both under the
family assistance plan and under the
existing welfare program, the mother
and children immediately become eligible
for welfare if they have no income of
their own. So a man can have all of his
income without having to share any of

it with the mother of his children,' and
she can obtain the full benefits of wel
fare or full benefits of the family assist
ance plan, whatever it may be. The only
difference is that one pays more than the
other. In addition, they have food stamps,
medicaid, direct subsidies, and all those
things available to the mother of his
children provided the man does not
marry her.

As a matter of fact, the man can
spend the night in the same bed
room and in the same bed with that
woman and as long as she contends he
is not making any of his income avail
able to her or the Children, that mother
and children can enjoy full welfare ben
efits. It would be only a small increase
,in the welfare payments to add the
father to the welfare rolls. But if the
father went on the rolls the benefits
could be reduced by about 80 cents for
every dollar he earns-if indeed the
family is eligible for benefits at all.

Under those circumstances, over a pe
riod of time in a free capitalistic econ
omy, it can be assumed that people will
be inclined to do what is to their advan
tage in terms of dollars and cents. The
economics of welfare indicate that peo
ple should not get married, and that
is what is happening.

Unfortunately, it is true. The latest
figures indicate that in white families
roughly 11 percent of the children live
with one parent, and the figure is about
39 percent in Negro families.

This is likely to become accepted
morals over a period of time when it is
to the cash advantage of a person not
to get married becaus3 that person
would lose $4,000 a year in income which
otherwise would be available. If they do
get married, the man will have to sup
port a wife and children and if the man
does not get married, the wife and chil
dren, will be supported by the taxpayers.

The familY assistance plan is not the
end of these guaranteed income sugges
tions. The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS) has very logically suggesttld
that if this proposal is to go into effect,
we should not stop at $1,600 plus food
stamps plus medicaid, but that the fam
ily should be guaranteed enough money
to be lifted out of poverty; that if it
has to be done, how can there be justifi
cation in providing income for people
and still have them liVing in poverty?
He suggests that the guaranteed income
figure should not be $1,600 plus food
stamps, but that it should be at least
$3,700 for a family of four. It makes a
lot more sense than the arbitrary $1,600
plus food stamps proposed by the Pres-
ident. .

How much would this proposal cost?
We are told that when in full operation,
that proposal would cost us about $30
billion a year, and that under that pro
gram, welfare benefits would be paid to 59
million people.

Mr. President, that would not be the
end of it. That is a very scant, meager
proposal, and it w111 make people look
like pikers when they hear what the Na
tional Welfare Rights Organization
wants.

Former Senator McCarthy of Minne
sota thought enough of their plan to

sponsor it and I am sure it will have
other sponsors when it comes up next
time. They say that every family of four
should be guaranteed at least $5,500. If
they do not get $5,500 they say the peo
ple should fight about it and conduct
riots. We had some experience with that
over in the Committee on Finance where
they conducted a sit-in strike. Only last
year we were trying to do committee
business and their members were charg
ing up and down the halls saying, "$5,500
or fight; kill, kill, kill." They did not do
anything about it, such as occurred yes
terday, but as far as we know that is a
forerunner of things to come: "$5,500 or
fight."

There would be 59 million people
drawing welfare. Who would be prepared
to go before them and say that those 59
million people are not entitled to $5,500?
CamlOt Senators hear what would be
said? "Who can live on $3,700? A man
and his wife need at least $5,500 to hold
hide and hair together," Cannot Sena
tors hear people standing there and
screaming for it? If Senators cannot
hear it I suggest they come to the Capi
tol this year and they will hear it. One
can hear them a blocl<: away when they
shout "$5,500 or fight."

What would that proposal cost? There
would be approximately 98 million peo
ple on welfare. That would not be the
end of it, once they got the $5,500. Any
one who wanted to be elected to office
would be guaranteed the vote of 55 per
cent of all the people by saying, "Let us
raise the $5,500 to $7,500."

He would be assured of victory, because
that is half of the population right there,
on one issue, once they have proceeded to
help them organize that big bloc.

It is fine to pay benefits of $5,500 for
every family as a guaranteed income. But
who is going to pay for it? Nobody ex
pects any of the 98 million who are
drawing $5,500 to pay for any of this.
Obviously, it has to be paid for by the
other 98 mimon who are not drawing
down $5,500. So when we try to figure
how to raise the money which would in
crease the Federal revenue about 30 per
cent for that one item alone through the
relatively small number of people who
would be left to pay all the taxes, it would
mean that we would have to levy taxes
that would leave some person something,
according to his needs, after taxes.

So there would be two welfare pro
grams. One would be what would be left
to a workingman after taxes, and the
other would be what would be given a
family that does not work on the basis of
the guaranteed income. So the guaran
teed income for not working would, over
a period of time, be almost as much as
the income left, after taxes, for a person
who was working, no matter how much
he made.

But that would not be the end of
spending. Whether we like it or not, we
are going to have to do something about
child care. I myself sponsored a measure
to setup a separate corporation, provide
it with initial working capital of $500
million to arrange to make available good
child care.

How much should we be spending on
this? About $500 million would be a very
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substantial step in the right direction to
provide good child care, so that mothers
could seek honorable, gainful employ
ment. But we were confronted with other
proposals by those who say, "That is so
small, we should not even make a start.",

Senators may recall how, last year,
the child care provisions of the Finance
Committee bill were defeated on a sepa
rate vote, with the opponents being spon
sors of child care measures which would
have cost from $2 billion to $6 billion.
Large as those figures were, they were
small compared with other proposals of
what should be spent by the Federal
Government for child care.

There was a White House conference
to discuss this sUbject. It was estimated
that it would cost at least $2,000 per
child to ,provide meaningful child care
with educational benefits for the chil
dren. Projecting that figure and multi
plying it by the number of children it was
felt should have such care, it was esti
mated that we should spend about $10
billion a year for that purpose.

Estimates of welfare costs in the past
have tended to be too low. Welfare legis
lation has cost more than the estimates.

The distingUished Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. BYRD), who is in the
Chamber, is well aware of why such pro
grams tend to cost much more. It is be
cause no one, so far, has mustered the
courage to keep off the welfare rolls peo
ple who do not belong on them. I know
that the Senator from West Virginia has
tried to do something to correct that
condition. I am sure that he has had bad
days following the mornings when he
read in the newspapers articles vilifying
and chastising him for being the enemy
of the poor, merely because he had the
courage to contend that persons who
were not eligible for the programs should
not be in them, and that much more
could be done for people who really need
help if we declined to put on the rolls
the people who do not need the help.
The Senator from West Virginia investi
gated and found that 59 percent of the
people on the AFDC rolls in the District
of Columbia did not belong on them at
all, and that many others, who were
eligible, were being overpaid.

Despite this background, the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
proceeded to put into effect a require
ment that all welfare appllcants should
be put on the rolls on the basis of their
own certification. Can Senators imagine
that? Well over 50 percent were not eli
gible or were drawing too much. Never
theless, the Department of HEW sought
to require States to put people on welfare
on the basis of their own certification.

The Supreme Court came in behind
that regulation and undertook to sug
gest that welfare is a constitutional right
and said that no one who was on the
rolls, even by fraud, can be taken off
the rolls without a hearing.

The Department came along behind
the Supreme Court and said that not
only were the applicants entitled to a
hearing, but also to an appeal and to
counsel, and that the Government must
not only advise the applicant of his right
to appeal but also pay for the costs of

the appeal, if the applicant desires to
appeaL

Suppose a person goes on the rolls to
tally by fraud and it takes 6 months after
the Supreme Court's decision to discover
the fraud. After. showing that the per
son is on the rolls by. fraud, how much
can the Government get back? He might
have had plenty of income on the side,
all the time. How much money can the
Government get back? There is no men
tion in the HEW regUlations about the
Government getting back one penny of
what is paid by fraud.

Just the other day, in Louisiana, some
one applied to go on welfare, and the per
son who had put the applicant on the
rolls previously saw the woman leaving.
She inquired of the person who handled
the case why the woman had not been
satisfied with the generous treatment she
had received. It was found that the
woman was using a different name than
she had used the first time. This hap
pened right in my hometown. A search
warrant was issued, and it was found
that the woman was on the welfare rolls
four times, under four different names,
and with four different social security
cards, and would have been on a fifth
time, except that by chance she met a
welfare worker who knew her and who
worked in the same office. The woman's
neighbor was on the rolls twice and was
planning to get on a third time. She
might have succeeded if the welfare peo
ple had not met the first woman. So two
women were receiving welfare benefits
eight times.

I read an article suggesting that a
woman is not going to have a child
merely for the purpose of going on wel
fare and getting, maybe, $30, $40, or $50
a month extra; or that if she has two
children, she is not going to have another
child to get even a lesser amount. I
would be the first to say that in all prob
ability that is not why any welfare
mother has a child. But we should keep
in mind that a child is not necessarily on
the rolls only one time.

There is no method presently available
to the Federal Government, other than
just catching these people by accident, to
know whether a person is on the welfare
rolls one time or 10 times.

Some State has suggested that we
should start taking pictures of the wel
fare beneficiaries, so that if a person is
on the rolls five or six times, the pic
tures could be compared-a totally im
practical suggestion. No one has yet de
vised a system whereby you can comput
erize pictures and compare pictures one
to the other. If a person is on the wel
fare rolls five different times, even if it
is in the same office, one would not know
but what the person depicted might be
the recipient's cousin or sister. Everyone
has a look-alike. Everyone has a twin
somewhere. And since the Supreme
Court has declared residency require
ments to violate the Constitution if im
posed by a State government, there is no
area anywhere for anyone to deny a per
son the right to go on the welfare rolls
in 50 different States as fast as he can
show up in those 50 States, and there is
no arrangement anywhere to check up
and see whether a person is or is not

present at the place where he is dra",'ing
his check.

The procedures that have been im
posed, with the cooperation of the De
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare and with the intervention of
these poverty lawyers, has been that if
we want to go to a place and see if the
person actually lives there, we have to
notify her to be there and show up at
that particular time. She could be six
States away, and get a ticket and come
back and be there with her children-or
the neighbor's children-back there at
that particular address, when you show
up to see if that is her residence.

The only way you could positively
identify people would be by fingerprints.
But when you suggest that you can only
go on welfare once, you cannot be on
five times in one State or 50 times in 50
States, just watch the howl that goes up.
They will all be out here screaming that
it is criminal to ask for fingerprints of
a person to insure that he is only draw
ing welfare benefits once, instead of 50
times.

I am sure we shall have to face that
problem. I wish we could avoid it, be
cause I would like to hope we could
bypass that argument. But, Mr. Presi
dent, that is just one more of the many
facets of the welfare mess, which are
mostly created right here in Washing
ton. That is a battle we have to fight.

I say, Mr. President, that if we are
to do justice to the people of this
country, we cannot fight that battie
and resolve it wisely under cloture, be
cause if the Senate has voted to shut
off debate and limit every Senator to
but 1 hour, then whatever Senator
there is on this floor who understands
that measure best would have only 1
hour to speak. Frankly, Mr. President,
even that 1 hour would not do him
much good, because my experience
about limitation of debate is that once
the Senate has voted cloture, it does
not want to hear anyone's argument
just to sit down and vote.

H the distinguished occupant of the
chair (Mr. BROCK) does not recall, I
recall how it was when we had the
cloture vote on the space satellite pro
gram. Some of the most logical amend
ments the mind of man could suggest
were simply tabled, without a minute's
debate in opposition to the amend
ment; just a motion to table. The ar
gument was that the manager of the
bill was confronted with a great num
ber of amendments, and if he tried to
explain the side against the amend
ment. he would use up his 1 hour and
have no more time left to discuss the
measure; and so he had no alternative
but to move to table, and call on
everyone who voted for cloture to vote
to table all amendments, regardless of
the merits, on a matter as important
as a bill to control all future com
munications in space.

Those kinds of outrages, Mr. President,
do a grave injustice to our Republic.
They should not be enacted under a
I-hour limitation of debate for each
Senator, where the minds of all are
closed. The Senate should permit every
Senator to speak and debate freely; and
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a measure of that sort, to be properly
enacted by this body, might well require
as much as 6 weeks of debate and vot
ing on the amendments that would be
offered, and the marshaling of evidence
to show whether or not the Senate has
made a mistake, and for the effort to
change a mistake when made, and the
effort to disabuse people's minds of the
propaganda that has been spread
throughout this Nation. The opportunity
should be available to every Senator, and
we should take whatever time is neces
sary to do justice on that basis, to see
that we do not make the type of fatal
mistake that could be made, to send this
Nation down a path of bankruptcy
either moral or dollar bankruptcy
which could have been avoided had we
saved for ourselves the protection of rea
son, logic, the opportunity of a man to
marshal his arguments, and the oppor
tUnity to present the facts on his side of
the case.

Mr. President, I shall have more to
say on this subject later on. 1 am very
hopeful that we can pass a social se
curity bill in short order. I hope that
the House of Representatives will send us
that bill, unencumbered by the family
assistance proposal or any other guar
anteed income scheme for the time be
ing, and offer us the opportunity to pass
a bill which we have debated, thorough
ly considered, and passed in the Sen
ate by a vote of 81 to O. When that bill
has been sent to the President's desk, I
recommend the House send us whatever
they want to send us in the way of a wel
fare bill, and I assure those on the House
side that when that happens, I shall see
to it that the Senate conducts prompt
hearings, that we avail ourselves of the
best advice that can be obtained as well
as that which is volunteered to us, and
that, when the hearings have been com
pleted, without more than 2 weeks' de
bate, we will undertake executive ses
sions in which the Senate Committee on
Finance will work its will; and when we
have done that, we will report the mat
ter to the Senate. Then this matter will
be in the hands of the leadership, to
determine when it wishes to call the mat
ter before the Senate.

I have no idea how controversial or
noncontroversial that bill may be. I do
know that the Committee on Finance
brought before the Senate last year a
measure that was very controversial and
necessary. The parliamentary maneuver
ing and the debate that occurred resulted
in compromises, in the interests of get
ting something done, and we sent a very
good social security report on medicaid
and medicare, and public welfare im
provement bills, to the House of Repre
sentatives; and I regret very much that
'the House did not see fit to meet with
Us in conferences to iron out the differ
ences, because the public interest would
have been served had they done so.

But I cite that just to show that some
times a measure which starts out being
very controversial, through the force of
debate, consideration, logic, compromise,
and amendments that can be offered to
improve it, and new ideas that can be
injected, sometimes resolvas itself into a
a measure on which a unanimous vote

with all Senators applauding the final
product, although they do not completely
agree with everything in it, can be had.

That is conceivable. It may be too
much to expect that we could work out
that type of a difficult, complicated ar
rangement at this time, but, Mr. Presi
dent, it is my hope that that might hap
pen; because there is no doubt in my
mind that Chairman MILLS and the
able members of his committee-JOHN
BYRNES, JOHN WATTS, and the other fine
men who serve with him-are every bit
as dedicated to the best interests of this
Nation as is this senator or any other
Senator. If they will do their best to
move us along the line of real reform of
the welfare program, as I am sure they
would like to do, rather than just in
creasing the size and multiplying the
problems, then I think there would be a
possibility that we could do an equally
good job, perhaps an even better job, on
this side, with the result that this matter
might be worked out in a manner that
best serves the national interest.

But I am confident that that will not
be done just by federalizing the so-called
welfare system. The only impediment
there is now to the cost of running
through the ceiling is the fact that the
States have limited funds with which
to match Federal matching. If it were
to be federalized, it would still require
reform amendments that would, among
other things, require a father to support
his wife and children and which would
encourage people to work for a living,
rather than simply living on welfare.
These are measures that we can and I
hope will work out.

Again I say that the best safeguard to
be sure that the answer is in the na
tional interest, rather than to the con
trary, is that we retain the right of free
debate in the Senate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I want to compliment the able
Senator on his speech. I want to com
pliment him on his work. He is dealing
with a snakepit when he deals with the
welfare problem. I think he has the
astuteness and the diligence and the
courage, however, to do the job.

I also want to compliment him on in
sisting that an increase for the recipients
of social security should be in a separate
package from that of welfare reform,
and for urging that such a social security
increase be sent expeditiously from the
other body to this body, and his as
surance that it will be acted upon in the
Senate hastily when it is so received.

Mr. LONG. I hope very much that we
can act upon it as soon as we are in a
position to act knowledgeably and re
sponsibly. I would not like to see us act
upon it so rapidly that we fail completely
to protect the interests of all persons
those who are paying for it as well as
those who would hope to be benefited by
it.

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. COTrON.Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

GIVE US SOMETHING MORE THAN
HOPE

Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, all Feb
ruary 10 the Chairman of the Civil Aero
nautics Board, the Honorable Secor D.
Browne, appeared before the Subcom
mittee on Aviation of our Commerce
Committee during hearings on the eco
nomic state of our airline industry. I
took the opportunity on that occasion to
once again point out the plight of my
State of New Hampshire and New Eng
land generally resulting from the lack of
adequate air service. I requested that Mr.
Browne and his fellow members on the
Commission give our problem a "sympa
thetic look."

I, therefore, was somewhat heartened
to read the address by the Honorable
Robert T. Murphy, member of the Civil
Aeronautics Board, before the 54th an
nual banquet of the Traffic Club of New
England in Boston, Mass., on February
16. In that address, Mr. Murphy noted,
in part, the following:

But one thing I do know is that the recent
Apollo 14 fiight viVidly demonstrated that it
is much easier for a citizen of New Hamp
shire to fiy to the moon than it is to fly from
any point in the Granite State to anywhere
else.

Of special interest here in New England is
the very critical need of Northern New Eng
land, that is, Maine, New Hampshire and
Vermont. for adequate air service. This is a
subject to which we have devoted particular
attention over the years with very disap
pointing results. Their basic need is for an
adequate local service ·which we have very
properly fostered and developed with modest
subsidy support in all other parts of the
United States inclUding Alaska and Hawaii.

Today, the only two states in the nation
for which no subsidy is being paid for air
service are Maine and Vermont and the
amount paid for service to New Hampshire is
negligible. As Senator Norris Cotton recently
pointed out, the economic welfare of this re
gion demands that it not be shortchanged by
lack of air service. If we are to have a sound
national air transportation system then cer
tainly Northern New England must be part
of that system. I believe it is fair to say that
the Board intends to conduct an investiga
tion of service needs there during the forth
coming year With a view toward correcting
the intolerable situation which has been al
lowed to drift too far and too long.

Mr. President, these words of Commis
sioner Murphy warm the cockles of my
hea.rt. For years this Senator has been
pointing to the same intolerable situa
tion which hal;! been allowed to drift too
far and too long, in the words of Com
missioner Murphy. As the poet Robert
William Service once said, "A promise
made is a debt unpaid," and I felt that
by virtue of Commissioner Murphy's re
marks a long outstanding debt of ade
quate .air service to New England was
about to be paid.

Howe"er, Mr. President, I was then re
minded of my own words of earlier date,
warrung my constituents not to be be
guiled by then glittering promises of rea
.sonable and adequate air service in our
State. And i regret that this cynicism,
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